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INTRODUCTION

The aim of this dissertation is to study the phenomena of the parasite and parasitism in
Victorian science and literature in order to demonstrate the interconnectedness between these
two disciplines in terms of their employment of analogous themes, rhetorical devices,
concepts and narratives. The parasite here serves as a particular example of the larger trend
of cross-inspiration between scientific and literary works. This interconnectedness is
presented through ecological interactions and the evolution-derived concept of convergence,
both of which are used specifically to signal the equivalent status of literary and scientific

narratives in the nineteenth century.

The present work approaches the topic of the parasite and parasitism from four planes:

ecology customary practice
(parasitical interaction) (parasitos)
N

PARASITE
PARASITISM

_ S

biology literature
(organism) (metaphor)
theoretical functional contextual extratextual
approach approach approach approach

Figure 1 Four Planes of Approaches to the Parasite and Parasitism
The planes presented above show four directions of study included in this work. The plane

referred to as customary practice traces the origin of the term parasite to its first and still
relevant meaning in which parasitos denoted a person “eating at the table of another,” i.e.

someone taking advantage of other people’s broadly understood generosity. Parasitos gave



its name to all the other ‘parasites’ and ‘parasitisms’ discussed in this work. The reason why
the term ‘customary practice’ is introduced is to distinguish it from the concept of social
parasitism which is not explored here. The ecological plane examines parasitism, that is an
interaction in which one species benefits while the other is harmed as one of the possible
ways in which the relations between scientific and literary texts can be approached. On the
biology plane ‘parasite’ is understood either as any organism using other organisms to their
benefit (theoretical approach) or as an organism of specific pathology towards their hosts
(functional approach); the former approach is closer to the zoological branch of parasitology
while the latter — to medicine. Finally, the literature plane is explored on which certain
characters of chosen Victorian works of fiction are read as parasites, either because this is
how they are portrayed (contextual approach) or because their behaviours can be interpreted
as analogous to those exhibited by biological parasites (extratextual approach).

The titular science is being understood here as life science, the branch of natural
science which studies living organisms and their relations, and the disciplines used here are
predominantly parasitology, biology, and medicine. The literature evoked in the title is
mostly regarded here as narrative fiction. In this respect, Chapter I, which analyses a number
of instances of science and literature relations, differs from other chapters as it expands the
scope of science to include Earth science, especially geology; it also broadens the definition
of literature to include Victorian essays and poems.

One of the key concepts employed extensively in this dissertation is that of a story. It
is understood here not in the restrictive narratological sense but as any narrative recounting
fictional of non-fictional events. This is done to establish a shared platform on which
literature and science equivalence or correspondence can be examined. Therefore, this
dissertation can be considered a collection of stories of parasites as told by literature and

science: Chapter |1 tells the paradoxical story of their etymological genesis, Chapters 111 and



IV show the evolution of the narratives of parasites’ origins, Chapter V includes stories of
their peculiar survival strategies while Chapter VI shows that narratives told by science
writers of the twentieth and twenty-first century share similarities with stories found in
Victorian fiction.

Every chapter of this dissertation is treated as a single essay, with its own introduction
and concluding remarks. Chapter | concludes with the assertion that the most suitable
ecological interaction which can be used to describe the science-literature relation in the
nineteenth century is mutualism. Chapter 11 examines the paradoxicality of the concept of
the parasite which — contrary to its name — is used mutualistically by science writers to tell
their stories. The theme of stories in continued in Chapter 111 which studies a particular story
of parasite origins, which until the nineteenth century were believed to be internal. Chapter
IV approaches the story of origin from the external side, and introduces the foremost
parasitical narrative of the infection literature subgenre. Chapter V examines a particular
example of infection literature, noting the convergence of ideas created by the Victorian
fiction writers and later uncovered in natural environment. The final chapter discusses the
concept of convergence in relation to contemporary science and literary works of the 1800s.

Two concepts taken from life science govern the present work: the ecology-derived
mutualism and convergence, which is borrowed from evolutionary studies. Mutualism
assumes a reciprocal interaction between nineteenth-century science and literature, an
interaction from which both participants benefit, in terms of having access to new, creative
ideas (literature) and innovative ways of describing existing problems (science).
Convergence, on the other hand, is understood in evolutionary studies as an arrival at
analogous adaptations of different species in different locations; here the concept of
convergence is adopted in such a way that it denotes analogous behaviours of characters in

literature and organisms in natural environment (specifically, parasitical organisms).



‘Convergent concepts’ is the name given here to ideas originating in Victorian fiction which
do not find their counterparts in their contemporary scientific texts but which can be found
in later works of science.

The following sections of the introductory chapter focus on the review of literature
and the methodology used in this dissertation. The need to adhere strictly to the concepts
derived from life science and attempts at maintaining discipline in employing them is the
primary reason why this thesis is not governed by one particular methodological approach.
It does use certain methodological tools borrowed from such disciplines as deconstruction,
postcolonialism and gender studies to focus on specific problems but overall it cannot be
categorised as subscribing to any of them. The more detailed explanation of this choice is
given in the methodology section of this chapter. In addition, the review of literature is
divided here in two parts: firstly, the readings of the parasite and parasitism in literature and
criticism, and then the broader issue of the relations between science in literature is

addressed.

Readings of Parasites in Literature

The idea of reading literature’s employment and reworking of the theme of the parasite and
parasitism is by no means original. Attempts at such an interpretive direction have already
been made, especially since the 1980s when literary critics specialising in the science-
literature relations inevitably stumbled upon the figure of the parasite in its many guises. The

critics whose parasite-related works | use are Kirstie Blair! and Laura Otis? who encounter

! Kirstie Blair, “Contagious Sympathies: George Eliot and Rudolf Virchow,” in: Unmapped Countries:
Biological Visions in the Nineteenth-Century Literature and Culture, ed. Anne-Julia Zwierlein (London:
Anthem Press, 2005), 145-154.

2 Laura Otis, Membranes. Metaphors of Invasion in Nineteenth-Century Literature, Science, and Politics
(Baltimore and London: The Johns Hopkins University Press, 2000).
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‘the parasite’ through their studies on cells and infections, and Carol A. Senf® who includes
it in her vampiric inquiries. Jonathan Z. Smith* in turn employs religious perspective to
analyse the theories of the Other. An extensive collection of essays entitled Parasites,
Worms, and the Human Body in Religion and Culture® examines the notion of parasitism in
multiple contexts but mostly in its figurative meaning. Aspects of parasitism in literary
deconstructive criticism are explored by J. Hillis Miller,® while Michel Serres’ sees the
parasite-host relations as a crucial model in literature, society and technology. The works of
the latter two authors are examined in more detail in the next section to explain why their
approach to the parasite and parasitism is inapplicable to this study.

In my choice of literary and scientific texts analysed | am mostly indebted to the
systematic overview of parasites in nineteenth-century literature done by Anne-Julia
Zwierlein in her article “From Parasitology to Parapsychology: Parasites in Nineteenth
Century Science and Literature,”® in which she presents particular parasite-related features
of selected Victorian texts. The following paragraphs summarise and discuss Zwierlein’s
article in detail in order to outline the scope of its influence on this work as well as the
directions in which it deviates from her text.

Zwierlein begins by describing John Ruskin’s indignation at science’s apparent
obsession with distasteful subjects: the unpleasant side of animal life. The disgust he

expresses culminates in his total rejection of all that he finds repugnant, parasites

3 Carol A. Senf, The Vampire in Nineteenth-Century English Literature (Bowling, Green State University
Popular Press, 1988).

4 Jonathan Z. Smith, “What a Difference a Difference Makes,” in: Relating Religion: Essays in the Study of
Religion (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 2004), 251-302.

5 Parasites, Worms, and the Human Body in Religion and Culture, eds. Brenda Gardenour and Misha Tadd
(New York, Frankfurt, Berlin: Peter Lang, 2012).

6 J. Hillis Miller, “The Critic as Host,” in: The J. Hillis Miller Reader, ed. Julian Wolfreys (Stanford: Stanford
University Press, 2005), 17-37.

" Michel Serres, Parasite, trans. Lawrence R. Schehr (Baltimore and London: The Johns Hopkins University
Press, 1982).

8 Anne-Julia Zwierlein, “From Parasitology to Parapsychology: Parasites in Nineteenth Century Science and
Literature,” in: Unmapped Countries: Biological Visions in the Nineteenth-Century Literature and Culture, ed.
Anne-Julia Zwierlein (London: Anthem Press, 2005), 155-172.
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particularly, which, Zwierlein argues, in effect reveals his desire to push such topics to the
margin of scientific discourse and then — if at all possible — eliminate them altogether. She
IS right to point out that Ruskin in his dismissal of the contemporary scientific discoveries
(e.g. of Darwinian evolution) proves his conservatism. Ruskin seems to believe that a proper
scientist, when narrativising his subject, is obliged to tell only the good story and carefully
omit the horrible ones. In this way Zwierlein sets the premise of her study: “Surprisingly,
there are no sustained attempts to link nineteenth century literature with contemporary
parasitical studies. [...] Taking my cue from Ruskin, the guiding questions will be how
parasites in these nineteenth century scientific and literary texts are seen in the light of the
‘horrible’ and marginal, how far they are accepted as inevitable, and how far a purpose and
function within the natural system is ascribed to them.”® Her main focus is on the particular
moments in which the horrible, side-lined parasite moves (or is pushed) from its margins to
the spotlight, and the causes of such changes; the answers she offers are: either because the
parasites are revealed in their ubiquity and thus inevitability, or because it is discovered that
they perform some vital function or serve some important purpose in nature.

Having established her premise, Zwierlein moves on to present a brief history of
parasitology in the nineteenth century, using various scientific texts of the period in
chronological order. As she notes, parasites in Darwin’s works (especially On the Origin of
Species by Means of Natural Selection published in 1859) are seen as examples of perfect
evolutionary adaptations whose place in the natural system is firmly established, just like
that of any other organism. The same conclusions on parasites as having “their rightful place
in the natural system”!? are present, she observes, in Otto Gruendler’s dissertation (1850)
written in Latin. She then evokes the German lecture by Maximilian Perty (1869) in which

two points are of interest to her: his anthropomorphisations of the parasites and the attention

9 Zwierlein, “From Parasitology to Parapsychology,” 157.
10 Zwierlein, “From Parasitology to Parapsychology,” 160.
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he pays to their extreme, ‘proletarian’ reproductive capacities. It is worth noting here that
she chooses such scientific texts which already show a certain process of metaphorisation of
the parasite. The representative of British parasitology that is next mentioned by Zwierlein
is T. Spencer Cobbold and his treatise Parasites (1879). She points out his eagerness in
fighting such prejudices as expressed by Ruskin and in employing military rhetoric of
destruction when describing his helminthological subject. Zwierlein does not make here any
mention of a crucial fact that at the time of the publication of Parasites he was one of very
few specialists in the country and his view stems from the position of a medical adviser and
not a detached observer and researcher. While discussing Cobbold, Zwierlein just touches
upon the probably most important subject in the history of parasitology: the origin of
parasites. Here she concentrates solely on the question “whether parasites are intruders or
indigenous to the host organism”*! present in works of Cobbold and T. H. Huxley (1887).
In this way, she approaches this subject from a very late point, disregarding the centuries of
rival theories trying to answer this question. The present work addresses this issue by
broadening the scope of the overview of historical and contemporary theories and beliefs
relating to the stories of parasitical origins.

After establishing the historical framework of nineteenth-century parasitology,
Zwierlein proceeds to enumerate a number of examples of the contemporary texts in some
ways related to ‘parasites’ or ‘parasitism’: Robert Browning’s poetry in which she notes the
issue of the centrality of the marginal; Thomas Hardy’s Tess D Urbervilles which she reads
as focused on the most detailed; she also evokes H. G. Wells’s parasites in The Time Machine
and the parasitical vampires of The War of the Worlds, as well as Rudolf Virchow’s essay

on bacteria and an entry from the Encyclopaedia Britannica on ‘Parasitism in Medicine.’

11 Zwierlein, “From Parasitology to Parapsychology,” 161.



13

While these texts are only listed as in any way relating to the topic, four other literary
works are discussed in more detail by Zwierlein: Charles Dickens’s Bleak House, George
Eliot’s Middlemarch, Bram Stoker’s Dracula and Arthur Conan Doyle’s short story “The
Parasite.” In Bleak House Zwierlein finds parasites as simultaneously ubiquitous (analogous
to miasmatic contamination) and being situated outside the system, of which they are
disturbers, and whose presence leads to a general disease of the whole social organism, an
interpretation she bases on the idea borrowed from Rudolf Virchow. Dickensian parasites,
Zwierlein asserts, are easy to identify because they exhibit retrogressive and degenerative
characteristics; mostly the predisposition to limit their energetic expenditure. In her analysis
of Middlemarch, she observes that in Eliot’s novel parasites — just like in Darwin’s works —
are considered regular elements of the system and their presence is so natural that it is
sometimes difficult to identify them. Zwierlein traces Eliot’s inspirations to Herbert
Spencer’s idea of a social organism (realised in Middlemarch in the form of a web of
connections) and G. H. Lewes’s analogies between animal and human world. In Zwierlein’s
reading, Eliot employs biological, parasitical metaphors to tackle moral questions of egoism,
free will, determinism and sense of responsibility, as exemplified by the development of
Dorothea’s character. The moment Zwierlein turns to Stoker and Conan Doyle marks also
the point of divergence from parasitology to parapsychology, in which the figure of the
parasite is transformed into a symbol of anxieties and threats. In Stoker’s 1897 Dracula (just
like in Dickens’s and Eliot’s novels) the parasite is equalled with vampire, and is read as a
metaphor for a panoply of urban horrors which the upper- and middle-classes associated
with the slums: poverty, lack of hygiene, and mostly, the fear of being contaminated by them.
Two issues are explored here: one of them is the proneness of the female victim to the
vampiric attack, and the other is the terrifying capacity of the vampires to reproduce in vast

numbers, which also points to their degeneration. Finally, Zwierlein explores Doyle’s “The
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Parasite” which she believes could have been a direct inspiration to Stoker. In this story, the
parasite stands for a psychological anxiety as well as sexual repression which is first
internalised by the main character and then externalised in the form of the West-Indian
mesmerist Miss Penclosa (which Zwierlein, erroneously, consistently calls Penelosa), the
eponymous parasite. Here the parasite is treated as an inevitable part of the system as well
as of the psyche who/which, is always already within.
Zwierlein’s conclusion is as follows:
[...] the discourse about the parasite is an instance where science and literature can be
seen to diverge more and more as they approach the fin de siecle. While nineteenth
century parasitology, as we saw above in the writings of Cobbold, had been labouring
successfully to demonstrate that parasites are neither divine punishments nor parts of
our own organism revealing a ‘deficiency’ in ourselves, literary texts increasingly used
the figure of parasitism to depict not only exploitative mechanisms in society, but also
the ‘darker’ aspects of human psyche. While science increasingly dissociated the
victim’s predisposition from the fact of his or her infection, in literature the language
of parasitology [...] offered a way, before the advent of Freud, of describing
psychological self-division, and the struggle between conscious and subconscious
impulses.?
In her overview of parasitology in the nineteenth century, Zwierlein does not go beyond
Cobbold’s work from the late 1870s; in this way, she does not include the later texts which
proved crucial for a new direction of development in this field: such as works by Patrick
Manson, Luigi Sambon, and Arthur Looss, among others. These belong to the wider
discourse of tropical medicine and imperial advancements, and disprove her concluding
claim that literature and parasitology diverged in the final years of the nineteenth century.
The present work picks up Zwierlein’s challenge and attempts to advance a few more
steps in the task of bridging literature with parasitical studies in the nineteenth century. The

focus, however, is different. While Zwierlein concentrates on the parasites’ shifts from the

margins of discourse to its centre, and the changes in their relevance accompanying these

12 Zwierlein, “From Parasitology to Parapsychology,” 172.
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shifts, this thesis pays attention to these qualities of parasitological texts which allow for
reading them as literary narratives, and then the particular themes found both in parasitical
and literary narratives of the nineteenth century. Because she tries to fit as many examples
as possible in the limited medium of a chapter in a collection of essays, Zwierlein is
inevitably reductive, often merely ticking off, or signalling an issue without its further
development. A number of issues she mentions in passing will gain more prominence in the
present work such as the theories of parasitical origins, especially the spontaneous generation
theory, the rise of bacteriology (which was the direct consequence of the emergence of
tropical medicine), the animal-human analogies used by Lewes and Eliot, and the questions
of fault and responsibility of the host/victim. The departure point of my dissertation is very
similar to Zwierlein’s, as to a certain extent there is an unavoidable overlap in the selection
of the literary texts analysed, that is Charles Dickens’s Bleak House and George Eliot’s
Middlemarch, as well as works by Charles Darwin, T. Spencer Cobbold and G. H. Lewes.
However, what fundamentally differs my work from Zwierlein’s is the effort to remain
strictly within the scientific discourse, and not to digress into the definitions and readings of
the parasite and parasitism derived from cultural studies without the clear indication of such
an employment and the reasons behind it. The moment Zwierlein asserts that parasitology
diverged from literature at the end of the nineteenth century is also the moment she deviates
from science and turns her attention to parapsychology, as exemplified by Doyle’s “The
Parasite,” which is related to the topic only nominally. Therefore, although works by Conan
Doyle will be included in the later chapters of this work (most predominantly The Sign of
the Four from 1890), “The Parasite” will not, for precisely this reason. In the present
dissertation, | also pay attention to the works of the late nineteenth-century parasitologists
(i.e. Rudolf Leuckart, Arthur Looss, Patrick Manson, and Luigi Sambon) Zwierlein does not

mention or include in her bibliography, perhaps because they contradict her assumption.
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Moreover, this dissertation carefully omits all references to vampires as, in my opinion, the
conflation of parasites and vampires appears rather superficial and, although justifiable by
some biological examples, would direct the argument away from the strictly scientific
context this work is intended to adhere to.

As mentioned before, the wish to remain within scientific discourse is also the reason
why this work does not employ one governing methodological approach. The following
section explains the reasons behind this choice and assumes a form of a case study of two
examples of literary criticism which use the concept of the parasite in their methods. Here |
explore J. Hillis Miller’s take on the ‘parasite’ in more detail, especially his transition from
the Greek parasitos to literary criticism, and Michel Serres’s understanding of the
phenomenon of the parasite and parasitism in the scientific context. The overall aim of this
section is to demonstrate how the figure of parasite and the phenomenon of parasitism have
so far been employed by literary critics, and what advantages and — more importantly —

disadvantages their strategies were accompanied by.

The Critic as Parasite. Methodology and Review of Literature
J. Hillis Miller’s 1976 essay “The Critic as Host” was originally meant as a reply to critics
who compared his interpretative methodology — deconstruction — to parasitism. Miller

acknowledges it in the introductory paragraph of the essay which I quote here in full:

At one point in ‘Rationality and Imagination in Cultural History’ M. H. Abrams cites
Wayne Booth’s assertion that the ‘deconstructionist’ reading of a given work ‘is
plainly and simply parasitical’ on ‘the obvious or univocal reading.” The latter is
Abrams’ phrase, the former Booth’s. My citation of a citation is an example of a kind
of chain which it will be part of my intention here to interrogate. What happens when
a critical essay extracts a ‘passage’ and ‘cites’ it? Is this different from a citation, echo,
or allusion within a poem? Is a citation an alien parasite within the body of its host,
the main text, or is it the other way around, the interpretative text the parasite which
surrounds and strangles the citation which is its host? The host feeds the parasite and
makes its life possible, but at the same time is killed by it, as criticism is often said to
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Kill literature. Or can host and parasite live happily together, in the domicile of the

same text, feeding each other or sharing the food?*
Miller begins his defence by circumnavigating the accusation he wants to address. Instead,
he turns to the more general question whether any criticism at all is not inherently parasitical.
This is of vital interest to the present work as well since “cited passages” constitute its great
part — as they would in any other thesis on literature. Is this strategy of analysis — i.e.
incorporating passages of literary texts and analysing them outside of their original context
— on which my dissertation on the parasite and parasitism in Victorian science and literature
IS based, in essence parasitical? And what does Miller understand by “parasitical”? In his
tracing of the history of the parasite, Miller points to “two main modern meanings in English,
the biological and the social.”** This would suggest that he approaches the term from these
two perspectives while addressing the issue of parasitical criticism as opposed to the
apparently non-parasitical “citation, echo, or allusion.” Yet, this is not entirely true: in fact,
Miller uses the third meaning, the metaphorical meaning in which to be a parasite means to
exploit someone for one’s own advantage. When he tackles the question of citations within
works of criticism, he does not refer to persons taking advantage of other people’s
generosity, nor to biological organisms using their hosts’ resources but not contributing to
their survival. From both these definitions, Miller takes what he needs: the idea of taking
advantage, of not contributing anything useful in return, of the relation between the one
being exploited and the one exploiting, and discards those elements he deems unnecessary.

The following fragment, in which he explains his understanding of the host-parasite
relation, demonstrates this “pick-and-choose approach” and showcases Miller’s ease in

transitioning from one meaning of the term “parasite” to another:

13 Miller, “The Critic as Host,” 17.
14 Miller, “The Critic as Host,” 19.
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A curious system of thought, or of language, or of social organization (in fact all three
at once) is implicit in the word parasite. There is no parasite without a host. The host
and the somewhat sinister or subversive parasite are fellow guests beside the food,
sharing it. On the other hand, the host is himself the food, his substance consumed
without recompense, as when one says, ‘He is eating me out of house and home’. The
host may then become host in another sense, not etymologically connected. The word
‘host’ is of course the name for the consecrated bread or wafer of the Eucharist, from
Middle English oste, from Latin hostia, sacrifice, victim.*®

In the first part of the paragraph, Miller obviously refers to the social meaning of parasite: a
person who eats someone else’s food; the food is being meant here as the actual foodstuff
on the table, of which the host also partakes. But in the very next sentence Miller writes that
“the host is himself the food.” Are we to understand that the meaning of parasite at this point
switches from the social to the biological? It would seem so, yet Miller appears to use the
metaphorical meaning, citing the idiomatic expression of eating someone out of house and
home. However, the meaning behind this idiom is not connected with the actual consumption
of the host; it simply means to “eat a lot of someone else’s food.”*® So, in order to retain the
suggestion that host is food, Miller draws our attention to the other host, that is the bread
consecrated in the Eucharist. From there he goes to the etymological connection between
host and guest.
This turn towards etymology should signal the departure from the biological meaning
of parasite but he returns to it in the perhaps most problematic fragment of his essay:
One of the most frightening versions of the parasite as invading host is the virus. In
this case, the parasite is an alien who has not simply the ability to invade a domestic
enclosure, consume the food of the family, and kill the host, but the strange capacity,
in doing all that, to turn the host into multitudinous proliferating replication of itself.
The virus is at the uneasy border between life and death. It challenges that opposition,
since, for example, it does not ‘eat,” but only reproduces. It is as much a crystal or a
component in a crystal as it is an organism. The genetic pattern of the virus is so coded

that it can enter a host cell and violently reprogram all the genetic material in that cell,
turning the cell into a little factory for manufacturing copies of itself, so destroying it.

15 Miller, “The Critic as Host,” 19.
16 «“Eat someone out of house and home,” in: Oxford Dictionaries, https://en.oxforddictionaries.com/definition/
eat_someone_out_of _house_and_home (12.09.2016).
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Is this an allegory, and if so, of what? The use by modern geneticists of an ‘analogy’
(but what is the ontological status of this analogy?) between genetic reproduction and
the social interchanges carried by language or other sign systems may justify a transfer

back in other direction.’
Miller’s line of reasoning is difficult to follow. At first, he talks of the most frightening
version of parasite, a virus, a concept undoubtedly borrowed from natural sciences. But
Miller’s virus is personified, not just through being given a relative pronoun ‘who’, but
through being ascribed actions biological viruses are not capable of performing: invading
domestic enclosures or consuming the food of the family. Then these are to be understood
as metaphors: the former as an infection, breaking through the protective immune system of
the host, the latter as using the host’s resources. When he writes about the virus being an
uneasy border between life and death, he simultaneously creates an uneasy border within the
body of the paragraph: between the metaphorical and the biological parasite, or even
between what he understands to be a parasite and how it is understood by science. For
afterwards he turns towards an unsourced reference to its genetic composition: resembling a
crystal as much as an organism, and with one objective, to reproduce. Miller does not address
the discrepancy between his virus “consuming the food of the family” and the scientific
viruses not being able to eat. Moreover, from the purely biological point of view, Miller’s
science is questionable. Viruses not only do not eat; they are not actually organisms in the
strict sense; Dictionary of Epidemiology defines a virus as “[a] microscopic infectious agent
composed of a piece of genetic material (RNA or DNA) surrounded by a protein coat. To
replicate, a virus must infect a living cell: viruses can reproduce only by entering a host cell

and using the translational system of the cell to initiate the synthesis of viral proteins and to

undergo replication.”® To be considered organisms, viruses would have to be “individual

17 Miller, “The Critic as Host,” 20.
18 “vVirus,” in: A Dictionary of Epidemiology, 6™ Edition, ed. Miquel Porta (Oxford, New York: Oxford
University Press, 2014).
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living system[s] [...] capable of reproduction, growth, and maintenance.”® Thus, not even
being biological organisms, viruses are nonetheless parasites, relying on their hosts entirely.

Miller appears surprised that the epidemiological or genetic source of the definition of
viruses he has referenced employs language analogous to that used to describe social
interchanges and finds it justification enough to reverse the transfer of vocabulary to his own
ends. A similar observation regarding the shared terminology of parasitology and
descriptions of social behaviours is made by Michel Serres in The Parasite (1980). He
explains how “[t]he basic vocabulary of [parasitology] comes from such ancient and
common customs and habits that the earliest monuments of our culture tell them, and we still
see them, at least in part: hospitality, conviviality, table manners, hostelry, general relations
with strangers. Thus, the vocabulary is imported to this pure science and bears several traces
of anthropomorphisms.”?® There are two points of interest in his observation; firstly, he is
quite right about parasitology employing vocabulary of ancient habits: ‘hosts’ do ‘entertain’
or ‘harbour’ their ‘unwelcome guests.” Nonetheless, parasitology does not employ such
terms as ‘conviviality’ or ‘table manners’ to describe the behaviour of its object of study,
although it is more than likely that authors of parasitological narratives would employ such
vocabulary as metaphors to explain or present certain parasitical actions. Secondly, he
asserts that through the import of vocabulary associated with social parasitism, the “pure
science” of parasitology becomes tainted with anthropomorphisms. This would suggest that
anthropomorphisation of science is something unusual and that parasitology is somehow
exceptional in its use of analogies with the human world. The concept of “pure science”
suggests that scientific texts are necessarily devoid of any rhetorical “impurities,” an

assertion which Chapter | of the present work demonstrates to be false. Moreover, the

19 “Organism,” in: Oxford Reference,
http://www.oxfordreference.com/view/10.1093/acref/9780199204625.001.0001/acref-9780199204625-¢-
31207rskey=jpKdR2&result=3582 (19.09.2016).

20 Serres, The Parasite, 6.
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distinguishing of parasitology as special because its vocabulary comes from ancient customs
and habits does not seem proper either. After all, it is a common practice in natural sciences
to refer to their objects of study, and their behaviours by using available custom-derived
vocabulary: peacocks are engaged in spectacular courtship rituals; dolphins are herding and
corralling smaller fish, and worker bees serve and protect their queen. Anthropomorphisation
and other literary devices present in scientific narratives are not only extremely frequent;
they are the integral indispensable part of these narratives.

While I consider Miller’s science questionable, 1 find Serres’s use of parasitology
tantamount to abuse. A case in point: he claims that “[f]or the science called parasitology, a
rat, a carrion-eater like the hyena, a man, be he peasant or high official, are not parasites at
all. They are, quite simply, predators. The relation with a host presupposes a permanent or
semipermanent contact with him; such is the case for the louse, the tapeworm, the pasturella
pestis. Not only living on but also living in — by him, with him, and in him. And thus a
parasite cannot be large. Parasitism pertains only to invertebrates, coming to an end with
mollusks, insects, and arthropods. There are no parasitic mammals.”?! Even excluding such
concepts as brood parasitism or kleptoparasitism, which could be argued to belong rather to
ecology than to the “pure” science of parasitology, Serres’s limited view of biological
parasites seems astounding. This has already been noted by Anders M. Gullestad who points
out an obvious example of mammalian parasitism which for some reason escapes Serres’s
attention: pregnancy.?? Every person, Serres included, for the first nine months of his or her
life to all intents and purposes was a parasite — in biological, not social sense. The human

embryo which plants itself inside the mother must first fight her immune response so it is

21 Serres, The Parasite, 6. Original emphasis.
22 Anders M. Gullestad, “Literature and the Parasite,” Deleuze Studies, Vol. 5, No. 3 (2011), 306. Available at:
http://www.academia.edu/2236429/L.iterature_and_the_Parasite (19.09.2016).
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not rejected as a foreign body that it is.?* 1 would argue that the moment of birth is also the
moment of the switch of the meaning of the parasite when referred to a person. Foetuses
meet the definition of biological endoparasites but once they arrive in the world, their
incessant demand of attention and resources and lack of any reciprocation puts them among
social parasites.

Because the term ‘parasite’ used in literature predates by centuries its use in science,
both Miller and Serres seem to feel justified in claiming the term and adopting it to their
purposes. Yet their adoption, while furthering their own ideas and benefiting from the
reversal of rhetoric transfer, leaves science disadvantaged in the process. The interaction in
which one of the participants benefits while the other is harmed is recognised in ecology as
parasitism/predation. Ironically, when Miller fights the accusation that as a practitioner of
deconstruction he is parasitising on “obvious, univocal reading” of a given text of literature,
he seems to parasitise on science instead. Both these texts can be accused of introducing
undesired anthropomorphisations into the world of science and loading it with concepts for
which it has no place. To say that ‘parasite’ has a negative connotation is to adopt its
metaphorical meanings. Botany, zoology or parasitology — perhaps with the exclusion of
medicine — do not deal with issues of ‘good’ and ‘evil,” or ‘positive’ and ‘negative.” TO
natural sciences nature is a vast object of study in which no element is more or less important
than the other and all are given (or are supposed to be) impartial treatment. Value judgement

is the domain of humanities.

23 Gullestad, “Literature and the Parasite,” 306. He quotes Luis P. Villareal’s 1997 article “On Viruses, Sex,
and Motherhood” in which the author states that “mammalian embryos resemble parasites that must supress
their mother’s immune recognition systems to survive.” Valerie Curtis notes how the phenomenon of morning
sickness can be explained as a secondary immune response of pregnant women. As their immunity is to some
extent lessened to allow the implantation and development of the embryo containing foreign genetic material,
they are exposed to attacks of other opportunistic parasites: viruses, bacteria, fungi, etc., especially via the
gastrointestinal tract. Vomiting in the first trimester may be associated with instinctive rejection of suspicious,
i.e. potentially parasite-infected, foods. Valerie Curtis, Don’t Look, Don’t Touch. The Science Behind
Revulsion (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2013), 46.
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All of this is not to assert that I find both Miller’s and Serres’s take on parasites and
parasitism completely devoid of merit. I agree with Miller’s rejection of the idea that there
is a possibility of “the obvious and univocal reading” of a given literary work, or that there
is one “correct” interpretation. Miller is an important critical influence on this work and his
essays on Dickens and Eliot are indispensable in addressing some of the issues these texts
raise. Moreover, while, just like Gullestad, I take issue with Serres’s conclusion that he offers
“the best definition” of parasite — something Gullestad tongue in cheek calls “a truly
idiosyncratic approach to the topic in question,”®* — his view of parasites as “thermal
exciters,”? which means that they make “the equilibrium of the energetic distribution
fluctuate™?® is also in accord with science. In fact, the view of parasites as disturbers of
balance is explored in detail in Chapter 111. However, the route these two critics take to reach
their conclusions is problematic: in order to support their theses, they exploit scientific
concepts. Which is not to say that this is something reprehensible or wrong; in fact, the
present work could be accused of the same practice: appropriating elements of biological
discourse to its own advantage while disregarding these elements which do not fit the thesis.

A similar problem is present in other critical texts employing the parasite in its
biological meaning. In Misha Tadd’s article “The Power of Parasites and Worms,” the
boundaries between the two terms are easily collapsible: sometimes ‘parasites’ are used
interchangeably with ‘worms,’ at other times ‘worms’ denote the actual crawling creatures
(in this case, their definition is expanded significantly to include “bugs, vermin, snakes,
dragons™?’) while a ‘parasite’ is seen as “a category of ‘relationship.”’?® From the strictly

scientific point of view, such an approach generates problems; if within the established

24 Gullestad, “Literature and the Parasite,” 308.

% Serres, The Parasite, 190.

% Serres, The Parasite, 191.

27 Misha Tadd, “The Power of Parasites and Worms,” in: Parasites, Worms, and the Human Body in Religion
and Culture, eds. Brenda Gardenour and Misha Tadd (New York, Frankfurt, Berlin: Peter Lang, 2012), xi.

2 Tadd, “The Power of Parasites and Worms,” x.
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context (usually up to the date of the state of research at the moment of publication) such
terms or categories do not have fixed meanings, they cannot form the solid foundation
against which new research can be verified. In cultural studies, on the other hand, the lack
of such pivots is not problematic, as terminology and categories can be adapted to the
momentary need.

What hopefully differs this work from Miller’s, Serres’s or Tadd’s, in my opinion, is
the wish to maintain unequivocal definitions while regarding the particular meanings of ‘the
parasite,” especially the biological ones. It is to a large extent a protective measure and a
disclaimer: as a non-specialist in any of the biology-related fields, | take special care to
support my employment of scientific concepts with reliable sources and try to utilise them
to my best knowledge and abilities with the awareness that, in one way or another, | must be
guilty of oversimplification or misuse. Thus, | pay particular attention to my using but not
abusing of science, especially when I employ ‘parasite’ in its metaphorical sense.

This is the reason why throughout this work, whose objective is to analyse Victorian
science and literature, 1 very often include scientific sources from the twentieth or the
twenty-first century. On the one hand, these sources serve as instruments of verification of
scientific theories presented in Victorian parasitological and literary narratives, and of the
assessment which of them proved valuable and which rightly faded away. On the other hand,
some of the concepts introduced in the nineteenth century and proven to be inaccurate or
simply wrong at that time are still employed today; | show the parallels between Victorian
and contemporary science in terms of their abuse within the social or political context, and
their repeated failures to influence and educate the general opinion. Consequently,
throughout this dissertation | employ natural sciences as the source of the interpretive

methods applied to both literary and scientific texts |1 examine, from ecological interactions
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to evolutionary convergence and Parasite Avoidance Theory, all of which are derived from
contemporary science.

Just like in terms of content this thesis is indebted to Anne-Julia Zwierlein, in terms of
methodological approach it relies heavily on the works of Gillian Beer and George Levine.
Both of them are scholars of relations between Victorian science and literature who see the
traffic between these two disciplines as two-way. Gillian Beer’s Darwin’s Plots (1983) is an
analysis of Darwin’s writing and its influence on other writers, especially George Eliot. Beer
interprets his style as narrative and notes its debt to literature, showing to what extent the
language of science is open to interpretation because of its use of metaphors and other
rhetorical devices. This view can be seen as relating to that presented by Gowan Dawson
who maintains that “[r]elying on the same rhetorical structures and tropes found in all other
forms of discursive activity, scientific texts are, in any case, just as amenable to critical
analysis as any work of imaginative literature, and their authorially-mandated meanings[...]
equally likely to be resisted or subverted in the actual reading processes of different
audiences.”?® This, however, is at odds with Beer’s view of the interpretation of scientific
narratives, as she states explicitly in the introduction to her study: “This book does not imply
that Darwin’s work is “fiction’.”*® Expressing the same point, George Levine analogically
notes that “[i]f there is two-way traffic between science and literature — and of course |
believe that there is — there must be two distinctive channels. Science is not literature.”*

He expands this view in the essay entitled “Why science isn’t literature: the importance
of differences.” Pertinent to my dissertation, and related to my criticism of Miller, Serres

and Tadd, is the introduction to the essay in which Levine states his accusation against

29 Gowan Dawson, “Literature and Science under the Microscope,” Journal of Victorian Culture, Vol. 11, No.
2 (2006), 304.

%0 Gillian Beer, Darwin’s Plots: Evolutionary Narrative in Darwin, George Eliot and Nineteenth-Century
Fiction, 3" Edition (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2009), XXV.

31 George Levine, “Science and Victorian Literature: A Personal Retrospective,” Journal of Victorian Culture,
Vol. 12, No. 1 (2007), 95.
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certain directions of literary criticism thus: “The developments in modern literary theory that
have produced a radical questioning of the possibility of objectivity, and have turned all
written language into discourse, and have insisted on the fictionality of all writing, have also,
as a consequence, broken down the borders between fiction and nonfiction.”3? The way in
which my dissertation approaches the question of interactions and convergence of science
and literature may suggest that I subscribe to the radical questioning mentioned by Levine.
That is not the case. My intention is not to break down the borders between fiction and
nonfiction and | disagree with the claim that all writing is fictional. My reading of the
correspondence between Victorian literature and science does not assume that there are no
differences between them. Precisely because there is a fundamental difference between these
two disciplines, | introduce the notion of a story to relate ideas found in both of them. The
definition of the story used here: “any narrative or tale recounting a series of events”*® is
inherently ambiguous and context-independent. In this understanding, the story, regardless
of its fictional or nonfictional nature, is extracted from its source context and examined
independently, as a representation of a certain idea, such as degeneration, infection and
hostile takeover.

Other methodological approaches used in this dissertation are chapter-specific. While
Chapter I explicitly employs the idea of the “two-way” traffic between science and literature
realised in the concept of mutualism, the remaining chapters do so implicitly. In its approach
to science and literature, Chapter 11 relies on the ecocritical idea of “the relationship between
literary texts and ecological ideas,”®* but reinterprets it to describe not how the ecological

ideas are realised in literary texts but how these texts can be related to science by means of

32 George Levine, “Why Science Isn’t Literature: The Importance of Differences,” in: Realism, Ethics and
Secularism: Essays on Victorian Literature and Science (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2008), 166.
33 Chris Baldick, The Concise Oxford Dictionary of Literary Terms (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2001),
244,

34 John Parham, “Dickens in the City: Science, Technology, Ecology in the Novels of Charles Dickens,” 19:
Interdisciplinary Studies in the Long Nineteenth Century, No. 10 (2010), www.19.bbk.ac.uk, p 2.
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concepts derived from ecology. In its treatment of the many examples of theories of parasite
origin, Chapter Il employs strategies used in cultural studies: showing how both
predominant and marginal cultural discourse influences the perception of reality.*® In
Chapter IV, which concentrates on infection literature, inevitably a postcolonial approach is
used to discuss inherent prejudice regarding non-European diseases and their pathogens.
Continuing the discussion of infection literature, Chapter V incorporates notions taken from
gender studies to address the multi-layered ambiguity of the subversive pathogenic invader.
Finally, Chapter VI, through its introduction of Parasite Avoidance Theory, approaches both
science and literature from the anthropological perspective, especially in its treatment of the
notions of disgust. Thus, it may be stated that this dissertation is based on the methodological

principle of adaptation.

% Anna Burzynska, Michat Pawet Markowski, Teorie literatury XX wieku (Krakéw: Wydawnictwo Znak,
2007), 540.
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CHAPTER | INTERACTIONS BETWEEN LITERATURE AND SCIENCE IN THE NINETEENTH

CENTURY

Introduction

The aim of this introductory chapter is to examine the relations of science and literature in
the nineteenth century, and to propose a strategy of interpretation of these relations. To this
end, two methods are utilised here: one derived from cultural studies and one from life
science. Culturally, this chapter is indebted to the works of Gillian Beer and George Levine,
critics whose approach to fiction and non-fiction texts | wish to emulate. In both Beer’s and
Levine’s studies, the traffic between literature and science is regarded as “two-way,”* and
this assumption allows for the examination of the extent and scope of the correspondence of
scientific and literary texts. Since both Victorian science and literature, as Levine maintains,
are products of “one culture,” they share a number of similarities, the most crucial of which
is the common medium of language. Thus, the two-way communication between them is not
just expected; it is inevitable.

This science-literature communication is read here through ecology, the branch of
biology which studies interactions between various species, and their environments. Ecology
describes how different organisms affect each other and their surroundings, and these
descriptions in essence narrativise the phenomena occurring in nature. The interactions
ecology analyses — mutualism, commensalism, neutralism, predation/parasitism, and
competition — tell stories of how some species gain or lose from contacts with other species.

This reading proposes to use a biology-derived strategy of describing relations and

apply it to a different purpose. Such a borrowing seems advantageous as ecology accounts

! George Levine, “Science and Victorian Literature: A Personal Retrospective,” Journal of Victorian Culture,
Vol. 12, No. 1 (2007), 95. Gillian Beer, Darwin’s Plots: Evolutionary Narrative in Darwin, George Eliot and
Nineteenth-Century Fiction, 3" Edition (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2009), 5.
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for a variety of interactions which could be used to describe the transforming relation
between science and literature in the nineteenth century. Thus, the aim of the chapter is to
study a number of literary and scientific texts of the period and attempt at deciding which of
the ecological interactions is best suited to denote the science-literature relation. The
following sections explore this relation firstly as an example of neutralism, then as
commensalism, and finally as mutualism and parasitism/predation.

Because these literary and scientific works serve here as examples of a specifically
employed interpretative strategy, they are not analysed in detail; their function is to illustrate
the way in which the identification of some ecology-derived interactions may be modified
to fit a particular example of science-literature relation better. A more detailed analysis of
the example of mutualistic interaction is presented in the final section of the chapter, which
contains a case study of the relation between George Eliot’s Middlemarch (1871-2) and G.
H. Lewes’s scientific texts: the article “Only a Pond!” (1859), his Seaside Studies (1858)
and Studies in Animal Life (1862). Here, themes and concepts that are communicated
between the works of these two authors are examined, and the question of limitations of

science-literature correspondence is addressed.

The Ecology of Literature and Science Relations

In an article discussing various linguistic problems a translator of scientific texts may
encounter, J. A. Large makes a very interesting remark: “The pragmatic aim of the scientific
translator is facilitated by the absence of literary devices in most scientific texts; the scientist
strives to communicate clearly and unambiguously to an audience which is expecting to be

informed rather than amused or entertained, and literary flourishes would be as out of place
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here as mathematical quotations in romantic fiction.”? Though only a passing comment, it is
quite an impressive one in regard to the number of controversial claims it contains. While
the author equivocally maintains that it is not true of all scientific texts, the premise is
apparent: science and literature are to be treated as two completely separate entities that
employ different linguistic means to different ends. As Large suggests, because the aim of a
scientific text is to inform — and perhaps also to educate — its audience, it must be presented
without any “literary devices”; the aim of literature, on the other hand, is to “entertain” and
“amuse.” This clean-cut division is rather simplistic: not only does it reduce the value of
literature to mere entertainment but it also neglects the possibility of some overlap between
science and literature in relation to shared imagery and lexis.

In ecological terms, a situation in which two organisms of different species interact
but do not affect each other in any way, is called “neutralism.”® But in ecology, just like in
the humanities, this particular interaction is difficult not only to assert but even to prove. As
Eric R. Pianka writes in Evolutionary Ecology, “[t]rue neutralism is likely to be very rare or
even nonexistent in nature because there are probably indirect interactions between all the
populations in any given ecosystem, although their significance may be minimal.”*
Analogically, true neutralism of this type in various disciplines would be extremely difficult
to argue. Even if believed to be completely immune to cross-influence, just like in the case
of their biological counterparts, these fields might in fact affect each other in a number of

ways so subtle that their interactions would be difficult to observe and perhaps thus

considered unimportant or irrelevant. When Large juxtaposes “literary flourishes” in a

2J. A. Large, “Science and the Foreign-Language Barrier,” in: Working with Language. A Multidisciplinary
Consideration of Language Use in Work Contexts, ed. Hywel Coleman (Berlin: Mouton de Gruyter, 1989),
179.

% The Oxford Dictionary of Ecology defines neutralism as “[a] situation in which two species populations
coexist, with neither population being affected by association with the other.” “Neutralism,” in: The Oxford
Dictionary of Ecology, 4" Edition, ed. Michael Allaby (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2010).

4 Eric R. Pianka, Evolutionary Ecology, 7" Edition, eBook (2011), 229.
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scientific text with “mathematical quotations in romantic fiction,” he sees them as equivalent
incongruities in their respective contexts. Even though, as Large suggests, a complex
equation may indeed seem unusual within a romantic narrative (albeit not completely “out
of place,” especially considering postmodern literary strategies), it would be very
problematic to find a scientific paper absolutely devoid of any literary devices. If different
species are part of one environment, so are literature and science part of Levine’s “one
culture”: they have not developed in complete isolation and it seems more than possible that
they may have influenced each other.

The question remains as to the type and extent of their communication. In this respect
the ecological discourse comes in handy, as there are other interactions which might prove
more valuable in the examination of the relation of science and literature than the
controversial neutralism. Ecology identifies five more interspecific interactions: mutualism
(“An interaction between two species in which both species benefit”®), commensalism (“The
interaction between species populations in which one species, the commensal, benefits from
another, sometimes called the host, but this other is not affected”®), amensalism (“An
association between two species that is detrimental to one of the species but has no effect on
the other”’), competition (“The interaction that occurs between two or more organisms,
populations, or species that share some environmental resource when this is in short
supply”’®), and predation/parasitism® The reason why predation and parasitism are conflated
into one is that from the ecological perspective the outcome of these interactions is the same:

while one species benefits (the predator or the parasite) the other is harmed (the prey or the

5 “Mutualism,” in: A Dictionary of Biology, 7" Edition, eds. Elizabeth Martin, Robert S. Hine (Oxford: Oxford
University Press, 2015).

6 “Commensalism,” in: A Dictionary of Biology.

7 “Amensalism,” in: A Dictionary of Biology.

8 “Competition,” in: A Dictionary of Biology.

® Judith L. Bronstein, “Mutualisms,” in: Evolutionary Ecology. Concepts and Case Studies, eds. Charles W.
Fox, Derek A. Roff, Daphne J. Fairbairn (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2001), 318-319.
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host). As these cover the entire spectrum of interrelations from mutual benefit to mutual
harm, they may prove useful in determining the relation of science and literature in the
Victorian period.

As this chapter progresses, various examples of science-literature relations in the
nineteenth century will be analysed in order to assert the most suitable term to denote their
mutual influence. Since this terminology is borrowed from contemporary ecology, it may
suggest that literature and science are read here as equivalents of different species,
competing or cooperating within the same environment, like oxpeckers eating ticks off the
backs of hippopotamuses.® While at face value quite interesting, such a reductive analogy
would be very difficult to argue convincingly. This, however, is not the point of the
employment of ecological concepts. Ecology is a discipline which studies various species
and their interactions in an environment, and at its core lie the notions of interconnectedness
and mutual influence. As such, it has established a number of tools and methods to research
and examine its subject. Throughout this chapter I use the discipline of ecology as a provider
of research tools which | then employ to read the science-literature relations in a particular
way. In a work whose goal is to study the scientific notion of parasitism in literature, such

methodology seems most fitting.

10 This type of interaction would be classified as mutualism, as apparently both species benefit from the
interaction. However, studies show that such classification might not be entirely accurate. Oxpeckers do eat
ticks feeding on the skin of large mammals but their preferred food is blood and thus, given the choice of
parasitic insects or wounds in the skin of their hosts (or “clients”), they will choose to feed on the wounds. In
his article on the subject of the mutualism of red-billed oxpeckers, Paul Weeks notes how problematic such a
classification of this ecological interaction is: “it is possible that oxpeckers are, for instance, parasitic on
hippopotami (where they seem to feed exclusively on wounds: Attwell, 1966; Olivier and Laurie, 1974),
commensal on impala, and mutualistic on rhinoceroses.” Paul Weeks, “Red-Billed Oxpeckers: Vampires or
Tickbirds?”” Behavioral Ecology, Vol. 11, No. 2 (2000), 158-159. Available at:
http://beheco.oxfordjournals.org/content/11/2/154 (11.09.2016).
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Literature and Science

The relation between science and literature in the nineteenth century is perhaps best visible
when literary texts are inspected for their scientific inspirations. A common practice of
interpretation among critics attempting a survey of literature and science of the period, this
however usually leads to a somewhat slanted reading of the communication between them,
one that usually assumes the precedence of science while disregarding the possibility that
literature may affect science as well. In her article on narrative ambiguity in nineteenth-
century scientific literature, Charlotte Sleigh complains that “overviews of science and
literature are [...] scarce” and most of those written use the “obvious model” which is “to
trace how themes of science have been echoed in the literature of their day.”'! What she
finds problematic in this approach is the general inclination to “see the interaction of science
and literature as one-way.”? That kind of relation suggests commensalism in which literary
texts tend to be regarded as mere receptacles for the ideas derived from natural sciences
while the latter are not only prioritised in terms of importance but are also seen as being
unaffected by the interaction. Literature of the Victorian period seems a common object of
this kind of examination, more often than not being interpreted as a mirror in which the great
scientific advancements of the nineteenth century, from Charles Lyell’s uniformitarianism*®
to Charles Darwin’s evolutionary concepts to Herbert Spencer’s survival of the fittest, are
reflected.

Two disciplines of natural sciences in particular had an immense impact on the culture

of the nineteenth century: geology and biology; and the force of this impact is a frequent

1 Charlotte Sleigh, ““This Questionable Little Book’: Narrative Ambiguity in Nineteenth Century Literature
of Science,” in: Unmapped Countries. Biological Visions in Nineteenth-Century Literature and Culture, ed.
Anne-Julia Zwierlein (London: Anthem Press, 2005), 15.

12 Sleigh, ““This Questionable Little Book’,” 15.

13 Although Lyell did not coin this term — William Whewell did in 1832 — he is generally known for
popularising it. “Uniformitarianism,” in: Encyclopaedia Britannica,
https://www.britannica.com/science/uniformitarianism (14.09.2016).
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subject of Victorian literature and also of its critical studies. The borrowing and employment
of scientific concepts by literature was especially widespread after the publication of Charles
Darwin’s On the Origin of Species in 1859, when many writers’ interest in evolution,
geology and other fields of natural science was manifested in their texts.!* Darwin’s ideas of
variation under domestication, variability, struggle for existence and natural selection not
only did to some extent disturb many of Victorian beliefs but also introduced a new set of
creative ideas to be extensively explored in fiction. At the same time, however, it cannot be
said that the theory of evolution appeared new and original, and that it turned the Victorian
perception of the world upside down overnight. The educated part of society had already
been introduced to these notions through Robert Chamber’s Vestiges of Creation (first
published anonymously in 1844) or Jean-Baptiste Lamarck’s early evolutionary concepts
from the late eighteenth and early nineteenth century. In fact, as Janet Browne maintains,
theories of Charles Darwin and Alfred Russel Wallace “meshed fluently with Victorian
notions of competition and progress across the realms of society, technology, politics and
culture.”®®

The fluency of this meshing is explored in meticulous detail in Alvar Ellegard’s
Darwin and the General Reader which studies the responses of the public to Darwin’s
conceptions through the analysis of the British press. In his study, he breaks the responses
into “a scale of positions,” from absolute rejection to absolute acceptance, and includes
educational, politico-ideological and religious factors which influenced these positions. As
he notes, the immediate controversy Darwin’s theory stirred can be summarised as the

conflict between science and religion or between naturalism and supernaturalism,® but he

14 Janet Browne, “Constructing Darwinism in Literary Culture,” in: Unmapped Countries. Biological Visions
in Nineteenth-Century Literature and Culture, ed. Anne-Julia Zwierlein (London: Anthem Press, 2005), 55.
15 Browne, “Constructing Darwinism in Literary Culture,” 56.

16 Alvar Ellegard, Darwin and the General Reader: The Reception of Darwin’s Theory of Evolution in the
British Periodical Press, 1859-1872 (Chicago and London: The University of Chicago Press, 1990), 32.
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also observes that the religious response to Darwin was more nuanced than expected. While
it is true that High and Low Church of England were decidedly against the implications
presented in On the Origin, Broad Church and Unitarians were, as Ellegard puts it, “much
less anti-Darwinian.”*’ Predictably, the bone of contention was the concept of natural
selection, the crux of Darwin’s theory which questioned the existence of an intentional
direction of evolutionary developments.

Relevant to the present discussion, Ellegard also makes an interesting observation
regarding Chambers’s Vestiges. Apparently, Victorian scientists considered it nothing more
than an amateurish book full of “slips on many points in detail,”8 but they felt compelled to
refute many of the issues it presented because it was a very popular book!® that “made such
a stir among non-scientific readers.”?° In consequence, readers acquainted with Chambers’s
ideas and their subsequent criticisms might have been sceptically predisposed towards
Darwin’s work, assuming it to be nothing more than a reworking of the fallacious theories
from Vestiges, and another literary rather than scientific text. This might be the additional
reason why On the Origin of Species was not met with general acclaim: not necessarily
because of its controversial contents but because of its language and the style in which it was
written. George Eliot, for instance, seemed rather unimpressed upon her first reading of
Darwin’s publication; in her journal, she noted that “[i]t seems not to be well written: though
full of interesting matter, it is not impressive, from want of luminous and orderly
presentation.”?! Gillian Beer refers to Eliot’s response as “a curiously inadequate reaction to

a book whose theories were to leave man wandering in a thronged, strifeful world of nature

7 Ellegérd, Darwin and the General Reader, 36-38.

18 Ellegard, Darwin and the General Reader, 11.

19.24,000 copies sold by 1860, Ellegard, Darwin and the General Reader, 11.

20 Ellegard, Darwin and the General Reader, 11.

2L George Eliot, “Journal,” quoted in: Gillian Beer, Darwin’s Plots: Evolutionary Narrative in Darwin, George
Eliot and Nineteenth-Century Fiction, 3 Edition (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2009), 146.
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which offered him no peculiarly endowed place.”?> However, her reaction might not have
been adequate at the time but having had over a decade to peruse Darwin’s text, Eliot
presented her own well written and impressive evolution-inspired work, both luminous and
orderly presented. Her initial dislike of On the Origin is indicative of another issue; perhaps
just like the majority of the Victorian reading public, Eliot approached it with a mindset of
a reader of a piece of literature, not a scientific text, and judged it accordingly. Thus, the
contents of On the Origin, to Eliot, lost some of its impact because of imperfect delivery.

The influence of Darwin’s theory on the culture of the nineteenth century is
unquestionably widespread and profound. It seems impossible to overstate the extent to
which evolutionary concepts actually shaped the collective mind of the Victorian society,
especially the middle classes, that is those who in reality were the main producers and
consumers of culture. Apart from questioning Christian fundaments of the world, Darwin
can also be seen as having ruined nature for Victorians. Under his instructions, it changed
from a well-known pastoral Arcadia into an unknown environment which, as Sean Purchase
puts it, became ‘“capricious, amoral, potentially cruel and ruthless, but worst of all,
indifferent to who or what it let survive.”?®> To many, the chaotic, godless struggle for
survival (or “struggle for existence” as it was originally called by Darwin) proved difficult
to accept — and these efforts were also recorded by the literature of the period.

Just like the public, so were the authors documenting their struggles with processing
the Darwinian theory divided into its supporters and opponents. While science writers T. H.
Huxley and G. H. Lewes fervently advocated Darwinian concepts, others, such as Richard
Owen, passionately criticised them. A similar division can be identified among literary
writers: novelists such as George Eliot and H. G. Wells are generally considered pro-

Darwinian, while Alfred, Lord Tennyson can be seen as rather sceptical towards the

22 Gijllian Beer, Darwin’s Plots, 146.
23 Sean Purchase, Key Concepts in Victorian Literature (Basingstoke: Palgrave MacMillan, 2006), 124.
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implications suggested in On the Origin.?* Some of these literary and cultural responses to
Darwin’s concepts are presented in the following section of the chapter. They have been
chosen specifically to illustrate two issues. First of all, they show how literature interpreted
and imagined the world under the new rule of natural selection. Secondly, the examples
provided here record the evolution of the influence of natural selection on the notions of
progress and degeneration, the latter of which is inseparably related to the phenomenon of

biological parasitism.

Science in Literature

Typically considered a commentary on Darwin’s godless, violent nature, Alfred, Lord
Tennyson’s In Memoriam A. H. H. (1849) predates On the Origin by ten years. If Tennyson’s
scientific inspirations were to be identified, these would most likely be works of Charles
Lyell and Robert Chambers “under whose command/Is Earth and Earth’s, and in their
hand/Is Nature like an open book.”?® Tennyson’s famous ‘“Nature, red in tooth and claw”
line seems distinctly Darwinian in its implications, but it may be considered a part of what
John Holmes refers to as “a general trend of secularisation and religious questioning.”?® The
year of the publication of On the Origin was not the critical moment when the doubts
regarding Christian faith confronted with scientific discoveries suddenly entered collective
consciousness; these had been circulating among the educated part of the society for decades.
Such doubts are echoed in the following stanza:

Are God and Nature then at strife,

That Nature lends such evil dreams?
So careful of the type she seems,

24 John Holmes, “Darwinism in Literature,” University of Reading Weblogs, 2015, blogs.reading.ac.uk/english-
at-reading/files/2014/02/Darwinism-in-Literaturel.pdf (09.01.2017), 1-2.

% Alfred, Lord Tennyson, In Memoriam A. H. H, Eleventh Edition (London: Edward Moxon & Co., 1862),
210.

% Holmes, “Darwinism in Literature,” 1.
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So careless of the single life?’;

These lines may be interpreted as the artistic expression of what John Cartwright calls “the
immense suffering that lies at the heart of natural processes.”?® Yet these verses also point
to the incomprehensible indifference of the natural world, and the fundamental conflict
between Nature and God — an observation which in a way foreshadows the later implications
of the Darwinian struggle for existence.

According to the theory of natural selection, species struggling for existence are most
likely to survive if they adapt best to their environment (a strategy that Herbert Spencer later
called “the survival of the fittest”?®). Survival of the fittest and natural selection were
controversial not just because of their implied lack of teleology. More importantly, they
undermined the Victorian faith in progress-directed development®® because adaptations can
lead to both progressive developments and degeneration. An example of adaptive
degeneration which entered public consciousness even before On the Origin’s publication
was “the life story of barnacles.”3! Barnacles begin their lives as free-living creatures, but
once they find their spot, they get rooted in it, and remain there for the rest of their lives,
forfeiting their freedom of movement. Darwin himself made barnacles the subject of his

studies published in 1852 and 1854.32 These seem a direct inspiration to Charles Dickens,

27 Tennyson, In Memoriam A. H. H., 78.

28 John Cartwright, “Those Dreadful Hammers: Geology and Evolution in Nineteenth Century Literature,” in:
Literature and Science. Social Impact and Interaction, eds. John H. Cartwright and Brian Baker (Santa
Barbara: ABC-CLIO, 2005), 179.

29 Herbert Spencer, The Principles of Biology (Edinburgh and London: Williams and Norgate, 1864), 444.

30 Angelique Richardson, ““The Difference Between Human Beings’: Biology in the Victorian Novel,” in: A
Concise Companion to the Victorian Novel, ed. Francis O’Gorman (Oxford: Blackwell Publishing, 2005), 212.
31 Richardson, ““The Difference Between Human Beings’,” 212.

32 Charles Darwin, Living Cirripedia, A Monograph on the Sub-Class Cirripedia, with Figures of All the
Species. The Lepadidce, or, Pedunculated Cirripedes (London: The Ray Society, 1852) and Living Cirripedia,
The Balanidee, (or Sessile Cirripedes), the Verrucidee (London: The Ray Society, 1854). Both available at:
http://darwin-online.org.uk/EditorialIntroductions/Freeman_LivingCirripedia.html (11.09.2016).
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who incorporated a whole family of Barnacles in Little Dorrit (1855-57).2% The
administrators of the Circumlocution Office fulfil their nominative determinism to the letter:

To have got the whole Barnacle family together would have been impossible for two

reasons. Firstly, because no building could have held all the members and connections

of that illustrious house. Secondly, because wherever there was a square yard of
ground in British occupation under the sun or moon, with a public post upon it, sticking
to that post was a Barnacle. No intrepid navigator could plant a flag-staff upon any
spot of earth, and take possession of it in the British name, but to that spot of earth, so
soon as the discovery was known, the Circumlocution Office sent out a Barnacle and

a despatch-box. Thus the Barnacles were all over the world, in every direction —

despatch-boxing the compass.3
Dickens’s Barnacles, just like Darwin’s Cirripedia, are ubiquitous and tenacious in their
adherence; once attached to a post, they become its part and parcel. Combining the various
meanings of the expression “post,” Dickens draws from natural sciences to characterise his
collective characters through the qualities of the biological creatures they epitomise, thus
incorporating scientific discourse into his novel.

The idea of progress-unrelated adaptations conditioned by natural selection was also
employed by H. G. Wells in his The Time Machine (1895), in which the human race diverges
from the common root and develops into two branches: the Eloi and the Morlocks. Brian
Baker notes how this novel portrays the biology-originating social fears of the late nineteenth
century: “the Eloi have lives of ‘material enjoyment,” but they are a degenerated species,

locked into a parasitic relationship with the Morlocks.”% The relationship between these two

subspecies evokes ecological interactions in criticism; while to Baker it is parasitic, Joshua

33 This connection is analysed by Jonathan Smith in “Darwin’s Barnacles, Dickens’s Little Dorrit, and the
Social Uses of Victorian Seaside Studies,” Lit: Literature Interpretation Theory, Vol. 10, Issue 4 (1999), 327-
347.

34 Charles Dickens, Little Dorrit (London: Bradbury and Evans, 1857), 297.

% Brian Baker, “Darwin’s Gothic: Science and Literature in the Late Nineteenth Century,” in: Literature and
Science. Social Impact and Interaction, eds. John H. Cartwright and Brian Baker (Santa Barbara: ABC-CLIO,
2005), 206.
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Stein considers it “symbiotic.”® Yet when we consider the observations of the protagonist
of the novella, the Time Traveller, neither of these terms seems appropriate:

The Upper-world people might once have been the favoured aristocracy, and the

Morlocks their mechanical servants: but that had long since passed away. The two

species that had resulted from the evolution of man were sliding down towards, or had

already arrived at, an altogether new relationship. The Eloi, like the Carolingian kings,
had decayed to a mere beautiful futility. They still possessed the earth on sufferance:
since the Morlocks, subterranean for innumerable generations, had come at last to find
the daylit surface intolerable. And the Morlocks made their garments, | inferred, and
maintained them in their habitual needs, perhaps through the survival of an old habit
of service. [...] Ages ago, thousands of generations ago, man had thrust his brother
man out of the ease and the sunshine. And now that brother was coming back changed!

Already the Eloi had begun to learn one old lesson anew. They were becoming

reacquainted with Fear. And suddenly there came into my head the memory of the

meat | had seen in the Under-world.%’
The symbiosis suggested by Stein is impossible to argue once the facts are laid bare; the
Morlocks may very well dress and house the Eloi but what they get in return is the furthest
from the Eloi’s advantage: their flesh for consumption. In its common meaning, “symbiotic”
would be synonymous with “mutualistic,” i.e. mutually beneficial, which is not be the case
of the Eloi-Morlocks relation. Their interaction seems most likely to be predatory, in which
one of the groups benefits while the other is irretrievably harmed (i.e. killed).

As the example of barnacles shows, in the nineteenth-century scientific and cultural
discourse biological parasites tended to be connected with the problem of degeneration. This
connection was propagated by E. Ray Lankester’s 1880 work Degeneration: A Study in
Darwinism in which the example of parasites is used to picture a possibility of an

evolutionary regression: from advanced, free-living creatures, to very simple ones, reduced

to feeding and reproduction. Baker notes that “[d]egenerationist theorists often drew upon

% Joshua Stein, “The Legacy of H. G. Wells’s The Time Machine: Destabilization and Observation,” in: H. G.
Wells’s Perennial Time Machine, eds. George Slusser, Patrick Parrinder, and Dani¢le Chatelain (Athens and
London: The University of Georgia Press, 2001), 151.

37 H. G. Wells, The Time Machine: An Invention (New York: Henry Holt and Company, 1922), 136-137.
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parasitology for their examples,”*® as they proved a distressful yet fascinating phenomenon,
to writers and general public alike. Thus, parasites in various forms found their way into
Victorian consciousness. An interesting example of such use of parasites can be found in

Punch’s Almanack.

PUNGH'S ALMANACK VOR 18es. | wivia |

Figure 2 Linley Sambourne, “Man ls but a Worm,” Punch’s Almanack for 1882.

Entitled “Man is but a Worm,” Linley Sambourne’s illustration employs the representation
of worms in an attempt to ridicule and undermine Darwin’s theory through crude
simplification. It presents a scientifically incorrect but socially compelling vision in which

worms are generated from chaos and then go through various progressive modifications to

38 Baker, “Darwin’s Gothic...,” 206. One of such writers was Max Nordau. In his Degeneration, he describes
“the ideal man of decadentism” as “[a] parasite of the lowest grade of atavism, a sort of human sacculus.” In
the footnote he explains what sacculus is, echoing Lankester’s words: “a cirripedia which lives in the condition
of a parasite in the intestinal canal of certain crustacea. It represents the deepest retrograde transformation of a
living being primarily of a higher organization.” Max Nordau, Degeneration. Translated from the Second
Edition of the German Work, trans. anonymous (London: William Heinemann, 1895), 329.
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arrive at the most advanced, the fittest creature at the other end of the chaos — Darwin
himself. Different evolutionary stages indicated on the “times-meter”” show the shortcut from
worms to monkeys (whose tails are to be the remnants of their previous verminous bodies),
to apes, to cavemen, to contemporary people. This example shows how a specific scientific
concept is not just used but abused to serve particular ideological ends, which may even
point to the possibility that rather than commensal, the interaction between science and
culture may as well be predatory/parasitic.

Since the abovementioned examples have been chosen to reflect the “obvious model”
of interpretation, i.e. inspecting literature for scientific inspiration, at face value these
examples support the interpretation of the science-literature interaction as commensal, yet
certain issues point to a different classification. While literature, taking inspiration from
science, benefits creatively, the assertion that the scientific participant in the interaction
retains its neither advantageous nor disadvantageous position is questionable. The scientific
notions are not transplanted from their source material to fiction without being first modified
and customised by the writers, and these alterations may stem from their own interpretations
of science as they understand it. Such modifications therefore always carry the risk of
oversimplification or misrepresentation on the part of the novelists, and then of confusion
and misunderstanding on the part of their readers. On the other hand, a transition of this kind
may as well prove beneficial to science which, as a result of the interaction, becomes
enveloped in new meanings and thus introduced into new contexts. In this manner, the
scientific theories are offered a new research paths through which various results of their
application can be tested and verified. Thus, | argue that commensalism is not the most
suitable term to denote the relations between science and literature in the nineteenth century.

As another ecology-originating interaction would be more suitable to describe their cross-
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influencing, the aim of the following section is to select one of two remaining possibilities,

that is that is either predation/parasitism or mutualism.

Literature in Science

The examples used above illustrated in what way literature can benefit from its relation to
science. The following examples inspect the reversal of this relation, i.e. how science can
benefit from literature. In this section, four ways in which literature is used by science are
analysed: as an aid in explanation (as shown by Robert Chambers); as a means of
assimilation and anesthetisation (in Charles Lyell’s writing); to show analogies within the
same discipline (which is done by Alfred Russel Wallace and Charles Darwin), and lastly,
to point to cross-discipline analogies which may inspire comical reactions (as exemplified
by E. Ray Lankester’s and G. H. Lewes’s works). Each of these strategies serves a different
purpose: from presenting complex and complicated notions in such a way they would be
more accessible to the general reader, to making the scientific texts more interesting and
appealing, and finally, to revealing the relevance of the world of natural sciences to the
readers’ everyday life.

In the aforementioned quote regarding the task of a scientific translator, J. A. Large
suggests that the employment of “literary devices” may somehow confuse readers or
introduce some undesired ambiguity into the body of the scientific text. This seems not to
be the case, as rhetorical and stylistic figures appear in works of science frequently, and
serve much more important purpose than just ornamental; in fact, it is their presence that
ensures clarification and elucidation. Literary devices such as metaphors or similes are
employed extensively and specifically to familiarise readers with new concepts by evoking

the well-known ones. A perfect illustration of a literary device at work in a scientific context
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may be found in the first paragraph of Robert Chambers’s Vestiges of Creation (1844) in
which he attempts to account for the vastness of the universe:
The sun, planets, and satellites, with the less intelligible orbs termed comets, are
comprehensively called the solar system, and if we take as the uttermost bounds of this
system the orbit of Uranus [...], we shall find that it occupies a portion of space not
less than three thousand six hundred millions of miles in extent. The mind fails to form
an exact notion of a portion of space so immense; but some faint idea of it may be
obtained from the fact, that, if the swiftest race-horse ever known had begun to traverse
it, at full speed, at the time of the birth of Moses, he would only as yet have
accomplished half his journey.*®
The first part of the description is purely scientific: we are informed of the elements of the
solar system and of its size in thousands of hundreds of million miles — which proves a
challenge to visualise even to a twenty-first century mind. Therefore, Chambers resorts to
the means of something known to help his readers imagine the apparently unimaginable. He
uses the example of a familiar notion of a race-horse and a time reference of the birth of
Moses to make a simpler, more accessible version of the otherwise inconceivable vastness
of the universe. These references are very imprecise as neither the speed of the race-horse
nor the birth date of the biblical Moses can be precisely established. This is not relevant,
however. Instead, they are supposed to allow for a different kind of visualisation for a mind
to which “three thousand six hundred millions of miles” means nothing. This extended simile
is by no means “out of place,” quite the opposite, it makes the paragraph more lucid.
Chambers’s quotation allows us to gather at least two points. Firstly, he demonstrates
that mere information is simply not enough; he wants his audience to comprehend these
scientific concepts and the way to do that is to represent them through recognisable images.

Secondly, he suggests that literature would be the preferred way in which science should be

explained. Having previously written History of English Language and Literature (1836),

3 Robert Chambers, Vestiges of the Natural History of Creation (London: John Churchill, 1844),
http://www.gutenberg.org/dirs/etext04/vstc10h.htm (02.08.2014).



45

Chambers extensively drew on his literary experience when describing nature, which may
explain why Vestiges of Creation, as Klaus Stierstrofer notes, “is replete with literary
metaphors and references.”*® Because Chambers retained what Stierstrofer calls his
“‘literary” strategies of conceptualization and presentation,”*! he ultimately produced a
“book form which his contemporaries found most accessible and readable, the novel”*?
whose protagonist, as it were, is the world. This observation is validated by some passages
in Chambers’s work. For instance, he refers to various geological layers as “the leaves of the
Stone Book™™*® or “pages of the geological record”’** which together compose “the wondrous
chapter of the earth’s history.”* Introducing new concepts, Chambers, through his use of
an accessible genre of narrative nonfiction, leads his readers by the hand, instead of forcing
them to wade on their own through scientific jargon. As he wrote in the conclusion, Vestiges
was “composed in solitude [...] for the sole purpose (or as nearly so as may be) of improving
the knowledge of mankind, and through that medium their happiness.”*® To Chambers, the
road to happiness leads through knowledge and he sees it as his duty to make this journey as
easy and pleasant as possible.

Perhaps it could be argued that the example of Chambers, being a man of literature
and of science alike, is rather unusual and does not prove that science and literature
influenced each other so frequently. Vestiges, however, even though it is quite extreme in
adopting literature to its means, is no exception. Many scientific works of the nineteenth
century were written by erudite scholars who possessed extensive knowledge reaching

outside the scope of their own disciplines. Charles Lyell, for example, the author of the

40 Klaus Stierstrofer, “Vestiges of English Literature: Robert Chambers,” in: Unmapped Countries. Biological
Visions in Nineteenth-Century Literature and Culture, ed. Anne-Julia Zwierlein (London: Anthem Press,
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41 Stierstrofer, “Vestiges of English Literature: Robert Chambers,” 27.

42 Stierstrofer, “Vestiges of English Literature: Robert Chambers,” 35.

43 Chambers, Vestiges.

44 Chambers, Vestiges.

45 Chambers, Vestiges.

46 Chambers, Vestiges.
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Principles of Geology (1830-33) believed that a good geologist “should, if possible, be at
once profoundly acquainted with ethics, politics, jurisprudence, the military art, theology; in
a word, with all branches of knowledge, whereby any insight into human affairs, or into the
moral and intellectual nature of man, can be obtained.”*’ He also added that “[i]t would be
no less desirable that a geologist should be well versed in chemistry, natural philosophy,
mineralogy, zoology, comparative anatomy, botany; in short, in every science relating to
organic and inorganic nature.”® Lyell, perhaps considering himself a very good geologist,
proves this on numerous occasions on the pages of his geological work, making frequent
references to philosophy, politics, theology and literature.

However, rather than to aid understanding, Lyell makes use of literary imagery as well
as of literary texts in order to make his geological descriptions more captivating. Which is
quite effective as the following description of the Sicilian ravine Valle del Bove shows:

Let the reader picture to himself a large amphitheatre, five miles in diameter, and

surrounded on three sides by precipices from two thousand to three thousand feet in

height. [...] The character of the scene would accord far better with Milton’s picture
of the infernal world; and if we imagine ourselves to behold in motion, in the darkness
of the night, one of those fiery currents, which have so often traversed the great valley,
we may well recall

—yon dreary plain, forlorn and wild,
The seat of desolation, void of light
Save what the glimmering of these livid flames
Cast pale and dreadful.

The face of the precipices already mentioned is broken in the most picturesque manner

by the vertical walls of lava which traverse them.*

Lyell begins in the same manner as Robert Chambers does, by coming forward with data

concerning the size of the valley. However, the sight he encounters is appealing to the

47 Charles Lyell, Principles of Geology or, The Modern Changes of the Earth and its Inhabitants Considered
as lllustrative of Geology, vol. 1 (New York: Appleton and Company, 1854), 2-3.

48 Lyell, Principles of Geology, vol. 1, 2-3.

49 Lyell, Principles of Geology, vol. 3, 88-9.
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aesthetic sense to such an extent that numbers alone cannot express it; therefore, Lyell turns
to Paradise Lost for more suitable means of expression. And he is right in doing so: Milton’s
verses skilfully, almost organically conjure up infernal imagery of the valley traversed by
currents of fiery lava. However, when Lyell tries to use his own powers of description, he
comes up with “picturesque,” a term nowhere near as evocative as Milton’s lines. Once
again, we encounter a situation in which a scientific text employs a familiar literary reference
to facilitate its reception, this time, however, appealing to readers’ aesthetic sense rather than
their understanding. Both Chambers and Lyell read their subject as a Stone Book, but while
Chambers finds in himself the confidence to aestheticise it on his own, Lyell chooses to turn
to the master of verse.

Lyell as well as Chambers are considered to various extent important sources of
inspiration for Charles Darwin whose On the Origin of Species (1859) to many is the
nineteenth century epitome of science affecting literature (or culture in general). In Janet
Browne’s words, “Charles Darwin’s work and the wider transformations associated with
evolutionary ideas are specially noted for having had a marked impact on creative literature
of all kinds at that time.”% Equally important is the fact that literature had a significant
impact on the creation of On the Origin as well. As Gillian Beer notes, “Darwin’s ideas
profoundly unsettled the received relationships between fiction, metaphor, and the material
world. That power of his was nurtured by his omnivorous reading”®* which, she maintains,
strongly influenced his writing.>? Nevertheless, the most famous literary device present in

On the Origin of Species, the tree metaphor, in which Darwin compares evolving species to

%0 Janet Browne, “Constructing Darwinism in Literary Culture,” 55.

51 Gillian Beer, Darwin’s Plots, 27. She cites entries from Darwin’s notebooks in which he recorded all the
literary works he had read between 10" June and 14" November 1840, which included at least five of
Shakespeare’s plays, a few of Jane Austen’s novels and many poets.

52 Gillian Beer, Darwin’s Plots, 28-32.
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branches and twigs, does not appear to be inspired by entries from his reading list. Below is

Darwin’s employment of this device:

The affinities of all the beings of the same class have sometimes been represented by
a great tree. | believe this simile largely speaks the truth. The green and budding twigs
may represent existing species; and those produced during former years may represent
the long succession of extinct species. At each period of growth all the growing twigs
have tried to branch out on all sides, and to overtop and kill the surrounding twigs and
branches, in the same manner as species and groups of species have at all times
overmastered other species in the great battle for life. The limbs divided into great
branches, and these into lesser and lesser branches, were themselves once, when the
tree was young, budding twigs; and this connexion of the former and present buds by
ramifying branches may well represent the classification of all extinct and living
species in groups subordinate to groups. [...] As buds give rise by growth to fresh
buds, and these, if vigorous, branch out and overtop on all sides many a feebler branch,
so by generation | believe it has been with the great Tree of Life, which fills with its
dead and broken branches the crust of the earth, and covers the surface with its ever-
branching and beautiful ramifications.>?

At first it may be surprising that such an apparently violent action as the struggle for
existence is here represented as a prolonged substitution of one branch by another but this
simile makes perfect sense because it accounts for the slowness of the evolutionary
processes. However, Darwin cannot be credited as the sole creator of this particular
metaphor. When he writes that “[t]he affinities of all the beings of the same class have
sometimes been represented by a great tree,” he has a very specific source in mind. Darwin
was not the first to use the tree analogy to talk about the development of new species; in
1855, four years before the publication of On the Origin, Alfred Russel Wallace introduced
this analogy in his article published in The Annals and Magazine of Natural History. Here
is Wallace’s version of the tree metaphor:

We are also made aware of the difficulty of arriving at a true classification, even in a

small and perfect group; — in the actual state of nature it is almost impossible, the

species being so numerous and the modifications of form and structure so varied,

arising probably from the immense number of species which have served as antitypes
for the existing species, and thus produced a complicated branching of the lines of

53 Charles Darwin, On the Origin of Species by Means of Natural Selection or The Preservation of Favoured
Races in the Struggle for Life, ed. William Bynum (London: Penguin Books, 2009), 123-124.
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affinity, as intricate as the twigs of a gnarled oak or the vascular system of the human
body. Again, if we consider that we have only fragments of this vast system, the stem
and main branches being represented by extinct species of which we have no
knowledge, while a vast mass of limbs and boughs and minute twigs and scattered
leaves is what we have to place in order, and determine the true position each originally
occupied with regard to the others, the whole difficulty of the true Natural System of
classification becomes apparent to us.>*
The analogies between Darwin’s and Wallace’s metaphors are explicit. It seems, however,
that Wallace uses his literary language more consciously and with a better awareness of the
possible consequences. At first, when enumerating the points which he sees as proofs of his
theory of the emergence of new species, he refers to them as “branches”*° of the subject. He
then develops the idea of branching to explain the difficulties connected with natural
classification. He talks first about the branching of lines of affinity which could be shown
either through the continued tree analogy or by the reference to the human vascular system.
The choice he makes — remaining with the dendrological metaphor — apart from assuring the
consistency of his argument, also showcases his ability to avoid rhetorical traps. After all,
the vascular system does resemble a tree: with arteries as supporting boughs, and veins
branching off into smaller and more fragile capillaries. Yet, he does not develop this
metaphor, and this avoids the problem of explaining the presence (or absence) of a heart in
the representation of evolutionary process. Consequently, Wallace’s description appears
clear and straightforward; he himself found the tree metaphor “the best mode of representing
the natural arrangement of species and their successive creation”®® and succeeded in
retaining its unambiguity.
The image of the tree presented in turn in On the Origin passage may evoke many

associations, from genealogy to horticulture. The biblical reference, however, seems the

5 Alfred Russel Wallace, “On the Law Which Has Regulated the Introduction of New Species,” The Annals
and Magazine of Natural History, Including Zoology, Botany, and Geology, Vol. 16 (1855), 187.

% Wallace, “On the Law,” 186.
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most evident. “Tree of Life” (absent from Wallace’s description) must have been
immediately recognised by his readers as an image deriving from the Garden of Eden. What
Darwin tried to achieve here, Gillian Beer suggests, was to combine “two contrasted trees —
life versus knowledge”®’ which would result in one image that could embrace both these
ideas. Darwin, however, did not foresee the aftermath of this method; to put it figuratively,
he inadvertently evoked another image — of a Gardener, a deity that his readers identified as
God. As Beer explains, “[h]is theory had no place for an initiating or intervening creator.
Nor for an initiating or intervening author. Yet terms like ‘selection’ and ‘preservation’ raise
the question, ‘By whom or what selected or preserved?’ And in his own writing Darwin was
to discover the difficulty of distinguishing between description and invention.”®® What
significantly differs Wallace’s employment of the tree metaphor from Darwin’s is the fact
that the former managed not to fall into the pitfall of ambiguous readings the latter did.
Wallace’s branching tree does not invite undesirable interpretations of a higher being instead
of the problematic “Tree of Life,” he uses “Natural System.”.

Darwin is not to be absolved from this misreading, especially in the instances when he
evokes nature: “nature cares nothing for appearances, except in so far as they may be useful
to any being. She can act on every internal organ, on every shade of constitutional difference,
on the whole machinery of life.”®® By frequently personifying nature, he gave her more
power than he had intended. In a letter to Alfred Russel Wallace Darwin notes this error: “It
is evidently also necessary not to personify ‘Nature’ too much — though | am very apt to do
it myself — since people will not understand that all such phrases are metaphors.”®® As it

turned out, Darwin’s employment of metaphors, instead of clarifying difficult notions, seems

5 Gillian Beer, Darwin’s Plots, 33.

58 Gillian Beer, Darwin’s Plots, 48.

%9 Darwin, On the Origin of Species, 82-83.

80 Darwin, quoted in: Robert M. Young, Darwin’s Metaphor: Nature’s Place in Victorian Culture (Cambridge
and New York: Cambridge University Press, 1985), 100. Available at: http://human-nature.com/dm/dar.html
(22.09.2016).
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to have made the reception of his theory more challenging, at least to some readers. It does
not, however, prove the point J. A. Large makes that as a scientist, he should have strived
“to communicate clearly and unambiguously to an audience which is expecting to be
informed.”®! Darwin tried to present his theory as clearly as possible, but did not succeed in
presenting it unambiguously. What remains as an open question is whether this ambiguity is
to be seen as the inherent flaw of his text or whether it is due to the readers’ interpretation.

This problem demonstrates the ease with which the classification of the science-
literature interaction can be changed: what in Wallace’s case is clearly a mutualistic relation
in which both science and literature benefit from their cross-influence, in Darwin’s writing
it comes closer to a predatory or parasitic interaction in which the employment of literary
devices harms science through encouraging undesirable interpretation. Nonetheless, Darwin
succeeds in writing a book that changes the readers’ perception of their world, regardless of
the fact whether they understand the mechanics behind it. Perhaps the best commentary on
Darwin’s literary success is that made by George Levine in his Darwin the Writer. Here, he
maintains that “the power of the Origin depends finally on its success in creating a way of
seeing and feeling that allowed readers to experience the world freshly, to absorb a sense of
dazzling multiplicity beyond the complete comprehension of any observer or participant, of
sensing, even without fully understanding, the new reality.”? The misconceptions regarding
his theory seem a small price to pay in comparison with such an achievement, tantamount to
these enjoyed by the greatest literary masterpieces.

While Wallace and Darwin used the biological metaphors to explain another biological
phenomenon, two other nineteenth-century science writers, G. H. Lewes and E. Ray
Lankester used images derived from natural sciences to compare and contrast them with the

human world. G. H. Lewes’s interests, just like Chambers’s, were extensive, stretching from

61 J. A. Large, “Science and the Foreign-Language Barrier,” 179.
62 George Levine, Darwin the Writer (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2011), 77.
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philosophy to marine life. He seems to have been particularly enthusiastic about microscopic
parasites whose example he used several times in his writing.®® What he found especially
fascinating was the parasitical cascade of microorganisms; in Sea-Side Studies (1858) he
writes of “the most piquant of all paradoxes” of a parasitic crustacean, a Lernea: “The
female, ensconced in the eye, or gills, of a fish, lives a lazy life at the fish’s expense, and the
male lives upon her as she lives on the fish (not unlike some disreputable males of the human
species), and this male is himself infested with parasitic Vorticella, so that we find parasites
of parasites of parasites!”® He makes a similar comment about this crustacean in Studies in
Animal Life (1862) where he calls the fact that “the female lives in the gills of a fish, sucking
its juices, and the ignoble husband lives as a parasite upon her!,” a state in which “the
degradation is moral as well as physical.”® It seems that every time he mentions a
microscopic parasitical creature, he points to its similarity with humans and their behaviour,
a characteristic feature of his writing style. As Mark Wormald notes, “[h]is writing emulates
the resourcefulness of protozoa and constructs ingenious if damning comparisons between
the appalling violence he observed in a water-drop and the world of his readers.”®® By
applying criteria of judgment which are usually at work in the human-scale world, Lewes
anthropomorphises his microscopic subjects and makes them a paradoxical object of
ridicule: his crustaceans are very man-like, because they behave like animals. A particularly

fine example of this technique of Lewes’s is analysed later in this chapter.

8 In Studies he explains thoroughly the life cycle of opalina; in “Only a Pond” (1859) and Sea-Side Studies he
mentions the parasitic chains of polyps.

64 George Henry Lewes, Sea-Side Studies at llfracombe, Tenby, The Scilly Isles, and Jersey (Edinburgh and
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8 Lewes, Studies in Animal Life, 47.

8 Mark Wormald, “Microscopy and Semiotic in Middlemarch,” Nineteenth-Century Literature, Vol. 50, No.
4 (March, 1996), University of California Press, 514.
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The biological phenomena of parasite and degeneration are also adopted by E. Ray
Lankester in his 1890 Degeneration. Using the same strategy as Lewes, he points to certain
human-animal analogies:

Any new set of conditions occurring to an animal which render its food and safety very

easily attained, seem to lead as a rule to Degeneration; just as an active healthy man

sometimes degenerates when he becomes suddenly possessed of a fortune; or as Rome
degenerated when possessed of the riches of the ancient world. The habit of parasitism
clearly acts upon animal organisation in this way. Let the parasitic life once be secured,
and away go legs, jaws, eyes, and ears; the active, highly-gifted crab, insect, or annelid
may become a mere sac, absorbing nourishment and laying eggs.®’
Here too the comparison of a degenerated man and a degenerated animal reveals their
striking likeness. Similarly to Dickens’s emphasis on the double meaning of “post,” so does
Lankester utilise the expression “degeneration” in its many senses. The degeneration of a
free-living animal into a parasite equals its turning into “a mere sac,” immotile, blind, and
deaf, concentrating on feeding and reproducing. Lankester suggests that the moral
degeneration of people has the same effect: in this way he jokingly explains the fall of Rome
or of a rich man. It seems that he enjoys incorporating such facetious comparisons into his
descriptions; when he explains the degeneration of the adult barnacle, he notes that “[i]ts
organs of touch and of sight atrophy, its legs lose their locomotor function, and are simply
used for bringing floating particles to the orifice of the stomach; so that an eminent naturalist
has compared one of these animals to a man standing on his head and kicking his food into
his mouth.”®® This vivid image again creates a link between animal and human degeneration
which results in a ridiculous comparison. Lankester’s motive in presenting his subject in
such a way is open to speculation but these analogies do not seem to be warnings against the

possibly intentional degeneration of human beings. Rather, their incongruity makes them

instantly memorable.

57 E. Ray Lankester, Degeneration. A Chapter in Darwinism (London: Macmillan & Co., 1880), 33.
8 Lankester, Degeneration, 37.
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Both Lewes and Lankester also present a new quality to the science-literature
crossover: it results in a controlled comic effect. The absurdity of the crustacean’s lazy
husband or a barnacle man kicking food in his mouth must result in some kind of amusement
on the reader’s side. There seem two reasons why such humorous similes might be used:
firstly, Lewes and Lankester use them to appeal to their audience and facilitate their
comprehension through laughter, just like Chambers does through the employment of
familiar images and Lyell through poetry. The second motive appears much more serious:
in a world after or during®® the publication of On the Origin, a site of fearful and never-
ending struggle for survival, amusing analogies could be seen as protective cushions,
cognitively distancing the readers from the threats of the natural world. Although unveiling
the disturbing similarity between the small and big scale universes, they perhaps allowed for
a less dramatic and more tolerable way of accepting revelations delivered by natural science.

As the examples presented in this section demonstrate, the argument of the one-
sidedness of science-literature interactions is very difficult to maintain. In the nineteenth
century, literature was using science as a source of inspiration as much as science used
literature to its own ends. Authors of fiction employed concepts derived from biological or
geological discourse and creatively adopted, interpreted and modified them. At the same
time, scientists composed their texts in such ways that they would be as accessible and
readable as possible, and this objective was met through the use of literary devices and
examples. In both cases the employment of registers and styles of the other discipline was
burdened with risks of misunderstanding or misappropriation but such instances do not seem
to have had detrimental effects on either. Therefore, in my opinion, the ecological interaction
which could be employed to describe this relation, rather than the reciprocally harmful

parasitism or the characterised by one-sided dominance predation, would be mutualism. In

8 Although Seaside Studies was published as early as 1858, the evolutionary ideas had already been present in
popular circulation. Richardson, “‘The Difference Between Human Beings’,” 202-203.
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the following section, a particular case study of a mutual interaction of science and literature

will be analysed to demonstrate the suitability of this choice.

George Eliot’s Middlemarch and G. H. Lewes’s Infusoria

Over a decade after the publication of On the Origin, a novel very much inspired by Darwin’s
theories appeared: in December 1871 the first part of George Eliot’s Middlemarch was
published. In fact, the inspiration was so conspicuous that the initial reviewers of the novel
were almost scornful about her insistent employment of scientific expressions.”* Michael
Rectenwald claims that “Middlemarch’s scientific jargon jolted its first critics; the novel
may be considered a forerunner for incorporating specialized scientific language into fiction
and for habituating fiction readers to such language. [...] Eliot probably exposed to
evolutionary and other materialistic theory some unwary readers who might not have seen it
elsewhere.”’? Apart from getting her readers accustomed to scientific vocabulary, Eliot’s
point may have been to expand the interpretative possibilities of realist fiction. Middlemarch
abounds in evolution-inspired expressions from variation to universal interconnectedness of
life on earth.” Perhaps to a modern reader, accustomed to the postmodernism-tainted prose,
these references are rather commonplace but in the early 1870s it must have made quite an
impression to spot in a realist novel a phrase like “the limits of variation are really much
wider than any one would imagine from the sameness of women’s coiffure and the favourite

74

love-stories in prose and verse,”’* which is an obvious reference to Darwin’s theory of

variation under domestication.

0 Doreen Roberts, “Introduction” to George Eliot’s Middlemarch (Ware: Wordsworth Editions, 2000), viii.
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Because she wrote Middlemarch so late in relation to On the Origin, Eliot had almost
twelve years to peruse through Darwin’s book and — probably more importantly —
contemplate the reactions it had caused. The inception of Middlemarch reflects Eliot’s
profound studies done beforehand; the numerous scientific references are not ornamental but
belong to the very core of the novel which is carefully constructed and multi-layered,
demanding from its readers some grasp of facts lying outside the plot. It is a novel set in the
early 1830s, at the time when the Reform Bill was passed, but written in the reality of the
post-Origin 1870s. Geoffrey Hemstedt notes that “an account of the Victorian novel must
still be mainly of evolution and variety, of a form repeatedly stretched and reshaped to
accommodate new aspects of experience.”’® Thus Middlemarch is a curious study of a
society unaware that it is being subjected to rules of natural selection and struggle for
survival — but at the same time the text demands a reader who is conscious of these facts.

Darwin and the theory of evolution were not the only of Eliot’s scientific inspirations;
these, as Rectenwald maintains, were numerous.’® More importantly, however, he considers
her a scientist equal to her intellectual authorities and remarks that she is not just a derivative
collector of scientific references but a literary (wo)man of science in her own right.”” In
addition, Gillian Beer points to the fact that in terms of their task, a scientist and a novelist
are not all that different: “George Eliot emphasises the congruity between all the various
processes of the imagination: the novelist’s and the scientist’s enterprise is fired by the same
prescience, the same willingness to explore the significance even of that which can be

registered neither by instruments nor by the unaided senses; the same willingness to use and

5 Geoffrey Hemstedt, “The Novel” in: The Context of English Literature. The Victorians, ed. Laurence Lerner
(London: Methuen, 1978), 4.

76 Rectenwald, “The Construction and Deconstruction of Science in Middlemarch.”

" Rectenwald maintains that “Eliot has her debts — like any other man of science, she stands (sometimes
precariously) on the shoulders of others: Bichat (Lydgate’s mentor), Lyley, Claude Bernard, T.H. Huxley, John
Stuart Mill, Auguste Comte, William Whewell, Herbert Spencer, and of course, G. H. Lewes. She drew from
all of them, most especially Herbert and Lewes.” Rectenwald, “The Construction and Deconstruction of
Science in Middlemarch.”



57

to outgo evidence.”’® In constructing her work and exploring her characters, Eliot uses the
same scientific methods her mentors did. Science, or, more precisely, evolution, becomes,
in a way, a true subject of the novel. And this subject is approached from a scientific
perspective and experimented upon. Rectenwald and Beer, by equalling Eliot’s efforts with
those of “true” scientists, in effect absolve her of the potential sin of literary appropriation.

The influence of Darwin on Eliot’s work is more complex than just the “borrowing”
of vocabulary. What Eliot does, is creating a literary environment of Darwinian nature ruled
by variation, survival for existence and natural selection and then describing it accordingly.
J. Hillis Miller, perhaps with less belief in her competence, calls Eliot’s reworking of her
scientific inspirations an “admirable development of a quasi-scientific model to describe the
subjective life of the individual, the relations of two persons within the social ‘medium’, and
the nature of that medium as a whole.””® Miller denotes at least three levels or scales within
this “model,” each of them included in the previous one. “This idea,” he continues, “is but
one aspect of a larger assumption, that is, the notion that any process in any of the three
‘scales’ is made up of endlessly subdividable ‘minutiae.” Anything that we call a ‘unit’ or a
single fact, in social or mental life, is not single but multiple. A finer lens would always
make smaller parts visible. The smaller parts, in turn, are made up of even smaller entities.”°
These levels, apparently, are potentially endlessly dividable; discovering another is just a
matter of the application of stronger lenses.

The passage Miller is alluding to is the famous “microscopic” commentary of Mrs.
Cadwallader’s match-making taken from Chapter 6:

Even with a microscope directed on a water-drop we find ourselves making

interpretations which turn out to be rather coarse; for whereas under a weak lens you
may seem to see a creature exhibiting an active voracity into which other smaller

8 Beer, Darwin’s Plots, 141.
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creatures actively play as if they were so many animated tax-pennies, a stronger lens
reveals to you certain tiniest hairlets which make vortices for these victims while the
swallower waits passively at his receipt of custom. In this way, metaphorically
speaking, a strong lens applied to Mrs. Cadwallader’s match-making will show a play
of minute causes producing what may be called thought and speech vortices to bring
her the sort of food she needed.®!

This time, however, Darwin was not the source of inspiration for this scientific reference —
G. H. Lewes was. In fact, it is actually possible to trace the precise fragment of Lewes’s
writing that had been “borrowed” by Eliot. Mark Wormald, who writes on the subject of
microscopy and semiotic in Middlemarch, is convinced that Eliot was inspired by Lewes’s
article “Only a Pond!” published, just like On the Origin, in 1859. He claims that
Middlemarch “was surely written with Lewes’s ‘Only a Pond!” in mind, if not actually at

hand”’®? and cites the concluding paragraphs of the article as his evidence:

Microscopic as all these creatures are, we notice grades of big and little even here. Not
only do they prey on each other with a ferocity unsurpassed by their betters, but they
also have their parasities [sic], like their betters. What! parasites living on these atoms?
So it is. Nature is sympathetic, and makes the whole world — food. Look at that elegant
Vorticella — the bell-shaped animalcule. It lives, you observe, parasitically on the body
of that pretty water-flea, and has established a small colony of its kindred on that good
‘allotment.” There it sticks, making a vortex in the water with its restless cilia, and
drawing into its mouth any available food;

‘Where the flea sucks, there suck 1.’

is its motto; where the rambling, restless animal transports itself, there will this
tenacious parasite be transported also; and so it sees the world. But observe it closely,
when it has ceased to shrink up at contact with some foreign body, or ‘in alarm’ at
some vibration; it is now extended to its full length, and you perceive that in its turn
this parasite has parasitic plants established on it. We have all laughed at Thackeray’s
poor Irishman having always some poorer Irishman living on him, as he lives on
society; and here we see the very system carried on by the tiny denizens of that tiny
ocean.®

81 Eliot, Middlemarch, 48.
82 Wormald, “Microscopy and Semiotic in Middlemarch,” 517.
8 George Henry Lewes, “Only a Pond!,” Blackwood Edinburgh Magazine, 85 (1859), 597.
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This particular fragment is the more interesting as it employs additional literary
references than just the mention of Thackeray. The fragment “Where the flea sucks, there
suck I” was perhaps immediately recognised and enjoyed by Victorian readers. On the one
hand, it is a modified version of Ariel’s song from William Shakespeare’s The Tempest
which originally reads: “Where the bee sucks, there suck 1.”# On the other, it also evokes
John Donne’s poem “The Flea” in which the parasitic insect “sucked me first, and now sucks
thee.”8®

The analogies between these two quotations seem rather obvious: Lewes’s Vorticella
which sticks to the water-flea, using its cilia to make vortices in the water and eat whatever
comes near is almost an exact reflection of Eliot’s “tiniest hairlets which make vortices”
“while the swallower waits” for food. Wormald of course may be right; however, if we
compare Eliot’s passage with a quotation from Lewes’s later Studies in Animal Life (1862)
in which he describes an opalina, a genus of protozoa, we can find an alternative source of
inspiration:

"Tis a creature of the most absolute abnegations — sans eyes, sans teeth, sans every
thing; no, not sans every thing, for, as we look attentively, we see certain currents
produced in the liquid, and, on applying a higher magnifying power, we detect how
these currents are produced. All over the surface of the Opalina there are delicate hairs
in incessant vibration; these are the cilia. [...] Sometimes the cilia act as instruments
of locomotion; sometimes as instruments of respiration, by continually renewing the
current of water; sometimes as the means of drawing in food, for which purpose they
surround the mouth, and by their incessant action produce a small whirlpool into which
the food is sucked.®

The “vortex” may have changed into “whirlpool” but what we can find in this fragment, and

what is absent from that chosen by Wormald, is the reference to “a higher magnifying

8 William Shakespeare, The Tempest, Act V, Scene |, v. 88.
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Abrams et al. (New York, London: W. W. Norton Company, 1979), 1068.
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power,” that is Eliot’s “stronger lens” — an analogy quite important in reading Eliot’s use of
microscopy in her novel.

Lewes’s contemplation of “parasites of parasites of parasites” is merely a departure
point for his observation; and the final destination is a very philosophical reverie: “In
mountainous districts, where houses and clusters of houses look so tiny in comparison with
the huge limbs of Mother Earth, one is apt to think of man as a parasitic animal living on a
grandeur creature — an epizoon nestling in the skin of this planetary organism, which rolls
through space like a ciliated ovum rolling through a drop of water.”®” Curiously, as regards
this particular fragment, Mark Wormald found another analogy between Eliot’s and Lewes’s
texts. He quotes a passage from George Eliot’s Ilfracombe journal in which while she was
“looking at the town’s houses clinging to the steep hillside, she reflected, ‘one cannot help
thinking of man as a parasitic animal — an epizoon making his abode on the skin of the
planetary organism.’”’®® It is of course not surprising that George Eliot and Lewes — being
“emotional and professional partner[s] for [...] twenty-five years”® — shared their ideas,
inspiring each other.

Thus, the significance of “Only a Pond!” to the conception of Middlemarch is more
profound than just the appropriation of certain phrases. As its title suggests, the subject of
Lewes’s article is a pond — an ordinary, commonplace pool that can be very easily found
virtually anywhere and even more easily overlooked. Lewes thus explains his choice of such
an apparently mundane subject: this humble pond in fact “mirrors completely [...] the
choicest wonder of the physical world.”® So although the title hints that ponds may be

regarded as nothing remarkable, the exact opposite is being meant, and the remainder of the
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article points to this fact repeatedly. It may be commonplace and ordinary, Lewes writes, yet
“[s]o rich is almost every stagnant pond, that you have only to dip the jar in, trusting to
chance, and on raising it to the light you will see a little world in miniature [...]: there is
study for months in that glass jar.”% As if applying the microscope not just to his study, but
also to his writing, Lewes begins to reduce his subject from the vast universe of the pond to
its minute part — a glass jar which itself turns to be a miniature world. The contents of the jar
are in turn minimised to their miniscule fragment — a drop of water, which, again, emerges
as yet another universe thanks to the employment of the microscope. He explains that “[t]he
drop of water is a microcosm — the world in miniature. Manifold are the creatures swimming,
crawling, feeding, and fighting in it.”% The living creatures within the drop of water may be
minute but, at least to Lewes’s eye, they appear comparable to their full-scale counterparts
of the macroscopic world.

The analogy of the two worlds, the minute one and the human-scale one, is crucial to
the argument of the science-literature mutualism. It did not originate with Lewes, however.
Angelique Richardson traces the idea of the analogies between humans and microscopic
creatures to Schopenhauer via Thomas Hardy who wrote the following sentence in his 1891
notebook: “Man — like infusoria in a drop of water under microscope.”® There seems no
stronger evidence of the mutualism of the science-literature relation than this: a phrase which
entered public circulation in 1851 with the publication of Arthur Schopenhauer’s Studies in
Pessimism (in German, the English translation was published in 1891) found its way into G.
H. Lewes’s works, which in turn inspired George Eliot and — finally — appealed to Thomas

Hardy through Schopenhauer again. “The drop of water under microscope” analogy
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effortlessly switched contexts and disciplines, as if it had its own volition to travel and arrive
at the great well of inspiration from which anyone could draw ad libitum.

Eliot’s inspiration with Lewes’s works seems quite obvious but in her case, their
similarities are only the departure point to another path reaching a different conclusion.
Eliot’s description of Mrs Cadwallader’s match-making contains a very scientific notion of
“an endless possibility of revision”®*: the application of a stronger lens allows the observer
to discover new universes. The interpretation it offers, however, differs from the one
proposed by the author of “Only a Pond!”. While to Lewes, a universe is a universe, Eliot
suggests that perhaps these newly discovered worlds are governed by different rules than the
previously known ones, and that without possessing sufficient data combined with
appropriate equipment we may find ourselves making merely “coarse” assumptions. Apart
from invoking the science of microscopy in a very explicit manner, this passage also suggests
a very interesting technique of reading the whole narrative. As its subtitle states,
Middlemarch is a “study” (Angelique Richardson even calls it “an experiment”®) and in
order to avoid the risk of ‘“coarse interpretations,” in imitation of Eliot’s ‘scientific’
approach, the reader is invited to employ the scientific method when reading the text —
application of stronger and weaker interpretative lenses is advisable. On the other hand, as
Miller notes, “Middlemarch is full of such shifts in perspective from close up to far away
and back to close up again [...]% so this switching of lenses is in fact enforced through the
composition of the narrative.

Eliot’s use of science is more than mere inspiration. On the contrary, in Robert
Speaight’s words, she “found in Middlemarch the microcosm of a wider world. Here she

could study the workings of society, as she had imagined them in a number of lives not
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outwardly remarkable but compelled by many conflicting currents in their daily flow.”” The
provincial society of Middlemarch is intentionally presented as if it were a cluster of cells
that are subjected to the never-ending shifts and changes, caught in currents, whose bounds
are not firm but which fluctuate incessantly, like creatures visible under the microscope. This
in turn reflects Lewes’s comments on nature:
Nature is economic as well as prodigal of space. She fills the illimitable heavens with
planetary and starry grandeurs, and the tiny atoms moving over the crust of earth she
makes the homes of the infinitely little. Far as the mightiest telescope can reach, it
detects worlds in clusters, like pebbles on the shore of infinitude; deep as the
microscope can penetrate, it detects life within life, generation within generation, as if
the very universe itself were not vast enough for the energies of life!®
This organismic impression is even reinforced when we observe the reaction of the
Middlemarch collective organism towards the newcomer, Mr. Lydgate. As the narrator puts
it, “Middlemarch [...] counted on swallowing Lydgate and assimilating him very

9 which evidently evokes Lewes’s description of osmotic consumption of the

comfortably,
opalina.
The world of Middlemarch could be thus treated as a water-drop, a tiny yet all-
embracing universe in itself, in which creatures of all kinds are, to repeat Lewes’s
observation, “swimming, crawling, feeding, and fighting.”%° Narration is devised in such a
way as to imitate the working of a compound microscope: the given sets of characters are
first observed through a weaker lens and so the internal relations within the group are

established as merely cursory — and, as the narrator suggests, often misinterpreted. However,

when studied more thoroughly under a stronger lens, new, previously overlooked or
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impossible to spot relations are revealed and, in some cases, the true nature of some
characters exposed.

However, the stronger the lens we apply to the apparent analogies between
Middlemarch and Lewes’s works, the feebler they appear. Reducing Eliot’s novel to the
literary reworking of scientific ideas, although superficially justifiable, is coarsely simplistic.
The subject of “Only a Pond!” is, generally speaking, water and its contents — in ponds, jars
and drops. Water imagery is also extensively employed by George Eliot in Middlemarch.
Yet there is a fundamental difference between Lewes’s “almost every stagnant pond” and
Eliot’s “current into which all thought and feeling were apt sooner or later to flow.” The
word “stagnant” is crucial here: in order to examine the contents of, say, a river or even a
pond, one needs to take a sample, which is in fact an immobilised fragment of the very
mobile whole. Such action allows thorough examination but at the cost of losing insight into
the workings of motion: currents, vortices and ripples.

Middlemarch is generally considered a study of a specific community within specific
bounds. R. H. Hutton, a literary reviewer and Eliot’s contemporary, calls it a “wonderful
photograph of provincial life.”*®* Such a metaphor implies a frozen frame, again — an
immobile section of a larger, mobile whole. In this respect the camera lens has the same
property as the microscope lens: even a water-drop, instead of being a boundless universe,
is limited by its own shape — not to mention the fact, that it is imprisoned between two pieces
of glass that allow it to be observed through microscopic lenses. Miller suggests using the
notion of “sample” instead: “In Middlemarch a fragment is examined as a ‘sample’ of the
larger whole of which it is a part, though the whole impinges on the part as the ‘medium’

within which it lives, as national politics affect Middlemarch when there is a general

101 R. H. Hutton, review of “Middlemarch: a Study of Provincial Life,” The British Quarterly Review, Vol. 57.
1873, in: Critics on George Eliot. Readings in Literary Criticism, ed. William Baker (London: George Allen
& Unwin, 1973), 30.
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election, or as the coming of the railroad upsets rural traditions.”%> Middlemarch, although
clearly inspired by science, is after all not a scientific text and it is not obliged to comply
with strict scientific rules, just as scientific methodology does not necessarily have to apply
to it. Middlemarch (as a place) may be specifically located in space and time but that does
not mean that Middlemarch (as the title) is limited by these concepts. Instead, the novel
benefits fully from the mutualistic interaction with science in the sense that is, it employs as
much of the science as possible to its own advantage but disregards these notions in which

it has no interest.

Conclusion

The Victorian period witnessed not so much an emergence of the science-literature
mutualism — which cannot be claimed to be particular to the nineteenth century — as the
uncovering of the scale and strength of these interactions. Due largely to the popularisation
of scientific discourse with the publication of works by Darwin and his contemporaries, the
perhaps surprising balance of the science-literature cross-borrowings saw the light of day.
In this context, the term ‘interaction’ seems preferable over ‘relation” because at its core lies
the concept of communication, of a dialogue of two equals exchanging views and ideas and
employing them to their own and mutual advantage.

As stated in the introduction, the aim of this chapter was to investigate various
examples of nineteenth-century works of literature and science in relation to a number of
ecology-derived interactions, and make the choice of the most suitable interaction, which is
identified here as mutualism. Although this chapter concludes the examination of ecological
interactions of Victorian science and literature, it lays the foundation for the subsequent

chapters in which other approaches to the notions of parasites and parasitism are studied,

102 Miller, “Optic and Semiotic in Middlemarch,” 66.



66

both in scientific and fictional texts. Nonetheless, they still rely on the idea of the mutualistic
interaction of natural sciences and works of fiction. This is especially visible in the next
chapter, in which the term “parasite” is investigated through its changes of meanings and

contexts.
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CHAPTER Il THE PARADOXICALITY OF PARASITES

Introduction
The purpose of the present chapter is twofold. Firstly, it describes the ecological relation of
parasitism, in order to present its surprisingly vast scope and thus argue the first of many
paradoxes associated with it. While parasitism is one of the interactions recognised by
ecology, when it is treated as a subject in ecological narratives, its relation to literature seems
to fulfil these requirements of the mutual interaction between science and literature which
were discussed in the previous chapter. As it is demonstrated here, ecology is particularly
prone to the narrativisation of its subject, and the various types of parasitical relations
recognised by ecological science can be read, but — more crucially — seem to be written in
such a way that they become reminiscent of fables, both in terms of imagery and delivery
mode, as the parasites in them are presented as anthropomorphised villains. The second
purpose of the chapter is to trace the history of the term “parasite,” which also proves
paradoxical in many respects, to reinforce the argument of the fundamental connection of
literature and science, which is supported by several modifications of meanings and contexts
(from literary, to biological, to social, to literary) the notion has been subjected to throughout
the centuries. As has the previous chapter, this too features literary case studies, in which
“parasite” understood in its original Greek sense will be analysed, and these include Charles
Dickens’s Bleak House and George Eliot’s Middlemarch. The overall aim is to demonstrate
emphatically many facets of paradoxicality related to the term parasite.

The previous chapter sought answers to the question how the relation between science
and literature can be described if perceived from the perspective of ecological interactions.
Ultimately, it has been established that this relation is reminiscent of biological mutualism,

that is an interaction in which both organisms (or groups of organisms) benefit from contact
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with each other. While mutualism does not necessarily signify the perfect balance of
exchange in this relation, it emphasises the fact that the ratio must be fair enough for both
participants to appear better off after the exchange rather than if the interaction did not
happen at all. Should the balance be tilted in favour of one of the interactors, a completely
different interaction would take place: either commensalism, in which one organism benefits
while the other is unaffected, or predation/parasitism,® in which one of the organisms
benefits from the relation, while causing serious harm to the other.

In the nineteenth century, a prominent shift in the perception of parasites took place.
The second half of the 1800s is the time when the systematic science of parasitology emerged
and thus introduced the notions of organismic parasitism to the general public, preparing the
ground for the later shift in meaning of parasites and parasitism from strictly biological to
that employed by social sciences. The presentation of these concepts was done through the
medium of scientific accounts which employed stories, anecdotes and literary devices
(mostly metaphors and similes); many science writers narrativised their objects of study, a
practice present in scientific writing to this day. Thus, this chapter offers explanation of the
reason why in the present work scientific narratives are treated as correspondent to literature:
both ultimately tell stories — understood here in the broadest sense, that is as accounts of
some fictional or non-fictional events, — and the particular story this work examines, is the

story of parasites.

! Predation and parasitism share a number of qualities but are not the same. According to May Berenbaum,
predation occurs when “one species kills and consumes several individuals of the other species during its
lifetime, [while in] parasitism [...] one species merely saps the ‘reserves’ and rarely kills its host.” May
Berenbaum, “Plant-Herbivore Interactions,” in: Evolutionary Ecology. Concepts and Case Studies, eds.
Charles W. Fox, Derek A. Roff and Daphne J. Fairbairn (Oxford, New York: Oxford University Press, 2001),
303.
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Biological Parasitism

The parasite is a very paradoxical biological organism. On the one hand, it is ubiquitous in
terms of numbers and distribution. On the other, making a definitive decision which
organism is and which is not a parasite is extremely difficult and more often than not such a
decision is arbitrary, varying from one taxonomist to another. A definition of a parasite is
therefore usually vague and imprecise. According to the Oxford Dictionary a parasite is “an
organism which lives in or on another organism (its host) and benefits by deriving nutrients
at the other’s expense.”? Microbiologist Dickson D. Despommier defines a parasite as “any
organism that derives its shelter and general nutrition from another, larger organism.”® To
parasitologist Rosemary Drisdelle a parasite is an organism which “lives on, or in, another
species, getting everything it needs from its host.”* These definitions are so ambiguous that
they could include protozoa harboured by mosquitoes, fleas living on hedgehogs, dogs living
in people’s households and human beings inhabiting the Earth. Nowhere in these definitions
is there a clear demarcation line between what is and what is not a parasite, just like there is
no such line to distinguish their hosts. By these definitions, most organisms can be seen as
parasites. In fact, this assumption may appear much closer to the truth than expected. As the
authors of Parasitism. The Diversity and Ecology of Animal Parasites point out, “[e¢]stimates
of the overall biodiversity of parasites vary depending on how inclusive we define ‘parasite,’
but approximately 30-50% of described animal species are parasitic at some stage during
their life cycle [...]. Given that virtually all metazoan species are infected with at least one
species of parasite (most species contain many more), that all viruses and many prokaryotes

and fungi are parasitic, and that we underestimate the biodiversity of groups such as

2 “Pgrasite,” in: Oxford Dictionaries,

http://www.oxforddictionaries.com/definition/english/parasite (05.06.2015).

% Dickson D. Despommier, People, Parasites, and Plowshares. Learning from Our Body’s Most Terrifying
Invaders (New York: Columbia University Press, 2013), 196.

4 Rosemary Drisdelle, Parasites. Tales of Humanity’s Most Unwelcome Guests (Berkeley and Los Angeles:
University of California Press, 2010), 1.
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nematodes and mites [...], these rough estimates are undoubtedly low. Clearly, knowledge
of parasite biodiversity equates to knowledge of key branches of the Tree of Life.”® What
may be quite surprising in this respect is that these apparently innovative observations echo
those which have been in the scientific circulation since the mid-nineteenth century. Rudolf
Leuckart in his Parasites of Man, first published in Germany in 1863 (second edition in
1879), expressed a very similar and, as it turns out, a very modern view:
The term “Parasite” in its widest sense, includes all those creatures which mhabit a
living organism, and obtain nourishment from its body. [...] This definition includes
not only vegetable and animal parasites (phytoparasites and zooparasites), but also
parasites on plants and on animals. The larva that inhabits the wood of a tree or the
pulp of a fruit is to be regarded as a parasite in no less degree than the thread-worm of
the human intestine; and the beetle that defoliates our forests is quite as much a parasite
as the louse upon the feathers of the swallow. Parasitic life, then, as thus understood,
is an exceedingly widespread phenomenon.®
It is not difficult, therefore, to arrive at the conclusion that, according to the most inclusive
definition, virtually every organism is parasitic to some extent. This seems to go hand in
hand with the Darwinian idea of competitive, cruel nature, ruled by struggle for existence in
which each organism (humans included) is forced to feed on another in order to survive.
While visually such an image proves truly awe-inspiring, practically it creates a lot of
problems, the definition of parasites being just one of them.
Parasites therefore are defined not by what they are but by what they do. And, again
paradoxically, they do a lot, not really doing much. Apart from a few exceptions which will
be explored later, they are not predatory hunters, but rather inert organisms opportunistically

taking advantage of their hosts whenever they can. Depending on how they exploit their

hosts, parasites can be divided into a few subgroups. If they feed on their hosts, they are

° Timothy M. Goater, Cameron P. Goater, Gerald W. Esch, Parasitism. The Diversity and Ecology of Animall
Parasites, Second Edition (Cambridge, New York: Cambridge University Press, 2014), 2.

6 Rudolf Leuckart, Parasites of Man, And the Diseases Which Proceed from Them, trans. William E. Hoyle
(Edinburgh: Young J. Pentland, 1886), 1.
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called ectoparasites (e.g. lice); if they feed inside their host, they are referred to as
endoparasites. Multicellular endoparasites are perhaps the parasites that come to mind
immediately when this term is evoked: tapeworms, roundworms, flukes etc. known under
the collective name of helminths. Until the nineteenth century, as Jonathan Smith notes, it
was believed that worms were the only zoological form of parasites “whether expressed
through the Greek, helminth, or the Latin, vermis.”” These erroneous notions appear
understandable when the complicated life cycle of parasitic worms is taken into
consideration: they tend to require two or more hosts (intermediate and final, or definitive)
to complete their life cycle, and in their larval stages they do not resemble their adult forms.
Microbial endoparasites are called pathogens (these include, among other, bacteria and
viruses); and they “often rely on a third organism, known as the carrier, or vector, to transmit
them to the host”;® malaria-causing Plasmodium protozoa are an example of parasites which
demand a mosquito vector to carry them to the human host. Rudolf Leuckart further divided
the parasites into ‘constant’ and ‘occasional’ (known also as ‘obligate’ and ‘facultative,’
respectively) which reinforced the impossibility of providing an unambiguous definition of
what is and what is not a parasite.®

To make matters even more confusing, there also exist forms of parasitism in which
the parasite has no, or very little, contact with the host. One of these is the so called brood
parasitism which occurs in a number of species, such as birds (e.g. cuckoos). As Frank J.
Messina and Charles W. Fox explain, “[c]onspecific brood parasitism occurs when a female

lays at least one of her eggs in the nest of another female.”? This is a very peculiar example

7 Jonathan Z. Smith, “What a Difference a Difference Makes,” in: Relating Religion: Essays in the Study of
Religion (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 2004), 254.

8 “Parasitism,” in: Encyclopaedia Britannica, http://www.britannica.com/EBchecked/topic/443191/parasitism
(19.09.2016).

® Leuckart, Parasites of Man, 3. Later, he also employs the terms “temporary” and “stationary,” 4-5.

10 Frank J. Messina, Charles W. Fox, “Offspring Size and Number,” in: Evolutionary Ecology. Concepts and
Case Studies, eds. Charles W. Fox, Derek A. Roff and Daphne J. Fairbairn (Oxford, New York: Oxford
University Press, 2001), 119.
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of indirect parasitism in which the parasite exploits its host by putting larger strain on the
host’s resources. In this competitive relation, the parasite itself is beneficial not because it
gets immediate gratification but because it is freed of the responsibility of nurturing its
offspring and allowed to continue its life undisturbed, while the host is forced to maintain
the nest, provide for the larger family, very commonly at the expense of the original brood,
and reduce its own needs. In terms of evolutionary struggle for existence, the host loses in
the long term.

As the above paragraph illustrates, the characteristics of brood parasitism seem to
invite metaphorical phrasing, even in scientific texts. Consider the following description of

this phenomenon observed in European Cuckoos:

Some species of birds thrive not by carefully rearing their own young, but by pawning
that task off on adults of other species. The European Cuckoo, whose distinctive call
1s immortalized in the sound of the “cuckoo clock,” is the bird in which this habit has
been most thoroughly studied. Female European Cuckoos lay their eggs only in the
nests of other species of birds. A cuckoo egg usually closely mimics the eggs of the
host (one of whose eggs is often removed by the cuckoo). The host may recognize the
intruding egg and abandon the nest, or it may incubate and hatch the cuckoo egg.
Shortly after hatching, the young European Cuckoo, using a scoop-like depression on
its back, instinctively shoves over the edge of the nest any solid object that it contacts.
With the disappearance of their eggs and rightful young, the foster parents are free to
devote all of their care to the young cuckoo. Frequently this is an awesome task, since
the cuckoo chick often grows much larger than the host adults long before it can care
for itself. One of the tragicomic scenes in nature is a pair of small foster parents
working like Sisyphus to keep up with the voracious appetite of an outsized young
cuckoo.!

It seems quite striking how very story-like this description is. The scene is set in short but

imaginative phrases: the “pawning” of the task of parenthood, the instinctive parricide!?

11 Paul R. Ehrlich, David S. Dobkin, and Darryl Wheye, “Brood Parasitism,” Birds of Stanford, 1988,
http://web.stanford.edu/group/stanfordbirds/text/essays/Brood_Parasitism.html (09.06.2015).

12 J, Hillis Miller points to the phonetic similarity of the words “parricide’ and “parasite’ which he noticed in
William Makepeace Thackeray’s The History of Henry Esmond (1852); a quote from the novel introduces his
essay on critical reading of literary texts:

‘Je meurs ou je m’attache’, Mr Holt said with a polite grin. ‘The ivy says so in the picture, and clings to the
oak like a fond parasite as it is’.

‘Parricide, sir!” cries Mrs Tusher.
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committed by the foundling, the devoted and exhausted foster parents. Importantly, this is
not done to facilitate understanding; in essence, the concept of brood parasitism is not
difficult to grasp. This is of course the depiction of an ecological interaction observed in the
animal kingdom but the way in which it is worded may inspire indignation for which there
IS no place in science. The post-Darwinian nature ruled by natural selection does not
recognise the idea of fairness and justice, which does not necessarily hinder the need to
emphasise how very unfair it is for the bird host to be burdened with the parasite’s egg. In
this respect, brood parasitism may have the potential to be treated not strictly as a fact of
nature but as a fable with a clearly defined villain. From here it takes only one step to read
an instance of a cuckoo’s parasitism as an Aesop’s fable and thus see the human equivalents
hidden behind the masks of birds.
The above description from the 1980s utilises the same strategy that was used by G.
H. Lewes in his writing: showing the analogies between the animal and the human world,
usually to comic effect. The images of the tragicomic parents and their oversized cuckoo
foster child are analogous to Lewes’s description of Vorticella’s “ignoble husband [that]
lives as a parasite upon [his Lerneea wife]”’;** both employ language relating directly to the
everyday life. It shows that in the 1860s as well as a hundred years later the preferred way
of presenting phenomena from the animal kingdom is through fable-like
anthropomorphisations.
Another example of indirect parasitism is the so called kleptoparasitism which, as the
name indicates, is parasitism by theft. As Erin Appleby and Ryan Streur define it,

kleptoparasitism is “[a] foraging strategy in which an animal obtains food items by stealing

J. Hillis Miller, “The Critic as Host,” in: The J. Hillis Miller Reader, eds. Joseph Hillis Miller, Julian Wolfreys
(Stanford: Stanford University Press, 2005), 17.
131 ewes, Studies in Animal Life, 47.
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them from other animals which have procured them at a cost to [themselves].”'* Appleby
and Streur focus on the example of seabirds stealing food from other species (including
people) but in this relatively rare ecological interaction people can also assume the role of
parasites; such an occurrence has also been documented. While conducting their field studies
in the Cameroonian national park, three Dutch scientists reported an incident in which a
group of humans chased two lions away from a carcass of western hartebeest, and stole it. 1°
Although the actual event had not been observed and could only be deduced from the
evidence at the scene, further studies revealed that such incidents were by no means isolated.
As a result, the researchers concluded that “this ‘human-kleptoparasitism’ seems to take
place regularly in a large part of Africa [...],”'® and thus influences the survival rate of both
humans and lions. In this perverse role-reversal in which the lion is supposed to fear people,
another aspect of parasitism is uncovered: its inherent ambiguity. In the tale of brood
parasitism, the division into heroes and antiheroes is clear and simple. Kleptoparasitism,
especially its human version, belongs to the grey area: lions are robbed of their food which
is definitely unfair, but at the same time humans quite often are considered food by lions
which cannot be referred to as fair either. In this respect humans kleptoparasitising lions can
be seen as some act of universal justice or perhaps revenge, an attempt at achieving some
balance in the distribution of unfairness. Once again, however, such typically
anthropocentric projections onto the world of wild nature prove treacherous: this apparently
justified payback has grave consequences. Lions, being at the top of the food chain, typically

must compete with their ‘equals’ (i.e. other predators) for food resources, which in itself is

14 Erin Appleby and Ryan Streur, “Kleptoparasitism,” Biology 342, Course Syllabus, Fall 2012,
http://academic.reed.edu/biology/courses/BI0342/2012_syllabus/2012_WEBSITES/Erin_A_and_Ryan_S%?2
011-20final/index.html (09.06.2015).

15 Marjolein Schoe, Hans H. De longh and Barbara M. Croes, “Humans Displacing Lions and Stealing Their
Food in Bénoué National Park, North Cameroon,” African Journal of Ecology, Vol. 47, No. 3 (2009), 445-446.
Auvailable at: http://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/d0i/10.1111/j.1365-2028.2008.00975.x/full (09.06.2016).

16 Schoe, De Tongh and Croes, “Humans displacing lions...,” 446.



75

straining enough. Kleptoparasitism (human or animal) adds to this strain and in effect
reduces the lions’ chances of survival in the long run.}” And because in nature everything is
interconnected, fewer lions means less meat for humans to steal. Justice is served but
ultimately both sides lose.

As the above examples demonstrate, ecological parasitism is quite paradoxical in that
it employs literature to tell the story of injustice and exploitation, but this employment cannot
be categorised as parasitic interaction of literature and science. Instead, it represents the
mutualistic interaction. The descriptions of parasitism present a scientific phenomenon
through a narrative, not on the level of the advanced employment of similes and analogies
but on the very basic level of scientific description and explanation. Stories of various forms
of parasitism seem to write themselves; apparently without a conscious effort from the
storyteller, as if the subjects could not be described without being narrativised. This is
especially visible in the two examples of the descriptions of indirect parasitism but is by no
means limited to them. In the previous chapter instances of literary techniques used in
scientific texts were discussed; and it has been concluded that some of these strategies served
the purpose of facilitating understanding and accessibility of complex problems, while others
created analogies between the animal kingdom and the human world to emphasise their
interconnectedness. This chapter continues this argument by broadening its premise.

As these illustrations of ecological parasitism show, the narrativisation of a particular
scientific phenomenon seems not a strategy employed by scientists with a didactic purpose
in mind, but the inherent quality of the scientific description itself. The ease with which the
analogies between the human and the animal world are presented in these parasitical
narratives is possible because ultimately these are the same stories — whether they belong to

the realm of science or fiction — with interchangeable heroes (and antiheroes) and parallel

17 Schoe, De Tongh and Croes, “Humans displacing lions...,” 446.
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events. My argument here would be as follows: it is not possible to pinpoint the exact
moment in which the story enters a scientific text, whether it is at the stage of observation,
description or the final narrative because it is already present at the moment of formulating
the coherent account of events. In other words, a story is inherent in the scientific text
because the act of putting into words facts and events observed in nature demands the use of
language which is already metaphorical. What is possible, however, is locating in these
scientific texts markers such as analogies, similes and other literary devices which might be
considered superfluous to the basic story but which show the moment of the overt
introduction of the literary narrative into the scientific narrative on the part of the writer. At
this stage, when parasites are presented through anthropomorphising language, these
scientific narratives begin to resemble fables whose general purpose is to teach through
morals and negative examples (i.e. what not to do) and whose division of characters into

protagonists and villains is clear-cut and simplistic.

From Parasitos to Parasite and Back

Just as ecological parasitism is strongly related to literature through its use of narrativisation,
S0 is the term ‘parasite’. According to The Oxford Dictionary of Word Origins it was first
used in the middle of the sixteenth century (i.e. between 1530 and 1569): “The word parasite
came via Latin from Greek parasitos ‘(person) ecating at another’s table’, from para-
‘alongside’ and sitos ‘food’, and originally came into the language as a term for a hanger-on
or sponger.”*® As The Merriam-Webster New Book of Word Histories adds, “[b]y extension,
it gained the meaning ‘one who gains the hospitality or patronage of another through

flattery’.”® In the Alpha Dictionary one can find a more detailed explanation of how the

18 “Parasite,” in: Oxford Dictionary of Word Origins, Second Edition, ed. Julia Cresswell (Oxford: Oxford
University Press, 2010).

19 “Parasite,” in: The Merriam-Webster New Book of Word Histories (Springfield, MA: Merriam-Webster,
1991).
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term’s meaning expanded: “around 400 [BCE], Greek comedy began featuring rude,
sniveling dinner guests who were hard to get rid of. At this point the word began to take on
the sense of ‘freeloader,” a dinner guest who wears out his welcome. The Romans borrowed
the word, like so many things Greek, as their word parasitus. Roman comedies often featured
them [too].”?° Robert Maltby adds that “[t]he parasite, or flatterer, has a long tradition in
Graeco-Roman comedy, going back ultimately to Epicharmus. All parasites, both Greek and
Roman, share in varying degrees certain comic characteristics — impudence, wit and,
especially in the Roman variety, a keen interest in food. In Greek New Comedy their role
often overlaps with that of the professional flatterer or kolax.”?* In the sixteenth century the
Latin parasitus (through French) became the English parasite and “continued to denote a
person who lives off or gains favor with another through flattery and obsequiousness, and
all of its use derogatory.”?? Its first use in the biological sense dates as early as 16462% and
since the eighteenth century it has been employed by botanists,?* but it was only in the second
half of the nineteenth century that the term gained popularity and was widely used to denote
certain animals. However, it has retained some of its customary meaning and even today

‘parasite’ stands also for ‘hanger-on’ or ‘cadger.’?®

20 “parasite,” in: Alpha Dictionary, ed. Robert E. Beard et al., http://www.alphadictionary.com/goodword/
word/parasite (23.06.2009).

21 Robert Maltby, “The Language of Plautus’s Parasites,” The Open University, 1999,
http://www2.0pen.ac.uk/ClassicalStudies/GreekPlays/ Conf99/Maltby.htm#L1 (17.08.2009).

22 “parasite,” in: The Merriam-Webster New Book of Word Histories (Springfield, MA: Merriam-Webster,
1991).

3 “parasite,” in: Online Etymology Dictionary, ed. Douglas Harper, http://www.etymonline.com/index.
php?term=parasite (20.07.2009). Andreas Hassl notes that this transition for cultural to medical meaning of the
17" century was based on erroneous reception of the term. Andreas Hassl, “Der klassische Parasit: Vom
wiirdigen Gesellschafter der Gotter zum servilen Hofnarren,” Wiener Klinische Wochenschrift, Vol. 117
(2005), Supplement 4, 2-5.

24 “parasite,” in: Oxford Dictionary of Word Origins, Second Edition, ed. Julia Cresswell (Oxford: Oxford
University Press, 2010). Dickens for instance uses the term in its botanical sense in Bleak House when he refers
to the inscription of “Peffer” in Cook’s Court: “smoke, which is the London ivy, had so wreathed itself round
Peffer’s name, and clung to his dwelling-place, that the affectionate parasite quite overpowered the parent
tree.” Charles Dickens, Bleak House (Ware: Wordsworth Editions, 2001), 111. J. Hillis Miller, while
interpreting Percy Bysshe Shelley’s The Triumph of Life, notes that “Parasites for Shelley are always parasite
flowers.” That is because in Shelley’s time, i.e. the early nineteenth century, parasites were used exclusively in
botanical context. Miller, “The Critic as Host,” 28.

% The Oxford Paperback Thesaurus gives such synonyms for ‘parasite’: hanger on, cadger, leech, passenger,
bloodsucker, sponger, scrounger, freeloader, mooch, and bludger. “Parasite,” in: The Oxford Paperback
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As Anne-Julia Zwierlein rightly points out, “[t]he exchange between science and
literature could not be closer [...]. While on the one hand an ancient literary topos gives a
name to a newly emerging subfield of biological inquiries, on the other hand the literary
stock figure of the sponger-parasite, fuelled by contemporary research, attains very concrete
biological overtones in nineteenth century literature.”?® Zwierlein’s remark hinges on the
widespread belief that the original parasitos was the sponger of Greek and Roman comedies.
Robert Maltby, however, traced this term even further into the past to reveal that “Parasitos
was originally a religious term, referring to a temple acolyte (particularly in shrines of
Heracles) who would have received free food and meals in return for services.”?’ Thus in its
original sense, parasitos was a name of a religious person earning a living through this barter
method of exchange of work for food. In this way Maltby’s explanation somewhat reverses
the argument that parasitos was established as an inherently negatively-connoted word. It
seems, therefore, that at first this term was neutral and only picked up the pejorative meaning
either when it began to appear in everyday language, or when it was adopted by comedy. J.
Hillis Miller argues that this term “was originally something positive, a fellow guest,
someone sharing the food with you, there with you beside the grain,”?® and that it was only
after it started to denote a professional dinner guest that it acquired negative meaning.
Nonetheless, the paradoxical core of the word’s history remains intact: it used to be a neutral-
to-positive religious term that was taken up by literature to denote an unpleasant and comical

character; next ‘parasite’ was borrowed by science to describe a certain biological

Thesaurus, Third Edition, eds. Maurice Waite, Lucy Hollingworth, and Duncan Marshall (Oxford: Oxford
University Press, 2006).

% Anne-Julia Zwierlein, “From Parasitology to Parapsychology: Parasites in Nineteenth Century Science and
Literature,” in: Unmapped Countries: Biological Visions in the Nineteenth-Century Literature and Culture, ed.
Anne-Julia Zwierlein (London: Anthem Press, 2005), 158.

27 Maltby, “The Language of Plautus’s Parasites.”

28 Miller, “The Critic as Host,” 19.
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phenomenon — firstly botanical and later zoological, — only to be re-adopted by literature
and social sciences as an ideologically-charged term of abuse.

The paradoxicality of ‘parasite’ is not exhausted with its shifting context. J. Hillis
Miller, in his essay “The Critic as Host,” points to the paradoxicality that lies in its very
name: parasitos, alongside food. But to Miller ‘para-’ is much more than ‘alongside’:

“Para” is an “uncanny” double antithetical prefix signifying at once proximity and

distance, similarity and difference, interiority and exteriority, something at once inside

a domestic economy and outside it, something simultaneously this side of the boundary

line, threshold, or margin, and at the same time beyond it, equivalent in status and at

the same time secondary or subsidiary, submissive, as of guest to host, slave to master.

A thing in ‘para’ is, moreover, not only simultaneously on both sides of the boundary

line between inside and outside. It is also the boundary itself, the screen which is at

once a permeable membrane connecting inside and outside, confusing them with one

another, allowing the outside in, marking the inside out, dividing them but also forming

an ambiguous transition between one and the other.?°
Following Miller’s lead, it could be argued that ‘parasite’ is ‘paradoxical’ because they share
the same uncanny prefix, which gives them mutually exclusive meanings. In parasite’s ‘para’
Miller finds a multitude of meanings, many of which are presented in binary oppositions;
considered at once they are antithetical but if examined one by one they seem to cohere. But
he also finds this contradiction in the word treated as a whole; he points to the fact that a
parasite is not an entity in itself but a name given to one of the participants in the parasitical
relation: “There is no parasite without a host.”° Even this relation he considers paradoxical;
tracing the histories of words ‘host’ and ‘guest,” and discovering their common root, Miller
arrives at the conclusion that “[t]he uncanny antithetical relation exists not only between
pairs of words in this system, host and parasite, host and guest, but within each word in

itself*®! resulting in some kind of complicated anti-definition of a parasitic relation in which

each of the words is simultaneously its own synonym and antonym. As | have already stated

2 Miller, “The Critic as Host,” 18.
30 Miller, “The Critic as Host,” 19.
31 Miller, “The Critic as Host,” 19-20.
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in the Introduction, Miller’s line of reasoning is difficult to follow. In his ambiguity-laden
treatment of the ‘parasite,” he drifts from one context to another, sometimes evoking botany,
sometimes linguistics, at other times sociology, further suspending the possibility of a
definition, even a provisional one for the sake of his argument. This maintains the
uncertainty of meaning which parallels that faced by ecology, where the demarcation line
between what is and what is not a parasite is frustratingly blurred. As many other ‘uncanny’
expressions, ‘parasite’ proves difficult to be immobilised in a fixed definition; it always
seems to defy it and pose challenges to those willing to secure its meaning, from the most

basic understanding of its etymological roots to the vast scope of the relations it describes.

Parasitoi in Middlemarch and Bleak House. Families and Paradoxes
While the previous sections of the chapter explored the issue of paradoxicality of ecological
and lexical parasites and parasitism, the following one focuses on instances of paradoxical
parasites in literary examples. Here, the meaning of a parasitos (pl. parasitoi) as derived
from Greek comedies will be used to analyse these characters from Bleak House and
Middlemarch that literally eat at tables of other. These include characters who are not
necessarily referred to as parasitical or parasite-like explicitly, but who through their
behaviour and relations with their hosts earn the names of true parasitoi, that is abusers or
exploiters of hospitality. Two of the three examples shown below, that is Mr Featherstone’s
relatives from Middlemarch and Harold Skimpole from Bleak House have already been
interpreted as parasites in Anne-Julia Zwierlein’s article on parasites, but not as examples
evoking the comedic meaning of the term.

A cluster of characters who exhibit traces of parasitoi appear in George Eliot’s
Middlemarch in which she uses particular markers to allow the reader to identify parasitical
characters; in this case these are greed and passivity. If we were to look for the mentioned

in the previous chapter Vorticelle of Middlemarch, the closest to Lewes’s parasites waiting
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passively for food being sucked by means of cilia-induced vortices would be the characters

referred to in the novel as the “sitters-up,”®? i.e. Mr Featherstone’s hopeful relatives, his

prospective legatees. The narrator affectionately refers to them as “Christian Carnivora,”%
Fred Vincy, himself a hopeful legatee in spe, calls them without a grain of affection
“vultures,”® while the invaluable Mrs Cadwallader sees them as “collections of strange
animals.”3® Although referred to as predatory creatures, on closer inspection it becomes
apparent that they do not really exhibit any traits usually associated with carnivores; the
Featherstones and the Waules seem rather sluggish yet unwearied creatures. If there is
anything aggressive about them, especially Brother Solomon and Mrs Waule, the lady “who
had been Jane Featherstone for five-and-twenty years,”® is their passive-aggressive
persistence in reminding old Mr Featherstone of his duties to his kin: “Solomon and Jane;
also, some nephews, nieces, and cousins [were] arguing with still greater subtilty as to what
might be done by a man able to ‘will away’ his property and give himself large treats of
oddity, felt in a handsome sort of way that there was a family interest to be attended to, and
thought of Stone Court as a place which it would be nothing but right for them to visit.”*’
Impressively, the old man’s dislike towards his relatives, which “seemed to get stronger as
he got less able to amuse himself by saying biting things to them™® only reinforces their
resolution. It is interesting to note that in his “biting” comments Mr Featherstone reverses

the metaphorical relation of himself and his family; they are considered carnivorous, yet it

is he who does the biting.

32 George Eliot, Middlemarch (Ware: Wordsworth Editions, 2000), 254.

33 Eliot, Middlemarch, 272. Anna-Julie Zwierlein notes that such language in the novel comments on the nature
of humans as animals on the one hand, and inspires “images of human vampirism and parasitism” on the other.
Zwierlein, “From Parasitology to Parapsychology,” 167.

3 Eliot, Middlemarch, 86.

% Eliot, Middlemarch, 267.

% Eliot, Middlemarch, 86.

37 Eliot, Middlemarch, 252.

3 Eliot, Middlemarch, 254.
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The scale and toll of the invasive presence of the sitters-up is experienced by Mary
Garth who, being employed as housekeeper to Mr Featherstone, is given a unique
perspective into the power relations in the household. When her uncle becomes bedridden,
the family turn properly oppressive with their need to explicitly attend to “family interest”
but implicitly to assure their own; and Mary is unwittingly caught in the middle of this affair:

Thus Stone Court continually saw one or other blood-relation alighting or departing,

and Mary Garth had the unpleasant task of carrying their messages to Mr Featherstone,

who would see none of them, and sent her down with the still more unpleasant task of
telling them so. As manager of the household she felt bound to ask them in good
provincial fashion to stay and eat [...]. But some of the visitors alighted and did not
depart after the handsome treating to veal and ham.*®
As the crucial mediator between the host and his family of parasitoi, Mary takes on the role
of the provider of food following good neighbourly customs. But the Waules and the rest of
the family do not follow the same custom, and not only do they outstay their (begrudging)
welcome but in effect attempt to eat Mr Featherstone out of house and home, a characteristic
parasitical behaviour according to Miller.*° This is particularly true of Brother Jonah, who
occupies a seat in the kitchen-corner, and keeps a constant watch on Mary, in the stationary
attempt to protect family interest, together with the rest of the family considering her a threat
to their inheritance. Her physical proximity to the riches of old Featherstone and her
combined status of the manager of the house and family mediator put her at the centre of the
invasion of blood-relations, but also at the top of the list of prospective legatees and because
of that the family feels the need to try to isolate her from or limit her access to Mr
Featherstone.

Mary also rightly suspects the vanity of their hopes which she regards (but in her mind

only) as “the petty passions, the imbecile desires, the straining after worthless

%9 Eliot, Middlemarch, 252.
40 Miller, “The Critic as Host,” 19.
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uncertainties.”*! She turns out to be right as these strange animals’ incessant speech vortices
and passive-aggressive sitting-up come to no avail when the old man makes a Mr Joshua
Rigg the sole beneficiary of his will. Additionally, the way in which this situation is resolved,
leaves the reader wondering if an absolute lack of any sitting-up would not have been more
helpful in getting some part of the legacy. After all, Mr Featherstone does demonstrate a
surprising consistency in this respect. He is an unwelcoming host to the group of parasitoi
waiting to consume the fruits of his labour and his will is the expression of a clear objection
to being treated in such a way. Not only did he disinherit the “Christian Carnivora” but also
Fred Vincy who had not actually borrowed money on account of his prospective inheritance,
as old Featherstone implied, but the great possibility of him being the beneficiary of his
estate was a fact generally known and accepted in Middlemarch and this alone could have
indirectly annoyed Mr Featherstone enough to induce his pre-emptive action. Although it
might be seen as disinheritance out of spite, Mr Featherstone in a perverted way does appear
a moral victor in these circumstances, as apart from leaving the vast majority of his wealth
to Joshua Rigg, he also makes a stipulation concerning “the erection and endowment of
almshouses for old men, to be called Featherstone’s Alms-Houses, and to be built on a piece
of land near Middlemarch already bought for the purpose by the testator, he wishing — so the
document declared — to please God Almighty.”*? It seems that at the moment of devising the
will, Mr Featherstone must have been more concerned with those in actual need but, more
importantly, with those who did not abuse his hospitality originating in good custom —which
paradoxically proves more Christian than any of the behaviours exhibited by the “Christian
Carnivora.”

Mr Featherstone proves a very uncooperative host who does not appreciate eating at

his table even after his death. Sir Leicester from Charles Dickens’s Bleak House, on the other

41 Eljot, Middlemarch, 260.
42 Eljot, Middlemarch, 277.
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hand, presents himself as a gracious host to not necessarily welcome guests at his residence.
As Dickens sarcastically suggests, because Sir Leicester is wealthy, he has many poor
relatives. This implies that an affluent host attracts all kinds of people who claim even the
smallest affinity with him for their own gain. Dickens calls Sir Leicester “a glorious spider,
[who] stretches his threads of relationship”*® which would suggest some predatory instincts
on the side of the aristocrat: attracting greedy flies for his own gratification. It is not the case,
however, because “while he is stately in the cousinship of the Everybodys, he is a kind and
generous man, according to his dignified way, in the cousinship of the Nobodys; and at the
present time, [...], he stays out the visit of several such cousins at Chesney Wold with the
constancy of a martyr.”** Sir Leicester is a such a spider whose thread is an unspoken
invitation to which a number of his family (from Boodle to Zoodle) respond, and invade his
web, rather quickly outstaying their faint welcome. As a consequence, he must suffer their
immeasurable company all over Chesney Wold: “cousins yawn on ottomans. Cousins at the
piano, cousins at the soda-water tray, cousins rising from the card-table, cousins gathered
round the fire.”*® He allows it because he believes that he is obliged to familial loyalty, and
the support for his large circle of relatives is part of his social position. He seems to put the
presence of his numerous guests into the same category of inconvenience as his regular bouts
of gout: inevitable and associated with his name.

What significantly differs Eliot’s Christian Carnivora from Dickens’s Dedlock
extended family is their social class and the privileges but also limitations connected with it.
Mr Featherstone is a self-made man who earned his fortune, and Brother Solomon and Sister
Jane are seen the greedier as they have come to riches of their own, and thus their existence

is not threatened by their brother’s ultimate disinheritance. The Dedlock cousins (or, in fact,

43 Charles Dickens, Bleak House (Ware: Wordsworth Editions, 2000), 335.
44 Dickens, Bleak House, 335.
4 Dickens, Bleak House, 336.
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Sir Leicester himself) are not in the same position as their opportunities of earning a living

are scarce:

there are cousins who are so poor, that one might almost dare to think it would have
been the happier for them never to have been plated links upon the Dedlock chain of
gold, but to have been made of common iron at first, and done base service.

Service, however (with a few limited reservations; genteel but not profitable), they
may not do, being of the Dedlock dignity. So they visit their richer cousins, and get
into debt when they can, and live but shabbily when they can’t, and find — the women
no husbands, and the men no wives — and ride in borrowed carriages, and sit at feasts
that are never of their own making, and so go through high life.®

The issue of greed, so present in descriptions of Mr Featherstone’s relatives, here gives way
to sympathy if not pity. The Dedlock poor cousins do not really have any choice in the matter
of familial parasitism; having very limited options of supporting themselves, they are
restricted to forever assuming the role of unwelcome guests eating at the table of their richer
kin. Of these guests, the first is Volumnia Dedlock,
a young lady (of sixty) who is doubly highly related, having the honour to be a poor
relation, by the mother’s side, to another great family. Miss Volumnia, displaying in
early life a pretty talent for cutting ornaments out of coloured paper, and also for
singing to the guitar in the Spanish tongue, and propounding French conundrums in
country houses, passed the twenty years of her existence between twenty and forty in
a sufficiently agreeable manner. Lapsing then out of date and being considered to bore
mankind by her vocal performances in the Spanish language, she retired to Bath, where
she lives slenderly on an annual present from Sir Leicester and whence she makes
occasional resurrections in the country houses of her cousins. [...] But she is a little
dreaded elsewhere in consequence of an indiscreet profusion in the article of rouge
and persistency in an obsolete pearl necklace like a rosary of little bird’s-eggs.*’
Throughout this description, the antiquity of Volumnia is emphasised: she is an elderly lady
but she prefers to appear to the world as a young person, which she probably tries to achieve

by the ill use of make-up; her outdated jewellery is accompanied by her outdated “skills” —

the only activity approximating work she can do — which overall paints a picture of a vain,

46 Dickens, Bleak House, 335.
47 Dickens, Bleak House, 335.
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delusional, old-fashioned bore, half-ridiculous and half-piteous. It also points to either her
unwillingness, or inability to adapt to new circumstances, which may explain why J. Hillis
Miller calls her “the ancient aristocratic parasite of Sir Leicester Deadlock” who has
“cheated death [...], but only by choosing a death-in-life which is repulsive in its grotesque
imitation of youth and vitality.”*® Very much like Eliot’s Christian Carnivora, Volumnia’s
presence causes discomfort to her host; Sir Leicester looks at her grotesqueness “with
magnificent displeasure.”® Yet he stands her rouge and pearls with dignity for Volumnia is
a true, ancient Dedlock,* as debilitated and backward as her distinguished host; and family

obligations matter to him as much as trying to force the time to stop moving forward.

The Paradox of the Child Parasitos

Eliot’s Christian Carnivora and Dickens’s Dedlocks share the most crucial characteristic of
parasitoi: they are the guests who arrive uninvited and outstay their non-existent welcome.
Yet, paradoxically, they lack the other component of a true parasitos: their only redeeming
quality, that is their entertainment value. Volumnia’s skills in that department are
insufficient, to put it kindly. The rest of the Dedlocks, just like Brother Solomon and Sister
Jane, do not even attempt at entertaining their respective hosts. This cannot be said of another
character of Bleak House who could also be considered a parasitos: Harold Skimpole, a
child parasite. He, on the other hand, although presented as quite delightful in appearance
and conversation, inspires more aversion than enjoyment. His apparently innocent disregard

for everyday concerns such as time and money together with his tendency to let other people

48 J. Hillis Miller, Charles Dickens: The World in His Novels (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press,
1958), 184.

49 Dickens, Bleak House, 336.

%0 As the narrator puts it: “Volumnia is a little dim, but she is of the true descent; and there are many who
appreciate her sprightly conversation, her French conundrums so old as to have become in the cycles of time
almost new again, the honour of taking the fair Dedlock in to dinner, or even the privilege of her hand in the
dance. On these national occasions dancing may be a patriotic service, and Volumnia is constantly seen hopping
about for the good of an ungrateful and unpensioning country.” Dickens, Bleak House, 483.
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take care of these matters for him, render this assumption only natural to make. Posing
himself as a mere child, who knows nothing of the adult world, allows him to rise above the
mundane and excuse himself from the mind-numbing social obligations and responsibilities.
Instead, he ‘employs’ himself as an amateur entertainer: a painter, a musician, a skilful
conversationalist who eagerly fulfils the role of a parasitos, quite literally eating at the table
of Mr Jarndyce. What differs Volumnia from Skimpole in this respect is that, unlike the
former, the latter enjoys his host’s favour. However, while the Dedlocks’ presence in the
house of their host is uncomfortable but generally harmless, the same cannot be said about
Skimpole who will stop at nothing to preserve himself, and himself only. His childishness
combined with his blatant hanging-on makes him one of the most disagreeable villains of
Bleak House.

In precisely this vein he is regarded by literary critics: S. D. Sharma remarks, that
“[t]he portrait of Skimpole in this novel singularly sticks to our memory like a leech”! and
Robin Mayhead notes that though “superficially so delightful, [Skimpole] is one of the
sinister characters of the novel. He [...] is a parasite; a parasite upon the innocent generosity
of Mr Jarndyce, a parasite who achieves his success by captivating those who meet him, with
an apparently ingenuous candour.”® On a similar note, Paul Mankowski also uses — and
largely expands — this metaphor when he calls Skimpole “a grotesque parasite: a colossal
tick, a leech, a tapeworm with a taste for Mozart, who, it turns out, is childlike in his pursuit
of pleasure, but shrewd and willful in his studied neglect of responsibility.”®® All of those
parasitical references employed by these critics evoke the contemporary meaning of

‘parasite,” i.e. an exploiting scrounger, to emphasise their very strong (almost hysterical in

51 S. D. Sharma, Victorian Fiction: Some New Approaches (New Delhi: Sarup and Sons, 2002), 73.

52 Robin Mayhead, Understanding Literature (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1969), 103-4.

% Paul V. Mankowski, “The Skimpole Syndrome: Childhood Unlimited,” First Things, May 1993,
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Mankowski’s case) negative reaction towards this character. Bleak House abounds in villains
of many sorts and yet it is Skimpole who seems to stand out as particularly evil. The
following paragraphs will try to offer a possible answer to this apparently universal
antagonism.

Though in the novel he never is explicitly referred to as a parasite, Mr Skimpole
nonetheless more often than as a man or as a person, is associated with creatures: Mr
Jarndyce calls him “the finest creature upon earth — a child,”®* to Esther he is “a little bright
creature™® and to himself “a creature who is perfectly simple in worldly matters.”>® If these
creatures are to invoke animals, these would be such that are generally considered idle or
just useless, for example butterflies or drones. He claims himself that all he asks is “to be
free. The butterflies are free. Mankind will surely not deny to Harold Skimpole what it
concedes to the butterflies!”®” Skimpole is a kind of butterfly: a pretty but purposeless
creature whose function remains only decorative. Yet, unlike his harmless biological
counterpart, he for some reason retains the customs of a caterpillar: the blatant disregard for
anything and anyone who does not have direct influence on fulfilling his cravings.

Later, Skimpole expresses his admiration for the way of life of drones, recounted here
by Esther:

He didn’t at all see why the busy bee should be proposed as a model to him; he

supposed the Bee liked to make honey, or he wouldn’t do it — nobody asked him. It

was not necessary for the bee to make such a merit of his tastes. [...] He must say he
thought a Drone the embodiment of a pleasanter and wiser idea. The Drone said,
unaffectedly, “You will excuse me; I really cannot attend to the shop! I find myself in

a world in which there is so much to see, and so short a time to see it in, that | must

take the liberty of looking about me, and begging to be provided for by somebody who

doesn’t want to look about him.” This appeared to Mr Skimpole to be the Drone

philosophy, and he thought it a very good philosophy — always supposing the Drone
to be willing to be on good terms with the Bee: which, so far as he knew, the easy

54 Dickens, Bleak House, 60.
% Dickens, Bleak House, 61.
% Dickens, Bleak House, 371.
57 Dickens, Bleak House, 67.
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fellow always was, if the consequential creature would only let him, and not be so

conceited about his honey!°®
Obviously, when delivering his praise of drones and their way of life, Skimpole has himself
in mind. It even explains why he never expresses gratitude towards his sponsors: apparently,
he finds them too conceited about their honey. The analogy is simple: Skimpole is a drone
who is on good terms with Jarndyce, the busy bee, who provides for him. Then, since his
well-being is someone else’s responsibility, he can focus on the study of the world without
having to occupy himself with such a mundane activity as breadwinning. The parallels with
the aforementioned brood parasitism seem quite visible here; but Skimpole advances his
parasitism even further; instead of using Jarndyce to provide for his daughters, he places
himself in the host’s nest. What is also rather striking in this quote is Skimpole’s apparent
belief in the free will in the natural world: nobody asked the bee to make honey, therefore
he must do it of his own accord. Apart from the fact that this view is simply erroneous, it
also suggests the level of cynicism on his side. Since nobody asked him to be responsible
and ethical, and since to him such a conduct would appear unpleasant, he does not need to
comply to social norms. In Harold Skimpole’s world this logic not only works but also
benefits him: nobody asked Mr Jarndyce to be Skimpole’s host, and yet he is; he must like
it, then.

While it becomes abundantly clear to the reader, and other characters, what kind of
person Skimpole really is, Mr Jarndyce allows himself to be fooled by this “child.” When
asked by Ada about the reason behind him being so childish, he proposes a theory that
Skimpole “is all sentiment, and — and susceptibility, and — and sensibility — and — and
imagination. And these qualities are not regulated in him, somehow. | suppose the people

who admired him for them in his youth, attached too much importance to them, and too little

58 Djckens, Bleak House, 81-82.
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to any training that would have balanced and adjusted them; and so he became what he is.”>

Jarndyce blames external factors for Skimpole’s inability to adapt to the requirements of
adult life, as if holding the whole society responsible for arresting his proper development.
In fact, if Jarndyce wants to blame someone in particular for creating such a creature, he
should start with himself. It is after all due to his humouring of Skimpole’s behaviour that
his childishness is sustained — because it obviously proves advantageous. As Nabokov
writes, Jarndyce’s naivety comes from his own definition of a child: “a child was from the
point of view of Dickens the finest creature upon earth. But now comes an interesting point:
the definition ‘a child’ cannot be really applied to the man Skimpole. Skimpole deceives the
world, as he deceives Mr Jarndyce into thinking that he, Skimpole, is as innocent, as naive,
as carefree as a child. Actually, he is nothing of the sort.”® The lengths to which Jarndyce
goes to justify his child-friend are astounding and make his generosity appear more like
naivety on the verge of foolishness: it seems that Jarndyce almost asks for Skimpole to
exploit him.

When confronted with actual children, Skimpole’s fake childishness appears almost
vulgar; the more so as they seem to induce him to reveal his true nature of a cruel exploiter.
As Mildred Newcomb remarks, “Harold Skimpole is a professional [who] lives a free and
easy life quite above the restrictions and limitations that hamper most people. Examination
of Skimpole, therefore [...], will show us the characteristics and consequences of the
childhood exploiter in his most efficient and slickly polished form.”%! If he were just a
harmless character concentrated on the beauty of the world and relying on his generous

friends, he would be easily tolerated. However, when he occasionally employs himself in

% Dickens, Bleak House, 504.
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actions and these prove destructive beyond doubt, then his “childishness” immediately
evokes resentment, if not hatred. The moment he sends sick Jo away, he reveals his true
nature. His action seems the result of calculated self-serving: once there appears the threat
that he, the fake child, may be likened to an actual hurting child, Skimpole realises that he
would inevitably be compared unfavourably, and his own interest would be at risk. Thus, he
gets rid of competition as fast as possible; in his mind, Mr Jardyce’s table is too small to
accommodate more children when in fact all the seats are taken by one parasitos.

Skimpole is a great example of a perverted Dickensian child: not only does he assume
the child’s qualities with which he evokes negative instead of positive feelings but he also
serves as a point of reference against which all the other characters that ever meet him are
contrasted in favour (perhaps with the noble exception of the lawyer Mr Vholes). His
appearance is perfectly agreeable:

He was a little bright creature, with a rather large head; but a delicate face, and a sweet

voice, and there was a perfect charm in him. All he said was so free from effort and

spontaneous, and was said with such a captivating gaiety, that it was fascinating to
hear him talk. Being of a more slender figure than Mr Jarndyce, and having a richer
complexion, with browner hair, he looked younger. Indeed, he had more the
appearance, in all respects, of a damaged young man, than a well-preserved elderly
one.%?
Though his looks would encourage readers to take him as a “preserved child,” that does not
really seem to be the case. Miller suggests the reason why he might be, as Zwierlein puts it,
“exempt from the human life-cycle.”®® This, he remarks, is due to the fact that “Skimpole
changes through time not by the normal growth and maturing of a human being, but by a

scarcely perceptible decay.”® This decay is not visible because it is internalised, and only

occasionally manifested in his behaviour. Just like Volumnia Dedlock, he seems to have

62 Dickens, Bleak House, 61.
83 Zwierlein, “From Parasitology to Parapsychology,” 165.
64 Miller, Charles Dickens, 183.



92

cheated death and become ageless; but just like her, his presence evokes magnificent, if
unspecified, displeasure.

If there is anything we are certain about Skimpole is the fact that his childishness is
not so much congenital as acquired at some point in his past. We learn that Skimpole once
used to have a job (in medical profession), started a family and probably tried to conform to
the mundane everyday life. But this life of an ordinary man came to a sudden halt when he
decided to put on the child’s costume, so to speak. Why he would make such a decision and
voluntarily reject all the knowledge he had gained throughout his life in exchange for child-
like innocent ignorance is never explained. He could have done it out of expediency and
laziness. On the other hand, his motives may have been different: suppose he adopted his
conduct not for the reasons of convenience but because of his fear or loathing of the adult
life he had tasted for a moment and strongly disliked, of the inescapable responsibilities and
dangers associated with it. In this respect, his need for hiding behind a mask of a child could
be read not as a cunning plan of a harmful sponger but as some kind of survival technique,
his peculiar means of coping with reality.

Furthermore, one could also propose a more perverse way of reading his parasite-like
behaviour. It seems that Skimpole adopted the childish conduct specifically to aid his
capability as a hanger-on; he gives the appearance of a pleasant man, a skilled
conversationalist whose apparent innocence of the world is an inexhaustible source of
bemusement expressed by his host. However, the reverse may in fact be the case; perhaps it
was what induced Skimpole’s parasitic lifestyle. As it has been explained before, children
and parasites share a number of similarities: they grow within human bodies and use their
resources to their own advantage and even after having been born, they remain sole takers
who demand constant supply of food and attention and who offer nothing in return — perhaps

apart from being adorable. For this is precisely how children are (and are meant to be)
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perceived: they are loveable, they make older people happy with their meaningless babbling,
they have problems with reasoning and their strange logic usually puzzles the adults; they
sometimes even exhibit unacceptable behaviour but are forgiven — simply because they are
still children who need to learn the proper ways. It almost seems as if they are forced to do
all these things in order to survive, as if this adorableness was the integral part of the
evolutionary strategy of human survival. Children must appeal to adults in such a way that
their carers — primarily the parents but not exclusively — would willingly and quite often at
cost of self-sacrifice feed and take care of them.

The same behaviour is adopted by Skimpole but he cannot evoke such pleasant
associations. The reason behind his failure in this respect lies precisely in his artificiality.
Actual children are adorable not because of some calculated motive or the conscious
adoption of this survival strategy but because it really is within their nature. Skimpole, on
the other hand, is forced to repeatedly assure everyone else of his childishness and thus he
evokes some suspicion. Most people tend to disdain Skimpole because, although he acts like
a child, he is not like a child — his vulnerability is not such a part of himself that he can do
nothing about it, but a cynical tactic adopted to harm and exploit. Whenever he takes off his
mask, he exposes his boundless egocentrism.

The final layer of paradoxicality attached to parasitos lies in its relation to the host.
The comedy-derived parasites are characters, with human motivations and desires; they
operate within the rules of the metaphor. As the above literary examples show, the
fundamental difference between biological parasites and parasitos is that in the latter relation
the hosts have the ability to decide whether they accept the company of the uninvited guests
or not. To risk an analogy in the style of J. Hillis Miller: biological parasites do not knock
before entering the household; instead, they break in, and make themselves at home,

systematically ruining the place. Because parasitos belongs to the realm of literature, his or
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her conduct is easy to explain by means of literary interpretation, and then judged according
to the same moral criteria that are applied to people. Parasitoi in the above examples could
be seen as relatable to other examples of freeloading characters present in literature: such as,
for instance, Aesop’s Grasshopper singing throughout the summer and expecting the ants to
provide for him in the winter,% which is supposed to be judged as a reprehensible lounger.
However, the problems begin when biological parasites are approached in the same way.
The narrativisation of their behaviour seems a very common and dangerous practice because
it blurs the borders between the metaphor and real life to such an extent that it makes it
impossible to tell if something is parasitical because that lies in its nature, or because that is
how it is portrayed in the narrative. Unlike parasitos, biological parasites ‘invite themselves
in’ not because they are bad-mannered, greedy or have other ulterior motives, but because
this is their biological imperative, over which they have no control. Parasitos can always

decide if he or she wants to be a sponger or not; a biological parasite has no such choice.

Conclusion
Unconventionally, the final remarks of this chapter will begin with a digression whose aim,
hopefully, will soon appear transparent.

In the conclusion to her book on seahorses,®® Helen Scales provides an interesting
reason why she feels it is vital to make every effort to protect them in their natural
environment. This appeal is necessary because seahorses, she explains, are not one of the so-
called “keystone” organisms whose disappearance would have enormous and unpredictable
impact on the environment; on the contrary, to all intents and purposes, they do not matter

to nature. But, as she argues, seahorses matter to humans. She demonstrates their purpose

8 Aesop, “The Ant and the Grasshopper,” in: The Fables of Aesop by Joseph Jacobs (London: Macmillan &
Co., 1894), http://www.vam.ac.uk/content/articles/a/aesops-fables-the-ant-and-the-grasshopper/ (14.06.2015).
8 Helen Scales, Poseidon’s Steed. The Story of Seahorses, from Myth to Reality (New York: Gotham Books,
2010).



95

through the employment of a quote from David Attenborough: “The overwhelming reason
is man’s imaginative health.”®” Seahorses must exist because human beings need them to be
able to create stories: myths and fairy tales. At the core of her argument lies the conviction
that explaining the existence of such creatures — reminiscent of chess knights, with monkey
tails and chameleon eyes — would be impossible without resorting to some creative effort.
Stating the simple fact that they are just an effect of thousands of years of natural selection
at work somehow does not suffice. Scales, then, raises seahorses from their status of natural
organisms to the level of mythological creatures, on a par with other hybrids such as griffins
or basilisks (or, indeed, hippocampi). Thus, seahorses matter because they are treated as an
exercise in human creativity.

So, | argue, are parasites. The examples this chapter provides: of biological parasitical
abundance, of the unique survival strategies of ecological klepto- and brood parasites, and
of literary characters whose behaviour gave the name to the natural phenomenon, all point
to the paradoxicality inscribed within their nature. The need to narrativise their existence is
equally strong: from their name, to the explanations of their origin and the reasons behind
their peculiar behaviour, parasites demand and create stories. Being, just like seahorses,
creatures too strange to be believable, they must be filtered through the narrative techniques
which allow for at least partial understanding. In essence, parasites must undergo the process
of being raised above their biology to the mythical level which man finds familiar and thus
more acceptable. But, as the examples in the previous chapter proved sufficiently, this
familiarisation comes at a cost. Just like Darwin’s personified nature, so do parasites fall
prey to the same risk as any other phenomenon of nature transformed into literary text: of
such interpretations which might work on the literary level but which would deviate from

the natural facts. In the case of parasites, such a situation is very likely to happen. In both

67 David Attenborough, quoted in: Scales, Poseidon’s Steed, 192.
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fictional and non-fictional stories created around the subject of parasites, they are presented
as selfish, unscrupulous and disgusting villains: the patricidal cuckoo, the greedy
Kleptoparasites, the voracious sitters-up, the corrupt fake child. However, their relation with
literature can work to the parasites’ disadvantage as well as advantage. The way in which
these stories are told makes parasites appear as if they are misunderstood tragic antiheroes
who cannot help being born this way. In such a form, even if devoid of redeeming features,®®
they could inspire enough curiosity to allow for their “plight” to be given a sympathetic
forum. This is precisely the technique used by contemporary parasitologists who attempt to
bring the objects of their studies to the attention of non-specialist general audience.®®
Combining the nasty with the impressive, they create and recount stories, include
narrativised case studies and occasionally resort to myths and legends to make their subject
more accessible and compelling The claim of mutualistic interaction between science and
literature is thus exemplified by the parasite-themed narratives.

In the previous centuries, most predominantly the 1800s, however, the conscious
attempts to describe parasites in more favourable light were sparse,’® and the generally
preferred strategy was to present them to the world solely as the product of man’s
imaginative “disease.” Parasites were enveloped in stories of horror and disgust whose focus
differed, depending on the particular theme the scientific or literary narrators tended to

approach. The subsequent chapters will follow a pattern in which a particular theme of these

% In fact, the more recent discoveries in parasitology actually prove positive aspects of harbouring parasites.
One of them is their ability to boost up their hosts’ immune system, in effect protecting them from other
infections or even autoimmune diseases. These surprising qualities of parasites are the subject of Dickson D.
Despommier’s People, Parasites, and Plowshares. Learning from Our Body’s Most Terrifying Invaders (New
York: Columbia University Press, 2013).

8 See for example Carl Zimmer, Parasite Rex. Inside the Bizarre World of Nature’s Most Dangerous Creatures
(2001), the already mentioned Rosemary Drisdelle, Parasites. Tales of Humanity’s Most Unwelcome Guests
(2010) and Dickson D. Despommier, People, Parasites, and Plowshares. Learning from Our Body’s Most
Terrifying Invaders (2013), or Valerie Curtis, Don’t Look, Don 't Touch. The Science Behind Revulsion (2013).
70 Zwierlein’s mentions Darwin’s admiration at their great adaptive capabilities, and Cobbold’s
acknowledgement of their bad reputation, which he tried not to improve but — semi-successfully — rid of the
ridiculous superstitions and prejudices. Zwierlein, “From Prasitology to Parapsychology,” 158-59 and 161,
respectively.
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parasite narratives is traced and analysed in both zoological (or sometimes medical) and

literary contexts.
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CHAPTER Il STORIES OF ORIGIN: FROM WITHIN

Introduction
The purpose of the previous chapter, apart from arguing the inherent paradoxicality of
parasites, was to show how science uses narratives in explanation of ecological or
biological phenomena of parasitism (brood parasitism, kleptoparasitism etc.) It also
attempted to find the answer to the question ‘what is the parasite?’ in biology, ecology,
etymology and literature. All of these sources prove abundant, and the answers they
provide vary. The parasite takes on many meanings, defies definitions, classification and
categorisation. Even within the strictly scientific context, the answer to the question of
the nature of a parasitic organism may vary immensely, depending on the scope of a
chosen definition. Such vague, imprecise answers seem frustratingly insufficient.
However, because in scientific — especially medical — context the practical consequences
of the definition of the parasite are of greater urgency than the theoretical ones,
contemporary biomedicine has developed two distinct approaches in which it addresses
this problem. For the purpose of the present work | refer to them as theoretical and
functional approach. The section on biological parasites in the previous chapter illustrated
the difficulties and inconsistencies accompanying the theoretical approach which
employs the broadest definition of the parasite. The functional approach, on the other
hand, can be characterised by the ability to adapt to a particular practical purpose. While
theoretically every organism might be classified as a parasite, functionally, there is a
fundamental difference between the medical view on, say, malarial protozoa and on
tapeworms.

As the second part of the previous chapter has shown, the term ‘parasite,” does not

belong to the realm of natural sciences exclusively; it originated in denoting a common
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custom, and has been historically employed by other disciplines and fields to aid their
own ends. Thus, the transplant of this notion from natural sciences to humanities,
especially literary and cultural studies, is not only already established by the conventional
practice but, more importantly for the present work, useful for the exposition of its
meaning, which in turn may appear beneficial to the theoretical approach of natural
sciences. This shift, however, is not only cross-disciplinal; it also transports the notion of
parasite from the literal to the figurative. Biomedicine and ecology, whether in their
theoretical or functional approach, study the actual organisms. When the term ‘parasite’
is employed in the context of cultural or literary studies, its metaphorical rather than literal
meaning is considered. In its approach towards ‘parasite,” this chapter positions itself
somewhere between the literal and the figurative, as well as between the functional and
the theoretical. Generally, when the scientific texts are analysed, their focus is on the
literal notion of parasites; the metaphorical approach accompanies the examination of the
literary examples.

While the organising question of the previous chapter was ‘what?,” the present and
the next one are governed by the question ‘why?’. The problems parasites generate are
analysed both in terms of the understanding of their complex life cycle, as well as in terms
of the stylistic difficulties the description of parasites encounters. The conclusion to
which this section points is that of the impossibility of an isolated, unbiased
parasitological depiction. The parasite as an object of scientific narration shows how
ideology permeates scientific discourse, allowing for such (apparently) non-scientific
notions as blame, fault, guilt and judgement. Addressing the question of attitudes towards
parasites from the historical perspective, this and the next chapters focus on two
approaches, according to which the parasite is seen as either an integral, essential but not

harmful part of an organism it inhabits (the complementary perspective), or an
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unnecessary and uninvited guest, an invader, whose presence is detrimental to the host
(the oppositional perspective). While the question of the parasite as an intruder will be
explored in Chapter IV, in the present one parasites are viewed as elemental components
of their hosts, or — speaking more broadly — of the system they inhabit. The general
premise of both these chapters is to present the parasites’ stories of origin which, although
on the surface may seem very dissimilar, share a common thread in the form of recurring
notions of personal responsibility and punishment for certain behaviours.

The final part of this chapter includes two metaphorical examples of parasites seen
as integral parts of the system in which they exist. Due to the distinct ways in which these
literary works are inspected for parasitical themes, each of them is read here through a
different approach: contextual in the case of Bleak House and extratextual in the case of
Middlemarch. Charles Dickens’s novel is interpreted as the literary reworking of the
scientific theories of its time, as it shows how parasites can be seen as symptoms,
manifestations of a greater underlying problem the host suffers from. George Eliot’s
work, on the other hand, while to a certain extent subscribing to the traditional view of
parasites as a form of deserved retribution for actions viewed as transgressive, is read
here as offering an alternative explanation of these manifestations: that is, their external

origin

The Trouble with Parasites

The history of human beings is inseparably connected with the history of parasites. The
earliest accounts of parasites infesting people, according to F. E. G. Cox, “come from a
period of Egyptian medicine from 3000 to 400 BC.” But, as G. C. Cook notes, a number

of larger parasites (specifically intestinal worms) “must have been visualised in ancient

LF. E. G. Cox, “History of Human Parasitology,” Clinical Microbiology Reviews, Vol. 15, No. 4 (2002), 596.
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times [...] — in fact, since Homo sapiens first became aware of his immediate
environment.”? Nonetheless, visualisation and awareness in themselves were not enough
to establish the mental connection between these creatures and the various ailments and
diseases humanity suffered because of their doings. While it is rather easy to understand
that a mosquito bite is responsible for the itching and swelling of the skin, the realisation
that the very same mosquito bite might be responsible for debilitating chills and fever
some days later seems a lot more difficult to grasp. In fact, just a suggestion of one being
the result of the other even on the cusp of the twentieth century was considered incredibly
“silly”; at least, this is precisely how some newspapers commented on such a hypothesis
presented by the United States Yellow Fever Commission in 1900.% In a world without
the understanding of such notions as infection, transmission or incubation, a parasite,
especially such a conspicuous one as the extremely distressing Guinea worm,* is only
what it appears to be: a pain-causing animal not very different from stinging wasps or
biting snakes. Yet one difference between them was realised from the very beginning:

snakes and wasps come from outside, they bite or sting, and then they leave. The question

2 G. C. Cook, “History of Parasitology,” in: Principles and Practice of Clinical Parasitology, eds. Stephen H. Gillespie,
Richard D. Pearson (Chichester: John Wiley, 2001), 1.

3 In 1900 the United States Yellow Fever Commission working in Cuba arrived at the (correct) conclusion
that the mode of transmission of the disease was a mosquito bite. Irwin Sherman quotes an editorial from
Washington Post exhibiting the general reaction of the public to this revelation: “Of all the silly and
nonsensical rigmarole of yellow fever that has yet found its way into print — and there has been enough of
it to build a fleet — the silliest beyond compare is to be found in the arguments of theories generated by the
mosquito hypothesis.” Irwin W. Sherman, Twelve Diseases That Changed Our World (Washington: ASM
Press, 2007), 151.

4 Guinea worm, Dracunculus medinensis is believed by some historians of parasitology to be the origin of
the Caduceus symbol. The reason behind this assumption is the ancient treatment of the infection which
has survived until today. Guinea worm tries to escape human body through lower extremities by forming a
burning and itching blister which bursts when submerged in water, thus revealing the head of the parasite.
The only possible cure is to take a stick, or twig and wrap the parasite around it, one turn of the stick at the
time; the full extraction of the parasite may take weeks as the process is slow and agonising. Dickson D.
Despommier, People, Parasites and Plowshares: Learning from Our Body’s Most Terrifying Invaders
(New York: Columbia University Press, 2013), 147-154. Rosemary Drisdelle, Parasites: Tales of
Humanity’s Most Unwelcome Guests (Berkeley, Los Angeles, London: University of California Press,
2010), 107.
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where parasites, especially endoparasites, come from for hundreds of years remained a
mystery.

The section of W. D. Foster’s History of Parasitology devoted to the history of
tapeworms opens with the following assertion: “A number of questions must have
occurred to anyone reflecting on the natural history of tapeworms: what was the nature
of the thing? was it indeed an animal? whence did it come? how was it constructed? how
did it feed, breathe, grow and reproduce? A clear understanding of these points required
the cumulative studies of many investigators over many centuries.”® Today all of these
questions have definitive answers — as ‘tapeworm’ is granted the precise definition and
explanation the elusive ‘parasite’ is not — but it is an achievement, as Foster points out,
which took hundreds of years. To illustrate the difficulty parasites posed to early
scientists, | use here the example of one of the most common internal parasites, the pork
tapeworm, Taenia solium, whose life cycle is relatively simple.

The pork parasite has two hosts: the intermediate one, the pig, and the final, the
human. To become infected with T. solium a person usually eats raw or undercooked pork
in which the tapeworm cysticerci are encysted. After the cysticerci are ingested, they
travel to the small intestine and mature into adult worms. The characteristic feature of the
pork tapeworm is the scolex with hooklets and suckers by which the parasite secures itself
in the intestine. Like other tapeworms, T. solium consists of many segments, has no
digestive tract and is a hermaphrodite; if undisturbed, it can grow in the intestine up to 10
metres in length. Once fully mature, the tapeworm begins to shed: its last segment, packed
with eggs, breaks and escapes the host’s body on its own or is passed with faeces. To

complete the cycle, the eggs must be ingested by a pig, which may get infected if, for

5 W. D. Foster, A History of Parasitology (Edinburgh and London: E. &S. Livingstone, 1965), 29.
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example, its feed is contaminated by human waste. In the pig’s digestive tract, the eggs
hatch and migrate to muscle tissue where they develop into cysts.®

Pork tapeworm, in unfavourable (to both the host and the parasite) conditions can
use humans as its intermediate hosts. If, instead of the intended cysticerci, the parasite’s
eggs are ingested, they travel around the host’s body and can arrive in any kind of tissue.
There they encyst, leading to the disease known as cysticercosis. The arguably most
problematic kind of this disease is when T. solium encysts in the brain tissue.” Even today,
the diagnosis of neurocysticercosis (the brain-encysted tapeworm) is challenging, mostly
because its symptoms may mimic those of brain tumour or other neurological disorders.®
In fact, generally speaking, the diagnosis of taeniasis (intestinal worm infestation) is still
difficult because without the actual proof in the form of an evacuated segment, the disease
may resemble any other gastro-intestinal affliction. Also, with the gradual eradication of
various parasitoses in the West, their relative rarity paradoxically leads to delayed
diagnoses, as the more common potential causes are first taken into consideration before
the parasitic disease.’

As the above description of the life cycle of T. solium shows, it is very difficult to
talk about parasites without implicitly suggesting a certain level of responsibility on the
side of the human hosts. The two main causes of the infestation suggested above are
certain dietary choices (i.e. the consumption of raw or undercooked pork) and the lack of

adherence to certain rules of sanitation (as in infecting pigs’ feed with human waste). On

5 Based on Dickson D. Despommier, People, Parasites and Plowshares, 113-134.

" Despommier, People, Parasites and Plowshares, 131-132.

8 Drisdelle, Parasites, 193-195.

® Despommier, People, Parasites and Plowshares, 95. This problem may be illustrated by the pilot episode
of the popular TV series of the 2000s House M.D. in which a Jewish teacher, admitted to the hospital with
a sudden speech loss due to neurological causes, is treated for brain tumour and cerebral vasculitis first,
before being finally diagnosed with neurocysticercosis. Taken that the premise of the series is the genius
doctor diagnosing the most unusual cases, it shows the shift in perception of parasitical diseases: from the
everyday to the unique. The synopsis of the episode is available at:
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Pilot_%28House%29#Plot (29.02.2016).
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the surface level, they seem simple and easily mendable. However, the more we analyse
them, the more complex they appear. Abstaining from the consumption of raw or
undercooked pork seems perfectly reasonable in the practice of parasite prevention, yet
the popularity of dishes which consist of raw pork seems to defy it. The reason why a
slice of prosciutto would not necessarily worry an average European today is because we
have established a complex chain of control, a succeeding line of sieves through which
only the parasite-free meat is allowed: before it is sold to customers, pork is inspected for
the presence of parasites by specialised authorities. Yet this practice is a very modern
invention — for which we are indebted to the nineteenth century parasitologists — and
enforced in industrialised, wealthy countries. In the less developed areas the prerequisite
‘do not eat raw or undercooked pork’ is only a meaningless warning because of limited
access to such luxuries as electricity or running water. This is vital because the infection
with T. solium does not necessarily occur when an insufficiently heated piece of meat is
ingested. There are other instances in which the infection may occur: for example, it may
happen when the same knives, or cutting boards are used first to prepare pork and then
other foods'®; it can also happen if the cutlery and dishes are rinsed in stagnant water
(especially where running water is unavailable). Moreover, in places such as smallholder
farms of Southeast Asia, Africa or Central America, where human waste is used as soil
fertiliser or even as pig feed, the risk of infection is extremely high but at the same time

virtually unavoidable.'! Therefore, these causes must be approached with caution; they

10 This is a description from T. Spencer Cobbold’s account of his visit to India: “Barrack cooks, unless
constantly looked after, are utterly careless as to the washing of chopping blocks, tables, dishes, &c. The
dish or pot cover on which the meat is placed when raw is often used without washing for serving the piece
up for dinner, and | have myself picked up a Cysticercus from the table on which a cook was preparing
food. The dangers too of the parasite being conveyed by the cook’s unwashed hands to the plates in which
meals are served, and the common practice of using the same knife for cutting up meat, and afterwards,
without washing it, for other culinary purposes, must not be overlooked.” T. Spencer Cobbold, Parasites;
A Treatise on the Entozoa of Man and Animals (London: J. & A. Churchill, 1879), 79.

11 Drisdelle, Parasites, 205-206.
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are not as simple as they appear, and their complexity points to the fact that Western
standards of judgement are not universally applicable.

The description of the T. solium life cycle also shows the troubles the naturalists
and medical practitioners had to face before the discoveries of the nineteenth century.
When the earlier scientists attempted to answer the vital questions of parasitology: “what
was the nature of the thing? was it indeed an animal? whence did it come? how was it
constructed? how did it feed, breathe, grow and reproduce?,”*? they also had to address
the issue of the relation of the parasite to its host. The question ‘why do hosts entertain
parasites?’ became one of the most important and most controversial parasitological
issues, one which in its modified form is present to this day. The historical attempts to
address the ‘why?’ question indirectly exposed the stereotypes and mental shortcuts made
by people who asked them. In the following sections of the chapter, different approaches
to the ‘why’ question are discussed; these are shown on contemporary and historical, and
well as Western and non-Western examples to point to analogies present in the treatment

of parasites.

Within and Without

In her 2012 article on the power of worms and parasites, which opens a volume devoted
to this theme, Misha Tadd notes how these two notions of ‘worm’ and “parasite’ are useful
to cultural studies in discussions regarding such issues as the other, or the sources of
disgust. Particularly interesting with regard to the present chapter are Tadd’s notes on
the responses historically and culturally elicited by parasites: the oppositional and the
complementary. She defines them thus: “The oppositional view presents worms and

parasites as radically opposed to the self: the worm is corrupting and evil, an image of

12 Foster, A History of Parasitology, 29.
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chaos and destruction, and something to revile, expel and destroy. In contrast, the latter
perspective portrays worms as complementary to humans, and parasites as
complementary to their hosts. They are valuable, transformative creatures necessary for
survival or the perpetuation of the cycle of life and death.”'® These two perspectives on
parasites/worms, although not necessarily mutually exclusive, present two distinct views
not just on the existence of parasites, but also on their origin. In the oppositional approach,
the parasite is an external intruder, invading from without, an alien part of the body whose
presence is unwelcome; within the complementary outlook, it is seen as an integral part
of'the host’s body, sometimes even originating within. What is crucial here is the moment
of overlap between these two approaches; it happens when the attempts at answering the
‘why?’ question are made. Parasites or worms only accompany imbalance; they are either
its causes or symptoms.

Tadd notes further that Western biomedicine is almost exclusively** relying on the
oppositional view, while other, non-Western medical perspectives tend to approach
parasites from the complementary position, at least to some extent. She turns to the
traditional Chinese medicine for examples, as it appreciated some worms as external
invaders while seeing other as the “manifestations of bodily imbalance, or semi-demonic
harbingers of death.”*® For instance, according to the Chinese physician Wang Kentang
(1549-1613), worms are generated from and belong to warmth and moisture, and

therefore eating warming and damping food (“excess meat, alcohol, fish, and soft shell

13 Misha Tadd, “The Power of Parasites and Worms,” in: Parasites, Worms, and the Human Body in
Religion and Culture, eds. Brenda Gardenour and Misha Tadd (New York, Frankfurt, Berlin: Peter Lang,
2012), xv.

14 Tadd does mention the research of David Elliot and Joel Weinstock who investigate the so-called hygiene
hypothesis which states that harbouring intestinal parasites might be in direct relation to the lack of
occurrence of auto-immune diseases. The assumption is that due to excessively hygienic lifestyle, the auto-
immune diseases are much more common in the West. However, there have been more parasitological
studies within the complementary approach recently in which the positive aspects of the human-parasite
relation are researched. The most important ones are presented in Despommier’s People, Parasites and
Plowshares.

15 Tadd, “The Power of Parasites and Worms,” xX.



107

turtle”!®) leads to their emergence. The body thus becomes imbalanced: that is to say, it
is too warm and too damp, and in consequence manifests symptoms of excessive warmth
and moisture (which, Tadd points out, are correlative with the symptoms of worm
infection”). Worms here are presented as a part of the greater panoply of symptoms of
imbalance, but the imbalance is shown as being caused by the patients themselves through
excessive and imbalanced (too moist and too warm) diet.

The belief that parasites are an integral element of human or animal bodies has
survived in a vestigial form in other non-Western cultures. A very particular example of
a complementary approach to parasites is presented in the 2012 ethnographic study
“Some Considerations Regarding the Origin and Functions of Parasites among Two Mbya
Communities in Misiones, Argentina.”*® In it, the authors present the views on parasites
of indigenous South American communities which are a peculiar mixture of ancient
beliefs and modern hygienic propaganda. The Mbya Guarani of the Argentinean
Northeastern Rainforest believe that — apart from those intruding and detrimental to the
body — “[t]here are also worms that are born with and within a person, and live in the
human body as their macrocosmic environment; these worms are seen as a natural part of
a person’s body and not as invaders or pathogens.”*® The Mbya divide parasites into the
natural and the harmful ones; while the former are not preventable because they originate
within human beings, the latter are understood to be the consequence of transgressing
certain dietary taboos: drinking “raw” water and consuming “heavy foods” (i.e. highly

processed foods such as sweets). As the ethnographers remark, “there exist certain food

16 Tadd, “The Power of Parasites and Worms,” xx.

17 Tadd, “The Power of Parasites and Worms,” xx-XXi.

18 Marta Crivos, Maria Rosa Martinez, Carolina Remorini, and AnahiSy, “Some Considerations Regarding
the Origin and Functions of Parasites among Two Mbya Communities in Misiones, Argentina,” in:
Parasites, Worms, and the Human Body in Religion and Culture, eds. Brenda Gardenour and Misha Tadd
(New York, Frankfurt, Berlin: Peter Lang, 2012), 95-121.

19 Crivos, et al., “Some Considerations...,” 96.
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taboos, established by ‘the ancients’ (the Mbya ancestors), that regulate the consumption
of some kinds of food considered to be harmful; the disregard of these taboos produces
parasites that can damage health and cause death.”?° This, however, does not mean that
these parasites are introduced from the outside: “The pathogenic action of the [parasite]
is stimulated [...] by breaking of taboos [and] also by the consumption of the industrially
processed sweets.”?! Parasites, thus, are believed to emerge from within, somehow
activated by the forbidden foods. This view also relates to the Chinese example in such a
way that the imbalance through which the internal parasites manifest themselves is also
believed to be caused by the hosts’ food choices: while in the Chinese tradition the foods
to be avoided are warming and damping, here they are referred to as heavy. In both cases,
the adjectives used to describe these foods are evocative of symptoms of their
consumption (e.g. feeling warm and damp after drinking alcohol, feeling heavy after
eating sugar-rich foods).

The Mbya do believe that there are injurious parasites which enter the body from
the outside but the researchers speculate that such a view is the consequence of the
foreign, Western influence: “Accounts provided by the Mbya show a correlation between
this shift in Mbyan perceptions of the causes of parasites and the information coming
from health programs and from the activities of the sanitary agents, who are trained in the
scientific method, and who assert that the causes of intestinal parasitoses are
contaminated soil, water, and food — all of which are external to the human body and [at]
odds with the traditional taché [parasites] of Mbyan culture.”?? It is interesting to note
that the Western influence, while introducing the connection between the oppositional

idea of parasites and their external origins, retained and rein