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ABSTRACT

Between Magic and Reason
Science in 19'"-Century Popular Fiction

The scientist in fiction is much maligned. The mad, bad scientist has
framed much of the debate about literary representations of science and with
good reason since he is a towering icon of popular culture. Yet, I will
propose that an equally preeminent figure provides an alternative model of

science in fiction. This is the detective.

Links between developing scientific disciplines and the emerging genre of
detective fiction have been well described to date. Yet the history of the
detective as scientific icon has not been told, particularly not as it engages
with the history of the mad scientist. These two paragons of modern culture
developed from a groundswell of gothic narrative and imagery that emerged
in the late 18™ century and continued to entertain and challenge audiences

throughout the 19™ century, as they still do to this day.

My aim is to recover some of the complexity of past public images of
science, and the understandings that such icons relate to, as they develop
and meander through a variety of 19" century fictions. In a series of time
slices I relate these figures, their iconography and narratives, to
contemporary debates about science and follow through the elements that
each generation retains, remoulds and claims for their own time.
Ultimately, I hope to show that an analysis of the mad scientist alongside
other fictional scientific figures provides a far more nuanced picture of
potential meanings, than the negative and fearful response that he is often
assumed to represent. This is significant because both these icons are
current in popular culture today and as such are part and parcel of the
present pool of cultural resources that provides tools for thinking about

science and society in the 21* century.
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INTRODUCTION

Between Magic and Reason

Science in 19™-Century Popular Fiction

This study aims to develop a more in depth understanding of iconic fictional
figures of science. It is an attempt to understand the historical roots of some
of the current cultural resources that feed into public understandings of
science. Not understandings of science fact, rather understandings of the
nature of science and its meanings. To do this I have proposed that such
tools consist of more than the stereotypical representations of the mad
scientist and that there is an alternative scientific icon in the form of the
detective. This work explores a history of the fictional detective as it
intersects with and grows out of visions of science in fiction, mad and
otherwise. The detective-scientist, which will be the main focus of this
thesis, and the mad scientist have not been drawn together in comparative
history before although they emerge from the same groundswell of gothic
literature at the end of the 18™ century and are deeply entwined throughout

the 19™ century in gothic, mystery, sensation and detective genres.

| I will argue that the function of such iconic images is to provide a sbcially
shared pool of resources for thinking about science and society. The
significance of these two figures in particular is that although they both
arose in the 19" century, in a recognisably modern form, they still exist
today as a means for thinking and debating the meaning of 21* century

science.

In order to explore the history of literary images in a way that is relevant to
scholars working at the interface of science and public, I have taken an
interdisciplinary approach binding together theoretic threads from
sociological and literary heritages. The literary influences have given me

the tools to analyse the relevant elements of the fiction, while the



sociological ones give me a means to draw them together, providing a lens

through which to examine potential social meanings.

My belief is that popular fictions engage with debates about science in
public, not about science fact, but about what science means to people and
the society in which they (we) live. Each chapter takes a different fiction, or
set of related fictions, and examines the play of science, within the
narratives, which I then relate to contemporary public debates about science
in order to interrogate this public-science-fiction boundary. In doing so, I
have tried to garner some understanding of the influences that lead to the
development, by the end of the 19" century, of the quintessential English
detective and scientist, Sherlock Holmes, a figure who is as popular today, it

seems, as ever he was then.

Each chapter can be seen as a time slice and can be read in isolation from
the others, although there is a developmental line that runs through the
thesis as a detective figure emerges. In the conclusion I will draw together
the analyses of all chapters and examine them as a whole in order to draw
out the major themes that arise from a discussion of the mad scientist and
the detective. This turns out to switch debate rather dramatically from the
assumptions that elide mad science with bad science and public negativity
or misunderstanding to something rather more informative about the way
we view reason and its social role as a simultaneous force of enchantment,

innovation, disenchantment and discipline.

Chapter one explains the thinking behind my proposal that the detective
figure is an important representation of science. I will explore reasons for
the towering status of the mad scientist and ask what the function of such
icons might be. Chapter two builds the analytical architecture with which I
will approach the fictions at hand and explains how I have made my

particular selection of texts. In the third chapter, I will begin the study

proper.



Chapter three explores the late 18‘h-century gothic ground from which, I
argue, both modern detectives and mad scientists arise. Here science is
either a purifying force, which can elevate its devotees toward the Mind of
God, or it is a powerfully instrumental force ruled by Satan. The fourth
chapter takes an early example of mass-market fiction, a ‘mysteries’ novel,
and finds a model of the scientific professional that is a prototype, perhaps,
for the later detectives. In this work, darkly gothic body snatchers merge
with scientific super-healers and are set against a landscape peopled with
hypocritical self-serving institutions. The picture is surprisingly nuanced
for such a formulaic fiction, yet it is ultimately the scientist who is
championed, darkly gothic or not. These mysteries separate magic from
science, whilst at the same time giving their scientists an iconic magical

veneer.

Chapters five and six can be taken together, as analyses of the first detective
novels of the thesis. Both of them present a detective-scientist pair who
collaborate to unravel the disturbing mysteries that beset the communities
within which they work. Here, science is undoubtedly championed, but the
professional is not. In the first of these novels, magic is wholeheartedly
taken on board as part and parcel of the scientific method. In the second,
the scientist appears to be an extraordinary, exotic and supernatural creature,
but in fact, demonstrates in some detail a scientific process that runs through
hypothesis, experimental design, to experiment and interpretation. These
two novels uphold the view that science is a socially beneficent force, in a
way that professionalism perhaps is not. There is twist on the construction
of the iconic detective here, who in his own time, was intentionally designed
to sparkle with a veneer of science, but to fail at the first post. This was a
comment on real contemporary professional detectives. Yet, the image then
influenced Conan Doyle, who turned similar iconographic detail to effect in

creating one of the most enduring legends of detection ever.

Last, I will follow the detective into a full-blown supernatural landscape and
explore the fin-de-siécle experiment to push the scientific narrative into new

worlds. The fictions I have chosen here sit at the head of that experiment



and are skilfully wrought short stories that point out the limits not only of
the professional expertise but also of science itself. As the experiment
developed it produced a number of ‘occult detectives’ who were supposedly
scientific, but who could not investigate their supernatural quarry and at the
same time stick to what was reckoned to be a plausible ‘objective’ scientific
process. These kinds of stories have tended not to last. Yet rather as Conan
Doyle turned an also-ran into an apotheosis, so Bram Stoker achieves the
same transformation and the vampire hunter drifted into 20" and 21%
century cultures as an indelible part of the fabric of popular culture. I will
explore how he managed to merge magic and science and have reason
investigate the supernatural in a way that is still plausible enough for a

modern audience, where others failed.

In my concluding round up, I will map the themes that have coalesced
around science across the whole set of fictions that I have placed under
review and I will draw out the recurring motifs that work through it and
have acted as cultural resources for popular thinking about science and
society in the past. I will briefly point out the legacy of some such thinking
devices in current 21*-century popular stories about detectives and
scientists. The discussion draws together motifs of science, enchantment,
transgression, innovation and professionalism. Such themes clearly
continue to provide meaning for audiences today judging by the abiding
presence of these two towering icons — mad scientist and detective, still

poised between magic and reason.



CHAPTER ONE
MODERN MYTHS: MAD SCIENCE AND DETECTION

The scientist in fiction is much maligned. Studies of the representation of
science have tended to emphasize a surfeit of mad, bad and dangerous types,
while a slow but steady stream of writing flows from the science community
bemoaning a perceived dearth of decent scientists in fact and in fiction.!
Each seam of writing supports the other in an exclusive focus on the mad,
bad scientist, both being in agreement that Mary Shelley’s (1818)
Frankenstein is a, if not the, classic example of such a negative image. No
doubt, Frankenstein and the mad scientist more generally, have become
icons of popular culture as familiar today as a cup of tea or a can of soda;
common enough, in fact, to get an entry in the Oxford English Dictionary?
Yet, this is a very narrow vision of what science is. In the West at least,
almost no part of our lives is left untouched by science and technology,
from essentials like food and shelter, through to leisure, health and
communications. In light of this, it is stranger still that the sum total of
public imaginative response to science is concentrated within such a

fearfully negative image.

The cliché of the irresponsible, often dangerous, crazed scientist has been a
common motif in fiction from 16™-century Faustian legends to modern
representations of genetic experimenters like those of Jurassic Park’. What
precisely defines the mad scientist is a matter for debate, but those authors
who take his pedigree back to Frankenstein, usually agree on a few

characteristic features, especially that he is driven by personal ambition, is a

! For studies of representation which focus on, or emphasize mad, bad science see Baldick
(1987); Basalla (1976) “Pop Science: The Depiction of Science in Popular Culture” in
Holton and Blandpied (eds) (1976); Cohen (1981); Frayling (2005 and 2006b), Haste
(1997); Haynes (1994; 2003; 2006), Jackson (2008); Jones (2001); J6rg (2003); Millhauser
(1973); Rose (2003); Schummer (2006); Skal (1998); Toumey (1992); Tudor (1989);
Turney (1998); Weart (1988); Weingart (2006); Weingart et al (2003); Weingart and
Pansegrau (2003) for scientists bemoaning bad press see Emsley (2001); Sir David King in
Frayling (2006b); Gilbey (2008); McDonald (1989); Pollack (1998); Rohn (2006)

2 «“mad scientist #. a scientist who is mad eccentric, esp. so as to be dangerous or evil: a
stock figure of melodramatic horror stories; freq. attrib.” Oxford English Dictionary

3 A novel by Michael Crichton (1990) and a popular feature film directed by Stephen
Spielberg (1993) and produced by Universal Pictures



male, neglectful of the social consequences of his actions and works with
bubbling vials or arcane electrical equipment. Jon Turney (1998) follows
Shelley’s monster into every nook and cranny of culture, and finds various
versions of him in theatre, periodicals, literature, and as social and scientific
metaphor®. Roslyn Haynes (1994), whose extensive study of fictional
science covers some four centuries, devotes a whole chapter to Frankenstein
because, “the extraordinary influence it has had on subsequent
presentations of the scientist. Frankenstein has become an archetype in his
own right, universally referred to and providing the dominant image of the

scientist in the twentieth century fiction and film.”

In view of these assertions, Shelley’s ever-abiding vision seems to be a
sensible starting point for an exploration of what defines the mad scientist
and why this image of science seemingly dominates the dual cultures of
scholastic and popular endeavour. Issues that arise from discussions of
mad, usually bad, scientists raise assumptions about public fears of science.
This is not to say that the public do not have fears about some types of
science, of course they (we) do. But some studies of science representation
have overemphasized the point and worse they equate negative images with
public fear and lack of public understanding.’ Such a point takes me
inevitably to issues that arise from specialisation and the fragmentation of
disciplines and the two cultures controversy of CP Snow’s instigation. Here
I'will suggest that the mad scientist is a boundary object in the sense that his
image sits between scientists and non-scientists, on the boundary, perhaps,
of two cultures. Last, and more importantly, I argue that there is an
alternative, equally potent scientist, with a similarly powerful presence
today and this is the detective, who is perhaps not studied as a scientist
because s/he is narrowly stereotyped as a crime fighter. My aim in this
chapter is to persuade the reader that the study of a fictional detective as a
scientific icon is a worthwhile and important exercise, which has the

potential to add to scholarship on the representations of science in a

* Turney (1998) pp26-42

5 Haynes (1994) pp93

¢ For example: see Asimov (1983); Frayling (2005) p224; Gilbey (2008); Haynes (2006)
pl3



meaningful way.

Last, I want to lay down two important caveats. The first is the obvious fact
that the persistence of the mad scientist is probably the primary reason for
academic interest in it and quite rightly so, but my own academic footnote
to such work suggests that, towering icon though he is, the mad scientist
should not be allowed to obliterate all other versions of science and the
scientist that exist in the popular realm.” Second, the work of this thesis is
interpretative at every level and designed to intersect with other

interpretative work on science representation or the mad scientist.

MAD SCIENCE IN FICTION

The Focus on Frankenstein

In his classic study of Frankenstein, Chris Baldick (1987) advocates a
broader interpretation of the story that goes beyond representations of
science to encompass the politics of the French revolution and the newly
industrialised society. He makes a strong argument against a purely
technological reading on the basis that Frankenstein is a powerfully
evocative work, which revolves around the relationship between the
monster and his creator and raises associations with the parent-child
relationship, the ruler and ruled, master and servant, God and man and so

on. The sheer reach of interpretative potential of Frankenstein is perhaps

7 There are studies that do not prioritise this vision so strongly. Some find and have argued
for the recognition of greater complexity of representations of science in fiction: see
especially Locke (2005) and Orthia (2010). Others find heroism: see Rosenberg (1963) for
a study of scientist Sinclair Lewis’ (1925) scientist hero, Martin Arrowsmith; Long and
Steinke (1996) find images of science to be more constructive than detrimental in
children’s educational science television programming; one study follows the scientist as
comic virtuoso in fiction after the founding of the Royal Society in 1660: see Duncan
(1916); Terzian and Grunzke (2007) describe parodic scientists in 1960°s films as
ambivalent representations; several studies find genuine ambivalence toward the sciences
in fiction: see Ball (2006); Crichton (1999); Hirsch (1958); Jensen (2008); Jones (2001);
LaFollette (1990) finds 4 stereotypes in media images 1919-1950: the wizard, expert,
creator/destroyer, and hero; Lambourne et al (1990) find pure esoteric research is more
dangerous than a problem-solving domesticated science in 1950°s movies: see pp96-106;
Mulkay (1995;1996) who also finds Frankenstein type images used as a rhetorical strategy
by proponents of embryo research; Russell (2007) follows science professionalization in
British 19th-century literary fiction; and Schnabel (2003) describes flip-flop, God to Devil,
images of science in the press



partly what has given it such lofty status in all literary fields including in

studies of fictional scientists.

When Baldick does focus on science, he claims that “after Frankenstein, the
figure of the scientist in fiction has, almost as a rule, to be that of an aspiring
young medical student who dabbles in galvanism, and whose long hours in
the seclusion of the laboratory engender or reinforce a misanthropic, or at
best insensitive, disregard for his social bonds and duties.”® Baldick’s
archetype is useful shorthand for the mad scientific stereotype, which
extends to other flawed scientists such as Stevenson’s Dr Jekyll and Mr
Hyde (1886) and Wells’ vivisectionist, Dr Moreau (1896). The medico-
biological hallmark of these scientists is something that Turney (1998) takes
up in his study of biology in public, in which he argues convincingly that
Frankenstein is “the governing myth of modern biology.” The biomedical
component of Shelley’s story, the fact that it is about generating life, is what
Turney believes makes it so relevant to 20™-century debates about
biotechnology. There is no doubt that the story is a fitting, if frightening

metaphor for much technoscience of our own time.'°

That said, when the medico-biological detail is put aside, what Baldick’s
scientists amount to are scientific over-reachers whose work almost always
ends in self-destruction, and usually in the destruction of others as well.
The script is simple enough, a scientist creates something, drug, dinosaur,
bomb or other, which runs out of control, turns on its creator and his kind,
and precipitates destruction and disarray. This is a classic case of the
hubristic philosopher — a tale that was told and retold long before and after
Mary Shelley wrote about Victor Frankenstein.!! Many of these stories,

including Frankenstein, are versions on a Faustian theme, in which the

® Baldick(1987) p142

% Turney (1998) pp3

1% See also Liakopoulos (2002) p26-27 for images in press of biotechnologists as mad
scientists

" Joachim Schummer’s (2006) extensive history of fictional representations of the chemist,
finds the hubristic over-reacher to be the most powerful and longest lasting of all. He calls
this the ‘mad scientist.” Schummer argues that it develops from the mad alchemist who
sought the philosopher’s stone and then was transformed into a chemist who was either
morally perverted or in league with Satan,



‘soul’ is swapped for the achievement of some productive process or
other.'? In the original Faustian legend(s) the productive process is
supernatural, often diabolical magic. It seems to have been Shelley, who
first swapped magic for science and secularised the myth. This then, is the
script that Frankenstein in all his incarnations of mad science, medical and

otherwise, so often plays out.

The script that has become associated with mad science is a less than
pleasing picture of what science can do and is perceived as problematic by
many scientists, which in itself is a powerful drive for academic focus on
it." Indeed, Jon Turney’s (1998) study testifies to the symbolic power of
the story in our own time. Frankenstein has become cultural shorthand, so
familiar that it is only necessary to borrow a prefix in order to conjure the
monster in novel forms like Franken-foods and Franken-cat'*. Turney sees
these kind of references as “perpetuating a mutual distrust between
scientists and lay opinion, with researchers accusing the public of taking
Frankensteinian fears literally, and laypeople feeling that scientists refuse to
respond to their genuine concerns, however knowledgeable and
sophisticated they may be.”’> This statement, of course, raises a thorny
question of a chicken and an egg. What comes first, the mutual mistrust, or

the images of Frankenstein?

Certainly, there are scientists who believe that the image has a negative
effect on public perceptions of real science. In a recent letter to the Times
Higher Education Supplement, scientist John Gilbey bemoans the
prevalence of mad scientists in popular culture. For him the problem is that
“the popular image of the scientist is based so closely on fictional
representations of science and — in particular — on science fiction that the

public view of science itself is becoming just a mirror of these fantasy

12 Baldick (1987) p64

BSee especially Baldick (1987) p142; Cohen (1981); Frayling (2005), Haste (1997);
Haynes (1994) pp1-8; Schummer (2006); Skal (1998); Turney (1998); and for scientists
uniting script and image see Gilbey (2008); Pollack (1998)

' Cited in Liakopoulos (2002) p22 also in Jorg (2003) p297

15 Turney (1998) p221



creations.”® The fantasy creation, which he places at the root of all others
is, of course, Frankenstein and he seems to imagine that this is what real
people think that real science is. Gilbey is not alone in this view. The
former Chief Scientific Adviser to the UK Government, Sir David King,
also sees the image as a major PR problem for science.!” In fact, judging
by the consistency with which this view is aired in popular and academic
press, the idea that non-scientists conflate fact and fiction in this regard is

taken as read.'®

In this instance, and others, Turney’s (1998) assertion, that scientists believe
the public(s) take ‘frankensteinian’ fears literally, certainly seems to hold
water. Be that as it may, Turney is more nuanced than many in that he sees
the issue as one of framing and not as the passive absorption of a fantasy on
the part of the masses. The Frankenstein frame he argues hinders detailed
discussion of the technology and leads to ‘yes’ or ‘no’ responses that
conceal the real issues at hand. That said, a particular cause for concern
within scientific circles in the UK is a measurable decrease in the number of
students enrolling on science courses, which understandably fuels worries
over PR". Still, there is no real reason to suppose that popular culture has
any influence on this trend, indeed what people actually think of science
seems to be a more complex affair than the apparent trends in science

education suggest.

The reasons for the perceived cultural dominance of the mad scientist over

other visions of science seem to revolve around the abiding ubiquity and

16 Gilbey (2008)

17 See Frayling (2006b)

18 Basalla (1975) “Pop Science: The Depiction of Science in Popular Culture” in Holton
and Blandpied (eds) (1975); Frayling (2005 and 2006b); Haynes (1994; 2003; 2006);
Hirsch (1958); Jackson (2008); Jones (2001); Rose (2003); Turney (1998); Gilbey (2008);
McDonald (1989); Pollack (1998). Michael and Carter (2001) report that in interview
scientists were inclined to see fictional science as a potential tool for enthusing the ‘public’,
but showed concern over the potential for misinformation, in other words scientists believe
public(s) believe fiction as reality. Kirby (2003) p262-63 briefly reviews those who argue
that fictional television images are harmful to the public understanding of science in the
USA and Nelkin (1995) pp64-72 summarises the complexities of the science-public
interface

19 See Braund and Reiss (2006) who argue that this effect is partly due to an outmoded and
restrictive style of science education in secondary school education and that there is no lack

of interest in science outside of the school laboratory.

10



power of the image; its prescience as a metaphor for biotechnology in our
contemporary scientific culture; its heritage in Frankenstein, a novel of
much broader interpretive depth than the role of science in society; its
ability to raise pertinent questions about whether we can control the
technologies we make; and last, the assumption that it directly represents
fear and negativity on the part of public(s) toward science or at least
impedes a healthy relation between scientists and non-scientists. There are
two questions at issue in this last statement. Do public(s) really see science
in such a negative light? If so, can this negativity possibly result from the

influence of familiar fictional icons?
The Function of Fiction

On the issue of actual public perceptions, opinion polls and public attitude
surveys give patchy results, to say the least. Haynes (1994) and Frayling
(2005), both of whom emphasise negative portrayals of science, cite 1950’s
American surveys of high school children who, to some extent, see real
scientists as mad scientists.? In calling attention to such studies within their
own work that focuses on fictional mad scientists, these authors support a
latent assumption that fiction has direct effects on public opinion in some

way that they then do not explain.?!

In other words, they fall into the same
trap as many scientists who assume that non-scientists take fiction, or
metaphor, as reality. In any case, it seems that the overall public negativity
about science is a debatable phenomenon. Jon Turney (1998) cites more
recent public surveys, also American, which indicate much more positive
attitudes toward science.? Indeed, in his study, Turney finds a mixture of
fascination and optimism about the medical benefits of biology in press
mixed with a growing unease about potentialities for playing God or

Frankenstein.

2 More recent surveys of public attitudes tend to reveal ambivalence, some stereotypical
images mingle with realistic ones, and fear with respect and hope. See Gaskell et al
(1997;2000;2006); Ipsos MORI (2008;2011); The Wellcome Trust (2000)

2! Haynes (1994) pp1-2 Frayling (2005) pp12-18

22 Turney (1998) p4

1



More recently in the UK, the latest UK Research Councils (2008) study on
public attitudes finds a remarkably high proportion of positive perspectives
on science and engineering among its respondents. The latest MORI poll
(2008) too gives positive feedback. It places scientists at number six in a
league table of professions, which has doctors at the top, teachers, second
and professors, third and so, in fact, the top three categories all contain
scientists of one kind or another as well. Having said that, what emerges on
the whole from survey data tends towards genuine ambivalence on the part
of the public.?® Fears about the unintended consequences of technological
innovation and lack of control over changes to long cherished lifestyles
commingle with optimistic visions of combating disease, ameliorating
hunger and generally improving the human condition. There appears to be
no decline in support for science perceptible from survey data of Western
publics.2* A re-read of Margaret Mead’s seminal 1957 survey reveals that
even she finds ambivalence amongst high-school students and not just
negativity. In any case there can be no simple answer to the question of
whether public(s) are disillusioned with science or not, the answer being

dependent on which public, which science and at what time.

Public(s) sometimes respond in negative or fearful terms to some kinds of
science or technology in one context, but respond positively to similar
technosciences in different contexts and vice versa.® Given the enormous
variety of sciences this is not surprising, and raises the question of how far
any generalised fictional image can impinge on public attitudes. Martin
Bauer’s (2002) extensive study of quality British press and public attitudes
to biotechnology was able to demonstrate a measure of influence of mass
media on perceptions, but in a way that is specific to particular issues and

stories. A content analysis of newspapers over three years showed that,

2 Gaskell et al (1997; 2000; 2006); Ipsos MORI (2008; 2011); The Wellcome Trust (2000)
2 See, for example, See Gaskell et al (1997) (2000) (2006); Ipsos MORI (2008; 2011);
Nelkin (1995) p68

5 See Gaskell et al (1997) (2000) (2006). In the latest report there is widespread support for
medical (red) and industrial (white) biotechnologies, but general opposition to agricultural
(green) biotechnologies in all but a few countries — this pattern has remained the same since
1997, but optimism for biotechnology overall has increased since 1999, having been in
decline between 1991 and 1999

12



following controversies over cloning, GM-food and crops, agri-food
applications were cast in a negative light in the press, while biomedical
applications were treated benignly. Eurobarometer survey data over the
same period showed that by the end of the study period readers followed the
slant of the newspaper coverage and made greater distinctions between agri-

food applications and biomedical ones.

Bauer’s approach reveals useful detail about how press reporting may
impact public opinion. The combination of qualitative and quantitative
approaches in Bauer’s work is a powerful means of revealing fine grains of
press influence and media effects. The same methods would be hard
pushed to pick up the effects of symbolic stereotypes like Frankenstein,
which are beset with confounding variables, such as the multilayered
meanings of symbolic forms, the familiarity of the symbol itself and the
content of the story using the symbol etc. This makes it difficult to gauge
the effects of popular metaphors using direct methods such as these. So we

are left with the question of what, if any, function do fictional images serve?

There is a long and sophisticated discourse on the topic of popular culture
and its effect on the populace, which extends from the work of the literary
critic, FR Leavis in the 1930’s, through Marxisms, structuralisms and post-
structuralisms, to recent post-modern theories. Underlying much of the
work on science representation is the assumption of a passive, unresponsive
audience.”® In some ways this thinking mirrors Leavis’ views on literary
culture. He perceived a culture under direct threat from standardisation and
dumbing down in the popular market and to counter this process advocated
that “the citizen...must be trained to discriminate and to resist” such
deadening trends.?’ Similarly, some of those who write about mad
scientists, from whatever perspective, have a tendency to emphasize it as the

standard image and to bemoan the fact that this dulls lay understanding,

26 See Storey (2006) for an excellent history of discourse on popular culture; Bates (2005)
g})49-50 too summarises notions of a passive audience in relation to genetics in public

Leavis and Thompson (1977) Culture and Environment Westport Connecticut
Greenwood Press quoted in Storey (2006) p21

13



stopping genuine debate, or learning, dead in the water.?®

Yet, it seems unlikely that popular representations have no impact on people
and cultures, but effects are likely to stem from a more nuanced
understanding of stories and how they function. Literary critic Tzvetan
Todorov (1975) wamns that the idea of representation itself needs to be re-
examined with respect to literary texts, which are not representative in the
sense of referring to ‘a thing’ in the world outside the text, in the same way
that a ‘factual’ statement refers to ‘something’ exterior to the statement
itself. The events and characters of literature are only internal to the text,
they both exist and they do not exist. Todorov has usefully elaborated on
this difficulty, and is of the view that because fiction describes events and
characters that have parallels in the real world, to deny it any representative
role at all would amount to defining an object only with the object itself.
There must be at least an oblique relationship between real world and

literary representations.

Yet there are important nuances to be taken into account that he helpfully
identifies. First, there is what he calls the ‘polysemy of image,’ which
suggests that icons like scientific villains may have different meaning in
different narrative contexts. Second, the temptation to seek a direct
equation between an icon and a meaning “must be rejected, because each
image always signifies others, in an infinite network of relations.” And
third, unlike a word, the image itself is not a signifier, “because it signifies
itself...it possesses a certain density” and if we negate such density, then
every image turns into allegory, which overstates its referential role and

treats it as if it were transparent.?’

This last point is an important reminder that the mad scientist is quite

simply an entertaining figure. A study by Andrew Tudor (1989a) of nearly

%8 See Frayling (2005 and 2006b); Haynes (1994; 2003), Kirby (2003) pp262-63 for review
of arguments that fictional images can hamper public understanding of science; Millhauser
(1973); Toumey (1992); Tumey (1998); Weart (1988); for scientists making the same
assumption see Emsley (2001); Gilbey (2008)

2 Todorov et al (1975) pp143-144
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one thousand feature films found that “[a]long with supernature and
psychiatric disorder, mad science is one of the three most common sources
of horror-movie monsters.”® Yet, this is not because Hollywood
scriptwriters and their audiences really believe that science is a terrifying
and disastrous enterprise, it is because science is one of the few activities
that is plausibly powerful enough to make monsters.*! Oddly enough, mad
scientists begin to lose ground in 1960 and decline in favour of a different

kind of psychotic horror.

What defines the mad scientist for many is generally this kind of disaster
narrative as much as the representation of the scientist him or herself.
Though there are some recurring characteristics that appear to accompany
the narrative, Baldick, for example, gives his medical student galvanic
apparatus, presumably to connect him to the laboratory and to mildly grisly
work of Luigi Galvani. In 1803, Galvani’s nephew, Giovanni Aldini,
showed that the cadaver of a decapitated criminal would open an eye, twitch
its legs and raise an arm upon the application of electric current, giving it a
semblance of life.*> Most mad scientists are men, they have equipment, not
always galvanic, but often bubbling vials or other arcane instruments and
they are commonly unkempt or shambolic.®> Some scholars see the images
themselves as an unbending critique of science. Christopher P Toumey
(1992) believes the scientific paraphernalia associated with the mad scientist
to be an illogical bundle of magical iconography, a hangover from alchemy
that constitutes an antirational critique. Those scholars focussing on the
disaster narrative itself are also inclined to take it as a straightforward

reflection of fear on the part of public(s).>*

30 Tudor (1989a) p589

3! Weart (1988) makes the same point that there are few sources of power plausible enough
to create monsters — science, supernatural and human deviance

32 5ee Knellwolf and Goodall (2008) p7

% Such images are well documented from so-called ‘draw-a-scientist’ studies, for example
Wade-Chambers (1983); Rahm and Charbonneau (1997) and in Mead and Métraux (1957)
survey. That said, the disaster narrative is by no means fused to this image and some
scientists make positive use of the image see, For example, see Professor Martin Poliakoff,
presenter of short chemistry videos: http://www.periodicvideos.com/about.htm accessed
26.06.11; or the education group http://www.madscience.org/ accessed 26.06.11

34 For this assumption see Basalla (1975) “Pop Science: The Depiction of Science in
Popular Culture” in Holton and Blandpied (eds) (1975); Cohen (1981); Frayling (2005;
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In defending the popular movie against scientists who decry their flawed,
unrealistic on-screen image, novelist and filmmaker Michael Crichton
(1999) makes exactly this point “All professions look bad in the movies.
And there’s a good reason for this. Movies don’t portray career paths, they
conscript interesting life-styles to serve a plot.” For one thing, narratives of
darkness and destruction play to the modern human propensity for enjoying
being frightened by something that is not actually dangerous. For another,
this script contains a genuine and abiding concern. Crichton quotes Paul
Valéry on this point: “Can the human mind master what the human mind
has made?” and he adds himself, “That’s the question that troubled
Oppenheimer...It troubles many scientists now. And it should.” Crichton
was pro-science and himself a one-time medic. He appeals to scientists to
take the critique as evidence of the power and success of science; to take the
attention as a compliment “[a]nd get over it” because “[w]hat really matters

is not the image, but the reality.” **

True, to an extent, but image does matter. One of the social functions of
iconic fictions has come out of focus group work. For example, a study by
Bates (2005) designed to penetrate understandings of genetics found that
participants used multiple cultural referents, from fiction, faction and factual
sources, to support their own claims. They approached “genetics in the
news, and in documentaries and stories about genetics in fiction as ways of
interpreting the impact of genetic technology on social collectives,” and
they drew upon all these materials to provide multiple frames for discussing
the impact of genetic technology.*® In short, they did not passively absorb a
single icon of mad science as a frightening metaphor for a monolithic
science and allow it to frame their entire debate, in spite of the fact that
Turney has identified this icon as especially pertinent to genetics. What
these focus group participants seemed naturally to work through was

Todorov’s ‘infinite network of relations” that lead the group through one

2006b); Haste (1997); Haynes (1994; 2003; 2006); Millhauser (1973); Rose (2003); Gilbey
(2008); Pollack (1998)

33 Crichton (1999)

36 Bates (2005) p59
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image after another, each signifying others, real and imaginary.

The role of fictional images is the topic of two papers by Michael Mulkay
(1995 and 1996), which examine debates over embryo research in the UK.
He found that images of ‘mad science’ were used particularly by advocates
of human embryo research, as part of a rhetorical strategy to suggest that
opponents to the research were simply confusing fact and fantasy. Mulkay
suggests that although opponents rarely invoked such fictions themselves,
their objections drew on caveats that hinted at mad science out of control.
For example they cited the power of science, its unknown consequences, its
resistance to societal control, its ability to manipulate natural processes, the
potential for some unethical uses of the technology etc. Indeed if
everything on this list were to go sour, it would result in a horror movie
disaster. Hence, the accusation of confusing real science with mad. Yet to
take opponents’ fears as fiction, in fact, draws on the same taken-for-
granted idea that mad science stories translate directly into publics’ fears
about real science. This is not a dissimilar move to scientists who believe
“the popular view of science itself is becoming just a mirror of these fantasy

creations.”’

Does this mean that part of the stereotype of fictional mad science is the
assumption that it equates to public fears or negativity? Lindy Orthia
(2010) believes so. She has pointed out that the assumption that the
scientific villain is both symptom of and influence on negativity or fear on
the part of public(s) toward science does not hold water. In her study of the
UK television drama Dr Who she investigates the role of a number of mad
scientists who threaten to disrupt the universe with their will to power. Yet,
the fact that the impending disorder is always restored to order by Dr Who’s
own techno-scientific abilities results in “a powerfully pro-science
statement.”*® This is an example of Todorov’s ‘polysemy of image’ in

which the meaning of the image changes according to its narrative context.

37 Gilbey (2008)
38 Orthia (2010) p15
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Despite the fact that survey data repeatedly turn up public(s) who harbour a
whole host of hopes and fears about science(s) and perceived public
disillusion is not as entrenched as it is believed to be, there is a lingering
assumption in some scholarship that mad science stories equate to a fearful
public. Yet this positions the public as deficient in understanding the art
and function of fiction such that they naively absorb fiction as real, and
allow a single image to dominate and guide their debates. Focus groups
reveal the opposite. Participants used fiction in just the sophisticated sense
that Tzvetan Todorov describes they might. Pro-embryo research groups
turned mad science stories to rhetorical advantage, and popular television
series turn scientific villains into positively pro-science messages. Images
can be utilised in extraordinarily complex, multilayered ways, which
suggests that they simply form a pool of resources for thinking and debating

about science in society.”
MAD SCIENCE BETWEEN TWO CULTURES

Christopher Frayling (2005) finds that the 20"-century narrative of
cinematic science reveals a slow decline from awe, to suspicion to, “not
outright disdain, but deep-seated concerns...”*® and he goes on to link this
trend directly to a gap between scientific knowledge and the public
understanding of it. On this latter point he quotes the scientist, Carl Sagan:
“We’ve arranged a global civilisation in which the most crucial
elements...profoundly depend on science and technology. We have also
arranged things so that no one understands science and technology. This is
a prescription for a disaster.™! Frayling goes on to say, “The gap between
specialised knowledge and a general need for understanding was and is the
gap the story-tellers fill.”** The link between understanding science and
watching feature films is never made more explicit than this. Crichton

(1999), responding to similar claims, protests “Scientists often complain to

3 One of the conclusions reached by Simon Locke (2005) p42

0 Frayling (2005) p224
I From Carl Sagan (1995) The Demon-Haunted World: Science as a Candle in the Dark

New York quoted in Frayling (2005) p224
“2 Frayling (2005) p224
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me that the media misunderstands their work. But, in fact, the reality is just

the opposite: It is science that misunderstands the media.”

It is notable that debates over how science is represented drift into the
territory of what the public, or rather what non-scientists, understand or do
not understand about science.* The question that appears to be at the root
of this phenomenon is whether or how people assess the status of
knowledge. How do people draw boundaries between different types of
knowledge? It has been my contention that publics are perfectly able to
understand that fiction is just that - it is make-believe. So how does this
square up with the fact that fictional images are regularly drawn into debate
about research policy and other serious matters? This is an issue taken up
by Michael and Carter (2001) who have used focus groups to explore how
people categorise different types of knowledge and sort the trustworthy
from the untrustworthy. They compared three groups, students, teachers

and scientists.

Scientists and teachers, both, were enthusiastic about the potential
‘springboard’ effects that fiction may have in encouraging readers to find
out more, yet at the same time worried that it may present science
information inaccurately. In this regard, both groups “tacitly deploy the
‘deficit model’”, since fiction is constructed in their terms as if it were in the
service of science (or not) by enthusing its audience and providing
information.** In this scenario, students or other non-scientist readers are
doubly deficient, in understanding the function of fiction (as are teachers
and scientists apparently) and in understanding science. Students, on the

other hand, showed a much more sophisticated ability to assess different

4 See Dornan (1990) for review of a ‘dominant concern’ within conceptualisations of
*science and the media’ that sought to create an informed populace which was assumed
would make for greater or better democratic process, owing to the objective superiority and
neutrality of science. The ‘dominant concern’ still underlies much public understanding
claims, such as Frayling’s.

44 Michael and Carter (2001) p15 The deficit model of public understanding of science,
positions the public as a single, passive entity deficient in an understanding of both
scientific fact and process: see Thomas and Durant (1987) and Durant et al (1989); House
of Lords Select Committee (2000); for review and history see Bauer (2009) esp pp222-225;
for critique Dickson (2000); Lévy-Leblond (1992); Wynne (1992)
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sources of knowledge for different purposes, and to critically engage with
all of them. Their accounts of the purposes of representations in fiction,
faction and fact, “straddle pedagogy, entertainment, emotion and ethics.”*
Yet teachers and scientists saw these media largely in the much more

limited terms of the deficit model.

Students had a much more flexible, creative and sophisticated understanding
of cultural products, presumably because they were unhampered by the
strictures of expertise. They did not see themselves as specialists, whereas
teachers and scientists positioned themselves as experts with students and
public as ‘other.” Not to see that fiction is fun, or that it raises questions of
an emotional and ethical nature about science is a blatant demonstration of
blinkered expertise, although in their defence these groups were presumably
approached as experts. Nevertheless they were blinkered and this is in large
part what fuels fears over the fragmentation of knowledge, an anxiety that
has echoed down the centuries and taken shape in regular spats over the

‘correct’ understanding.

As early as 1834, historian and philosopher William Whewell bemoans the
hostilities that have riven realms of knowledge: “...the students of books
and of things are estranged from each other in habit and feeling...If a
moralist, like Hobbes, venture into the domain of mathematics, or a poet,
like Goethe, wander into the fields of experimental science, he is received
with contradiction and contempt...”*® What is understood and by whom it is
understood are important sites of contestation in the long running dispute
between representatives of the sciences and the arts, more recently
epitomised in CP Snow’s Rede lecture (1959), The Two Cultures. Such
pronouncements as those of Frayling, Sagan and Crichton echo Whewell

and they do not simply reiterate the conflict between two cultures, they are

4 Michael and Carter 2001 p26

I use the term “faction’ to refer to a hazy ground that exists between fact and fiction in
which factual accounts are part fiction and fictional accounts contain real world elements.
It is a term that is often used in studies of policing in the media and is the subtitle for
Leishman and Mason’s (2003) study of the police in the press

4 William Whewell (1834) “On the Connexion of the Physical Sciences by Mrs
Somerville” Quarterly Review in Kramer et al (eds) (2003) p360
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part and parcel of it.

In 1959, pro-science writer and novelist, Snow, like Whewell before him,
invoked the idea that the arts and sciences were disparate endeavours, but by
now they are separated both ways by a “gulf of mutual incomprehension.”*’
His work caused a storm of response, favourable and unfavourable. Most
famously, the literary critic, FR Leavis responded in the 1962 Richmond
lecture with a performance that has gone down as one of the finest examples

of academic vitriol in history. Passions ran high on both sides.

Snow had accused literary scholars of intellectual Luddism that spread an
“unscientific flavour”, which is “often, much more than we admit, on the
point of turning anti-scientific” (the same feeling that the mad scientist is
said to represent today).® Snow then takes a tone of assumed authority
likely to get under the skin of any self-respecting literary scholar. He
proclaims scientific debate as “much more rigorous, and almost always at a
higher conceptual level, than literary persons® arguments...”*® Leavis leaps
on the air of authority: “a tone of which one can say that, while only genius
could justify it, one cannot readily think of a genius adopting it.”*° Far from
genius, Leavis condemns Snow as “intellectually as undistinguished as it is
possible to be” and his work as “an embarrassing vulgarity...” full of

“panoptic pseudo-cogencies...”!

The fervour of these exchanges testifies to their importance. What is at
stake is cultural authority. Snow is a positivist; his belief is that science will
improve the human condition. For Leavis, the reduction of the human
experience to something quantifiable, classifiable and manageable is an
anathema, as ludicrous as the character of Mr Gradgrind in Charles

Dickens’ anti-utilitarian novel Hard Times (1854).%% Snow takes Leavis’

47 Snow and Collini (1959/1998) p4

“8 Ibid ppl 1

* 1bid pp12

0 FR Leavis (1962) quoted in Snow and Collini (1959/1998) pxxxiii

3! Ibid pp pxxxiii

52 Mr Gradgrind, a parody of a utilitarian teacher, drills his students and his own children in
facts and statistics, to the exclusion of all imaginative or emotional activity ~ and all to a
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reservations as anti-science feeling, in a similar vein to the interpretation put
on fictional science by present-day scientists and some scholars of
representation. Snow dismisses 19™-century authors, who raised the spectre
of the human costs of the industrial revolution, as Luddites who, lacking
understanding of science, spread an anti-scientific flavour. Today the
debate has shifted onto popular representations, which come under attack as
emblematic of poor understanding of, and disillusion with, science.
Countering this, of course, are shouts from the arts bench that scientists

misunderstand the literature. And so on.

Similar interchanges have been intermittently winging to and fro between
science and arts camps for the last two hundred years or more. It seems
extraordinary that details of whether people can and cannot relay facts about
thermodynamics or Shakespeare plays are taken as the terms for serious
debate. Yet, the debate goes on in precisely these terms. It is so current, in
fact that the UK Observer newspaper recently put a panel of three writers,
three scientists and two broadcasters through a science test, which included
the fateful thermodynamics question first posed by Snow.>® Interestingly
enough, the scientists on the panel did not seem to fare a lot better than the
writers and broadcasters did, a factor that probably points to the extent of

their specialisation.*

In his introduction to The Two Cultures, Stefan Collini (1959/1998)
suggests that the controversy can be read as a re-hash of that well-worn
dispute of English cultural history - the Romantic versus the Utilitarian,
Coleridge vs Bentham, Amnold vs Huxley, and many more. He points out

that each new mélée in a cultural war that has a long history carries the

bad end. Gradgrind and CP Snow do broadly share a belief in the value of the application
of science to the human condition and Leavis’ derision of such reductionism is enacted in
Dickens narrative. Gradgrind’s children go off the rails as a result of the strictures he places
“390“ them. Utilitarianism is discussed further in Chapter four, see pp 106-17

53 In the 1959 Rede Lecture Snow asserts: “A good many times I have been present at
gatherings of people who, by the standards of the traditional culture, are thought highly
educated and who have with considerable gusto been expressing their incredulity at the
illiteracy of scientists. Once or twice I have been provoked and have asked the company
how many of them could describe the Second Law of Thermodynamics. The response was
cold: it was also negative.” Snow and Collini (1959/1998) p15

34 See Adams (2007)
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weight of the past attacks, defeats and outrages, so that there is more at
stake than the apparent cause of the current dispute. The war has always
been, and continues to be, over cultural authority, which might be defined as
the probability that some knowledge or other become generally accepted as
true and valid.>® Hitching a ride with cultural authority are the added

benefits of credibility, status, power and material resources.

The fundamental problem addressed by Thomas Gieryn (1995) in his classic
paper on the boundaries of science, is to understand exactly this process.
How does science obtain the cultural authority that it has? The temptation
is to attribute exceptional qualities to science’s methods, social norms or
paradigmatic perspectives of similar kind that defined it for Popper, Merton
and Kuhn, but studies of day-to-day science do not find these practices
much in evidence.”® In that case focus is best shifted away from the practice
of science and on to the representation of it, which by the act of
representing, gives some perspective on the question of what science is. In
order to represent, boundaries must be drawn which demarcate attributes
that characterise science from those that do not.>’ The unceasing squabbles
between arts and sciences disciplines are symptomatic of ongoing boundary
work of the first order. In a sense, Gieryn envisages science as consisting
more of boundary than of content. Science, he says, is “[n]othing but a
space, one that acquires its authority precisely from and through episodic
negotiations of its flexible and contextually contingent borders and
territories.”>® The on-going two cultures debate, Coleridge and Bentham,
Huxley and Arnold, Snow and Leavis, precisely exemplify Gieryn’s

process.

Gieryn’s idea of ‘cartographic contests’, which erupt periodically to reset or

55 This definition follows Paul Starr (1982) The Social T ransformation of American
Medicine New York Basic Books p13, cited in Gieryn (1995) p405
5 For example see Collins and Pinch (1998); Latour and Woolgar (1986), which both in
different ways show that science in practice does not conform to these ideal methods
57 The importance of image, boundary and representation of institutions is deepened by a
look at the work of Everett C Hughes (1971) in the following chapter pp61-66. For the
purpose of this argument a focus on Gieryn’s rendering of boundaries is sufficient

8 Gieryn (1995) p405 (his emphasis)

23



confirm new boundaries, would not be lost on TH Huxley. The
consummate science professionaliser and propagandist, writing in Nature in
1894 speaks of a Baconian “division of the world of thought into two — an
old and a new.” In the old, “scientific method was anathemised [sic]”, while
in the new it was embraced, creating *“two states, in which mutually
unintelligible languages were spoken.”>® Following the division, “it was
becoming plainer and plainer that a vast tract, hitherto claimed for the old,
was being steadily invaded and annexed by the citizens of the new world.”*
Huxley could not be clearer on the territorial advance of science as it
“invaded and annexed” and bounded, the cultural space previously occupied

by the other.

The details of the debate have changed since Huxley, Snow or Whewell
raised their flags for science. The images of mass culture have become a
powerful focus for boundary issues. So, when Gilbey (2008) suggests that
art scholars take directions to the science buildings on their campus to
enable them to distinguish between real and mad scientists, the response
from the arts department rings forth, “I don’t need directions to the science
building on my campus, John Gilbey. They’re the ones full of real scientists
who think I’'m too stupid to know the difference between stereotype and
reality.”®! Though today’s participants still tussle over cultural space, their
focus, their boundary setting, has moved into the arena of mass
representation as the touchstone of authority and power. This is not
surprising since universities are increasingly forced to operate a business
model, in which brand, image and mass-appeal are seen as an important

measure of market resilience.

The mad scientist may not seem to be the perfect face for a serious
academic enterprise, although many a brand manager might disagree, since

it is an undeniably striking and recognisable image. Yet, it may irritate

%% Huxley (1894) pl

¢ Ibid p2

¢! Nia Edwards-Behi reply to Gilbey (2008)
http://www.timeshighereducation.co.uk/story.asp?storycode=402421 Accessed 09.08.2011

See Gilbey (2008)
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scientists, and indeed does seem to, on the basis that it never contains a
demonstration of any science in process of whatever kind.®> What exists of
the mad scientist’s method usually consists of masses of wonderfully
evocative glass equipment, perhaps some electrical input, an obsessive
attitude and the odd shout of eureka. In other words, the average mad
scientist’s method is a mystery. For a brand manager this is meat and drink,
because mysteries are alluring, they draw forth our curiosity to discover the
hidden knowledge. They also hint at one of the ways in which cultural
authority might be constructed, which is to show off potently transformative

knowledge of a kind that no-one else can find out.

Michael and Carter (2001) have described how fiction might ‘interject’ in
the public understanding of science, by which they mean it provides a
thinking resource and practice that serves to create understandings of
different kinds. I would suggest that the ‘mad scientist’ has ‘interjected’
into boundary disputes between the sciences and the arts over cultural
authority. Furthermore, the characteristics of mad science to which
scientists most often object, are in fact exactly those points which reflect the

ways in which they are maintaining cultural authority themselves.

In the present climate of deepened public accountability, when scientists
and funders must work with market forces, tensions around popular images
are bound to be heightened. The mad scientist is a boundary object in this
respect. He draws attention from scientists whose boundary process
consists of arguing that at best the image is not lifelike and at worst he
fosters public(s) disapproval and suspicion.’® Humanities scholars tend to

overplay the extent of distrust in science and present the dominance of the

82 Even those attempts to showcase science as a real day-to-day process sometimes cannot
avoid the edge of the exotic. See, for example, the Nottingham University periodic table
series of videos starring Professor Martin Poliakoff, whose image is every bit the ‘mad
scientist,” and accompanied by demonstrations of reacting chemical elements. The whole
impression is of a process and a type of knowledge that is out of the ordinary, special and
unconventional: see http://www .periodicvideos.com/ accessed 02.08.2011

63 Frayling (2005; 2006b); Gilbey (2008); Pollack (1998); Crichton (1999) answers the
boundary work
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mad scientist as a reflection of this fear.** For example, Kramer (2003) in an
introduction to an excellent anthology of literature and science, thought it
uncontroversial to say that “Today ‘science’ can be used as a term of
opprobrium and its high-priests, the ‘scientists’, are seen by some to be
puppets of entrenched commercial and political interests.” % To suggest
that science is a term of abuse is a strong claim indeed, for which no
evidence is forthcoming. Commercial and political interests do
intermittently rouse suspicions, of course, and rightly so, but this does not
turn scientists into hated and feared high priests — for most that is the stuff
of fantasy.

The cultural alternatives to the mad scientist, which do exist, get less
attention perhaps because of the compelling urgency that is encompassed in
such boundary contests.*® Yet public opinion surveys reveal a whole range
of fears and hopes, positives and negatives when it comes to science. In the
following section I will propose an alternative vision to the mad scientist,
equally iconic and popular, that is seldom included in studies on science

representation.
THE MAD SCIENTIST GAINS AN ALTER EGO

In the 20™ century, Frankenstein gained a partner in Dracula. Bram

¢ Many studies of the mad scientist make an assumption, sometimes tacit, about inherent
public ‘fears’ of science: see, for example, Cohen (1981); Frayling (2005 and 2006b);
Haste (1997); Haynes (1994; 2003; 2006); Turney (1998)

65 Kramer (2002) pxxxii in Kramer et al (2003)

68 That said, there are a few studies that find alternatives: see, for example, Duncan (1916);
Hirsch (1958); LaFollette (1990); Locke (2005); Long and Steinke (1996); Rosenberg
(1963); Russell (2007); Terzian and Grunzke (2007). Debates on type of scientist and
genre seem to be more common in studies of science fiction, which tend to consider a
greater variety of science and scientists than the stereotype of the mad, bad man. For
example, Cranny-Francis (1998) describes a broad canvas: “Science takes a number of
different identities within individual science fiction texts.” But science fiction, “by
fetishising science and technology...makes the point that the nature of a society — its
values, beliefs, attitudes — is a function of its industry, the way it organises labour and the
people who perform it.” See Cranny-Francis “The ‘science’ of science fiction” in Martin
and Veel (eds) (1998) p75 and p77 respectively. Lambourne et al (1990) find reassuring
and alarming science in 1950’s sci-fi movies. In a discussion of science fiction films Vieth
(2001) noting the overlap between science fiction, horror and fantasy, writes: “In some
films, the scientist is portrayed as evil...in other cases, the tragedy of the search is the death
of the scientist who causes harm to no one but himself.” p24
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Stoker’s (1897) novel was adapted for the big screen by Universal Studios
in 1931 and was an immediate box office success. Frankenstein followed
only a few months later. After this the two great horror icons drifted into
popular culture and over the next forty or more years, they appeared as a
matching set, in double horror bills, in compendium story books, in comics,
television shows and all manner of cultural products.®” David Skal (1993)
notes that the dual horrors of Frankenstein’s monster and Count Dracula
“...present a dynamic, if demonic mythology for modern times. Each figure
conjures the other by contrast ...”*® The same can be said of their
respective scientific protagonists. Although Dracula is not reckoned to be a
story about science, in an obvious way as Frankenstein perhaps is, the novel
does have a powerful scientific protagonist. Where Victor Frankenstein

makes a monster, Stoker’s Professor Van Helsing destroys one.

Bram Stoker’s (1897) Dracula tells of a vampire hunt in which Professor
Van Helsing, “a philosopher, and a metaphysician, and one of the most
advanced scientists of his day” saves humanity from the curse of the
“undead” by injecting a shot of calm empiricism into the vampire hunt.*’
Few on-screen scientists can have rivalled Victor Frankenstein for air-time
more than Van Helsing has in the 20" century. Jon Turney finds over 40
film adaptations of Frankenstein up to 1982 and in Stephen Jones’ movie
guide compiled a decade later, he counts 400 films loosely based on the
same story.70 A quick count of movies, listed by the same author, reveals
that there are 664 vampire films made before 1990 that include a character

based on Van Helsing.”*

Despite this Van Helsing tends to have been over-looked in studies of
fictional scientists. Roslyn Haynes (1994) identifies him as a “scientist
saviour”, but devotes only two paragraphs to him and then dismisses him as

a reflection of “Stoker’s own predilections rather than any contemporary

%7 Skal (1993): see especially pp81-139
8 Ibid p81

% Stoker (1897/1998) p147

™ Turney (1998) p27-8

7! Jones (1993)
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scientific attitudes.” Haynes believes Van Helsing is singular in his refusal
to “reject the talismans of religion (as Victorian readers might have
expected)... Such an alliance of science and religious tradition is
atypical...”” This is an anachronism. The assumed dividing line between
natural and supernatural or between science and religion as might be
expected today does not hold in this period. On the contrary, Victorian
readers would have been well used to stories, Sheridan Le Fanu’s In a Glass
Darkly is a famous example, and press reports, that merged natural and
supernatural, and believed the spirit world to be a proper and exciting object
of scientific enquiry.” Debates on this issue were particularly prominent at
the fin-de-siécle, when Dracula was published, owing to a flurry of
boundary setting activity on the part of scientists and spiritualists involved
in variously denying, supporting, or just investigating the British fashion for

talking to spirits.

Aside from Haynes’ odd footnote to him, Van Helsing rarely gets a mention
in work on the representation of scientists. Yet, he is a particularly
interesting figure. Although cast in the character of scientist, and
apparently a practised medical doctor as well, he is critical of too narrow-
minded a scientific focus, not unlike some of his counterparts, equally
eminent in the real world, William Crooke FRS, Alfred Russell Wallace and
Lord Rayleigh, to name a few.”* Van Helsing’s scientific status does not
prevent him from employing the talismans of religion when he needs them.
His particular toolbox includes a typewriter, syringes, telegrams and a
phonograph alongside a crucifix, some wild garlic flowers and a vial of
consecrated water. When he explains to his fellow vampire hunters the real
horrors of what they face, he says “We have on our side the power of
combination — a power denied the vampire kind; we have the power of
science...[and] tradition and superstition...Does not the belief of vampires
rest on them? A year ago which of us would have received such a

possibility, in the midst of our scientific, matter-of-fact nineteenth

72 Haynes (1994) p169-70
3 See Chapter 7 of this work, pp205-237 for a discussion of Le Fanu’s (1872) In a Glass

Darkly and more on the natural and the supernatural
74 Noakes (1999)
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century?”” Here, Stoker is joining the boundary setters; the inference of
the novel is that to be of use, science needs draw supernatural folklore under

its umbrella of expertise.

Van Helsing is open minded enough to take superstition seriously, but he
also knows how to use science where it is needed. In contrast Victor
Frankenstein’s lack of superstition is what enables him “to spend days and
nights in vaults and charnel houses.” Examining “every object, the most
insupportable to the delicacy of human feelings...how the worm inherited
the wonders of the eye and brain...”"® In the same paragraph the lack of
superstition is transformed into a lack of ‘human feelings’, part and parcel
of the ‘misanthropic bent’ described by Chris Baldick (1987).
Frankenstein’s complete split from the realm of feeling is his tragedy,
whereas Van Helsing’s character harks back (or forward), almost
sentimentally, to a time when all knowledge was one thing and men were

wise.

In many ways, the figure reiterates the themes so lamented by William
Whewell and subsequently taken up in all the various engagements, or
disengagements, over cultures, knowledges and understandings. In a study
of the history of the mad scientist, Joachim Schummer (2006) sees him as
arising out of anxieties over the splitting of knowledge. Indeed, Professor
Van Helsing replaces the “metaphysical system to provide an overall
framework and orientation...” that Schummer believes to have been lost in
the fragmentation of the sciences from arts, humanities, philosophy and
perhaps religion too.”” Indeed the project of science and technology studies,
along with many related topics of focus, hopes to benefit from re-connecting
disciplines that have to some extent lost touch. Van Helsing appears to be

another kind of response to increasing drive of specialisation.

73 Stoker (1897/1998) p277
76 Shelley et al (1818/1994) p80
77 Schummer (2006) p125
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The Detectives

Although Dracula is clearly an important story in the 20" century, academic
responses to it tend to be limited to a few dominant interpretations, which
are psychosexual, political and postmodernist.”® In the literary critical
tradition of Matthew Arnold and FR Leavis, the novel was relegated to the
bin of mass culture and, as Skal (1993) notes, it is still considered naive
entertainment, engaging emotion, rather than intellect.” Indeed, Baldick
(1987) dismisses it as rather inconsequential on the basis that it
“proceeds...to drown out all its teeming symbolic suggestions...to enact a
single-minded rite of exorcism.”®® That said, the novel has since drawn
more academic attention, particularly from literature scholars interested in
how Stoker negotiates ideas of degeneration, evolution, and ideas of
‘normal science’.®' When it comes to the scientist in fiction though, Van
Helsing is not reckoned to have anything of much importance to add to
debates about the representation of science. Oddly, in this, as in so many

other respects, the novel mirrors its Hollywood twin.

Stoker’s novel is narrated in epistolary form, in which letters, diaries, and
newspaper clippings together tell a story that gives the reader a sense of
evidential material and positions her/him as judge and jury. As the story
passes from one witness to another, a mystery unfolds that impels detection.
The lead detective is Professor Van Helsing, assisted by his sidekick, the
alienist, Dr Seward. Bram Stoker originally conceived the professor, not as
one, but as three individuals, a detective inspector and two historians.¥? In
the event Van Helsing is not a detective by profession, although his mission
entails tracking a known deviant by logical, empirical means. As such, the
character belongs to a lineage of fictional scientists who are the scientific
detectives. These scientists inhabit a ‘restorative’ script that reverses the

order of the over-reacher and are portrayed as restoring moral order to a

78 See: Skal (1998) p84-87; Baldick (1987) p147-148
7 See Skal (1993) p83

% Baldick (1987) p148

81 See Glover (1994); Greenway (1986); Jann (1989)
%2 Frayling (1991) p305
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temporarily disordered society.

One of the most famous and popular scientists ever to have existed in fiction
is Mr Sherlock Holmes®. The lines that introduce Holmes place him as “a
fellow who is working in a chemical laboratory up at the hospital...”** A
few sentences later, “He is a little queer in his ideas — an enthusiast in some
branches of science.”® And “he is well up in anatomy, and he is a first class
chemist...His studies are very desultory and eccentric, but he has amassed a
lot of out-of-the-way knowledge which would astonish his professors.”*®
There is no doubt that Holmes is a scientist. Ultimately he represents
rational order set against the murky disorder of the criminal underworld, just

as Van Helsing lights up the dark realm of the supernatural.

Holmes is both laboratory scientist manufacturing forensic tests and
thoughtful deductive logician. Yet, Haynes (1994) pays scant attention to
him, despite acceding to the fact that he is an important model for a socially
beneficent science. She asserts that Holmes and other detectives, like
Austin Freeman’s Dr Thorndyke, are cast in similar mould and their
“connection with laboratory scientists usually resides in their recourse to
deductive logic (which is tacitly assumed to be identical with scientific
method) and their use of some strategic chemical tests, but overall there is
little to distinguish these forensic scientists from routine crime-solvers such

as Agatha Christie’s Hercule Poirot.”®’

It seems that for Haynes a scientist has to work in a laboratory and science
is laboratory science. In excluding ‘deductive logic’, by which she seems to
be referring to all the kinds of thinking and puzzle-solving that detectives
and scientists do, Haynes has effectively excluded the detective as having
anything to do with science. Even those ones who do forensic science in

laboratories do not fall into her remit. It is difficult to know what her

% Arthur Conan Doyle’s 4 Study in Scarlet was the first Sherlock Holmes story, published
in 1887

8 Conan Doyle (1887/1981) p11

8 Ibid p11

8 Ibid p11

¥ Haynes (1994) p179
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criteria are for identifying a scientist, and to be fair a precise definition is no
easy matter in a fictional universe. Yet to exclude anyone who does not
spend all their time in a laboratory means that many physicists, social
scientists, field scientists of different sorts, climate modellers, theoreticians
in all science disciplines, and many more, are not scientists. Detectives
clearly have their own powerful professional image as crime fighters, but
their process, at least in fiction, is represented as scientific, even when it
patently is not. Indeed, many detective fictions are not tacit in asserting
that the detective’s logic is identical with scientific method, in the way that

Haynes remarks, rather they are explicit on that very point.*®

The second chapter of Conan Doyle’s (1887) 4 Study in Scarlet is entitled
“The Science of Deduction.” In it Watson reads an article on the topic of
deductive logic written by Holmes himself, in which, “[t]he writer claimed
by a momentary expression, a twitch of a muscle or a glance of an eye, to
fathom a man’s inmost thoughts. Deceit...was an impossibility in the case
of one trained to observation and analysis. His conclusions were as
infallible as so many propositions of Euclid.”® Observation, analysis,
deduction, and logic are all skills that are claimed, probably as often by non-
scientists as scientists, to be attributes of science. Indeed, at a recent
meeting entitled ‘The Two Cultures’, physicist Alan Sokal spoke of a
‘scientific world-view’ intrinsic to the detective story and Cambridge
mathematician, Marcus du Sautoy reviewing a recent detective novel for the

UK Guardian writes of “the many similarities between cracking a crime and

trying to prove a mathematical theorem.”

Science as a process of detection is not an uncommon metaphor in the

8 Some modern detective fictions seem specifically to create an image that is “scientific’;
see UK television dramas: Silent Witness, Waking the Dead and American imports, Quincy,
CSI, CSI NY, CSI Miami, and Criminal Minds. Likewise the ‘forensic novels’ of Kathy '
Reichs, Patricia Cornwell and Jefferson Bass

% Conan Doyle (1887/1981) p22
% Sokal spoke at the Two Cultures meeting organised by the London Consortium in

January 2009; du Sautoy is quoted in Reisz (2008)
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scientific press either, particularly in medical contexts.”! RE and E Peschel
(1989), who write of the art of diagnosis as demanding ‘detective skill,’
describe the process of building a complete picture from a “complicated
jigsaw puzzle with the hitch that you cannot have all the pieces.””
Similarly, Claudio Rapezzi and co-authors (2005) find that detectives and
medics share skill sets in the fundamentals of observation, reasoning and
knowledge with an added talent for probing the social and psychological

and for spotting inconsistency.

A further piece by R Jane Macnaughton (1998), in similar vein, aims to get
a better understanding of the role of evidence in medical practice, by
looking “beyond medicine to the way in which scientists and detectives
view evidence...”” Here, the author makes an interesting point. Although
“[t]he ‘detective model’ of evidence is similar to the scientific model in
important respects — the collection of data, the observations and the chance
discoveries, followed by the formulation of hypotheses which transform
some of this information into evidence... it is unlike the scientific model in
one important respect. It is not logically possible to generalize. The
evidence is relevant to one and only one situation...”* In this account the
detective process is identical with the scientific process, except that it is
bounded, safely bounded and in this respect less frightening than the work
of mad scientists who very often attempt to understand nature at a more
basic level. Frankenstein is able, for example, to generalise from the
process of decay he observes in the charnel house, to the animating

principle that he uses to vivify dead flesh.
THE DECTECTIVE 4S SCIENTIST

Why is the bounded, safe scientist not the subject of focus as a

representation of science in public? It is surprising that given the scientific

*! See Rapezzi et al (2005) for discussion of medics as detectives; Markel (2005) for Conan
Doyle’s ‘diagnosis’ of Koch’s lymph in Tb cures and Peschel and Peschel (1989) for
medical detective stories.

%2 peschel and Peschel (1989) p33

% Macnaughton (1998) p89

** Macnaughton (1998) p90
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bent of the detective, and his or her iconic status, that the figure has not
been brought out of the shadows as an alternative to the mad scientist.
Perhaps, as is clearly the case for Roslyn Haynes, the reason is that the
detective is not associated with a laboratory, and is simply not seen as
relevant, although more and more of the modern crime fighters have donned

the obligatory white coat.*®

The element of the detective, which draws much critical attention, is oddly
highlighted by Schummer’s description of how 19" century writers worried
about science as it evolved into an ever more esoteric, powerful and
independent discipline. He describes a responsibility that writers felt “to
warn the public of misleading hopes and promises resulting from
preliminary successes in the sciences.”® It seems as though the detective
may have been a fictional manifestation of such a moral mouthpiece, instead
of warning about science, it applies science to the policing of society as a
whole. Indeed, it is social order, its provenance and its maintenance that has
occupied many a recent scholar of detective fiction. The view arising from
many current studies is that social discipline of a Foucauldian nature is
reflected and even cultivated by the detective genre, and as such this view
has become de rigueur for much of the discussion surrounding detectives

and crime fiction today.”’

Indeed no study of crime fiction seems complete without reference to the
work of Michel Foucault, especially to Discipline and Punish (1977).
Crime narratives are an obvious place to seek out evidence of the proposed
shift in power structures from the sovereign to the disciplinary across the
18"/19™-century boundary. Stephen Knight (2004) draws attention to The

% Cranny-Francis (1998) in Martin and Veel (1998) p64 remarks that taking a broad
definition of science fiction as a “story that must seem scientifically plausible” might also
include detective fiction

% Schummer (2006) pl25

°7 Exceptions include a famous essay by WH Auden (1975) “The Guilty Vicarage” in
which the detective story is a kind of psychological catharsis achieved by “the miraculous
intervention of a genius from outside who removes guilt by giving knowledge of guilt”
p158; see Scaggs (2005) pp31-54 for summary of history of criticism including
psychoanalytic (famously Lacan’s analysis of Edgar Allen Poe’s (1845) “The Purloined
Letter”) and structuralist approaches to detective fictions; also see Podlas (2006) and
DiFonzo and Stern (2007) for media effects approaches
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Newgate Calendars, which were stories of prisoners, originally written by
the Ordinary of Newgate (the chaplain). They sold as anthologies or as
cheap pamphlets and broadsides throughout the 18" century and up to the
mid 19th. The stories follow a formula that relates the facts of the crime,
the final confession and the public execution; there is little or no effort at
detection. Knight (2004) describes how each story marks “[t]he body of the
criminal...with retribution for...an offence against the king’s peace.”*®
This is an example of sovereign power at work in which the criminal is seen
as personally resisting the power of the sovereign. 19™-century criminal
broadsides described crime, confession and punishment in text but were
very often imprinted with a standard image of gallows and hanging prisoner

and as such they too took part in marking the bodies of criminals.

The shift to disciplinary power is evident in the emergence of the literary
detective mid-century. Ronald R Thomas (1999) begins his study of
fictional detectives with an epigraph taken from Discipline and Punish,
which describes the shift almost as it evolves through crime narratives - “we
have moved from the exposition of the facts or the confession to the slow
process of discovery; from the execution to the investigation; from the
physical confrontation to the intellectual struggle between criminal and
investigator.”® Thomas goes on to look at how the disciplinary powers of
the detective are extended by such forensic devices as the fingerprint, the
mug shot and the lie detector. By disciplinary powers, Foucault refers to
rational enquiry, to the application of reason and scientific method to
ordering almost every facet of society. The detective embodies this force by
studying evidence, finding out what it means, to whom it points, and finally
delivering the criminal, thereby restoring moral order. The detective makes

detection public and hides punishment.

The eye of the detective becomes the public eye of surveillance. The

%% Knight (2004) p14. Criminal bodies are retributively ‘marked’ in the Newgate Calendars
(and in history) by execution and sometimes torture. For example, a servant who murdered
his mistress for money had his right hand cut off and nailed to the gallows on which he
hung, presumably to mark his desire to grab his employer’s money.

*® Michel Foucault from Discipline and Punish quoted in Thomas (1999) pl

35



detective co-opts members of the wider social group into the investigation
by calling upon them to provide the evidence for the investigation. DA
Miller (1980) has shown this process at work in Wilkie Collins’ (1868)
novel, The Moonstone.'® Here, as in many stories of the detective genre, a
social group is contained in a closed environment equivalent to a social
panopticon in which each person and all their movements are knowable by
reason.!®! The detective, Sergent Cuff, cannot perform the function of
surveillance alone, all the members within the group supply information
about each other. So, the function of the detective is diffused throughout
the social group, in a microcosm of society in which the citizens have
learned to police each other — a mirror of Foucault’s surveillance society.
The power to penalise has drifted away from the King at the tip of the
pyramid and spread through all the subjects below and at the same time the

tools of control change from corporeal punishment to rational monitoring.

There is nothing in my approach that is incompatible with the idea that
detective fiction encodes or encourages disciplinary power and in many
ways it forms an important background to my work, because what
distinguishes mad scientist from detective is the social restraint of
discipline. The former tending to evade it while the latter upholds it.
Nevertheless, I have different aims than to flesh out Foucauldian power

shifts with more supporting texts and it would restrict the kinds of questions

that I wish to address.

My interest is in describing, and attempting to understand something about
public understandings of science. I do not refer to facts about science.
Fiction, I believe, engages with debates about science in public, not in terms
of factual science, but in terms of what science means to society. My aim in
this work is to recount a history of two fictional icons of science. I will

position the detective figure as scientist first and crime fighter second, and

1% Miller (1980) in Pykett (1998)

1% Bounded environments limit the scope of possibilities in some of Conan-Doyle’s work,
for example The Hound of the Baskervilles. The so-called ‘locked room’ was a feature
particularly well developed by 20™ century authors, like Agatha Christie, Margory
Allingham and Anthony Berkley.
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keep the mad scientist always in relief. In fact, I have very little to say
about crime fighting as an activity in itself. In each chapter I will simply
ask, how do the narratives of science in the fiction relate to narratives of
science in public? In this way I hope to gain an insight into how fiction
relates to, works through and reiterates contemporary cultural concerns
about science. Within the time span encompassed by my selection of texts
there is also the opportunity to examine how a new public icon is
constructed, as the then quintessential detective emerges from the
intersections of popular journalism, police ‘image work’ (more broadly
public relations) and popular fiction. Finally in my conclusion I will ask
what meaning, if any, has the study of the detective brought to the study of

science in fiction and not least, to the society in which we live now.

In my view, Haynes and others have ignored one of the most abiding
representations of fictional science to have existed in popular culture'®.
Conan Doyle’s creation has been as popular in the 20™ century as Dracula
or Frankenstein have, giving rise to no less than 260-plus film adaptations
and countless hours of radio and television.'® In recent years, there have
been many more made in his mould. UK television dramas such as Silent
Witness, Waking the Dead and Cracker, featuring pathologists and forensic
psychologists, along with endless forensic whodunits imported from
America, among them, Quincy, CSI, CSI NY, CSI Miami, and Criminal
Minds. Novels like those by Kathy Reichs or Patricia Cornwell are a regular
feature of the bestseller lists, both authors regaling their readers with stories
of gruesome crimes, which are solved by dedicated forensic scientists,
doubling as full-blown detectives.'® And these are only the most
laboratory-oriented of all the detectives. There are countless ‘deductive
logicians’ whose laboratory is the mean streets, the urban landscape, or
society as a whole. In fact, the detective-scientist has a hold over the

popular market that mad scientists are unlikely ever to be able to touch and

192 ¢Others’ might include: Basalla (1975) in Holton and Blandpied (eds) (1975); Gilbey
(2008); Frayling (2005 and 2006b); Haste (1997); Jackson (2008); Pollack (1998); Turney
(1998); Weingart (2003a and 2003); Rose (2003)

'% The Sherlock Holmes Society of London

1% See Clee (2008) for crime fiction bestsellers
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this has been the case for more than a century.

A comparison of Frankenstein with the scientific detectives not only adds
depth to an understanding of the mad scientist, but it also provides a more
complex picture of scientific representation in popular culture. When
Frankenstein is placed against Van Helsing, his 20"-century twin, he
appears as only one side of the picture. So while he reflects anxiety about
Faustian technoscientists, who are misanthropic and work in secret, we also
understand from Van Helsing that science is an empirical exercise that

reveals hidden truths, which could save our lives.

If scientists read anti-science feeling into popular Frankensteinian
stereotyping, then perhaps they might find succour in the scientific
detective. Those of us who study representations of scientists, on the other
hand, would do well to probe the history of this figure as s/he develops
alongside the mad scientist. This involves studying examples of the
forerunners of detective fictions in the genres of gothic, mystery and
sensation fiction. In the past those fictions and the scientific characters who
populate their pages have been of less interest to scholars of science
representation, either because such scientists do not work in laboratories, or
because they work in both supernatural and natural realms. In the 19"
century science was limited on neither score. Including the detective-
scientist, within the arena of science representations promises to create a
more nuanced discussion of how dual, over-lapping territories of science are
represented, mapped and valued or not, in the popular realm. In the next
chapter I will go on to outline the ways in which I intend to approach such a

hotbed of science, crime, and supernatural.
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CHAPTER TWO
ICONOGRAPHY, NARRATIVE AND SIGNIFICANCE

In the last chapter I proposed that the perpetual twinning of Dracula with
Frankenstein in 20™ and 21*-century cultures suggests that Bram Stoker’s
(1897) scientist Professor Van Helsing might provide a model of science as
important as Victor Frankenstein is today. My initial observation was that
the so-called mad scientist by which I simply mean the whole string of
characters who share heritage with Mary Shelley’s (1818) scientist,
excludes Van Helsing as an oddity and that such notions of mad scientists
have framed much of the discourse on fictional science and its relations to
public(s). In response to this, I have argued that Van Helsing far from being
a one-off peculiarity of vampire fiction, belongs to the much wider tradition
of fictional detectives and these figures constitute an alternative model of

science to the one that is given by the mad scientist.

To suggest that the detective be viewed as a scientist challenges the
assumption that the definition of a scientist must be tied to the laboratory
bench. Such a narrow definition seems to be what prompts Nicholas
Russell (2007) to remark, following Haynes (1994) that literary scientists
are surprisingly scarce in 19"-century fiction given the enormous influence
that science had upon culture at the time. Yet, it would also be true to say
that for most of the 19" century professional scientists were just as scarce.
Indeed Ruth Barton (2003) convincingly argues that even in the second half
of the century science was the domain of a variety of ‘scientific’
professions, along with a few academic scientists and some amateurs. She
finds that the label ‘men of science’ was the preferred term to ‘scientist,” as
a phrase that better reflected the multiplicity of routes by which people

involved themselves in doing science.'® In this case, stepping beyond the

19 See Barton (2003) for an excellent survey of the complexities and inconsistencies in the
19™ century professionalization of the sciences. See especially p104 for the way the term
‘men of science’ was used to present science as a united endeavour that, in fact, referred to
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emblematic laboratory and identifying characters as scientists based upon
their process — an investigative process based on reason - gives a more
genuine snapshot of how the contemporary culture viewed its scientists in

fact and fiction.

What this amounts to is going beyond a stereotype and given my aim is to
place the detective and the mad scientist in the same frame, and to explore
the history of the former in relation to the latter, I am essentially comparing
the popular image of two institutions, both encompassed by the 19™-century
label ‘men of science.” Just as the mad scientist conjures an image of men
with white coats and crazy hair, so the detective is a criminal investigator
who might peer at a footprint through a magnifying glass, have hawk-like
powers of observation, a rarefied ability for reasoning from effect to cause,
and often a lonely or conflicted personal life. Since my study is effectively
a comparison of two stereotypes, I will begin this discussion by exploring
how the term stereotype may be usefully re-framed as Alfred Schutz’s
notion of typification, a move that gives the concept more flexibility, greater

theoretical depth and a more neutral role as social currency.

Having relocated the mad scientist and detective stereotypes in the more
fluid category of typification, I go on to describe a second level of analysis
that will enable me to gef a basic grip on the narrative orientations of the
scientific characters that populate the pages of the fiction. I then have a
system of separating narrative from iconography, which will prove to be
productive in examining the construction of the detective. That said, there
is a tricky theoretical twist to be made in linking narrative elements to
contemporary cultural concerns. In order to do this, I have borrowed ideas
from several scholars and propose a means of following the historical

construction of a modern myth — a myth that persists today.

I then move on to explore the significance that such modern myths have for

the institutions that feature in them. I have suggested that the mad scientist

the whole gambit of men (mainly) and professions who were involved in science at some
level
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is a boundary object and provides the ammunition of endless jibes that pass
backwards and forwards from arts to science buildings, in a ‘two cultures’
styled dispute. I now deepen this discussion with reference to the work of
sociologist Everett C Hughes, which highlights the importance of public

perception to the institutional structures of society.

This brings me to what is probably one of the oldest, if not the oldest, of
boundary disputes that scientists, or natural philosophers have negotiated
between science and magic, initially between science and alchemy. It is this
boundary, over all others that the fictions of this thesis draw, or discard, in
various ways. It inevitably raises the question posed by Max Weber’s 1918
dictum that science is a source of disenchantment for the people of Western
societies, which I will raise briefly here, in preparation to return to it in the
final conclusion.'®® Disenchantment and its opposite is such a strong theme
of the fictions under analysis here that it is worth highlighting from the start.
Finally, I will move on to describe in more prosaic terms why I have chosen

the particular selection of texts that I have.
IMAGE - TYPIFICATION OR STEREOTYPE?

Available survey data indicate that certain motifs are emblematic of science
and that these have apparently remained remarkably consistent across the
entire 20" century.'”  Such images appear to be built up from a shared pot
of popular symbols, which have taken on meaning as signifiers of science.
Through time the pot has taken on new icons and scientific developments as
they have arisen. Roland Barthes (1972) comments on how, following his
death, Einstein’s brain came to signify the totality of the man.'%®
Interestingly enough, it is the anonymised brain that subsequently turns up
in popular consciousness as an iconic symbol of the scientist alongside

mushroom clouds and 19"-century fictions like Frankenstein’s monster and

1% Weber initially raised the notion of the disenchanting effects of intellectualisation of
society in a speech entitled ‘Science as a Vocation’ which he gave at Munich University in
1918. See Weber, Gerth and Mills (1991)

' Mead and Métraux (1957); Rahm and Charbonneau (1997); Wade Chambers (1983)

1% See Barthes (1972) “The Brain of Einstein” pp68-70 in Mythologies
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Dr Jekyll’s chemical concoctions. If these processes have been observed

across the whole 20" century, then there is good reason to believe that

something similar was happening in the 19" century.'®”

Alfred Schutz’s (1932) notion of typification, in which he analyses the
thought processes of everyday social reality, usefully describes shared,
socially embedded constructs, such as these visions of science are.''’ For
Schutz individuals understand the world by interpreting it in terms of a
stock of previous experience, which encompasses their own experiences
combined with that communicated by parents, relatives, friends and cohorts.
This stock knowledge forms a schema through which all new experience is
measured, so that each new object and event is perceived at the outset in a
typical character — a typification. In this way, the world can take on
meaning, without the necessity to process each new experience from afresh.
Typifications are essentially learned common-sense constructs applied to
new sensory experiences of places, people, events and things. Schutz
argues that it is through this process of typification that individuals are able
to take meaning from situations of which they have no personal experience.
He explains “[p]utting a letter in the mailbox, I expect that unknown people,
called postmen, will act in a typical way, not quite intelligible to me, with

the result that my letter will reach the addressee within typically reasonable

time ”1]1

Schutz’ explication of type begins with Edmund Husserl’s
phenomenological notion of ‘natural attitude’, which describes a subjective
common-sense stance where all experience, physical, psychological, social
and cultural is perceived as unquestionably real.'”? Itisa place where the

world is assumed to be constant and activities repeatable.'!® In the

19 See Mead and Métraux (1957); Wade Chambers (1983) and Rahm and Charbonneau
(1997) for 20™-century surveys of iconography of science
119 chutz (1932/1967); Schutz and Natanson (1973)

"1 Schutz and Natanson (1973) p17
"2 Eor review of Husserl see Hutson “Edmund Husser]” pp146-62 in Simons (ed) (2002)

'3 For the differences between natural attitude and phenomenological attitude see: Hutson
“Edmund Husser]” pp155-56 in Simons (ed) (2002); Schutz and Natanson (1973) pp11-12
and pp121-22
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common-sense stance we take for granted that the world is shared with other
individuals whose perception of objects does not match our own. The fact
that natural attitude is a fundamentally subjective stance and individuals do
not share the same viewpoint adds up to create solipsism. To bridge the
social-subjective gap, Schutz proposes the “general thesis of reciprocal
perspectives”, which involves two taken-for-granted thinking constructs.'"*
Firstly, if I change places with you, I will see the world as you do and vice
versa; secondly, I/we discount the differences in our perspectives
originating from our personal histories and assume that you/we experience

the same object in “empirically identical” ways."'"®

In a sense, what Schutz is saying, is that for this system of reciprocity to
work - for me to be able to assume that the world that I take for granted is
the same as the world that you take for granted — we must both use the same
taken-for-granted thinking structures. In fact, everyone within a social group
" must have access to the same stock of knowledge; it must be socially
agreed. If this were not the case then we are thrown back into the realms of
solipsism. In order to engage in the same reciprocal arrangement with
regard to science, we must assume common sense constructs that are able to
encompass an enormously diverse group of activities and people. The
function of a simple emblematic toolkit is clear in this light. Schutz’ thesis
of reciprocity states that we both share the same toolkit, which enables us to

signify science with ease and meaning.

Type constructs are variously detailed, precise, familiar and vague and they
are always open to change. In effect they are a kind of cultural-social
shorthand. They obviously fall short of a complete, or even what could be
called a realistic, understanding of the object in question and yet Schutz
asserts that “in spite of all these inadequacies, common-sense knowledge of
everyday life is sufficient for coming to terms with fellow-men, cultural

objects, social institutions — in brief, with social reality.”'!® These meaning

!4 5chutz and Natanson (1973) p12
' Ibid p11-12
116 Schutz (1932) quoted in Heritage (1984) p49
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constructs are the “sedimented” products of past activities of comparing and
contrasting sensory inputs with previous types to form new, slightly altered
constructs, which are in themselves elastic, changing through time to reflect
new conditions. The process is reflected in the way that Einstein’s brain
joins bubbling vials, and galvanic apparatus as another symbolic icon of
science. The upshot of this process of typification is that new experiences

occur within what Schutz has dubbed “a horizon of familiarity and pre-

acquaintanceship...”""’

The cartoon-like visions called forth by some surveys of public perception
that so frustrate scientists are, I would suggest another product of this
process. These are the surveys that tend by their mode of question, to
prompt a symbolic typification in response. So Mead and Métraux (1957)
asked school children to complete the statement “When I think about a
scientist, I think of...” and Wade-Chambers (1983) simply instructs school
children to ‘draw a scientist’.!'® My contention with such open-ended
questions is that the only option is to revert to the symbolic details of
typificatory structures in response, because actually there is nothing about
scientists, which makes them look notably different from any other human
being, apart from the fact that they do science. The question oddly assumes

that there is and that whatever it is can be described within the confines of a

brief note or even more difficult, in a drawing.

Rahm and Charbonneau (1997) repeat the Wade-Chambers draw-a-scientist
test using undergraduates with some interesting results that demonstrate this
issue. First of all, the authors express disappointment and surprise to find
that the majority of undergraduates, who were in continuing education (and
so ought to know better), drew images not dissimilar to those found in the
Wade-Chambers’ data, using all the usual symbols of mad hair, white coat,
vials etc. Rahm and Charbonneau make particular note of the fact that 8%
of their sample of 49 students produced “explicitly non-stereotypical

images” that were usually accompanied by captions, some lengthy,

"7 Ibid p51
¥ Mead and Métraux (1957) p385 Wade-Chambers (1983)
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explaining that a scientist looked like an ordinary person. The authors
interpret these drawings as confirmation that the stereotypical image is alive
and well “while trying to be as egalitarian and nonstereotypical as possible,
[the artist] is nonetheless acutely aware that the image produced is highly
‘unscientist-like” to the point of requiring detailed justification.”"'® Yet the
captions are required because the subjects who drew them have purposefully
avoided drawing a typification. The length of the caption that they feel is
required is a sign of the lengths to which individuals would be forced to go

in order to communicate with one another meaningfully.

Further, Rahm and Charbonneau stipulate that if one were to adopt a single
icon to characterise ‘contemporary’ scientific practise, then most scientists
would apparently agree on the computer. Yet, computers were sparse in
drawings, presumably because a computer cannot signify science
sufficiently well. A picture of a person with a computer might be a novelist,
a scholar, a software programmer, a hacker or any number of other
professionals. A computer is too general to be an effective typification.
Having said that the authors write: “In terms of the ‘tools’ of science, our
results would suggest that our subjects remained frozen at the level of their
last high school chemistry class (how about that for a scary thought).”'?°
Again the essence is missed. The subjects have been asked to draw the
elemental symbols of science and bubbling vials are a long time staple of

the typificatory structure of the scientist.

In an odd way these kinds of rather unhelpful surveys, which attempt to
gauge public perceptions of scientists serve only to consolidate the
proposition that the mad scientist is a typification and has purpose as
such.'?! In Schutz’s terms what they draw forth is a distinction between

personal types, which include individualising details of the people we know,

!9 Rahm and Charbonneau (1997) p776

120 Ibid p776

121 Boylan et al (1992) criticise the ‘draw a scientist’ tests on the same basis and have
shown in interviews with children that “there was a qualitative change in the level of
understanding about science and scientists which increased from Grade 3 to Grade 8 and a
clear separation in the students’ mind of what they see as the current public stereotype and
their personal constructs of science and scientists p475

45



from “course-of-action types,” which are essentially procedural recipes. He
points to the fact that at the anonymous end of the social scale, personal
type is superseded by course-of-action type, so ‘a scientist’ or ‘a doctor’
becomes one with their professional role, their image losing all shades of
grey and taking identity with symbolic features of their work. This
tendency to take features of professional function and identify the function
with the worker is common enough. Even nursery school children become
familiar with the process when they learn to identify Mr Bun, the Baker, Mr
Parcel, the Postman and so on from the popular card game Happy
Families'?2. In effect, these children are mastering the rudiments of

typificatory structures that they will build upon for the rest of their lives.

Draw-a-scientist type surveys seem also to assume, that by some odd quirk
it is scientists alone who are singled out for this kind of caricature. Yet, the
instruction, ‘draw a lawyer’ is likely to draw forth an image of aman in a
wig and voluminous gown (in the UK, anyway). Clearly, lawyers are
ordinary people who do not wear wigs and gowns at all times, but the
question has called forth Schutz course-of-action type. If asked to draw a
doctor, men with stethoscopes and perhaps scalpels would materialise;
‘draw a detective’, conjures a man with a magnifying glass. Yet obviously
it is understood if a friend who is a detective came to dinner he would not
arrive with magnifying glass in hand (one hopes), likewise the doctor would
not bring his scalpel. Still Rahm and Charbonneau persist in the belief that

their survey reveals “a largely unrecognized shortcoming of the science

. 123
education process...”

John Durant (1993) has described a more sophisticated picture of how
adults might undergo the same process in relation to science, but he does not
see the process as a social necessity and like Rahm and Charbonneau, sees it
instead as a failing, presumably on the part of non-scientists. “The most

serious weakness in the standard view of the processes of scientific inquiry

122 At the time of writing this game is widely available in the UK, for example: a search on
http://www.amazon.co.uk brings up all manner of Happy Families games. Accessed

09.08.2011
123 Rahm and Charonneau (1997) p777
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is its tendency to project the qualities of scientific knowledge upon the
individual scientists who produce it. Scientific knowledge is (generally
speaking) objective, so it is presumed that individual scientists approach
their work in a spirit of objectivity; scientific knowledge is continually
being revised and improved, so it is thought that individual scientists
approach their work in a spirit of open-mindedness and humility...“!** Even
though Durant considers it lacking, this image is very positive. Realistic or
not, it constitutes a somewhat sophisticated course-of-action type in

comparison to the white coated, unkempt survey responses.

The advantage of using Schutz’s theoretical approach over the idea of a
stereotype is that it can encompass such flexibilities, which lie on scale
between ‘personal type’ and ‘course-of-action’ type. Yet most studies
focussing on science representation use the concept of a stereotype, usually
without defining it. In an in-depth discussion of stereotype and its meaning
and usage, Richard Dyer (2002) acknowledges a phenomenological basis,
and makes a distinction between a ‘social type’ and a stereotype, the former
being a more flexible category than the latter. He argues that the
iconography of social types is used in a more open and flexible way than
that of stereotypes, which he finds are almost always associated with
particular plot lines. By this definition if mad scientists are stereotypes then
white coats and shouts of eureka, might always be accompanied by a
villainous plotline, whereas, if they are social types, they may take a variety
of good, bad and indifferent roles. Indeed, the association of the term ‘mad
scientist® with villainous plot and by extension negative image is commonly
made, and has been noted by Lindy Orthia (2010) who has rendered the

whole set of ideas together as the mad science trope.'?*

Are the mad scientists described by Orthia stereotypes or social types?
They are villains, but they are thwarted by Dr Who, himself an eccentric

outsider who could well be described as a mad scientist himself. In which

124 Durant (1993) “What is Scientific Literacy” in Durant and Gregory (eds) (1993) p135
' Orthia (2010) p15; Rohn (2011) wonders, like Orthia, whether the idea that scientists
have poor public image is as much part of a stereotype as the mad hair and white coat
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case the mad scientist is a social type in Dyer’s terms. Yet, the Oxford
English Dictionary defines the mad scientist as “a scientist who is mad
eccentric, esp. so as to be dangerous or evil: a stock figure of melodramatic
horror stories.” So here is Dyer’s stereotype. Defining what is or what is
not part of a stereotype is one of the problems of using such a construct.'?
Indeed, this discussion highlights the need to make clear that when I use the
term mad scientist I do not imply a plot of villainy, but when [ use the term

mad, bad scientist, I do.

For these reasons, I prefer the idea of typification and typified
characteristics. Indeed, what emerges from pages of the fictions reviewed
in this study, are some images that conform to the dictionary stereotype and
some that do not. What is clear, and well described by Schutz’ process, is
that iconography and plot are elements within a repertoire of typified
resources that authors select from in order to build new characters and plots,
which are at the same time recognisable and novel. This is also a view
supported by the work of Simon Locke (2005) on superhero comics and

Lindy Orthia (2010) in her work on Dr Who.

Typified literary figures, such as mad scientists and detectives cross the
borders of different fictions and genres and migrate outwards to become
general sociocultural referents.'?’  Typified emblems of the mad scientist,
such as eccentricity and emotional coolness, were already in existence when
the first novels in this corpus were written, but during the time span,
detectives were constructed in both real and fictional worlds. It is with
particular reference to detectives that I am able to explore how extra-textual
reality influences intra-textual worlds. In terms of constructing the
quintessential detective, I find that emblematic details associated with other
course-of-action types are carved up from others and put together to concoct
a new repertoire. The popular fictions of this corpus imbricate real-world

events and ideas, such as reason, transgression or a failed police

126 Barker (1989) has made more damning criticism of the analytical use of the term
‘stereotype’ as “dangerous on epistemological and political grounds...which tells us only

about the worries of the analyst.” p210
127 For example, see Bates (2005) and Michael and Carter (2001)
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investigation, with standard fictional fare of magic, mystery and sometimes
menace. The whole is then interwoven in such a way that it is nigh on

impossible to extract one element clean from another.

Having said that in the following section I will explore ways of doing
precisely that, in order to formalize models of science that incorporate
typified iconography along with narrative elements and are present in the
fiction. I will first look at the difficulties of using a typology and, following
Vladimir Propp (1928), suggest instead a focus on narrative that allows me

to get a leverage on the meaning of science and scientist within the text.

NARRATIVE, MYTH AND REALITY

The seminal study on the representation of scientists in fiction, upon which
most others draw, is Roslynn Haynes’ work entitled From Faust to
Strangelove (1994) in which she reads a staggering four centuries-worth of
fiction and using a typological model categorises her fictional scientists as
one of six types, which she actually refers to as stereotypes. Her types are
labelled ‘the alchemist’, obsessed or maniacal; ‘the stupid virtuoso’, out of
touch with social life; the ‘Romantic scientist’, unfeeling and lacking human
bonds; ‘the heroic adventurer’, superhuman and sometimes a danger; ‘the
helpless scientist’, unable to control his creation; and ‘the idealist’, the “one
unambiguously acceptable scientist.”'?® The trouble with such a typology is
that much of her data, her fictional characters, fall into several categories at
once — a goodness of fit problem not unknown in typologies.'®® Victor
Frankenstein, for example, could be the alchemist, the stupid virtuoso, the
romantic scientist, the helpless scientist, sometimes the idealist, and
arguably he is also the intellectual heroic adventurer. So Frankenstein can
be made to fit all categories, though perhaps he is a special case. That said,

the generic mad scientist almost always fits the first three categories and is

generally a helpless scientist as well.

128 Haynes (1994) p3-4
129 See McKinney (1969) for a distinction between typologies and typifications — the
former are constructed, as by sociologists, or literary theorists, the latter, which he calls the

existential type, are used by people in social systems
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My point is not to split hairs; clearly Haynes has done a careful reading of
her fictions and decided on that basis which is the dominant mode of each
scientist. The trouble is that each new reader will have their own and
potentially different idea on the fit of the scientists - in addition they may
question the very nature of the categories themselves. In itself that is nota
problem except that Haynes makes inferences from the chronological spread
of her types, which she uses to formulate wider conclusions about science
and society. “The majority of these stereotypes” writes Haynes “represent
scientists in negative terms, as producing long-term liabilities for
society.”"*® Furthermore “the recurrent mutual suspicion between scientist
and other members of society was developed and reinforced in Western
literature...”"*' I have reviewed the underlying assumptions and validity of
such statements in the previous chapter, so suffice to say here that such
assertions have become a taken-for-granted credo, which has framed many a
study on science in fiction."*? One reason for this is probably the sheer
reach and volume of her study alongside a perfectly valid analysis of the

darker side of the scientist in fiction.

Leane (2007) also takes a typological route in order to describe real
physicists who are the protagonists of popular factual texts. Interestingly
enough, the hard-boiled detective is one of her types. She finds the defining
traits of this character and genre reworked in two popular physics works,
James Gleick’s (1987) Chaos: Making a New Science and M Mitchell
Waldrop’s (1992) Complexity: The Emerging Science at the Edge of Order
and Chaos. A noir atmosphere peopled by cynical, self-reliant scientific
misfits echoes elements of the hard-boiled genre, as Leane explains: “the
main ingredients are present: a lonely scientist/detective in a drab cityscape,
taking solace in alcohol, cut off from society around him, cynically
embracing bad weather”.'** The notion that popular science texts style their

principal scientists on streetwise detectives testifies to the perceived

139 Haynes (1994) p4
31 Haynes (1994) p6
132 See this work pp7-26
133 Leane (2007) p143-4
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crossover between science and detection in the popular realm.

The model of a savvy urban detective appears distinct from any of Haynes’
types, but the characteristics of the PI emphasized by Leane and presumably
by the physics texts, could place him within three or four of Haynes’
categories. In fact, Leane makes this point herself: “the hard boiled
detective is only one of a series of stereotypes evident in prominent late
twentieth —century popularisations... These stereotypes are not identical to
those that Haynes observes in fiction, but there is considerable overlap
between the two sets. They include the scientist as “absent-minded
professor”, the scientist as priest or Zen-master, and the scientist as
obsessive. All these stereotypes are united by an emphasis on “outsider-
dom”: a sense that the scientist is in some way removed from everyday
life.”"** What confuses the issue here is that the boundaries between
typological groups and between fictional characters are exceptionally fuzzy
and notoriously difficult to pin down, a feature perhaps of the particular

topic, which renders it difficult to divide up for taxonomic purposes.

Typological fuzziness is a literary issue of long-standing and was one of the
triggers for Vladimir Propp’s famous 1928 study of the Russian fairy tale.
In The Morphology of the Folktale (1928/1968) Propp complains at the
outset that “Clear cut division into types does not actually exist; very often
it is a fiction.”'®® His critical eye is focussed on work that categorises folk
tales on the basis of content and theme, both elements too variable and
complex to give any consistency of classification. Such systems, he
believes, fail for reasons which I have discussed in previous paragraphs in
relation to typologies used by Haynes (1994) and Leane (2007). Indeed,
Propp writes that “every investigator who purports to be classifying
according to [this] ...scheme is, in fact, classifying differently.”’*® By way
of countering the ‘sorry state’ of folk-tale research as he saw it, Propp

attempted a consistent and ‘scientific’ classification of tales based upon an

1341 eane (2007) p140
133 propp (1928/1968) p11
1% Propp (1928/1968) p6
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analysis of narrative structures. Though my aim is not to formulate a
comprehensive taxonomy of fictional scientists, Propp’s analytical toolbox
offers a means of assessing the basic orientation of their plotlines. The use
of structure in this way separates narrative role from typified elements,

which gives me a more systematic means of approaching the fiction.'”’

First to Propp. His innovation was to recognise that the recurring constants
of fairy tales consist in the actions of the characters, in what they do, rather
than in their characteristics or means of action. In an analysis of one
hundred fairy tales, Propp finds that divergent stories attribute the same
actions to different characters. What matters, he says in terms of defining
the fairy tale is what he calls the ‘functions’, which should be “understood
as an act of a character, defined from the point of view of its significance for
the course of the action....Functions of characters serve as stable, constant
elements in a tale, independent of how and by whom they are fulfilled.
They constitute the fundamental components of the tale. The number of
functions known to the fairy tale is limited.”'*® Narratives can be broken

down into the simplest of action statements, from which functions can be

defined, for example:

1. A tsar gives an eagle to a hero. The eagle carries the hero away to

another kingdom.
2. An old man gives Si¢enko a horse. The horse carries Sii¢enko

away to another kingdom."”’

The actions or the verbs are identical in these two examples while the
characters and means change, the action provides the basis for Propp’s

‘functions’, which occur routinely in all Russian fairy stories.'*® This

B In using the terms such as ‘structure’ or ‘structural’ I do not imply European structuralist
theory as was developed by Roland Barthes, Lévis-Strauss and others in the 1950’s and
60’s. Propp’s structural analysis is not the same thing. In addition Propp is often thought of
as a Russian formalist, but there are grounds for arguing he is not, since he does argue for
‘defamiliarisation’ of the world through folk tales. See Barker (1989) p120-121

38 propp (1928/1968) p21

139 propp (1928/1968) p19
1401 have used inverted commas around ‘function’ to indicate that I am using the term to

denote Propp’s specific meaning, I will cease to do this from now on.
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particular pair is defined as “provision or receipt of a magical agent”'*' in

the first statement and in the second, as “spatial transference between two
kingdoms, [or] guidance”m. Propp identifies thirty one such functions that
appear to define the whole fairy tale genre. More surprisingly he finds that
they also always proceed in the same order - even where some functions are
left out or repeated, the sequence of the others is not altered.'® The type
and the succession of functions together comprise the structure of the fairy
tale and for Propp, it is this that differentiates it from other genres. The
variety of tales arises from the who, how and why as he explains: “one may
say that the number of functions is extremely small, whereas the number of
personages is extremely large. This explains the two-fold quality of a tale:
its amazing multiformity, picturesqueness, and colour, and on the other

hand, its no less striking uniformity, its repetition.”!**

To apply Propp’s method wholesale to the long format of the novel would
be inordinately long-winded and unproductive, especially given my focus is
not on genre anyway. That said, it is very useful to ask the same sorts of
questions as might have been posed by Propp about the function of
scientists within the universes of the various novels. In the terms of
Propp’s study in Morphology, the functions that scientists serve are more
important than the characteristics they have.'” Sticking with examples,
which I have discussed in the previous chapter, a skeleton of the narratives,
each of Victor Frankenstein and Professor Van Helsing, might be written:
a) Victor Frankenstein creates a monster. The monster threatens to destroy
him and his family, possibly humanity. v

b) A monster threatens to destroy humanity. Professor Van Helsing

captures the monster.

141 propp (1928/1968) p43

142 propp (1928/1968) p50

13 propp may have overstated the uniformity of functions See Barker (1989) p123

14 propp (1928/1968) p21

1451 take Propp’s point on this and agree that ‘what happens’ is a potent indicator of
meaning, within the text. Yet iconography is also a vitally important part of the picture and,
in fact, Propp does acknowledge this in Propp (1928/1968) “On the Attributes of Dramatis

Personae and their Significance” pp87-91
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The two examples oppose each other in their narrative direction, so where a)
could be called a disordering narrative b) becomes a restorative narrative.
Of course, it is perfectly possible for such disordering and restorative
remnants to be joined into a single story that switches from one to the other,
as for example, in Michael Crichton’s (1990) Jurassic Park, in which
dinosaurs created by scientists pose a serious threat that is finally contained
by a palaeontologist. Indeed, a large section of Shelley’s original story is
devoted to Victor Frankenstein’s pursuit of his creature ostensibly so that
the scientist re-order what he has disordered, though there is no science
evident in the final chase and in the end the creature destroys himself
anyway. Such bold statements of plot are deliberately stripped back simple
scripts that illustrate the most basic possible functional elements involving
science. In other words they represent the boiled down narratives of science

extracted from relatively complex works of fiction.

The characters from other novels can subsequently be slotted into identical
function statements, with the result that a new landscape emerges, in which
novels are categorised according to the narratives that they tell about
science. In the disordering category are the following:

a) Dr Jekyll creates a Mr Hyde. Mr Hyde threatens to destroy some or all of
the community.

and
The mad scientist creates a novel or deviant form of some kind. The new

deviant threatens to destroy some or all of humanity.

In the restorative category are the following:

b) A criminal threatens to destroy a community. Sherlock Holmes captures
the criminal.

and
A deviant form of some kind threatens to destroy some or all of humanity.

A scientific detective contains the deviant.
Switching characters in this way reveals that Frankenstein unsurprisingly
falls within a group of stories that are regularly held up as narratives of mad

science, as is Robert Louis Stevenson’s (1886) Jekyll and Hyde. Dracula,
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however, is usually reckoned to be an example of fantasy or horror fiction,
but under this scheme it falls into the same bracket as the detectives, though
its epistolary form, similar to Wilkie Collins’ novel The Moonstone (1868),

146 Nonetheless

has long been acknowledged as a detective-styled structure.
the point is not to challenge long-standing genre definitions, but instead to
classify such stories on the basis of the structure of science narratives. What
is striking is that in so doing a large class of narratives immediately
becomes apparent that is rarely acknowledged in studies of the scientist in
fiction. These narratives offer an alternative model of science to the
disordering one in which scientists produce the Haynes-styled ‘long-term

liabilities for society’ so often associated with mad science.'"’

In many ways, genre has little relevance here, except to say that it may
reinforce the apparent imperceptibility of those scientists in fiction, who use
science, like detectives of all kinds who work as scientists but for some
reason do not look like scientists, probably because they are typified as
crime fighters, vampire hunters, doctors or other professional, course-of-
action types. Popular genre fiction is after all defined according to the
characteristics of its content and stories about supernatural monsters,
criminals, policemen or even doctors and disease are not often recognised as
stories primarily about science and they all fall into different genres to boot.
Yet, a classification of these stories on the basis of the structure of their
science narratives, places Professor Van Helsing’s techno-magical toolbox
beside Sherlock Holmes’ chemical apparatus. The variability of content in
these restorative narratives obscures an overall constancy of form and the

centrality of science to their structure.

Related to this is the fact that in disordering narratives science provides the
impetus to initiate the plot, being always associated with the first function.
This has the effect of making these stories very obviously about science

since they raise it at first post, so to speak. Restorative narratives, on the

146 See Greenway (1996) p251-52 for a discussion of the framing of Dracula as a legalistic-

scientific narrative
"7 Haynes (1994) p4
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other hand, begin with problems of diverse kinds and use science within the
second function as a means of righting initial perturbations. In many ways
such narratives make no issue of science and so it more easily goes
unnoticed as a ‘non-problem’. In Propp’s tales order and meaning are
coupled. The meaning of a function within the text is principally governed
by its place in the course of action, although the relationship between order

and meaning is likely to be more complex in the longer form of a novel than

in a fairy tale.

In the examples I have given the meaning of science flips from liability to
blessing depending on whether it is associated with the first or second
functions. Ultimately, of course, if science is to restore order then it must
be responding to some initial event that has disordered the world. Yet,
Orthia’s Dr Who narratives are a case in point where science perturbs the
order, or threatens to, and another type of science restores order, making the
science narrative more complex. The same situation is true in Michael
Crichton’s Jurassic Park as I have already noted. With that said, Stephen
Knight (1980) has remarked on the preservation of structural order in
Sherlock Holmes stories, which always follow the sequence of “relation,
investigation and resolution”, where relation is the equivalent to revelation

148

of the threat or misdemeanour.” As in my scheme, Knight’s structure has

science always associated with the second function, although he uses

different labels.

Propp’s work on folktales stops at a description of form and in a sense we
are left there high and dry. He describes a common sequence of functions
and says nothing more about the significance of it. The structuralists, most
famously Claude Lévi-Stauss, attacked him harshly for leaving the ‘real’
interpretative analysis undone.'* In Propp’s Morphology of a Folktale

(1928) form is meaning, really only because form is his object of study, and

148 K night (1980) p77

149 See Lévi-Stauss “Form and Structure” in Propp et al (1984). Broadly speaking, his
criticisms come under four categories: that Propp is a formalist and formalism has no value
because it does not engage context and meaning; that, as a formalist, Propp is inconsistent
anyway, muddling content and form; that myths would have been more informative than

folktales; and that the analysis is left ‘under-done’ anyway
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meaning is limited to, or only arises from, the intra-textual world. Yet it
would be extraordinary to imagine that there is no relationship between
meaning and the cultural background that the reader brings to a text
whatever its form and indeed this is not what Propp had imagined either.
Form was simply the limit of his morphological study."*® Aside from the
kind of structuralist interpretations recommended by Lévi-Stauss, there are
also whole bodies of theory specifically built upon the interface between

reader and text.'>!

That meaning be held entirely within the form of a text, or not, is a problem
helpfully discussed by Tzvetan Todorov (1975). He defines a fictional
genre that he calls ‘the fantastic’ which ultimately relies upon the reader’s
response to events in the text that are judged as either potentially real or
imaginary. Such a judgement must interface with the reader’s extra-textual
reality and leads Todorov to discuss the relationship between a piece of
fiction and representation of the external world. Todorov explains that
“literature is not representative in the same sense that certain sentences of
everyday speech may be representative, for literature does not refer...to
anything outside itself... But to deny literature any representative aspect for
this reason is to identify the reference with the referent...It is no accident if,
in fiction terms commonly employed are: characters, action, atmosphere,

etc., all of which also designate a non-textual reality.”!*?

In this view, some elements of non-textual reality are drawn into the interior
universe of a narrative, and then, these in themselves draw forth different

interpretations depending on the extra-textual reality of individual

1% He recommends that ‘morphological investigations’ accompany historical study and
that “the tale must be studied in regard to religious notions” in Morphology, see: Propp et al
(1928/1968) p90. In later works, he explored the historical and ethnographic roots of
folklore, which he believed to be closely tied to religious and spiritual belief systems. See,
for example: “The Nature of Folklore” and his reply to Lévi-Stauss, “The Structural and
Historical Study of the Wondertale” in Propp et al (1984) pp3-15 and 67-81, respectively
13! Reader response theory emphasises the reader’s interpretation of the text, such that the
text is co-constructed by author and reader. In a classic essay entitled Interpreting the
‘Variorum’ the critic Stanley Fish (1976) describes ‘interpretive communities’ to explain
how groups of like-minded individuals, who share similar assumptions about how a text
should be read, converge on the same interpretation — or meaning. The idea has been
empirically tested and seems to hold water, see Dorfman (1996)

"2 Todorov et al (1975) p59

57



readers.!”® Martin Barker (1989) whose interest is in ideologies contained
in comics, advocates a development of Propp’s account of form such that it
“can enable us to link the internal structures of the stories, with the social
possibilities of its use...” He goes on to suggest “a form does not
mechanically take its audience through its predetermined sequence of
elements. It...lays down invitations on how they should relate to itself -
such that the meaning of the text is not simply in the form, its elements and
their ordering but is a function of the kind of relationship into which the
reader is invited.”"®* I would suggest in addition to Barker’s idea of an
invitation, the extra-textual reality that the reader brings to the text will alter
the terms of the invitation. It is after all only possible to perceive an
‘invitation’ that is coded in a way that is comprehensible to one’s own

culture.'> It is from text, its form, elements and ordering and the sum of

the readers’ cultural knowledge that meaning arises.

In a brief aside about the nature of fairy tale characters, which being the
mutable elements of Propp’s morphological system might constitute an
artistic blank canvas, he makes note of their markedly repetitive qualities.
For example the witch’s hut is usually in the forest and the princess often
has golden hair. If theme and structure both are repetitive, this moves Propp
to observe that, “the fairy tale in its morphological bases represents a myth.
We fully realise that...we are expressing a totally heretical idea.”'*
Without wishing to enter the thorny ground that lies between Propp and the
structuralists, there is an element of the mythological as described by the

two examples of Frankenstein and Dracula, which I have used. In fact, it is

153 I fact this is common criticism of Todorov’s definition of the fantastic because it is
dependent on reader response and minimises the importance of textual elements. See Chris
Morash “The Time is Out of Joint (O Curséd Spite!): Towards a Definition of a
Supernatural Narrative” in Stewart (ed) (1998) p129

134 Barker (1989) p133
15 There are two examples of this in this thesis — the meaning of Wilkie Collins’ (1868)

portrait of his failed detective Sergeant Cuff changes with the knowledge that the failure of
professional detectives was a common gripe in the press in Collins® own time. In his own
time his story invited readers to reflect on how image and ability of detective police did not
match, but since his time critics tend to ‘overlook’ that particular invitation and they
believe Cuff’s framing as the great detective and sideline his failure. A similar situation
occurs with Sheridan Le Fanu's (1872) portrait of Dr Hesselius. For full discussion see
P}2172-204 and pp205-237 of this work respectively

Propp (1928/1968) p90 (his emphasis)
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not the connection between tale and myth that most outrages Lévi-Strauss
about Propp’s work, indeed he accedes that “Propp is right: there is no
serious reason to isolate tales from myths...”"*’ I also find some support for

such a connection in the work of literary critic, Chris Baldick.'*®

In his study of Frankenstein, Baldick (1987) claims the novel as an example
of a ‘modern myth,” an expression that he admits is a contradiction in terms
in the sense that a myth is considered to be the product of a pre-literate
culture. However, he argues that a modern alternative ought to be
recognised, with the added caveat that it does not carry the cultural weight
that its pre-literate form does nor that it is of quite the same nature. He sees
the lasting significance of such stories as Faust, Don Quixote, Robinson
Crusoe, Frankenstein, Jekyll and Dracula in Western culture as evidence of
the existence of a modern mythic form. Indeed, “if there remain any
problems in according mythic status to these tales, they resolve themselves
into problems of distinguishing myths from literary texts.”'> That
particular intersection is not one that I intend to take up, suffice to say that
Baldick makes a strong case in support of the idea of a modern myth. Most
importantly, “[m]ost myths, in literate societies at least, prolong their lives
not by being retold at length, but by being alluded to, there finding fresh
contexts and applications. This process strips down the longer stories from
which they may be derived, reducing them to the simplest memorable

patterns.”'®® Such simple patterns are what I have tried to draw out with

relation to mad scientists and detectives.

I am now able to propose my own method, which aptly mirrors the myth of
Frankenstein in being built from the parts of others. From Propp I have
taken the idea that form is related to meaning, and from Todorov I take the
insight that fiction incorporates extra-textual realities into its own universe.
Barker then proposes the idea that the form of a text has a role in

positioning the audience in social relation to itself. Barker’s thinking is

17 Lévi-Stauss from “Structure and Form” in Propp et al (1984) p176
'8 See Barker (1989) p123 for discussion of Lévi-Stauss’ objections to Propp
19 Baldick (1987) p2
' Baldick (1987) p3
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aimed at specifically political ideologies, but I want to shift this into the
realms of the fictional scientist. A disordering scientist might, for example,
invite certain readers to engage with the potency of science and to consider
how it is carried out and regulated, or not. I have argued that this is a
response reliant upon the sum of knowledge and cultural background of
individual readers as well as the form of the text. Baldick then adds the idea
of a modern myth, a modern novel that is widely and abidingly alluded to, is
re-written, re-versioned and re-formatted, yet retains a core skeleton of its

original narrative that retains meaning for each new audience.

So, I will use the Proppian formula as an initial guide to describe science
narratives as either ordering or disordering, and will separate out the
typified elements of character from means of action. This will allow me to
see how flexibly the typified constructs of science are used. Then, on the
basis that the extra-textual realities of the reader impinge on what they
understand, I will place the texts within the contexts of their own cultures.
Here I am not interested in making connections between specific elements
of scientific knowledge and elements of fiction, but rather in making the
connections between public debate about science and how fictions relate to
these. In concluding, I return to a larger picture to map the recurrent
themes that coalesce around modern myths of mad scientists and detectives,
which allows me to identify themes common to the developing detective
figure in the 19" century and the mad scientist. It is this final process that

allows me finally to conclude that the detective was an alternative model of

science in the 19"™ century.

Such a system enables me to gauge how an extra-textual reality is drawn
into a fictional universe and to compare the popular, mythic faces of two
institutions. In my view it is a compliment for any profession to be depicted
in modern myth whatever the narrative, because myth both recognises and
hails its potently significant function in fiction and probably in society as
well. This may be a simplistic suggestion for those who prefer a more
interpretative or analytical line, perhaps even a structuralist one, and would

like to see such categories as professions read as ideological symbols or
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socio-political referents, but that is not the rationale for this study. I would
argue that as much as that approach has value, so it is also important to take
the narrative surface seriously. One reason for this is that many readers will
do the same. Detectives and scientists regularly take mythically inscribed
roles in the most popular fictions in the West and aside from ideological
readings, this is important for understanding the interface between fiction,
profession and public(s). How real institutions relate to public(s) and

image, or fiction, is the topic of the next section.

Having defined the way in which I intend to approach the literary texts, the
following sections essentially give a background, not so much to my
analytical approach, as to questions raised by the fiction itself. The first
section explores the theory of Everett C Hughes on the development of
institutions and in it I simply seek to explain why image is important and so
often contested as it has been. Hughes” work shows that image is inevitably
a boundary object, sitting as it does between institutional insiders and
outsiders. Here, there is an opportunity to explore how fictional images are
constructed and contested over time. The detective profession and its image
are in construction over a time span that largely corresponds to the period
covered by this study. The image of the scientist, on the other hand, has an
older provenance derived partly from alchemists that is absorbed to an
extent into the detective image. Indeed, the boundary between science and
magic, which is inevitably invoked by ‘alchemy’, is the one that the fictions
at hand most energetically negotiate, elide or re-erect. This raises inevitable
questions about the potential for disenchantment of society by science and

rationalism, to which I will briefly turn below.

INSTITUTIONS, IMAGES AND BOUNDARIES
Michael Crichton (1999) believes that “[a]ll professions look bad in the

movies.” Himself a one-time medic, Crichton appeals to scientists to take

the attention as a compliment “And get over it” because “what really
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» 11 Professions are groups of

matters is not the image, but the reality.
experts who claim access to some special type of knowledge, or know-how
that is different or outstanding in comparison with the kinds that outsiders
can muster. One of Hughes’ (1971) contributions was to suggest that in
order to survive professional institutions must fulfil some perceived need in
society. So, although Crichton may well have a point in that all professions
do look bad in the movies, all professions are also highly concerned with
precisely the problem that they must not look bad in public because this
may negate the perceived need for them. Thankfully, for scientists, and
other professions many people use fictional images as symbolic structures

for thinking about science, law, medicine, policing etc rather than believing

them as fact.'®?

Nevertheless, the importance of public image is emphasized in Hughes’
vision of society as made up of institutions, which interact as individual
species would within an ecological system. In his ecology, the selective
pressure that shapes institutions comes from the needs and wants of the
society, which the institutions serve since they come to control certain
functions in respect of certain wants (their niche). Competition occurs
because the needs of the people are not indelibly linked to a single
institution and other institutions may compete for the same niche. For
example, in the 19" century and beyond medical practitioners calling
themselves “scientific’ competed with folk healers to fulfil the needs of the
sick who were free to choose the institution that best suited their needs or
beliefs.'s® Just as in any ecological system, individuals will either compete
for resources, or adapt to new or specialised resources. Institutions adopt

both these strategies.

What is most pertinent in Hughes’ thought is the link he makes between his
ecological model, the processes of competition and adaptation, and the

social psychology of meaning. Because institutions mediate between the

1! Crichton (1999)
12 See Bates (2005); Michael and Carter (2001)
13 See Davies (1999)
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wants of the people and functions that supply the wants, they must not only
detect wants and values in the population, but also keep them alive. So, to
survive an institution must find a place in the day-to-day material lives of
the people as well as in their value systems — or in their hearts and minds, as

one famous military institution has been fond of pressing home in recent

years.

My point about the presence of a profession in popular narratives at face
value hinges on precisely this need. Detectives, for example, are in the
hearts and minds of the people more often than, are say, dentists, because
detectives are the heroes of some of the most popular fictions in existence
and dentists are not. This does not, of course, mean that as a result real
detectives are valued more than dentists, but it does mean that detectives as
a profession have a high profile in the cultural lives of the people they serve,
whether they are, in reality, valued or not.'** 1t may be the case that some
professions have greater need for a high cultural profile than others. The
dentist, for example, has a function in alleviating pain, a function that comes
within the personal experience of many people. The detective does not have
such an obviously beneficent function and therefore may need to reach the

hearts and the minds by other, less direct, channels.

Furthermore, where there is competition between groups that perform
similar functions, in the way that sciences and arts are units in a larger
system of knowledge production, Hughes notes that competing groups then
become very focussed on the way they are perceived by others. This, of
course, makes sense in light of the fact that the resource niche, which the
institution is dependent upon, requires an engagement with the material and
psychological lives of others. Put simply, scientists need to be wanted, their
existence as scientists depends on the fact that people believe science and

not art should produce knowledge about nature. It is plain from this

154 There is some evidence to support the view that the ‘CSI Effect’ partly consists of a rise
in application rates to university forensic science courses, in USA (CS/ is a television series
about forensic science). In which case, there may be links between amount and quality of
airtime and interest in professional training for certain professions. Similarly USA law
schools experienced an upsurge in applications that followed airing of the popular
television series LA Law. See Podlas (2006) pp442-443
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scenario, why scientists might find the mad scientist so objectionable; as a
result of his knowledge, the mad scientist unleashes monsters upon society,
this is not a desirable feature in a group licensed to supply knowledge about
nature. Of course, it is largely artists, in the broadest sense, who raise the

profile of scientists as monster makers.

Such competitive behaviours appear, according to Hughes, as clusters of
people sharing expertise turn professional, then, “The people in the
occupation get somewhat self-conscious about many things concerning their
work; jealous of their name and badge...; dreadfully afraid that some of
their number will not observe company manners and so will hurt the
reputation of all...”'®® This self-conscious guarding of reputation is a
contextualised version of Thomas Gieryn’s (1995) boundary work, in this

instance amounting to maintenance.

One of the early efforts in boundary construction in science was the
Baconian edict that science or rather natural philosophy, should proceed in
public as opposed to private.'® The effect of such a stipulation was to
exclude magicians from the practise of science, for both magician and
alchemist had often been forced to operate within a culture of secrecy as a
matter of law. Though, there are positives to a concealed method as John
Baptista Porta demonstrates when in 1658 he instructs his readers on how to
be effective magicians: “if you would have your works appear more
wonderful, you must not let the cause be known: for that is a wonder to us,
which we see to be done, and yet know not the cause of it: for he that knows
the causes of a thing done, doth not so admire the doing of it; and nothing is

counted unusual and rare, but only so far forth as the causes thereof are not

known.”'¢’

1> Hughes (1971) quoted in De Vries et al (2009) p558

166 See Shapin (1996) pp85-93 on Bacon’s advocacy of a registry of facts about nature and
the methods of obtaining it and pp106-09 on the idea of knowledge as public and shared
and mistrust of individualistic intellectualism

'” From John Baptista Porta (1658) Natural Magick quoted in Crosbie Smith (1994)
“Frankenstein and Natural Magick” in Bann (ed) (1994) pp39-59
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A scientist, like a conjurer, benefits from keeping methods relatively
hidden, which, if revealed, could have ordinary people creating marvels of
mind and matter. The secrecy surrounding method in magic and in science
is a strategy that triggers wonder and appreciation in others and is therefore
important for the survival of the institution. Seen in this light, the claim of
some knowledge producers to have access to ‘special” knowledge via
‘special’ methods is a clever means of reaching the sentiments of the public.
This appeal works carrot-on-a-stick style, in that the invocation of special
knowledge, which is unobtainable by those who do not know the correct
method, is in itself alluring and inclined not only to chime with, but also to

bring alive, the desire for this otherwise unreachable knowledge.

Yet, scientists are at the same time keen to define their knowledge against
magic, as having a rational, natural basis that assumes a single knowable
reality. Magic, on the other hand, relies on esoteric, occult (hidden) powers,
that might be negotiable, but are likely not knowable. The mad scientist is
an inherently magical figure as has been repeatedly pointed out and, as such,
creates a dilemma for scientists, who wish both to emulate the mad

- . 168
magician and to exclude him.

I use the term magic here, very loosely, to suggest any symbolic system that
engages, or might engage, the supernatural world. That said, secular magic
in the form of theatrical conjuring relies just as much on concealed method
for its impact, even though the audience know that its methods conform to
natural, rational and theoretically knowable laws. Indeed conjurers have
sometimes famously been involved in the debunking of supernatural magic
and shown that supposedly supernatural phenomena are achievable by

natural means.'®® Although organised religion could fall into my definition

1%8 For the media construction of scientists as magicians, see LaFollette (1990) pp98-100;
Weart (1988); for a discussion of 17™-century beginnings of boundary work that aimed to
exclude magic from the sphere of the new (natural) philosophy see Shapin (1996) pp44-46
and Duncan (1916) pp281-83 on the comic confusion of scientists and magicians in fiction
in the 17 century

19 For example, at the end of the 19" century conjurers, John Nevil Maskelyn and George
Alfred Cook copied some supposedly ‘spiritualist’ feats, such as levitation. Peter Otto goes
as far as to say that “the Victorian supernatural develops in dispute (and usually unadmitted
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of magic, I am not including it under the same label, although I will
sometimes refer to the ‘supernatural realm’, which may include the powers
of God - the relationship between magic and pious religion being an

important influence in the early gothic novels, which I explore in the next

chapter. 170

The exclusion of magic and the supernatural from the sphere of science is a
process that has sustained boundary patrolling across at least two centuries.
Public spats over 19"-century spiritualism, fake or fraud style; the treatment
of Jaques Benveniste’s experiments concerning the memory of water; early
20™ century Scopes trial that challenged the State of Tennessee to allow the
teaching of Darwinian evolution in schools; and continuing creationism
debates are but a few examples of boundaries specifically aimed at
excluding magic and/or the supernatural from the realm of science. The
boundaries between science and magic, and between natural and
supernatural appear to have had particular allure for l9‘h-century novelists.

These borderlands will inevitably provide a theme for this study.

One of the most famous invocations to arise from tensions at this boundary
is Max Weber’s (1918) dictum that society is disenchanted by science and
rationality.!”! I will return to this question in my concluding section when I
will argue, with evidence taken from the fictions, that a drive to unite magic
and science in the narratives comes partly out of a commonsense dualist
conception of reason. Science, as a special case of reason, is a process,

which is both magically, mysteriously intuitive and a boring, mechanical

drudge, at the same time.

Although Weber suggests that the notion of a single knowable world
negates the need for a belief in mysterious or supernatural powers, he too
invokes this dual notion of reason as a process of both magical mystery and

mechanics. By drawing on such an enchanted form of reason, I have added

dialogue) with secular magic and Psychical Science.” See Otto (2008) for a short summary
of the antagonisms (and some alliances) between secular and supernatural magic

10 See pp71-102
17! See Weber (1918) “Science as a Vocation” in Gerth and Mills (1991)
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to a proposition made by Michael Saler (2003), which argues that Sherlock
Holmes himself has re-enchanted modemnity by infusing the mundane — a
footprint, a smear of paint — with meaning. This is undoubtedly magical.
Yet this thesis will show that science and detection have often been
enchanted in 19™-century popular fiction, and can generally be positioned
somewhere on a scale between magic and reason. Seen in this light, Saler’s

re-enchantment is, in my view, a much more expansive phenomenon than

he has described.

THE FICTION

In treating the developing figure of the detective as a scientist in the 19"
century, I am, in a sense, continuing the work of Régis Messac (1929), who
debates the extent to which the development of scientific thought drove the
development of a detective genre. Like Messac’s, my selection of texts
takes a trajectory through gothic, to mystery and then detective fiction,
although his focus is different and his time period is longer. He seeks
components of detective fiction, such as lawful picaresque and investigative
procedures or scientific thought in other genres. He argues, for example,
that Ann Radcliffe’s technique ‘the explained supernatural” was a product,
not of hers but of her time. Her skill as a suspense writer gave the whole
package an edge with market consumers, who, under the influence of
Protestant and scientific ideas, responded enthusiastically to the
rationalisation of the supernatural.172 Ultimately, Messac concludes that
‘pseudo-science’ and literary technique had as much influence on the
genesis of a detective genre as did ‘real’ scientific thinking, which he

. . 7
defines rather narrowly as induction.'”

Although I have taken up a related topic and texts to Messac, in many ways
I have doubled back on him, particularly on the notion of ‘pseudo-science,’
a problematic term in that it is prone to be anachronistic. Some of what

passed as science in the 19" century, such as physiognomy, phrenology,

12 See Messac (1929) pp161-165
'™ See Messac (1929) pp656-57
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spiritualism, appear to a 21* mind to be pseudo-science, yet in their own
time they were perceived as sciences, albeit contested ones. For this reason I
have used a broad definition of science. I have recognised science in two
ways, firstly, as any person or process in the text that is described as
scientific, a scientist, or as science. Secondly, I have recognised science
very broadly as an investigative process based upon reason. I have
discounted no scientists, either, on the basis that they also perform magic,

however far fetched it may be.

So where Messac seeks to separate out elements of scientific thought in
inherently magical worlds, I have looked at the joins and I have greater
focus than him on the overlap or space between magic and science.
Although there is evidently a general move toward a cause-and-effect style
plot in my corpus, as Messac describes in his, this shift by no means
obliterates the magical and supernatural from the popular story telling
repertoire. '* As such I have tried to link two strands of thinking on
developing detective fictions, one that has detectives riding the tide of
scientific thought, as Messac (1929) describes, and the other, far more
recent, which explores the links between the presence and importance of
supernatural forces in crime fictions, as does Maurizio Ascari (2007) in his
study A Counter-History of Crime Fiction. Although his thesis is not
particularly concerned with science and reason, it clearly touches on the
same ground, and his primary concern is to retrieve some of the magic that
has been excluded from histories of crime fiction. He encompasses an

enormous range of texts, going right back to the Middle Ages and extending

to the 20" century.

My texts are sampled from the literary ground that critical commonplace
considers as influential in the development of detective fiction and as such I
have mined from the same seam as both Messac and Ascari. !> Although

my individual novels differ from theirs, the genres I cover are the same.

174 For other work on the intersection between rationality, detectives and magic see Ascari
(2007); Bloom (2007) “All dark inside: zombies and detectives™ in Bloom (ed) (2007)
P}g278-290; Day (1985) pp50-62; Punter (1996) pp201-207; Saler (2003)

For example see Ascari (2007); Day (1985); Knight (2004); Worthington (2005)
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From my point of view, as well, I wished to choose fictions that would join
Frankenstein to Dracula. 1have set out, as it were, from the 1790°s gothic
genre, important because it is reckoned to be the originating milieu for both
Frankenstein and crime fiction. Then moving on to the penny weekly
fiction of GWM Reynolds, whose ‘mysteries’ genre has strong gothic
overtones and some powerfully evocative depictions of science. This is of
particular interest because it is an early example of mass-market fiction and
it sits, in terms of its genre, between the gothic and the sensation genre. The
following two novels, both detective novels are examples of sensation
fiction, which is reckoned to be the originating genre of the detective
novel.'’ Finally, I explore a volume of short stories by Sheridan Le Fanu,
which brings the detective into the supernatural world, which of course, is

what Bram Stoker does, with far more lasting effect than Le Fanu.

Most importantly, for my purposes, I have chosen fictions that were actually
popular, following Knight (1980) who believes that “’[t]he fact of
[commercial] success in itself is an important, even a compelling reason for
choosing certain books to examine.“!”” All the texts chosen for study here
are or were successful in the marketplace and this seems to suggest
“irresistible proof of real social meaning in the stories.”'’® ‘Proof® is a
strong word, and perhaps too strong, yet the stories I have chosen, some still
alive and popular today either in their original forms or re-worked, must

have some real value as social currency.

I have chosen to examine a set of texts that hold the origins both of
detectives and mad scientists, using tools that tease apart iconography from
narrative. Then I will relate each story to its own cultural context and find
that in these most formulaic of fictions complex contemporary sociological
landscapes are artfully drawn into magical universes of popular gothic,
mystery and detective fictions such that they add to and embellish the pool

of resources 19™-century audiences could use in thinking about science and

176 Knight 2004 p44
177 Knight (1980) p2
178 Knight (1980) p67
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society. By examining iconography, much of which has become typified,
and narrative as separate levels of representation, what emerges are variable,
multiple and sometimes contradictory meanings that explore, work out and
build far more complex visions of what science is than any simple either
good or bad, either enchanted or disenchanted, model suggests they

might.'””

19 By the term ‘iconography’, I simply mean images and emblematic details that constitute
symbolic representations traditionally associated with certain people or professions
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CHAPTER THREE
THE MAGIC OF GOTHIC SCIENCE

Ann Radcliffe (1791) The Romance of the Forest; Matthew Lewis (1794)
The Monk; Charlotte Dacre (1806) Zofloya; Mary Shelley (1818)

Frankenstein

In the introductory chapter, I proposed that the detective may provide an
alternative mythic vision of science to the model which is contained within
the ‘mad scientist’. Here I will examine texts of the gothic genre, which had
its heyday in the 1790’s and into the early years of the 19™ century, for the
roots of these two visions of science. The ‘mad scientist’ is usually
considered to herald from the gothic traditions of the late 18"-century and
early 19"-century and particularly, of course, from Frankenstein (1818),
which was published just as the fashion for gothic romances was on the
wane.!®®  There has been little, if any attention paid to the representation of
science within the gothic genre more widely, even though it is perceived as

the originating milieu for that most enduring of all scientific fictions.

Fictional detectives too, are reckoned to have links with the gothic genre,
though in a more general sense. They originate in a variety of sources,
among them the memoirs of the Parisian thief-taker, Vidocq, Voltaire’s
Zadig and Edgar Allen Poe’s gothic-styled detective Dupin stories.
Although following Poe, a gothic provenance for fictional detectives has
become a commonplace observation, few studies have really examined the
links between the gothic and the detective genres.®! I will take a
complementary direction to those that have and suggest that an association
made between reason and morality, which is especially strongly marked in
Ann Radcliffe’s gothic, is recapitulated by detective fictions of the 19"

century. This is one model of science that emerges from gothic fiction. The

'8 For examples of this view see especially, Baldick (1987) Haynes (1994); Turney (1998)
181 For development of detective fiction see, particularly, Knight (2004); Rzepka (2005);
Symons (1985); Thomas (1999); Worthington (2005) For links between gothic and
detective fictions see Ascari (2007); Day (1985) pp50-62; Sussex (2010) pp26-44 finds
gothic threads in female detective stories

71



other, which has stronger links, via Mary Shelley’s (1818) Frankenstein, to
the mad scientist, has its roots, if anything, more firmly planted in traditions

of magic than in visions of reason.

The first job of anyone approaching the matter of science representation in
the gothic genre, however, is immediately to dispel the myth that has crept
into work in this area, which dictates that gothic works can be bundled
together under the banner of an anti-enlightenment, anti-science drive,
which rebels against the rule of reason.'®? Such an idea probably arose as a
result of the gothic genre’s association with the supernatural. Whichever
way, gothic fiction has long been relegated to the bin of popular, non-
literary fiction.'® And until fairly recently the effect in academic terms was
to shelve gothic, and for a long period rely on inherited ‘wisdoms’ in place
of careful reading. According to Sage (1990) such ‘wisdoms” have “pigeon-
holed Gothick as part of an excessive reaction against the dominance of
Augustan rationalism, a fashionable rush into nostalgia for a more vigorous,

primitive life by an age that had grown weary of Enlightenment values.”'®*

Scholars of science representation too are inclined to take the line that all
gothic works are anti-rational. Perhaps the perception of Frankenstein as
emblematic of the gothic is a misleading factor.’®> For example, Toumey
(1996) writes that English gothic literature comprises an ‘anti-enlightenment
culture’ and “if science was the apex of Enlightenment culture, the fear of
science was the core of the anti-Enlightenment culture.”'% A similar idea
sometimes reverberates around discussions of romanticism. According to

Haynes (1994) the Romantics attacked the Enlightenment “entrenched

182 For example, see Haynes (1994) pp 75-79; Rzepka (2005) p46; Smith(2007) pp2-3;
Toumey (1996) pp128-29, who all see either the Romantics or gothic fiction, or both as
anti-enlightenment. See also Scarborough (1917/2001) whose study is an old and much
cited classic, undoubtedly one of the ‘received wisdoms,” who writes that gothic “voiced a
?rotest against the excess of rationalism and realism...” p6
% Botting and Townshend (2004a) pp1-17

184 Sage (1990) p8

5 Frankenstein is not always considered to be a filly gothic work since a supernatural
world is not even suggested and it does not follow the lS"‘-century gothic formula in which
“beleaguered heroine is chased by powerful licentious man.” It is sometimes re-cast as
modemn gothic. See Hogle (1998) Frankenstein as Neo-Gothic in Botting and Townshend
(2004b) pp289-317
18 Toumey (1996) p129
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position of science™ more radically than did their predecessors. More recent
scholarship, both literary and historical, questions such positions and paints
a more nuanced picture. To begin with, the 18" century is best seen not as
an age of reason, but as a period which tested out the scope, limits and
meanings of the term. Likewise the gothic and romantic writers evaluated
contemporary values, including reason, in complex and subtle ways that
threw a dappled light, rather than a black shadow, over science and

reasom. 187

The content of gothic fiction does appear to resist the rule of reason, and
though much of it has a moral message, both reason and morals are lost on
many a critic. This seems to have been the case from its own time until
today.'®® Gothic romances have regularly attracted moral opprobrium or are
simply dismissed on the basis of supernatural or far-fetched content,
regardless of whether or not the narrative actually has a moral lesson to
impart. Yet, the point of gothic fiction, as Angela Carter counsels, is that
“characters and events are exaggerated beyond reality, to become symbols,
ideas, passions...” effectively challenging the reader to go beyond “the
perennial human desire to believe the word as fact.”'®® The symbolic nature
of gothic fiction gives it a mythic quality, which is perhaps why its
influence is ever abiding. In a sense, this whole thesis is imbued with the
gothic, as I follow the detective and mad scientists through a morass of

magical and scientific worlds from this starting point.

To begin I take Radcliffe’s Romance of the Forest (1791) as a key text from

which to explore popular understandings of reason and science, not at any

187 For examples on Enlightenment and Gothic Fiction see Botting and Townshend (2004a)
pp1-17 for a good summary; Sage (1990) pp8-28; Ellis (2000) pp121-152; Myrone (2006)
pp12-20; Punter (1996) pp54-86; Sussex (2010) pp26-44; and on Romantic science see
Holmes (2008); Knellwolf and Goodall (2008) and Cunningham and Jardine (1990)

%8 In a review of Matthew Lewis’s The Monk, published in The Flapper (1796) Aurelius
writes, “The moral which the Author in question professes to inculcate, is the necessity of
resisting the first temptations to sin: but in order to press this with effect upon his reader, he
should have represented those temptations, and those only, to which we are all
exposed...when we see a wretch exposed to perpetual solicitation by the devil in person,
suggesting evil things, and furnishing supernatural means of accomplishing them, the moral
is lost in the improbability of the story...” Quoted in Myrone (2006) pp281-82 Aurelius
(1796) The Flapper No. 55 17 September

18 Angela Carter (1974) quoted by Frayling in Myrone (2006) P14
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factual level, but in terms of what they meant to individuals and society.
Her novel engages with the heart of debates that were swinging to and fro
over the value of reason verses that of birthright in organising society,
which were particularly intensified in response to the 1789 French
Revolution. The nub of debate hinged on moral virtue and how it was to be
developed, through reason or breeding? Radcliffe’s novel positions reason
as the road to virtue and her vision of science is an exalted form of reason.
She recommends an open, domestic, democratising model of science, which
has it as an activity that could be taken up by anyone with relatively simple
means. This was one public model, which found support in pious,
enlightenment communities, Joseph Priestley being one of its major
proponents. It is this model of science to which I have linked the ideational

elements of detective fiction.

I will then move on to explore a very different image of science in the
novels Matthew Lewis’ The Monk (1796) and Charlotte Dacre’s Zofloya
(1806). Both novels and science portrayed in them contrast sharply with
Radcliffe’s universe. Where her supernatural was ultimately a hollow fécade
that dissolved in the face of reason, Lewis and Dacre fully embrace
supernatural worlds. And where the supernatural reigns, so magic is as
much a method for understanding or doing as is science. These novels
celebrate an alchemical concoction of science and magic that is ultimately
ruled by Satan. Here science-magic happens behind closed doors, its
symbols shifting away from Radcliffe’s domestic sphere, to include all
manner of evocative arcane ephemera. This science is potently
instrumental, its symbols are showy, but its methods are hidden. At the
same time certain models of public science were similarly showy and
emulated magical wonders, without the dark Satanic overtones, of the kind
that arise when methods are hidden. One of the greatest proponents of the
magical scientific show was the flamboyant and eminent chemist,
Humphrey Davy. Having explored this model, I will turn briefly to Mary
Shelley and examine how she transforms this model, cuts out the devil and
gives us hell on earth in the ultimate mad, bad scientist.

THE ROMANCE OF THE FOREST
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Romance and Reason

In the 1790°s Ann Radcliffe, author of Romance of the Forest (1791),
enjoyed unparalleled success critically and commercially, to such an extent
that her biographer Robert Miles (1995) has dubbed her the most successful
novelist of the decade.'”® Yet, there is no mass market in her day and
Radcliffe writes for her own middle ranking social group. Just as she is
influenced by them, so her influence is felt through the engagement that
other writers had with her work. Although her market was relatively small,
her influence was wide. Radcliffe became something of a metaphorical
grande dame for other later authors of gothic and mystery tales, well
beyond her own period and her fiction remained in print for many decades
following her own time. Romance was the work that launched Radcliffe’s
success as a novelist. Although her third book The Mysteries of Udolpho
(1794) is her best known fiction, I have chosen Romance because it is the

only one to feature a natural philosopher.'*!

Radcliffe injects her heroines and their saviours with morality that has its
roots in reason as opposed to rank whilst her high-class villains, preferring
passion to reason, are effectively lacking in moral fibre. Such themes raise
this novel above the simple fairytale pulp to which it has so often been
relegated, and give it the kudos of a work that was fully au courant.
Radcliffe is engaging in a cultural debate about the true provenance of
morality, which pitted virtue learned via reason against virtue inherited via
noble breeding and questioned whether the true route to righteousness was
meritocratic or aristocratic. In an essay on the development of the novel,
Michael McKeon (1985) argues that form becomes a key vehicle for this
particular argument and that the common formula of ‘a virtuous middle-
ranking girl, pursued by immoral aristocrat,’ constitutes a critique of what
some novelists deemed to be an outmoded assumption, that the aristocratic

were virtuous by breeding. Radcliffe’s Romance reiterates exactly such a

19 Miles (2002) “The 1790s: the effulgence of Gothic” in Hogle (2002) (ed); Miles (1995)
1 will refer to Romance of the Forest as Romance from now on

19! See Miles (1995) and (2005) for a discussion of Radcliffe’s career and publication
history
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critique.

Romance begins as Pierre de la Motte steps into a midnight carriage to flee
Paris, his creditors and officials of the law. En route, he is forced to take
Adeline into his runaway group from a gang who have been commissioned
to murder her, but have recoiled from the task. La Motte is “a gentleman...
whose passions often overcame his reason, and, for a time, silenced his
conscience...”'”? From the outset Radcliffe sets out her store - the
interlocking themes of reason, passion, virtue and social rank are evinced in
the first pages. La Motte is a man “naturally violent in his passions”, prone
to the want of “luxurious indulgences™.'®® His indiscretions number
amongst them card fraud, unpaid debts, robbery of the Marquis and
conspiracy to murder Adeline, but “with strength of mind sufficient to have
withstood temptation, he would have been a good man; as it was, he was
always a weak, and sometimes a vicious member of society: yet his mind
was active, and imagination vivid, which, co-operating with the force of
passion, often dazzled his judgment and subdued principle...in a word, his
conduct was suggested by feeling, rather than principle; and his virtue, such
as it was, could not stand the pressure of occasion.”'®® The picture, then, is
of a man whose passions lead him into ‘dissipated pleasure’, and who lacks

the powers of reason to resist.

This notion of dangerous passion that could be mitigated by ‘strength of
mind’ or reason was a view held by progressives such as Mary
Wollstonecraft and William Godwin, who countered the old-guard belief
that virtue was as one with noble blood and courtly mores. The debate
intensified around events in revolutionary France, which was often
perceived as having taken inspiration from a belief in the value of reason
over breeding. In his Reflections on the Revolution in France (1790)
conservative politician and writer, Edmund Burke laments that “the age of

chivalry is gone, - That of Sophisters, oeconomists, and calculators, has

192 Radcliffe and Chard (1791/1986) p2
%3 Ibid p317 and p218 respectively
1% Ibid p2
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succeeded; and the glory of Europe is extinguished forever. Never, never
more, shall we behold that generous loyalty to rank and sex...All the
pleasing illusions, which made power gentle, ...and which, by a bland
assimilation, incorporated into politics the sentiments which beautify and
soften private society, are to be dissolved by this new conquering empire of
light and reason.”'®® Put simply, Burke argues that the chivalric code is the
only way to a decent and virtuous society, and ‘light and reason’ are set to

destroy the dependable, old social order, as they will do in France.

Wollstonecraft makes a vehement response in Vindication on the Rights of
Men (1790). For her, aristocratic mores have little to do with moral
behaviour, quite the opposite in fact. “...[E]very custom that an arbitrary
point of honour has established, refines the manners at the expense of
morals, by making sentiments and opinions current in conversation that
have no root in the heart, or weight in the cooler resolves of the mind...Will
Mr Burke be at trouble to inform us, how far we are to go back to discover
the rights of men, since the light of reason is such a fallacious guide that
none but fools trust to its cold investigation?”” Wollstonecraft goes on to
suggest that “...conscience, or reason...in my view of things...are
synonymous.”'*® Apart from being about reform of the old order, or not,
the debate places reason firmly centre stage as its proper potential is
contested. For Burke ‘the conquering empire of light and reason’ is set to
destroy the aristocratic idyll, in which the nobility inherit virtue along with
power. Wollstonecraft has a meritocratic vision in which reason is the seat
of virtue, which means that morals can be learned through education and are

not restricted to lines of noble inheritance.

That said, Wollstonecraft does trouble to point out that “the cultivation of
reason is an arduous task, and men of lively fancy, [find] it easier to follow
the impulse of passion...”"*” Here, then, is La Motte’s process boldly stated.

As he falls under the spell of the villainous Marquis, La Motte confesses to

1% Burke, Edmund (1790/2008) p113 and p115
1% Wollstonecraft et al (1790/1997) p39-40
%7 Ibid p63



his weaknesses, admitting to having joined a gang of fraudulent card
players, so he could “return to those scenes of dissipated pleasure, to which
passion had ... attached me.”'® In response, the Marquis feigns empathy,
“[t]hat rigid virtue which shall condemn you, may dignify itself with the
appellation of wisdom, but I wish not to possess it; let it still reside, where it
generally is to be found, in the cold bosoms of those, who, wanting feeling
to be men, dignify themselves with the title of philosophers.”'* With this
pep talk, the Marquis aims to soften La Motte in order to incite him to
murder Adeline. The Marquis is expressing a Burkean vision in words that
in themselves seem to echo Burke, who himself condemns “barbarous
philosophy” as “the offspring of cold hearts and muddy

understandings. ..void of solid wisdom, as it is destitute of all taste and
elegance.””” By placing a Burkean ideal into the mouth of a would-be
murderer, we are left in little doubt that Radcliffe is engaging in the Burke-

Wollstonecraft opposition, on the side on Wollstonecraft and rational virtue.

Furthermore, the Marquis has “an air of dignity, which declared him to be
of superior rank...[and]...softened aspect and insinuating manners...” Later
he is “polite, affable and attentive”, his manners are “easy and elegant” and
he has “an acquaintance with the higher circles and with topics of the
day.”®! His boudoir is so opulent that it “rather resembled the palace of a
fairy than any human conformation.”?%? The “pleasing illusions, which
made power gentle” and manners that “beautify and soften private society”,
which are all the marks of chivalric honour and of virtue in Burke’s opinion,
become worse than unreliable in Radcliffe’s narrative, for beneath the

courtly guise the Marquis hides unfettered murderous passions.

The revelation that taste and manners were a sham devoid of reason is a
fairly typical device of late 18™-century gothic. William Godwin, for

example, writes a novel, Caleb Williams (1794), in which the gracious,

198 Radcliffe and Chard (1791/1986) p220

199 Ibid pp220-21

2% Burke, (1790) p115

201 Radcliffe and Chard (1791/1986) p87 and p99
22 1bid p156
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aristocratic Mr Falkland, turns murderer in a fit of passion and then blames,
bullies and pursues an employee of lower rank to the death of both, all in the
name of retaining honour. David Punter (1996) remarks that in three classic
gothic novels - Radcliffe’s Mysteries of Udolpho (1794) and The Italian
(1797) along with Matthew Lewis’ The Monk (1796) - many of the villains,
or villainous acts arise from a ‘revolt of the passions against virtue’. Indeed
Punter finds that Lewis refers to the passions as ‘despotic’ and ready to
over-power or dominate the virtuous realms of reason.”®® Just as the
Marquis hides his dark motive beneath glitz, so Ambrosio, the monk, hides

his murderous soul under a fagade of godliness and the drawing power of a

mellifluous voice.

Neither were the heroes and heroines of gothic fictions immune to the drag
of the passions upon reason, though these characters do their feeling in
altogether more subtle and patently more acceptable ways than do villains.
Here feelings, as opposed to passions, give rise to sensibility, or sensitivity,
and too sensible a disposition leads to an overactive imagination. At its
extreme is the spectre of madness. For example, in one late night incident
of Romance, Adeline’s “imagination refused any longer controul [sic] of
reason, and, turning her eyes, a figure, whose exact form she could not
distinguish, appeared...“?** The figure is, of course, entirely imagined.
Radcliffe’s ‘explained supernatural’, as it is called, demonstrates that overly
sensible natures need the harness of reason if they are to survive. Radcliffe

resses home the value of keeping one’s head in pressing circumstances.
p

Adeline’s midnight vision is not just a frightening delusion; it demonstrates
how superstition might be fostered in the weak minded. Superstitious belief
and magic were almost universally frowned upon by Protestant religio