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      Introduction

      
         
         
         Jason Barr and Camille D. G. Mustachio

         
         “It Looks Like You Need a Doctor”

         
         
      

      
      By the time this anthology goes to press, the BBC series Doctor Who will have been in existence for more than fifty years, and fans will see the debut
         of the Twelfth Doctor (Peter Capaldi). There is little doubt that this show has been—and
         has remained—popular since its inception by almost any benchmark, from ratings to
         merchandising. The show, its concepts, and its characters remain nearly immortal,
         and even a hiatus of almost a decade did little to dim the show’s popularity.
      

      
      And in the center of this show is the Doctor, the personable engine that powers the
         entire series. With the TARDIS, a ship almost permanently stuck in the form of a blue
         British police box, carrying the Doctor to any place in time and space, the storytelling
         potential is almost limitless; the Doctor’s occasional regenerations expand the possibilities
         even further. Fans (and writers) have often explored the potential differences in
         how the charming but slightly goofy Second Doctor (Patrick Troughton) would react
         to a situation that the strangely dressed but intimidating Sixth Doctor (Colin Baker)
         has himself experienced. The regeneration process also encourages companions to get
         reacquainted with their new/old Doctor through entertaining and heartwarming effects.
         Most notably, Sarah Jane Smith (Elisabeth Sladen) bridges the divide between classic
         and new Who by her established relationship with the Doctor in two iterations, the Third Doctor
         (Jon Pertwee) and Fourth Doctor (Tom Baker), before reuniting with him as the Tenth
         Doctor (David Tennant).
      

      
      In fact, it may be the power of these regenerations that spurs the show forward, and
         fans often speak fondly of “my” Doctor, an actor’s take on the character that rang
         true for them. From the grouchy, manipulative grandfather to the wild-eyed explorer,
         to the cricket-obsessed young man, to the magician, to the dashing leading man, the
         Doctor, throughout the years, has literally provided something for everyone, and fans
         of the show, while remaining in love with one particular Doctor, embrace the latest
         regeneration. Even if that embrace is the result of fans’ resolution of the five stages
         of grief, the favorite Doctor is cherished, and the new one is tested.
      

      
      What powers the relationship between the Doctor and his fans is that, in spite of
         being alien, he unapologetically cherishes humans and humanity. In spite of his failures,
         the Doctor has always tried to choose the morally “right” path in the face of sometimes
         terrifying odds. Examples from the show abound, and all one needs to do is juxtapose
         the Doctor with any of his long-lived enemies to discover the binaries of right and
         wrong: individuality over conformity, diplomacy over violence, love over hate, and
         so on.
      

      
      There is no greater evidence for exactly how much fans cherish the Doctor than during
         the lean years of 1989 to 2005, in which just one episode of the show was produced,
         a pilot for Fox that was never picked up. In the absence of the weekly show, fans
         filled the void. Doctor Who Magazine and the fan-produced Gallifrey Guardian continued almost unabated. The actors who played the Doctor were brought back to participate
         in independently funded films, and although they couldn’t be the Doctor, fans were frankly happy to see them on screen again. In addition, novels and
         comics of the Doctor continued to sell in high volumes.
      

      
      Yet, with all of this adoration and longevity, there has been almost no scholarly
         analysis of the show. This can be somewhat forgiven, as new Doctor Who fans can attest; the show’s history and catalog are so immense that it can be daunting
         to introduce oneself to a fifty-year-long series. Even so, this back catalog, this
         history, is also what gives the show its immense critical richness. An example: in
         “Gridlock,” a 2007 adventure starring the Tenth Doctor, alien intelligences called
         the Macra make an appearance, and this is a simple explanation for the bizarre goings-on
         in the episode. The Macra, however, have appeared before in the series, some forty
         years earlier, in “The Moonbase,” a Second Doctor adventure. The brief appearance
         of the Macra in 2007, therefore, asks for, but does not require, a fuller understanding
         of how the Doctor Who universe functions. These connections between the “classic” series and the “new” series
         abound, continuing the show’s rich history and providing subtle nuances while simultaneously
         maintaining the show’s accessibility for the newest fans.
      

      
      This volume, in particular, focuses on language in the Doctor Who universe. Aspects of language dominate the series and often provide the first clues
         in each of the Doctor’s adventures. In addition, the TARDIS has a translation matrix
         that translates alien languages. Even the names of many of the characters are imbued
         with the richness and focus of language: the half-human, half-robot Cybermen, the
         undersea Silurians, the Nazi-inspired Daleks. Of course, the Doctor himself uses his
         name as a tantalizing alias, as does his long-time nemesis, the Master. The meaning
         behind these names and the semantic implications within them tease viewers every time
         they tune in.
      

      
      Indeed, the Doctor’s very command of language has prompted some of the most memorable
         scenes in the series, from the First Doctor’s (William Hartnell) manipulative nagging
         to the Tenth Doctor’s traumatic “I don’t want to go” farewell. Viewers and fans can
         more readily catalog some of the Doctor’s finest moments, and many of these moments
         are memorable precisely because of his command of language. The Third Doctor’s embrace
         of scientific terms spawned the phrase “reverse the polarity,” which still makes many
         a Who fan titter with delight. The Fourth Doctor’s soliloquy on the burdens of destroying
         an entire race, even one as evil as the Daleks, remains one of the series’ most famous
         moments. And the Seventh Doctor’s monologue, in which he convinces the sole remaining
         Dalek to destroy itself, is frequently cited as evidence of the Doctor’s often quite
         capable—and dangerous—use of language.
      

      
      To study the power of language across the history of Doctor Who, we recruited a worldwide array of scholars and authors, and, primarily, Doctor Who fans. This book is a collection of essays from those who know the Doctor and can imagine
         living in a world in which a mysterious man in a blue box saves humanity with little
         more than his wits. In this volume, you will find mention of almost every incarnation
         of the Doctor, and we hope you will also experience a new way of looking at the old,
         familiar, friendly universe that has crossed our television screens for the past fifty
         years and beyond. No greater testament to the show’s rich and varied history exists
         beyond the rich and varied essays that appear in this volume. 
      

      
      To this end, every Doctor is mentioned, some, naturally, more than others, and many
         of the essays included here focus on a single Doctor or a particularly memorable set
         of episodes. Dene October explores the First Doctor’s forging of an identity through
         performativity. Andrew O’Day considers how the spoken word impacts the adventures
         of the Third Doctor, the Fifth Doctor (Peter Davidson), and the Seventh Doctor (Sylvester
         McCoy). Rhonda Knight discusses how the Doctor’s painful regeneration from the Fourth
         (Tom Baker) incarnation to the Fifth offered the show’s writers an opportunity to
         establish a new and distinct identity through language. The Seventh Doctor, so woefully
         underrated during his initial run, gets extra attention in Sam Maggs’s exploration
         of the controversial episode “Ghost Light” and its origins in Victoriana. Ramie Tateishi
         investigates a rarely examined corner of the Doctor Who universe: the Target novelizations of the Seventh Doctor, widely regarded by fans
         as some of the best fiction about the Doctor. Sheila Sandapen surveys several incarnations
         of the Doctor, explaining how his companions have had an effect on his adventures.
      

      
      For “nuWho” fans, there are a number of essays that focus on the Doctors incarnated
         from 2005 onward. Camille D. G. Mustachio traces the ways in which Rose Tyler, Sally
         Sparrow, and River Song communicate with the Doctor through graffiti. Jonathan Hsy
         compares the Doctor’s travels to medieval travel narratives. Delilah Bermudez Brataas
         and Buket Akgün offer two distinct interpretations of the Tenth Doctor’s rollicking
         Shakespearean adventure “The Shakespeare Code.” Valerie Estelle Frankel follows the
         Doctor to the library to discover how texts have influenced his behavior. Dana Fore
         analyzes one of the most critically acclaimed story arcs in nuWho history: the two-part
         “Human Nature” and “Family of Blood” episodes. David Budgen’s unique take on these
         two episodes (as well as the Doctor’s other adventures in World War I) focuses on
         the use of language during “the war to end all wars.” Anne Malewski discusses how
         showrunner Steven Moffat uses fairy tales and nursery rhymes as literary tropes. Lori
         A. Davis Perry examines the mythmaking and mythical qualities of the Doctor. Michael
         Billings explores the impact of language in the often dynamic relationship between
         the Eleventh Doctor (Matt Smith) and his companion, Amy Pond. Erica Moore’s essay
         assesses how the Doctor uses postmodern linguistics in his interactions with alien
         species.
      

      
      And what is a discussion about Doctor Who without an examination of its pleasingly passionate and vigorous fanbase? Katie and
         Paul Booth explore how language unites (and sometimes divides) both “classic” and
         “new” Who fans.
      

      
      By the time this collection appears in print, the Eleventh Doctor will have already
         regenerated into the Twelfth, and a new series of adventures will have begun. But,
         as the character changes in minor ways, from the traditional changing of the outfit
         and dismay of not being a redhead, he will, remarkably, be the very same character
         that first appeared on the BBC airwaves during an unusually cold November in 1963.
         The Doctor, for a character so old, remains immortal and, as such, will continue to
         delight and entertain fans while also pushing us to work harder to understand the
         worlds that surround us.
      

      
      
   
      Part I

      Classic Who

      
         
         
      

      
      
      
      Chapter 1

      Doctor  Who ? What’s HeTalking About?

      
         
         
         
         Dene October

         
         Performativity and the First Doctor

         
         
      

      
      When the Daleks create a replicant Doctor in “The Chase” (1965), they are perhaps
         aware that the repeat act brings instability and danger to the conventional order.
         Should the TARDIS crew fail to recognize the authentic Doctor (William Hartnell),
         the role will then belong to the imposter, potentially altering the characterization
         for all time. After all, identity is slippery, and only “performatively constituted
         by the very ‘expressions’ that are said to be its results.”[1]    While the existential question of who the Doctor is will be the continued focus
         of this chapter, the immediate danger to the TARDIS crew dissipates when Edmund Warwick’s
         second outing as Hartnell’s double leaves him “walking, talking and gesticulating
         like the Doctor almost as well as your mum could.”[2]    A perilous performative? . . . more, to borrow one of Austin’s terms, an “unhappy”
         one.
      

      
      Suppose, though, that the First Doctor is not who he seems! This chapter addresses
         the question of his identity using the concept of “performativity” as initially formulated
         by Austin and reworked by Derrida and Butler.[3]    There is no interest here in how the First Doctor becomes the Second, Third, or
         nth Doctor, but rather in how the First Doctor becomes himself (and since the notion of the Second, Third, and nth Doctor has no place in the 1963–1966 stories, let’s just call him the Doctor henceforth).
         This method of inquiry will reveal that William Hartnell’s characterization is not
         uniquely  his property but is simultaneously the Doctor and the mark of the Doctor, a mark that leaves the Doctor open to the perils of appropriation.
         Such appropriation manifests itself in the program—as in the above example—as well
         as in the many comics, novels, fan fiction, and audiobooks published since. All authors
         of such work draw from a conventional sign system of verbal and nonverbal languages
         that performatively enact the character of the Doctor, some more faithfully than others.
         Faithful renderings of his identity through repetition have the obvious advantage
         of our recognizing him without question, yet simulation carries the danger of parody,
         of being static, void of life and character agency. In asking who the Doctor is and
         how he becomes, we inevitably inquire into what we want him to be.
      

      
      “Performativity” and Performance

      
      Performativity shares theoretical ground with performance theory, drawing from a range
         of disciplines, including anthropology, psychology, and theater studies. It generally
         posits that individuals “perform” their identities through socially shared sign systems,
         using verbal and nonverbal communications.[4]    Performativity refers more specifically to the study of discourse in the formation
         of identities and is a concept that has emerged from linguistics and language philosophy,
         particularly in reference to the work of J. L. Austin. Austin’s 1962 book, How to Do Things with Words, sets out to expose the descriptive fallacy of logical positivism, the assumption
         that language provides a description of the world. Austin argues that words do not
         merely reflect but actually have “the power to make a world.”[5]    To utter the performative sentence “is not to describe my doing . . . it is to
         do it,”[6]    thus the term “speech act,” since “stating is performing an act.”[7]    Austin gave some famous examples of speech acts, such as “I name this ship,” where
         the declaration involves the speaker not just in saying something but doing  something through speech. When couples proclaim “I do” before the priest or registrar,
         they are “not reporting on a marriage,” they are performing it.[8]   
      

      
      Austin attached conditions to the successful completion of performatives (such as
         according with the procedural convention of rituals), thus the ritual of marriage
         is legitimate only where the declaration “I now pronounce you husband and wife” is
         performed by one invested by the law to so do. Similarly, the consummation, “I do,”
         is disqualified in Christian marriage where one of the parties is already married.[9]    Such misfires in the performance of a performative Austin terms “infelicitous”
         as they are “not indeed false but in general unhappy.”[10]   
      

      
      In the example from “The Death of Doctor Who,” the fifth episode from the second-season
         story “The Chase,” the performative is “unhappy” as it breaks with conventions for
         using appropriate parties. However, an objection may be evident at this point that
         the unhappiness refers primarily to Edmund Warwick’s failure to pass himself off as
         William Hartnell. Where does language fit in with this? The Doctor’s verbal communication
         is perhaps the most obvious example of speech act since the Doctor is performatively
         enacted through the representation of speech. By this measure, the Doctor’s nonverbal
         language, dress, body deportment, and mannerisms are also speech acts since they speak
         the Doctor. And since this is the study of fictional character, it is important to
         recognize that all narrative forms, whether television scripts or novels, are also
         fundamentally speech acts, albeit more obviously spoken in written form. In the example
         of “The Chase,” since Hartnell provides the voice-over and the script is largely conventional
         in characterization, the mode of speech most clearly “unhappy” is that of the nonverbal:
         the Doctor simply does not look himself. In this example, or generally, there is no
         getting away from the relationship between action and language. As Loxley puts it,
         “Insofar as our language gives us our world, our lives must be lived in language.”[11]   
      

      
      While Austin separated ordinary speech from the citational practices of theatrical
         or literary performance, Derrida deconstructed the endeavor to locate a boundary between
         reality and fiction, insisting they were “structured by a generalized iterability,
         a pervasive theatricality common to stage and world alike.”[12]    In other words, the distinction between “serious” and “non-serious”[13]    is undermined by Austin’s own claim that the speech act is “essentially mimicable,
         reproducible.”[14]   
      

      
      For Derrida, writing extended the reach of the speech act across time and space, while
         the “radical absence”[15]    of speaking and listening agents demonstrates how the linguistic mark is repeatable
         but without “absolute anchorage” in any context:[16]    as a consequence of being citable, the mark is exposed to infelicity. Because
         it must be iterable, the mark necessarily exhibits sameness but also difference, since
         in its new context it may be taken up differently. Derrida therefore observed that
         the perils of performativity were struc­tur­al, the very result of repeatability.[17]   
      

      
      Butler reworks Austin’s concept through Derrida as a critique of commonsense claims
         to social identity. Although she focuses on gender,[18]    Butler’s model introduces a set of tools to tackle wider questions about the authenticity
         and iterability of the Doctor’s identity as a “repeated stylization of the body” expressed
         through habits and styles that have “congealed” as the result of repetition. Performatives
         enact identity; that is, they bring about the subject “I” to which they make reference.[19]    Butler’s retooling of performativity means one is the expression rather than the
         instigator of doing identity. This draws attention away from the intentional use of language and onto
         the “regulatory frame,”[20]    which polices identity, and through which speech acts are made possible, credible,
         and intelligible.
      

      
      The social constructionist approach blurs the boundaries between “fictional” and “real”
         speech acts, since identity itself is a construction. This is of value in considering
         the discreet identities William Hartnell and the Doctor as unstable and matrixed through
         sharing the “performative space” of Doctor Who. Such instability is at once a means of highlighting how speech acts congeal to produce
         the “appearance of substance”[21]    of identity at the same time as revealing the very openness of speech acts to
         contamination, revision, resistance, and subversion. This has obvious ramifications
         for regenerations of Doctors since, while each incarnation shares implacable core
         traits, each is also only the sum of his performance. But this is also a specific
         issue for Hartnell’s Doctor, whose characterization is particularly “self”-contradictory
         and difficult to pin down and who therefore embodies this resistance to being. In speaking, the Doctor is not a mechanical figure merely reproduced by his performativity
         but one who draws on a degree of writerly “self”-autonomy in having to speak in the
         first place. The Doctor’s performativity is not simply the study of breaches in intelligibility
         or plausibility, in “happy” or “unhappy” performatives, but in recognizing the necessity
         of such breaches if the Doctor can truly have any “life” of his “own.”
      

      
      Who Is the Doctor?

      
      When Barbara addresses the Doctor as “Foreman” in “The Cave of Skulls,” the second
         episode of the first season, Ian complains that the Doctor’s name, like his identity,
         is unknown. “That’s not his name. Who is he? Doctor who? Perhaps if we knew his name,
         we might have a clue to all this.”
      

      
      Right from the planning stages, when the BBC was working on a science fiction program
         called The Troubleshooters,[22]    the main character’s profile was to be constructed as a lack, something first
         insisted on by Head of Drama Sydney Newman and later capitalized on by BBC staff writer
         C. E. Webber—who urged that future serials strive to keep the mystery of the Doctor
         unresolved. The first story, “An Unearthly Child,” “continuously draws attention to
         the presence of this absence.”[23]    When, after fifteen minutes, the Doctor finally makes his entrance, “rather than
         resolving the anxiety, his presence only confirms the mystery that has been constructed
         in his absence,”[24]    a puzzle that the program continues to work on thematically.[25]    Indeed, there are indications that the Doctor’s identity is something of a mystery
         even to himself: “He seems not to remember where he has come from.”[26]    This is something fleshed out in Kim Newman’s 2001 novella Time and Relative, where clouds seem to clog his memory.
      

      
      His resistance to being named—Doctor Who? That’s not his name—correlates with his antiestablishment profiling; thus, his refusal to accept identity
         is a refusal to conform unquestioningly to conventions. This type of refusal holds
         significance for Butler, who follows Althusser by arguing that subjects are hailed
         into identity.[27]    For Althusser, ideology constitutes subjects through interpellation. Giving the
         example of a policeman shouting “Hey, you there!” Althusser argues that the individual
         recognizes himself as that subject being hailed and responds accordingly, thus subjectifying
         himself. In “An Unearthly Child,” it is just such an authority the Doctor is running
         from and that prompts his evasiveness. In resisting the hail, the Doctor exercises
         his character agency.
      

      
      The title “Doctor” is an appropriation that bypasses authority. Conventionally, the
         label implies a personal investment in what Althusser calls the “ideological state
         apparatus,”[28]    through education, qualifications, and so forth, which invite one into self-subjectification.
         In Austinian terms, to declare oneself “Doctor” is felicitous only when supported
         by those conventions which validate the title. Here the speech act is “unhappy” because
         saying is doing only if the context is “proper” or “authorized.” By the same token,
         it has already been established that Derrida and Butler have critiqued Austin’s conceptualizing
         of the performative on the basis of this conventionality. The Doctor’s appropriation
         highlights the value of the mark in being appropriable and redeployable, a potential
         for subversion Butler calls resignification.
      

      
      The Doctor’s lack of name and originary identity, while clearly fruitful to the success
         of the program, also accord with the theoretical lens used here. For Butler, there
         is no core to identity. She follows Nietzsche in arguing there is no “being” behind
         the doing—“‘the doer’ is merely a fiction added to the deed”[29]—interiority is a fantasy produced by doing identity. C. E. Web­ber’s plea to writers seems to have been an astute one theoretically,
         since the Doctor’s identity materializes in the continuing performance of his adventures.
      

      
      Layton points out that the Doctors, despite their differences, share an “organic continuity”[30]    in fundamental areas: Terrance Dicks’s writers’ brief declares, “The Doctor believes
         in good and fights evil. Though often caught up in violent situations, he is a man
         of peace. He is never cruel or cowardly. To put it simply, the Doctor is a hero.”[31]    However, the Doctor not only breaches this heroic continuity, he is utterly “self”-contradictory,
         and throughout his adventures he continues to be mysterious and unpredictable, the
         latter something that Verity Lambert admits she wanted for the character.[32]    This openness of character, nevertheless, causes problems from the very start.
         Newman disliked how the “pilot”[33]    episode cast the character as mean, unsympathetic, and not “funny” enough.[34]    The second attempt at the first episode mellows him; thus, he patiently chides
         his granddaughter Susan for allowing teachers Ian and Barbara into the TARDIS, whereas
         in the “pilot” he angrily berates her: “You stupid child.”[35]    These two different versions of the first episode set up a dialectic between the
         character and the many different writers and producers working over the first three
         seasons, the Doctor shifting between self-centeredness—as in “The Daleks,” where he
         refuses to help the Thals until he needs their help—and selflessness, such as in “Planet
         of Giants,” where the righting of wrongs is the imperative.
      

      
      The Doctor’s moral center is clearer in season 2, where stories are no longer about
         “self-preservation-at-all-costs.”[36]    But this seems a false dawn when, in season 3, in stories such as “The Massacre
         of St Bartholomew’s Eve” and “The Myth Makers,” the Doctor’s moral interventions are
         patently inadequate, if not antiheroic. But by the time we get through the season
         to “Savages,” the Doctor’s moral compass appears working again. At the heart of these
         apparent phases in the Doctor’s characterization, progressing from alien Other through
         humanized alien to heroic wannabe, is the duality of the Doctor as expressed in the
         two versions of the opening story. The Doctor, it seems, never quite manages to convince
         all the authorial voices that he is on Joseph Campbell’s mythic journey.[37]   
      

      
      The Doctor’s identity is also determined by how he appears in front of others, most
         notably his companions. They become a performative mirror to him, helping him to gain self-understanding. The original companions help the
         Doctor to see the point of view of the Other, and, as Wallace observes, when they
         all leave, the “requirement for the companions to provide insight” is diminished.[38]    The loss of the companions is felt by the Doctor, and each new one makes for a
         very different reflection. Although Susan and Vicki are both vulnerable, for example,
         the Doctor is freer with the latter to pursue heroic adventures, while his granddaughter
         is a constant reminder of the need to juggle his roles[39]    as grandfather and explorer.
      

      
      A further determinant in the Doctor’s characterization arises as a result of acting within a matrix of performance. Verity Lambert had already observed the Doctor’s duality of irascibility and vulnerability
         in two acting performances that convinced her to cast William Hartnell: he played
         “a really awful, nasty sergeant in The Army Game where he was tough and strict and angry and cross, and . . . in This Sporting Life . . . he was very vulnerable and sad. I thought, ‘if we could just get that combination!’”[40]    As the Doctor’s character mellowed in the program, Hartnell began insisting on
         playing a kindly Doctor, party informed by his “off-set” experiences of being the
         Doctor in front of young fans,[41]    which were not always fully “offstage” in the sense that he was sometimes fully
         costumed and acting as the Doctor. In addition, Hartnell had clearly personally invested in the identity
         of the Doctor and had arguments with writers over his characterization.[42]    Hartnell’s physical body is also part of this matrix of performance, the onset
         of sclerosis making it hard for him to remember lines. “Billy fluffs” or “Hartnellisms”
         (fluffed lines and errors of dialogue) became part of the Doctor’s identity, sometimes
         actually scripted in. In a seemingly autobiographic line of dialogue, the Doctor complains,
         “My writing gets worse and worse. Dear, dear, dear, dear, dear” (“The Rescue”). All
         of this points to the question about the boundary between Hartnell’s performance of
         the Doctor and that of his personal “self.”
      

      
      The director Richard Schechner has theorized that performance does not always occur
         within the specific boundaries of stage space but intersects with the everyday, a
         liminality “suspended between ‘my’ behaviour and that which I am citing or imitating.”[43]    At the same time, theatrical performance may include transitions into actions
         that actors are not “merely playing,” such as crying real tears.[44]    Although, then, Hartnell is not the Doctor, he is also not not the Doctor, and vice versa.[45]    Liminal performances trade off intratextual and paratextual material, such as
         the actor’s biography and critical cuttings, and the variously “alternative” manifestations
         of the Doctor in print. As Richard Dyer notes about stars of the screen, “What is
         interesting . . . is not the character they have constructed . . . but rather the
         business of constructing/performing/being” a character.[46]   
      

      
      Modes of Narrative Performativity in Doctor Who

      
      Schechner’s and Dyer’s observations have important implications for communication
         as part of matrixed performance: just how much of Hartnell informs the direct speech
         and body language of the Doctor? Potter, for example, identifies Hartnell’s “deliberate
         attempts to work within a medium in which the extreme close-up and head to chest medium
         close-up dominate.”[47]    As Cook points out, the aesthetic of the “as-live” television drama of the 1960s
         was predominantly one of “intimacy” and “immediacy,”[48]    a unique form with its own grammar. The speech act in narrative is therefore both
         diegetic (the verbal and nonverbal cues of the character in the inner world of the
         narrative) and extradiegetic (relating, that is, to the author as communicator). Since
         there is no one author of early televised Doctor Who—indeed the character’s inconsistency is multiauthored—this communication is best
         looked at in terms of a common studio grammar.
      

      
      Studio Grammar

      
      The issue of authorship in Doctor Who is keenly contested. For Steward, it is a “fact of production,”[49]    while Muir argues that the program is the result of conflicts between the auteur style of Sydney Newman and editorial control of Verity Lambert.[50]    However, it is debatable whether either exercised any considerable authorial control,
         certainly not in comparison with the showrunner figure of Russell Davies in new Who.[51]    For Kim Newman, there were too many contributors to the series to identify a single
         author figure.[52]    Hills points out that Doctor Who fandom has “interpreted the classic series as ‘authored’ as part of its textual revaluing
         and cultification,”[53]    but being multiauthored is also a “problem” for the text in anchoring the character,
         which, I have been intimating, is a productive problem in terms of the Doctor’s creative openness to interpretation.
      

      
      If there is a sense that the Doctor fulfills Roland Barthes’s pronouncement that “the
         birth of the reader must be at the cost of the death of the Author,”[54]    it is surely that Doctor Who  scriptwriters are, no less than readers, bricoleurs rather than originators of a text for which there is no limit to interpretation,
         since each brings forward his or her own personal experience in meaningful assemblage.
         While scriptwriters, producers, editors, and artistic staff worked to briefs, they
         did so within discreet interpretative units and auteur-tenures (for want of a better phrase), where preferences for types of genre “underpin the
         changes in programme identity.”[55]    The historical stories, for example, show marked differences in approach, with
         John Lucarotti’s serials (“Marco Polo,” “The Aztecs,” and “The Massacre of St. Bartholomew’s
         Eve”) “characterised . . . by moral seriousness,”[56]    Dennis Spooner’s (“The Romans” and “The Time Meddler”) characterized by comedy,
         and Donald Cotton’s (“The Myth Makers” and “The Gunfighters”) concerned more with
         genre than historical authenticity and the Reithian project of education. Meanwhile,
         Tulloch has suggested that the various languages (of costume, music, and set design)
         create a semiotic “thickness” when working against one another, adding layers of meaning
         and contributing to “wild fluctuations in the tonal impact . . . of acting styles.”[57]   
      

      
      Television in the 1960s borrowed from the language of theater in favoring “the fourth
         wall,” meaning that studio sets were “constructed . . . in the center,”[58]    into which multiple cameras moved in and out, thus defining the acting and narrative
         space. In addition, budget constraints meant cramped studio space, tight schedules,
         and “as-live” recording with few costly recording breaks and next to no expensive
         edits. In general, the result is a slow, discursive style of storytelling with few
         shots and with any errors or fluffs unrecovered.
      

      
      In all, the open authorship, multiple artistic voices, and studio realities create
         a common grammar out of which all contributors must make a sense. These shifting sands
         are embodied in the performances of and audience identifications with characters since
         even the most astute fan of the classic series must navigate the textual gaps and
         “problem” of character consistency. However, this “problem” becomes the performative
         mark for the viewer’s imagination to take up.
      

      
      The Doctor’s Performative Lexis

      
      The Doctor’s direct speech constructs him in particular ways that position him as
         a subject of BBC institutional and studio grammars, cast him as narrator and authoritative
         figure, and arguably support the mystery/hero duality. Through the show’s cultural
         heritage, the character of the Doctor permits the conflated observation “very British,
         very BBC,” particularly given Reith’s interpretation of its charter to educate and
         entertain.”[59]    This casts the Doctor in the role of BBC spokesperson, and it is interesting to
         note, particularly given his alien status, that he talks with Received Pronunciation
         (RP)—the “gold standard” for homogeneity in English speaking worldwide[60]   —its use as significant a statement as the Seventh and Ninth Doctors’ referral
         to regional accents.[61]    It is surely his position as BBC spokesperson that inspires of him his initial
         cultural impartiality, allowing him to say in “The Dead Planet,” “The Thals are no
         concern of ours. We cannot jeopardise our lives and get involved in an affair which
         is none of our business.” This inclination to tour history events and pontificate
         on science fits with both the channel’s Reithian mandate and the Doctor’s rule of
         nonintervention.
      

      
      According to Layton, half of the Doctor’s lines are explanations.[62]    This is an exaggeration, but one that points to the function of speech in moving
         the story forward. As originally profiled by Newman and Webber, the Doctor is the
         scientific figure who makes sense of the worlds he and his crew find themselves in.
         His command of technical language would see him in the role of reliable narrator,
         but sometimes the jargon gets the better of the Doctor/Hartnell and makes for poor
         scientific exposition, such as his poetic but ultimately cod-scientific dimensional
         comparison of TARDIS to a television set (“An Unearthly Child”). His occasional resort
         to soliloquy means the Doctor often has the last word, steering the narrative and
         sharing his thoughts with the audience in classical Shakespearean tradition. These
         half-muttered lines act as aide-mémoires for 1960 viewers (who had access only to unrepeated, weekly, twenty-five-minute episodes,
         which, for the most part, were not separated into the convenient story blocks with
         generic titles that DVD and Target novel releases refer to): “It all started out as
         a mild curiosity in the junkyard, and now it’s turned out to be quite a great spirit
         of adventure” (“The Sensorites”). But the Doctor is vague, too, as evidenced by the
         speech he gives on losing his companion Steven: “None of them could understand. Not
         even my little Susan. Or Vicki. And as for Barbara and Chatterton—Chesterton—they
         were all too impatient to get back to their own time. And now, Steven. Perhaps I should
         go home. Back to my own planet. But I can’t . . . I can’t” (“The Massacre of St Bartholomew’s
         Eve”). It is a speech that defers explanation while constructing that deferral as
         identity.
      

      
      The Doctor deploys several linguistic strategies to achieve and maintain conversational
         dominance, his physical weakness meaning that words are his special power. Where there
         is a threat, he is swift to make interruptions, thus depriving the antagonist of the
         power of words, and wit and sarcasm are ruthlessly deployed when he goes on the offensive.
         Using sentences with multiple clauses and frequent word repetition, the Doctor is
         highly competitive in seizing dialogue opportunities, and this is coupled with an
         overly formal and patronizing tone, practiced with friends and enemies alike: “Human
         progress, sir! How dare you call your treatment of these people progress?”(“The Savages”).
         He is sanctimonious and, as MacDonald notes, has a “penchant for dispensing moral
         sermons” and “is always ready with an improving homily:[63]    “I don’t believe that man was made to be controlled by machines. Machines can
         make laws, but they cannot preserve justice” (“The Keys of Marinus”).
      

      
      Speech accommodation theory demonstrates the extent to which people converge with
         or diverge from one another in verbal interactions.[64]    Unsurprisingly, the Doctor’s speech both differentiates him from others but also
         shows a cooperative side, switching between different patterns of performative lexis,
         such as lightening of volume, interpellative address, and convergence with the addressee’s
         perspective: “You know, she [Barbara] was frightened, frightened for your safety”
         (to Vicki in “The Rescue”). Again, this duality emerges out of the performative intersection
         of the two very different opening episodes. As Peel points out, after the “pilot,”
         “the Doctor’s lines were toned down, and he is allowed to crack some smiles and jokes.”[65]    Indeed, his witty comments form part of his action-focused approach in the second
         season, with one-liners like his explanation to a Roman guard that Vicki is there
         to “watch the lyres” (“The Romans”). On other occasions, so-called Billy Fluffs inject
         unintended humor and interrupt his authority. For example, when asked whether the
         sea is frozen, he replies, “No, impossible at this temperature. Besides, it’s too
         warm” (“The Keys of Marinus”). Once again, it is not always clear where the boundaries
         of Hartnell and the Doctor are, as when he calls Chesterton “Chatterton” or “Chesterman.”
         Indeed, this is something that scriptwriters were conscious of and that Morris Farhi
         ruthlessly exploits in the unused early story “Farewell Great Macedon.”[66]    The Doctor has a variety of recognizable speech tics which color his communications, darkening or lightening him (Hmmm? Good gracious me! Nonsense! What’s that, my boy? Come along!), and provide further ammunition for the argument of a Hartnell/Doctor/studio matrix
         of performativity.
      

      
      The Body as Communication

      
      The Doctor also speaks nonverbally, and Hartnell’s iconic performance tics include
         darting eyes and the professorly gripping of his lapels. While Austin “made room for
         gesture . . . and other non-discursive sets of sense-making conventions,”[67]    it is Butler who emphasizes “bodily productions”[68]    as sites of the sedimented history of “social iterability.”[69]    The “doing” of identity is understood as the “dramatization”[70]    of the body through which clothes, movements, and gestures come to speak, giving
         “the illusion of an abiding . . . self.”[71]    As Lurie points out, dress is a language, “a vocabulary and a grammar”[72]    that includes hair and makeup as well as clothing and speaks, among other things,
         about gender, status, taste, and group affiliations. “We put on clothing for . . .
         the same reasons that we speak . . . to proclaim” identity.[73]   
      

      
      The Doctor’s costume, by designer Maureen Heneghan, comprises tweed trousers, Victorian
         bowtie, waistcoat, and a morning coat that is “powerfully redolent of professional
         authority or the upper class.”[74]    This showcases what Lévi-Strauss calls bricolage.[75]    We encounter the Doctor’s bricoleur skills in the 2003 novella Frayed, where he creates his outfit not “out of whole cloth” (from out of nothing),[76]    as a fashion designer is erroneously presumed to do, but assembles it like all
         forms of language, from “the means at hand.”[77]    Parts of his outfit connote what Lurie calls archaisms that “give an air of culture,
         erudition or wit,”[78] but sparingly, so as not to imply that his performance is a masquerade. His “knack
         of combining colors, patterns and styles” is also suggestive of a “personal awkwardness
         and disharmony.”[79]    The Doctor’s dress is spoken as a kind of authoritative but eccentric individual,
         one who commands respect by virtue of his skills at grammatical dexterity, which confer
         on him a rich vocabulary, but equally marks him as standoffish, arrogant, overly formal
         (prim, perhaps), and solipsistic (overly individual and therefore untrustworthy).
         This is partly since “costume that is the equivalent of a cliché”[80]    serves to mark our commonality, our identification with and belongingness to the
         social groups we operate within, something that the Doctor does not demonstrate clear
         interest in subscribing to. Indeed, the Doctor’s dress communicates that he does not
         belong to the immediate fashion conventions, and therefore etiquette, of the 1960s,
         while at the same time it makes him seem fuddy-duddy, representing an old generation
         and slightly eccentric mix of Edwardian and Victorian influences (and, in that sense,
         providing him a camouflage of sorts).
      

      
      Dress is performative in focusing the wearer on the demeanor imposed by clothing[81]    and is transformative, both from Hartnell’s matrixed position as actor and from
         ours as viewers.[82]    Dress can also be a narrative tool in constructing “an independent discursive
         strategy,”[83]    informing viewers about characters in the absence of much direct communication
         (as in the early scenes from “An Unearthly Child”). Or it may have little to say for
         itself other than to show off as a gratuitous spectacle. In “The Web Planet,” for
         example, the Doctor’s costume takes its cue from the unusual and expensive set.
      

      
      The combination of studio grammar, direct speech, and nonverbal communication provides
         a rich and complex matrix of performance from which the reader and writer draw in
         reconstructing the Doctor as either felicitously recognizable or radically fresh.
      

      
      Repeat Acts and Authenticity

      
      “One of the delights of reading Doctor Who is being able to hear your favourite Doctor
         come alive in between the lines.” So begins a reader review for Eoin Colfer’s A Big Hand for the Doctor, astutely describing the space the reader’s imagination attunes to in performatively
         reconstructing the Doctor. But, alas, something is “unhappy.” “There’s something up
         with this doppelgänger,” the reviewer goes on, “something wrong about the way he speaks,
         something a little clumsily contemporary about his grasp of tech and use of the vernacular.
         This isn’t my Doctor.”
      

      
      A Big Hand for the Doctor, released by Puffin in 2013 as part of its fiftieth-anniversary digital range, is
         a pre–“Unearthly Child” story that nevertheless frankly discusses regeneration and
         Time Lords, has the Doctor seeking adventure rather than safety, and has him discoursing
         in an odd performative lexis: “Mano-a-mano, thought the Doctor, grimly. And that pirate is a much bigger mano than I am.” Interestingly, Colfer “had been reading Doctor Who books for years before I ever
         saw a single episode” and admits, “I found the first Doctor interesting because he
         was not so developed and I could have a little leeway with the character.”[84]   
      

      
      Colfer and his critic each lay claim to the same writerly space in breathing life into their Doctors. And each points to the written word as
         their reference point. Although “transmedia storytelling” has changed the paradigm
         for characterization, marking new Who as the exemplar of “convergence and synergy in both media industries and medium technologies,”[85]    this does not mean that the classic series was free from intratextual and paratextual
         influences. Comparative to today, there were few texts contemporaneous with Hartnell’s
         Doctor,[86]    but Parkin nevertheless suggests they “were as memorable as and perhaps even more
         tangible than the TV series” to those growing up with them.[87]    Target novelizations were released between 1973 and 1991, and, after the classic
         series was cancelled in 1989, there were many First Doctor publications under the
         rubric of BBC’s Past Doctor Adventures series, Short Trips series, Telos novellas,
         Companion Chronicles series, and fan publications such as Jim Mortimore’s Campaign (2000). In addition to this, there is the considerable amount of biographical material
         on both the Doctor and Hartnell. All of this interrupts a straightforward reading
         of the Doctor’s character and defers his “development” . . . potentially forever.
      

      
      How, then, may one lay claim to an authentic Doctor? Which, for example, of the three
         characterizations of the Doctor, in the different versions of the first Dalek adventure,
         should we nominate as canon? For Parkin, “the instinct is to say the television version,
         because it’s the original.”[88]    As Derrida observes, all institutions are traceable to a moment of invention,
         yet that beginning must already be the opening to its unconventional differentiability.[89]    Functioning in the “radical absence” of the author, the mark must be capable of
         this differentiability and, insofar as a mark is iterable, it cannot belong to an
         original context exclusively.[90]    The theory of performativity challenges “the expressive model that would offer
         a basis for discriminating between ‘real’ or ‘authentic’ performances.”[91]   
      

      
      This chapter has argued that the “original” series is open to differentiability, as
         “a text that unfolds according to a wide range of institutional, professional, public,
         cultural and ideological forces”[92]    with multiple authoring, “loosely connected production teams,”[93]    and boundaries that are fluid and writerly. As Parkin puts it, “The makers of Doctor Who were not of one mind.”[94]    The Doctor’s regeneration into the Second Doctor had been planned as early as
         the season 3 story “The Celestial Toymaker” on the grounds that Hartnell was growing
         unpredictable; regeneration, to put it another way, was an idea that formed out of
         the very contradictions in the performance that created the Doctor as an open and
         contradictory text. Whereas constative texts attempt to describe the world as it is, or rather as it is assumed to be, without
         acknowledging the possibility of interpretative intervention, the performative text
         is not merely open, it positively exhorts the reader to evoke the action in his imagination.
         Such a text is generative, since it is always inquiring of meanings and completions
         rather than commending any particular one.
      

      
      The medium of the novel lends itself to this openness as it tends not to have “one
         centre of authority—the narrator’s or author’s voice—but many such centres, centres
         which typically are in conflict with one another.”[95]    Nevertheless, a novel is a “speech context”[96]    where each “speech act” refers to a “culturally-shared knowledge” of speech conventions.[97]    In the transmedia setting of new Who, there is ironically a greater reliance on what Hills calls the “tele-centric” consumption
         of Doctor Who. Big Finish audio adventures “imitate structures and formats of televised Who,” enabling
         fans to consume the stories “as if they were part of the TV series.”[98]    This adherence to conventions merely provides the grounds for accusing the speech
         act of being “unhappy” as “the ageing of actors’” voices partly works against the
         “idealised experience.”[99]   
      

      
      For Austin, there are many ways for the performative utterance to go wrong. Examples
         include the failure to abide by conventions, the inappropriateness of the speaker,
         and errors in executing the utterance correctly or completely. These violations “do
         not result in a ‘void’ or ‘empty’ performance” but in one that is “hollow rather than
         empty.”[100]    But for Derrida, Butler, and Schechner, such “unhappiness” is the mark of a radical
         differentiability that promises to move the mark on. If the Doctor is the sum of his
         performative acts, there can never be an end (or beginning) to who he is.
      

      
      Notes
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      Chapter 2

      A Contribution to Dialogue

      
         
         
         
         Andrew O’Day

         
         Doctor Who and the (Un)Spoken Word
         

         
         
      

      
      This chapter examines four “classic” Doctor Who serials that take the use of, or inability to use, spoken language as a pivotal theme:
         “The Curse of Peladon,” from the program’s ninth season and its sequel, “The Monster
         of Peladon,” from the series’ eleventh season; “Black Orchid,” from the show’s nineteenth
         season; and “The Happiness Patrol,” from the program’s twenty-fifth season, toward
         the end of the classic series’ run. These may be narratives from a popular television
         series, but they explore serious themes. In addition to examining language as a theme
         in these serials, this chapter also points out some of the ways in which the narratives
         are told.
      

      
      Historically, community has been associated with language, with the monster opposed
         to both. This notion particularly appears in medieval literary texts. For instance,
         in the Anglo Saxon poem Beowulf, the city of Heorot stands as a model of community and kinship and is dominated by
         the sound of a harp and the voice of a scop singing of God’s gift to men of the whole
         created world. Into this harmonious sphere comes the monster Grendel, who stands opposed
         to kinship and language. The poem Sir Gawain and the Green Knight opens with Camelot dominated by feasting and storytelling. As we shall see, alliance
         and language are key themes in the Doctor Who serial “The Curse of Peladon.” Other written narratives deal with the political nature
         of language. Germane to the discussion of the Doctor Who serial “The Happiness Patrol,” later in this chapter, are George Orwell’s Nineteen Eighty-Four (1948), Ray Bradbury’s Fahrenheit 451 (1952), and Duane Simolke’s Degranon (2004), even though the latter was published more than a decade after the Doctor Who  serial had aired. All three novels deal with the censoring of language. Orwell’s
         novel is the first of the three to present a dystopian future society; in this instance,
         the official language is Newspeak, and the government aims to limit the vocabulary
         to influence the way people think so that they will not have rebellious thoughts.
         The novel also involves historical revisionism, where Winston rewrites the past, providing
         the ruling party with a favorable history. In Bradbury’s novel, however, it is written
         language that is censored; in a future United States, books are burned in order to
         suppress dissenting ideas. Degranon also presents a dystopian society where, among other restrictions, citizens are forbidden
         to engage in rebellious podium speech. Only several examples of written texts have
         been given here, but they highlight the key role that language can play.
      

      
      Storytelling on Peladon

      
      For Peter Owen, Brian Hayles’s Doctor Who serial “The Curse of Peladon” (1972) is all about language and the need for communication.[1]    Owen is interested in the way Doctor Who, like all television, is made up of a series of signs within a structuralist system
         (e.g., the TARDIS is signified as “safe” while the environment which the Doctor and
         Jo are to enter is “dangerous”), but he also examines the theme of communication pivotal
         to this serial.[2]    Two opposing viewpoints are represented at the start of the serial, one by the
         king’s chancellor, Torbis, who wishes for progression and Peladon’s entry into the
         Galactic Federation, and the other by his high priest, Hepesh, who advocates maintaining
         the ancient ways.[3]    Upon Torbis being struck dead in the corridor outside the throne room, Hepesh
         notes that the ancient curse of the spirit of Aggedor striking down the king’s enemies
         will be fulfilled. Peladon is, as Owen notes, a world of nonverbal signs, which Hepesh
         employs.[4]    The features of Aggedor can be seen everywhere. However, Hepesh is using signs
         misleadingly to try and prevent Peladon’s accession to the Galactic Federation. The
         spirit of Aggedor is in reality a beast that Hepesh has captured and trained to do
         his bidding. Hepesh acts very much as a stage director in trying to enact the curse;
         it is he, for example, who has Grun shift the statue of Aggedor so that it nearly
         crushes the federation delegates.
      

      
      The misleading quality of language is also raised when the conference delegates gather
         in the throne room and Hepesh intones an ancient prophecy: “A stranger will appear
         in the land, bringing peril to Peladon and great tribulation to his kingdom.” At this
         point, the Third Doctor (Jon Pertwee) and Jo (Katy Manning) enter the throne room,
         but it is Hepesh and not the Doctor who brings peril to Peladon. The Doctor and Jo
         playfully—as Nicolas Pillai argues[5]—take on the roles they are given—those of chairman delegate of Earth and the Earth
         princess—but the Doctor, unlike Hepesh, seeks to use language constructively and not
         in a misleading fashion. As Owen argues, the Doctor acts as a mediator between an
         older and noble way of life, signified by Grun, the mute king’s champion, and a new
         entry into the Galactic Federation, signified by speech.[6]   
      

      
      “The Curse of Peladon” concerns the notion of storytelling used to prevent this dialogue.
         A “curse” is traditionally defined as an expression that some form of adversity or misfortune will befall people or places. In the way
         that “The Curse of Peladon” draws attention to the importance of stories being handed
         down through the generations, it is a very Gothic text. It has intertextual relations
         with Gothic novels such as Horace Walpole’s The Castle of Otranto (1764) in that it begins with the setting being established as a medieval type of
         castle, much like in the later serial “The Brain of Morbius” (1976). But “The Curse
         of Peladon” also has intertextual links with The Castle of Otranto since in that Gothic novel an old manuscript is discovered. “The Curse of Peladon”
         further prefigures the much later Doctor Who serial “The Deadly Assassin” (1976), which, as Alan Barnes has noted, begins with
         a manuscript literally scrolling up the screen and the Fourth Doctor (Tom Baker) reading
         it out.[7]    This manuscript likewise draws attention to the tranquil span of time of a planet
         and the disruption to that harmony.
      

      
      Highlighting the role of storytelling in “The Curse of Peladon” is the intertextual
         link it bears with Sir Arthur Conan Doyle’s Sherlock Holmes novel The Hound of the Baskervilles (1901–1902), as noted on the DVD production notes. In the earlier novel, we are told
         of a curse that has been placed on the Baskerville descendants, who are to be slain
         by a ferocious hound. Similarly, in “The Curse of Peladon,” we are told the story
         of the spirit of Aggedor slaying the king’s enemies. In both stories, the curse is
         placed on those who have supposedly committed wicked deeds. And just as in Conan Doyle’s
         novel, where it is in fact the villainous Stapleton who puts the legend into action
         by training a hound to commit murder, in “The Curse of Peladon” it is Hepesh who captures
         and trains a beast to do his slaying.
      

      
      Owen discusses the way in which “The Curse of Peladon” reverses Doctor Who’s traditional sign system,[8]    and in this way it is designed to mislead the television viewer. Owen notes that
         the Ice Warriors are coded as monstrous in the program’s history, having appeared
         twice before when Patrick Troughton played the Second Doctor (in “The Ice Warriors”
         [1967] and “The Seeds of Death” [1969]).[9]    What marks the Ice Warriors as allies rather than monsters in “The Curse of Peladon,”
         however, is their participation in the talks with their fellow delegates, which Hepesh
         and, as it eventually turns out, the Dalek-like Arcturus[10]    seek to sabotage.
      

      
      Significantly, just as Hepesh uses language to mislead, he both stands against others’
         use of language and is also himself the victim of deceitful language. On bringing
         charges against the Doctor, Hepesh says, “He defiles everything that is sacred. He
         must be silenced,” to which the Ice Warrior Islyr forcefully states, “Let us hear
         what he has to say.” Meanwhile, Arcturus has filled Hepesh’s mind with the nonsense
         that Peladon’s entry into the Galactic Federation would mean slavery for its people
         in order to obtain a supply of precious minerals. As a result, the two have made a
         pact to sabotage the talks. As the Doctor points out, “You see Hepesh believed everything
         that Arcturus told him. He still does” (my italics). Consequently, as the Doctor also observes, Hepesh
         could start a war by using language and accusing the Ice Warriors of murdering Arcturus,
         and also by bringing Peladon to his way of thinking without a fight.
      

      
      While in “The Curse of Peladon” Hepesh invokes the Gothic myth of the spirit of Aggedor
         working against the king’s enemies, its sequel, “The Monster of Peladon” (1974), involves
         a different type of storytelling. In this sequel, set some fifty years later in Peladon’s
         time line, the Doctor’s earlier intervention in Peladon’s history and his assistance
         in bringing about Peladon’s accession to the Galactic Federation through communication
         has now assumed the quality of legend. Here the story of how the Doctor helped King
         Peladon has been passed down to his daughter, now Queen Tharlia. As she states, “I’ve
         heard stories of the Doctor. Ever since I was a child,” to which Chancellor Otron
         responds, “Everyone on the planet knows the story of the Doctor.” Unlike in “The Curse
         of Peladon,” where Hepesh recalls the ancient prophecy of something that would happen
         (the arrival of a stranger in the land who would bring great peril), in “The Monster
         of Peladon,” the Doctor’s presence on Peladon is history, as is the fact that rather
         than bringing peril, he saved the planet from peril. The only issue for those of the
         royal court is whether the stranger who has arrived is indeed the Doctor or an impostor,
         though this is quickly resolved by the humorous arrival of Alpha Centauri. So whereas
         Hepesh’s prophecy had been a misleading use of language, here language represents
         a reality.
      

      
      “The Curse of Peladon” fits in with the way language is used in Doctor Who more widely. The Doctor Who universe is one where fantastic and supernatural motifs are employed but where these
         are always superseded by the scientific, or at least the rational. An example of this
         prior to “The Curse of Peladon” is the 1971 serial “The Daemons,” which appears to
         concern black magic but in fact features a race from another planet. In “The Curse
         of Peladon,” Hepesh’s fictional “story” is replaced by a reality, and Aggedor turns
         out not to be a spirit but rather a noble beast.
      

      
      It is also important to note the way in which language is used to tell the Doctor Who narrative. James Chapman has argued that the discussion between delegates as to whether
         Peladon should join the Galactic Federation is allegorical of the United Kingdom’s
         entry into the EEC (the European Economic Community).[11]    “The Curse of Peladon” was made at a time when allegory was prevalent in the program.[12]    This is evident in 1972’s “The Mutants” (an allegory of anti-imperialism) and
         in 1973’s “The Green Death” (an allegory of corporate greed causing environmental
         pollution).[13]    Also, “The Curse of Peladon” is structured according to a binary opposition, where
         characters are mouthpieces for and against a particular view.[14]    Furthermore, in “The Curse of Peladon,” a character’s name is allegorical; for
         example, Grun, whose name signifies grunting, is particularly appropriate since Grun
         cannot speak and is manipulated by Hepesh to work against the Galactic Federation
         and the communication of the delegates. Such allegorical character names surface in
         various Doctor Who serials, especially in those from the later John Nathan-Turner era such as “Castrovalva”
         (1982), “Kinda” (1982), and “Snakedance” (1983).
      

      
      Pillow Talk: “Black Orchid”

      
      Terence Dudley’s “Black Orchid” (1982) sees the Fifth Doctor (Peter Davison) and his
         companions Nyssa (Sarah Sutton), Tegan (Janet Fielding), and Adric (Matthew Waterhouse)
         land in rural 1920s England. It turns out that Nyssa is an exact look-alike to Ann
         Talbot (also played by Sutton), who was previously engaged to the explorer George
         Cranleigh. At the time of the serial, however, George has been driven insane.
      

      
      The principal mistake that Doctor Who fans have made in evaluating “Black Orchid” is of putting too much emphasis on reading whether or not it is a successful murder mystery. As Alec Charles notes,
         the narrative can be seen as a postmodern pastiche of a variety of texts, and, with
         its 1920s quiet country estate, it can be seen as a homage to an Agatha Christie novel.[15]    Charles notes elsewhere that the story appears to take its title from Rex Stout’s
         1942 crime novel Black Orchids.[16]    But, as Gary Gillatt puts it,[17]    following on from Charles,[18]    it is a murder without a mystery: we see in the very first scenes that the person
         who commits a murder is the strange being kept tied up (as it turns out) in the attic.
         Also, rather than being red herrings, the tale of the eldest son George Cranleigh,
         who explored the Amazon but supposedly did not return from his last expedition, and
         the presence of the black orchid on display in the downstairs lounge point us directly
         to “whodunit” at an early stage. Yet it must be noted that the murderer is credited
         as “the Unknown” in the end credits to the first episode. However, the point that
         this is a murder without a mystery leads Gillatt to criticize the serial and also
         to declare, “It may look pretty, but Black Orchid is as insubstantial as smoke.”[19]   
      

      
      Rather, more emphasis needs to be placed on reading “Black Orchid” as a narrative about the monster existing
         outside social and (hetero)sexual intercourse. George Cranleigh’s alien nature is
         highlighted through his facial disfigurement, but he is very much the sympathetic
         alien defined by lack. He has been symbolically castrated in that rather than lacking
         a penis, his tongue has been cut out. This castration has taken place because of George
         Cranleigh’s having plundered the black orchid, which is sacred to one Amazon tribe.
         As a result of having had his tongue removed, the insane George Cranleigh has been
         brought home and kept hidden in the attic by Lady Cranleigh with the help of Latoni.
         Cranleigh is the unspoken secret kept within the architecturally complex Cranleigh
         Hall, just as the labyrinth was a key image in gothic novels.
      

      
      Charles has written about how imperialism has always been “a substitute for, and a
         source of, erotic satisfaction.”[20]    He observes that “empire-builders speak of penetrating virgin territories, while
         their opponents decry those rapes of distant lands.”[21]    This is in addition to those Victorian gentleman who sowed their wild oats engaging
         in interracial sexual activity.[22]    Furthermore, Charles explains how sexual relationships were described using colonial
         language. So John Donne was able to dub his mistress his “new-found-land,” while Andrew
         Marvell witnessed his love growing “vaster than empires.”[23]    So although George Cranleigh’s plundering the black orchid is not expressed in
         sexual terms, it can be seen as a symbolic rape of a distant land and, while it is
         George Cranleigh’s tongue that is cut off in retaliation, it is very much his heterosexual
         manhood which is revealed to have been taken away.
      

      
      George Cranleigh is unable to participate in social intercourse, and this is expressed
         by the presence of a community from which he remains apart. Rather than being simply
         pleasing scenes, as Gillatt sees them, the drawn-out cricket match, drinks at Cranleigh
         Hall, and the costume ball stand as examples of community. As George Cranleigh is
         unable to speak, the Doctor Who  serial brings him into the narrative at points which do not require spoken language.
         George, for example, is able to mingle with this wider community at the costume ball
         only when in disguise. At this point, George Cranleigh must resort to formal gestures
         which have been learned and which wider society engages in: he gestures to Ann and
         Adric that he wishes to dance with Ann and bows to her at the end. However, once the
         dance is over and Ann says inside that they must return to the terrace and the others,
         George Cranleigh must stop her as he is separate from the others. He cannot talk,
         and a disturbing noise originates from his mouth. After he has killed a servant, he
         takes Ann upstairs. Camera work also reinforces the notion of George as outsider:
         as the car arrives back at Cranleigh Hall from the cricket match, the camera moves
         upward toward the top window of the room where George is being held, and we then see
         Latoni shutting the blinds.
      

      
      Meanwhile, the opening montage of shots by director Ron Jones emphasizes the way in
         which George Cranleigh is unable to engage in sexual intercourse. The sexual is linked
         with the social and with the fact that George Cranleigh cannot communicate with others.
         The language of the camera compensates for the fact that there can be no spoken dialogue.
         Television is made up of camera language and so is not unique to “Black Orchid,” but
         it is especially key here. The Doctor Who title sequence leads into a shot of two men fighting with only their legs visible.
         One of these men overpowers the other, who is brought to the floor with his dead face
         shown in close-up. After this opening scene, there is a shot of a woman who looks
         like Nyssa but who will turn out to be Ann Talbot, asleep in bed. We see the door
         to her bedroom open and the legs of the murderer. However, the interesting point is
         that the scene then cuts to a shot of the murderer on another bed, with our seeing
         only his legs tied up, followed by a shot of an Indian guarding him. That we see only
         the murderer’s legs in these scenes is important since suspense is generated by withholding
         the revelation of his disfigured face until the second episode. But the image of legs
         and beds connect the scenes. This montage of shots emphasize that rather than joining
         Ann Talbot in bed in loving sexual activity, the murderer has been placed on another
         bed in a restrained manner.
      

      
      The next time that beds become important in “Black Orchid” is at the beginning of
         the second episode. Here George Cranleigh has taken Ann, who has fainted after having
         witnessed the murder of the butler, and placed her in the bed in the attic with which
         he is associated. There is no implication that an unseen rape has taken place. Rather,
         George Cranleigh, without a penis, is a sympathetic character who can only watch over
         Ann while she sleeps as opposed to joining her in a marital bed. When Lady Cranleigh
         and Latoni arrive, Ann rushes out of the room, and the rope that Latoni takes indicates
         that George is once again to occupy the bed alone and tied up. That there has not
         been a rape is indicated by the whole way George Cranleigh is treated toward the end
         of the narrative. “He won’t hurt her. He loves Ann!” Lady Cranleigh exclaims after
         George has taken Nyssa, believing her to be Ann, to the roof. And once on the roof,
         George gives Nyssa back to the Doctor when aware of the mix-up.
      

      
      Family relationships are important to the reading made here. While Ann Talbot had
         been engaged to marry George Cranleigh, we are told that Ann is to still become part
         of the family since she is to be married to George’s younger brother. Therefore, the
         two brothers are distinguished: the one who can no longer participate in social and
         sexual relations from the one who can. This perversion of the normal family is also
         highlighted through the way it is George’s mother, Lady Cranleigh, who sees to it
         that he is taken care of. Charles points out that the narrative has Oedipal echoes.[24]    In the story of Oedipus, Oedipus inadvertently kills his father and marries his
         mother, Jocasta. Upon learning the truth, Oedipus blinds himself, which Sigmund Freud
         saw as a symbolic self-castration, before proceeding to outline his psychoanalytic
         theory of “the Oedipus complex.”[25]    The interpretation of the story of Oedipus bears similarities with the severing
         of George Cranleigh’s tongue, although in the case of the Doctor Who serial, this is not a self-castration, and while Lady Cranleigh is overly protective
         of George, he longs for Ann rather than for his mother. George’s younger brother also
         stands up to his mother, telling Ann of George’s presence in the house in spite of
         her protests. At the end of “Black Orchid,” on the roof, the brother puts his arms
         out to embrace George, though George Cranleigh mistakes this as an act of hostility
         and falls backward off the roof to his death. While George had communicated using
         formal gestures at the costume ball, he has been deprived of love for so long, and
         it is this that causes him to mistake his brother’s attempt to embrace him as hostility.
      

      
      “Black Orchid” is also noteworthy since it draws parallels and differences between
         George Cranleigh and the Doctor and his companions. George Cranleigh takes the Doctor’s
         ball costume and in the attempt of seizing Ann kills the butler who comes to her rescue.
         Consequently, the Doctor is mistaken for a murderer and must prove who he is, a different
         type of outsider who travels in the TARDIS. Meanwhile, Nyssa looks identical to Ann
         yet is different; she does not understand or appreciate the existence of a railway.
         Nyssa’s identical appearance to Ann is viewed as “uncanny”; on first seeing Nyssa,
         Charles Cranleigh uses the word, and it is a word repeated by Sir Robert Muir under
         the same circumstances: “Uncanny, quite uncanny.” Sir Robert’s reaction to Nyssa’s
         appearance is rhymed when he sees the inside of the TARDIS and declares: “Unbelievable,
         quite unbelievable.” While a serial set in history without other science fiction elements,
         “Black Orchid” still deals with the notion of “othering” and of an alien incapable
         of spoken language and sexual relations and therefore alienated.
      

      
      In the DVD production notes it is revealed that “Black Orchid” has similarities with
         the film The Ghoul (1975), in which a former priest keeps his mad, cannibalistic son locked up in the
         attic. The priest fears that his son will escape and prey on the guests at an auto
         race being held on his English estate. Charles earlier noted, however, that the story
         has parallels with Charlotte Bronte’s Jane Eyre (1847).[26]    As in Jane Eyre, a mad creature, who exists outside of society, is kept imprisoned in the attic.
         In Jane Eyre, this is Rochester’s first wife, Bertha Mason. Bertha, as the foreign “other” woman,
         is both the opposite of Jane, the English angelic figure who is engaged to be married
         to Rochester, and Jane’s double, revealing the plight that awaits her. Also, as in
         Jane Eyre, the mad creature in “Black Orchid” sets the mansion on fire and ultimately falls
         off the roof to his death. These intertexts, then, show how “Black Orchid” belongs
         to a lineage of texts about the “other” existing outside of society, here expressed
         through the absence of speech.
      

      
      Rumors of Discontent: “The Happiness Patrol”

      
      The chapter now looks at Graeme Curry’s “The Happiness Patrol” (1988). The serial
         can be read as engaging in allegory and exaggerated lunacy to satirize what some would
         perceive to be elements of Thatcherism, although the DVD feature “Happiness Will Prevail”
         reveals that the narrative attacks elements of different political regimes. Whether
         one chooses to read Helen A., the ruler of Terra Alpha, as a satirical representation
         of Margaret Thatcher, as actor Sylvester McCoy suggests,[27]    or just as any dystopian, autocratic ruler, it is clear that the character stands
         as an enemy of language itself and its inherent rebellious quality. By dictating that
         one can use only words like “happy” and by outlawing words that express its opposite,
         Helen A. is monstrous, standing outside of language and against any type of rebellion
         to her rule. She does not recognize a binary structure and insists that all be happy
         with their lot. Since one has to put on a pretense of being “happy,” the gestures
         and language used on Terra Alpha are meaningless. Language does not signify what it
         is meant to. It is as phony as the elevator music that plays. Because of this censoring
         of language, “The Happiness Patrol” is like the dystopian novels of Orwell, Bradbury,
         and Simolke mentioned earlier. Although “The Happiness Patrol” is often viewed as
         Kafkaesque, with its attack on bureaucracy and its featuring initials as surnames,[28]    it also bears similarities to these other texts. While Helen A. seeks to censor
         language, the Doctor Who serial uses language to oppose Helen A.’s autocratic rule.
      

      
      On arriving on the planet, the Seventh Doctor (Sylvester McCoy) tells his companion
         Ace (Sophie Aldred) that he has been “hearing disturbing rumors about Terra Alpha.”
         A “rumor” is a form of spoken language which does not circulate openly and which may
         or may not be true. Because of Helen A.’s restriction on language, there is a need
         for rumors. The word is repeated time after time. The Doctor says that he has heard
         “rumors of something evil” (my italics). Later in episode 1, when discussing the different
         ways of disappearing on Terra Alpha, Harold V. tells the Doctor that “rumor has it that Helen A. favors the firing squad” (my italics). Again, later in episode
         1, the Doctor is talking to Silas P. and remarks that he has “heard rumors” of events on Terra Alpha (my italics).
      

      
      “The Happiness Patrol” concentrates on the oppression of the working class, the unemployed
         (the Pipe People), and even gay relationships, and illustrates how repressive mechanisms
         (varying types of execution) are employed to keep these groups in their place. Elsewhere,[29]    I wrote about how Helen A. has tried to make it difficult for people to get together en masse and use powerful words to demonstrate or protest. In order to get together in a group
         to form a protest march, people must communicate their unhappiness to one another.
         The idea of isolation and the need for communication is expressed in the opening scene,
         though not in relation to the workers, where the undercover agent Silas P. tells an
         unhappy female citizen, Daphne S., that she does not have to face her suffering alone and that there are other depressed people with whom she can share her miseries in a certain place. But with guards patrolling the factory, it would
         be difficult for many workers to communicate their depressions to one another. I read
         the serial in connection with Jürgen Habermas’s description of the initial public
         sphere in our society, which served a democratic function, where the public engaged
         in free political discussion in, for example, coffeehouses.[30]    While Habermas’s description of the original public sphere is problematic since
         it idealizes a sphere which allowed participation by only a small segment of society,
         it is this model which “The Happiness Patrol” is best compared with, for Helen A.
         evidently leaves no room for such debate so that she remains unchallenged. Helen A.
         decrees that language must remain static as opposed to being progressive: everyone must use a word like “happy” on every occasion.
      

      
      However, as I noted there, at the beginning of the second episode, the factory workers
         stage a demonstration and undermine Helen A.’s use of language—they carry placards
         reading “Factory Conditions a Joke.” The word “joke” carries multiple meanings. By
         this point, it has already been illustrated that “jokes” can be unfunny: in the waiting
         zone, a citizen, Harold V., is played Helen A.’s idea of a “joke” on a games machine.
         The “joke” is very unfunny, as is the guard Priscilla P.’s reaction. While Helen A.
         wants to maintain a façade that everyone on Terra Alpha is “happy,” the factory workers’
         use of that very language is meaningful, revealing the reality behind that façade.
         This notion of language being used to maintain a façade carries on the idea raised
         earlier in the serial that people are kept in “the waiting zone” and that “there are
         no prisons on Terra Alpha,” as these are miserable places. “The waiting zone” may
         be called “the waiting zone,” but it is in reality no more than a prison, as people
         are kept captive and will die if they try to escape.
      

      
      The fact that language and its rebellious potential is Helen A.’s worst enemy is stressed.
         Ace is immediately gagged when she shouts out “Up the Killjoys.” In an early scene,
         Silas P. tells the Doctor that under Helen A.’s rule there are “quiet murmurings of
         rebellion.” Silas P.’s very presence in the narrative indicates why rebellious murmurings
         are so “quiet.” The citizens have to be careful who they communicate a discourse of
         unhappiness to because Helen A. has spies everywhere. For, as noted above, as the
         serial begins, Silas P. discreetly gets the attention of a lone woman sitting on a
         bench and then joins her, asking, “Do you want to talk about it?” to which she responds,
         “I don’t talk to strangers.” However, in then talking to Silas P. after all, she brings
         death upon herself. Toward the end of “The Happiness Patrol,” Earl Sigma comments
         on the blissful “silence” with the phony elevator music gone, and the Doctor responds
         that he “can hear the sound of empires toppling.” Therefore, the “quiet murmurings”
         in secret have been replaced by very public loud sounds. At the very end of the serial,
         language comes to widely signify a reality. The phrase “Happiness Will Prevail,” which
         has no real meaning when used by Helen A. and the loudspeaker announcer, comes to
         have real meaning when it is repeated after news of the rebels attacking the sugar-beet
         factories. And it is a motto used by the Doctor at the end of the serial.
      

      
      The way in which the Doctor is pitted against Helen A. throughout the serial is revealed
         through their both asserting authority. In an exchange with Silas P. where he corrects
         Helen A. as to the number of Killjoys he has exposed, she states “I do the counting.”
         The point that her society is not open to disagreement of any sort is therefore underlined.
         This scene is juxtaposed with the role of Trevor Sigma, who does the population consensus
         that reveals the missing, and with the Doctor, who rolls out a sheet of the dead,
         representing Helen A.’s handiwork. Like Silas P., the Doctor is questioning Helen
         A., but unlike Silas P., who helps expose and eliminate Killjoys, the Doctor is questioning
         her method of population control. And in two early scenes with Trevor Sigma, Helen
         A.’s comment, “I do the counting,” is echoed when the Doctor declares, “I ask the
         questions.” But not only does the Doctor question Trevor Sigma, he questions Helen
         A.’s society, a society where one is meant to unquestionably accept happiness.
      

      
      Conclusion

      
      To conclude, it is worth noting how the science fiction genre on television more generally
         lends itself to the theme of the need for communication. The Star Trek episode “Journey to Babel” (1967) involves delegates being transported by the U.S.S. Enterprise to a peace conference, and, as noted in the production notes for the DVD of “The
         Curse of Peladon,” provides the inspiration for the later Doctor Who serial where delegates discuss Peladon’s possible accession into the Galactic Federation.
         In “Journey to Babel,” one alien race is the Andorians, who have antennas on their
         skull, symbolic of picking up messages. But the confusion of tongues, suggested by
         the reference to the story of the Tower of Babel, is best expressed in the Star Trek: The Next Generation episode “Darmok” (1991), where Captain Picard and his crew must learn that a race
         speaks in metaphor so that Picard can communicate with an alien and stand with him
         in kinship against a monster. Another place where language is a theme is in the Blake’s 7 episode “Warlord” (1981), where the rebels attempt to form an alliance against the
         autocratic Earth Federation but where it is stated that words can be worthless. Certainly
         this chapter will have opened (or in some cases continued) the dialogue of Doctor Who’s use of the theme of language.
      

      
      Notes

      
         I would like to thank Dr. Nicolas Pillai for providing some valuable reference material
            for this chapter. Melissa Beattie and Frank Collins suggested some literary texts
            in which language is a pivotal theme. Additionally, as always, one person has given
            me invaluable support, and his name is scattered through time and space in the manner
            of “Bad Wolf”: Tim Harris.
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      Chapter 3

      “The Moment Has Been Prepared For”

      
         
         
         
         Rhonda Knight

         
         Regeneration and Language in
“Logopolis” and “Castrovalva”
         

         
         
      

      
      The basis of Doctor Who’s longevity (even considering the almost decade-long hiatus) is that its serials
         present a mixture of familiarity and variation for their viewers. Travel in the TARDIS
         allows the Doctor to go any place or time that the writers can imagine, and his ability
         to regenerate means that the Doctor may be portrayed in any way that the creative
         team decides. This “elastic format”[1]    means that no matter how the Doctor appears, the viewers still recognize his spirit.
         This “law of organic continuity of Doctors” ensures some “permanent character traits,”[2]    whether the Doctor looks like the elegant Third (Jon Pertwee) or the clownish
         Sixth (Colin Baker). Writer Terrance Dicks expresses the characteristics of this continuity:
         “The Doctor believes in good and fights evil. Though often caught up in violent situations,
         he is a man of peace. He is never cruel or cowardly.”[3]    The Doctor’s creators must remain true to these traits while creating a personality
         and exterior façade that offer viewers variety. The new Doctor must be recognizable
         as the Doctor, but he must not be too much like the old Doctor.
      

      
      Producer John Nathan-Turner faced this problem in 1980. After seven years of playing
         the Fourth Doctor, twice as long as any of his predecessors, Tom Baker was not returning
         for another season. Baker admits that near the end of his tenure he became very possessive
         of the Doctor’s persona and argued with directors about the Doctor’s actions.[4]    Baker’s long and memorable interpretation meant that the creative team faced a
         difficult challenge in replacing the actor and in creating a new and different Doctor. Nathan-Turner’s vision for the Fifth Doctor
         was younger, more physical, and more vulnerable than Baker’s incarnation.[5]    Similarly, Peter Davison, who played the Fifth Doctor, wanted to portray “a reckless
         innocence.”[6]    Both men wanted to temper the Fourth Doctor’s superhuman characteristics and make
         the Fifth Doctor a hero rather than a superhero.[7]   
      

      
      The arc that ends the Fourth Doctor’s story line and includes the Fifth Doctor’s first
         season (“Logopolis” through “Timeflight”) establishes this change. Christopher H.
         Bidmead, who served as script editor in Baker’s last season, wrote the regeneration
         serials “Logopolis” and “Castrovalva” to usher in the transition between Doctors.
         The Fifth Doctor’s attitude toward language emerges as a significant marker in creating
         his difference from his predecessor. The Fourth Doctor is a verbal being, a manipulator
         of words. By contrast, the Fifth Doctor speaks less and observes more. Bidmead blends
         sophisticated linguistic theories into these serials to highlight the verbal nature
         of the Fourth Doctor, the process of regeneration, and the contemplative, analytical
         aspects of the Fifth Doctor.
      

      
      Distinctive rhetorical skills and strong ethical stances have distinguished each Doctor
         throughout the program. Yet, as David Layton points out, each Doctor bases his ethics
         on situational relativism, meaning that he acts specifically to each situation rather
         than bringing a predetermined set of ethics to each planet or time period he visits.[8]    Lawrence Miles and Tat Wood claim that each Doctor bases his set of ethics on
         Immanuel Kant’s humanistic categorical imperative, which is an ethics of reciprocity;
         in short, one should treat others as he wishes to be treated.[9]    Perhaps Doctor Who’s very first scene in “An Unearthly Child” shows that the original creators intended
         to stress the Doctor’s humanism. The camera focuses on a sign that says “I. M. Foreman,
         Scrap Merchants, 76 Totter’s Lane.” Kim Newman offers interpretations of the name:
         “I am for man” signals humanism, while “I am fore man” signals the Time Lords’ advanced
         status over the other races.[10]    This second interpretation connects to the ethical standard that Miles and Wood
         assign to the Time Lords. They argue that the Time Lords—when they choose to get involved
         in the affairs of others—abide by utilitarianism, which promotes acts that produce
         the greatest good for the greatest number.[11]    The Second Doctor’s serial “The War Games” emphasizes the difference between the
         Time Lord’s reluctant utilitarianism and the Doctor’s earnest categorical imperative.
         In the final episode, the Second Doctor (Patrick Troughton) is put on trial for “repeatedly
         [breaking the Time Lords’] most important law of noninterference in the affairs of
         other planets.” He replies that he is proud of his actions: “While you have been content
         merely to observe the evil in the galaxy, I have been fighting against it.”
      

      
      No matter how “Foreman” is interpreted, the Doctor’s humanistic ethics enable him
         to demonstrate empathy, even for his legendary enemy, the Daleks. In “The Genesis
         of the Daleks,” the Fourth Doctor chooses not to complete a genocidal mission assigned
         to him by the Time Lords. They preach nonintervention to the Second Doctor but then
         hypocritically charge the Fourth Doctor to destroy the Daleks as they are being created.
         When given the opportunity to exterminate the Daleks, the Fourth Doctor cannot. He
         feels that he does not have the right to destroy a sentient race; if he does so, he
         is no better than the Daleks. In the final episode, Sarah Jane (Elisabeth Sladen)
         asks him whether they have failed, and he replies, “Failed? No, not really. You see,
         I know that although the Daleks will create havoc and destruction for millions of
         years, I know also that out of their evil must come something good,” referring to
         his earlier statement that fear of the Daleks will make other races allies. While
         viewers might doubt the Fourth Doctor’s optimism, his ethical choice represents his
         general attitude toward races, individuals, and creatures throughout his incarnation.
         These two serials show that the Doctor “has a more developed morality than even his own society.”[12]    As Sarah Honeychurch and Niall Barr point out, “The Doctor does not see helping
         other species as mere meddling, for sometimes it’s morally required.”[13]   
      

      
      The most important hallmarks of the Fourth Doctor, besides his iconic curly hair and
         scarf, are his rhetorical skills and talent for meddling. Baker’s personal belief
         that the Fourth Doctor should not promote violence[14]    contributes to his portrayal of “the benevolent alien” who helps others.[15]    The Fourth Doctor uses words to avoid fighting and to promote a kind of intergalactic
         humanism, which is often indistinguishable from meddling. In the first episode of
         “Nightmare of Eden,” when Romana II (Lalla Ward) suggests that they should not interfere,
         the Fourth Doctor retorts, “Interfere? Of course, we should interfere. Always do what
         you’re best at, that’s what I say.”
      

      
      Much of the Fourth Doctor’s interfering comes through his rhetorical skills, in which
         he uses words to confound his enemies and to effect escapes. The third episode of
         “The Pirate Planet” presents a classic example. The Fourth Doctor tricks the Captain
         into releasing him:
      

      
         Doctor: I can understand the life of a full-blooded pirate, the thrill, the danger
            and the derring-do, but this? Hidden away in your mountain retreat eating other people’s
            perfectly good planets, where’s the derring-do in that?
         

         
         Captain: Silence!

         
         Doctor: You’re just trying to shut me up. You can’t kill me while I’m helpless.

         
         Captain: Oh, can’t I?

         
         Doctor: No, you can’t, because you’re a warrior, and it’s against the warrior’s code.
            You should have thought of that before you tied me up.
         

      

      Against his subordinate’s advice, the Captain releases the Doctor, who subsequently
         escapes. Later in the episode, the Captain tells him: “Wag your tongue well, Doctor.
         It is the only weapon you have left.” The Captain does not realize that the Doctor’s
         tongue is one of his most formidable weapons and the one he prefers to use the most.
      

      
      The Fourth Doctor cannot always talk his opponents out of their misguided plans. Captured
         by warriors in the first episode of “The Face of Evil,” he holds a jelly baby under
         one warrior’s nose and says, “Now drop your weapons, or I’ll kill him with this deadly
         jelly baby,” to which the other warrior replies, “Kill him, then.” The Doctor eats
         the candy and quickly changes his tactic to “take me to your leader.” This encounter
         shows that the Doctor’s words alone don’t always succeed. Usually, he must mix them
         with an unconventional type of violence. He explains to the warrior Leela (Louise
         Jameson): “I never carry weapons. If people see you mean them no harm, they never
         hurt you. Nine times out of ten.”[16]    Instead of using conventional weapons, the Fourth Doctor usually escapes by tripping
         guards with his scarf or pushing furniture around.
      

      
      Yet in a program such as Doctor Who, the protagonist’s survival often depends on more violent actions than pushing guards
         around. Layton notes that sometimes “avoiding killing . . . is almost impossible”
         for the Doctor, who knows that he must kill to protect himself and others.[17]    In the program’s most derivative moments, the Fourth Doctor cleverly turns his
         enemies’ own weapons against them. In more nuanced moments, he effectively mixes rhetoric
         and action to defeat an enemy. In “The Stones of Blood,” the Fourth Doctor and Romana
         I (Mary Tamm) meet Cessair of Diplos, an intergalactic criminal who is living on Earth
         posing as Vivien Fay. Much of the final episode takes place on the convict spaceship
         that followed Fay to Earth and is devoted to emphasizing the Fourth Doctor’s rhetorical
         skills. While exploring the ship, he opens a door with a seal on it. Inside are the
         Megara, justice machines whom Cessair has imprisoned. For these overly literal machines,
         all laws are absolute, so by breaking the seal, the Doctor has broken the law and
         must be executed. Over several scenes, the Doctor pointlessly attempts to use legal
         rhetoric on logic machines. He turns to action and exposes Cessair to the energy beams
         the Megara shoot to execute him. By placing Cessair in danger, the Doctor tricks the
         Megara into reading the unconscious Cessair’s memory. This episode showcases the Fourth
         Doctor’s rhetorical skills and proves that the Doctor needs both unconventional actions
         and words to achieve his purpose.
      

      
      The Fourth Doctor’s final serial, “Logopolis,” explores the limits of rhetoric and
         thus reminds the viewers of the importance words have played throughout his incarnation.
         Yet it does this in a way that viewers might not expect; the Fourth Doctor is not
         full of his usual verbal play and repartee. Critics call Baker’s performance “morbid
         [and] humorless”[18]    and note that episode 1 “feels like a wake.”[19]    Director Peter Grimwade’s somber lighting and Paddy Kingsland’s gloomy incidental
         music enhance its elegiac tone. Even though this mood contradicts the Doctor’s personality,
         “Logopolis” feels very much like a Fourth Doctor serial as Bidmead focuses on what
         words can do and what happens when they disappear. As such, the serial commemorates
         how this Doctor has effected change through his rhetoric.
      

      
      In keeping with the title’s meaning (“city of words”), “Logopolis” examines the poetic
         function of words as makers of reality. Bidmead portrays Logopolis as a city constructed
         through words, which embodies the linguistic theories of J. L. Austin[20]    and John R. Searle.[21]    These theorists show that language does not just describe reality; it shapes it.
         In How to Do Things with Words, Austin defines performative utterances, which change reality when spoken in the
         proper time and place by the proper person. For example, the words uttered at a marriage
         ceremony change reality by making a wife, a husband, sets of in-laws, and so on. Similarly,
         a promise creates real conditions that the person speaking the words must keep.[22]    Additionally, laws are statements that proscribe or permit certain acts. “Logopolis”
         investigates many of the ways that language constructs or changes reality.
      

      
      Since the Fourth Doctor is approaching his regeneration, the first episode prepares
         its viewers for this programmatic variation by exploring the concepts of change (external
         and circumstantial) and law (natural and man-made). The first scene contains two recognizable
         symbols of the law, a policeman and a police call box, whose very natures are changed
         by the end of the episode. Bidmead shows that this is a real police box, not the Doctor’s
         TARDIS, because the policeman is using it for its original purpose, an “elementary
         Earth communications device.”[23]    The familiar TARDIS noise and video special effects signal the materialization
         of another time machine inside the police box. The policeman’s phone stops working,
         demonstrating that the material reality of the police box has changed. As the scene
         cuts away, the policeman is pulled into the interior of the structure to the sound
         of the Master’s evil laugh. The policeman’s fate is later revealed in the episode’s
         cliffhanger, which shows his body, shrunk to doll size by the Master.
      

      
      The second scene illustrates change and the law from the Doctor’s perspective. His
         first words, “chameleon circuit,” connect to this theme of change because this device
         enables the TARDIS to modify its exterior to blend in with its surroundings. His conversation
         with Adric (Matthew Waterhouse) relates to the second law of thermodynamics. The Doctor
         says, “The more you put things together, the more they keep falling apart, and that’s
         the essence of the second law of thermodynamics, and I never heard a truer word spoken.”
         While the chameleon circuit causes cosmetic change, entropy—the basis of the second
         law of thermodynamics—is change. Later in the scene, man-made laws and circumstantial change converge as the
         Doctor discusses Romana II’s decision to stay in E-Space. The Doctor explains to Adric
         that she is breaking “the cardinal rule of Gallifrey” (the law of noninterference)
         by involving herself with the Thrails. Setting the mood for the Doctor’s imminent
         regeneration, this scene demonstrates law and change as powerful, constant, and inevitable.
      

      
      The Doctor’s decision to fix the chameleon circuit focuses this serial on the Logopolitans
         and the role of their words in constructing reality. The Logopolitans perform block
         transfer computation (hereafter BTC), which creates “solid objects through pure mathematics.”
         This process will repair the chameleon circuit. Adric is shocked to learn that the
         Logopolitans do not use computers but “mutter” or “intone” their calculations.[24]    This creation of solid objects by speaking mathematics aloud is an allusion to
         Austin’s performative utterances, through which spoken words alter or create reality.
      

      
      “Logopolis” also engages with Searle’s work as it examines how language creates institutional
         facts. Searle says there are two types of facts, brute facts and institutional facts.
         Brute facts can be quantified and do not need belief in them to be true.[25]    For example, entropy existed before Rudolf Clausius named it or developed the
         second law of thermodynamics. Entropy is a brute fact. Conversely, an institutional
         fact requires societal agreement and institutional backing. Money is an example of
         an institutional fact. The reason that Americans can trade special pieces of paper
         for valuable goods and services rests in the institutional fact that the US Treasury
         declares that these pieces of paper are legal tender and because Americans, collectively, believe they have value.[26]   
      

      
      “Logopolis” takes this relationship between language and collective belief even further
         by removing the step in which a material object, such as paper money, is produced
         by human action in order to be invested with its later meaning through language. The
         Logopolitans create the material themselves through language, by speaking their number
         words. Monitor tells Tegan (Janet Fielding) that “their language is the language of
         numbers.”[27]    This statement shows Bidmead’s desire to strengthen the illusion of hard-science
         content in the show. However, the portrayal of BTC really focuses on spoken language
         rather than math. The Logopolitans don’t speak in mathematical formulas but recite
         words that represent numerical symbols. Speaking his native language, Monitor broadcasts
         the numerical dimensions of the real police box. Several scenes follow of Logopolitans,
         intoning numerical words and working on abacuses. These scenes demonstrate not only
         their ability to create or recreate any physical thing but also the communal process required to do so. For example, their central register
         building, itself created by BTC, is an exact replica of Earth’s Pharos Project. When
         the Doctor notes the resemblance at the end of episode 2, he finally realizes the
         power of BTC—the Logopolitans can “model any space-time event in the universe.”
      

      
      The Doctor soon learns that the Logopolitans’ speech does more than create material
         objects; it also forestalls the destruction of the universe by impeding entropy. The
         Logopolitans try to alter the brute fact of entropy: “in a closed system like the
         universe, entropy” increases. Monitor reveals that the universe has already “passed
         the point of total collapse.” Their work keeps the universe intact by restraining
         “the law of cause and effect” that leads to entropy. By adapting the Pharos Project,
         the Logopolitans use their spoken mathematics to create “voids into other universes,”
         called charged vacuum emboitments (CVEs).[28]    CVEs open the closed system of the universe and, accordingly, impede entropy.
         Their work must continue in order for the CVEs to remain open, so when the Master
         silences Logopolis with his modified sonic projector, the CVEs begin to close, and
         entropy increases rapidly. Since language creates and maintains institutional facts,
         a CVE is an institutional fact. Because it is a vacuum, it has no substance, just
         like many institutional facts, such as the money paid by a debit card. However, even
         insubstantial institutional facts affect material reality. The Logopolitans’ research
         is devoted to turning the CVEs into brute facts that will not need continuous language
         maintenance. The Master’s interference destroys Logopolis and thus threatens the universe.
         The Fourth Doctor saves much of the universe from entropy but is injured in the attempt
         and must regenerate. “Logopolis,” with its attention to the power of language, serves
         as a fitting tribute to the verbose Doctor who demonstrates the power words hold.
         His verbal play and wisecracks had saved planets and civilizations for seven years;
         the new Doctor’s approach appears in “Castrovalva.”
      

      
      Bidmead uses “Castrovalva” as a transition serial. He allows the personality of the
         Fifth Doctor to emerge slowly and establish itself in the serials that follow. In
         “Castrovalva” the Fifth Doctor is bewildered, contradictory, and physically weak,
         noting often that his regeneration might be failing. In the last two episodes, viewers
         begin to see his burgeoning identity, which emerges in relation to his ability to
         examine written language. Bidmead uses linguistic concepts in this serial as he did
         in “Logopolis.” He sloppily carries over the concept of BTC as a way for the Master
         to manipulate Adric and trap the Doctor. Bidmead erases the elements that made BTC
         an interesting linguistic concept: the mathematics is no longer intoned communally;
         instead, the lone mathematician Adric can create complex entities, such as the world
         of Castrovalva and a facsimile of himself.
      

      
      With TARDISes and police boxes appearing around and inside one another, “Logopolis”
         foreshadows the important concept of recursion that “Castrovalva” explores. In the
         principle of recursion, objects, words, formulas, or images are repeated in a self-referential
         way. Recursion occurs in many disciplines, including linguistics and mathematics.
         In advertising, recursion is called the Droste effect and occurs in products such
         as Land O’ Lakes butter and Morton’s salt. The packaging of these products includes
         the package of the product itself; therefore, the image implies an infinite regression
         into smaller versions “to create sequences or structures of unbounded length or complexity.”[29]    The optical illusions of M. C. Escher’s art also reference infinite recursion.[30]    Not coincidentally, Bidmead named this serial after one of Escher’s lithographs.
         Like the Droste effect, the “Logopolis” scenes imply that the TARDISes could go on infinitely, yet “limitations of time, space, or memory will prevent a recursive
         sequence of structures continuing forever.”[31]   
      

      
      The first episode of “Castrovalva” introduces recursion as both a linguistic event
         and a part of the process of regeneration. Nyssa and Tegan discover the TARDIS’s information
         system on the console but do not know how to use it. Tegan wonders: “How do we find
         the index file? Of course, if we had an index file, we could look it up in the index
         file, under index file. . . . I’m talking nonsense.” Nyssa responds that it is not
         nonsense, just a recursive statement. More tellingly, this episode casts recursion
         as part of the process of regeneration. Michael Corballis explains that recursion
         can be either a process that creates recursive constructions or a structure that demonstrates recursive elements.[32]    Similarly, Douglas Hofstadter writes: “Recursion is a domain where ‘sameness-in-differentness’
         plays a central role.”[33]    More than any other of the classic regeneration serials, “Castrovalva” reveals
         regeneration as a process that the Doctor must undergo to become his new self. At
         the end of this process, the same Time Lord emerges, but he is not the same as the
         previous.
      

      
      As the Fifth Doctor searches for the zero room in the TARDIS’s similar, mazelike hallways,
         he performs Hofstadter’s “sameness-in-differentness.” In episode 1, he begins divesting
         himself of the Fourth Doctor’s clothing. Most symbolically, he unravels the iconic
         scarf to use like Ariadne’s thread as he journeys deeper into the TARDIS. When he
         reaches this stripped down form, he begins referencing his former selves. Impersonating
         the First Doctor’s (William Hartnell’s) physical and vocal mannerisms, he asks Adric:
         “I wonder, boy, what would you do if you were me, hmmm? Or perhaps I should ask, what
         I would do if I were me.” Later, he strides into frame as the confident Third Doctor
         and then seamlessly transforms into the frazzled Second Doctor. Calling Adric “Jamie,”
         he orders: “When I say run, run!”—the Second Doctor’s most recognizable line.
      

      
      Later in that episode, when he encounters a prepared dressing area in a corridor,
         the Fifth Doctor exhibits signs that he is becoming a distinct personality. On the
         top of the mirror is the Second Doctor’s recorder, which he tries to play and discards,
         rejecting his former personality. Instead, he is drawn to the cricket bat lodged in
         the hat stand. He takes the cricketing outfit from the stand, exits into a changing
         room, and emerges dressed in the clothing he will wear throughout his incarnation.
         Moments of recursion continue throughout episodes 1 and 2 as he references the names
         of former companions and reels off the Third Doctor’s famous phrase “reverse the polarity
         of the neutron flow” (episode 2). His process of becoming the Fifth Doctor is solidified
         finally when he dons new clothing, an exterior symbol of his separation from his former
         selves.
      

      
      “Castrovalva” references the lithographs of Escher in more ways than just its title.
         The first glimpse of the city, emerging organically from bare rock as Escher’s city
         does in Castrovalva, appears at the end of the second episode. In her depiction of the city’s interior,
         the set designer, Janet Budden, reflects the architectural style of other Escher lithographs,
         especially Relativity and Convex and Concave. Escher explains this architectural style: “I have been heavily influenced in my
         pictures by southern Italian structures, in which one can often recognize Norman,
         Romanesque, Saracen, and Moorish influences. I am, among other things, crazy about
         domes like bread rolls, and flat whitewashed rooftops and stucco walls.”[34]    The set design of “Castrovalva” reflects Escher’s work with its Moorish and Romanesque
         hybrid arcades, enclosed town square, stairs, balconies, and raised walkways.
      

      
      Because Castrovalva is an only an illusion of BTC, it is full of spatial inconsistencies
         that cause the geography of the city to loop back on itself. The Fifth Doctor calls
         this phenomenon “recursive occlusion.”[35]    Douglas Hofstadter calls this effect a “strange loop,” an event in which “by moving
         upwards (or downwards) though the levels of some hierarchical system, we unexpectedly
         find ourselves right back where we started.”[36]    When the Doctor and his companions try to leave Castrovalva, they encounter strange
         loops. Each route, upward or downward, takes them back to the town square. Director
         Fiona Cumming constructed a sequence of six scenes that aid Bidmead’s script in demonstrating
         strange loops. These scenes are “ungrammatical” because the actors break the conventions
         of entrances and exits.[37]    If an actor leaves a frame walking from right to left, the next frame generally
         shows him walking in the same direction.   In these scenes the Doctor and his companions
         enter in the opposite direction from which they left the previous scene. This causes
         a slight confusion in the viewers.[38]     Yet, as Cumming notes, the viewers’ brains always struggle to make sense of nonsense,
         so her efforts to produce nonsense are augmented by special effects, which include
         pixilation, mirrored effects and multi-camera shots.[39]    At the end of the third episode, the most successful visual effect appears: a
         mosaic of four angularly shaped shots of the bustling town square which shows the
         movements of townspeople from multiple perspectives and creates disorientation in
         the viewers.
      

      
      In the final episode, the Fifth Doctor solves the mystery of Castrovalva’s anomalies
         through his attention to the written word. Wearing his scholarly half-glasses, he
         digs into the town’s thirty-volume history and senses a discrepancy in it. In his
         postregeneration haziness, he cannot articulate the problem. He claims the history
         books are forgeries, yet when Nyssa asks why, he replies that the reason is “something
         we’re all overlooking.” Later, in a scene with the librarian Shardovan, the Fifth
         Doctor still struggles with the solution, and Shardovan provides the answer:
      

      
         Doctor: It is a fiction and the thing that confirms it . . .

         
         Shardovan: Well, sir?

         
         Doctor: I know . . . It is on the tip . . . It’s on the tip of my mind. The books
            are five hundred years old at least. But . . .
         

         
         Shardovan: The books are old, but they chronicle the rise of Castrovalva up to the
            present day.
         

      

      From this paradox, the Doctor is then able to reason that Castrovalva is a trap and
         that the Master is its likely creator. These weighty tomes serve another important
         purpose as they subsequently replace the Doctor’s body in the zero cabinet and enable
         him to evade the Master’s final trap. “Castrovalva” warns the new Doctor and his companions
         not to trust the written word explicitly: not only is the city’s history forged, but
         false information in the TARDIS’s data bank also tricks Nyssa and Tegan into taking
         the Doctor to an illusory land. The Doctor survives the Master’s trap because he,
         aided by Shardovan and the thirty-volume history, begins to hone his critical reading
         skills.
      

      
      The Fifth Doctor regains his physical prowess by the end of episode 4, indicating
         that his regeneration is complete. He exhibits the physicality Nathan-Turner wanted
         by making his “shipshape team” jog back to the TARDIS. He concludes the serial with
         “I feel quite like my old self. . . . Well, whoever I feel like, it’s absolutely splendid.”
         He may feel splendid, but neither the companions nor the viewers quite know who the
         Fifth Doctor is yet. Aspects of the Fifth Doctor’s personality reveal themselves in
         the remainder of season 19. According to the desires of the creative team, he is more
         conventionally violent, more susceptible to danger, and not the “almost superhero
         figure” of his predecessor.[40]   
      

      
      When Nathan-Turner took over the show, he decided to eliminate the humor and to place
         the Doctor in more risk. He and the script editor for season 19, Eric Saward, decided
         to include more violence and to eliminate easy solutions to problems, such as the
         sonic screwdriver.[41]    When writing “The Visitation,” Saward decided to destroy the sonic screwdriver.[42]    This serial establishes violence quickly when villagers attack the TARDIS’s crew
         in episode 1. The Fifth Doctor fights back instead of talking his way out of a fight.
         By removing the Doctor’s gadgets and adding violence, Nathan-Turner and Saward differentiate
         the new Doctor from his predecessor.
      

      
      His attitude toward language also distinguishes the Fifth Doctor. Season 19 establishes
         the TARDIS’s crew as a bookish group. In the second episode of “Four to Doomsday,”
         the Doctor tells Enlightenment that he would like to read Urbankan history books,
         a reference to the importance of Castrovalvan history in the previous serial and a
         clue that this civilization is also not what it seems. In episode 1 of that serial,
         when Adric suggests that Tegan read a book on mathematics by “Bert” Russell,[43]    Nyssa shows Adric that she is currently reading it. Additionally, two books, a
         botany textbook and a Portuguese text, provide the Doctor with clues to the missing
         botanist in “Black Orchid” by connecting to the lore of the rare flower the Cranleigh
         family displays. In the final episode, Lady Cranleigh gives the Doctor a copy of her
         son’s book, The Black Orchid. The beginning of the next serial, “Earthshock,” has the Doctor recommending that
         book to Adric because of its fascinating scholarship.
      

      
      However, not all of the texts shown in season 19 are trustworthy. “Kinda,” which is
         a thinly veiled criticism of colonialism, demonstrates the folly of blindly following
         the written word. The expeditionary force on Deva Loka takes two of the indigenous
         population hostage because “it’s in the manual.”[44]    Hindle, a member of the expedition, becomes mentally unstable, and his blind obedience
         to the manual represents his imbalance. Hugging the manual to his chest like a teddy
         bear, he says: “It’s all in here, you know. Everything. The whole of life. Just a
         matter of knowing where to look.”[45]    Hindle is willing to follow these procedures so far as to blow up the base in
         order to keep it “safe.” When Hindle’s mind recovers, his superior teaches him that
         sometimes the best course of action is to pretend the manual does not exist. These
         episodes of the Fifth Doctor’s debut season illustrate the importance of critical
         reading and thinking: books and knowledge are important, but the written word must
         not be trusted explicitly.
      

      
      Season 19’s portrayal of the written text is more positive and complex than any portrayal
         found in the Fourth Doctor’s era. The Fourth Doctor usually shows contempt for the
         written word. He reads a book called Origins of the Universe in “Destiny of the Daleks” (episode 1) and proclaims that the text is incorrect from
         the very first line. He usually demonstrates contempt for instruction manuals. The
         manual for K-9 serves to level the crooked coat rack, and when Romana I consults the
         handbook for the Type-40 TARDIS, the Doctor rips out a page. He also warns Romana
         II, “You mustn’t believe everything that you read in books.”[46]    Yet he calls his own time logs the “accumulated wisdom of centuries.”[47]    The Fourth Doctor’s attitude to books reflects his attitude to authority in general:
         he is certain that he knows more than anyone else.
      

      
      Conversely, the Fifth Doctor’s appreciative yet considered approach to texts demonstrates
         the tactics he uses when dealing with new cultures and situations. He demonstrates
         curiosity in new situations, and the pace of his investigations is much slower than
         the Fourth Doctor’s. “Four to Doomsday” establishes this characteristic early in episode
         1. It devotes several minutes to his measured exploration of a laboratory. Interspersed
         with these scenes are ones of Nyssa and Adric trying to orient the disgruntled Tegan
         in TARDIS travel. Adric tells her: “He’s always in trouble. Haven’t you noticed? It
         amuses him.” While all the Doctors enjoy trouble, the scenes in this serial portray
         the Fifth Doctor as a very deliberate explorer who attempts to read locations and
         situations carefully.
      

      
      Beginning with the reading scenes in “Castrovalva,” the serials tend to show the Doctor’s
         thought processes as he works things out. This attention to thought processes rarely
         occurs in the Fourth Doctor’s serials, which characterize him as a quick reader of
         situations, arriving at conclusions long before his enemies, his companions, or the
         viewers. Instead, the viewers see the Fifth Doctor “discover with everyone else.”[48]    Since his quick reasoning is one of the characteristics that make the Fourth Doctor
         seem superhuman, the Fifth Doctor’s approach makes him seem more human and fallible.
      

      
      The penultimate serial of season 19, “Earthshock,” solidly establishes the Fifth Doctor’s
         fallibility and the jeopardy associated with travel in the TARDIS. This serial is
         the watershed in which all the elements of vulnerability and violence that Davison,
         Nathan-Turner, and Saward wanted come together. The death of Adric in episode 4 is
         the touchstone for the new type of violence emerging in the program, while the Fifth
         Doctor’s fallibility appears in episode 1. The Fifth Doctor indicates his feelings
         in large physical gestures, which often serve to call attention to his mistakes. For
         example, when he inadvertently arms a bomb in episode 2, he slaps his head, looks
         distressed, and remarks, “It was my own stupidity that started it off.” As he and
         Adric disarm the bomb, he tells Adric there is a solution to the mystery “somewhere.
         We just don’t have enough of the pieces yet,” showing his tendency for patience and
         deliberation.
      

      
      In the final episode, the Cyberleader gives the Fifth Doctor a lesson in vulnerability.
         Seeing the Doctor’s affection for Tegan, the Cyberleader threatens to kill her and
         makes the Doctor beg for her safety. The Cyberleader argues that the Doctor’s human
         emotion is a disadvantage: “I now have control over you, Doctor. All I need do is
         threaten the woman’s death for you to obey me.” The Fifth Doctor does not perform
         differently from his other incarnations in this situation, but his reaction is much
         different. He looks totally defeated by the Cyberleader’s statement of the obvious.
         It is as if he had never considered this “disadvantage” before. The Cyberleader later
         uses this strategy to force Adric to stay aboard the freighter. The Fifth Doctor is
         placed in the position of choosing one companion over another. His choice ultimately
         leads to Adric’s death.
      

      
      The Doctor’s position of vulnerability enables the Cybermen to enter the TARDIS and
         force him to take them away from the freighter. The Fifth Doctor is unable to protect
         his “home” or the safety of his “family.” Such an invasion forces him to use violence
         in a way that the program had avoided for many seasons. In order to protect the inhabitants
         of the TARDIS, he contaminates the Cyberleader’s breathing unit with gold from Adric’s
         badge and then uses the Cyberman’s weapon to kill the invaders. Unfortunately, the
         TARDIS console is damaged in the fight, and he is unable to reprogram the coordinates
         in order to rescue Adric from the freighter. His use of violence both saves lives
         and destroys them. By the time the silent credits run over the image of Adric’s broken
         star, season 19 has established who the Fifth Doctor is and defined what the Davison
         era will be. Whether attributable to his “reckless innocence”[49]    or his “feckless charm,”[50]    as the Sixth Doctor puts it, the Fifth Doctor’s fallibility governs his interactions
         with his companions and the cultures he encounters.
      

      
      Modern television shows are not designed for longevity. For each Doctor Who, there are hundreds of interesting shows that demonstrate a natural life cycle, dying
         after the good story ideas are gone or when a lead actor leaves. We can all point
         out the moments when our favorite programs “jumped the shark,” marking the beginning
         of their demise. Shows that last are built—whether purposely or accidentally—to accommodate
         change. When change comes, however, it must have a purpose and a direction. Nathan-Turner
         and his team invigorated Doctor Who by giving the viewers a new Doctor who is lovable precisely because of his human
         tendencies. He makes mistakes and struggles when faced with a problem. His heroic
         actions seem more authentic because season 19 establishes that any character can die
         and that regeneration is a dangerous process.
      

      
      Notes
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      Chapter 4

      Sensation, Serialization, and Seven

      
         
         
         
         Sam Maggs

         
         Reading Doctor Who as a Mid-Victorian Text through “Ghost Light”
         

         
         
      

      
      One of the most controversial episodes of Doctor Who ever to air, and the last episode of the “classic” series ever filmed, “Ghost Light”
         is in equal parts complex, highly intelligent, and yet (as evidenced by testimonial
         from cast, crew, and viewers alike) largely incomprehensible. Featuring Sylvester
         McCoy as the seventh incarnation of the Doctor and Sophie Aldred as his intrepid companion
         Ace, this second serial in the show’s twenty-sixth season finds the Time Lord and
         his companion traveling to 1883 to examine Gabriel Chase, a disturbingly eerie mansion
         just outside of Victorian London whose inhabitants are enthralled by the concept of
         evolution. Broadcast in three weekly parts during October of 1989, “Ghost Light” averaged
         more than four million viewers, proving a ratings success despite the original series’
         imminent cancellation.
      

      
      The ambiguous and overly ambitious plot notwithstanding, “Ghost Light” presents the
         viewer with a deeply thought-provoking story line about the nature of Victorian values
         and culture, particularly in regard to male and female gender roles, the importance
         and influence of contemporaneous literature, and the emergence and increasing prevalence
         of Darwinism. References to late nineteenth- and early twentieth-century literature
         in the dialogue of “Ghost Light’s” three-episode arc include (but are certainly not
         limited to): Henry James’s The Turn of the Screw (1898); Coventry Patmore’s The Angel in the House (1854); Joseph Conrad’s Heart of Darkness (1902); Punch magazine cartoons; George Bernard Shaw’s play Pygmalion (1912); Lewis Carroll’s Alice stories (1865); Sir Arthur Conan Doyle’s The Lost World (1912); Robert Louis Stevenson’s Strange Case of Dr. Jekyll and Mr. Hyde (1886); Mary Shelley’s Frankenstein (1818); and, of course, Charles Darwin’s On the Origin of Species by Means of Natural Selection (1859). The episode’s use of both overt and intertextual references prompts the viewer
         to reconsider the influence of Victorian literature and science on society and, in
         particular, on the Doctor himself.
      

      
      It is through the lens of “Ghost Light” that I examine Doctor Who as a literary text: one that I believe is, at its core, truly mid- to late Victorian
         in nature. Using examples from this Seventh Doctor serial, I begin by exposing the
         similarities in format between Doctor Who and the most popular texts of the 1860s; from there, by studying Ace, I examine how
         female Who companions traverse the boundaries between the two major female mid-Victorian literary
         archetypes, the “Angel in the House” and the “New Woman.” I additionally propose that
         the Doctor himself is a stand-in for the classic male protagonists of mid-nineteenth-century
         literature. Finally, I explore Doctor Who’s connection to that most controversial of Victorian scientific advancements, evolution,
         as a show that relies on its own evolution as an instrumental factor in the continued
         success of the franchise and as a text which reveals anxieties about the concepts
         of evolution similar to those found in mid-Victorian narratives. By examining the
         format, companions, protagonist, and themes in Doctor Who’s “Ghost Light,” I posit the show’s mid-Victorian sensationalist nature.
      

      
      Doctor Who, and particularly “classic” Who serials such as “Ghost Light,” operate by utilizing fundamentals of storytelling developed
         in (and for) a particular moment in narrative fiction in the Victorian era. The mid-nineteenth
         century saw the vast proliferation of literacy across England, following a strong
         emphasis on public education, technological improvements in the steam-powered printing
         press, and the repeal of several taxes on “knowledge,” including those on newspapers
         and printing materials, which had previously driven the cost of newspapers and books
         to unreachable heights for most of the country.[1]    With circulating libraries such as Mudie’s traveling to even the most remote villages
         in England,[2]    along with the advent of railway libraries and an abundance of ubiquitously available
         and affordable literature, English citizens had an unprecedented access to and desire
         for print media.
      

      
      Developed as a way to ensure reading material remained inexpensive for both publisher
         and peruser, newspapers and magazines priced at only pennies rapidly gained popularity
         through the 1830s and 1840s.[3]    Published quarterly, monthly, or (most frequently, as Graham Law points out in
         Serializing Fiction in the Victorian Press) weekly,[4]    writers, editors, and publishers alike began to realize the potential of printing
         fiction in small installments, available chapter by chapter in each issue of a newspaper
         or magazine instead of in large, bound volumes, which were often still unaffordable
         or intimidating to the new reading public. Thus, the serialized novel was born, and,
         by association, the first cliffhangers, as editors understood the best way to maintain
         reader interest from one issue to the next was to maintain a sense of suspense.[5]       Only after a serial had finished its run was it then collated and published,
         often in the “three-volume” or “triple-decker” format of many Victorian novels, that
         is, split into three parts, each part again ending on a cliffhanger. This serialized
         publishing format allowed for instant reader feedback about the fiction being published
         in a magazine’s or newspaper’s pages; if the public was not adequately enthralled,
         sales would drop.[6]    Serialization also encouraged families to read each short chapter aloud in the
         home,[7]    prompting critical thinking, speculation, and discussion about what could or might
         occur next in the literature in the days or weeks between publications.[8]    Serialization in periodicals even became the prevailing mode of publishing for
         scientific papers and hypotheses, allowing for readers to learn about—and often contribute
         their knowledge to—advancing fields of knowledge such as natural biology.[9]   
      

      
      During the 1860s, however, a new kind of novel began to appear in contemporary periodicals,
         one that took full advantage of the suspense and anxiety of serialization. Dubbed
         “sensation fiction,” these new and scandalous novels provoked a myriad of criticism
         for focusing on themes far outside the realm of traditional Victorian realism; bigamy,
         mysteries, murders, illegitimacy, drug abuse, adultery, inheritance scandals, poisoning,
         violent crime, arson, and kidnapping all figured in the sensational story line.[10]    Several cultural factors contributed to the broad appeal of this scandalous and
         shocking subgenre of Victorian realist fiction; for example, the relaxation of divorce
         laws in the 1850s led to what W. Fraser Rae, in his 1865 article on sensationalism
         for the North British Review, calls a “fascinati[on]” by “ill-regulated minds” with “police reports and divorce
         cases,”[11]    which sensation novelists were able to capitalize on. In addition to being thematically
         “im­mor­al,” these novels and their outrageous subject matter were thought to affect
         the reader somatically by bypassing the cognitive function of the mind and appealing
         directly to the nervous system; the genre’s concentration on physical sensation and
         emotion, it was thought, would produce similar somatic reactions in its readers. Victorian
         critics of sensation fiction repeatedly spoke of its ability to affect the nerves
         of its audience, providing “a particularly modern form of nervous after-effect: shock.”[12]   
      

      
      Doctor Who as a series, then, operates in a format almost indistinguishably similar to those
         first developed in the mid-nineteenth century. The BBC, Doctor Who’s primary broadcaster, is a public broadcasting statutory corporation and is available
         in every household, business, and organization with a television.[13]    Each residence with a device capable of broadcasting television is mandated to
         pay an annual television licensing fee of £145.50 (approximately $243 at time of publication);[14]    broken down, the fee comes to approximately twelve pounds per month, or three
         pounds per week. Given rates of inflation since the mid-Victorian era, it is fair
         to say that the affordable and prolific availability of the BBC to any television
         able to receive a broadcast signal is comparable to the ubiquitous availability of
         literature, through Mudie’s and cheap periodicals, to the literate masses in and around
         the 1860s.
      

      
      Easily accessible, Doctor Who is also broadcast similarly to mid-Victorian fiction serialized in weekly periodicals
         and read aloud in the home; “Ghost Light,” for example, aired weekly in three parts,
         on October 4, October 11, and October 19 in 1989. Televised as separate episodes (“Part
         One,” “Part Two,” and “Part Three”), each portion of “Ghost Light” ends on a cliffhanger,
         utilized to ensure audience attendance in front of their television the following
         week: “Part One” concludes with Ace in mortal peril at the hands of two (oddly Steven
         Moffat-esque) baddies—a lizard-man and a fish-man in neat suits—and “Part Two” ends
         immediately before revealing the serial’s mysterious antagonist, Light. Marc Platt’s
         original script for “Ghost Light” was heavily cut six times to fit into a three-part
         serial,[15]    partially because of BBC budget cuts, and the resulting choppy script has scenes
         ending abruptly and without explanation, driving the watcher on in curiosity and prompting
         viewer discussion between episodes. After their initial broadcast, the three episodes
         were packaged together as one long-form serial entitled “Ghost Light” and have been
         marketed as such on both VHS and DVD subsequently, reminiscent of the “triple-decker”
         format in which sensation novels would be sold after completing their serial runs.
         Similar to the way in which writers and publishers could tell whether their fictions
         were successful based on periodical sales, Doctor Who relied on weekly ratings to determine success; and with total viewership per episode
         of 4.16 million, 4 million, and 4 million, respectively[16]    (millions less than had watched previous incarnations of the Doctor), the BBC
         was displeased with the show’s performance, and the “classic” run of Doctor Who was ended after “Ghost Light” completed filming.
      

      
      Science fiction (and Doctor Who in particular) also tends to share its themes—and their shocking, somatic effects—with
         sensation fiction. This serial’s particular mystery focuses on Ace’s arson (a predominantly
         sensational story line) of Gabriel Chase a century after the events of “Ghost Light.”
         Doctor Who certainly plays on the emotions of its viewers in nearly every season; here, Ace is
         the stand-in for the viewer (DVD), and through her we experience the Doctor’s shockingly
         alien lifestyle. The “somatic effect” of such shocking and exciting story lines can
         be viewed quite literally in “Ghost Light” when the camera utilizes a point-of-view
         angle twice over the course of the three-part serial. First, when Neanderthal butler
         Nimrod is rendered unconscious by the suited lizard-man, the camera takes on the point
         of view of the lizard-man, making it seem as though it is the viewer who is hitting
         Nimrod over the head with a pipe. Later, when the young ward of Gabriel Chase, Gwendoline,
         is told to render a houseguest unconscious, she directly approaches the camera with
         a chloroformed rag, placing it over the camera lens, thus creating the illusion that
         the viewer is being personally affected somatically. The sensational themes and effects
         of “Ghost Light,” combined with Doctor Who’s ease of availability and triple-decker serial format, reflect the popular literature
         of the mid- to late Victorian era in such a way that we must view Doctor Who as a quintessentially Victorian text in both format and distribution.
      

      
      Furthermore, Ace—as a stand-in for female Who companions of both the “classic” and “new” series—represents the two most controversial
         and divisive tropes of the Victorian female: the “Angel in the House” and the “New
         Woman.” By the mid-1860s, two vastly dissimilar sorts of women were exhibited in contemporary
         literature: those who were thought to properly uphold traditional Victorian social
         mores, remaining in the domestic sphere and gaining pleasure solely vicariously through
         the successes of the men in their household, and the mystifying and dangerously free-thinking
         woman, who fought to challenge conventional perceptions of gender difference.
      

      
      Though the idea of her had existed for centuries,[17]    the first trope of Victorian femininity gained notoriety through Coventry Patmore’s
         lengthy poem The Angel in the House, published between 1853 and 1854. As Bina Freiwald famously explained in “Of Selfsame
         Desire,” Patmore envisions woman’s true purpose to be her ability to serve as a channel
         through which the male in her life may attain wisdom;[18]    advocates for female submissiveness to—and compliance with—male desire;[19]    and posits man as “godlike[,] not only in having exclusive access to knowledge
         and the truth, but also in his capacity to invoke and revoke, to call into and out
         of existence.”[20]    Patmore’s Angel was seen as the most pleasing and advantageous representation
         of contemporary womanhood, and she often appeared in fiction of the mid- to late nineteenth
         century as the epitome of righteous and dutiful Victorian woman. As one might imagine,
         the Angel quickly became a problematic (but persistent) illustration of ideal femaleness
         and has been disparaged for over a century and a half by feminist literary critics.
      

      
      The struggle against Patmore’s Angel began as early as the 1860s, when a challenger
         to the conventional Victorian female began to appear in England and subsequently emerged
         as a threatening and potentially treacherous character in fiction. Though unnamed
         until the 1880s, when the humor and satire magazine Punch first labeled her the “New Woman,” this problematic female surfaced in the mid-nineteenth
         century and always exhibited forward-thinking, “masculine” traits. In “Athletic Fashion,
         Punch, and the Creation of the New Woman,” Tracy J. R. Collins succinctly describes the
         New Woman as “young, middle-class, and single (on principle)”;[21]    financially independent, the New Woman often worked to maintain her own independent
         lifestyle. Often pictured smoking (though, ironically, frequently drawn in Punch with an athletic figure or holding sporting gear), the New Woman rode buses, trains,
         and bicycles alone, traveling to all-female intellectual clubs, where she and other
         like-minded women would discuss their right to gender equality.[22]    Contemporaneously, the New Woman was widely believed to herald the downfall of
         civilized society, and she appeared in many sensation novels as immoral, masculine,
         unattractive, disagreeable, and—most recurrently—criminal (though, arguably, the New
         Woman was at her most dangerous when she was superficially indistinguishable from
         the Angel).
      

      
      If one objective of the 1989 season of Doctor Who was to develop Ace’s character and attempt to distance the role of the companion
         from the “screaming girlie” stereotype often found in classic Who,[23]    I would argue that Ace—like most Who companions—never truly defies classification as the Doctor’s “Angel in the TARDIS.”
         Visual similarities during “Ghost Light” notwithstanding (Ace, in “Part Three,” wears
         both a traditional white, high-necked Victorian nightgown and a white, two-piece corseted
         gown), it is Ace’s actions and reactions to (and for) the Doctor that place her solidly
         in the category of Angel. Ace has little say in where she is taken in the TARDIS—the
         Doctor makes those decisions on her behalf without input, particularly in the case
         of Gabriel Chase, a demon of Ace’s past which she would have preferred to face “on
         her own terms” instead of on those the Doctor unanimously decided were best for her. Even before Ace becomes aware of their location at Gabriel Chase, she immediately
         wants to assist the Doctor in solving whatever mystery the mansion’s walls may hold.
         Because she is oblivious, at this point, to any personal growth that might come from
         her work with the Doctor at Gabriel Chase, Ace’s desire to aid the Doctor is solely
         for the Doctor’s benefit—for the expansion of his personal knowledge. Ace craves the
         Doctor’s acceptance, praise, and attention and speaks or takes action only when she
         thinks it will assist the Doctor’s end goal, for example, when Ace ineffectively leaps
         to knock away a weapon aimed at the Doctor or when she attempts to fist-fight Gwendoline.
         It is important here to remember Patmore’s insistence that “Man must be pleased; but
         him to please / Is woman’s pleasure.”[24]    Additionally, on each of these occasions, the Doctor will put an abrupt stop to
         Ace’s endeavors to support him using a brusque or irritated phrase or hand motion.
         Though appreciative of Ace’s attempts, the Doctor must retain dominance: “Her virtues
         please my virtuous mood,” wrote Patmore. “But what at all time I admire / Is, not
         that she is wise and good, / But just the thing which I desire”;[25]    in this case, the companion must remain in awe of the Doctor’s wisdom and will.
      

      
      Of course, Ace does not fit neatly into one category but instead plays on the anxiety
         caused by both tropes of Victorian femininity. Ace attempts to resist the archetype
         of the Angel and alternately, on occasion, finds herself resembling the very women
         of the 1860s who attempted that same resistance: the New Woman. This dichotomy in
         Ace is perhaps summed up most eloquently when she inaccurately attempts to teach Control,
         an alien desperate to become a Victorian gentlewoman, Eliza’s elocution lesson from
         Bernard Shaw’s 1912 play Pygmalion, accidentally changing the line from “The rain in Spain stays mainly in the plain”
         to “The rain in Spain falls mainly down the drain.” Young, single, and lower middle
         class, Ace exhibits the criminality that consumers expect of the New Woman in a sensational
         text; her three-episode arc focuses on the ambiguity of her past and the secrecy she
         maintains about the arson she was guilty of committing at a younger age. It is also
         worthy of mention that regardless of her motivations or successes, Ace does attempt to act in many potentially dangerous situations during the serial, often utilizing the knowledge
         she gained from her reprehensible past, potentially reflecting Platt’s personal view
         of Ace as “a delinquent version of Lewis Carroll’s Alice in Wonderland (1865).”[26]    Even Ace’s fashion betrays her as a New Woman; first appearing New Womanly in
         leggings and a tight top and later in a gentleman’s suit, Ace does eventually find
         herself in the white gown befitting the Angel, but her hair is plaited in a pigtail
         to give her a “boyish” look, and close inspection of a fight scene between Ace and
         Gwendoline reveals that Ace is wearing combat boots beneath her Victorian gown. As
         Collins points out, “The New Woman’s dress conferred physical mobility, but it also
         soon implied political mobility that made the dominant popular culture nervous.”[27]    It is this anxiety which Ace (representative of female Who companions over the decades) emphasizes, exhibiting characteristics of both major
         Victorian tropes of femininity, the Angel in the House and the New Woman, and thereby
         aligning Who companions with their female Victorian counterparts in sensational and serialized
         texts.
      

      
      It is not only Who companions who can be seen to replicate conventional mid- to late-nineteenth-century
         tropes of gendered personification; the Doctor himself can also be read as evocative
         of the quintessential male Victorian protagonist of realist and sensation fiction.
         In a culture that tended to favor “the scientific, the medical, and the empirical
         over the literary, fantastic, and imaginative,”[28]    the nature of masculinity in Victorian literary protagonists between the 1860s
         and the fin de siècle—though fluctuating in ways mirroring the arc between the Angel and the New Woman—often
         took shape in a very particular manner.
      

      
      During the time of Darwin’s On the Origin of Species and the first sensation novels, the ideal of Victorian maleness was experiencing
         a subtle shift, transitioning from stoic and sartorially invisible to a man who was
         confidently (if masking an underlying but constant sense of anxiety) able to transverse
         the “separate spheres” of domestic and public life without obstruction[29]    and was free to articulate his masculinity through materialism.[30]    Indeed, there was a resurgence in men’s fashion in the mid-nineteenth century
         as a masculine means of personal expression; as Brent Shannon notes in “ReFashioning
         Men,” the 1860s saw the beginning of “commercial discourse [which] sought to expand
         middle-class men’s variety of sartorial choices as well as their interest in self-display.”[31]    The development of large department stores, along with an increase in affordable
         clothing and the proliferation of advertising specifically targeted toward middle-
         to upper-class males, allowed Victorian men to experience and exploit consumerism
         and consumption in a way previously thought to be feminine or effeminizing.[32]   
      

      
      For the most part, however—despite a shift in sentiment about masculine sartorialism—Victorian
         masculinity was, on the whole, thought to reside solely in the mind. John Tosh, in
         “What Should Historians Do with Masculinity?” notes that even bodily exercises were
         praised not for their benefit to one’s physical health but rather for their “salutory
         [sic] moral effects.”[33]    Additionally, Victorian males asserted their masculinity via their capacity to
         exert dominance over the women with whom they surrounded themselves.[34]    The immediate proximity of women was necessary to the conventionally Victorian
         male; developing one’s own household was considered a crucial element in maturation,[35]    and in order to negate any threat of a lingering homosexual anxiety while socializing
         with other men, Victorian males required the companionship of heterosexual women.[36]    A man’s vocation was also thought to be characteristic of his masculinity;[37]    interestingly, Tabitha Sparks mentions in The Doctor and the Victorian Novel that doctors in mid- to late Victorian literature frequently appear alongside “unfulfilled,
         romantic wives”[38]    and are “permitted to destroy sexually dangerous women for the good of the English
         race, even if they—the doctors—have been complicit in the transformation of the women
         from good to evil.”[39]   
      

      
      The Doctor represents this exact moment in the “evolution” of the Victorian male protagonist
         that occurred in and around the sensation fiction of the 1860s. Like the Victorian
         men who prized mind over body, the Doctor prides himself on his ability to escape
         any situation with his brains instead of brute force. Ever regenerating, and thus
         never placing too much stock in his physical appearance—unless he were to someday
         wind up red-headed—the Doctor favors scientific solutions for his stickiest situations.
         In “Ghost Light,” the Seventh Doctor’s intellectual quips, some almost too quiet to
         hear due to a microphone problem during the serial’s production,[40]    reference mid-Victorian literature in almost every line. Seven also talks his
         way out of every dangerous situation, avoiding peril at one point by literally making use of words through the distracting properties of an early telephone.
      

      
      The Doctor also performs the mid-Victorian protagonist’s obligations to set up a household
         and maintain a vocation. Though not a proper “house,” the Doctor has his TARDIS, and
         he always has a heterosexual female (sexually unfulfilled or repressed by the Doctor’s
         own hand, like the wives of many fictional Victorian doctors) nearby to complete the
         true Victorian home. The Doctor asserts his masculinity over his female companions
         by controlling their actions and desires; in “Ghost Light,” the Doctor brings Ace
         to Gabriel Chase because he has determined the journey will be for her own benefit. Ace’s existence also allows
         the Doctor to traverse predominantly male spaces without any homosexual anxiety. Even
         the Seventh Doctor’s reliance on his title as “the Doctor” satisfies the mid-Victorian
         male’s requirement of profession; the Doctor very much defines his masculinity by
         what he does, and “what he does” is carry out the promise he made to himself to assist
         humanity in any way he can.
      

      
      The Doctor also relies on his privilege as a male to enact certain customs of Victorian
         masculinity. Like the mid-nineteenth-century protagonist, the Doctor expresses his
         persona through his sartorial choices; each incarnation of the Doctor is identified
         almost exclusively through his selection of his personal outfit. Here, the Doctor
         chooses to express his authority and masculinity through what heavily resembles a
         Victorian three-piece suit: a jacket, vest, and trousers, with a silk scarf, necktie,
         hat, and umbrella as a walking stick. Wearing these garments like the mid-Victorian
         male would—as a means of self-expression—the Doctor makes use of the TARDIS to exploit
         his ability to traverse any sphere freely, although the Doctor, unlike the Victorian
         gentleman, is not limited to the domestic and public spheres but rather can access
         all of space and time, through which he travels without fear of persecution. The Doctor’s
         reliance on his mind, his companion, his sartorial choices, and his TARDIS relate
         him directly to the male protagonists of mid-nineteenth-century sensation fiction.
      

      
      Sensation fiction, however, and the subsequent anxieties which attended it (and were
         potentially initiated by it), did not emerge out of a cultural or intellectual vacuum.
         Literature exists because of and within the contemporary moment in time in which it
         is created; and in the 1860s and onward, Victorians began to experience a spiritual
         and scientific crisis. Fundamentally altering the way in which religion, creation,
         and determinism were viewed, Charles Darwin published On the Origin of Species by Means of Natural Selection on November 24, 1859. While the actual science contained in On the Origin of Species is obviously intrinsically important, Darwin’s text also elucidates significant indicators
         about the coexistence of science, literature, and culture and how each held great
         influence over the others in the mid-nineteenth century and onward, a preoccupation
         with evolution that fundamentally exists in both Victorian fiction and Doctor Who.
      

      
      As George Levine notes in “Reflections on Darwin and Darwinizing,” On the Origin of Species is particularly interesting for the way in which it “does imply a conciliation of
         literature with science, because it moves so originally between them”; the ease of
         readability in Darwin’s work “impl[ies] the necessary principle of good literature-science
         studies: that scientific ideas do not exist on a separate track from other aspects of the culture. Scientists live in culture, as do their ideas.”[41]    Not only did science influence the culture and literature of the time; so, too,
         did contemporary culture impact the publication and discussion of new and divisive
         scientific material.
      

      
      In fact, nineteenth-century science often shared a cultural boundary with sensation
         fiction. Much of the contemporary literature pertaining to new theories of biological
         naturalism was published alongside sensational story lines in periodicals such as
         The Cornhill and Temple Bar.[42]    Though Darwin’s work was published as a cohesive volume, the first installment
         of Wilkie Collins’s seminal work of sensation fiction, The Woman in White, was published in Charles Dickens’s magazine All the Year Round just two days after the release of On the Origin of Species;[43]    Darwin himself read Collins’s novel and praised it as “wonderfully interesting.”[44]    And though Darwin’s papers on evolution and works of sensation fiction rarely
         explicitly reference the other, they do share similar themes and theses, including
         concealed anxieties about boundaries, difference, and taxonomy.[45]    In “Ape Anxiety,” Susan D. Bernstein adds “questions of biological inheritance”
         and “hybrid characters whose physical variations and social mutability complicate
         their assignment to familiar biological and social categories”[46]    as well as “an uneasiness about taxonomic distinctions”[47]    to the list of shared themes between sensation fiction and nineteenth-century
         Darwinian evolutionary theory.
      

      
      This preoccupation with evolution is fundamentally tied to Doctor Who in a similar manner as it is to mid-Victorian texts; in fact, I would argue that
         an appropriation of “evolution” is the key factor in Doctor Who’s longevity and success. “Ghost Light,” broadcast over three weeks in October 1989,
         aired during the twenty-sixth year of Doctor Who’s lengthy run; the show is currently celebrating its fiftieth anniversary on television.
         The franchise has also developed unabated across multiple forms of media, including
         comic books, audiobooks, and novels. Sylvester McCoy himself is the seventh “evolution”
         of the Doctor, who has the ability to utilize the very constructs of Darwin’s evolutionary
         theory to regenerate into a new form based on the needs of the character (and the
         production) at the time. With every new Doctor, customarily, comes a new female companion;
         though the women of Who fail to “evolve” quite so literally as the Doctor, they are “naturally selected”
         out of the story line as the Doctor’s plotline finds it necessary. The abundance of
         taxidermic and biological collections in “Ghost Light,” along with Light’s fixation
         on the taxonomic classification of all life on Earth, is a literal representation
         of this reliance on evolution that the show maintains. The characters and sets are
         not the only evolutionary characteristic of Doctor Who; so, too, must the story lines and themes of the show evolve to satisfy the changing
         tastes of viewers (lest they stop consuming the product). “Ghost Light,” a complex
         and convoluted serial rife with special effects and a synthesized score, would have
         been wildly out of place during the black-and-white run of William Hartnell’s first
         incarnation of the Time Lord.
      

      
      Additionally, Doctor Who both addresses and is beleaguered by the same anxieties surrounding boundary-crossing
         and indistinct taxonomies that were rampant in the sensational fiction of the mid-nineteenth
         century. Darwin’s On the Origin of Species is a literary text that was read simultaneously alongside shocking narrative fiction;
         what is “science fiction” as we know it now if not the end point of the fusion between
         literature, culture, and science that came to the forefront during the 1860s? Doctor Who allows culture, science, and literature to cross boundaries in a way in which they
         become indistinguishable from one another; “Ghost Light” is a textual episode of fiction,
         built on the very concepts and theories of time travel and evolution, providing commentary
         on the cultural moment in time during which it was broadcast and the fictional era
         in which the episode is set. The characters in Doctor Who cross many boundaries with which sensation fiction was preoccupied: Ace as the Angel/New
         Woman, the show as science fiction/drama/comedy, and the Doctor as the transformative
         Victorian male protagonist. With regeneration and boundary crossing so intrinsic to
         Doctor Who’s success, the series thus demonstrates a fixation with evolution not dissimilar
         to the sensational texts of the mid-nineteenth century.
      

      
      Despite being broadcast in the decidedly non-Victorian year 1989, a close examination
         of the three-episode serial “Ghost Light” reveals that Doctor Who can (and should) be read as a profoundly mid-nineteenth-century sensational text.
         The very format of the series—including the triple-decker setup in which “Ghost Light”
         was broadcast on the widely available BBC—emulates the production and distribution
         methods of 1860s serialized fiction, and Ace, like all female Who companions across the decades, possesses some qualities of those two most infamous—if
         problematic—archetypes of Victorian femininity: the Angel in the House (in this case,
         the TARDIS) and the New Woman. Furthermore, the Doctor himself epitomizes a particular
         transitory moment in mid-century Victorian masculinity; Sylvester McCoy as the Seventh
         Doctor demonstrates a fastidious reliance on the words, fashion, melancholy, and dominance
         over females that characterize sensation fiction’s male protagonists. Finally, the
         plot and set design of “Ghost Light” denote a very literal representation of Doctor Who’s reliance on evolution and on the anxiety-ridden thematic elements established by
         Darwin’s On the Origin of Species in 1859. This examination of the format, companions, protagonist, and themes in “Ghost
         Light,” therefore, reveals Doctor Who’s mid-Victorian nature; and I, for one, hope to continue following Doctor and his
         sensational adventures for decades to come.
      

      
      Notes
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      Chapter 5

      The Sylvester McCoy Era of Target Books and the Literary Experience

      
         
         
         
         Ramie Tateishi

         
         
      

      
      The last two years of the original 1963–1989 run of Doctor Who, starring Sylvester McCoy in the title role, steered the series in a new direction
         by emphasizing darker themes and more complex story lines along with a more concerted
         focus on continuing character development than had been featured previously. This
         change was reflected in several of the Target novelizations of these stories, which
         were held in high regard and proved to be the spiritual precursor to the New Adventures
         series of original Doctor Who novels that continued the stories about the character after the television series
         ended. However, it was not just the mere presence of richer themes and more demanding
         stories that led to the acclaim of these books but also the approaches that the authors
         took to realizing them on the level of prose. Analyzing the rhetorical techniques
         that constitute this noticeably different approach to writing the novelizations of
         “Remembrance of the Daleks,” “Battlefield,” “Ghost Light,” and “The Curse of Fenric”
         can yield greater insight into the role of the written word in transforming the Doctor
         and his adventures into a purely literary experience that could not only expand on
         but also transcend the televised depictions of these stories.
      

      
      Although there are several noteworthy examples of Target novelizations that go beyond
         the scope of their source material, the books for the most part tended to be straightforward
         adaptations of the televised stories. In the introduction to the 2013 reprint of Remembrance of the Daleks, Ben Aaronovitch echoes this viewpoint when he reflects on the approach he took to
         novelizing his teleplay: “One thing was certain, it wasn’t simply going to be the
         script with ‘he said’ or ‘she said’ added at the end of each line of dialogue.”[1]  Taking advantage of the specific properties of the written word enables these authors
         to shape and convey their tales in ways that create certain impressions or generate
         certain effects, from the control of prose and the use of detail to the variation
         of modes of narration in these particular Target novelizations. Marc Alexander notes
         that “there are within many narratives some elements of background colour which serve
         no formal ‘role’ but instead contribute to the reader’s experience of a text,”[2]  and while the “elements of background color” in these Target books were often directly
         related to the expression of theme, this notion of a “literary experience” can serve
         as a framing notion with which to approach a study of these novelizations.
      

      
      During the late 1980s, the shift in focus ushered in by script editor Andrew Cartmel
         led to a type of series that benefited from the novelization treatment more than ever,
         with its focus on the conceptual rather than the traditional plot-driven narrative.
         Such stories had been attempted before—most notably “Warrior’s Gate,” “Castrovalva,”
         and “Kinda”—but whereas these tales stood out as distinctive experiments, the later
         McCoy-era episodes increasingly took this sort of approach. Philip MacDonald comments
         further on this type of story, characterizing it in terms of “Andrew Cartmel’s willingness
         to lift Doctor Who out of the realms of the naturalistic and into the entirely symbolic. Powered by
         pure ideas, Cartmel’s stories often operate on a plane where we have to accept that
         things are going to happen for emblematic rather than for credible reasons.”[3]  Jim Leach echoes this summation in noting how “Doctor Who plots were never noted for their plausibility, but in the final seasons of the original
         series, time and space are interwoven so intricately that it often becomes difficult
         on first viewing to follow the plots, which increasingly depend on associative links
         rather than logical plotting.”[4]  This new environment in which the series took place was perfectly suited to a format
         where more complex exposition could be handled by the expected—and necessary—device
         of narrative voice, which this group of writers would deploy in a variety of ways
         that gave greater dimension to both fabula and sjuzhet—the “tale” itself, as well
         as the “telling of the tale.” Corresponding changes at Target Books serendipitously
         accommodated the new approach to the novelizations, as David Howe points out the behind-the-scenes
         editorial decision to raise the standard page count from 120 pages to 140 pages starting
         in 1985, along with how editor Peter Darvill-Evans later allowed the McCoy writing
         team to simply write to whatever length they needed.[5] 
      

      
      In succinctly identifying some of the distinctive characteristics of these late McCoy-era
         novelizations, Dale Smith begins to outline a framework within which to analyze the
         rhetorical construction of these books: “Structure and technique are considered, and
         are used to serve the story. Prose is lifted above mere functional descriptions of
         what was seen on the TV screen, and instead gives a feeling of mood and character.
         Characters are explored, their histories and worldviews being used to illuminate both
         their actions and the themes of the stories.”[6]  In taking these observations about rhetorical moves to the next level where we can
         start to discuss the rhetorical steps through which the authors carry them out,[7]  a useful concept may be Bakhtin’s definitions of the five “unities” that contribute
         to what might be considered a more “novelistic” approach:
      

      
         
            
            	
               Direct authorial literary-artistic narration (in all its diverse variants)

            

            
            	
               Stylization of the various forms of oral everyday narration

            

            
            	
               Stylization of the various forms of semiliterary (written) everyday narration (the
                  letter, the diary, etc.)
               

            

            
            	
               Various forms of literary but extra-artistic authorial speech (moral, philosophical
                  or scientific statements, oratory, ethnographic descriptions, memoranda and so forth)
               

            

            
            	
               The stylistically individualized speech of characters

            

         

         
         The stylistic uniqueness of the novel as a genre consists precisely in the combination
            of these subordinated, yet still relatively autonomous, unities (even at times comprised
            of different languages) into the higher unity of the work as a whole: the style of
            the novel is to be found in its combination of styles; the language of a novel is
            the system of its “languages.”[8] 
         

      

      If the distinctiveness of the “voice” of these books can be at least partially attributed
         to the interplay of these unities, a closer examination of the prose used to articulate
         them can give us more specific ways of defining how we can perceive the books as “novels”
         that go beyond simply being “novelizations.”
      

      
      On the topic of the distinguishing formal features of Ben Aaronovitch’s novelization
         of Remembrance of the Daleks, Dale Smith points out how “the introduction of fictional quotes and times instead
         of chapter titles gives a sense of scale to the novelization.”[9]  The use of literary devices such as epigraphs and excerpts from other written texts—both
         real and fictional—in these novels conveys this “sense of scale” and the related notion
         of literary experience through a notion of intertextuality that emphasizes the additional
         contexts of the written word (as opposed to other types of media contexts such as
         cinema or music) within which the narrative resides. In a somewhat paratextual manner,
         the use of these stylistic features broadens the literary experience specifically
         by calling attention to the constructedness of the narrative as an interaction between
         reader and story, which is controlled and mediated through the presence of an unseen
         narrator.
      

      
      The Remembrance of the Daleks and Battlefield novelizations contain citations from actual literary texts, such as Richard III and Le Morte D’Arthur. By placing these novelizations within the framing contexts of these familiar examples
         of canonical literature, merging the real and fictional worlds, the stories can deliver
         a different type of impact through calling on the reader’s sense of literary canon
         in order to understand the level of commentary being provided by the citations. The
         opening of Remembrance of the Daleks as seen on television depicts a Dalek ship approaching Earth accompanied by period-appropriate
         voice-overs of John F. Kennedy, Charles de Gaulle, the Duke of Edinburgh, and Martin
         Luther King Jr. that establish the time period in which the story is set. This opening
         also sets the story in “our” world with these references to real-life historical figures—rather
         than just “the 1960s” in a general sense—befitting the story’s thematic treatment
         of social concerns such as racism, fascism, and militarism. The markedly different
         opening of Aaronovitch’s novelization, which starts with an excerpt from the “winter
         of our discontent” soliloquy from Richard III, frames the story from the outset in relation to a much broader literary lineage,
         encouraging a thematic connection between the literary texts of the Shakespeare play
         and the Doctor Who story (assuming that readers would be more familiar with the Shakespearean character
         than they would be with the real-life historical figure of Richard III). The lines
         in which Richard comments on how his external appearance does not befit an era without
         war might apply to the Abomination (the insane Dalek) as well as the Doctor, utilizing
         the literary experience to reinforce the theme of the ambiguity surrounding clear-cut
         notions of good and evil.
      

      
      The placement of the epigraphs from familiar representations of the Arthurian mythos
         in Battlefield again engages with the notion of intertextuality in crafting the narrative experience
         as a specifically “literary” one by revealing the Doctor’s exploits as the source
         material for Tennyson and Malory. As with the Richard III example, the use of Tennyson and Malory in Battlefield relies on the reader as a subject with more knowledge of Arthur as a literary character
         than as a (possibly) real-life historical figure. Following the revelation that the
         knight Ancelyn perceives the Doctor to be Merlin, the epigraph that opens the next
         part of the novel comes from Tennyson’s Idylls of the King, describing the wizard as one with complete mastery over all human arts as well as
         the heavens, a description which is now informed by our understanding that Merlin
         is the Doctor. Similarly, part 3 of Battlefield opens with Malory’s depiction of the rising of the Lady of the Lake from Le Morte D’Arthur, which was preceded by the scene in which Ace was ejected from the underwater ship
         clutching Excalibur. The diegetic blurring of the line between myth and reality is
         replicated on another level through this inclusion of literary citations that reference
         various levels of fictions interacting with each other, taking full advantage of the
         properties of the written word to add a greater dimension to the story.
      

      
      Conveying the story through prose can also allow the writer to comment on the story’s
         themes through clever turns of phrase, as in Marc Platt’s description in Ghost Light of how “the Doctor sat cross-legged on the floor, and pondered silently, awaiting
         new developments in whatever form they might evolve,”[10]  a reference to the main theme of evolution. But perhaps the most significant example
         of how the themes of a McCoy-era story were broken down and rebuilt through the process
         of novelization can be seen in The Curse of Fenric by Ian Briggs, which in many ways is a story about reading. The novelization transforms
         this thematic concern into its very mode of presentation, making the act of reading
         a visible, active part of the reader’s awareness of and engagement with the text,
         crafting a type of Doctor Who story that essentially “worked” as a literary experience rather than a literary rendering
         of a primarily visual experience.
      

      
      Much of the story hinges on the meaning of Viking inscriptions found in a church crypt.
         Reverend Wainwright, the church vicar, has an old record book in which his grandfather
         first attempted to translate the runes, which he gives to the Doctor:
      

      
         The Doctor opened the book and began to read the carefully formed handwriting:

         
         We hoped to return to the North Way, carrying home the oriental treasures from the
               Silk Lands in the east, but the dark curse follows our dragonship.

         
         The Doctor turned on a few pages, and read some more of the faded ink:

         
         Black fog turned day into night, and the fingers of death reached out from the waters
               to reclaim the treasure we have stolen.[11] 
         

      

      As a reader, the experience of directly reading the translation of the Viking text
         differs greatly from the televised experience of hearing the Doctor’s voice-over reading
         the words over the images of the long-sunken ships. Although the presentation of the
         Viking translation is rendered in italicized print rather than the “carefully formed
         handwriting” and “faded ink” that Briggs describes, the singularity of focus on the
         Viking text that comes through the experience of reading it directly forms a different
         relationship between the reader and the work from the one created between the viewer
         and the televised adventure, a relationship that actively calls attention to and creates
         an awareness of the act of reading.
      

      
      The shaping of this literary experience is reinforced not only as various other characters
         read the record book but also through a variety of other examples of writing, from
         inscriptions on tombstones to Wainwright’s attempts to find comfort by reading the
         “When I was a child” verses from the Bible. Along with the direct engagement of the
         reader with the events of the unfolding narrative in this way, the structure of the
         novel also reshapes the experience of The Curse of Fenric as a literary one by alternating the chapters of the story (or “Chronicles”) with
         additional texts and written materials (called “Documents”) that give greater dimension
         to the proceedings. Among these “Documents” are a school essay on Norse mythology
         written by a twelve-year-old Millington, an excerpt from an epic poem written about
         the flask, a letter from Bram Stoker describing his encounter with the legends about
         Fenric that inspired Dracula, and a translation of an ancient fairy tale detailing the Doctor’s first encounter
         with Fenric. Approaching the story from these multiple perspectives and experiencing
         each of them as a different act of reading can create a greater variety of voices
         that epitomizes Mikhail Bakhtin’s notion of the novel as a rich polyphony of “unities,”
         shaping these books along more “novelistic” lines.
      

      
      Perhaps the most significant use of the written word in (re)rendering the McCoy-era
         adventures as literary experiences comes in the presentation of characters—not just
         the main characters but characters that played minor roles in the story and, in some
         cases, objects. Lengthy passages comprising several paragraphs that could extend for
         up to a page and a half focusing solely on character description and backstory are
         a prevalent feature of the Target books of this period, and this emphasis on characterization—that
         may or may not advance the plot in any significant way—is a key component of the overall
         “novelistic” impression conveyed by these books.
      

      
      Francis Russell Hart posits the primacy of character in the novel when he writes about
         “characterology as an essential component of fictional mimesis. . . . The mythic critic’s
         reduction of character to force or principle, the rhetorical critic’s reduction of
         character to function, the stylistic critic’s reduction of character to image—all
         obscure the very nature of meaning in traditional mimetic fiction.”[12]  As opposed to the character merely being a subordinate instrument that carries out
         the actions necessary to an understanding of plot/story or a collection of simple
         and easily understandable traits for the purpose of identification, Hart’s observation
         points to the elevation of character over other narrative properties as the key “novelistic”
         principle.
      

      
      This view of “characterology” can be seen in Aaronovitch’s introduction to the 2013
         reprint of his 1990 novelization of Remembrance of the Daleks, when he comments on how “my characters were going to have an interior life and my
         fictional worlds would have some depth.”[13]  Although the stories of this period were indeed becoming more complex in terms of
         both thematic content as well as narrative mechanics, there was an accompanying emphasis
         on character that was amplified to an even greater extent in the novelizations, as
         the richer themes were often linked to the depictions of the Doctor and Ace as developing
         characters.
      

      
      Remembrance describes the ordeal of battling the Daleks from the soldiers’ perspectives, giving
         them names and conveying their emotional states, going so far as to craft a “mini-story”
         for them with its own beginning, middle, and end. Likewise, the Road Warrior-like character Nord, about whom we learn virtually nothing on television, is given
         a page of description in Stephen Wyatt’s novelization of “The Greatest Show in the
         Galaxy.” These figures as depicted on television befit the notion of a “flat character”
         as conceived of by E. M. Forster, who coined the terms “flat character” and “round
         character” to articulate the differences between simplistic and more complex characters
         and the particular functions they serve in a story. Forster describes the “flat character”
         as one that is one-dimensional, serving the main purpose of establishing tone or mood:
         “In their purest form, they are constructed round a single idea or quality: when there
         is more than one factor in them, we get the beginning of the curve toward the round.
         . . . Flat characters are useful . . . since they never need reintroducing, never
         run away, have not to be watched for development, and provide their own atmosphere.”[14] 
      

      
      The literary transformation of the nameless televised soldiers into “round characters”
         in the Remembrance novelization comes through the layers of additional information that are quickly
         yet gradually revealed about them. The “flatness” of one soldier is instantly elevated
         with the simple sentence “Abbot flinched backwards,”[15]  which addresses the soldier by name and implies an emotional state attached to his
         action. The sentences that immediately follow do not enact the “reduction of character
         to function,” as Hart would describe, but instead build on the established emotional
         state purely as a method of imparting a sense of tone and atmosphere: “For one nightmarish
         moment he could see every bone in Bellos’s body. He reflexively closed his eyes, but
         it stayed as an after-image, white bones against the darkness.”[16]  The battle ends with Abbot as the lone survivor surveying the damage, this “mini-story”
         concluding with: “It was difficult to light the cigarette because his hands were shaking.
         Abbot took a deep drag, and looked over at Farrington. The soldier was missing his
         head. Quite suddenly, Abbot began to cry.”[17]  While the scene serves no purpose in terms of plot or story function, it furthers
         one of the story’s thematic concerns of deconstructing militarism, but more importantly,
         its presence as one of Bakhtin’s “unities” contributes to this sense of the more “novelistic”
         approach that many have used to characterize these books.
      

      
      Another such scene, coincidentally involving another type of soldier, can be found
         in chapter 3 of Platt’s novelization of Battlefield as one of Morgaine’s knights lands on Earth. The scene as depicted on television
         takes a matter of seconds, but in Platt’s literary transformation of the scene, the
         rhetorical manipulation of pace can be seen as the knight’s thoughts during his journey
         are revealed, and the action that could be summed up in a single sentence is extended
         to the length of one page. The sentences and paragraphs comprising this passage alternate
         among statements that establish the actions taking place, purely descriptive imagery,
         and commentary on the knight’s perspective: “And as the muscled joints of the suit
         began to wail in protest, the forces of gravity tore against the vaulting escape velocity.
         Then in a glorious moment of planned inspiration, the suit slipped between the two
         grappling energies, sideways into another existence. The leaper laughed at its simplicity.”[18]  This approach, wherein “literary time” is slowed down through the unveiling of prose
         conveying details and perspective not possible in “televisual time,” can also be seen
         in such moments as Aaronovitch’s description of the Hand of Omega coming to life in
         the Remembrance novelization, as well as in Platt’s introduction of characters in the Ghost Light novelization. Commenting on the art of the novel, H. G. Wells wrote that “the distinctive
         value of the novel among written works of art is in characterization, and the charm
         of a well-conceived character lies, not in knowing its destiny, but in watching its
         proceedings,”[19]  and the degree to which the Sylvester McCoy-era Target novelizations shape and control
         the sense of pace in order to revel in such “proceedings” furthers the notion of the
         “literary experience” attributed to them.
      

      
      The depictions of the Doctor and Ace in the Target novelizations are of particular
         significance, as it was at this point in the series’ history where deliberate, concerted
         effort was made to conceive of the two protagonists as characters in the sense of
         changing, evolving individuals with different levels in their ongoing development.
         Both followed a somewhat similar path in becoming more serious characters with darker
         sides after being established as a quirky, comical time traveler and an enthusiastic,
         explosives-happy teenager. Dave Rolinson comments on how Cartmel’s “defining strategies,
         which included restoring mystery to the Doctor’s character and bringing depth to the
         companion’s characterization, impacted upon the narrative structure suggested to writers,
         who employed the ‘plot device’ of the Doctor as ‘a distant mountain range seen through
         a mist . . . manipulating everything’ (Bishop, 1195b: 44) and configured plots around
         Ace.”[20]  It was in the form of the novel where the writers could take advantage of the literary
         techniques of description and narration through prose to more fully articulate the
         emergence of these different facets of the characters and to more fully describe and
         impart the depths of these qualities.
      

      
      As a method of providing insight into the characters’ perspectives, the use of the
         third-person omniscient narrator clarifies ambiguity, perhaps leading to a different
         type of understanding of the events that transpire. This is of particular interest
         in the later McCoy stories, with their recurring motif of secrets associated with
         the Doctor’s identity and Ace’s past beginning to emerge. In the Battlefield novelization, Platt fleshes out the scene in which the Doctor searches for the undersea
         ship’s defense-control mechanism with a half-page description of the Doctor’s tangential
         thought process, bound to the realization that as his future incarnation of Merlin,
         he would create this very mechanism:
      

      
         His predilection to be too clever for his own good had earned him a certain notoriety
            amongst his companions. So many regenerations in so short a span could not be good
            for the brain. And why had Merlin forgotten, as he designed the wretched thing, that
            one day in the future he had been its victim? Bother! There was too much here that
            he did not like. He hated temporal paradoxes and he particularly disliked working
            with organic technology: a nasty, messy business. Who said that he had to be Merlin
            anyway? There was an infinite number of possibilities. But it seemed that the more
            he struggled, the more tangled he became in the web of the very thing that he always
            denied.[21] 
         

      

      Platt’s use of free indirect discourse, in which “the narrative adopts the sentiments
         of the character,”[22]  rhetorically reflects not only the Doctor’s mastery and understanding of the workings
         of temporality (through the casual and unconfused use of mismatched tenses in the
         phrase “one day in the future he had been its victim,” which is in fact the most rational
         way of articulating the circumstances) but also the internal mental echoing of his
         own analogy of cause and effect as described by Aaronovitch in the Remembrance novelization: “‘Every large decision creates ripples, like a truck dropped in a river.
         The ripples can merge, rebound off the banks in unforeseeable ways.’ He looked suddenly
         tired. ‘The heavier the decision, the greater the waves and the more uncertain the
         consequence.’”[23]  The cryptic reference to “the very thing that he always denied” at the end of this
         excerpt asserts the sense of mystery that the McCoy era production team began to instill
         and develop in the character, most notably in the final two years of the series. The
         difference between the Doctor’s verbal expression of such a thought and the third-person
         narration of this sentiment that could be rendered only through the written word is
         an interesting one to consider, as Platt utilizes free indirect discourse to indicate
         how the Doctor acknowledges the existence of these secrets while simultaneously avoiding
         direct engagement with them, conveying this facet of the character through a technique
         possible only through the medium of the novelization. John Mullan notes how this rhetorical
         technique can be “a means of concealment as much as disclosure,”[24]  and it is particularly appropriate in the case of a science fiction character grappling
         with secrets that can have universal implications.
      

      
      Platt furthers the characterization of the Doctor in Ghost Light in a page-and-a-half introduction to the character, part of which establishes his
         increasingly manipulative aspect: “The Doctor numbered many accomplishments in his
         catalogue and he rather enjoyed cultivating the image of cosmic factotum. That role,
         however, was only a part of it; he would hate to be pigeon-holed. Keep the public
         guessing was his motto, and sometimes he even surprised himself. Call him showman,
         conjurer, great detective, mentor or tormentor, his specialty was to juggle the past,
         the present, and the possible. No one was safe from that; anyone could be a potential
         skittle.”[25]  Here again, the difference between what can be surmised from his words and actions
         as televised versus his own understanding of his persona as reported by a third-person
         narrator can emphasize the different functions that the novels fulfill in developing
         the notion of the Seventh Doctor as “dark and full of ancient powers,”[26]  the “avatar of a little god of time, the only being that ever took on the burden
         of what time was, all those cruelties and insanities and horrors, and yet his eyes
         could still stare calmly at it.”[27] 
      

      
      The authors of these Seventh Doctor novelizations also use many of these same literary
         techniques to construct the character of Ace, showing the increased importance placed
         on the companion figure during this period. In Ghost Light, Platt shows Ace’s reaction to seeing the Husk creatures for the first time: “The
         girl shuddered and started to back away. Was this the terror she had felt before?
         And would it still be waiting for her in the house’s future, the future which was
         her past? It was starting all over again. She was going to get trapped in a loop of
         time, endlessly traveling through the same events on a Mobius strip of her own making.
         And that thing would always be watching her for ever [sic].”[28]  The manipulation of pace is again on display, as the split second between the Husk’s
         acknowledgment of Ace and their reaction is filled with a paragraph-long description
         of her thoughts, and here the technique is also used to convey something more about
         the character’s backstory, not on the level of specific information but through associating
         her with the type of rhetoric used to characterize the Doctor.
      

      
      Platt and Aaronovitch also present further glimpses of Manisha beyond the references
         to the character in the televised “Ghost Light.” Notably, these scenes are always
         presented through the framing device of Ace reminiscing about the past, so that rather
         than being delivered through a more “objective” third-person narration, the depiction
         of Manisha is always filtered through Ace’s point of view as the perspective being
         narrated. In Remembrance, Aaronovitch emphasizes the visceral imagery of “the way the skin had bubbled on
         her cheeks and the raw meat under dressings on her scalp”[29]  in the aftermath of being attacked, while in Ghost Light, Platt connects Manisha’s anger to the personification of the house:
      

      
         The house was angry too. Its very fabric was imbued with a sense of rage which now
            focused on her. Hatred was recorded in the dust and decay that she had disturbed.
            All around her invisible wings fluttered and unimaginable things crawled. She couldn’t
            move. Reality writhed around her and she defiantly struggled to find one thought with
            which she could defy it all. Yet all she saw were Manisha’s eyes burning with hatred
            for the world.[30] 
         

      

      Like Shirley Jackson’s Hill House, Platt’s description of Gabriel Chase turns the
         house itself into a character in the story, one that reinforces our understanding
         of Ace’s motivation and elevates the sense of her “roundness” through the poetic,
         imagistic properties of language that characterize the concluding run of stories from
         the Sylvester McCoy era of Target Books. In an interview, Darvill-Evans remarked,
         “Toward the end of the novelizations, people like Ben Aaronovitch and Ian Briggs took
         their scripts and expanded on them, which definitely had a more mature feel to them.
         And that was a signpost to the way that we could go.”[31]  The rhetorical techniques that shaped the Seventh Doctor era of Target novelizations
         helped to transform Doctor Who into a literary experience that would continue with the New Adventures series, with
         the prose style linking the two to the point where one is able to seamlessly cite
         an excerpt from a New Adventure novel in the analysis of descriptive phrases used
         to characterize the Doctor—“Time for one final game,” as Fenric would say.
      

      
      Notes
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      Chapter 6

      The Doctor’s Wondrous Wandering Dialectic Approach to the Universe

      
         
         
         
         Sheila Sandapen

         
         
      

      
      Children are often afraid: Of the dark. Of strangers. Of objects that were once familiar
         but suddenly seem sinister. Of death. Yet we live in a world that increasingly denies
         that children are capable of entertaining such dark thoughts. How, then, are children
         meant to navigate their fears about the world? One way, suggests Bruno Bettleheim,
         is through archetypical stories, such as fairy tales and folklore, which allow children
         to exorcise their fears and find comfort through ordered worlds in which the wicked
         die, mean stepsisters are forced to live in poverty, and evil creatures meet a bloody
         end while the good earn a much needed “happily ever after.” Opines Bettleheim, children
         need access to fairy tales in order to make sense of their world.[1]    The character “the Doctor” as envisioned in the Doctor Who television franchise, while not a fairy-tale character, serves a similar function:
         he questions, argues, and finds the logic of the situation. In short, he debunks the
         scary monster by engaging with it.
      

      
      The Doctor is a fantastical grown-up who knows firsthand the ways in which the world
         can be discomforting. He possesses an open mind and is driven by a genuine sense of
         wonder about how the world around him works. The Doctor often finds himself in alien
         worlds where the unfathomable happens. People die, races become extinct, and one can—and
         will—lose friends along the way. While the Doctor is undeniably an adult, he takes
         on different personas, such as the irascible grandfather, the bumbling professor,
         the man of action, the sometimes childish, goofy uncle with a love of sweets, or a
         man with dark depths. Children readily accept the idea of a man who has multiple dimensions
         and who can change his appearance because his core values remain the same. Despite
         his sometimes harrowing adventures, the Doctor does not die easily, and when he does
         “die,” he regenerates into another person, and he almost never loses to the enemy.[2]    Perhaps this idea of order in a chaotic world accounts for the success of the
         long-running television series—the show began in 1963, was canceled in 1989, made
         an appearance in 1996 as a stand-alone, two-hour movie, and was revived for television
         in 2005—and has seen to date eleven actors portraying “the Doctor.”[3]    These incarnations have all been smart, knowledgeable, a force for good, and as
         recently reimagined in the ninth and tenth incarnations, quite a dish, but, above
         all, they remain literate, argumentative, and always a driving force seeking the why, which enables the continuity of the Doctor’s moral compass. His face and personality
         may change, but he will continue to ask the hard questions and, more importantly,
         seek answers.
      

      
      Another aspect of the Doctor’s character is his exactitude. He is demanding of his
         companions and unforgiving toward fools, and wields words in a manner that proves
         the word is indeed mightier than the sword.[4]    The Doctor as a man of letters is best exemplified in his Fourth incarnation,
         as portrayed by Tom Baker. The Fourth Doctor especially shines when he encounters
         outmoded conventions and stale ideas. He delights in using language and the dialectic
         technique of questioning to discover and bring order to his world(s). Famously, the
         Doctor does not travel alone and is often accompanied by human females and the occasional
         male. The companions are a vital component of the Doctor’s characterization as they
         both serve as a sounding board to the Doctor’s exploration of ideas as well as provide
         the audience with the necessary exposition of the plot. Furthermore, the Doctor’s
         companions also serve as a point of empathy for the viewer, who is going through the
         same questioning process and can participate vicariously in the discoveries the Doctor
         and his companions make through their interplay of dialogue.[5]    This emphasis on the intellect and dialectic reasoning is also the chief component
         that separates Doctor Who from other stories and serials in which a “superhero” encounters and vanquishes a
         villain. Without a doubt, the Doctor is a super being; he is a Time Lord, and he can
         travel through time and space, plus he has the ability to regenerate into a new person.
         It is his companions, however, who make him plausible as we watch him talking his
         way across the universe.
      

      
      If we accept the premise that the Doctor gains understanding of the universe through
         a tradition of discourse, then his companions serve as a necessary foil which enables
         his discourse. Moreover, each companion has served as a link to the viewer and forced
         the Doctor to explain the “why” of his actions. The Fourth Doctor had five female
         companions during his tenure, but it was the first three companions—Sarah Jane Smith,
         Leela, and Romana—who best showcased his brilliance. The first companion, Sarah Jane
         Smith, played by Elisabeth Sladen, is a trained journalist and appeared in episodes
         between 1973 and 1976. Sarah Jane starts out with the Third Doctor (Jon Pertwee) between
         1973 and 1974 as an inquisitive young journalist determined to prove herself and with
         an ability to wrap her mind   around some of the concepts to which the Doctor exposes
         her, as evidenced by this exchange between her and the Third Doctor in the second
         episode of the season 11 serial called “Planet of the Spiders”:
      

      
         Sarah Jane: You know, this is barmy. Here we are calmly discussing happiness, planets
            with blue moons, giant spiders, magic crystals as if I was talking about . . . umm
            . . . pussycats, fish and chips and the Liverpool docks.
         

         
         Doctor Who: Well, they’re just as real.

         
         Sarah Jane: Oh, I know. That’s what gets me.

      

      Here, Sarah Jane mirrors the viewer in her expressions of disbelief, but she also
         makes the unbelievable plausible because if this “ordinary” girl can accept the preposterous
         as fact, then so can the viewer. When the Third Doctor regenerates, Sarah Jane remains
         with the Fourth Doctor, but it is evident that her character is rewritten to be a
         little less forward thinking and perhaps not on par intellectually with the “new”
         Doctor. This is clearly established in the Fourth Doctor’s and Sarah Jane’s first
         adventure together in the season 12 serial “The Ark in Space.” In episode 1 of “The Ark in Space,” the Fourth Doctor takes Sarah Jane Smith and
         Harry Sullivan (Ian Marter) along. When they arrive at their destination, the Doctor
         notes, “Yes, almost certainly we’re inside some kind of artificial satellite. Now,
         isn’t that interesting?” which is typical of his wonder at the universe, to which
         Sarah Jane replies, “Not very.” The Doctor, as usual, is intrigued by the puzzle;
         Sarah Jane is more concerned with the fact there is limited oxygen. Perhaps one cannot
         blame her, given that she needs oxygen to survive, but she is here characterized as
         a creature that fails to appreciate the larger picture. Sladen recalled of her character,
         “Sarah had to be able to stick up for herself. She was pretty forceful, especially
         at first, and then we allowed her to soften and adapt more to the circumstances she
         was living in. Sarah was not only feminist, she was feminine—a rather happy, forthright
         girl with a lot of intelligence, and plenty of courage.”[6]    This “softening” of Sarah Jane seemed to involve her becoming more of a damsel
         in distress. Moreover, in “The Ark in Space,” Sarah Jane is practically without a
         voice. She tries to talk to the Doctor, but he tells her to wait a minute. She then
         childishly makes a face at him. Subsequently, she spends part of the serial either
         unconscious or in a state of suspended animation. When she is awake, Sarah Jane seems
         to be one step behind Harry and the Doctor. In episode 2 of the same serial, the Doctor
         realizes the larvae of an alien species named the Wirrn has hatched and exclaims,
         “It’s escaped! We’re too late.” Sarah Jane, bewildered, responds, “What’s escaped?”
         It is a question that goes unanswered. The Sarah Jane that was on par with the Third
         Doctor is absent. In another interview, Sladen disclosed that she felt “very excluded”
         in the changeover between Doctors because Tom Baker and Ian Marter got along so well.[7]   
      

      
      Later in episode 3 of the serial “The Ark in Space,” when the Doctor is working through
         the problem, Sarah explains to an onlooker, “He talks to himself sometimes because
         he is the only one who understands what he’s talking about.” It’s a rather cheeky
         statement and shows playfulness about Sarah—she refuses to take the Doctor too seriously—but
         it is also indicative of a larger communication problem; the Doctor is forced to talk
         to himself since no one is capable of engaging with him. In subsequent episodes Sarah
         Jane becomes more autonomous, and she has her own separate adventure in “Genesis of
         the Daleks,” but her story line remains very much a subplot. When, in episode 3 of
         the season 12 serial “Genesis of the Daleks,” she attempts to tell the Doctor what
         she has discovered, he cuts her off because he has already uncovered the information
         for himself.
      

      
      Decades later, Sladen commented on her role, “Sarah Jane used to be a bit of a cardboard
         cut-out. Each week it used to be, ‘Yes Doctor, no Doctor’, and you had to flesh your
         character out in your mind—because if you didn’t, no one else would.”[8]    Perhaps this devolution in her character had to do with poor writing or, more
         generously, was a reflection of the fact that the Third Doctor had been confined to
         Earth, a restriction that is no longer placed on the Fourth Doctor, and Sarah Jane
         was simply out of her depth. A generous reading of Sarah Jane is that she suddenly
         finds herself encountering out-of-this-world villains and locales, and, echoing the
         viewers’ fears, she cries out and seeks assurance from the Doctor. Perhaps this accounts
         for why Sarah Jane Smith consistently places high in the polls for favorite companions.
         She is the one with whom the audience can most identify.
      

      
      Sarah Jane’s persona, while not unintelligent, had, especially in the early Tom Baker
         years, to ask the basic questions that allowed the audience to understand what the
         Doctor was about, and this initially set the stage for her character and her relationship
         to the Doctor as his not-too-bright student. This imbalance in their relationship
         became somewhat mitigated in later years, and in the serial “Pyramids of Mars,” Sarah
         is referred to as a “plucky girl.”[9]    It is evident in this serial that the Doctor and Sarah Jane have finally achieved
         the relationship that helps showcase his quick, inquiring mind and makes her more
         of a partner instead of a student. Perhaps the most fortuitous piece of luck for the
         Sarah Jane character is that she was able to move beyond companion status in Doctor Who into a lead character in the spin-off entitled The Sarah Jane Adventures (2007–2011), where she was allowed to mature and develop. Elisabeth Sladen as Sarah
         Jane Smith even made a guest appearance in the rebooted Doctor Who season 2 (the 2005 rebooted television show Doctor Who starring Christopher Eccleston as the Tenth Doctor started out with season 1.[10]) In the episode “School Reunion,” Sarah Jane Smith encounters the Tenth Doctor (David
         Tennant). It is evident that as a mature adult, she has been imprinted with the Doctor’s
         inquiring mind and now has both opportunity and means to express it and has continued
         to do so on her own:
      

      
         Sarah Jane: It’s you. Doctor. Oh my God, it’s you, isn’t it? You’ve regenerated. .
            . . What are you doing here?
         

         
         The Doctor: Well, UFO sightings, school gets record results. I couldn’t resist. What
            about you?
         

         
         Sarah Jane: Same.

         
         They laugh.[11]   
         

      

      What makes “School Reunion” so delicious is that it is the first time we discover
         on screen what has happened to a companion, and it is gratifying to know that the
         screaming, ineffectual Sarah Jane has grown into an inquiring and powerful person
         who, like the Doctor, seeks the answers to intriguing questions.[12]    She is, in essence, the frightened child—the original intended audience of the
         show—who has grown up to take her rightful place in the world.
      

      
      The Doctor, because of his ability to travel in space and time, often finds himself
         in situations where he must uncover the true story. His inquiring mind, his facility
         with language, and the TARDIS’s[13]    universal translator give him an advantage in understanding the local language,
         but he must acclimate quite quickly to the attitudes and undercurrents of a situation
         in order to gain a deeper understanding. The universal translator is a trope in science
         fiction, and in Doctor Who, the TARDIS automatically translates most languages, both oral and written, into
         a language he and his companions can understand. Moreover, the Doctor is well versed
         in languages, which is fortunate as the universal translator is not always in working
         condition. For example, in the season 14 serial “The Talons of Weng Chiang,” the Doctor
         interrogates a man from China while his companion and another bystander clearly cannot
         follow.
      

      
      It is not always easy to exchange ideas even when both parties are speaking in the
         same language, as illustrated in this exchange in Lewis Carroll’s novel Alice’s Adventures in Wonderland:
      

      
         “Then you should say what you mean,” the March Hare went on.

         
         “I do,” Alice hastily replied; “at least—at least I mean what I say—that’s the same
            thing, you know.”
         

         
         “Not the same thing a bit!” said the Hatter. “You might just as well say that ‘I see
            what I eat’ is the same thing as ‘I eat what I see!’”[14]   
         

      

      This bit of absurdity gets to the heart of Plato’s criticism that the poet is “the
         imitator or maker of the image [who] knows nothing of true existence; he knows appearances
         only.”[15]    In Plato’s world, poets were professional orators, and their job was to recite
         lengthy, mnemonic, state-sanctioned verses (epics) to the audience.[16]    These epics had to be formulaic so that they could be learned and repeated without
         variation. These “poets” were not authors of the poems; they were merely parroting
         the memorized verses. It is this repetition without knowledge that Plato rails against,
         as does the Doctor. The Doctor’s disdain for the repetition of words without reflection
         is clearly highlighted in the season 14 serial “The Face of Evil,” in which two races,
         the Sevateem and the Tesh, live in hatred of each other and in blind obedience to
         their god Xoanon.
      

      
      In episode 2 of the season 14 serial “The Face of Evil,” the Sevateem call the Tesh
         their enemy. Their reasoning is based on the fact that it has always been so. The
         creed the Sevateem repeat   helps justify the status quo between the two tribes:
      

      
         Neeva: Our fathers of the tribe of the Sevateem were sent forth by God to seek Paradise.

         
         All: And still we seek.

         
         Neeva: They searched and found it not. While they searched the tribe of Tesh . . .

         
         All: Curse be the cowards of Tesh.

         
         Neeva: . . . remained at the place of land, betrayed our fathers.

         
         All: Death to the betrayers of Tesh.[17]   
         

      

      This repetition without understanding sets up two races to constantly distrust each
         other and wage war, a practice the Doctor abhors. Anytime a writer or orator starts
         off by saying, “I have heard” or repeats a myth (as Plato himself does with the myth
         of Theuth[18]   ) or writes about something he has no experience of, what will follow is not truth,
         only a semblance of it. As Walter Ong wrote, the “extratextual content is missing
         not only for readers but also for the writer.”[19]    What this means is that if the reader is unclear about a passage, she cannot ask
         the author what he meant. In his critique of writing, Plato points out that the writer
         is constrained in that the writer does not have a live audience; the “writer’s audience
         [thus] is always a fiction.”[20]    In turn, the reader must fictionalize the writer and assign feelings and intentions
         to the writer that may have been true at the time of the writing but may no longer
         be accurate, and the author cannot defend himself.[21]    Consequently, the reader can only read and reread the same fixed words, hoping
         to get at meaning. This rereading is what the Sevateem and Tesh find themselves constrained
         to doing. The puzzle of a people who repeat by rote and without understanding catches
         the Doctor’s attention, and he, of course, becomes determined to solve the problem.
         In this, he finds a kindred spirit in the character Leela (Louise Jameson), who is
         introduced in the story and shows a distinct lack of willingness to fictionalize a
         “meaning” to justify a pointless and potentially deadly war.
      

      
      The four-part season 14 serial “The Face of Evil” marks a high point in the Fourth
         Doctor’s world of dialectic inquiry. We first see Leela, a member of the Sevateem
         tribe, in episode 1 saying, “Do not beg, Tomas. What I said is the truth.” Leela,
         who is a primitive, stereotypically dressed in skins and quick with a knife and deadly
         darts, serves as a stark contrast to the Doctor. Primitives are cunning and instinctual
         but not rational, or so it is commonly assumed. Leela, however, is possessed of a
         fierce intelligence. She resents Neeva, “the Speaker of Law,” and favors her own thinking
         over tradition. Her truth is her disbelief in the Xoanon god, and she is unafraid
         to speak it, even though it means certain banishment and death from her tribe. Right
         from the start, Leela is a companion with a sharp mind and no preconceptions. She
         may not have the trappings of a civilized culture or book learning, but she relies
         on her instincts and pure logic.
      

      
      In episode 1 of the serial, when the Doctor first encounters Leela and they start
         to interact, he initially discounts her words as foolish because she refers to him
         as the “evil one.” As they travel through the jungle, she tells him to hide because
         someone is coming, but he once again dismisses her words as illogical because he happens
         to know the Sevateem are preparing for battle. Leela hides, the Doctor is captured,
         and Leela later rescues him.[22]    His captors had also referred to him as the “evil one,” and rather than taking
         offense, he wants to understand why; he is more interested in the origin of the words,
         and why his captors think him evil. While he has no recollection of previously visiting
         the world, he is faced with an unpleasant shock when he sees his face carved into
         the side of a mountain, proof he has previously been in that world.
      

      
      Later in same serial, the following exchange occurs:

      
         Leela: I don’t know what to believe anymore.

         
         Doctor: Never be certain of anything. It’s a sign of weakness.

      

      And further on, this exchange takes place between the Doctor and Leela:

      
         Leela: Do you know the answer to everything?

         
         Doctor: Yes. Well no. Answers are easy. It’s asking the right questions that is hard.[23]   
         

      

      Asking the right questions. The Doctor is full of them and ponders the questions until
         he comes up with the right ones. As the plot lines of “The Face of Evil” unravel,
         we find out that the Sevateem is really a “survey team,” and Tesh is short for “technicians.”
         The Doctor reveals that originally the two races were human explorers who landed on
         the planet. The technicians remained behind on the ship, and the survey team ventured
         out, never to return. Plato’s concerns with the written word and memory have become
         a nightmarish reality. The technicians/Tesh and survey team/Sevateem have lost their
         recollections and repeat half-remembered words to make order of their world. Perhaps
         the greatest ironic moment in this story line is that the god Xoanon, whom both the
         Tesh and Sevateem worship, is in actuality a computer that, on a long ago visit, the
         Doctor tried to fix. It turns out the computer had become a sentient being, gone through
         a traumatic birthing process, and was dormant when the Doctor encountered it. Not
         understanding this, when the Doctor tried to help by programming it, he inadvertently
         imprinted his own personality on the computer. Thus, once Xoanon awoke, he had two
         personalities: his own inherent one and the Doctor’s questioning dialectical one,
         which led him into madness because he could not understand just who he was. It should
         be noted that the concept of the computer Xoanon as being a flawed offspring to the
         Doctor is an intriguing one. This idea of the Doctor recreating himself or a version
         of himself is revisited in the episode “The Doctor’s Daughter” in the new Doctor Who season 4, in which the Tenth Doctor (David Tennant), much like Zeus, gives birth
         to a fully grown warrior daughter.
      

      
      After the Doctor reveals the truth to the Sevateem, Tomas, the man who had come to
         Leela’s aid, notes in episode 3 of “The Face of Evil” serial, “With proof, we don’t
         have to believe,” to which the Doctor responds that the “smart and stupid alter facts
         to fit their beliefs.” Here is the real insight into the Doctor’s psyche. He is intelligent,
         but he is unafraid to find out he has been wrong. If questioning is a way of making
         sense of the world and gaining a better sense of self, then the Doctor clearly has
         a fully realized sense of self. It is this inner confidence that shines through as
         he travels through time and space. He never explains himself—his name, his motives,
         and his past—because these are not necessary. He is not interested in explaining the
         puzzle of himself to others but rather in unraveling the new puzzles he encounters
         on his journeys. What can readers, writers, and, by extension, viewers do? Plato says
         in order for the truth to be present, there must be a “point of indivisibility” between
         the words and the experience because the truth is a “universal class.” This gap is
         impossible to cross because how does one know when the truth has been reached if it
         is invisible? What can be done? Plato says in Phaedrus, “Not until a man acquires this capacity will it be possible to produce speech in
         a scientific way, in so far as its nature permits such treatment, either for purposes
         of instruction or of persuasion.[24]    Plato concludes that readers—or, to extend the metaphor, viewers—are in search
         of “truth,” and in order to gain “truth,” readers/viewers must be willing to remain
         objective and test for “truth” instead of assuming that a stated position is the correct
         one. The Fourth Doctor serves as the viewers’ surrogate. He embodies the quest for
         the truth “Who am I?” with the assurance that he already knows who he is and is unafraid
         in his quest for the truth. By stark contrast, this inner knowledge is missing when
         the Eighth Doctor, played by Paul McGann, states, “Who am I?” Considering the Doctor
         had been absent from the screen for eight years when the film aired, the question
         serves as both a plot point and a direct appeal to the audience, as if to say, “Who
         am I to you?”[25]   
      

      
      Ultimately, the Fourth Doctor takes Leela on as his companion because she wishes it
         and because he represents a new truth for her. This willingness to seek out truth
         becomes characteristic of the companions—they must have the ability to appreciate
         that traveling with the Doctor is a way of exploring the universe for no other reason
         than to experience it and to gain knowledge. The Leela-Doctor pairing is an odd juxtaposition,
         as she often looks and acts as a savage, and he, too, often portrays the absent-minded
         professor, but their love of deciphering messages and seeing through foggy rhetoric
         makes for quite good television. In the Fourth Doctor, Leela has found a person with
         a rational mind who encourages her to learn and question.
      

      
      After Leela moves on, the Fourth Doctor is assigned another companion, Romana, a fellow
         Time Lord.[26]    Romana (Mary Tamm) has a brain that is as sharp as the Doctor’s, and their interaction
         is often acerbic but short-lived, as Romana regenerates at the end of their first
         adventure together. With the advent of the new Romana, sometimes dubbed Romana II
         (Lalla Ward), the relationship between the Doctor and his companion evolves into a
         true meeting of minds, and the banter between the two is reminiscent of Spencer Tracy
         and Katharine Hepburn: fast, furious, and oh, so witty.[27]    In essence, the Doctor is speaking with an equal, and his conversations with Romana
         are perfectly in accord, as we see in the season 17 serial “City of Death”:
      

      
         Romana: Where are we going?

         
         The Doctor: Are you talking philosophically or geographically?

         
         Romana: Philosophically . . .

         
         The Doctor: Then we’re going to lunch. I know a little place that does a wonderful
            bouillabaisse. Do you like bouillabaisse?
         

         
         Romana: Mmm, bouillabaisse, yum-yum.[28]   
         

      

      The interaction between the Doctor and the second Romana further explores the rational
         and intertextual nature of the Doctor; the two bicker and throw words at each other
         in a terrific play of applying rational thought to further their understanding of
         their universe. Indeed, the regenerated Romana first appears in the season 17 serial
         “Destiny of the Daleks” in a feminized version of the Doctor’s costume—a pink frock
         coat, long white coat, pink pants, and boots to echo the idea that they are variations
         of the same mind. The actress Louise Jameson (Leela) notes Baker’s portrayal of the Doctor was a being
         of “super intelligence and super knowledge”[29]    who can think his way out of a tight spot, and while the companions Sarah Jane
         and Leela cannot always be sure of his thought process, Romana seems to be with him
         every step of the way.
      

      
      When the Doctor and Romana are imprisoned in the season 18 four-part serial “State
         of Decay,” they are more interested in the “why” of their dilemma than in plotting
         their escape. In this serial, the Doctor and his companion encounter a world in which
         three powerful overlords rule over inhabitants of a village who are kept in a primitive
         state with limited access to food and no access to technology or learning and meet
         with rebels who advocate overthrowing the current order. The Doctor, in his fashion,
         questions them:
      

      
         Doctor: What? Isn’t that [revolt] a bit dangerous? I mean, a chap in the village told
            me the lords protected you from the wasting.
         

         
         Kalmar: You know about the wasting?

         
         Doctor: Well, only by hearsay. What is the wasting?

         
         Tarak: The wasting?

         
         Doctor: Yes.

         
         Tarak: The wasting is [Kalmar stops him].
         

         
         Tarak: The wasting.

         
         Doctor: Ah.[30]   
         

      

      The rebels cannot define the wasting because it is nothing but an empty threat the
         overlords use to keep the villagers compliant. The Doctor, with this understanding,
         sets out to meet these overlords. Initially, the overlords are excited by the Doctor
         and Romana’s intelligence, but the Doctor is not as impressed by them, especially
         when the overlords claim to know everything and he responds by saying, “Gosh.”[31]    The “gosh” is dripping in irony mixed with a dash of contempt. Given that the
         Doctor prizes dialectical rhetoric, he is underwhelmed by anyone claiming to know
         it all. One of the brilliant personality traits of the Doctor is that he does not
         take umbrage at being wrong, nor does he claim to know all. The overlords Camilla
         and Zargo come to realize the Doctor and Romana are a threat to their plans because
         they will ask questions. In episode 2 of the serial “State of Decay,” Camilla and Zargo question
         the Doctor and become alarmed when they realize that Romana has reviewed the ship’s
         original manifest. Zargo later declares, “The Doctor’s mind is powerful. He is dangerous,”
         and proposes to kill the Doctor.[32]   
      

      
      After the Doctor and Romana are detained by the overlords, they investigate their
         surroundings and realize they are in a disguised spaceship. As they puzzle this out,
         they take the time to ruminate on the way the spelling and pronunciation of words
         have changed over time and together decipher a most curious mystery. “Do you know
         about Grimm’s consonant shift?” the Doctor queries.[33]    Of course Romana does. The folklorist Jakob Grimm, while collecting stories, noticed
         a pattern in the consonant shifts and developed Grimm’s law, which captures “three
         consecutive phases in the sense of a chain shift.”[34]    Thus posits Romana: Captain Miles Sharkey must become Sharkey, which becomes Zharkey,
         and then Zarkey, and then Zar, and finally Zargo, the name of their host. The Doctor
         further concludes that if this is true of Sharkey/Zargo, then Science Officer Anthony
         O’Connor is Aukon, and Navigation Officer Lauren MacMillan is Camilla. In recognizing
         the naming pattern, and based on his observations and prior knowledge, the Doctor
         deciphers the mystery of Sharkey, MacMillan, and O’Connor, concluding correctly that
         Zargo, Aukon, and Camilla are not descendents of the long-ago ship’s crew but are
         the original members whose names have shifted over time. This conclusion leads him
         to sift through the impossible to the probable and uncover the secret of the overlords’
         longevity. It is Romana’s and the Doctor’s delight in questioning and deciphering
         in order to uncover “truth” that enables them to defeat the overlords.
      

      
      The Doctor—so called to evoke a sense of the scholarly, the intellectual, and the
         professorial—functions best when he has an audience who is capable of appreciating
         and complementing his mind. Perhaps the Doctor says it best when he notes he has a
         “very sophisticated prose style.”[35]    While this is true, it is not his sophisticated style that sets the Doctor apart
         but that his everlasting curiosity and need to know why make him, as one foe said,
         a “dangerously clever man.”[36]    The Doctor has the ability to interrogate the situation, to uncover the mystery,
         to seek answers, and to initiate dialogues that grant him entry into the myriad worlds
         he enters. The Doctor is capable of debunking the mysterious, explaining the frightening,
         and promoting peace simply by saying “hello.” And although the Doctor is a great critical
         thinker and entertaining conversationalist, he does not do it alone.[37]    The Doctor is not a solitary character who lurks in shadows. He is the thing that
         creatures lurking in shadows are afraid of. The Doctor, a master of words and of deciphering
         meaning through questioning, serves as the audience’s rational mind. He has exposed
         the audience’s fears and expelled them. The Doctor sees all and he seeks to understand,
         and through him, so does the viewing audience.
      

      
      Notes
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      This chapter outlines the ways in which three celebrated characters in the 2005 reboot
         of Doctor Who,[1]  namely Rose Tyler (Billie Piper), Sally Sparrow (Carey Mulligan), and River Song
         (Alex Kingston), use graffiti as a means to convey secret messages that, once deciphered,
         become tools of feminine empowerment. First, Rose Tyler’s graffiti is central to the
         Bad Wolf story arc that spans several episodes from both the Ninth and Tenth Doctors’
         (Christopher Eccleston and David Tennant, respectively) seasons in 2006. Second, Sally
         Sparrow’s coauthored graffiti is found exclusively in the one-off episode “Blink”[2]  as part of the Tenth Doctor’s run in 2007. Finally, River Song’s graffiti is revealed
         in two episodes from the Eleventh Doctor’s (Matt Smith) incarnation in 2010, “The
         Time of Angels”[3]  and “The Pandorica Opens.”[4]  Before exploring the ways in which this empowerment occurs and the impact graffiti
         writing and reading has on various story lines, however, it is necessary to begin
         this discourse with a relevant background on graffiti subculture and rhetoric.
      

      
      Graffiti is an underground and unconventional form of public writing; it contains
         signs that are relevant to a limited number of people but conveys misunderstood meanings
         unless those who read it recognize and respond to any warnings or instructions present.
         Frequently associated with working-class subcultures, graffiti is often simplified
         and dismissed as a brutish form of rebellion, entertainment, and territory marking
         prevalent in socioeconomically strangled communities. In her 2001 study of the graffiti
         subcultures of London and New York, Nancy Macdonald claims that most witnesses to
         graffiti ignore the layers of meaning behind the spray paint–based battles between
         opposing voices and ideas in urban communities. Macdonald marvels that “we don’t take
         a second look. . . . Most of us are just plain indifferent.”[5]  It is the indifference held by most casual observers of graffiti that makes this
         form of public writing an ideal mode to convey messages intended for a specific audience.
         A damaging way to communicate by defacing public or private property, graffiti also
         is tantalizing, as it elicits excitement or pleasure at the realization that one is
         the creator or recipient of an illicitly crafted communiqué. The abundance of graffiti
         suggests that such clandestine texts and images create a visible, yet hidden, conversation.
         Consequently, graffiti is a form of secret message in that it is private in a public
         place, anonymous, and taboo.[6] 
      

      
      To build on the understanding that graffiti is an illegal but valid form of communication,
         a graffiti artist’s anonymity as a pseudonymous tag is both an idealized symbol of
         creativity and a practical form of identity protection. Obviously, it would be unwise
         for a writer to include his or her real name on a piece if he or she wishes to elude
         the authorities; additionally, even though a tag protects the writer’s identity from
         unwanted legal consequences, it simultaneously promotes a sense of pride and empowerment:
         “Illegal graffiti involves a celebration of the self. An individual writes his/her
         name and effectively says ‘I am,’ ‘I exist.’”[7]  This declaration of existence calls for the intended reader of a tag or message
         to acknowledge the declaration and act in response. Further, while graffiti can be
         a way in which a writer proclaims his or her physical existence within a community,
         it is also a common, albeit unconventional, pathway to notoriety.
      

      
      Notoriety is a common desire for aspiring career graffiti artists, as quickly scrawling
         or spraying one’s name on a wall in a simple tag often leads to recognition and the
         creation of more-ambitious pieces. No matter the individual graffiti artist, “All
         of them enter this subculture with the ambition to be the best, the most famous, the
         most respected, and it is this that makes a graffiti career a ‘moral career’ in its
         purest form.”[8]  Repeating a tag until it becomes recognized in many places, such as the Bad Wolf
         tag associated with companion Rose Tyler, can lead to fame, a common goal of graffiti
         artists, as it encourages notoriety and respect among peers. As Macdonald and other
         current scholars challenge academia’s previous dismissal of graffiti as little more
         than aggressive vandalism, her discussion and elevation of graffiti as a legitimate
         mode of writing justifies analyzing the ways in which graffiti functions in Doctor Who.
      

      
      Graffiti functions in multiple ways in many Doctor Who episodes from 2005 to 2010, depending on the situations in which graffiti is observed.
         Ranging from subtle to obvious, graffiti can alert viewers to a story arc, move the
         narrative of the plot, or lead to heroic moments in which writers and/or readers of
         graffiti save themselves or others. The best method to unpack the ways in which graffiti
         functions in Doctor Who is to examine graffiti from rhetorical topoi championed by Jennifer Edbauer in her
         2005 study of the metaphysical elements of graffiti. Edbauer uses the “three familiar
         topoi—context, style, and signification”[9]—to study graffiti’s affective dimensions of composition, and these same elements
         are useful for analyzing graffiti here. Employing Jennifer Edbauer’s approach to analyzing
         graffiti’s topoi, I explore graffiti as a plot-driving mode of writing that empowers
         nuWho women to achieve remarkable accomplishments. Through their creation and acknowledgment
         of graffiti, Rose Tyler, Sally Sparrow, and River Song simultaneously save the Doctor
         (and, sometimes, the universe) and demonstrate for viewers their connection with the
         enigmatic hero in the blue box.
      

      
      The Wolf

      
      Executive producer Russell T. Davies inserted the phrase “Bad Wolf” into every episode
         of the first season of the rebooted 2005 Doctor Who series to create a story arc that could be removed if he decided to end the season
         in a different way; he “dropped it into other writers’ scripts and didn’t tell them
         what was going on because [he] did think it might not work.”[10]  Davies’s seemingly random placement of Bad Wolf references throughout the Doctor Who universe of season 1 are resolved in the finale, when it becomes clear why Bad Wolf
         is inextricably bound to companion Rose Tyler. From the final ten minutes of the season
         1 finale forward, Rose is identified as “Bad Wolf,” and the impact of this extends
         beyond her time with the Doctor. Subsequent references to Bad Wolf during the Doctor’s
         travels with Martha Jones[11]  (Freema Agyeman) and Donna Noble (Catherine Tate) simultaneously alert the Doctor
         to important events in his time stream and remind characters and viewers alike that
         Rose is bound with the Doctor like no other companion. Before looking to the end of
         Rose’s time with the Ninth Doctor, however, it is necessary to examine how Bad Wolf
         graffiti represents Rose Tyler.
      

      
      Rose Tyler is the Doctor’s charming and inquisitive companion who lives with her mother,
         Jackie (Camille Coduri), in a modest flat at the Powell Estate public housing project.
         The concrete and metal exterior walls of the estate are covered in graffiti ranging
         from simple tags to intricate pieces, associating Rose with the negative urban stereotype
         of misguided, working-class youth. A South Londoner, Rose Tyler returns to her home
         for the first time since leaving with the Doctor on a year-long journey through time
         and space in the 2005 episode “Aliens of London.”[12]  The opening credits fade to reveal the TARDIS parked within the Powell Estate as
         a preteen boy tags it with the words “BAD WOLF” in white spray paint before bicycling
         away. Already blending in with its surroundings as a police call box, the TARDIS is
         even more camouflaged because it now displays graffiti that complements the wall against
         which the TARDIS is parked. The context of the graffitied TARDIS against the vocal
         backdrop of Jackie Tyler berating an overdue Rose conveys disarray, panic, and excitement;
         this opening shot captures the complex dynamic between Rose and Jackie and how it
         is forever complicated as a result of Rose’s relationship with the Doctor.
      

      
      Written and spoken references to Bad Wolf occur throughout season 1 and beyond, but
         the meaning behind this phrase eludes the Doctor and viewers until the end of season
         1 in “The Parting of the Ways.”[13]  In this final episode with Rose and the Ninth Doctor, they return to Satellite 5
         one hundred years after initially visiting the same place in “The Long Game.”[14]  Wondering what evil lurks behind Earth’s terrible plight of sloth and greed, the
         Doctor reflects on recent patterns of destruction and concludes that Bad Wolf is somehow
         connected: “This whole Bad Wolf thing’s tied up with me. Someone’s manipulating my
         entire life. It’s some sort of trap and Rose is stuck inside it.”[15]  As he continues to work through the mystery behind Satellite 5, his worst enemy,
         the Dalek, is revealed to have survived. Face-to-face with the Dalek emperor, the
         Doctor is forced to acknowledge that his destruction of his home planet Gallifrey
         to end the Last Great Time War failed to extinguish the Dalek race’s drive and ability
         to amass a new army to overtake the galaxy. Wondering how to save the human race from
         life under Dalek subjugation, the Doctor sends Rose home to 2005 London in an attempt
         to save her. Back on Satellite 5, the Doctor, Captain Jack Harkness (John Barrowman),
         and a few remaining humans prepare for an imminent Dalek attack. As is typical of
         the loquacious Doctor, he uses his time in front of a communication screen with the
         Dalek emperor to talk through lingering questions:
      

      
      
         Doctor: Now you tell me, God of all Daleks, ’cause there’s one thing I never worked
            out, the words “Bad Wolf.” Spread across time and space, everywhere, drawing me in.
            How’d you manage that?
         

         
         Dalek: I did nothing.

         
         Doctor: Oh, come on. There’s no secrets, now, Your Worship.

         
         Emperor: They’re not part of my design. [The Doctor looks stunned.] This is the truth of God.[16] 
         

      

      
      In shock at this revelation from the Dalek emperor, the Doctor looks above the telecommunications
         screen and acknowledges the words “Bad Wolf Corporation” written in metallic block
         letters. The Doctor has yet to understand the significance of the phrase; however,
         safely and frustratingly 198,095 years in the past, Rose is about to figure it all
         out.
      

      
      As the scenes switch between the present in England and the future above Earth, Rose
         wonders what she is supposed to do with the impotent knowledge that the Doctor is
         fighting for humanity with certain failure. With Rose’s unrequited love interest,
         Mickey Smith (Noel Clarke), and Jackie urging her to lead a normal life and forget
         about the Doctor, Rose reluctantly gets reacquainted with her neighborhood chip shop
         and playground. Sitting on the ground with drawn-up knees, Rose gazes across the vast
         blacktop as Mickey attempts to recapture her affection by offering her “a proper life.”[17]  Tuning Mickey out, Rose widens her eyes in recognition of the huge capital letters
         scrawled across the tarmac, “BAD WOLF.” As the camera pans across the brick walls
         surrounding the blacktop, Rose sees numerous iterations of the phrase also come into
         view, which spurs her into action.
      

      
      Rose’s reaction to the words confounds Mickey because he is not the graffiti writer’s
         intended audience; as a result, he fails to recognize the significance of Bad Wolf.
         The spray-painted and chalked words blend in with other graffiti in temporary abundance;
         the graffiti will remain only until washed off or painted over, and its visibility
         is necessary for the limited amount of time it takes Rose to recognize the message
         behind the tag:
      

      
      
         Mickey: That’s been there for years! It’s just a phrase. It’s just words.

         
         Rose: I thought it was a warning. Maybe it’s the opposite. Maybe it’s a message! The
            same words written down now and two hundred thousand years in the future. It’s a link
            between me and the Doctor! “Bad Wolf” here; “Bad Wolf” there!
         

         
         Mickey: Yeah, but if it’s a message, what’s it saying?

         
         Rose: It’s telling me I can get back! [running toward the TARDIS] The least I could do is help him escape![18] 
         

      

      
      During this interaction, Rose accomplishes two significant mental tasks: first, she
         acknowledges the rhetorical context of everyday-looking graffiti without dismissing
         it as vandalism, and second, she begins to decode the secret message that has been
         hidden in the open all along. In this moment, Rose experiences the significance of
         a secret message and sees that it is important for what it reveals as well as for
         what it hides. She is meant to see but not understand Bad Wolf throughout her travels
         with the Doctor so that she can suspect its significance but understand it as her
         call to action when she needs to rally.[19]  The secret message carried in the words “Bad Wolf” is so safely guarded that Rose
         can only fully decipher the meaning behind the graffiti with the help of the TARDIS.
         While she still does not yet realize that she is the author of the graffiti, she has
         enough understanding to act.
      

      
      Motivated by the Bad Wolf graffiti, Rose rebels against those close to her and orchestrates
         a rescue mission. In so doing, she refuses to obey mores established by the Doctor
         in overriding Emergency Program One, by Jackie in continuing to solve the problem
         of how to return in the TARDIS, and by Mickey in turning down his offer to live a
         traditional, coupled life with him. Instead, she takes control of her own actions
         and decides to break open the console of the TARDIS to telepathically communicate
         her command to return to Satellite 5. Articulating her plan to Mickey in an attempt
         to obtain his help, she explains, “If we can open it, I can make contact. I can tell
         it what to do.”[20]  In her success, Rose returns to the year 200,100 and to the Doctor’s side on Satellite
         5.
      

      
      Before Rose rejoins the Doctor, he faces the devastating moral dilemma of destroying
         Earth and its inhabitants to prevent the Daleks from destroying all of humanity. Unwilling
         to justify the murder of innocents, however, the Doctor surrenders to the Dalek emperor.
         At the Doctor’s time of greatest need, Rose returns, to his amazement and disapproval,
         and in his surprise, he admonishes her: “What have you done? You looked into the time
         vortex. Rose, no one’s meant to see that.”[21]  Rose’s actions are taboo because she overrides the Doctor’s original act of sending
         her away from the battle and because she consumes and is consumed by the time vortex.
         With her newly expanded understanding, Rose finally realizes that she is the author
         of the vast number of Bad Wolf references they have seen thus far, more than fulfilling
         the need for a secret message to be anonymous, and articulates her paradoxical self-creation:
         “I looked into the TARDIS and the TARDIS looked into me. I am the Bad Wolf. I create
         myself. I take the words. I scatter them in time and space. A message to lead myself
         here.”[22]  Rose is the Bad Wolf; even though she does not realize it during her earlier adventures
         with the Doctor, she orchestrates every utterance and inscription of her meme. Rose
         has achieved the fame most often sought by graffiti artists; however, she has not
         done this to invoke fear or admiration from others. Rather, she covers the universe
         with her tag to ensure she makes it back to the Doctor in time to save him and Earth
         in 200,100 from a seemingly unwinnable Dalek battle; additionally, she sends the phrase
         into the future to alert the Doctor of danger when she is no longer his companion.[23]  Rose is empowered by the graffiti to look into the time vortex within the TARDIS
         to rescue the Doctor. To ensure that she gets the message in 2005, Rose takes the
         words “Bad Wolf” off the wall of the control room on floor 500 and plants them where
         she and the Doctor venture in the months leading up to the point at which she needs
         to recognize that the words are meant for her in order to accomplish the heroic acts
         of destroying the Dalek fleet and raising Captain Jack from the dead. With the help
         of the time vortex, Rose is able temporarily to experience her true self,[24]  one who protects and even resurrects those she loves.[25] 
      

      
      The Sparrow

      
      Graffiti reappears as an action-inducing plot device in Steven Moffat’s 2006 short
         story “What I Did in My Christmas Holidays—By Sally Sparrow,”[26]  in which a twelve-year-old protagonist uncovers a secret message hidden beneath
         wallpaper and helps the Ninth Doctor retrieve his TARDIS. By the time this story translates
         to a screen narrative in the 2007 episode “Blink,”[27]  many significant elements have changed; the most notable change is the introduction
         of Weeping Angels as “psychopaths . . . to kill you nicely” that steal energy from
         victims’ unlived years and make them “live to death” in the past.[28]  Cast changes include the Tenth Doctor replacing the Ninth, as David Tennant began
         his tenure as the Doctor after Christopher Eccleston’s departure in 2005, and Sally
         Sparrow reimagined as a twenty-something photographer instead of a preteen student.
         With numerous differences between the short story and the broadcast episode, there
         is one significant constant: the use of a secret message hidden beneath a layer of
         wallpaper as a plot device that inspires Sally to rescue the Doctor across time.
      

      
      “Blink” opens on a quiet evening as a solitary Sally Sparrow trespasses into an abandoned
         mansion, Wester Drumlins, to photograph the architecturally interesting house without
         being detected by authorities. Much like a graffiti artist, Sally enters at night
         to work without interruption or interrogation.[29]  Taking pictures throughout the dilapidated building, Sally pauses when she spies
         a letter, B, peeking from behind a peeling piece of wallpaper. Intrigued, she tears at the peeling
         strip and slowly reveals a message that, once discerned, saves her life and alerts
         her to a malevolent presence nearby. The message commands, “BEWARE THE WEEPING ANGEL
         OH, AND DUCK. NO REALLY, DUCK! SALLY SPARROW DUCK NOW. LOVE FROM THE DOCTOR (1969).”[30]  With each small tear slowly revealing more information, the message increases in
         urgency until Sally finally grasps that she is the intended audience of the graffiti,
         ducks, and narrowly misses being struck by a thrown object. Although her name has
         been on that wall her entire life, she experiences the graffiti at the exact moment
         at which she needs the information contained in the secret message, and she narrowly
         escapes harm. In addition to providing this immediate solution to the danger posed
         by the Weeping Angels, the message also is a catalyst for Sally because it inspires
         her to question how and why her name is under wallpaper in a note from thirty-eight
         years in the past. For loyal Doctor Who viewers, there is a complicated recognition in seeing the name that isn’t, “the Doctor,”
         because there is the potential for confusion in identifying the correct incarnation
         of the Doctor. As a time traveler with regenerative powers, the 1969 signature can
         be attributed to the Second Doctor (Patrick Troughton, who played the title role in
         1969) as easily as to any other Time Lord with that moniker. Unaware that she is the
         coauthor of the graffiti on the wall, Sally looks elsewhere for answers.
      

      
      In the effort to identify the graffiti’s source, Sally stumbles onto helpers who connect
         the text on the wall to a mysterious half-conversation hidden on DVDs that happen
         to comprise her entire video collection. Working first with detective inspector–turned–video
         publisher Billy Shipton (Michael Obiora/Louis Mahoney) and second with video aficionado
         Larry Nightingale (Finlay Robertson), Sally learns that each of her DVDs contains
         the same Easter egg in which the Doctor warns against the danger of the Weeping Angels
         and asks for help in sending the TARDIS to him in 1969. The Easter egg is another
         secret message, but this time it is in the form of digital graffiti, as the message
         is an unauthorized addition to the films in which it appears. Without knowing the
         identity of the man speaking to the camera, Larry explains that the Doctor’s Easter
         egg differs from authorized DVD extras in that his is “always hidden away; always
         a secret. Not even the publishers know how he got there. I’ve talked to the manufacturers,
         right; they don’t even know. He’s like he’s a ghost DVD extra.”[31]  The Doctor’s secret message is unclear until Sally creates her half of the conversation
         by speaking to the screen while Larry documents the now-complete dialogue that is
         thirty-eight years in the making. Again, Sally is instrumental in creating and deciphering
         the graffiti around her even though she does not physically write a word. Across time,
         Sally, Larry, and the Doctor collaborate to defeat the Weeping Angels and reunite
         TARDIS and Time Lord. Sally, the unwitting author, now has the responsibility of ensuring
         her dialogue partner, the Doctor, receives the messages that make his rescue from
         1969 possible.
      

      
      After completing the mission of sending the TARDIS to 1969 and out of the grasp of
         the Weeping Angels, Sally’s life is on hold until she guarantees that the Doctor has
         the necessary tools to write the graffiti that starts her on her adventure. To this
         end, she carries a file of information the Doctor will need to complete his part of
         the story. Her moment to facilitate the information exchange comes one year later,
         after a forlorn Larry implores Sally to move on with her life:
      

      
         Larry: Sally. Can’t you let it go?

         
         Sally: Of course I can’t let it go.

         
         Larry: This is over.

         
         Sally: How did the Doctor know where to write those words on the wall? How could he
            get a copy of the transcript? Where did he get all that information from?
         

         
         Larry: Look, some things you never find out, and that’s okay.

         
         Sally: No, it isn’t.

      

      
      Sally is not satisfied until her efforts come to fruition, and she personally delivers
         the file into the Doctor’s hands and ensures the events progress as they should. It
         finally hits her that she is the one in control of her own life as she accosts the
         Doctor outside of her and Larry’s book shop, Sparrow and Nightingale: “It was me.
         Oh, for God’s sake! It was me all along. You got it all from me. Okay, listen. One
         day you’re gonna get stuck in 1969. Make sure you’ve got this with you. You’re gonna
         need it.”[32]  Sally Sparrow is unaware of the power she has over the past and future until she
         meets the Doctor in person and realizes she has been in control of the words all along.
         Only meeting for a moment, Sally and the Doctor share a brief yet powerful connection
         that signifies humanity’s goodwill when Sally goes out of her way to help a mysterious
         stranger.
      

      
      The River

      
      River Song is the most brazen graffiti artist in all of Doctor Who. The Tenth Doctor and viewers first meet River at the end of her life in the two-part
         story arc “Silence in the Library”[33]  and “Forest of the Dead.”[34]  Since River’s time line is out of sync with that of the Doctor, she already knows
         a lot about him by the time he first meets her; consequently, her knowledge leads
         to a familiarity that is, initially, foreign to the Doctor. The first glimpse of this
         familiarity comes in the form of an anonymous note on the Doctor’s psychic paper beckoning
         him to the Library. Instead of a signature, the note is signed with an X, causing companion Donna Noble to tease, “Cry for help with a kiss?!”[35]  When River and her archeological team enter the Library and see the Doctor and Donna
         already there, River warmly smiles, clears her visor, and says what is to become her
         tagline, “Hello, sweetie.”[36]  The phrase “Hello Sweetie” can be found as graffiti in two places in the Doctor Who universe, and they are simultaneously calls for help and reminders of River’s exceptional
         bond with the Doctor.
      

      
      The first example of “Hello Sweetie” graffiti is found on the small metal home box
         of a Byzantium starliner as described in the opening sequence of “The Time of Angels.”[37]  Already establishing in season 2 that the Doctor comes whenever River asks, “just
         like he always does,”[38]  River confidently takes a small torch to the box and burns a secret message in Old
         High Gallifreyan into the metal. That box, twelve thousand years later, ends up in
         one of the Eleventh Doctor’s frequently visited places, the large museum known as
         the Delirium Archive. Accompanying the Doctor as his new companion, Amy Pond (Karen
         Gillan) surmises that the Doctor visits this immense museum to “keep score.”[39]  It is possible that if River knows the Doctor well, she can be confident that he
         will eventually find the home box that she has vandalized. When the Doctor spots the
         box in a display case, he immediately recognizes the text and muses to his young companion
         about the power inherent in the language. Finally snapping to attention, Amy inquires
         about the message; the Doctor translates the text for her with a resigned nod and
         subtle eye roll as he says, “Hello, sweetie.”[40]  Stealing the box and investigating the security footage stored within, the Doctor
         and Amy watch River recite coordinates into the security camera. In immediate response,
         the Doctor sets the TARDIS to those coordinates, opens the doors, and receives River
         as she falls into the Doctor’s open arms. Once again, River has correctly predicted
         that the Doctor will respond to her call. River demonstrates her bond with the Doctor
         by using her nickname for him and writing that term of endearment in a language he
         is uniquely able to decipher. Repeatedly, the Doctor is River’s only intended audience
         and comes when he is called. Thus, River demonstrates her power to influence the Doctor
         through graffiti. Even though River has a unique ability to influence the Doctor,
         he does not necessarily jump to her requests, and her displeasure is playfully displayed
         in the second example of “Hello, Sweetie” graffiti. This time, the graffiti is more
         aggressive in its message and composition, which suggests an unexpected power dynamic
         in the complex relationship between the Eleventh Doctor and River Song.
      

      
      River’s second attempt to contact the Doctor through a secret message within graffiti
         is on a cliff face in 2010’s “The Pandorica Opens.”[41]  The episode begins with the Doctor acting as Amy’s tour guide. He enlightens her
         with an introduction to “Planet One, the oldest planet in the universe. And there’s
         a cliff of pure diamond. And according to legend, on the cliff there’s writing. Letters
         fifty feet high. A message from the dawn of time, and no one knows what it says ’cause
         no one’s ever translated it. Until today.”[42]  Using the TARDIS to translate the text on the cliff face, the Doctor recognizes
         River’s tagline, coordinates, and two additional symbols, Θ Σ. The inclusion of these
         symbols, theta sigma, is particularly striking because they may be a reference to
         a rumored nickname from the Doctor’s youth on Gallifrey.[43]  Again, River calls the Doctor, and he answers; she is empowered by graffiti as she
         motivates the Doctor to act simply by writing a few words. When the Doctor arrives
         at his directed place and time, he chastises River for her destruction as he whispers,
         “You graffitied the oldest cliff face in the universe.”[44]  Characteristically unapologetic, River simply whispers back, “You wouldn’t answer
         your phone.”[45]  While River summons the Doctor to share an important painting that suggests the
         TARDIS’s destruction, she also reminds him of his responsibility to her. Unlike Rose
         Tyler and Sally Sparrow, River does not need to decipher the graffiti’s meaning; instead,
         she consciously generates meaning in the graffiti, and the Doctor deciphers and acts
         on his understanding of the secret message. This role reversal further emphasizes
         River’s importance to the Doctor.
      

      
      River’s simultaneously flirtatious and aggressive graffiti is unlike any other written
         by a nuWho character in that it is permanent and does not facilitate the Doctor’s
         rescue. Answering River’s call often leads to danger for the Doctor, but he answers
         anyway; in return, River speaks to him in a loving way that no one else can. River
         makes permanent statements that cannot be washed away or covered when she burns into
         metal and carves into stone. The messages’ methods of production, therefore, reiterate
         River’s significance because the graffiti’s “style does not merely adorn, but is a
         techne for production.”[46]  Further, River has the distinct privilege of being the most intimate with the Doctor
         as someone who, from her conception inside the TARDIS to her invention of a pet name,
         knows him better than anyone else and is linguistically intimate with her knowledge
         of his language. Most importantly, the Doctor can never lose River to time because
         he uploads her consciousness to the CAL computer upon her sacrifice in the Library.[47]  She appears as a full-bodied apparition in the 2013 seventh-season finale, “The
         Name of the Doctor,”[48]  and laments her ghost state that makes her invisible to the man she loves and wants
         to help. To her surprise, however, the Doctor acknowledges her presence and shares
         a loving kiss after he turns to her and says, “You’re always here, to me. And I always
         listen, and I can always see you.”[49]  River Song is as present as the Doctor’s need for her, and her graffiti suggests
         that she is as eternal as carved stone from the beginning of the universe.
      

      
      Life Imitating Art

      
      In Doctor Who, as in the real world, people use graffiti to deliver codified or secret messages
         to others who are able to decipher the text. As a television show, the sharing happens
         between characters and the audience, bringing viewers into the fantasy by sharing
         in the secret. And sometimes, fantasy merges with reality. That is exactly what happened
         in Orlando, Florida, in 2012 when artist Doug Rhodehamel painted a traffic light control
         box in the guise of the TARDIS, and commuters awoke to find that it had been spray
         painted overnight with the words “BAD WOLF” in white across the front of the piece.
         This act of vandalism made headlines in the local news as people demanded the capture
         of the graffiti artist calling himself or herself “Bad Wolf.”[50]  Several people attempted to explain the meaning behind the tag in the comments section
         of the online article to reassure readers that there was not going to be a Bad Wolf
         graffiti rampage: “There’s an episode of Doctor Who where the TARDIS is painted with ‘bad wolf’ exactly like this graffiti. It may be
         limited to just this one box.”[51]  Other comments were not as helpful in pointing out the message behind the paint:
         “Hurp Derp someone cant [sic] pop-culture.”[52]  While a few unaware readers appreciated the explanation and Whovians shared a laugh,
         the TARDIS was scrubbed clean. As the intended audience of the harmless vandalism
         predicted, there were no additional Bad Wolf tags, and the image of Orlando’s graffitied
         TARDIS exists only online. Understanding the social perceptions of graffiti as clandestine
         writing, Doctor Who’s audience is encouraged to explore the impact such writing has on plot and character.
         Through an analysis of graffiti, viewers gain a better understanding of the relationships
         the Doctor has forged with his regular and sometime companions Rose Tyler, Sally Sparrow,
         and River Song. These three women find strength in their command of graffiti and demonstrate
         their permanence in the Whoniverse.
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      Language Contact across Time

      
      This chapter explores translation failure within two fictional worlds: the modern
         Whoniverse and the world of the medieval romance. It takes the TARDIS—a translation
         vehicle moving across space and time—as the pivot point between historically disparate
         and seemingly unrelated genres. In the television run of Doctor Who that began in spring 2005 (hereafter “nuWho”), the mechanics of the TARDIS—as it
         has been throughout the series as a whole—remain quite mysterious; only in rare instances
         when the TARDIS doesn’t function at full capacity are its normative operations interrogated. For instance,
         when the Tenth Doctor (David Tennant) and companion Donna Noble (Catherine Tate) arrive
         in ancient Pompeii, Donna decides to test the TARDIS technology by speaking to a Roman
         man in Latin, and his response (in English) indicates that he perceives her speech
         as “Celtic.”[1]  Such moments of apparent translation failure or miscommunication enhance the fictional
         setting and propel the plot, but they also invite audiences to entertain the fiction
         that such exchanges transpire in some language other than the one (i.e., modern English) that the audience perceives. Moreover, selective translation of alien speech into English can serve to orient the viewer toward the protagonists but only provisionally with or against other characters. The sense of what “speaking in English” actually
         signifies depends on the particular narrative function that the English language serves
         at any given moment in the story.
      

      
      Such fictional strategies of depicting travel and linguistic exchange in nuWho episodes
         can inform—perhaps surprisingly—a work from a far distant time: Geoffrey Chaucer’s
         “The Man of Law’s Tale,” a text written in Middle English verse during the late fourteenth
         century. Adapting a French source, Chaucer transports his protagonist through a “timey
         wimey” fictional world: Constance, daughter of the Roman emperor, traverses the jumbled
         time lines of her own Christian (Roman) present, a Muslim (Syrian) future, and the
         pagan (British) past.[2]  Medieval scholars have pointed out that this literary narrative takes some creative
         liberties with chrononormative time in its converging fictional plot lines: Constance’s
         father, Tiberius II Constantine, died in 582 CE; the Saxon king Aella died in 588
         CE; and Islam did not take hold until after 610 CE. Throughout her encounters with
         alien peoples, this sea-tossed Constance—and her mysterious vessel—serve as one constant
         in a universe of unpredictable variables. Complicating things even further, multiple versions of this story proliferated in Chaucer’s lifetime, and medieval writers devised
         disparate strategies for encouraging the audience to experience the story from this
         protagonist’s perspective. At times foreign speech is translated into English that would be intelligible to contemporary
         readers, but at other moments fictional dialogue is transmitted in an alien tongue.
      

      
      In this chapter, I offer a comparative analysis of nuWho episodes and these medieval
         tales, revealing how nuWho companions and Chaucer’s protagonist Constance serve as
         key figures for sorting out flexible and shifting notions of Englishness and ethnic
         identity. My analysis focuses on three companions who hail from varied backgrounds:
         Donna Noble is a native Englishwoman from Chiswick; Amelia or Amy Pond (Karen Gillan)
         is Scottish born but is raised in Leadworth; and Martha Jones (Freema Agyeman) is
         a Londoner of African ancestry. The ethnic and racial diversity of these characters
         allow their plotlines to sketch some of the varied contours of contemporary multicultural
         British identity. As I will argue, TARDIS translation failures often serve to situate
         the audience in the subject position of the protagonist as she moves through new,
         radically configured alien environments. This fictional deployment of cross-linguistic
         encounter as a means of orienting the audience in turn resonates with Chaucer’s tale
         of globe-trotting Constance, a woman who traverses and perpetually adapts to an array
         of shifting cultural settings.
      

      
      In the final section of this chapter, I compare these nuWho episodes—which transport
         contemporary characters into the past—to a television mini­series that “reboots” Chaucer’s
         “The Man of Law’s Tale” by setting it in contemporary multiethnic Britain.[3]  Taken as a whole, this cross-temporal comparison of fictional travel narratives
         opens up a dynamic relationship between the past and the present, and this chapter
         reveals how notions of linguistic and ethnic belonging were as subtly negotiated in
         the medieval past as they are in contemporary Britain.
      

      
      Alien Encounters: Translation and
the Doctor’s Companions
      

      
      The logical starting point for this discussion is, of course, the TARDIS translation
         circuit. One of the earliest episodes featuring companion Donna Noble exposes some
         of the operations of the TARDIS while also providing initial insights into Donna’s
         character and personality. The Doctor explains that the TARDIS translation circuits
         render both writing and speech intelligible to the time traveler, and Donna’s responses
         while walking on the streets of ancient Pompeii provide lighthearted humor:
      

      
         Donna Noble: Hold on a minute. [She points at a sign.] That sign over there is in English. Are you having me on? Are we in Epcot?
         

         
         The Doctor: No, no, no, no. It’s the TARDIS translation circuits, makes it look like
            English. Speech as well. You’re talking Latin right now.
         

         
         Donna Noble: Seriously?

         
         The Doctor: Uh-huh.

         
         Donna Noble: I just said “seriously” in Latin?

         
         The Doctor: Oh yeah. [She laughs.][4] 
         

      

      In this moment, the narrative humorously digresses from the main plot to reveal that
         the TARDIS operates—rather conveniently—as a narrative device. Rather than being satisfied
         with this explanation, however, Donna decides to experiment with the TARDIS and test its limits:
      

      
         Donna Noble: What if I said something in actual Latin? Like, “Veni, vidi, vici”? My
            dad said that when he came back from football. If I said, “Veni, vidi, vici,” to that
            lot, what would it sound like?
         

         
         The Doctor: I’m not sure. You have to think up difficult questions, don’t you?

         
         Donna Noble: [excited] I’m gonna try it!
         

         
         Roman Stallholder: A’ernoon, sweetheart. What can I get ya, my love?

         
         Donna Noble: Um, “Veni, vidi, vici.”

         
         Roman Stallholder: Huh? Sorry?

         
         Roman Stallholder: [slowly and loudly] Me no a-speak Celtic. No can do, missy.
         

         
         Donna Noble: [sarcastically] Yeah!
         

         
         Donna Noble: [to the Doctor] How’s he mean, Celtic?
         

         
         The Doctor: Welsh. You sound Welsh. There we are. Learnt something.[5] 
         

      

      The ways in which translation is “short-circuited” in this exchange are rather complex,
         and this scene reveals much about Donna as well as her anonymous Roman interlocutor.
         The Roman’s Latin, first of all, is translated not only into English but a particular
         spoken register: an idiomatic, working-class variety of English (one that nicely aligns with the
         assumed class status of the Roman shopkeeper and Donna’s own as-of-yet simpleminded worldview). Donna’s accent and mode of speech
         is marked throughout the series as decidedly unsophisticated (here, for instance,
         she uses the colloquial phrase “that lot” to refer to the people she sees around her),
         and incidental details reveal that her knowledge of Latin is quite paltry. She seems
         to offer no indication that she actually understands the meaning of the words “Veni, vidi, vici,” much less any awareness that she is
         citing a famous line attributed to Julius Caesar. The Roman stallholder’s response
         is humorous in other ways. “Me no a-speak Celtic”—an utterance that deliberately features
         nonstandard use of English grammar—enacts a crudely stereotyped mimicry of intermediate “foreign” speech. The mutual miscommunication that the TARDIS
         facilitates is thus thick with layers of dramatic irony. Donna is not aware of the
         meaning of the Latin she herself utters, and the Roman misperceives her (Latin? English?)
         speech as Welsh.
      

      
      When other new companions to the Doctor are introduced, no such overt “testing” of
         the TARDIS technology transpires. However, there are moments when we can infer that the translation circuit might not be performing as it should—or that it has
         shifted into other modes of linguistic translation that aren’t fully disclosed to us as viewers. When
         the Eleventh Doctor (Matt Smith) and Amy Pond meet Dutch-born painter Vincent van
         Gogh (Tony Curran) in a French café, the artist remarks on Amy’s distinctive accent:
      

      
         Van Gogh: That accent of yours. You from Holland like me?

         
         The Doctor/Amy [simultaneously]: Yes/No.
         

         
         The Doctor: She means yes.[6] 
         

      

      When Amy is mistakenly pegged as coming “from Holland” because of her shared accent
         with Van Gogh, astute viewers can discern an “inside joke” pointing outside of fictional narrative to the real-world actors who portray these characters. The
         actors Karen Gillan and Tony Curran—both Scottish born—are speaking in their natural
         Scottish accents.[7]  On the fictional level of the story, though, one could argue that the TARDIS translation
         circuit is facilitating a more subtle type of linguistic accommodation, with the speech
         of Dutch-born Van Gogh and the Scottish English of Amy Pond converging into a similar
         form of what we can only presume is French. While the use of a Scottish accent for
         Van Gogh has been derided in online Whovian discussion boards as being confusing,
         sloppy, or just gratuitous, this moment does reveal one important aspect of Amy Pond’s
         characterization throughout the series.[8]  The attention to her Scottish accent here offsets how rarely Amy’s own Scottish identity is “marked” elsewhere; that is, her
         Scottish identity is not a major point of plot development throughout the series.[9] 
      

      
      One rare exchange when Amy’s speech is marked as “different” occurs beyond Earth,
         and this moment also yields incidental humor. In one of Amy’s early episodes, the
         Starship UK transports the United Kingdom as it flees Earth from solar flares. In a moment that
         complicates an easy conflation of “English” and “British” identity, one English-speaking
         woman asks why Amy, with her decidedly Scottish accent, is aboard the ship. The ensuing
         exchange suggests a distinct and independent streak to the Scots and indirectly suggests
         Scotland’s ambivalent place in the “union” of Great Britain:
      

      
         Mandy: You sound Scottish.

         
         Amy: I am Scottish. What’s wrong with that? Scotland’s gotta be here somewhere.

         
         Mandy: No. They wanted their own ship.

         
         Amy: Good for them. Nothing changes.[10] 
         

      

      In this exchange, Amy first takes offense that the Scottish would be excluded from
         the UK ship but then voices approval once she learns they have boarded a different
         ship of their own accord. A subtle shift occurs in her language during this conversation.
         Amy—Scottish born but raised in England—transitions from claiming a Scottish identity
         in the first-person singular (“I am Scottish. What’s wrong with that?”) to referring to the Scottish people in third-person
         plural (“Good for them”). This change could indicate some degree of disidentification with her Scottish
         origins, having lived in England since a young age—or it can signal, in this context,
         an ironic reappropriation of Mandy’s use of “they.” All in all, the nuWho series seems most
         comfortable with granting Amy a provisional and “optional” Scottish identity: while
         her Scottish accent remains unaltered throughout the series, her degree of self-identification
         with Scotland itself varies, depending on context.[11] 
      

      
      This section ends by turning to Martha Jones, a character who is highly educated (a
         physician) and speaks in standard British English. The major realm of social difference
         that sets her apart from other companions is not her language, of course, but her race—a feature
         that develops into a major plot point a few times in the series. When Martha and the
         Tenth Doctor arrive in the London of William Shakespeare’s time (the year 1599, to
         be exact)—Martha’s race becomes cause for anxiety. She says to the Doctor: “Oh, but
         hold on. Am I all right? I’m not going to get carted off as a slave, am I? . . . I’m
         not exactly white, if you haven’t noticed.” The Doctor urges Martha to keep an open
         mind, suggesting that “Elizabethan England [is] not so different from your time.”[12]  Indeed, the episode as a whole sets out to show that early modern London was much
         more “modern” (more tolerant and potentially accepting of racial and cultural diversity)
         than we might at first imagine.
      

      
      Throughout this episode, Shakespearean (i.e., early modern) English is silently “translated”
         into modern English—but an exception to this norm occurs precisely when the Doctor and Martha meet Shakespeare. Apparently
         seeking to “bridge the gap” between modern English and early modern English, both
         the Doctor and Martha modulate their speech without the aid of the TARDIS. The Doctor initiates this process of linguistic adaptation
         when he introduces himself as “Sir Doctor of TARDIS,” and after Shakespeare notes
         Martha’s clothing is nicely “fitted,” she awkwardly and disjointedly responds with
         a string of “old-sounding” words: “Um, verily, forsooth, egads.” The most meaningful
         moment of cross-temporal linguistic exchange occurs a few moments later:
      

      
         William Shakespeare: [to the Doctor] Who are you exactly? More’s the point, who is your delicious blackamoor lady?
         

         
         Martha Jones: [to Shakespeare] What did you say?
         

         
         William Shakespeare: Oops. Isn’t that a word we use nowadays? An Ethiop girl? A swarth?
            A Queen of Afric . . .
         

         
         Martha Jones: I can’t believe I’m hearing this.

         
         The Doctor: It’s political correctness gone mad. Um, Martha’s from a far-off land.
            Freedonia.[13] 
         

      

      This moment of dialogue, though fleeting, reveals much about the linguistic processes
         at play here. Rather than relying exclusively on the TARDIS, the Doctor and Martha
         both attempt to act independently from it—deliberately aiming to approximate “early modern” English, but doing so only
         haltingly; as a result, more communication errors occur. Shakespeare’s punning on
         “More” (“Moor”) and “blackamoor” is indeed suggestive, as he suggests the complex
         valence of these related terms would have had in his own time (i.e., late sixteenth
         century). The semantic range of “Moor” (spelled any number of ways) and all its variants
         were quite flexible in early modern English, the term referring at times to North
         Africans of any appearance, to dark-skinned black Africans in particular, and/or to
         Muslims more broadly; and while “moor” could serve as a more or less neutral term,
         it could also contain negative connections, depending on its usage.[14]  When Martha asks, “What did you say?” it is not to indicate that a fundamental communication
         gap has occurred; rather, she signals that she has taken offense that pejorative terms
         are being used to exoticize and objectify her.
      

      
      A significant irony that emerges in the course of this episode is that Shakespeare’s
         language, though outmoded, belies a very forward-looking “Renaissance man.” Elsewhere in this episode, the playwright marvels—with an appropriately
         bemused and approving demeanor—that a society elsewhere is capable of producing accomplished
         black female physicians: “So many strange events. Not least of all, this land of Freedonia
         where a woman can be a doctor.” Shakespeare’s response when Martha registers offense
         at his language (“Isn’t that a word we use nowadays?”) belies how much he actually
         might respect her as an intellectual equal, envisioning—we imagine—a “brave new world”
         of radical gender and racial equality; at the same time, his proleptic reply suggests
         a mild satire of any retroactively “politically correct” policing of early modern
         language.[15] 
      

      
      The Doctor’s impromptu claim that Martha hails from “Freedonia” (his code name for
         modern Britain) adds further linguistic resonance to this scene—as the fictional place-name
         enacts a rich and multifaceted verbal joke. In addition to effecting a cinematic allusion
         to the fictional country “Freedonia” of the 1933 Marx Brothers comedy Duck Soup, the word “Fredonia” also recalls a proposed name for the emergent United States—an early eighteenth-century
         English coinage that connoted the young nation’s ideals of radical equality.[16]  “Freedonia” might, moreover, offer a mild pun on the name of the actress portraying
         Martha in the twenty-first century present (born Frema Agyeman, her professional name
         is spelled “Freema”).
      

      
      If we are mindful of the role the TARDIS plays in silently and mysteriously facilitating cross-temporal communication across the entire run
         of Doctor Who, it is curious that there would be cases like these when Shakespeare’s early modern
         English—and his archaic, obsolete terms for racialized others—would not be modernized or rendered into appropriate modern English equivalents. The attempts
         at cross-temporal accommodation that both Martha and the Doctor enact in this encounter
         ironically “misfire” through a series of misperceptions. The strategic nontranslation of early modern terms, throughout these verbal exchanges, not only registers the
         historical setting and the temporal alterity of the Shakespeare character; such language
         also sets the stage for imagining a more racially inclusive genre of science fiction—one
         that incorporates educated black women characters—as well as a more generous vision of the English
         past.
      

      
      Medieval Asynchrony: Constance and Cultural-Temporal Others

      
      At this point I turn to a very different text: Chaucer’s “The Man of Law’s Tale,”
         written in Middle English. In the nuWho episodes discussed here, contemporary female
         protagonists test the contours of British identity through encounters with a variety
         of (temporal and cultural) others. In the tale of Constance—who drifts from Rome to
         Syria to Britain and back home again—Chaucer enacts many of these same processes of
         testing the limits of English and British belonging, but he does so for his own contemporary
         (medieval) audience. “The Man of Law’s Tale”—part courtly romance and part saint’s
         life—abounds with cultural rifts, misunderstandings, and uneasy encounters between
         worlds. An unlikely interfaith love affair propels the plot: Syrian merchants visit
         Rome on business and carry back to their sultan descriptions of Constance, the beautiful
         and virtuous daughter of the Roman emperor. The sultan falls in love with Constance
         sight unseen and decides to renounce Islam and convert to Christianity so that they
         can marry. This union, unfortunately, does not bode well—the sultan’s mother orchestrates
         a massacre at the wedding banquet and ships Constance off to sea on a rudderless boat.
         When she washes ashore in pagan Britain, things go a bit more smoothly: she converts
         members of the court to Christianity, marries a British king, bears an heir who will
         succeed to the imperial throne, and—after a series of further trials that momentarily
         separate her from her loved ones—reunites with her family (children, husband, and
         father) in Rome.
      

      
      My discussion of this complex tale does not so much concern the tale’s representation
         of Christian, Muslim, and pagan cultures—aspects of the narrative richly explored
         by other medieval literature scholars; rather, it considers how the tale portrays
         cross-linguistic encounter and mediates on shifting notions of British identity.[17]  Although the plot traverses disparate settings, the narrator silently elides the
         question of linguistic barriers throughout; in lieu of a TARDIS as translation device,
         the narrative shows little interest in exposing the mechanics through which various
         characters actually bridge language differences throughout the text. The one exception to this rule—quite tellingly—occurs when Constance washes ashore in pagan Britain.
         While some versions of the tale specify that Constance (conveniently) knows many languages
         and can speak “Saxon” (Anglo-Saxon English) upon arrival, Chaucer specifies that Constance
         must struggle by speaking a corrupt form of her own native tongue, Latin: “In hir
         langage mercy she bisoghte. . . . A maner Latyn corrupt was hir speche, / But algates
         therby was she understonde” [Speaking her native tongue, she sought help. . . . Her
         speech took the form of a corrupt Latin, but nevertheless, she was able to make her
         self understood] (516–20).[18]  Constance moves across other spaces without any communication problems, but it is
         precisely on her arrival in pagan Britain that she faces a conspicuous linguistic
         barrier.
      

      
      Medieval scholars have debated the status of this “maner Latyn corrupt”: some say
         it evokes a late-medieval form of language that had evolved from Latin or Italian
         and was spoken as a “lingua franca” of merchants; others maintain it signals a significant
         linguistic barrier between the British—who most likely did not know much Latin—and
         Constance herself.[19]  In any case, this moment of cross-linguistic disorientation is configured as a moment
         of potential “translation failure” or at least a cross-cultural encounter that significantly
         challenges the protagonist’s normal modes of communication. Throughout the narrative
         it is simply taken for granted that Constance can communicate with everyone, and her struggles in pagan Britain are revealing. It is not so much the exact nature
         of the language itself that is the focus but the effect achieved in the narrative: the fact that Constance must struggle with her language
         conveys the sense of the radical alterity of a past Britain—a world distinctly “foreign” to a contemporary audience.
      

      
      Other medieval writers adopted their own strategies for conveying the “timey wimey”
         quality of the Constance story, opting for stylized literary language to suggest the
         temporal alterity of pagan Britain. In the French Chroniques by Nicholas Trevet (the text on which Chaucer draws), Constance and her recently
         baptized companion Hermegild “alerent un jour devers la marine” [went one day toward
         the sea] and “voient encoutraunt un povre Cristien Bruton enveuglés” [saw coming towards
         them a poor blind Christian Briton] (175); in response to a heartfelt entreaty by
         this blind man, Hermegild makes the sign of the cross over his eyes and “lui dit en
         sa langage Sessoine: ‘Bisne man [in] Jhesu name in [rode] yslawe, have thi siht’”
         [said to him in her Saxon language: “Blind man, in the name of Jesus, slain on the
         cross, have thy sight”] (184–86).[20]  His sight is miraculously restored. Within Trevet’s French text, the untranslated citation of “langage Sessoine” (Saxon language) is striking—this snippet of foreign
         Saxon speech conveys the idea that this entire event takes place in the distant past.
      

      
      When English poet John Gower—a contemporary of Chaucer—recounts this seaside miracle,
         his Hermyngeld’s utterance is relayed in very similar words: “Thou bysne man, behold
         and se” (771). The word “bysne” (blind) is rarely used by Gower, as it would have
         struck his fourteenth-century readers as an outmoded word. In this moment, Gower stages
         cross-cultural encounter through a form of cross-temporal code switching, that is,
         deliberate use of archaic language. While the foreign speech of others (Latin-speaking
         Romans or Syrian Muslims) elsewhere in the Constance narrative is rendered into English
         without any comment, linguistic translation here is conspicuously withheld. Anticipating
         moments in science fiction when the TARDIS or other device silently fails to fully
         translate alien speech, this medieval narrative finds ways to make a past (pagan)
         Britain feel profoundly foreign to a contemporary medieval English (Christian) audience.
      

      
      The curious disruptions in language that occur across these narratives on the protagonist’s
         arrival in pagan Britain suggest that Constance enters not only a foreign space but
         also a different time. In a slightly different context, medieval literary scholar and queer theorist Carolyn
         Dinshaw notes that “asynchrony stories are ubiquitous” throughout Western literature,
         “occur[ing] in a wide range of contexts ancient, medieval, and beyond,” and “time
         travel tales”—medieval or modern—demonstrate how an “engagement with an alternate
         temporality distances or removes the protagonist from the ream of the usual [or] expected”
         modes of experience (41–42).[21]  In these literary episodes, Constance enters into a space where language warps around
         her, and the protagonist—who usually moves across borders with ease—encounters a pagan
         Britain whose inhabitants speak as if they come from another, older time. Dinshaw’s
         thoughtful investigation of medieval literature (and later readers of medieval texts)
         reveals a profound heterogeneity to the medieval experience of time in literary works: texts put pressure on “our ordinary, everyday expectations
         of one-way, smoothly progressive temporality” and thus suggest the “opening of alternate
         temporalities” (42). This is not to say the notion of historical (i.e., linear and
         chronological) time was unknown to medieval people but rather that medieval art and
         fictional representations often posit time as multiple and fluid. The “timey wimey”
         quality of this narrative—its bending motion across space and time via literally fluid
         networks (the Mediterranean and North Sea)—demonstrates the temporal slipperiness
         of language all the more distinctly.
      

      
      Time Swapping: Modern/Medieval, Medieval/Modern

      
      My readings of the narrative of Constance—and the conspicuous encounters with archaic
         forms of speech across many versions of her story—allow us to revisit the verbal exchanges
         between modern Martha Jones and early modern Shakespeare in another way. As discussed
         earlier, Shakespeare’s use of outmoded early modern terms—and Martha’s reactions to them—act in tension with the prospect
         that the fictive Shakespeare character is a man “ahead of his time” (i.e., progressive
         in his perceptions of gender and race). Shakespeare’s antiquated language reveals
         a type of cognitive dissonance. Trying out a variety of terms to denote black women
         but never arriving at a satisfactory one, he seeks to adapt an inconceivable “foreign”
         concept—the notion of a black female physician—into his existing (early modern) cognitive
         schema. A comparison of the archaic English in Constance narratives with this scene
         from Doctor Who reveals how fictional narratives exploit encounters between different temporally marked forms of spoken English. Such exchanges reveal how Britain—medieval or modern—negotiates
         the flexible relationship between language, ethnic origin, and national belonging.
         Both genres of “asynchrony stories” creatively explore how the English language has
         evolved and adapted over time.
      

      
      I conclude this chapter with another point of contact between the medieval past and
         contemporary world: a six-part series of television adaptations, aired on BBC One
         in 2003 and later on BBC America, which transplants Chaucerian tales to contemporary
         multicultural Britain. The narrative of the updated “The Man of Law’s Tale” adopts
         what screenwriter Olivia Hatreed has called a “folded time structure,” cutting between
         the Nigerian past, English present, and Nigerian future.[22]  The new protagonist is not a Roman emperor’s daughter but a Nigerian refugee named
         Constance Musa (Nikki Akuma-Bird) who is first discovered in a mysterious vessel by
         a passing Englishman. The ensuing plotline is quite complex, exploring how Constance’s
         arrival in Britain disrupts her local community (provoking cultural clashes at intersections
         of race, ethnicity, and religion); the plot also gradually uncovers the story of Constance’s
         origins and her reasons for fleeing her homeland.
      

      
      A most compelling moment of cross-linguistic encounter occurs in this adaptation,
         but the scene transpires not on the British coastline—as one might expect—but in the
         domestic space of a bedroom. Constance—who is brought indoors after being discovered
         just off the coast—wakes up in a bed and sees a black woman before her. Constance
         immediately speaks to this woman in an unidentified (and untranslated) African language.
         The woman, named Nicky Constable (Rakie Oyola), responds to Constance in English—and
         from this point on, Constance no longer speaks in her native tongue.
      

      
         Constance: [utters words in her native tongue; no subtitles provided]
         

         
         Nicky: Do you speak English?

         
         Constance: [nods]
         

         
         Nicky: What is your name?

         
         Constance: Constance Musa.

         
         Nicky: Constance, my name is Oronike. Everyone calls me Nicky. . . . We want to help
            you. [holds her hand] Where have you come from?
         

         
         Constance: Nigeria. I come from Nigeria.[23] 
         

      

      In this scene, Constance’s momentary linguistic and spatial disorientation—her instinctual
         decision to speak in her native tongue—is owing to her encounter not with a racialized
         “other” but with an uncanny double: an immigrant who just happens to be of African
         origin. More specifically, Nicky suggests that she is an assimilated British woman
         whose origins lie in Nigeria as well.[24]  She provides her given name, “Oronike,” and then immediately translates this name
         into its Anglicized counterpart, “Nicky.” Constance then transitions into speaking
         in English (albeit with her Nigerian accent), seemingly reassured by this initial
         verbal exchange.
      

      
      The full intricacy of this adaptation lies beyond the scope of this chapter, but suffice
         it to say that this moment conveying the protagonist’s linguistic disorientation speaks
         “back across time” to medieval accounts of Contance’s moment of “first contact” with cultural others in Britain.
         Indeed, the title sequence for the BBC “The Man of Law’s Tale” invites a comparison
         with the episode of “first contact” in the original Chaucerian text. A voice-over—recited
         by the modern-day Constance in her Nigerian accent—accompanies a stylized “flyover”
         of a digital map of the Thames showing the position of London and other urban centers,
         with the camera “zooming in” to the geographical point where the estuaries branch
         out to the sea. The text scrolling just below the river on this map—which is identical
         to the words being spoken—transmits the passage in the Chaucerian text when Constance’s
         medieval (Roman) ship crash-lands on the coast of Britain.[25] 
      

      
      This vivid point of contact between modern and medieval manifestations of Constance
         provides an illuminating counterpoint to the portrayals of cross-temporal contact
         within Doctor Who narratives, helping us to understand nuWho representations of cross-linguistic encounters
         in a more fully nuanced manner. The female nuWho companions—who move across space
         and time and seek, each in her own way, to adapt to and engage with a sea of language
         shifting around her—can be seen as distant manifestations of (or analogues to) the
         boundary-crossing medieval Constance figure. The fictive nuWho explorations of cross-linguistic
         encounter and disorientation reenact—however unwittingly—some of the subtle storytelling
         strategies deployed in earlier literary accounts of travel.
      

      
      Attending to such instances of translation failure and miscommunication across medieval
         travel writing and contemporary science fiction—as well as television modernization of medieval works—provokes us to think more creatively about the resonance of fictive
         portrayals of language contact, and this cross-temporal approach to narrative reveals
         the sheer representational complexity of “asynchrony stories” across genres. While
         the historical and cultural contexts of the Whoniverse and medieval romance are, of
         course, quite disparate, a comparative reading of linguistic encounters across these
         narratives confers new significance on seemingly incidental details in these works,
         suggesting how shifting considerations of language, culture, and ethnicity are negotiated
         on a local level. From medieval Constance tales or modern Doctor Who television episodes, fictional narratives—in all their variety—limn the malleable
         and shifting contours of Englishness across time: they suggest an ever-provisional
         alignment of affective belonging, cultural perception, and linguistic community.
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         Theatre as Magic in “The Shakespeare Code”

         
         
      

      
      BBC’s cult classic TV series Doctor Who’s season 3, episode 2, titled “The Shakespeare Code,” opens with a scene introducing
         three Carrionites, an all-female alien species and humanoids, reminiscent of the witches
         in William Shakespeare’s Macbeth, whom Diane Purkiss calls “equivocal and unreadable texts.”[1]    The three Carrionites, namely Lilith, Mother Doomfinger, and Mother Bloodtide,
         have managed to escape from their banishment through the powerful words of William
         Shakespeare because of the grief and madness of the genius bard after the death of
         his son, Hamnet. They have assumed the form of hags as their disguise in London at
         the end of the sixteenth century. Before the title sequence, Lilith announces that
         they will rise again, “Soon, at the hour of the woven words . . . and this fleeting
         earth will perish,”[2]    which echoes the first scene of Macbeth, where the three witches depart to meet again: “When the hurlyburly’s done, / When
         the battle’s lost and won.”[3]   
      

      
      The phrase “woven words” brings to mind Roland Barthes’s association between weaving
         and writing, in that “etymologically the text is a cloth; textus, from which text derives, means ‘woven.’”[4]    Kathryn Sullivan Kruger argues that “through weaving . . . women create signs.”[5]    Justyna Sempruch also draws attention to the fact that herstory “has the capacity to weave her/story in reminiscence of Ovid’s Arachne.”[6]    The Carrionites, however, employ shapes and words to create signs and turn the
         phallocentric universe upside down by playing the role of witches, who, like their
         species, were oppressed and persecuted. They create an energy convertor by using the
         right words (Shakespeare’s plays) and shapes (the Globe Theatre) to destroy the world
         by opening a portal for the rest of their species, which were banished by the Eternals
         into the Deep Darkness.
      

      
      Speaking of their deliberate choice of disguise and similarities with witches in Macbeth, the Carrionites also have some abilities similar not only to those of witches but
         also to the French feminist theorists’ discourse on écriture feminine and its infinite, fluid, and constantly changing nature, such as flying, altering
         their appearance, dematerializing and rematerializing where they like, communicating
         with their own species from a distance, and discovering someone’s name and using the
         power of the name to control and/or harm them. Now that the three Carrionites have
         escaped from the Deep Darkness through the words of Shakespeare, they are using the
         bard to help the rest of their species to escape as well. The title of the episode
         itself hints that the words and works of Shakespeare will serve as codes as well as
         a power source. Shakespeare is “the man with the words,” “the wordsmith,” as the Tenth
         Doctor, a time-traveling Time Lord played by David Tennant, puts it, and the last
         few lines of his lost play Love’s Labour’s Won prompted to him by the Carrionites are nothing short of a spell, code, or weapon.[7]    Like “the self-fashioning of the witch literally as a language of cultural negation,
         consisting of constant reformulations of negativity and difference,”[8]    Lilith’s dictating to the bard the final lines of his play and taking control
         of the bard’s body and language is a rebellion in itself against the phallocentric
         order and the male body/sun dominating “the culture, the environment, the language.”[9]    The “millennium of blood” that the Carrionites are trying to introduce to the
         entire universe draws a contrast with the sun and “an entire [male-oriented] civilization
         based on it.”[10]    The Carrionites prefer the nighttime to perform their spells and to kill their
         victims, which also associates them with the moon. The only exception is the killing
         of Peter Streete, the architect of the Globe. Doomfinger kills him in broad daylight
         before the Doctor can make him tell more about the Carrionites. Although Elizabethan-era
         plays were often performed during the day in the open-air public theaters, in “The
         Shakespeare Code” both Love’s Labour’s Lost and Love’s Labour’s Won are performed at night with Lilith and then all three Carrionites, respectively,
         watching the performance and controlling the bard from the balcony via his straw doll.
         The witches in Macbeth, who are subject to Hecate, the goddess of the moon, are, likewise, called “night’s
         black agents,” “black, and midnight hags,” and “the instruments of darkness.”[11]   
      

      
      Although the words act as binding agents in “The Shakespeare Code,” the power of the
         name works only once, and being out of one’s own time weakens the binding power of
         the name. When the Doctor’s human companion, Martha Jones, played by Freema Agyeman,
         tries using the power of the name by naming Lilith a Carrionite, it does not work
         because the Doctor has already used it once on Doomfinger, which merely transported
         her back to their house on All Hallows Street. When Lilith tries to kill Martha by
         using her name, all she can do is put Martha to sleep. Being a time traveler, Martha
         is out of her time; for this reason, her name has less impact. Moreover, Lilith cannot
         even discover the name of the Doctor and, much to her surprise, admits that there
         is no name. Accordingly, Lilith in Hebrew mythology can defy God’s authority because
         she knows his ineffable name. It should also be noted that the characters point at
         their victims with their index finger while naming them. Using the index finger to
         kill, yet again, upsets the phallocentric order. On the ceiling of the Sistine Chapel,
         Michelangelo painted God breathing life into Adam by depicting God reaching out his
         index finger and touching Adam’s index finger. Therefore, the index finger represents
         giving life in biblical terms. Doomfinger can kill her victims by touching them on
         the chest right above their hearts with her index finger as well. As if to emphasize
         the power and danger of words, Doomfinger says, “Too many words,”[12]    before killing Peter Streete, who has already told the Doctor where the witches
         live. In a related manner, the name of the street where the three Carrionites live,
         All Hallows Street, strengthens the Carrionites’ disguise as witches. Halloween, influenced
         by the Gaelic festival Samhain and celebrated on October 31, is derived from All Hallows’
         Evening. It marks a time when the door to the otherworld is opened and hence is parallel
         with the Carrionites’ trying to open a portal.
      

      
      The Carrionites need a straw doll and/or a marionette, as well as a lock of hair from
         their victim, to be able to control the person, which is yet another reason why it
         is so easy to mistake their word-based science for witchcraft. The Doctor, however,
         calls it a DNA replication module. By snipping a lock of each person’s hair and attaching
         it to his straw doll, the Carrionites try to prevent the bard, Lynley, the master
         of the revels, and the Doctor from cancelling the play’s performance. As already mentioned,
         Lilith controls the bard via his straw doll at the Globe after the performance of
         Love’s Labours Lost to make him announce that there will be a sequel. Then again Doomfinger makes him
         fall asleep onstage when he tries to stop the performance of the play. Lilith also
         makes him add to the end of his play the last few lines at the inn via his marionette
         with a quill in its right hand. Since the Carrionites use a word-based magic, they
         almost always chant together a rhyming, octo­syl­labic couplet to work their spell:
         “Wind the craft of ancient harm, / Time approaches for our charm,” “Upon this night,
         the work is done, / A muse to pen Love’s Labour’s Won!” and “Bind the mind and take the man, / Speed the words to writer’s hand!”[13]    Lilith drowns Lynley; she submerges his doll in a bucket of water, then pricks
         its heart with a needle, and finally pops off its head. At the same time, all three
         Carrionites chant together yet more short-lined rhyming couplets: “Water damps the
         fiercest flame / Drowns down girls and boys the same / Now to halt the vital part
         / Stab the flesh and stop the heart!”[14]    As for the Doctor, Lilith pricks his doll’s heart with a needle and stops one
         of his two hearts. That the Carrionites chant, more often than not, in octosyllabic
         couplets also brings to mind the witches on stage, in that “rhyming couplets with
         very short lines were one of the hallmarks of the representation of witches on the
         Jacobean stage,” and “the octosyllabic couplet became a simplistic convention which
         divides evil from good.”[15]    Just like the words of the witches in Macbeth, the rhyming couplets of the Carrionites are not only ambiguous words, “inviting
         a variety of interpretations,” but also “hieratic or prophetic statements, not communicative
         utterances.”[16]    The binding power and “nightmare hold”[17]    of the witches’ rhyming couplets in the tragedy are emphasized when Macbeth recites
         the couplets but distorts both the rhymes and the couplets, which makes the critics
         question whether it is Macbeth that controls the couplets or the couplets that control
         him.[18]   
      

      
      As the witch’s “speech perverts the language of philosophers; laughter, spells, and
         evil incantations flow from her grotesque and filthy mouth,”[19]    the very first act of Lilith in the episode is to subvert the fairy-tale conventions,
         which are a part of the phallocentric discourse. A young lover, on being seduced and
         invited home by Lilith, is shocked to see such a beautiful woman live in such a “foul”
         place—dirty, decorated with a cage, masks, dried herbs, witchcraft ornaments hanging
         and symbols drawn on the walls, and a cauldron sitting over a fire in the middle of
         the room. When Lilith kisses the young man, the kiss, which in fairy tales magically
         transforms a frog back into a prince and, for example, wakes Snow White and Sleeping
         Beauty from deathlike sleep, instead transforms Lilith from a red-haired, green-eyed,
         young and beautiful woman into an old hag with wrinkled skin, sharp-pointed teeth,
         and a long, crooked nose. The young lover, expecting to consummate his love, is instead
         consumed by the three Carrionites who, cackling, fall on him. The fairy-tale tradition
         is thus inverted when the lover’s and the audience’s expectations remain unfulfilled,
         or rather, the “happy” ending proves to be exactly the opposite of their expectations.
         Similarly, in Hebrew literature, Lilith, the first wife of Adam, objects to always
         lying beneath him in intercourse, pointing out that she is his equal. When he tries
         to force her, she runs away, for knowing the secret name of God gives her the ability
         to fly. She is believed to be the first woman, a female demon akin to a vampire, and
         a patroness of witches who kidnap newborn babies and suck their blood and marrows.
         Because of her name, which means “screech owl” in Hebrew and is related to the Semitic
         root word meaning “night,” she is associated with death, the night, the moon, and
         the owl. In “The Shakespeare Code,” instead of an owl, there is a crow, yet another
         bird associated with death and the otherworld, perching on Shakespeare’s window lintel
         before Lilith flies into his room through the window. Like Lilith in “The Shakespeare
         Code,” Lilith in Hebrew literature can assume the form of an old hag or a beautiful
         young maiden with either red or black hair.[20]    In Hebrew literature, Lilith’s “body has an indefinable status, and hence it is
         depicted in different, often contradictory, forms that convey her status as a variable,
         ambiguous container of divergences, deviations, and deferrals.”[21]    Just as the witches of Macbeth appear on a blasted heath to greet Macbeth and Banquo, and just as Lilith, in mythology,
         lives in the wild, so Lilith the Carrionite claims the world will become a blasted
         heath after the Carrionites open the portal. Furthermore, the word “foul” that the
         young lover uses to describe Lilith’s home recalls once again the reversed and backwards
         words of the witches in Macbeth with double meanings right before they exit scene 1: “Fair is foul, and foul is fair.”[22]    After all, “indeterminacy, and hence chaos,” as Purkiss states, “is the witches’ meaning.”[23]    By equating the binary opposites “fair” and “foul,” the witches negate the phallocentric
         discourse based on such dichotomies, favoring one end over the other. Most importantly,
         the first line of Macbeth echoes the above-mentioned line of the witches: “So foul
         and fair a day I have not seen.”[24]    In a manner of speaking, Macbeth mimics the words of the witches like Shakespeare
         mimics the words of the Carrionites.
      

      
      Feminist literary theorists such as Hélène Cixous, Catherine Clément, Susan Rubin
         Suleiman, and Ann-Janine Morey associate écriture feminine, women’s writing, with flying, in that it breaks “automatic functions, border runners
         never subjugated by any authority.”[25]    Both écriture feminine and flying are “a deliberate transgression of accepted physical and verbal boundaries,
         and flying is not just a metaphor in women’s writing, but a way of speaking about
         women’s writing.”[26]    The flying metaphors in literature delineate “stealing the language” since the
         French word for “fly,” voler, means both “to fly” and “to steal.”[27]    The Carrionites, correspondingly, transgress both physical and verbal boundaries.
         Lilith, Doomfinger, and Bloodtide have managed to break free from their banishment
         and escape to Earth through Shakespeare’s new, glittering words. Moreover, Lilith
         invades Shakespeare’s public space, the Globe, disguised as a noble audience, as well
         as his private space, his chambers at the inn, disguised as a maid. Pretending to
         clean up the bard’s room, she lingers, eavesdrops, and kills everyone who stands in
         the way of the Carrionites’ plan to invade Earth. She also breaks into his room by
         flying in through the window. As regards verbal transgression, Lilith intrudes on
         the bard’s speech and writing as well; she makes him say what she wants him to say
         onstage at the Globe and write the words that will open a portal for the rest of her
         species. Cixous asserts that écriture feminine demonstrates the “infinite and mobile complexity” of the sexuality and body of woman,
         which by “sweeping away syntax, breaking that famous thread . . . articulate[s] the
         profusion of meanings that run through in every direction.”[28]    Around the turn of the sixteenth century, portrayals of women flying are invested
         “with sexually charged meanings”; they “represent a world of disorder or misrule,
         a world upside down, a world of carnival, a world with woman on top. They designate
         the threats felt by an essentially male culture and authority structure.”[29]    The male culture’s fear of uncontrolled sexuality with woman on top can be traced
         back to Lilith, the first woman according to the Hebrew Bible, as discussed above.
         Andrea Dworkin maintains that the broomstick is “an almost archetypal symbol of womanhood,”[30]    while according to Sempruch, the flying broomstick “denotes escape from housework,
         domestic rites, and oppressive confinement to the sphere of home.”[31]    In “The Shakespeare Code,” Lilith takes the broomstick from Dolly Bailey, the
         innkeeper, to assist her flight, although she is seen flying without needing any such
         means of transportation in numerous other scenes. Dolly Bailey, having just finished
         sweeping the floors, enters Shakespeare’s room with a broomstick in her hand; she
         finds Lilith passionately ruffling the hair of the bard, who has fallen asleep after
         writing the last lines of Love’s Labour’s Won under the spell of the Carrionites. Lilith takes the broomstick from the innkeeper
         and kills her because she has seen Lilith in her Carrionite form. Then Lilith flies
         out the window on the broomstick across the full moon in the night sky, presenting
         a stereotypical image of the witch flying to the Sabbath. Cixous states that
      

      
         Flying is woman’s gesture—flying in language and making it fly . . . for centuries
            . . . we’ve lived in flight, stealing away, finding, when desired, narrow passageways,
            hidden crossovers. . . . They [women] go by, fly the coop, take pleasure in jumbling
            the order of space, disorienting it, . . . dislocating things and values, breaking
            them all up, emptying structures, and turning propriety upside down.[32]   
         

      

      In “The Shakespeare Code,” thanks to the grief and madness of Shakespeare, the three
         Carrionites find a way of stealing away from their eternal banishment in the Deep
         Darkness, a crystal sphere acting as a pocket universe. They try to help the rest
         of their species to fly away from the same entrapment by controlling Shakespeare and
         Peter Streete. They disorient and leave the architect mentally disordered, and eventually
         they kill him along with everyone else who tries to stop them. They disrupt the very
         laws of physics to open a portal in the space-time continuum. The invasion of the
         Carrionites means chaos and desolation for Earth and extinction for the human race.
      

      
      Lilith, Doomfinger, and Bloodtide make use of what Kristeva calls the semiotic to
         bring down the phallocentric symbolic order so that the rest of their species can
         invade Earth, annihilate humans, and unlock the “tide of blood,” which will bring
         back blood and magic to the entire universe. What Julia Kristeva calls the semiotic
         is “the pre-linguistic states of childhood where the child . . . [is] trying to imitate
         his/her surroundings” and “a state of disintegration in which patterns appear but
         which do not have any stable identity: they are blurred and fluctuating,”[33]    bringing to mind the fluidity of écriture feminine. The symbolic, according to Kristeva, is after the mirror phase and is when “the
         individual becomes subjectively capable of taking on the signs of language, of articulation
         as it has been prescribed.”[34]    Peter Streete’s and Shakespeare’s mimicking whatever the Carrionites dictate complies
         with Kristeva’s semiotic. Purkiss illustrates that “magic and its remedies deal with
         borders, . . . insides and outsides, the limits of bodies, and also that which breaches
         those boundaries; . . . words that pass through the guard of the ear and enter the
         mind of the hearer.”[35]    The architect builds the Globe Theatre as a tetradecagon (with fourteen sides)[36]    according to the design and measurements provided by the Carrionites. The fourteen
         sides of the Globe and the fourteen lines of a sonnet are in imitation of the Carrionites’
         planetary system with fourteen stars. The bard utters what Lilith whispers in the
         ears of his straw doll; he writes down “the magic words for the playwright’s fevered
         mind”[37]    contained in the vaporous green potion concocted by the Carrionites in their cauldron.
         When the Carrionites want to control the bard, they either make him fall asleep or
         put him in a trance. This state of unconsciousness, too, is associated with the semiotic.
         As “Cixous’s rebellious conflation of the semiotic and the feminine is as likely to
         lead to madness as to recovery,”[38]    the Carrionites’ employment of the semiotic leads to Peter Streete’s madness and
         Shakespeare’s recovery. The architect ends up being detained in Bethlem Royal Hospital,
         whereas the bard recovers from his madness inflicted by grief over the loss of his
         son, Hamnet.
      

      
      The three Carrionites use not only their cauldron but also the Globe, their energy
         converter, in the fashion of Kristeva’s chora, a prelinguistic “matrix space, nourishing, unnameable . . . defying metaphysics”[39]    and acting as “a receptacle,”[40]    as well as Luce Irigaray’s chora, “an invisible, formless being, a mysterious, intelligible but most incomprehensible
         receptacle of all things.”[41]    Actually, all the round-shaped symbols and objects, from the full moon to the
         crystal sphere, where the Carrionites are trapped, including the cauldron and the
         Globe, are metaphorical wombs. They are “a reminiscence of the semiotic chora,”[42]    suggesting birth (escape of the Carrionites) and death (annihilation of the human
         race) at the same time. Just as the cauldron of the witch is transformed “from a sacred
         symbol of regeneration into a vessel of poison,”[43]    so these objects in “The Shakespeare Code” are transformed into power converters
         to bring devastation. They designate “the maternal space of the semiotic chora, the womb/tomb of the burned witch-mother”[44]    of the banished Carrionites.
      

      
      The Globe is referred to as a container, “containing the man [Shakespeare] himself,”[45]    by the Doctor when the theater is seen for the very first time in the episode.
         As a metaphor for language, reminiscent of “Cixous and Irigaray’s attempts to write
         a feminine space radically other than Cartesian subjectivity,”[46]    the Globe serves as a blank scroll. The Carrionites connect the architecture of
         the Globe, that is, the semiotic chora, which represents the mother, with the words of the play, that is, the symbolic,
         which represents the father. In that regard, the words of the play represent the ingredients
         boiling in the cauldron, such as the potion of magic words that the Carrionites concoct
         in the cauldron. When the Doctor, Martha, and Shakespeare try to solve the mystery
         of the Globe’s architecture, the camera keeps panning round and round inside the Globe,
         thus suggesting the whirling of the ingredients of the potion in witches’ cauldrons.
         Just as the Carrionites and the witches in Macbeth “round about the cauldron go,”[47]    so the camera pans inside the Globe. When the portal is opened, the Globe is pictured
         like a giant, steaming cauldron from a distance and from above. A crimson light, dark
         gray clouds of fog, and twisted gusts of wind come out of its open ceiling and hover
         over it, insinuating “the sense of uncontrollable forces that . . . [the witches]
         release from their cauldron.”[48]    Once the portal is opened, the Carrionites are no longer swirling within the crystal
         sphere but flying round and round inside the Globe, assuming the role of the foul
         ingredients in the cauldron. Furthermore, the potion of magic words and the visions
         in the cauldron of the Carrionites exemplify “the contingency of the witch—her scattering
         of her self across the space, the leakage of fluids across her bodily boundaries,
         her transgression of the norms of such leakage, which also preoccupied early modern
         women and enabled her magic.”[49]    The Carrionites’ association with the moon explains their control over water;
         hence Lynley’s drowning, the visions in the cauldron, and the magic potion, not to
         mention the fluidity of their bodies and language. It is noteworthy that given how
         they look in their true form and their association with darkness, filth, foulness,
         madness, and devastation, the Carrionites bring to mind the Dementors in the Harry
         Potter series, too. While the Globe represents the world with its design and motto,[50]    the crystal sphere serves as a pocket universe, a world of prison into which the
         Carrionites were banished and into which they are imprisoned yet again at the end
         of the episode. That the Doctor takes the crystal sphere to the attic in his TARDIS
         exhibits, in Irigaray’s words, the phallocentric desire to immobilize the mother,
         to “keep her under his control, in his possession, even in his home.”[51]    In “The Unicorn and the Wasp,”[52]    a later episode in the next season, the Carrionites’ sphere is seen, and the trapped
         Carrionites’ screams are heard once again when the Doctor is looking for a novel by
         Agatha Christie in a chest of things starting with the letter C. It seems that the Doctor has been keeping the sphere in a chest under the control
         room of the TARDIS instead of in the attic.
      

      
      Order is restored, albeit thanks to a word borrowed from a female author yet used
         at the expense of an all-female species. Gareth Roberts draws a canonical link from
         mythology, fairy tales, and William Shakespeare’s plays to speculative fiction, thereby
         reflecting the fluidity and potential for reinvention of numerous literary genres
         and subgenres. To reverse the spell of the Carrionites and banish them back, Martha
         provides Shakespeare with the very last word he needs: “Expelliarmus!”—a disarming
         spell from J. K. Rowling’s Harry Potter series. The manuscript of the play itself
         is consumed by the darkness along with all the Carrionites. It is the fluidity of
         time and space that allows the Carrionites to escape and that interweaves an Elizabethan
         play with a contemporary young adult fantasy series. Furthermore, the fluidity of
         women’s language provides a fluidity of genrefication in that Shakespeare makes use
         of Rowling’s writing to fight back the Carrionites’ writing. Being intertextual and
         belonging to many genres, “The Shakespeare Code” is a container, too, a container
         of literary works and genres. It refers to not only Shakespeare’s but also other authors’
         literary works.
      

      
      “The Shakespeare Code” abounds with literary references. After Lilith murders Dolly
         Bailey, for instance, the Doctor cites a line from Dylan Thomas’s poem “Do not go
         gentle into that good night”: “Rage, rage against the dying of the light.”[53]    Martha draws a connection with the use of magic and witchcraft that they have
         witnessed and the Harry Potter series. Then the Doctor admits that he cried when reading
         the last novel of the series, which was not yet published when the episode was broadcast.
         Among the references to Shakespeare’s works are The Tempest, Love’s Labour’s Lost, Love’s Labour’s Won, As You Like It,[54]     Macbeth, Hamlet, A Winter’s Tale, Henry V,[55]     A Midsummer Night’s Dream,[56]    and one of the sonnets to his “Dark Lady,” sonnet 18.[57]   
      

      
      Actually, the references to Shakespeare’s works are the leitmotifs of the episode.
         The bard wants to use Dylan Thomas’s line and the ones from his own plays, which he
         has not yet written, when the Doctor quotes them very appropriately. When Martha tells
         Shakespeare that he has written about witches in his plays, meaning Macbeth and The Tempest, the Doctor warns her that the bard has not written those plays yet. The Doctor refers
         to The Tempest, saying, “Outside this door . . . brave new world,”[58]    before he opens the door of the TARDIS to London of 1599. He refers to the play
         once more at the end of the episode when a skull that he finds among the props reminds
         him of the Sycorax, an alien species. Looking at the skull in his hand while saying
         so, the Doctor pays homage to the graveyard scene in Hamlet, where Hamlet is holding the skull of Yorick in one hand while telling Horatio about
         him. So does the human skull candleholder on the table in Shakespeare’s room at the
         inn. Moreover, when the Doctor, the bard, and Martha visit the Bethlem Royal Hospital,
         the bard comes up with the line “To be, or not to be” when he explains how his son
         Hamnet’s death has made him question “the futility of this fleeting existence.”[59]    Right before the Doctor and Martha leave, the bard says he is going to write about
         fathers and sons, meaning his tragedy Hamlet. Returning to the skull and The Tempest, the “foul” and “damned”[60]    witch Sycorax, reminiscent of the Carrionites, was banished from Algiers because
         of her mischief and sorceries. Since Sycorax is long dead, neither she nor her name
         has any power over Ariel or Prospero any longer.[61]    Therefore, Caliban’s cursing the usurper Prospero with all the charms of his mother
         has no effect. Similarly, the Doctor and the bard on stage resort to Martha and J.
         K. Rowling to fight back the Carrionites. As opposed to the name and charms of Sycorax,
         the word that Martha provides, the disarming spell, proves to be quite powerful against
         the Carrionites.
      

      
      Purkiss criticizes cultural materialism and new historicism as well as historical
         criticism for putting the theater “at the heart of the making of meaning in the early
         modern period”[62]    and advises against assuming that the place of the theater was central. However,
         in “The Shakespeare Code,” as the Doctor quotes on comprehending the plan of the Carrionites,
         “The play’s the thing.”[63]    Almost echoing John Webster, a clergyman, physician, chemist, and occultist, who
         suggests that “there is some natural virtue in words and charms composed in a right
         way or Rhythme,”[64]    the Doctor claims that the “theater’s magic!”:[65]    “Stand on this stage. Say the right words with the right emphasis at the right
         time. . . . You can change people’s minds just with words in this place.”[66]    Indeed, Judika Illes fosters the idea that “every culture on Earth possesses some
         sort of magical tradition incorporating spells.”[67]    In that regard, both the architecture of the Globe and the final words of the
         play Love’s Labour’s Won have a magical power, which works best when the two are woven together. Greer Gilman
         remarks that Shakespeare’s language is “alien and yet familiar” and his words are
         “both the tempest and the raft.”[68]    Shakespeare’s language, as seen in the rhyming couplets of the witches in Macbeth, is a challenge to the phallocentric order in itself. It brings together and equates
         binary oppositions. Since language can act as a “spring, a medium of dissolution,
         and of transport,”[69]    the bard’s language, with a final word from Rowling, also serves as a portal through
         which the Carrionites both escape from and are banished back into the Deep Darkness.
         In “The Shakespeare Code,” the English literary canon helps save humanity at the end
         of the day, which points to the fact that in the theater, the right words have the
         power to change not only the minds of the people but also the universe at large. Winkler
         claims that the theater, as a form of ritualized behavior, through role reversal,
         “reinscribes order and stability in a hierarchal society, clarifying the proper structure
         by reversing it. . . . The witches’ onstage presence,” for instance, “allows the spectator
         to consider the possibility that women could wield fantastic power.”[70]    Like the opening scene of the episode that shows the three Carrionites devouring
         the young lover alive, the millennium of blood, prophesied to purge the human race,
         is loaded with the threat of cannibalism of the witches’ Sabbath. Not only the Carrionites,
         but also, eventually, Martha and J. K. Rowling take charge of the symbolic, the realm
         of the father. So the final scene at the Globe “provides a return to the regular rhythm”[71]    like the witches’ Sabbath does in the end.
      

      
      Notes
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      In 2005, the BBC relaunched Doctor Who to great success. Originally premiering in 1963, the TV show continued until 1989
         and is now attracting a much wider international audience. The series follows a mysterious
         man known only as “the Doctor” and his various companions as they fight evil throughout
         time and space. He is a Time Lord (part of the “oldest, most mighty race in the universe”)
         whose home world, Gallifrey, became legendary for its utopic perfection after this
         “shining world of the seven systems” was destroyed in a cataclysmic war.[1]    He is also over nine hundred years old and can regenerate a new body that retains
         all the former’s memories and experiences, allowing the character (and the show) to
         live forever. Now in his eleventh incarnation, the Doctor is no longer played by the
         quirky, older men of the earlier series.[2]    Matt Smith, the youngest actor ever to play the role, is a “cooler” but still
         quirky Doctor who speaks to legions of new fans. The classic Doctor Who series, with its campy effects and stock villains, has always maintained a loyal
         cult following, but the new series answers to a younger audience that demands more
         involved story lines and more elaborate effects. And so the story lines of the classic
         and new series, its spin-offs, and a variety of other forms that continued through
         the TV show’s cancellation (from audio plays and graphic novels to fan fiction and
         role-playing games) intertwine to build the complex “Whoniverse” cherished by the
         new worldwide “Whovian” fan base. The surprising success of the reintroduced series
         has resulted in a more mainstream cultural phenomenon that no longer relies on the
         fringe audience of science fiction fans alone.
      

      
      Premiering in 2007, the third season of the new Doctor Who begins with the Tenth Doctor (David Tennant) inviting Martha Jones (Freema Agyeman)
         on her first tour in the TARDIS.[3]    He welcomes her to Renaissance London, 1599, not far from the Globe Theatre. The
         episode, titled “The Shakespeare Code,” centers on the fate of Shakespeare’s fabled
         lost play, Love’s Labour’s Won, said to have been written between 1594 and1597.[4]    The Doctor and Martha attend a performance of Love’s Labour’s Lost (1594–1595) when Shakespeare, realizing the audience is disappointed with the play’s
         famously unconventional ending, steps onto the stage and says: “I know what you are
         all saying. Love’s Labour’s Lost. That’s a funny ending, isn’t it? It just stops.
         Will the boys get the girls? Well don’t get your hoses in a tangle, you’ll find out
         soon. All in good time. You don’t rush a genius.” At that moment, watching from the
         audience, a mysterious woman bewitches Shakespeare into promising a sequel for the
         next evening, which results in great applause. We learn that the three women who are
         bewitching him are members of an alien race known as Carrionites, who are written
         to suggest a “source” for the witches of Macbeth (1603), and consequently, no stereotype is left unused: they are wrinkled crones
         in long black robes who threaten with monstrous teeth and cackling laughs, seduce
         young men by disguising their appearance, fly high on broomsticks silhouetted against
         the full moon, jab poppets with needles to hurt enemies, chant over crystal balls,
         and throw beastly things into a smoking cauldron. They had been trapped in the realm
         of eternal “Deep Darkness” until Shakespeare unintentionally released three of them
         through the combined force of his emotional madness at the death of his son (what
         they call the “grief of a genius”) and what they know to be the most powerful force
         ever known: “New words. New, glittering words, from a mind like no other.” They plan
         to use Shakespeare and his theater to free their race by “purging the pestilence”
         of humanity in order to bring back “the old ways of blood and magic.” Their desire is one of return, or a restoration
         of what was lost, but this can happen only at a powerful moment they call “the hour
         of woven words.”
      

      
      As he writes the promised play, the Carrionites force him to embed the sequel with
         a precise combination of words.[5]    When the words are spoken at a specific time, they will work in concert with the
         dimensions of the Globe Theatre (also engineered by the Carrionites), and a portal
         will open to free their Carrionite sisters. In most episodes of Doctor Who, the clever Doctor’s technology or genius saves the day. The Carrionites’ “millennium
         of blood”—their utopia—requires the apocalypse of our world, but their plan depends
         on their skill to forge utopia from words alone out of the remnants of Renaissance
         England’s “fleeting world.” Indeed, so “fleeting” is that world that we constantly
         idealize it through cultural recreations such as this episode or in annual “Renaissance
         fairs” all over North America. And yet, as often as we idealize history, we are equally
         fascinated by its opposite because apocalyptic futurism has become equally as popular,
         particularly in science fiction, fantasy, and utopian/dystopian literature and film.
      

      
      Initially, the Doctor disarms the witches by “naming” them because he knows that the
         power of words—names in particular—is critical to defeating them. He guesses their
         name by recognizing one of the hallmarks of their race in the fourteen-sided Globe
         Theatre. When he proclaims, “The power of a name, that’s old magic,” Martha protests
         that there is “no such thing as magic,” and with that the Doctor throws open the realms
         of possibility: “Well it’s just a different sort of science. You lot, you chose mathematics.
         Given the right string of numbers, the right equations, and you can split the atom.
         The Carrionites use words instead.” Words are endowed with the potential for physical
         destruction and creation. And not just words; it is women’s words that threaten with this power. The Carrionites can harness words as adeptly
         as humanity uses science and math to build bombs. Yet the episode neither wholly celebrates
         nor fully investigates the implicit potential of this surprisingly feminized power,
         nor the Carrionites’ desire to use that power to establish utopia. Instead, it reestablishes
         the historical assumptions that demonize verbal women as threatening, dangerous “witches”
         who control others through spells and charms and outlines the same binary, assigning
         the mastery of math and science to the patriarchal realm, all while further establishing
         the certainty that men, or at least “clever” men, can wield words far better than
         women.
      

      
      Gareth Robert located this episode in the perfect time period in which to envision
         a utopia of words. The flourishing poetry and stagecraft of Elizabethan England profoundly
         elevated the art of words. Where better to imagine a utopia forged out of words than
         at the intersection between the Renaissance’s idealization of poetry and our own theoretical
         interrogation of how words signify? Roberts offers us the opportunity to experience
         that moment and then revise it by fusing history with our nostalgic desire to witness
         those worlds that time has tempered. Only in this perfect moment, Shakespeare, whom
         the Doctor describes as the “most human human that’s ever been,” writes so powerfully
         that his words unintentionally rip open time and space from a “mere” wooden stage.
         The Doctor’s description of Shakespeare adheres to his iconicity à la Harold Bloom
         in which Shakespeare is elevated to the greatest heights a mortal man can reach. Representing
         English literature itself is a minor accomplishment when compared to possessing the
         godhead of humanity: “He went beyond all precedents (even Chaucer) and invented the
         human as we continue to know it.”[6]    Shakespeare is utopic, as much as he was a utopist, and so when Bloom asks, “Why
         Shakespeare?” his answer is most telling: “Who else is there?”[7]    According to the writers of Doctor Who, at least, the answer is, “The Doctor.”
      

      
      As the Doctor ponders the relevance of the Globe to the Carrionites’ plans, he considers
         whether perhaps “words and shapes [follow] the same design” with the theater’s fourteen
         sides, suggesting the fourteen-line sonnet. In response, Shakespeare insists that
         the building is “nothing but a theater,” but the Doctor rejects this and grants theater
         an intriguingly metamorphic and transcendent power: “But a theater is magic, isn’t
         it! You should know, you stand on this stage, say the right words with the right emphasis
         at the right times. You can make men weep or cry with joy. Change them. You can change
         people’s minds just with words in this place.” The Doctor conflates “magic” and “the
         power of words,” at once granting words power while also trivializing that power with
         the suggestion that it is still “magic,” even if that magic is metamorphic. This conflation
         is then enacted during the performance of the lost play when the Carrionites’ lines
         are spoken, and they rejoice as the rift opens above the Globe while Shakespeare falters:
      

      
         Doctor: Come on, Will! History needs you!

         
         Shakespeare: But what can I do?

         
         Doctor: Reverse it!

         
         Shakespeare: How am I supposed to do that?

         
         Doctor: The shape of the Globe gives words power, but you’re the wordsmith, the one
            true genius, the only man clever enough to do it.
         

         
         Shakespeare: But what words? I have none ready!

         
         Doctor: You’re William Shakespeare!

         
         Shakespeare: But these Carrionite phrases, they need such precision!

         
         Doctor: Trust yourself. When you’re locked away in your room the words just come,
            don’t they? Like magic, words, the right sound, the right shape, the right rhythm,
            words that last forever. That’s what you do, Will. You choose perfect words! Do it!
            Improvise!
         

      

      Shakespeare’s self-doubt captures the anxiety over women’s words that permeate this
         episode, especially in light of the Doctor’s confidence in him. The Carrionites require
         precise women’s words (even if spoken by a male actor), and Shakespeare feels incapable of improvising
         them. The Doctor’s insistence that Shakespeare is the only man clever enough to succeed
         indicates that women’s words are impossible to defeat except by the right man and, more poignantly, from the English Renaissance stage, where
         men regularly wielded powerful words as women. However, the Doctor assigns the power
         to the building rather than the several women who orchestrated it, including Martha,
         who prompts Shakespeare with the instrumental word that finally seals the swirling
         vortex—“Expelliarmus!”—a word invented by J. K. Rowling as a disarming spell in the
         Harry Potter (1997–2011) series, which every fan (a good portion of the show’s new
         audience) would immediately recognize.[8]    Thanks to a woman (and the magical word of a woman writer-of-witches), the portal
         the Carrionites forged with words closes, allowing the Doctor to trap them in their
         own crystal ball and ensure that they remain chaste and silent in their new single-sex
         enclosure. That success comes only with the help of women, and their words seem less
         significant as the copies of the lost play are sucked into the closing vortex, making
         the play become lost to history along with the Carrionite ability to harness the power
         of words.[9]   
      

       

      Shakespeare’s renowned “will” to choose words perfectly still led him to grant those
         “perfect words” more often to the female characters of his comedies. That they were
         men dressed as women dressed as men only demonstrates the potential of the words to
         complicate gender on the stage. Gareth Roberts’s Shakespeare wields words more powerfully
         than the demonized witches or even the female helpers who facilitate Shakespeare’s
         victory. To that end, Roberts’s Shakespeare is necessarily ambiguous. Indeed, the
         episode’s many ambiguities highlight the impulse to nostalgically reenvision the past
         through the infinite hope that science fiction fosters. However, that hope is always
         inevitably coupled with the perpetuation of the social and cultural limitations that
         have persisted throughout history. Shakespeare’s England is one of the more popular
         periods to recreate, and while most examples, like Doctor Who, revel in celebrating the emergence of English literature, the role of Renaissance
         women remains unfamiliar. In popular culture, only the female icons of the age are
         familiar, but they are worshipped or disparaged in equal measure. Queen Elizabeth
         is at once powerful and inviolate in some representations, lecherous and suspicious
         in others. Her sister, Mary Tudor, is either the crazed “Bloody Mary” or a maligned
         daughter of a cruelly rejected queen. Of these women, Mary Stuart, queen of Scots,
         has likely endured history’s most erratic reenvisioning. She is at once a martyr,
         witch, exile, imprisoned victim of a jealous queen, and infinite versions of Duessa,
         the witch of Spenser’s The Faerie Queene (1596). Anne Boleyn suffered a similar fate as she, too, is portrayed as a strategic
         schemer, an incestuous seductress, an unnatural witch, or the unwitting pawn of a
         ruthless family and a tyrannical king.[10]    The consistent inconsistency in the varied portrayals of these powerful Renaissance
         women suggests that their historical presence as verbal women in power remains ambiguous.
      

      
      Women in the Renaissance were generally excluded from positions that could have granted
         them access to the power of words. When they demonstrated verbal or textual authority,
         they were at least criticized and at worst excommunicated or accused of witchcraft.
         The shifting image of verbal women in power stems from a firm cultural connection
         between women’s words and the fear of witchcraft. A woman’s ability to wield words
         well could be explained and diminished at once simply by deeming it unnatural, or
         rather, “supernatural,” not unlike the Doctor conflating the power of words and “magic.”
         Regrettably, this label also distorted their motivations as malevolent, which damned
         them further. As Elizabeth Reis argues, by speaking out at all, “a woman risked being
         damned regardless of her response.” Whether she “embraced herself as a terrible sinner”
         or “steadfastly maintained her innocence,” she could face conviction based on what
         would be deemed her stubborn refusal to “confess and repent.”[11]      So when the always ambiguous, immediately recognizable Elizabeth I appears at
         the end of “The Shakespeare Code,” it is only as a caricature to be ridiculed as she
         asserts her unnatural authority by obstinately demanding the head of her “sworn enemy,”
         the “pernicious Doctor.” Her brief appearance hints at previous encounters with the
         Doctor and introduces one of the most familiar ways that powerful women, or women
         of words, faced social suppression that manifested as accusations of supernatural
         power.
      

      
      That Shakespeare’s comedic heroines were constantly granted verbal skills far exceeding
         his comedic heroes is both evidence of the early modern theater’s role as a space
         of utopic potential and demonstrative of a contradictory desire for women to be both
         accessible and enclosed at once. Women who wrote or spoke publicly both challenged
         the silent, chaste role society assigned them and evoked the fear of what women might
         do with their words. “The Shakespeare Code” offers an intriguing example in which
         the power of words liberates women through the very skill by which early modern society
         demonized them. For instance, that the play the Doctor and Martha attend is Love’s Labour’s Lost (1594–1595) is poignant on several fronts, and not only in its connection to the
         lost play. First, it is Shakespeare’s earliest comedy introducing a strong female
         lead whose words are far more effective than the men’s. Second, the Princess of France
         character, unlike many of her later Shakespearean sisters, has no need to cross-dress
         to wield her powerful words. Third, evoking the importance of names, she is one of
         Shakespeare’s few nameless lead characters, as she is only ever the “Princess” (and
         later the queen) in the same way as the Doctor is only ever “the Doctor.” Most importantly,
         the play is Shakespeare’s earliest utopia and dramatizes a theme that was, and would
         continue to be, more common to female writers of utopia: the same-sex enclosure. The
         play captures the gender fluidity of utopic themes because it is the courtiers who
         lock themselves away from women and the world with their failed academe.
      

      
      Shakespeare’s later comedic heroines would also demonstrate surprising verbal skill,
         and always with a nod toward utopia: the scathing Beatrice in Much Ado about Nothing (1599) is most memorable as she leads the merrymakers in their idealized postwar
         reverie, but the multilayered mayhem brought about by cross-dressed heroines such
         as Viola in Twelfth Night (1601) and Rosalind in As You Like It (1599) demonstrates that eloquent women are essential to even the most familiar themes
         of utopian literature that Shakespeare explored: the isolated, topsy-turvy world discovered
         after a shipwreck at sea and the allowing liminality of the pastoral forest. However,
         Miranda in The Tempest (1610–1611) demonstrates this utopic potential most powerfully in her subtlety. She
         is central to what is Shakespeare’s most utopic play, but she does not rely on verbal
         mastery. Instead, she demonstrates the creative and destructive power of words through
         her foiled contrast to several absent and “alien” women whose once-spoken words haunt
         the island and its fate throughout the play: Claribel, now foreign in her marriage
         to Tunis; Caliban’s mother, the Algerian witch Sycorax; and Miranda’s own nameless
         mother, whose words alone must act as surety to Miranda’s legitimacy because Prospero
         questions her words in the same moment that he accepts them.[12]    Miranda is instrumental to the realization of utopia on Shakespeare’s stage because
         of her unique presence on two points. First, The Tempest is the only Shakespearean play with only one female character, rendering her emphatic
         because of her isolation, and second, through her comparatively silent presence, she
         embodies the powerful words of the absent, alien women she carries with her, allowing
         the various utopias of the play to materialize through her. Like Martha and J. K.
         Rowling helping to close the Carrionites’ portal, Miranda alone holds the key to liberating
         the several women who have been barred from the island utopia. The Tempest’s absent, alien women, like the Carrionites, remain enclosed in the “deep, dark realm”
         of the play or out in the world where their words once wielded power. The intriguing
         connection between utopia, The Tempest, and Miranda’s role as the source of words conjuring worlds becomes more salient
         as the Doctor Who season progresses, as I will show.
      

      
      Theater in general, and the early modern English theater in particular, is unique
         in that it allows for ambiguity in gender and presence. Such ambiguity can be understood
         as a form of transcendence that is equally as evident today in theater and television
         as it must have been in Shakespeare’s day. Consequently, one theme that appears often
         in critical studies of theater and performativity is transcendence. Jill Dolan, notably,
         defines the transcendent moments generated by theater as “utopian performatives” that,
         she argues, map the substantial exchange between the audience and actors during a
         performance. These moments are “small but profound,” and they capture the way in which
         performance lifts audiences “slightly above the present” with a hope for “what the
         world might be like if every moment [was] emotionally voluminous, generous, aesthetically
         striking, and intersubjectively intense.” In short, they allow us to witness the “doings”
         that “gesture toward a much better world.”[13]    Thus, performance fosters a transcendence that generates a momentary suspension
         of time, or in other words, time travel. That the stage encloses time and space allows
         drama a more complex utopic potential than other genres. The complex, multivalent
         relationship between spectator and players suggests that a physical and chronological,
         as well as an emotional and spiritual, transcendence is possible. Indeed, the same desire to blur the lines between audience and performance
         inspires the desire to collapse the separation between television screen and audience,
         or transcendence through new recreated “worlds” such as the BBC’s traveling Doctor Who Experience in the United Kingdom, Gallifrey One in North America, and the various regional Comic-Con conferences that allow fans
         to interact with the various beloved “worlds” of science fiction and fantasy.
      

      
      Is it absurd to require so much of a form of popular entertainment? If it is absurd,
         then why do so many critics, from so many perspectives and disciplines, grant this
         same powerful quality—transcendence—to the stage, and in particular, the early modern
         stage when theater was the primary form of media in popular culture just as television
         and film are today? The English Renaissance theater was physically, socially, and
         culturally transcendent, and because of the crossing over that Marjorie Garber identifies
         in the transvestite actors, it was transgressive as well.[14]    Theater and performance, and our current cultural expressions of it in film and
         television, will inevitably lead to gender ambiguity (and utopia as well) because
         transcendence occurs most vividly in the moments and spaces where transgression occurs,
         allowing gender to blur. If we can grant metaphoric influence to this episode’s vision
         that the women-only Carrionite race can harness the power of words, then Shakespeare’s
         stage could be seen as utopic. He forged a utopia where his ambiguous women’s words,
         delivered by transvestite actors, could carve up the world that would demand their
         silence.
      

       

      Ben Jonson, Shakespeare’s contemporary, recognized that Shakespeare “was not of an
         age, but for all time!” in his popular panegyric (1623), and we have adapted Shakespeare
         to every new age ever since, even when it required rewriting Shakespeare himself.[15]    Following suit, perhaps this episode of Doctor Who offers little more than a fun romp through the past filled with witty references
         and quotations. After all, the Doctor peppers his speech with Shakespeare’s most recognizable
         lines, leaving Shakespeare to repeatedly respond with “I might use that.” But Roberts
         does not stop at the cleverly placed quotation. He also includes subtle references
         that add to the overall metatextual effect. For example, Shakespeare is written as
         an incurable flirt, immediately exclaiming, “Hey nonny, nonny!” when the beautiful
         Martha enters the room. He then struggles for a term he might use to describe her
         by pondering several “Shakespearean” words for black women: “Blackamoor lady,” “Queen
         of Afric,” “Ethiope girl.” Viewers suddenly discover the famed “Dark Lady” of the
         sonnets when Shakespeare composes the poem to Martha. But if the Dark Lady is present,
         so must Shakespeare’s homoerotic fawning over the “Fair Youth” appear as well. Lingering
         sweetly with Martha, Shakespeare is hurried along by the Doctor, who demands, “Come
         on, we can all have a good flirt later!” Shakespeare then shifts his amorous attention
         to the handsome Doctor and asks him, with a coy smile, “Is that a promise, Doctor?”
         inspiring the doctor to yell, “Oh, fifty-seven academics just punched the air!” After
         all, for Shakespeare to wield women’s words, he must be feminized and must be reimagined
         as ambiguous, first through his overly emotive grief and here through his bisexuality.
      

      
      The episode includes several such details meant to glean a few knowing smiles from
         those who might pick up on those references. It both revels in and embellishes the
         Shakespeare we “know” as it rewrites the points we wish we could know. Like Shakespeare
         in that critical moment, Roberts improvises in order to build on the popular Shakespearean
         image while still allowing the potential for cultural reenvisioning. For example,
         at one point the Doctor recommends that Shakespeare wear a ruff, and after a bump
         on the head warns him not to rub his head or it might leave him bald. Both details
         allow the character to conform to the Shakespeare of familiar portraiture. Reaffirming
         Shakespeare’s appearance in our minds is one thing, but Roberts also includes several
         “explanations” for textual uncertainties, such as the inspiration for Macbeth’s witches, the dual inspiration for the Sonnets (1609), and of course, the fate of the lost play. One such explanation is particularly
         poignant and offers further insight. Toward the end of the episode, the Doctor muses
         over a theatrical prop (a skull of some sort) he finds that reminds him of a Sycorax,
         an alien race he first encountered in “The Christmas Invasion.” Shakespeare responds
         with, “Nice word, I’ll have that off you as well,” giving viewers a “source” behind
         the uncertain etymology of the absent matriarch’s name in The Tempest. Only here the “old magic” is conjured as it is removed from its Shakespearean mooring
         to become the name of an alien race the Doctor has fought before. According to the
         Doctor Who compendium, Sycoraxes and humans will be two among three races that survive to the
         end of the universe.[16]    Roberts defines one of Shakespeare’s most troublesome words—the name of a powerful
         witch—by projecting it to the end of time. Eternity belongs to humanity (and, apparently,
         to Sycoraxes as well), proving that Shakespeare’s words are timeless. Besides, who else could better upstage a Time Lord than Shakespeare, who
         is, as history has come to know him, “for all time”? After all, his Sonnets (1609) repeatedly profess that words as poetry are the only effective weapon against
         time. The utopic hope for timeless transcendence that so many of Shakespeare’s sonnets
         captured is realized on the idealized stage we experience through our screens: “So
         long as man can breathe, or eyes can see, / So long lives this, and this gives life
         to thee” (Sonnet 18).
      

      
      Shakespeare’s words thus live (in science fiction, at least) to the end of time because
         the same series that began so cheerfully with Shakespeare and Elizabethan England
         ends with a three-part finale that starts with “Utopia.” The episode is set in a future
         so distant it is difficult to visualize: one hundred trillion years hence, as the
         universe is dying.[17]    The last remnants of humanity survive on a distant planet beset by violent, devolved
         humans known as “future kind.” Martha and the Doctor, now joined by Captain Jack Harkness
         (John Barrowman),[18]    meet an old professor who is building a rocket that will send the remaining humans
         toward a deep-space beacon that is repeatedly transmitting a single message—“Come
         to Utopia!”—a call, it seems, no human can resist. We learn in the course of the episode
         that the old professor is actually a mad rogue Time Lord known as “the Master” (the
         Doctor’s nemesis since 1971, played here first by the famous Shakespearean actor Derek
         Jacobi and later by John Simm). Once his memory returns, the Master steals the TARDIS
         and salvages the human survivors from the wasteland they had hoped was utopia. He
         lures them with a promise of (what else?) hope for an everlasting utopia, where he
         will rule supreme to the end of time (his regenerative ability allowing his reign
         to endure). The survivors, who are now cyborgs called the Toclafane, follow him when
         he offers them a return to a new utopia. After all, that hope alone was enough to
         sustain them through to the final catastrophic utopia at the end of the universe.
         In one critical scene in part 3 of the final story, “The Last of the Time Lords,”
         the reality of the utopia at the end of time is explained from two alternating perspectives.
         The viewer hears one side of the story from Martha, who has just figured out that
         the Toclafane are the remnants of humanity, and the Master and his wife/companion
         Lucy Saxon (Alexandra Moen), who enlighten the Doctor at the same time:
      

      
         The Master: I took Lucy to Utopia. A Time Lord and his human companion. I took her
            to see the stars. Isn’t that right, sweetheart?
         

         
         Lucy Saxon: Trillions of years into the future, to the end of the universe.

         
         The Master: Tell him what you saw.

         
         Lucy Saxon: Dying. Everything dying. The whole of creation was falling apart and,
            I thought, there’s no point. No point to anything. Not ever . . .
         

         
         The Master: You should have seen it, Doctor. Furnaces burning. The last of humanity
            screaming at the dark . . .
         

         
         Martha: The Utopia Project was the last hope. Trying to find a way to escape the end
            of everything.
         

         
         Toclafane: There was no solution. No diamonds. Just the dark and cold . . .

         
         The Master: All that human invention that had sustained them across the eons. It all
            turned inward. They cannibalized themselves.
         

      

      The survivors, utterly bereft of the hope of utopia, regressed to a childlike state,
         or, in their words, “We made ourselves so pretty.” Unable to go forward, they went
         backward because progress is driven by the infinite desire that fosters the concept
         of utopia in the first place: utopia is always just over the horizon or always in
         the progress rather than in the arriving.[19]   
      

      
      With the Doctor imprisoned, Martha travels across conquered Earth, evading capture
         at every turn. She walks among the subjugated people now controlled by the Master
         and his Toclafane. Martha’s name and story have become legend, and ultimately, it
         is she who defeats the Master with no other weapon than a word. She rallies the people
         of the world to use their collective voices to cry out one powerful word—“Doctor”—at
         a precise moment to stop the launch of rockets that would expand the Master’s control
         to the universe. The Master wants to reestablish “masculine” science and math rather
         than the powerful feminized words, only to be defeated, once again, by women and their
         words. Even before Martha’s victory, he is shot at the beginning and end of this episode
         by the two women who love him; after the first, he regenerates, but after the second,
         he is defeated by a word, and his utopia fails. A woman attacks with words at a powerfully
         utopic moment to usher in a new utopia and (fictional) history repeats itself.
      

      
      Similarly, Shakespeare’s heroines are set free in the face of patriarchal subjection
         in those performative moments when worlds are realized with “words, just words,” even
         if the play’s ending reestablishes that subjection; for that utopic moment, the heroine
         realizes the potential her words conjure. Perhaps, then, it is no surprise that women
         fight with words at both the beginning and end of this Doctor Who season and that at the beginning and end of the three-part finale, they fight through
         two distinct utopias. Every step between both points—Elizabethan England and the end
         of the universe—emerges as another step both toward and away from utopia in an infinite
         paradox. Shakespeare’s comedic heroines follow this pattern when, in the course of
         their plays, words set them free, even if at the plays’ ends they must leave behind
         the freedom their words afforded them. During that performance—that “hour of woven
         words”—the heroines realize a utopia of words, and yet because they sought a utopia
         only words could create, it is their words, and the worlds that result, that must
         be staunched. And so it is the Doctor’s powerful nameless name that saves the world
         when spoken by legions (but guided by Martha), just as only Shakespeare’s words so
         often voiced through his ambiguous heroines (and also guided by Martha and J. K. Rowling)
         save Renaissance England.
      

      
      The England we experience in this episode is both distant and familiar. It is an easily
         imaginable utopia because Shakespeare is still relevant today, and we yearn to imagine
         a place where a poet is more than a poet, where words are more than words, where a
         play is more than play, and where theater is the key to realizing utopia again and
         again through every performance, even if only for that brief “hour of woven words.”
         To understand the presence of utopia at each end of this series and within the series
         at each end of the finale, we need to ask why women’s words are seen as both the threat
         and the salvation of utopia. When we imagine our past as utopia and idealize historical
         figures such as Shakespeare and fictional characters such as the Doctor, then the
         chance of regaining utopia seems somehow more plausible; we had it then, whether in
         fact or fiction, so perhaps we can have it again. This circularity locates utopia
         both in the past and the future, both as origin and goal. Our origins become not what
         they were but rather the lost utopias we need only regain or rebuild through new cultural
         forms. The call in the darkness of our unknown future beckons us: “Come to Utopia!”
         It is where (and when) the origin and destination might materialize. Ultimately, Doctor Who offers an intriguing example of how popular culture imagines and creates its icons,
         its history, and its idols of utopic “perfection.” After all, Shakespeare is not just
         Shakespeare but “a mind like no other,” just as the Doctor is never just the actor
         who plays the role in his turn but always the Doctor. Shakespeare’s evolution as a character and icon is well documented, but in many
         ways the Doctor’s evolution within the Whoniverse has followed a similar path. Shakespeare’s
         words are offered as a conduit for the world’s salvation by grace of the theater’s
         transcendent ability to transform worlds and both empower and conquer women’s words
         in that process. The final moment in the first episode is an epic conflict between
         the Carrionites’ verbally precise incantations and Shakespeare’s inspired improvisations,
         but in the final episode, Martha’s messianic journey carries “the word” of the savior
         Doctor; in the end, both men save their worlds using women’s words.
      

      
      I conclude with how this curiously dark utopic ending to the third series offers a
         telling example of the intricate connection between Shakespeare and the Doctor. Shakespeare
         appears across several timelines and in every Doctor Who format but always in connection with the power of words.[20]    One of Shakespeare’s most intriguing appearances is with the Fourth Doctor (Tom
         Baker). In the second episode of season 17, “The City of Death,” the Doctor mentions
         that he met Shakespeare as a “taciturn boy” and that he told him, “There is no point
         in talking if you’ve got nothing to say.” This reference, though brief, sets the stage
         for a far more influential encounter that establishes the Doctor as Shakespeare’s
         critical inspiration for seizing the power of words. “The Stranger, the Writer, His
         Wife, and the Mixed Metaphor” is a short story that appeared as a “Brief Encounter”
         in Doctor Who Magazine no. 196. Shakespeare has injured his arm, and the Fourth Doctor, illustrated as Tom
         Baker, helps him write down Hamlet (1603). The Doctor warns Shakespeare that he is using a mixed metaphor in Hamlet’s
         soliloquy with “to take arms against a sea of troubles,” but Shakespeare insists that
         the line remain in the play. This connection is later reinforced in The Empire of Glass (1995), a novel which appeared as part of the Doctor Who: The Missing Adventures series. The novel follows the First Doctor to Venice, where Shakespeare is working
         as a spy. Shakespeare then tells the elder Doctor that another man who called himself
         “the Doctor” helped him write Hamlet and asks the Doctor whether he has a younger brother who is “tall, with curled brown
         hair,” describing Tom Baker’s Fourth Doctor. Moreover, this is not the only Doctor Who story arc that includes Shakespeare; he reappears several times, to varying degrees,
         as do his plays, whether known, lost, or imagined. At one point, Shakespeare even
         takes the opportunity to research the facts of his historical plays by stowing away
         on the TARDIS, allowing him, in effect, to become one of the Doctor’s companions for
         a time (“The Kingmaker”). The writers of Doctor Who have returned to Shakespeare often, but each has furthered the utopic connection
         between the two clever men that maintains ambiguity over the true source of such timeless,
         powerful, utopic words, which not coincidentally also plays with the authorship question.[21]   
      

      
      My interest in this episode is not the portrayal of Shakespeare’s well-established
         iconicity, but rather how words are imagined as a conduit for salvation by grace of
         theater’s ability to transcend time and transform worlds. Women’s words are seen as
         both the threat to and the salvation of utopia because when words are empowered to
         conjure worlds (ideal or otherwise), we repeatedly encounter the themes that utopian
         literature explores and science fiction celebrates as a genre and topic, particularly
         those texts (or other media) that confront questions of gender. Such suspension also
         allows for the utopic possibility of discarding gender conventions. Yet however carefully
         writers of utopian literature strive to convey humanity’s hope, in that endeavor they
         cannot escape conveying the anxieties and desires bound to that hope, and inevitably
         gender conventions emerge as well. In all the popular incarnations of science fiction
         as an infinitely mutable genre, humanity’s successful achievement of utopia does not
         require much, only grasping the whole of time and space at once. Perhaps this suggests
         that we can realize utopia the only way we ever have: through the infinite, incalculable,
         immeasurable, and here, poignantly feminized, power of words that regularly genders
         utopia as a feminine space.
      

      
      Notes
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            1. “The Sound of Drums.”

            

         

         
            2. In a surprising turn of events that signals a return to the tone of the classic series,
                  the BBC recently announced that the next doctor will be played by Peter Capaldi. Capaldi
                  will be taking over the role in the eighth series, premiering in autumn of 2014, and
                  at fifty-five years old will be as old as the First Doctor, William Hartnell.
               

            

         

         
            3. The TARDIS (Time and Relative Dimension(s) in Space) is the iconic trademark of the
                  Doctor Who franchise. Outwardly, the machine looks like a 1950s British police call box, but
                  the inside contains a vast time machine.
               

            

         

         
            4. Shakespeare’s plays are listed in Francis Meres’s Palladis Tamia, Wits Treasury (1598), in which Love labours wonne appears. The listing had been thought to denote an alternate name for The Taming of the Shrew (1593), which was not listed, or even a pure invention to grant symmetry to the catalogue.
                  However, a handwritten list from 1603 (discovered in 1953) lists Love’s Labour’s Won and Taming of the Shrew together, which implies that the works were separate. It is now generally accepted
                  that the play existed but was lost (Wells, 81–82).
               

            

         

         
            5. The words are nonsensical and are delivered farcically on stage: “The light of Shadmock’s
                  hollow moon doth shine on to a point in space betwixt Dravidian Shores and Linear
                  5930167.02, and strikes the fulsome grove of Rexel 4; co-radiating crystal activate!”
                  The only other lines from the lost play used in the show (“the eye should have contentment
                  where it rests”) are taken from the third episode of the 1965 Doctor Who four-part serial “The Crusade.” That series takes place in the twelfth century but
                  is written in decidedly “Shakespearean” language, a common tendency whenever a classic
                  Doctor Who episode was set in “old” England.
               

            

         

         
            6. Harold Bloom, Shakespeare: The Invention of the Human (New York: Riverhead Books, 1998), xxvii.
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            8. Not coincidentally, the reference also hints at Tennant’s role as Barty Crouch Jr.
                  in the film Harry Potter and the Goblet of Fire.
               

            

         

         
            9. In the novel The Empire of Glass, Irving Braxiatel, the Doctor’s elder brother, meets with Shakespeare at his death
                  in 1616. Shakespeare makes reference to Love’s Labour’s Won when Braxiatel asks the dying playwright for manuscripts so that he might include
                  them in the Braxiatel Collection held at the Library of St. John the Beheaded, a secret
                  library of forbidden texts. Shakespeare agrees, believing the minor plays unworthy
                  of history, which also suggests that somewhere along the Doctor Who time line he must have rewritten the play.
               

            

         

         
            10. Anne Boleyn’s telling appearance in a portrait hanging in Hogwarts in Harry Potter and the Philosopher’s Stone (2001) rewrites her supposed witchcraft with a positive spin and offers a nod to
                  Doctor Who’s Carrionites through the redemptive conjuring words of J. K. Rowling.
               

            

         

         
            11. Elizabeth Reis, Damned Women: Sinners and Witches in Puritan New England (Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press, 1997), 160.
               

            

         

         
            12. “Thy mother was a piece of virtue, and / She said thou wast my daughter; and thy father
                  / Was Duke of Milan; and thou his only heir / And princess no worse issued.” (Shakespeare,
                  The Tempest, 1.1.56–59).
               

            

         

         
            13. Jill Dolan, Utopia in Performance: Finding Hope at the Theater (Ann Arbor: University of Michigan Press, 2005), 5–6.
               

            

         

         
            14. Marjorie B. Garber, Vested Interests: Cross-Dressing & Cultural Anxiety (New York: Routledge, 1992), 28.
               

            

         

         
            15. Ben Jonson wrote the prefatory poem “To the memory of my beloved, The Author, Mr.
                  William Shakespeare and what he hath left us,” which was printed in the 1623 First
                  Folio of Shakespeare’s plays.
               

            

         

         
            16. This detail is mentioned in Jacqueline Rayner, Doctor Who: The Sycorax, Doctor Who Files no. 4 (London: BBC Children’s Books, 2006), one in a series of
                  books for younger readers, and in the graphic novel Doctor Who: Agent Provocateur by Gary Russell, illustrated by Nick Roche, Stefano Martino, and Mirco Perfederici
                  (San Diego, CA: Idea & Design Works, 2008).
               

            

         

         
            17. The final story, written by Russell T. Davies, contains three episodes titled “Utopia,”
                  “The Sound of Drums,” and “Last of the Time Lords.”
               

            

         

         
            18. Captain Jack Harkness is a recurring character who leads one of the popular spin-offs
                  of the new series. Torchwood (2006–) follows an investigative team specializing in extraterrestrial cases that
                  was founded and named (as an anagram of “Doctor Who”) by Queen Victoria in the episode
                  “Tooth and Claw.” The Sarah Jane Adventures (2007–2011) was another popular spin-off that catered to younger children. It was
                  headed by a former companion of the Third and Fourth Doctors.
               

            

         

         
            19. In “The Soul of Man Under Socialism” (1891), Oscar Wilde offers a profound description
                  of utopia: “A map of the world that does not include Utopia is not worth even glancing
                  at, for it leaves out the one country at which Humanity is always landing. And when
                  Humanity lands there, it looks out, and, seeing a better country, sets sail. Progress
                  is the realisation of Utopias.” Oscar Wilde, The Soul of Man Under Socialism and Selected Critical Prose, ed. Linda C. Dowling, Penguin Classics (New York: Penguin, 2001), 141. What did
                  Wilde mean by naming “progress” as the realization of utopia? Was it the physical
                  movement toward an unknown and unknowable destination (as a verb), or was it the achievement
                  of a goal of continual improvement or change in the current environment (as a noun)?
                  Both forms appear as potentiality instead of as actuality or finality, and as such,
                  utopia will always be a little further away.
               

            

         

         
            20. For an intricate and detailed outline of the many appearances of William Shakespeare
                  in Doctor Who, and the other historical, literary, and mythical figures who appear in the series,
                  see The Doctor Who Reference Guide, maintained by Dominique Boies at http://www.drwhoguide.com/who.htm. The BBC’s official Doctor Who site, http://www.bbc.co.uk/programmes/b006q2x0, and the ever-expanding Doctor Who Wiki, maintained at http://tardis.wikia.com/wiki/Doctor_Who_Wiki, also offer vital references to the vast and complex world of the franchise.
               

            

         

         
            21. Another intriguing alternate history is captured in the illustrated reference book
                  The Dalek Book by David Whitaker and Terry Nation, illustrated by R. Jennings, J. Woods, and A. B.
                  Cornwell (London: Souvenir Press for BBC TV, 1964). According to the Dalek version
                  of Earth’s history, Shakespeare was, throughout his entire productive life, a covert
                  Dalek agent. The Dalek emperor takes credit for his work as well as the work of Albert
                  Einstein and the Wright Brothers.
               

            

         

      

      Chapter 11

      Silence in the Archives

      
         
         
         
         Valerie Estelle Frankel

         
         The Magic of Libraries

         
         
      

      
      Authors and science fiction fans alike dream of the ultimate library containing all
         the books ever written and that ever will be. When their favorite show does not create
         that library, they do. Doctor Who contains a few “library episodes” in particular: there is the creepy “Silence in
         the Library,” which introduces River Song (Alex Kingston) and her book of the Doctor’s
         life. From there, their love story continues through the power of words: messages
         carved in priceless artifacts, twin blue journals, flirtatious wordplay, threatened
         spoilers, and all-important names. The Second Doctor battles imaginary characters
         in the Land of Fiction, emphasizing his own role as one of them. In other episodes,
         especially “The Angels Take Manhattan,” characters enter novels and become part of
         them. The Fourth Doctor discovers that a book of Time Lord law can change the external
         world. Clara Oswald (Jenna-Louise Coleman) travels through the TARDIS library and
         discovers her fate.
      

      
      Books continue to impact the characters as the series references everything from Hitchhiker’s Guide to Harry Potter. The Doctor and his companions meet Shakespeare, Hans Christian Andersen, Charles
         Dickens, Agatha Christie, H. G. Wells, and others. The Ninth Doctor’s (Christopher
         Eccleston) first appearance, in “Rose,” is met with the description, “The Doctor is
         a legend woven throughout history.”[1]    Emphasis on the Doctor’s mythic reputation continues through the series, along
         with his drive to “rewrite” time.
      

      
      As the characters meet fictional characters as well as their authors and study their
         own futures through journals and diaries, the series becomes delightfully self-referential,
         with the fictional characters journeying through a world of books. Through it all,
         the TARDIS, with its own massive library, flies through time and space, impacting
         the books, legends, and prophecies surrounding it. In the end, this isn’t just a story—it’s
         a story about storytelling.
      

      
      The Library

      
      The most important library of the show is the TARDIS library itself, hurtling through
         the galaxy and carrying its information to different planets. In “Journey to the Centre
         of the TARDIS,” Clara stumbles into the library and mutters, “Now that’s just showing
         off.”[2]    Multiple stories of endless books tower over her, complete with Gothic arches
         and golden illumination. The library contains all the backstory fans could covet,
         from the Encyclopedia Gallifrey stored in speaking bottles to the displayed History of the Time War. The TARDIS library also appears in novels, including War of the Daleks, All-Consuming Fire, and The Dimension Riders. Specific books and the library’s location are mentioned by various Doctors through
         the series, especially when the entire room tumbles into the swimming pool.
      

      
      While the “library episodes” have been rare, spin-offs, novels, and comic books introduced
         many archives of knowledge. Library planets that collect all the known data of the
         universe appear in the novel Spiral Scratch  (Sixth Doctor) and in the comics War of the Words  (Fourth Doctor), Hunger from the Ends of Time  (Seventh Doctor), and  The Time Machination  (Tenth Doctor). In the Big Finish audio adventure The Genocide Machine, Ace discovers an overdue library book, and they hurry to the library at Kar-Charrat,
         which stores all knowledge in a liquid form. Rose’s first trip to watch the end of
         the world is to the University of Rago Rago 56 Rago, and the comic book The Macrobe Menace adds a giant library of mentally accessed books, which the Doctor must save. According
         to the novel All-Consuming Fire, the ninth-century Library of St. John the Beheaded, like the Torchwood Archives,
         stores lore about magic, aliens, and the occult and is a favorite of the First Doctor.
         The Librarinth is a Time Lord repository of knowledge described in the novel Father Time. On her own show, Sarah Jane Smith searches for a scroll in UNIT’s Black Archive,
         which stores everything that shouldn’t exist on Earth.
      

      
      In “Silence in the Library” and “Forest of the Dead,” the Tenth Doctor (David Tennant)
         visits the Library. A planet-sized library is hardly a shock for modern viewers; scientific
         and technical publications alone have grown exponentially over the past 250 years,
         every ten years doubling the number of scientific papers published.[3]    If this trend continues into the future, a planet-sized data core and planet-sized
         shelves would certainly be required. There is expert cataloguing, a friendly interactive
         computer system, point-to-point teleportation, and even a sort of digital lifeboat—it
         seems data really does save lives.
      

      
      Infinite storage and infinite backups are of particular importance to Who fans if one takes a self-referential approach. In 1963, when filming began, the master
         tapes were generally wiped so that they could be reused. Rebroadcasts were rare. Only
         with the establishment of the BBC Film and Videotape Library in 1978 did the BBC give
         serious thoughts to archiving and selling the old episodes. Then the process of tracking
         down the old tapes began. In 1983, a total of 134 episodes were “missing, believed
         lost,” and over the next twenty-one years, only twenty-six were retrieved.[4]    Take 2 Entertainment is attempting to reconstruct them as animated episodes from
         the existing film stills and original audio, and fans are making attempts as well,
         but they come out with a certain disruption to the original narrative: existing episodes
         and cartoons are spliced together haphazardly, like the improperly saved young woman
         of “Silence in the Library.”
      

      
      The Tenth Doctor introduces the Library to Donna Noble (Catherine Tate) by noting
         how reading has and has not changed: “Books. People never really stop loving books.
         Fifty-first century. By now you’ve got holovids, direct-to-brain downloads, fiction
         mist, but you need the smell. The smell of books, Donna. Deep breath.”[5]    For those today wondering whether e-books will replace the printed form, it is
         an interesting moment. Electronic libraries are controversial—the technology for operating
         them becomes obsolete so rapidly, and experts on using the older systems can be hard
         to find. Thousand-year-old parchment or papyrus can easily be read today, but the
         same cannot be said for digital media, whose permanence has yet to be proved.
      

      
      However, by cutting down the planet’s forests to make the books, the Library’s builders
         inadvertently create a unique library monster: the Vashta Nerada, “the piranhas of
         the air . . . literally, the shadows that melt the flesh,” as the Tenth Doctor describes
         them.[6]    Ironically, creating real books is what has made the deadly monsters. The Doctor
         notes, “The forests of the Vashta Nerada, pulped and printed and bound. A million,
         million books, hatching shadows.”[7]   
      

      
      In 1937, H. G. Wells envisioned a “Permanent World Encyclopedia,” much like the World
         Wide Web. However, he also envisioned “competent editors, educational directors, and
         teachers” to create and organize it rather than the anarchy of the web today.[8]    In “Silence in the Library,” the issue of competent directors is subtly addressed—the
         Library is privately funded by Mr. Lux, like Andrew Carnegie, who donated millions
         to endow public libraries but may have had a nonacademic agenda.
      

      
      Librarians in the United States have historically been mostly female—in the 1920s,
         the figure was at 90 percent.[9]    They were viewed as a civilizing influence who worked with students, children,
         and the underprivileged. The cliché of a female librarian appears here; Charlotte
         Abigail Lux’s (CAL’s) given names are prim and old-fashioned, while her surname Lux
         (Light) is often a synonym for enlightenment or information. Further, the librarian
         is a little girl. CAL is a child who subverts expectations—her doctor tells her that
         only her fantasy world is real, and she devotedly rescues all her patrons. She is
         filled with enough love and compassion to save every soul in the Library, and she
         is passionate for books, but her youth is a blow to those who spend years studying
         library science.
      

      
      In the episode, the Tenth Doctor shows himself a master of information, information
         science, and information retrieval, the subject of both libraries and skilled users.
         He arrives following a message on psychic paper. On landing, he points out that he
         and Donna are in the biography section (a fact he discerns by licking his finger and
         holding it to the wind!), and the pair have a lively literature debate. He knows how
         to use the index computer for a variety of purposes, including hacking into CAL in
         ways she’s never seen, and he is the one to work out that the people are saved in
         the computer core. He’s also listed in the database, to awesome effect.
      

      
         Tenth Doctor: I’m the Doctor, and you’re in the biggest library in the universe. Look
            me up.
         

         
         (There is a pause, and then the shadows withdraw.)

         
         Shadows: You have one day.[10]   
         

      

      Significantly, Donna Noble gets stored in the Library as a data file—she actually
         turns into a book! At episode’s end, River Song is likewise saved in the Library,
         not completely destroyed as long as the copy remains. In “The Name of the Doctor,”
         premiering several years later, Clara Oswald (Jenna-Louise Coleman) also appears in
         a cut to this episode as a copy of herself on a mission to protect the Tenth Doctor.
         Thus three companions become data copies in the Library.
      

      
      The Library episode is most significant for its introduction of future main character
         River Song (Alex Kingston) “in what Kingston assumed would be just a two-episode gig.
         Moffat decided the character would not only return but also act as the linchpin of
         the most ambitious, overarching plotline ever featured on the show.”[11]    She is to be the Doctor’s wife and partner on adventures, with a plot arc that
         redefines storytelling. The moment she meets the Doctor is momentous—it is the oldest
         she ever is on the series (while living), compared with the youngest version of the
         Doctor who meets her.
      

      
      The bookend to this episode is “The Name of the Doctor,” which ends River and the
         Doctor’s relationship as “Silence in the Library” begins it. This adventure begins
         with a message based on a single word, much like Clara’s plea for help in “The Snowmen,”
         another series bookend. Madame Vastra and her wife, Jenny Flint, are the message’s
         intermediaries in both, as Vastra explains that she heard only a single word—as she
         puts it, “A word I’ve heard in connection with the Doctor before. Trenzalore.”[12]   
      

      
      Words, messages, names, and prophecies characterize this episode, though it takes
         place in a graveyard of stone, not a dead library organized by dead faces. Nonetheless,
         words rule this forbidden planet, where even the name “Trenzalore” is a guarded secret.
         The Eleventh Doctor (Matt Smith) visits his own grave, where Clara reads River’s name
         on a gravestone. The Doctor’s all-important and secret name functions as the key to
         the tomb. He battles the Great Intelligence, a creature that calls itself “information.”
         Beside him is River, reduced to only information, and Clara, who soon shares a similar
         fate. River ends the series abandoned like a book on a shelf and then finally fades
         away to nothingness (it is assumed).
      

      
      Books, letters, and reading characterize the saga of River and the Doctor. At River’s
         birth, it is a series of written messages both on her cradle and on a prayer leaf
         that reveal she is also Melody Pond. When the Eleventh Doctor is shot in “The Impossible
         Astronaut,” a series of written invitations guide River, Amy, and Rory to the event.
         The Doctor downloads his biography in “Let’s Kill Hitler,” and River reads others’
         profiles to learn who she truly is. River carves “Hello Sweetie” into the ancient
         diamond cliffs of Planet One, the oldest planet in the universe, as a message for
         him. Apparently they are now “the very first words in recorded history.”[13]    More significant is the message she sends out when the Doctor is condemned to
         die:
      

      
         River: I’ve been sending out a message. A distress call. Outside the bubble of our
            time, the universe is still turning, and I’ve sent a message everywhere. To the future
            and the past, the beginning and the end of everything. The Doctor is dying. Please,
            please help. . . . The sky is full of a million, million voices saying yes, of course
            we’ll help.[14]   
         

      

      When time stops in “The Wedding of River Song,” Amy Pond (Karen Gillan) remembers
         her other life through words: “I have to keep doing this, writing and drawing things.
         It’s just it’s so hard to keep remembering.”[15]    In the Pandorica arc, the Eleventh Doctor explains he chose Amy because her will
         is so strong she can imagine stories into belief—she brings back Rory Williams (Arthur
         Darvill), then her parents, and finally the Doctor from annihilation only through
         her strength of narrative and memory. River’s journal, first seen in “Silence in the
         Library,” also brings the Doctor back from nothingness. By telling Amy his tale of
         a blue box that is borrowed as well as old and new, he gives her memory clues that
         will be jogged on her wedding day. Following this, she receives River’s journal as
         a gift and remembers. The journal remains a teasing glimpse of the future, always
         in view, always forbidden because of the dreaded “spoilers.”
      

      
      In fact, spoilers are constantly threatened in their relationship in a delightful
         moment of metanarrative: In the early days of Internet fandom, those posting on fansites
         and in newsgroups would post the warning “SPOILER ALERT” before revealing crucial
         information. Of course, many Doctor Who spoilers leak onto the Internet today as River and the Doctor continually warn viewers
         that there could be consequences . . . like the end of time itself.
      

      
      The Pandorica legend of a box containing too much danger to open resonates with viewers
         because of the legend of Pandora. As the Doctor interacts with ancient myth, he quickly
         becomes a part of it. As River describes it, it is “a box, a cage, a prison. It was
         built to contain the most feared thing in all the universe.”
      

      
      Though the Eleventh Doctor protests that “it’s a fairy tale, a legend. It can’t be
         real,” River reminds him that he, too, is a legend—such things are often based in
         reality.[16]    As such, River and the Doctor are trapped inside a story of prophecy and myth
         that calls attention to its fictional nature with postmodern twists. In fact, the
         legend is created around the Doctor before it swells to envelop him:
      

      
         Doctor: There was a goblin, or a trickster, or a warrior. A nameless, terrible thing,
            soaked in the blood of a billion galaxies. The most feared being in all the cosmos.
            And nothing could stop it, or hold it, or reason with it. One day it would just drop
            out of the sky and tear down your world.
         

         
         Amy: How did it end up in there?

         
         Doctor: You know fairy tales. A good wizard tricked it.

         
         River: I hate good wizards in fairy tales. They always turn out to be him.[17]   
         

      

      In fact, the Eleventh Doctor is the trickster enemy of the tale, not the good wizard.
         However, the Doctor begins manipulating the situation to save the universe his TARDIS
         has destroyed, turning from villain to good wizard in truth. As the Eleventh Doctor
         comments, “We’re all stories in the end.”[18]   
      

      
      Rhymes and prophecies also follow the River arc. The singsong nature behind the name
         of Demon’s Run, complete with the epic phrasing, reminds viewers once again that this
         is the world of fiction: “Demons run when a good man goes to war. Night will fall
         and drown the sun, when a good man goes to war. Friendship dies and true love lies,
         night will fall and the dark will rise, when a good man goes to war.”[19]    This formalized rhyming speech sounds like a book, not normal dialogue. Repeatedly,
         the Doctor explains that there is a prophecy of what he must do or what doom is coming
         for him. Once again, this is reminiscent of myth.
      

      
      River’s final episode (to date), “The Name of the Doctor,” likewise uses the rhyming
         prophecy:
      

      
         His friends are lost forever more, unless he goes to Trenzalore.

         
         This man must fall as all men must. The fate of all is always dust.

         
         The man who lies will lie no more when this man lies at Trenzalore.

         
         The girl who died he tried to save. She’ll die again inside his grave.[20]   
         

      

      In his final goodbye to River, the Eleventh Doctor misquotes Ecclesiastes as, “There
         is a time to live and a time to sleep” (softening the actual word “die” into “sleep”).[21]    His quote, like the prophecies, adds additional weight to the scene. River’s last
         words: “Spoilers. Goodbye, Sweetie,” reflect her catchphrases through the series and
         her first words on the show, “Hello Sweetie.”
      

      
      The books that feature so heavily in the River saga come to the forefront in “The
         Angels Take Manhattan.” The episode begins like a Raymond Chandler detective story,
         complete with clicking typewriter. As such, viewers are reminded that as they are
         watching a fictional story, the Doctor is entering one. The scene cuts to the Doctor
         reading a similar novel aloud. It stars Melody Malone, who has “ice in her heart and
         a kiss on her lips, and a vulnerable side she keeps well hidden.” “Only you could
         fancy someone in a book,” Rory tells the Doctor.[22]    In fact, since Malone is actually River Song, the Doctor indeed fancies someone
         in a book, which is providing their means of communication. As the Doctor continues
         reading to Amy, the book morphs from the New York private-eye narrative into their
         story:
      

      
         Doctor: (reads) I followed the skinny guy for two more blocks before he turned and
            I could ask exactly what he was doing here. He looked a little scared, so I gave him
            my best smile and my bluest eyes.
         

         
         Amy: Doctor? What did the skinny guy say?

         
         Doctor: He said, “I just went to get coffees for the Doctor and Amy. Hello, River.”[23]   
         

      

      The Doctor and Amy must unravel the clues as Rory vanishes from their time and reappears
         in River’s . . . and in the book.
      

      
      A jumble of book paradoxes and time travel paradoxes follow: “Don’t you two fall out,
         she’s only in a book,” Amy tells the Doctor when he complains about River’s bragging
         about her TARDIS flying. Amy reads ahead, and the Doctor is forced to enact whatever
         she has told him about. Though she protests that “time can be rewritten,” the Doctor
         counters, “Not once you’ve read it. Once we know what’s coming, it’s written in stone.”[24]    The viewers then see a gravestone nearby that says “In Loving Memory Rory Arthur
         Williams.” Amy and the Doctor have not read it, but the viewers have, and as such,
         it is now “set in stone.” The watchers are part of the story now. Though the Doctor
         rips out the last page so that he will not have to endure endings, he reads it when
         he discovers it is Amy’s last message to him. Wearing her reading glasses, he reads
         her last words and finds a way to say goodbye. Moffat describes the episode, saying,
         “It’s become a hugely emotional show. We do big emotions, and that’s what got us a
         far bigger female audience than we ever had before.”   [25]     Amy’s final request is that the Doctor find the younger her and “tell her a story.
         . . . Tell her this is the story of Amelia Pond. And this is how it ends.”[26]   
      

      
      The emphasis on writing and rewriting events in the Doctor’s life (referenced almost
         constantly in his arc with Amy and River) once again reminds viewers that this is
         a work of fiction—the scriptwriters can literally rewrite the Doctor’s history or
         send him back through his own episodes. When the Pandorica incident unwinds his life
         from history or when Clara is scattered through time, they both visit many previous
         episodes. The Great Intelligence rewrites the Doctor’s life, and Clara rewrites the
         rewrites, splitting herself into a thousand digital imprints.
      

      
      Other Book Episodes

      
      As Richard Berger notes in his essay on fan fiction and the franchise, “The Doctor Who series has always been surrounded by an array of texts, some official, some not,
         since its inception in 1963.”[27]    Until 1991, the massive number of novelizations had been direct adaptations of
         various episodes, and after, they became independent stories created by the franchise’s
         greatest fans.
      

      
      Fan fiction has also been a great source, telling new stories with existing characters.
         Whofic.com boasts more than thirty-five thousand stories, half of which fixate on
         the Tenth Doctor. Fanfiction.net has fifty-one thousand. Rewrites or “fixes on episodes
         to alter the endings are popular.”[28]    The nuWho features echoes of both, as characters rewrite their pasts (in “The
         Big Bang” and “The Wedding of River Song,” for instance), to say nothing of Clara
         Oswald’s sudden appearance in a myriad of older episodes. The Tenth Doctor and Rose
         Tyler (Billie Piper), possibly the most popular pairing, finally get an imperfect
         chance to stay together when the Tenth Doctor leaves Rose a half-human copy of himself
         in an alternate world. Both Russell T. Davies and Mark Gatiss were Doctor Who fan fiction and original novel writers before the reboot, and this influence shows.[29]    Moffat even spoofed his own show beforehand, as the author of the television parody
         “The Curse of the Fatal Death,” written for a 1999 charity telethon.
      

      
      “Who has always been intertextual: the new series made overt references to not only its
         own back-story and history but also to other texts such as Douglas Adams’s Hitchhiker’s Guide to the Galaxy series and even the Disney film The Lion King,” Berger adds.[30]    The Doctor has clearly read enormous amounts of Earth literature: he quotes Gulliver’s Travels in “The Mind Robber” and Hamlet in “The Horns of Nimon,” “The Two Doctors,” and “The Ultimate Foe.” The Fourth Doctor
         ends “Shada” reading Dickens’s The Old Curiosity Shop aloud to friends and viewers alike.
      

      
      The novel The Companion Chronicles mentions that the Doctor has the complete set of the eleven Harry Potter novels by
         J. K. and P. Q. Rowling. “I always rip out the last page of a book. Then it doesn’t
         have to end. I hate endings,” the Eleventh Doctor notes in “The Angels Take Manhattan.”[31]    The Tenth Doctor apparently feels differently, as he loves a book with a death
         at the end, particularly biographies. Books, according to the Tenth Doctor, are the
         “best weapon in the world.”[32]   
      

      
      The companions, too, seem influenced by literature. In “The Doctor’s Daughter,” Donna
         Noble mentions that she once worked in Hounslow Library. Sarah Jane Smith (Elisabeth
         Sladen) writes a book called UNIT: Fighting for Humankind. Bernice Summerfield, a companion of the Eighth Doctor in the Virgin New Adventures
         novels, writes the best-selling Down among the Dead Men about her adventures with Ice Warriors. Meanwhile, in “The Bells of Saint John,”
         Clara notices Artie is reading Summer Falls by Amelia Williams, who apparently became an author in the past. She tells him that
         chapter “eleven is the best. You’ll cry your eyes out.” It seems the characters cannot
         escape the fiction in their lives.
      

      
      In the comics, novels, and audio dramas, the Doctor meets Oscar Wilde, Jane Austen,
         Jules Verne, George Bernard Shaw, J. M. Barrie, J. R. R. Tolkien, Bram Stoker, George
         Orwell, and many others. British writers, and especially the science fiction writers,
         make appearances in numerous works. The First, Seventh, and Eighth Doctors encounter
         Edgar Allan Poe near the raving end of his life, when he encounters real-life dark
         forces. In June 1816, Mary Shelley gets the idea for Frankenstein when she sees the Eighth Doctor apparently reincarnating, according to the audio
         drama Mary’s Story. There is a real alien invasion during Orson Welles’s War of the Worlds radio drama, and in the comic The Professor, the Queen and the Bookshop, C. S. Lewis is inspired to turn Amy and Rory’s adventure in the episode “The Doctor,
         the Widow and the Wardrobe” into the Narnia books.
      

      
      Of course, on the show, the Doctor meets such famous authors as Agatha Christie and
         Shakespeare, influencing their greatest works as he passes through. After encountering
         the Sixth Doctor in “Timelash,” H. G. Wells is inspired to write his most famous books
         and also coins the phrase “science fiction.” In “The Romans,” the First Doctor gives
         Hans Christian Andersen the idea for “The Emperor’s New Clothes.” He also uses the
         time-space visualizer to witness Shakespeare plan to write Hamlet in “The Chase.” The Ninth Doctor and Rose Tyler travel to 1869 and meet Charles Dickens
         on a tour of A Christmas Carol, to say nothing of the holiday special “A Christmas Carol” that followed a few years
         later. The Tenth Doctor feels like Arthur Dent from Hitchhiker’s Guide (whom he says he has met) when he wanders around in a bathrobe in “The Christmas
         Invasion.” According to the Eleventh Doctor in “The Vampires of Venice,” he owes the
         author and seducer Giacomo Casanova a chicken. (This is likely a reference to David
         Tennant’s titular role in Russell T. Davies’s Casanova miniseries. Tennant’s Casanova coat is even visible in the TARDIS wardrobe in the “The Christmas Invasion.”)
      

      
      No British show could reference so much literature without including the great detective.
         The Fourth Doctor dresses as Sherlock Holmes to solve Victorian murders in “The Talons
         of Weng-Chiang.” In a Holmes-style story told by John Watson, Holmes works with  the
         Seventh Doctor   to solve the mystery of the theft of arcane tomes in  Andy Lane’s
         novel  All-Consuming Fire. Holmes and Watson also appear in Happy Endings   by   Paul Cornell, Erasing Sherlock   by   Kelly Hale, and the anthology  Miss Wildthyme and Friends Investigate.
      

      
      In “The Snowmen,” the Eleventh Doctor introduces himself as Sherlock Holmes, complete
         with deerstalker hat, cape, cane, and meerschaum pipe. He parodies the famous character,
         exclaiming, “Now, shut up, don’t tell me! I see from your collar stud you have an
         apple tree and a wife with a limp. Am I right?”[33]    This is likely a nod to Steven Moffat and Mark Gatiss’s reimagination, Sherlock. The villainous Doctor Simeon tells the Doctor that Sherlock Holmes is a fictional
         character. However, when he meets the Silurian Madame Vastra, a veiled detective who
         solves crimes with a human companion, Simeon tells her, “Doctor Doyle is almost certainly
         basing his fantastical tales on your own exploits. With a few choice alterations,
         of course. I doubt the readers of The Strand magazine would accept that the great detective is, in reality, a woman.”[34]    In fact, Doyle also wrote The Lost World, about a hidden place where dinosaurs still walk the earth. Thus the concepts are
         linked in Moffat’s Victorian detective.
      

      
      Holmes’s creator, Sir Arthur Conan Doyle, also makes appearances. In “Ghost Light,”
         the Seventh Doctor and Ace meet the explorer Redvers Fenn-Cooper, who mentions that
         Doctor Doyle accompanied him to see a species like dinosaurs, from which Doyle wrote
         The Lost World. In the novels, Doyle aids the Second and Fourth Doctors and gets inspiration from
         them, which he uses to mold his unconventional detective. Torchwood’s “Small Worlds” references his work on the famous Cottingley fairy photos.
      

      
      In possibly the most “literary” episode of all, the Second Doctor visits the Land
         of Fiction. There, the Master of the Land, an author, tries to turn companions Jamie
         McCrimmon (Frazer Hines) and Zoe Heriot   (Wendy Padbury) into fictional characters
         and make the Doctor the new author of the land. There is a delightful postmodern twist
         as the fictional characters are in danger of becoming . . . fictional characters.
         “The concept for ‘The Mind Robber’ came from an observation by Peter Ling, co-creator
         of Crossroads, observing that some Doctor Who fans seemed to believe that their favorite fictional characters were real,” the BBC
         commentary on the episode notes.[35]    Thus, the episode plays with the idea, as Zoe and the Doctor survive by reminding
         themselves that what they are seeing is not real, Jamie and Zoe get squashed in a
         giant book, and Jamie reads his own story typed out in front of him like a script.
         With the Doctor’s comments such as “Gulliver is not real—we are” and “They [Jamie
         and Zoe] are not real—they’ve been turned into fiction!” the story plays with the
         nature of existence.[36]   
      

      
      By episode’s end, the Doctor and the Master are dueling scriptwriters, each rushing
         to outwrite the other. The Master is also the author of the “Captain Jack Harkaway”
         stories in the early twentieth century—Moffat, who invented Captain Jack Harkness,
         may have been paying homage or creating an additional layer of head-spinning intertextuality
         if the “real” Jack Harkness inspired the tales. Intertextuality continues as the Sixth
         Doctor visits the Land of Fiction in audio episodes and the Seventh in novelizations.
         In the episode, it is not completely clear when the Doctor and his companions transition
         into the surreal world of fiction or when they leave it—perhaps as fictional characters,
         they never do.
      

      
      In the unaired Tom Baker episode “Shada,” books also feature heavily. Professor Chronotis,
         a Time Lord masquerading as a Cambridge professor, has kept the book  The Worshipful and Ancient Law of Gallifrey, which is “minus twenty thousand years old” and one of the Artifacts of Rassillon.[37]    The villain Skagra is seeking the book, but college student Chris Parsons borrows
         it, and the book wreaks havoc as it releases subatomic energy. It turns out that the
         book is actually the key to   Shada, the   Time Lords’ prison planet. Filled with
         time energy, the book does not just record the power of the law; it is the power of the law and physically carries readers to prison. As the episode continues,
         the professor downloads information into a coed’s head to make her his assistant and
         hides his own TARDIS behind a bookcase. The Fourth Doctor and Romana II (Lalla Ward)
         thumb nostalgically through a  Gallifreyan nursery book that Romana had when she was
         “a Time Tot.” The Doctor reads Gallifreyan aloud and repeatedly insists that he’s
         “stupid,” thus using clever wordplay to trick Skagra’s mind-reading sphere. As the
         book, the “key to Shada,” carries them on a marvelous adventure, they are traveling
         with the power of reading made literal.
      

      
      Conclusion

      
      Authors and fictional characters crowd the episodes, along with ancient repositories
         of information. The Doctor appears in libraries and databases across the galaxy, and
         then Clara erases him from the Daleks’ information banks in “Asylum   of the Daleks,”
         leaving them all impotently chanting, “Doctor Who?” In the end, the Doctor’s obsession
         with writing reminds us that he, too, is part of the canon of great British fiction,
         which will continue into the future and beyond. In a self-referential world of books,
         authors, and television, he is the hero Clara saves through eleven incarnations as
         she inserts herself into his videos as well as his past. He is the “Raggedy Man” of
         Amy’s fanciful tales, the character waving at Rory from the television set, the author
         of Donna Noble’s and River’s fates, and “the only story you’ll ever tell.”[38]   
      

      
      Notes
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      Chapter 12

      Destructive Texts and the Uncanny in “Human Nature” and “Family of Blood”

      
         
         
         
         Dana Fore

         
         
      

      
      In the televised two-part Doctor Who adventure “Human Nature”/“Family of Blood,” the Doctor (David Tennant) is hunted
         across space and time by the gleefully malevolent Family of Blood—dying aliens who
         will stop at nothing to consume the Time Lord’s essence and gain the ability to live
         forever. To elude these monsters, the Doctor employs a strategy of deep cover: using
         TARDIS technology, he transforms himself into a human being and implants memories
         from the manufactured persona of a mild-mannered school teacher. Adopting his favorite
         nom de guerre “John Smith”—the alias used by every Doctor since William Hartnell—the Time Lord
         hides his real essence in an (apparently) ordinary pocket watch, puts companion Martha
         Jones (Freema Agyeman) in charge of their safety, and transports them both to 1913,
         where they plan to live temporarily as master and servant at a British boys’ academy
         until the Family reach the end of their limited life spans. The psychological power
         of this episode—and the novel by Paul Cornell on which it is based—comes not simply
         from its ability to provide escapist entertainment but also from its ability to provoke
         primitive fears of an uncanny environment, an experience that in turn revitalizes
         the capacity for a jaded modern audience to feel horror at the idea of modern war.
         Both stories use the motifs of destructive texts to achieve this effect.
      

      
      In her analysis of monster invasion films of the 1950s, Susan Sontag outlines key
         reasons why audiences take pleasure in narratives like these that blend conventions
         of the horror story with those of science fiction. In her 1965 essay “The Imagination
         of Disaster,” Sontag explains that “science fiction films are not about science. They
         are about disaster, which is one of the oldest subjects of art.”[1]  More specifically, such stories allow devotees of the genre to indulge in fantasies
         of “extreme moral simplification” by transporting them to worlds where it is possible
         to “give outlet to cruel or at least amoral feelings.”[2]  Another of the “primitive gratifications” offered by such stories is the chance
         to indulge in “new versions of the oldest romance of all—of the strong, invulnerable
         hero with a mysterious lineage come to do battle on behalf of good against evil.”[3]  The allure of this black-and-white world of moral opposites is such that Sontag
         declares, “There is absolutely no social criticism, of even the most implicit kind,
         in science fiction films. No criticism, for example, of the conditions of our society
         which create the impersonality and dehumanization which science fiction fantasies
         displace onto the influence of an alien It.”[4]  Although it conforms in key ways to Sontag’s definition of the science fiction “disaster”
         story, the tale of the Doctor’s battle with the Family of Blood also contains a significant
         element of social critique through its use of World War I as a plot device in both
         versions of the story. Turning briefly to the work of historian Paul Fussell clarifies
         how this effect is created.
      

      
      In The Great War and Modern Memory, Fussell argues that World War I has become a paradigm for modern society’s understanding
         of mechanized, potentially apocalyptic conflict, primarily because it was a war in
         which both participants and observers drew heavily on literary symbols and language
         as a way to make sense of a conflict that would have been otherwise indescribable
         and incomprehensible. Fussell explains: “The problem for the writer trying to describe
         elements of the Great War was its utter incredibility, and thus its incommunicability
         in its own terms. . . . Unprecedented meaning thus had to find precedent motifs and
         images.”[5]  He provides innumerable “odd and wonderful” examples of moments when civilians and
         soldiers alike describe their wartime experiences in ways that “ape the pattern[s]”
         of books and poems that “everybody knew”;[6]  this body of images and writing from the Great War created, in turn, a reservoir
         of cultural archetypes from which later generations would draw to describe their own
         impressions of war.[7]  Fussell also notes that coming to terms with the horrific realities of mechanized
         slaughter during World War I guaranteed that the “dominating form of modern understanding”
         of all wars to follow would be “essentially ironic.”[8]  In other words, the Great War also established a pattern for the style and content
         of war stories: modern war is now almost invariably presented as an event that shatters
         romantic literary ideals and naïve beliefs about human nature. It is this template
         that shapes both the written and televised versions of Human Nature, creating a story in which Doctor Who must confront problems caused not only by his
         own weaknesses but also those created by outmoded literary clichés and cultural mores.
      

      
      To see more clearly which elements in Human Nature conform to Fussell’s paradigm, it is helpful to explore thematic and ideological
         affinities between Cornell’s work and “Dulce et Decorum Est,” an antiwar poem by Wilfred
         Owen (1893–1918) that Fussell considers emblematic of the “ironic” style of Great
         War literature. In Owen’s poem, one of the bitterest epiphanies that a front-line
         soldier experiences will be the knowledge that fatuously idealistic propaganda from
         civilian life has brought him and thousands like him to the front lines.[9]  In the concluding stanza, the speaker is tormented by graphic memories of a comrade’s
         death, which he links to romantic lies about “glory” (lines 17–20; 26–29):
      

      
         If in some smothering dreams, you too could pace

         
         Behind the wagon that we flung him in,

         
         And watch the white eyes writhing in his face,

         
         His hanging face, like a devil’s sick of sin,

         
         . . .

         
         My friend, you would not tell with such high zest

         
         To children ardent for some desperate glory,

         
         The old lie: Dulce et decorum est

         
         Pro patria mori.[10] 
         

      

      The intensity of the speaker’s contempt for the lies he has been told is suggested
         here by his refusal to repeat them in all their variety—instead they are condensed
         into a generalized abstraction as “the old lie.” In addition, the cliché from the
         poet Horace about the “sweet and fitting” nature of death for one’s country is left
         untranslated from the Latin: leaving the phrase in its original form simultaneously
         suggests the ancient nature of lies about war, while it also serves as an indictment
         of those who would be most likely to understand the Latin and to promote such sentiments
         publicly. In pre–World War I Britain, this class of people would include priests,
         teachers, and anyone educated (like Owen himself) in upper-class schools. This unflattering
         view of authority figures reappears in the televised episode “Human Nature” when hawkish
         headmaster Rocastle chides student Tim Latimer for expressing pacifist sentiments
         during the boys’ machine-gun practice. In terms that paraphrase Horace, he says, “I
         hope, Latimer, that one day you may have a just and proper war in which to prove yourself.”[11]  The results of such blind acceptance of tradition are made even more explicit in
         Cornell’s novel.
      

      
      Like the speaker in Owen’s poem, Doctor Who in Cornell’s novel is set on a path to
         disaster by the manipulative language of others and his own naïveté, becoming ever
         more vulnerable as he confronts increasingly unreliable or destructive forms of speech
         and writing. It all begins when the Doctor decides to take a vacation of sorts. Gripped
         by an unshakable sense of ennui, the Doctor answers the advertisement of a “bodysmith,”
         an alien with the ability to give a Time Lord “whatever form or mind” he wants.[12]  The Time Lord pays dearly for allowing an outsider to tinker with his mind.
      

      
      In reality, the bodysmith belongs to a family of shape-shifting Aubertides, who plan
         to steal the Doctor’s genetic information in a “biodata pod” during the process of
         his transformation in order to gain the power of regeneration. Their plan goes awry
         when the Doctor becomes aware of their intentions, steals the pod, and escapes to
         the Britain of 1913 with the murderous Aubertides in pursuit. The novel’s Owensian
         sensibility regarding untrustworthy language resurfaces as the chase begins in earnest.
         For example, the link between bad language and warlike behavior is suggested in tongue-in-cheek
         fashion through the name of one of the Doctor’s sadistic, man-eating adversaries:
         this monstrous creature takes the deceptive form of a little girl, and her name is
         Aphasia—an exotic-sounding name that actually defines a medical condition related
         to texts and speech. Specifically, aphasia is described in the Shorter Oxford English Dictionary as “loss or impairment of the faculty of speech or of understanding of language (or
         both), due to cerebral disease or damage.”
      

      
      In addition, the Doctor’s ability to fight the alien invaders is hampered because
         he has undergone half of the bodysmith’s transformation process. The Doctor’s mental
         condition is similar to that of an early military recruit in the Great War: His worldviews
         have been altered by a text, in this case a “fictional human memory print” for the
         character John Smith, so he is forced to assume this persona.[13]  Once he takes on the role of history teacher at Hulton College for boys, he is also
         forced to make sense of a plethora of confusing rules and customs.
      

      
      The insidious, mind-warping nature of these new rules and customs is exposed when
         student Tim Latimer comes to the Doctor for help in resolving his doubts about military
         service. The Doctor can only offer generalizations from literature:
      

      
         “There’s a passage in Henry V that I could recommend. It’s not a sin to kill people if your sovereign’s ordered
            you to do it, because the decisions of war are between him and God. It’s not your
            fault if you’re obeying orders.”
         

         
         “So the murders are his fault?”

         
         “Well, in war it’s not exactly murder. There are bigger things involved. King and
            country. Duty to your fellows. That sort of thing.”[14] 
         

      

      Such advice is chilling, of course, because it echoes the “only following orders”
         defense of Nazi murderers at the Nuremberg trials; the Doctor’s girlfriend Joan speaks
         for modern readers when she is repulsed by such a glib definition of murder, which
         plunges the Doctor into a momentary identity crisis. He tries to justify his advice
         yet at the same time realizes that it goes against something fundamental to his nature:
      

      
         “But Tim’s in my class. When he asks his teacher a question, he has to tell him something
            or . . . or the world breaks down; the art and the science and the society have no
            meaning.” He gazed around him, as if seeing the countryside for the first time. “We’d
            be so alone, without the thoughts of past people. Making the world. Making this place
            for us to inhabit. We’d be . . . meaningless.”
         

         
         Suddenly he stood up, turning away from Joan. . . . “No. That’s wrong,” he whispered.
            “Those aren’t my lines. What am I missing?”[15] 
         

      

      Scenes like this draw power from the double-edged way they play with the emotions
         of modern readers gifted with hindsight: one can only wish that more people were capable
         of such self-reflection, and we applaud the clear-sightedness of our hero; on the
         heels of this sentiment comes a grim realization that in our own world, people like
         the Doctor were a rarity in 1913, and millions of people paid a terrible price as
         a result.
      

      
      Standing in opposition to the Doctor’s humanitarianism is the worldview of Headmaster
         Rocastle, who is a very type for the kind of pompous civilian authority figure that
         Wilfred Owen despised and whose ideals are scorned in “Dulce et Decorum Est.” The
         horrific nature of his militaristic bluster is exposed once the Aubertides decide
         to assault the school in order to reclaim the stolen data pod. Rocastle guesses (correctly)
         that the invaders are responsible for a poison gas attack that killed the inhabitants
         of an entire hospital ward,[16]  yet he feels confident that he can hold off these attackers and their unknown weaponry
         with an army of schoolboys, a collection of rifles, and one machine gun. He exhorts
         his troops to battle with a flurry of clichés in a scene that literalizes Owen’s vision
         of leaders brainwashing “children ardent for some desperate glory” (line 27):[17] 
      

      
         He spun back and called to the boys. “Get up! Buck up and play the game!” The boys
            were getting to their feet, the Captains running round their forms, pulling the younger
            ones to their feet and slapping them on the back. “We’re going to show them that Hulton
            College boys are made of old English stuff! The stuff that built the Empire, the stuff
            that doesn’t back down to threats and bullying! Who’s with me?”
         

         
         A great cheer came from the boys.[18] 
         

      

      What Rocastle and these boys will discover, like Owen did in reality, is that they
         are embarked on a new kind of war, one that nullifies traditional concepts like “honor”
         and “glory” with weapons that render cunning and physical prowess irrelevant. In “Dulce
         et Decorum Est,” this new technology was chlorine gas. To leave no doubt about the
         hideous nature of this weapon, Owen describes its ravages in starkly realistic, visual
         terms: it overwhelms the world with “thick green light” (line 13) when it fills the
         trenches and leaves men “drowning” (line 14) and “gargling” in blood from their “froth-corrupted
         lungs” (line 22).[19] 
      

      
      Cornell is equally unsparing in his use of gore to drive home the point that modern
         war makes a mockery of old-fashioned notions of heroism. Working together as a team,
         the Doctor and a boy named Phipps manage to hold the Aubertides at bay by firing a
         machine gun into the courtyard from an upstairs window. The partnership ends abruptly
         when a “tiny metal sphere” hits the boy in the back of the head:
      

      
         The boy turned back to Smith. “What is it, sir?”

         
         Smith stared. “I don’t—”

         
         Phipps’ face turned red.

         
         His lip started to vibrate, as if he was going to burst out crying. “I’m sorry—” he
            blurted out.
         

         
         And then his head exploded.

         
         The blood slapped Smith straight in the face, covering his chest and hands, a fine
            spray filling the whole room.
         

         
         The boys yelled and screamed, falling to the ground.

         
         Smith stumbled forward, blinded by the liquid, trying to find Phipps’ body.[20] 
         

      

      Here the redoubtable Doctor becomes a brother in spirit to the soldiers assaulted
         by poison gas in Owen’s poem, would-be heroes who blindly “stumb[le]” (line 11) and
         “flound[er]” (line 12) as they die.[21]  The brutality of both scenes shocks all the more because gore is used to create
         a tableau of absolute helplessness: the “slap” of the blood on the Doctor’s face adds
         a sense of insult and humiliation to his horror as he is stripped (albeit briefly)
         of his superhero status.
      

      
      The constraints of prime-time programming eliminate the novel’s gore and over-the-top
         action scenes from the televised version of the story. The parameters of the story’s
         critique also shift because Headmaster Rocastle becomes a minor figure in the TV episodes,
         one who never gets to use schoolboys to indulge his self-destructive fantasies of
         military glory. Instead, it is the Doctor who earnestly rallies the boys of the academy
         to action, and Rocastle simply follows his lead. Eliminating Rocastle as the catalyst
         for disaster creates an antiwar story that is equally disturbing, but for different
         reasons. By refusing to provide the stereotypically old-fashioned figure of the headmaster
         as a target for twenty-first-century disdain, “Human Nature” and “The Family of Blood”
         force contemporary viewers to confront the flaws in our ostensibly superior “modern”
         world at the same time as they ponder the weaknesses of past generations. The televised
         episodes foreground the weaknesses of a younger, “newer” Doctor who stands as representative
         for a younger, technologically empowered generation, and through his failures, viewers
         are forced to consider their own vulnerability to misplaced trust and destructive
         utopian ideals. To unsettle viewers and thereby drive these messages home, the episodes
         exploit a strategy that Freud has called “reality testing.”
      

      
      In his essay “The Uncanny,” Freud proposes that one way to generate a sense of dread
         (in both real life and in literature) is to create scenarios that “[test] reality”
         by suggesting that ancient superstitions are true.[22]  He analyzes ideas such as “the omnipotence of thoughts, instantaneous wish-fulfillment,
         secret harmful forces and return of the dead” and concludes:
      

      
         There is no mistaking the conditions under which the sense of the uncanny arises here.
            We—or our primitive forebears—once regarded such things as real possibilities; we
            were convinced that they really happened. Today we no longer believe in them, having
            surmounted such modes of thought. Yet we do not feel secure in these new convictions; the old
            ones live on in us, on the look out for confirmation.
         

         
         Now, as soon as something happens in our lives that seems to confirm these old, discarded
            beliefs, we experience a sense of the uncanny. [italics in original][23] 
         

      

      Freud advises writers of uncanny fiction to first create a world based on “common
         reality.”[24]  In Freud’s words, “By promising us everyday reality and then going beyond it,” a
         writer can ensure that any event that would seem uncanny in real life will have the
         same effect in a fictional narrative.[25] 
      

      
      “Human Nature” and “Family of Blood” establish this sense of “everyday reality” by
         introducing the plot device of the “Chameleon Arch,” technology installed in the TARDIS
         that transforms the Doctor into a human being at the cellular level and implants human
         memories into his mind. This plot twist alerts viewers that the Doctor will now be
         subject to the rules and limitations of our world, at least temporarily. The tale
         that subsequently unfolds provides continual reminders of the Doctor’s new humanity
         by paying careful attention to period costumes and props and by sprinkling the dialogue
         with references to real-life conflicts such as Waterloo, the Battle of Spion Kop,
         and the Crimean War.
      

      
      When the Family of Blood eventually invades this carefully constructed Britain of
         1913, the invaders unsettle viewers all the more by confirming Freud’s idea of a quasi-supernatural
         world usurping our own: for example, the Family gain human forms not through an innate
         transformative quality of their alien biology, as in Cornell’s novel, but by invading
         human hosts as glowing green gas. This process leaves their (now dead) victims outwardly
         alive and normal. This revision of the aliens’ original nature plays on primitive
         fears of a monstrous twin or “double” as a “harbinger of death,”[26]  as well as fears of demonically possessed people with “special powers.”[27]  Another new addition to the televised story—an army of scarecrows created and controlled
         by the Family—tap into ancient fears of a world in which it is impossible to tell
         “whether something is animate or inanimate” and where “the lifeless [bear] an excessive
         likeness to the living.”[28] 
      

      
      If one follows Paul Fussell’s theory that literary imagery from the Great War has
         created cultural archetypes for subsequent generations, then the televised story gains
         yet another level of uncanniness from the way it also blurs the lines between fiction
         and reality and resurrects motifs from “Dulce et Decorum Est.” The misplaced faith
         that destroys Owen’s soldiers is again abetted in this new milieu by a combination
         of faulty texts and technology. An unexpected source of betrayal is the TARDIS itself.
         After transforming himself with the Chameleon Arch, the Doctor trusts the machine
         to send him and Martha to a sufficiently safe time and place. Given that this entire
         operation is initiated while the Family of Blood are in hot pursuit, the TARDIS should
         ideally have recognized the nature of the threat and transported our heroes to a technologically
         advanced future society that could defend itself in the event that the pair are discovered;
         instead, they are sent to a past era in which the inhabitants of an entire planet
         are defenseless against the Family’s weapons.
      

      
      The deceptive abstractions that make up the “old lie[s]” in Owen’s poem reappear in
         the names of the Family themselves. Unlike Cornell’s novel, the aliens in the televised
         version bear quaint, homespun nicknames—Son of Mine, Sister of Mine, Father of Mine,
         Mother of Mine. By striking coincidence, linking warlike caricatures and cozy titles
         in this way creates eerie homage to a similar figure from the annals of the First
         World War: Fussell describes an “infamous” British propaganda pamphlet containing
         a letter written by a woman known only as “a Little Mother.” In her letter, the Little
         Mother condemns the idea of a negotiated peace and extols the nobility of sacrificing
         one’s children in battle.[29] 
      

      
      Furthermore, both the televised stories and Owen’s work engage an audience by depicting
         the life and death of soldiers who fall significantly short of the military ideal.
         In both texts, children—either literal boys or young men with no conception of modern
         warfare—are confronted and overwhelmed by new weapons of mass destruction. And Owen’s
         metaphor for the crippling effects of life at the front—men “[b]ent double, like old
         beggars under sacks” (line 1)—is literalized in the televised episodes through the
         limping, zombielike members of the Family’s scarecrow army, whose quasi-human faces
         are literally fashioned from burlap sacks.
      

      
      One could argue that the uncanny power of the political subtexts in both the novel
         and the television episodes diminishes once the stories reach their conclusions and
         the Doctor becomes normal again. The restoration of the Doctor’s true identity would
         seem to herald a return to the world of unambiguous heroic fantasy. Such a world is
         analogous to the realm of fairy tales, where—according to Freud—no truly uncanny elements
         can exist because fairy tales “[abandon] the basis of reality . . . and [commit themselves]
         to the acceptance of animistic beliefs.”[30] And yet an unsettling darkness lingers even after the Doctor has achieved victory
         over the Family and condemned each member to ironic forms of living death worthy of
         Dante’s Inferno. The reason shadows remain in the Doctor’s world (and ours) is hinted at earlier
         in the episode, by the alien Son of Mine. After taking John Smith’s lover as a hostage,
         Son of Mine smirks at the sight of the newly human Doctor and asks, “Have you enjoyed
         it, Doctor, being human? Has it taught you wonderful things? Are you better? Richer?
         Wiser?”[31]  These questions are unsettling because they can be answered in two ways. To prove
         that the Doctor has in fact become “richer” and “wiser” through his time as a human,
         optimists can point to the scene near the conclusion of “The Family of Blood” where
         the Time Lord and Joan Redfern share a momentary telepathic bond and are allowed to
         see the happy and fulfilling life they could have together if the Doctor renounces
         his true identity and remains human.
      

      
      But pessimists attuned to the story’s Owensian sensibilities will recognize the irony
         in Son of Mine’s words, for the Family of Blood have traveled not only to 1913 but
         beyond, and they have seen the carnage of the Great War. His words are the mocking
         jests of a villain, but they contain bitter truth: one who has lived among humans
         cannot help but become “wiser” by discovering humanity’s seemingly inexhaustible capacity
         for hatred and violence, as well as a “wonderful” inventiveness when it comes to finding
         justifications for carnage and for finding the means to carry it out. The Doctor’s
         uncharacteristic willingness to marshal an army of schoolboys against alien invaders
         during his time as John Smith combined with the sadistic creativity of his final retaliation
         against the Family suggest that the Time Lord has, in fact, learned these lessons
         firsthand and learned them well.
      

      
      The story also becomes more than fantasy by achieving what all antiwar narratives
         strive for: it gives a clear sense of the human cost of war. This is difficult, because
         we live in times that have borne out the truth of Joseph Stalin’s dictum: for most
         people, “One death is a tragedy, a million is a statistic.” Today, storytellers writing
         for an audience inured to Hollywood-style mass violence must constantly search for
         new ways to “put a human face” on global conflict in order to revivify a sense that
         war is still everyone’s problem. In this story, that face is the Doctor’s; the face
         of someone who is trusted by millions to be good, and wise, and clever enough to escape
         apocalyptic danger again and again. Through him, the audience can live vicariously
         and dream utopian dreams and believe in saviors and the ultimate triumph of good—until
         this point. In this instance, the Time Lord’s literal and figurative encounter with
         human nature scars not only him but, by extension, all of his followers who expect
         a fairy-tale ending to this adventure. In Owen’s poem, the sense that one cannot just
         walk away from war unscathed is suggested by the fact that the narrator still has
         “smothering dreams” (line 17) in which he relives the death of his comrades.[32]  Cornell’s novel pays homage to this idea by including a scene in which the Doctor
         weeps alone in his room after the Aubertides have been defeated.[33] 
      

      
      In the televised version, the Doctor’s grim moment of clarity comes after he has assumed
         his real identity and consigned the Family to their individualized versions of hell.
         With everything seemingly right with the world again, he returns to Joan Redfern,
         who is still despondent over the “death” of John Smith, and offers her his most enticing
         gift as compensation for the grief he has caused: “Come with me,” he says. “Travel
         with me. As my companion. . . . We could start again—I’d like that. You and me. We
         could try, at least.”[34]  But Redfern refuses to diminish the gravity of their experiences by making them
         the catalyst for romance. When the Doctor cannot understand her refusal of his offer,
         she shocks him into silence by asking, “If the Doctor had never visited us, never
         chosen this place—on a whim—would anyone here have died?”[35]  Her words undermine whatever comfort the Doctor—and the audience—feel after the
         Time Lord settles back into his routine with Martha Jones. And they foreground the
         tragic deaths of all the victims of the alien attack, including the transformed members
         of the Family themselves—a little girl, a young woman, an old man, and a teenage boy
         who represent through their diversity every level of human society that real war destroys.
         Lest we forget.
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      Chapter 13

      “All Your Little Tin Soldiers”

      
         
         
         
         David Budgen

         
         Doctor Who and the Language of the First World War
         

         
         
      

      
      The Big Finish audio play “No Man’s Land” (2006) begins with the arrival of the Seventh
         Doctor (Sylvester McCoy) and his companions Ace (Sophie Aldred) and Hex (Philip Olivier)
         in the TARDIS on the western front in 1917. Ace immediately feels au fait with the trench setting: “I did First World War poetry at school. You know, Wilfred
         Owen, Siegfried Sassoon.” In reducing a four-year global conflict to the works of
         a few British poets, Ace exemplifies the general understanding of the Great War in
         British society. With the war still largely remembered through a narrow range of literary
         sources (the poetry of Owen, Sassoon, and others; the novels and memoirs of the “war
         books boom” beginning in the late 1920s), these works have defined the wartime experience,
         becoming the interpretation in the period since the 1960s. This literary influence has consequently
         ensured a vital role for language in the development of the modern perception of the
         First World War.
      

      
      On television, Doctor Who has utilized the First World War twice as a setting. “The War Games,” first shown
         on BBC One in 1969, is a notable story in the Doctor Who canon, marking the final appearance of Patrick Troughton as the Second Doctor. Its
         introduction of the Time Lords[1]    represented, according to James Chapman, “the most significant turning point in
         the developing narrative of Doctor Who.”[2]    Critical analysis has tended to focus on these aspects, while little attention
         has been paid to the story’s historical setting. Its opening episodes are (seemingly)
         set on the battlefields of World War I, making “The War Games” the first story set
         in a period within living memory for many viewers. Broadcast nearly forty years later,
         the two-part story “Human Nature” and “The Family of Blood” (2007) is set in an English
         public school in 1913, with the threat of war looming. Away from television, the First
         World War has also been represented across the range of Doctor Who media.
      

      
      “Human Nature” and “The Family of Blood” were adapted from Paul Cornell’s novel Human Nature (1995), while Malcolm Hulke—cowriter of “The War Games” with Terrance Dicks—novelized
         his own screenplay in 1979.[3]    Paul Leonard’s Toy Soldiers (1995), another of the New Doctor Who Adventures, sees the Doctor and his assistant,
         Benny, searching for kidnapped children across a shattered postwar Europe, while away
         from the western front, David A. McIntee’s White Darkness (1993) takes place in Haiti during the First World War. There have been several Doctor Who radio dramas set during the Great War: “No Man’s Land” and “The Great War,” the first
         part of the story “Dark Eyes” (2012), starring Paul McGann as the Eighth Doctor. Indeed,
         the very first Big Finish play is partially set during the conflict.
      

      
      “The Sirens of Time” features the Fifth, Sixth, and Seventh Doctors, played by Peter
         Davison, Colin Baker, and McCoy, respectively. All three are involved in different
         plot strands, with Davison’s Fifth Doctor stranded aboard a German U-boat poised to
         sink the Lusitania in 1915. The use of the Lusitania in “The Sirens of Time” gives the story a wider historical significance. Indeed,
         popular representations of the events of 1914–1918 are often reduced to a series of
         words and phrases that act as a form of shorthand to aid understanding. Words such
         as “mud,” “barbed-wire,” “gas,” and “trenches” immediately conjure images of the First
         World War, while place-names—the Somme, Gallipoli, or Passchendaele—take on meanings
         that require little explanation. As shall be seen in this chapter, Doctor Who often relies on these shorthand terms and phrases to convey a sense of the Great
         War, a recurring trend in the Doctor’s historical adventures.
      

      
      Gary Gillatt has noted that the producers’ initial desire to educate young viewers
         about history quickly made way for historical stories based on popular perceptions
         of the past.[4]    The 1966 First Doctor (William Hartnell) story “The Gunfighters,” with its imagined
         depiction of the Gunfight at the O.K. Corral, is a case in point. Similarly, “The
         Smugglers” (1966) was more representative of novels by Daphne du Maurier and Robert
         Louis Stevenson.[5]    Of the serial “Marco Polo,” Daniel O’Mahony has noted, “Polo’s account, while
         it may not be true, had the advantage of being generally familiar to the viewing audience
         and of fulfilling a certain view of history as the accumulation of “great men” doing
         “great things.”[6]    The historical proximity of tales set in the Great War encourages attempts to
         pass comment or judgment on historical events. They do not simply reflect a general
         perception of the past. They employ the familiar language of the Great War, particularly
         the war on the western front, but often convey a greater complexity of interpretation.
      

      
      “The War Games,” “No Man’s Land,”
and “The Great War”
      

      
      “The War Games” was broadcast at the end of a decade that had seen a resurgence of
         interest in the First World War, partly inspired by the fiftieth anniversary of the
         conflict in 1964. Aspects of 1960s society, from the decline of empire to the Campaign
         for Nuclear Disarmament (CND), contributed to the shifting interpretations of the
         conflict. As Brian Bond has noted, in the early 1960s, the Great War was “widely perceived
         as the epitome of cynical, incompetent leadership, horror, needless sacrifice and
         futility.”[7]    To coincide with the anniversary, the BBC commissioned The Great War, a twenty-six-part documentary written by historians Corelli Barnett and John Terraine.
         The series was an enormous success, achieving viewing figures of eleven million for
         some episodes and maintaining a steady audience throughout its run.[8]    It was inspirational to future generations of historians and documentary makers.[9]    Other works were produced as part of the commemorations, often reflecting preexisting
         understandings of the conflict. Antiwar perspectives began to dominate, from Joan
         Littlewood’s 1963 Theatre Workshop production of Oh! What a Lovely War (later adapted for the big screen by Richard Attenborough in 1969 and released a
         month before the broadcast of “The War Games”) to the embracing of Wilfred Owen’s
         war poetry, largely ignored until the 1960s.[10]   
      

      
      In “The War Games,” a renegade Time Lord—the War Chief (Edward Brayshaw)—kidnaps human
         soldiers, forcing them to fight in various time periods (the western front, the American
         Civil War, the Napoleonic Wars, and ancient Rome). They are unwittingly being trained
         for the creation of a galactic army, promised by the War Chief to an unnamed alien
         race. The Second Doctor, along with his companions Jamie McCrimmon (Frazer Hines)
         and Zoe Heriot (Wendy Padbury), arrive in what appears for the first two episodes
         to be the trenches of the First World War in 1917, where they are captured and treated
         as spies. “The War Games” contains many familiar elements in modern interpretations
         of the war. From callous commanders in chateaus miles behind the front line to the
         Doctor’s near demise at the hands of a firing squad, these tropes would permeate both
         the written and visual language of the war. Shot-at-dawn narratives, for example,
         have become an enduring feature of modern Great War fiction. In 2008, the subject
         was even (clumsily) represented in the Torchwood episode “To the Last Man.”
      

      
      A year before the broadcast of “The War Games,” the British government had shortened
         the “fifty-year rule”—the time after which parliamentary papers could be made available
         to the public—to thirty years.[11]    It was not until 1972, however, and after much debate, that the government released
         details of the military executions of the Great War.[12]    The Doctor’s brush with the firing squad appears to suggest that the shot-at-dawn
         scenario was already part of the war’s language, although the details revealed in
         the 1970s would render the issue more emotive. The near execution in “The War Games”
         is a frivolous narrative device, a cliff-hanger bridging episodes 1 and 2. Within
         the story there is a clear disparity between the view of the war as horrific and the
         whimsical nature of Doctor Who. The Doctor even wonders “if I’ve got a touch of the old shell-shock,” talking of
         severe combat fatigue as though it were a common cold. Conversely, in “To the Last
         Man,” a shell-shocked British soldier (Anthony Lewis) is sentenced to be executed
         on his recovery, thereby exemplifying the callousness and stupidity of the military
         leadership.
      

      
      At first glance it would seem that the Torchwood episode reflects a growing politicization of the Great War, exemplified by the British
         government’s posthumous pardon in 2007 for all 306 soldiers who faced military executions
         in the Great War. It should be noted, however, that the original plans for “The War
         Games” included some more caustic analyses of the war. In one scene not shown, the
         Doctor finds a message scratched on a cell wall: “Sentenced to death. No proper trial.
         It is all a fake. We are being used.”[13]    Viewers would have been forgiven for questioning whether this was a reference
         to the War Chief’s plot or the First World War itself. To take the shot-at-dawn analogy
         further, John Kenneth Muir has noted that Troughton’s Doctor is “for all intents and
         purposes . . . executed for his crimes.”[14]    This suggests an affinity between the aloof and sinister Time Lords and the callous
         British High Command in the Great War, at least as they were perceived in popular
         culture.
      

      
      Reactions to “The War Games” were mixed, with some viewers complaining about the violence.[15]    The First World War episodes had the highest viewing figures, although there were
         various explanations for this.[16]    While responses of the time tell us something about the shifting perceptions of
         the war, equally valuable are the reactions of modern viewers. A likely brush with
         war poetry in English literature classes may have furnished modern viewers with a
         sense of the conflict, but they demonstrate scant awareness of some of the major works
         that defined the Great War in the years before 1945. Viewers were more familiar with
         the post-1960s reinterpretation of these sources and the language associated with
         the conflict.
      

      
      The Doctor Who website Outpost Gallifrey contained several reviews of the “The War Games” from modern viewers, commenting
         on the familiarity of the First World War setting. One reviewer observed: “Fans of
         Blackadder Goes Forth will see very definite similarities between that and episodes 1–3 of the War Games
         . . . the chataeu [sic], the trenches, the captain, the general, the adjudant [sic] with his form obsession. . . . I guess Ben Elton was a DW fan as a child.”[17]    Another reviewer commented, “I also never cease to find it unintentionally hilarious
         when von Weich first appears, complete with bald head, monocle, and duelling scar.
         Possibly the aliens have been watching Blackadder Goes Forth.”[18]    Adrian Edmondson’s characterization of Manfred von Richthofen, the Red Baron,
         in Blackadder is almost identical in appearance to Von Weich (David Garfield). Another reviewer
         felt that the setting of the First World War was a powerful one: “What could be better
         than the TARDIS materialising in the middle of no-man’s-land on a Great War battlefront
         in France? It provides so many wonderful opportunities for storytelling . . . and
         due to its predominantly ‘historic’ setting the production value also seems higher
         than that of contemporary stories.”[19]    Again, however, he returns to the same point of reference as the other reviewers:
         “The sets of the trenches and the chateau are beautifully created; were it not for
         them being shot in black and white there would be nothing to distinguish them from
         programmes like Blackadder Goes Forth, made almost twenty years later!”[20]   
      

      
      The cultural reference for these reviewers was Richard Curtis and Ben Elton’s popular
         BBC sitcom Blackadder Goes Forth (1989); for these modern fans, the series defines the First World War. Dan Todman
         has noted the influence of Oh! What a Lovely War on Blackadder, although an earlier work can be seen as an influence.[21]    R. C. Sherriff’s play Journey’s End (1928) is, like Curtis and Elton’s creation, set in a dugout on the western front.
         Though it may not have the same satirical tone as subsequent productions, it stands
         to reason that modern viewers recognized elements of Blackadder in a 1969 episode of Doctor Who because the hugely successful Journey’s End and other interwar depictions of the conflict had heavily influenced writers Hulke
         and Dicks. Indeed, similar imagery is used in Alan Jeapes’s title sequence for “The
         War Games” and James Whale’s 1930 film version of Journey’s End. Furthermore, discussions of cowardice in the audio drama “No Man’s Land” also reflect
         some of the themes of Sherriff’s play.[22]    Regardless of its heritage, modern reactions to “The War Games” suggest a sense
         of the Great War emanating from reductionist post–Second World War sources. A shift
         in the general understanding of the conflict in the second half of the twentieth century
         can be clearly identified here, often inspired by literary sources.
      

      
      Jeapes’s opening sequence is worthy of further discussion as a form of visual language.
         “The War Games” begins with a flashing title, interspersed with the sounds of shell
         fire and images of the trenches, reminiscent of some of the imagery in the BBC’s documentary
         The Great War as well as Journey’s End. Muir has noted of this sequence that “the staccato tempo of the weapons fire in
         a jarring tempo,” suggesting that “this kind of sudden jolt exemplifies the whole
         tone for the show.”[23]    Indeed, “The War Games” as a whole is clearly commenting on the futility of war,
         the barbarism of the generals, and the needless sacrifice of the lives of ordinary
         soldiers. Again, such sentiments chimed with a generation that seven years earlier
         had experienced the Cuban missile crisis and were witnessing the war in Vietnam nightly
         on television. Several of these themes can be seen in “The War Games”; the security
         chief even threatens to wipe out soldiers with a neutron bomb. These weapons of mass
         destruction seemed like a natural progression from the mechanized slaughter of the
         war in the trenches.
      

      
      Dramatic Irony in Human Nature
and Its Adaptations
      

      
      Both “The War Games” and “No Man’s Land”‘ present the Great War as futile and tragic.
         Later generations have attached meaning to “The War Games” through other modern sources,
         such as Blackadder, although the depiction of millions of troops as pawns of a malevolent commander
         named the War Chief has certain resonances with the popular perception of the western
         front. “No Man’s Land” is clearly inspired by the war poetry with which Ace is so
         familiar, as are other stories set in the Great War. During an attack at the beginning
         of “The Great War,” the Eighth Doctor (Paul McGann) quips, “Gas, boys, gas,” a direct
         reference to “Dulce et Decorum Est,” one of Wilfred Owen’s most famous poems. While
         this indicates that the story will adopt a traditional literature-inspired interpretation,
         the tone of “The Great War” is in reality somewhat different. It is a pseudohistorical
         story, placing Daleks into a western front setting as a prelude to a galaxy-spanning
         plot. The writer, Nicholas Briggs, drew inspiration from another kind of war literature,
         namely John Buchan’s The Thirty-Nine Steps (1915), an adventure incorporating elements of what Richard Usborne identified as
         the Clubland Hero tradition.[24]    In moving away from the language of “mud,” “barbed-wire,” and “shot at dawn”—though
         these elements are still present to some extent—“The Great War” points toward alternative
         interpretations of both the conflict and British society exemplified through the use
         of language.
      

      
      One important aspect of stories involving time travel is the use of dramatic irony,
         increasing both tension and—especially in the case of the First World War—the emotional
         impact of the story. A story set, for example, in June 1916 gains significance to
         an audience aware of the Somme campaign that began in the following month. Knowledge
         of the future is a major concern in “No Man’s Land” but is presented as a time-traveler’s
         conundrum. Voyagers in space and time need to watch their language. Ace warns Hex
         not to reveal too much about the future to the soldiers they meet. Even reference
         to “the First World War” could be dangerous: “Imagine fighting your way through the war to end
         all wars, only to realize that in twenty years’ time part two kicks off.” Again, the
         war is viewed from a post-1960s perspective as essentially meaningless, a wasteful
         and futile precursor to the Second World War, a more important and recognizably “just”
         conflict.
      

      
      Ace uses the phrase “war to end all wars” ironically, a symbol of the world’s folly,
         interpreting the meaning of the phrase only from a position of hindsight. Her warning
         implies that knowledge of the future would lead the soldiers to see their own roles
         as meaningless. In “The War Games,” Jamie asks the Doctor, “What are they fighting
         for?” He responds, “I believe they call it the war to end wars.” Similarly, in “The
         Great War,” Molly O’Sullivan (Ruth Bradley) assumes in horror that the war never ended
         when the Eighth Doctor takes her from a field hospital on the western front in 1917
         to the beaches of Dunkirk in June 1940. Yet “The Great War” often treats such issues
         in a more trivial manner. When the Doctor asks a wounded soldier whether the mysterious
         metallic sounds emanating from no-man’s-land could be tanks, he is met with a look
         of bewilderment. “Too early for tanks then,” the Doctor retorts. “Forget I said anything.”
         The line is delivered in a throwaway manner, an in-joke for a modern audience. Most
         other works of popular culture take the war much more seriously.
      

      
      The attribution of meaning to the experience of the Great War has been hotly debated
         since 1918, and the contentious nature of the issue is seen in two episodes of Doctor Who broadcast on May 26 and June 2, 2007. Paul Cornell’s “Human Nature” and “The Family
         of Blood” were based on his 1995 novel Human Nature, featuring Sylvester McCoy’s Seventh Doctor. The television version saw the Tenth
         Doctor (David Tennant) assuming human form to hide from a group of murderous aliens
         known as the Family. Robbed of his memory by the transformation, he becomes John Smith,
         a schoolteacher at a boys’ public school in 1913 (1914 in the novel). Given the role
         of time travel within the episodes, many of the characters, along with the audience,
         are aware of the events to come, knowledge reflected in much of the dialogue. When
         some of the older boys, for example, make racist comments to the Doctor’s companion,
         Martha Jones (Freema Agyeman), a maid remarks, “In a few years, boys like that might
         be running the country.” “1913,” Martha responds. “They might not.” Martha recognizes
         that these boys are on the cusp of becoming the Lost Generation. Moreover, by depicting
         the boys as arrogant and bigoted, the episode draws attention to the complexity of
         British society often ignored in the Lost Generation “myth.”
      

      
      To some extent, the episodes reinforce the idea of the Great War being a conflict
         in which old men sent young men to their deaths. In one scene, Smith is seen taking
         the boys for shooting practice with a Vickers machine gun. The headmaster (Pip Torrens)
         arrives and encourages the boys, telling them, “Those targets are tribesmen from the
         Dark Continent.” Latimer (Thomas Sangster), a particularly sensitive boy, expresses
         a sense of revulsion that the “tribesmen” have only spears. The headmaster responds,
         “Oh, dear me. Latimer takes it upon himself to make us realize how wrong we all are.
         I hope, Latimer, that one day you may have a just and proper war in which to prove
         yourself.” To reinforce the unintended foresight of the headmaster’s statement, Latimer
         has a premonition of his future in the muddy trenches of World War I.
      

      
      Throughout the episodes, the dialogue is permeated with phrases and references acting
         as indicators of the war to come. The school nurse, Joan Redfern (Jessica Hynes),
         is dismayed by the military training of her young wards, a sense exacerbated by the
         loss of her husband at the battle of Spion Kop:
      

      
         Joan Redfern: I find myself as part of that school watching boys learn how to kill.

         
         The Doctor/Smith: Don’t you think discipline is good for them?

         
         Redfern: Does it have to be such military discipline? If there’s another war, those
            boys won’t find it so amusing.
         

      

      Redfern also remarks on a diary that Smith has been keeping of his dreams (in actuality,
         memories of his life as the Doctor): “All those images of mud and wire. You told of
         a shadow. A shadow falling across the entire world.” The final line echoes the famous
         apocryphal comment attributed to British foreign secretary Sir Edward Grey on the
         outbreak of war: “The lamps are going out all over Europe; we shall not see them lit
         again in our lifetime.” Reminders of previous wars are strewn throughout the narrative.
         Smith is a history teacher who reads passages to the boys about the Battles of Waterloo
         and Mafeking. Nurse Redfern’s reference to Spion Kop typifies the use of names of
         battles to imply greater meaning. Smith’s teaching focuses on battles associated with
         either great victories (Waterloo) or great heroism. (The relief of the siege at Mafeking
         in May 1900 was a turning point in the Boer War.) Spion Kop, on the other hand, was
         a British defeat, in which the dead were buried in the trenches they had fought in.
         At a village dance, a veteran of the Crimean War collects charity money at the door,
         an image analogous with the wounded veterans who would have been a familiar sight
         begging on streets across Europe after the Great War.
      

      
      When the Family attacks the school in “The Family of Blood,” the boys, armed with
         the Vickers gun and rifles, put up a defense in scenes clearly designed to remind
         the audience of the future battles of the First World War. Even the evil aliens have
         a particular contempt for the men who would train young boys for war. One of the aliens
         assumes the form of a schoolboy, Baines (Harry Lloyd), and chastises the headmaster
         for purveying the link between war, honor, and glory:
      

      
         All your little tin soldiers. But tell me, sir, will they thank you? . . . What do
            you know of history, sir? What do you know of next year? . . . 1914, sir. Because
            the Family has traveled far and wide looking for Mr Smith, and, oh, the things we
            have seen. War is coming. In foreign fields, war of the whole wide world with all
            your boys falling down in the mud. Do you think they will thank the man who taught
            them it was glorious?
         

      

      Baines’s reference to foreign fields echoes one of the most enduring poems of the
         Great War, Rupert Brooke’s “The Soldier”: “If I should die, think only this of me;
         / That there’s some corner of a foreign field / That is for ever England.” In the
         popular memory of the war, Brooke has come to represent the naïve innocence of the
         generation of 1914 and the absurdity of notions of honor and glory. Baines’s language
         is tinged with irony, admonishing the public-school ethos that inculcated youths with
         concepts of self-sacrifice and the nobility of dying for one’s country. Once again,
         war poetry is used to define the conflict. After defeating the Family, the episode
         ends with the Doctor and Martha in 2007 attending a Remembrance Day service. Latimer,
         now an old man in a wheelchair, catches sight of them and sheds tears as the music
         swells in the background. Then the credits roll.
      

      
      Different interpretations of the war can be seen when comparing the television episodes
         and the original novel. Cornell’s novel actively engages with some of the debates
         about the language of the First World War. Early in the book, Benny reads Malory’s
         Le Morte D’Arthur. She finds herself “crying for a past that had never really existed, some terribly
         British notion of the previous land, where things were better, and all deaths were
         noble, and the twilights were presumably golden,” and remarks on the “terrible male
         triumphalism . . . that causes boys to line up and be slaughtered.”[25]    Benny equates romantic, chivalric narratives with the carnage of the Great War.
         In doing so, she echoes some of the arguments made by Paul Fussell in his influential
         1975 work The Great War and Modern Memory.
      

      
      Fussell argues that the experience of the war had a profound effect on the English
         language, with a “feudal language” he refers to as “‘high’ diction” becoming “not
         the least of the ultimate casualties of the war.”[26]    Fussell’s theory has been challenged by many historians, but its influence has
         extended far beyond the world of academia.[27]    In Human Nature, Benny sees Le Morte D’Arthur as a work she identified with as a child, but one that fills her with sadness in
         the context of her own experience of war. Early in Human Nature, Benny meets a character in an art shop who “regaled her with stories of the Boer
         War, straight, she suspected, out of some cheap paperback he was reading.”[28]    Cornell’s novel, whether intentionally or not, conveys Fussell’s contention that
         the Great War had replaced notions of chivalry and honor, deemed to have led a generation
         cheerily into the path of the machine gun with the language of irony.
      

      
      Cornell had toyed with the idea of locating the tale in the Second World War but decided
         to make use of 1914 as a setting because, using a phrase to make historians wince,
         “I wanted the war that was looming on the horizon during the book to be a genuinely
         meaningless one.”[29]    The novel certainly conveyed such notions. One of the major differences between
         the book and its adaptation could be seen in the character of Timothy. In the novel,
         Timothy is a conscientious objector enlisted as medical staff. The final chapter takes
         place at an annual reunion of members of the Norfolks, where he is estranged from
         the other veterans and schoolmates. Now an old man, he is an outcast, still wearing
         the white poppy because “it stands for what I am. I can’t ignore that for their friendship.”[30]    The white poppy is a controversial symbol, designed to eschew the militaristic
         aspects of Remembrance Day and deemed by some to undermine the meaning of the red
         poppy. It is perhaps understandable that this aspect of a fairly niche novel never
         made it to the screen. What is more interesting in the television episode, however,
         is that Timothy is allowed honor, if not glory, by serving in the trenches and saving
         the life of one of his former bullies.
      

      
      There are several factors that might account for the difference in interpretation
         between the 1995 and 2007 versions of Human Nature. Although Cornell is credited as the sole writer of the television episodes, series
         producer Russell T. Davies had a significant input.[31]    Furthermore, some of the ideas in the novel, such as the use of a white poppy,
         would have been too contentious. Despite the critical lauding of the episodes, Davies
         warned fans not to expect the next series to retain an atmosphere of melancholy and
         horror. “The greatest mistake with TV drama,” he proclaimed, “is to presume that darkness
         equals good.”[32]    Making the First World War palatable to a family audience is a continual problem
         for dramatists. Cuts can be seen in “The War Games” in 1969, including a reference
         to the loss of twenty-nine thousand men over a month and the general’s determination
         to “keep up the fighting no matter what the losses.”[33]    Like the message scrawled in the Doctor’s cell, this scene never made it to the
         final broadcast, although similar references using euphemisms for the losses remained
         intact. In episode 2 of the story, for example, one military commander remarks, “Do
         you know, in the last push we lost over one hundred shovels!” There are often, however,
         other issues at stake. The controversy surrounding the BBC’s transmission of Alan
         Bleasedale’s The  Monocled  Mutineer (1986), starring Paul McGann, gives some indication of the pitfalls of broadcasting
         commentaries overly critical of the establishment, even if the reality of the conflict
         was growing increasingly hazy in the public memory.
      

      
      Aside from the Human Nature adaptations and “The War Games,” there are a few other First World War references
         in Doctor Who. In the 1976 story “The Deadly Assassin,” Tom Baker’s Fourth Doctor attempts to track
         down the Master by entering a virtual reality system on Gallifrey known as the Matrix,
         a repository for the knowledge of the Time Lords. The Doctor is then assailed with
         disorienting situations, including a brief encounter with the battlefields of the
         First World War. In scenes reminiscent of the Second Doctor’s arrival in “The War
         Games,” shells explode as the Doctor looks for cover. A British First World War soldier
         then appears leading a horse; both are wearing gas masks. Although momentary, this
         sequence is nevertheless effective as a visual metaphor for the potential horrors
         the Doctor will face. A similar scene forms the opening of “Genesis of the Daleks”
         (1975), as gas-masked faces emerge from a mist or gas cloud before being mown down
         by machine-gun fire. Then the Doctor appears, echoing scenes in “The War Games” and
         “The Deadly Assassin.”
      

      
      The language of the Great War has greatly influenced the depiction of the conflict
         in Doctor Who. Often, stories have reinforced a literary understanding of the war, with the repetition
         of key words and phrases used to create a sense of time and place already familiar
         to the audience. In “The War Games,” General Smyth, one of the villainous aliens,
         is known among the troops as “The Butcher.” In “No Man’s Land,” the Seventh Doctor
         refers to the main villain, Lieutenant-Colonel Brook (Michael Cochrane), as an “incompetent
         bungler.” Both of these handles echo the title of John Laffin’s controversial book
         British Butchers and Bunglers of World War One (1988). While revisionist historians have challenged this view, popular perceptions,
         like those of Ace in “No Man’s Land,” are still heavily influenced by a narrow range
         of literary responses.
      

      
      “History in Doctor Who,” wrote Daniel O’Mahony, “is treated largely as a genre,” but the First World War
         seems to have attained a greater significance.[34]    In examining the representation of the Great War in “The War Games” and “Human
         Nature”/“The Family of Blood,” it is possible to trace subtle changes in the understanding
         of the conflict, often indicated through the use of language, both written and visual.
         Certain terms have come to define the war, and these are used liberally throughout
         the Doctor Who stories. In “No Man’s Land,” for example, Hex remembers “mud, barbed wire, and that
         stench.” It makes sense for fiction to embrace the tropes of the First World War and
         render the setting familiar to the audience. Indeed, through the use of dramatic irony,
         the audience become time travelers themselves, watching helplessly as the characters
         edge toward the bloody reality of history. There have, however, been shifts in the
         perception of the war’s meaning. In “The War Games,” Jamie describes the Great War
         as “hiding in wee holes and blasting each other with big guns.” This understanding
         of the conflict persists, but in “Human Nature” and “The Family of Blood” it has become
         more nuanced. While Cornell’s novel saw the war as “essentially meaningless,” the
         television adaptations are not so unequivocal. All of the episodes mentioned in this
         chapter are pseudohistories, but they do have something to say about the period beyond
         simply showing the viewers what they think they already know. In “Human Nature”/“The
         Family of Blood,” the First World War is still tragic and horrific, but Timothy’s
         heroism suggests that, unlike in Cornell’s original novel, it was not meaningless.
      

      
      Notes
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      The classic series of Doctor Who sporadically refers to fairy tales but, according to BBC writer Edwin Webber, avoids
         a “fairytale labeling”;[1]    the first four seasons of the revived Doctor Who, with Russell T. Davies as head writer, maintain that balance. In his first broadcast
         interview as the new head writer, Steven Moffat marks a turning point: “My view of
         [Doctor Who] is more dark fairy tale. . . . It’s quite literally a fairy tale, it’s the way we
         warn our children . . . that . . . there are terrible things sometimes in the dark
         and there are people who want to eat them.”[2]    Thus, he explicitly constructs a fairy-tale frame. Moffat’s first episode as head
         writer unfurls accordingly.[3]    It begins in an overgrown garden in a fictional village at night. To eerie music,
         the camera moves past a red-and-white toy windmill and a shaky shed before sweeping
         over the deserted garden with its beehive, bench, and swaying swing. Subsequently,
         makeshift fairy rings appear: empty flower pots encircle the TARDIS after its crash
         landing, and Amelia approaches the Doctor, who hiccups golden fairy dust, through
         a flower arch. Aptly, the garden strikes the producer, Piers Wenger, as “fairy-tale.”[4]    Considering that the dictionary defines the corresponding noun as “a story about
         magic or fairies, usually for children” and “a story that somebody tells that is not
         true; a lie,”[5]    possible synonyms include magical and fantastic. As the garden’s inhabitant, Amelia Pond, eventually becomes the Doctor’s new companion,
         this initial scene sets the tone for a whole host of episodes. In “The Pandorica Opens”
         and “Let’s Kill Hitler,” fairy rings resurface in the shape of Stonehenge and crop
         circles, respectively.[6]    However, Moffat’s approach to Doctor Who as a dark fairy tale comprises more than a magical atmosphere. The story line of
         Amelia Pond is effectively told via references to specific tales and general traits
         of the genre. Two other genres with a strong oral tradition, nursery rhymes and myths,
         are recruited as well. Referencing specific texts and drawing on generic traits, Steven
         Moffat’s Doctor Who employs fairy tales, nursery rhymes, and myths as storytelling devices.
      

      
      Fairy Tales

      
      Considering that Doctor Who addresses both children and adults under the BBC credo of “inform, educate and entertain,”[7]    fairy tales provide a suitable approach. In The Uses of Enchantment: The Meaning and Importance of Fairy Tales,[8]    Bruno Bettelheim argues that fairy tales can be interpreted according to the changing
         age and experiences of the reader and, thus, appeal to child and adult alike.[9]    Anticipating the BBC credo, Bettelheim states that fairy tales “entertai[n]” and
         “enlighte[n],” for they enrich the imagination, address universal human problems,
         and provide “a moral education.”[10]    Moreover, fairy tales remain prevalent in the collective imagination long after
         their development from oral form to literary genre.[11]    According to Phyllis Frus and Christy Williams, the universal settings of fairy
         tales provide space to fill, and their lack of a “traceable ‘original’” among the
         retellings encourages artistic license.[12]    In short, fairy tales are reliable source texts or, in the words of Jack Zipes,
         “true and tested” stories[13]    offering traits desirable in a quality television drama for a diverse audience.
      

      
      Russell T. Davies’s Doctor Who uses fairy tales without any perceptible overarching purpose. The beginning of “World
         War Three” is exemplary. A hungry alien in a human-suit chasing humans teases her
         prey: “Come to me. Let me kiss you better. Kiss you with my big green lips.”[14]    The phrase alludes to the wolf in “Little Red Cap” who pretends to be a grandmother
         and answers Little Red Cap’s question as to why he has such “a terribly big mouth”
         with “The better to eat you with!”[15]    Similarly, “Tooth and Claw” presents another reinvention of the wolf archetype
         in a fairy tale come true.[16]    Continuing the theme, but without substantial fairy-tale links, the term “bad
         wolf” frequently hints at the companion Rose Tyler’s alter ego throughout Davies’s
         series. Here, fairy-tale references function as individual characterizations, not
         as a permanent storytelling device. In contrast, Steven Moffat’s Doctor Who continually furthers storytelling via atmospheric fairy-tale references, specific
         fairy-tale motifs, and general fairy-tale structures.
      

      
      Moffat’s fairy-tale atmosphere is underscored by namings and allusions. In “Night
         Terrors,” naming accompanies the Doctor’s bonding moment over favorite pastimes with
         a terrified child: “Reading’s great. Do you like stories, George? Yeah, me too. When
         I was your age, about, oh, a thousand years ago, I loved a good bedtime story. ‘The
         Three Little Sontarans,’ ‘The Emperor Dalek’s New Clothes,’ ‘Snow White and the Seven
         Keys to Doomsday,’ eh? All the classics.”[17]    The Doctor’s oblivion to the fact that these titles diverge from the classic tales
         provides comic relief and suggests a metafictive comment on the multitude of fairy-tale
         retellings. Besides, the changed titles incorporate Doctor Who monsters and, therefore, are hilarious in the context of the series. Sontarans are
         a warrior race of clone batches and, although short, could easily defeat a wolf. The
         Daleks are the Doctor’s oldest enemies and, being meek lumps of flesh encased in a
         menacing metal shell, nakedness would potentially be more humiliating for them than
         for the emperor in the human fairy tale. Furthermore, Doctor Who: The Official Annual 2012 includes Justin Richard’s “Snow White and the Seven Keys to Doomsday,” a rewriting
         in which Snow White is actively keeping her planet safe instead of passively succumbing
         to poisoned sleep.[18]    Because of their likely familiarity with fairy tales, this incident illustrates
         that child viewers are included in a position of power: the Doctor bonds with not
         only the child on screen but also the viewers off screen.
      

      
      An example of allusions emerges in “Rebel Flesh”: the foreman, Miranda Cleaves, explains
         that their new cloning technology “replicate[s] a living organism down to the hairs
         on its chinny chin chin.”[19]    This reference to the story of the three little pigs[20]    allows for comparing the clones to the tale’s pigs, that is, to harmless creatures
         destined for consumption, but, considering the fairy-tale’s ending, the reference
         also anticipates the clones’ impending bloody rebellion. In another episode, being
         given the choice of where to go in the TARDIS is compared with “being given three
         wishes.”[21]    This allusion suggests that the Doctor shares qualities with fairies and reinforces
         the fairy-tale atmosphere.
      

      
      Moreover, Moffat’s series employ specific fairy-tale motifs. According to Stith Thompson,
         a fairy-tale motif denotes the smallest element of a tale whose significance secures
         its persistence through ages, such as background items, fairy-tale actors, and incidents.[22]    Poignant motifs in Moffat’s series include Hansel and Gretel’s trail of crumbs
         in the forest and characters such as Little Red Cap.[23]    Chris Chibnall’s two-parter, “The Hungry Earth” and “Cold Blood,” is another example.[24]    Amelia is taken hostage by Silurians, who keep her trapped under glass, like Snow
         White in her glass coffin.[25]    Waking up from sedation, Amy yells: “I’m alive in here! Let me out! I know you’re
         out there. My name is Amy Pond and you’d better get me out of here or, so help me,
         I’m going to kick your backside!” As a Silurian scientist approaches, she adds “Please?”
         but when he commands silence, she indignantly raises her fist in protest. Amelia is
         sedated again yet, unlike Snow White, refuses to surrender to passive sleep and uses
         the next opportunity to escape. Whereas in “Snow White,” “rescue . . . come[s] from
         males,”[26]    Amelia frees herself and another hostage and even attempts to free the Doctor.
         The Doctor’s cheerful “Amy Pond, there’s a girl to rely on!” acknowledges that Amelia,
         although her plan will fail, is no sleepy Snow White. Thus, a traditional female fairy-tale
         type is rewritten.
      

      
      More generally, Moffat’s Doctor Who follows a typical fairy-tale structure both in the overall series and in the individual
         episodes. According to Bettelheim, typical fairy-tale protagonists leave home, often
         after a parent’s death, to prove themselves.[27]    Throughout the journey, the protagonist faces “severe dangers” and “existential
         anxieties.”[28]    Ultimately, separation anxiety, a typical fairy-tale theme, is resolved as the
         protagonist “achieve[s] psychological independence and moral maturity.”[29]    The protagonist “form[s] a truly satisfying bond to another,” often in marriage,
         and lives “happily ever after.”[30]    In a nutshell, a typical fairy-tale structure comprises departure, adventure,
         return, and a happy ending.
      

      
      Accordingly, the overall plot of season 5 relates how the parentless seven-year-old
         Amelia meets the Doctor and leaves home with him for dangerous adventures, later accompanied
         by her fiancé, Rory. Amelia is frequently abandoned but, finding her own strength,
         learns to trust and commit. The series ends with her wedding at home. In season 6,
         the couple continues to leave home for adventures until settling into their own house
         after the Doctor’s marriage. Season 7 breaks the pattern and switches more erratically
         between adventure and home before the couple settles for a family life midseries.
         These two and one-half seasons tell Amelia’s fairy tale; she is already cast as a
         fairy-tale protagonist when the Doctor learns her name and states that it is “like
         a name in a fairy tale.”[31]    As the TARDIS also becomes Amelia’s home and as TARDIS scenes tend to frame each
         episode’s respective adventure, even the individual episodes follow the typical fairy-tale
         structure.
      

      
      According to J. R. R. Tolkien, a good fairy tale must offer “most of all, consolation,”[32]    a happy ending. Bettelheim considers the repetitive structure of fearsome dangers
         and reliable happy ending to be crucial for the enjoyment of fairy tales since, once
         familiar with the structure, “[t]he original displeasure of anxiety then turns into the great pleasure of anxiety successfully
            faced and mastered” [italics in the original].[33]    Similarly, it has frequently been argued[34]    that   while Doctor Who is potentially too scary for children, the constant of the Doctor regularly providing
         a reasonably happy ending makes hiding “behind the sofa,” a Whovian idiom for watching
         in fear,[35]    enjoyable. Under Moffat, the Doctor himself promotes happy endings with particular
         emphasis. In “The Hungry Earth,” for instance, he promises to save people, asks them
         to trust him, and states that “there is always hope.”[36]    Moffat’s Doctor Who usually keeps this promise; happy endings become less frequent in season 7.
      

      
      In general, fairy tales fulfill a similar function in Moffat’s Doctor Who as, according to Shira Wolosky, they do in J. K. Rowling’s Harry Potter hept­a­logy: they “ope[n] further dimensions of its characters, scenes and events.”[37]    Besides, storytelling becomes a metafictive endeavor. Since the story arcs of
         seasons 5 and 6 are only slowly revealed in hints and told differently by different
         people, progressing in the narrative of the series means ever more versions of a story
         being told. For example, the episode “Let’s Kill Hitler” in season 6 reveals that
         River Song’s catchphrase “Spoilers!” which she already used when she first appeared
         in the episode “Silence in the Library” in season 4, was introduced to her by the
         Doctor.[38]    Thus, Moffat’s narration mimics the genre of fairy-tale storytelling and retelling.
         In “Flesh and Stone,” the noun “fairy tale” even offers an explicit metafictive comment:
      

      
         River Song: You’ll see me again quite soon, when the Pandorica opens.

         
         Doctor: The Pandorica. Ha! That’s a fairy tale.

         
         River Song: Oh, Doctor! Aren’t we all?[39]    
         

      

      Similarly, a flashback into Amelia’s past in “Let’s Kill Hitler” features an insert
         title that, instead of naming a year, paraphrases the fairy-tale staple “Once upon
         a time,” as “A long time ago in Leadworth.”[40]    As, in Bettelheim’s words, the “deliberate vagueness” of the former “symbolizes
         that we are leaving the concrete world of ordinary reality,”[41]    the latter places the flashback not in the realm of memory or report but within
         the series’ fairy-tale frame.
      

      
      These fairy-tale references increase the series’ appeal. The producer Beth Willies
         states that “you just invest in [the Doctor and Amelia] so much because of how magical
         these scenes are.”[42]    Moffat’s fairy-tale approach might also serve as a disclaimer to differentiate
         himself from Davies or as a hedge against critics. A precedent of fairy-tale hedging
         appears in C. S. Lewis’s preface to his novel That Hideous Strength: A Modern Fairy-Tale for Grown-Ups: “I have called this a fairy-tale in the hope that no one who dislikes fantasy may
         be misled by the first two chapters into reading further and then complain of his
         disappointment.”[43]    At any rate, because children tend to be at least as familiar with the genre as
         adults, fairy-tale references encourage child viewers. Bettelheim argues that parental
         approval of fairy tales signals to the child that fantasy and subversive thoughts
         are tolerated;[44]    thus, the Doctor’s love of fairy tales, because the Doctor is a figure of authority,
         validates childhood experiences.
      

      
      Nursery Rhymes

      
      Another genre that children and adults are likely to be equally familiar with is nursery
         rhymes. In fact, John Goldwaithe declares nursery rhymes “our most common currency
         after the Bible.”[45]    The genre includes riddles, counting rhymes, lullabies, and proverbs.[46]    Their characteristic brevity and humor may explain the genre’s lasting popularity
         and, in Morag Styles’s words, “dual appeal to young and old.”[47]    Owing to their long oral tradition, many nursery rhymes have various versions
         and uncertain authorship.[48]    Acknowledging this activity, Goldwaithe also describes nursery rhymes as a “universe
         with no big bang, no closure. . . . New songs are piping into existence in odd corners
         of the planet every day.”[49]    It seems fitting that some join from the Whoniverse.
      

      
      Russell T. Davies’s series rarely employs nursery rhymes. The episode “Bad Wolf” by
         Davies refers to the genre in a remark about Bad Wolf Corporation sounding “like an
         Old Earth nursery rhyme” and in “The Sontaran Stratagem,” by Helen Raynor, the order
         “Stop playing Humpty Dumpty!” names a nursery-rhyme character.[50]    The only episode that directly and more elaborately incorporates a nursery rhyme
         rather than merely referring to the genre or a character, “The Doctor Dances,” was
         written by Steven Moffat and features the lullaby “Hush-a-Bye Baby.”[51]   
      

      
      With Moffat as head writer, nursery rhymes become a vital strand of intermediality.
         While existing nursery rhymes feature prominently only once, a variety of specially
         written rhymes provides structure. In Toby Whithouse’s “The God Complex,” one of the
         Minotaur’s victims recites the final lines of the nursery rhyme “Oranges and Lemons”
         before he dies:
      

      
         Here comes a candle to light you to bed,

         
         Here comes a chopper to chop off your head.

         
         Chop chop chop chop[52]   
         

      

      Following verses about several London church bells disputing debts,[53]    the concluding triplet refers to former London execution rituals.[54]    Announcing death via this rhyme is uncanny; the fact that the character cheerfully
         recites his own death sentence without realizing its meaning metafictively evokes
         children cheerfully playing the “Oranges and Lemons” game, as they have, despite its
         sinister sentiments. Apart from encouraging research into the rhyme’s context, the
         introduction of “Oranges and Lemons” renders dreadful plot events more bearable: it
         allows for reading them on the level of nursery rhymes, as something unreal.
      

      
      Various nursery rhymes were written especially for the series. At the beginning of
         “The Beast Below,” a girl on a screen in an elevator on Starship UK, home of the nation since Earth became uninhabitable, recites one of them:
      

      
         A horse and a man above, below

         
         One has a plan, but both must go

         
         Mile after mile, above, beneath

         
         One has a smile, and one has teeth.

         
         Though the man above might say hello,

         
         Expect no love from the beast below.[55]   
         

      

      The topsy-turvy air of beasts and greetings is reminiscent of nonsense poetry by Edward
         Lear or Lewis Carroll; the television blogger Frank Collins states that the rhyme
         evokes “a Lewis Carroll-like universe where everything is transposed.”[56]    As the episode unfolds, echoes of the rhyme reverberate: smiling cyborg statues,
         “Above” and “Below” denoting the spaceship levels, and a “beast below.”
      

      
      When the secret of Starship UK surfaces at the end of the episode, it becomes obvious that the rhyme has been a
         clue for the detective viewer all along. Still lacking an engine when Earth began
         to burn, the authorities trapped a star whale inside Starship UK and, securing the creature with electric shocks, have been using it instead of an
         engine ever since. This fact is at the heart of the spaceship’s police state—people
         choose to forget it, for they fear that stopping the shocks will result in the flight
         of the star whale and death for everyone aboard. Like a man on a horse, the nation
         is sitting on the back of a star whale, obliviously smiling while the star whale must
         move mile after mile, in pain, with gritted teeth, according to the human plan. Whereas
         the rhyme represents the star whale as a loveless beast, Amelia proves that the star
         whale was volunteering to carry the spaceship because, as the last of its kind, it
         could not bear to see children crying. Therefore, Amelia saves the Doctor from deciding
         whether to accept the status quo, endanger the ship’s residents by freeing the star
         whale, or ensure their continued journey by leaving the star whale in place but inducing
         brain death to end its suffering. Leaving Starship UK, the Doctor muses about “the songs they’ll write” now and, aptly, the episode ends
         with Amelia reciting a new version of the rhyme:
      

      
         In bed above, we’re deep asleep,

         
         While greater love lies further deep.

         
         This dream must end

         
         This world must know

         
         We all depend on the beast below.

      

      Thus, the renegotiated relationship with the star whale is propagated to hint at a
         paradigm shift in society. Framing the narrative as well as anticipating, reevaluating,
         and summarizing the plot developments, the rhymes offer entertaining clues, make the
         episode easier to follow, and create a fantastic, topsy-turvy atmosphere.
      

      
      Spanning episodes 9, 12, and 13 of season 6, the rhyme “Tick Tock Goes the Clock”
         provides cues for the main story arc. Writing “Night Terrors,” Mark Gatiss penned
         the rhyme on Steven Moffat’s orders: “I wanted a prefiguring of the Doctor’s death.
         So I suggested to Mark, ‘Could you write a nursery rhyme?’”[57]    Mark Gatiss duly delivered:
      

      
         Tick tock goes the clock

         
         And what now shall we play?

         
         Tick tock goes the clock

         
         Now summer’s gone away?

         
         Tick tock goes the clock

         
         And what then shall we see?

         
         Tick tock until the day

         
         That thou shalt marry me

         
         Tick tock goes the clock

         
         And all the years they fly

         
         Tick tock and all too soon

         
         You and I must die.

         
         Tick tock goes the clock

         
         He cradled her and he rocked her

         
         Tick tock goes the clock

         
         Even for the Doctor . . .[58]   
         

      

      Following a popular nursery-rhyme structure of alternating reoccurring phrases with
         questions, the rhyme alludes to the impending season finale. Chanted by the childlike
         voices of dolls uncannily dollifying people, the nursery rhyme emerges only in fragments
         in “Night Terrors”[59]    and accompanies the episode’s plot events one stanza at a time. With the last
         stanza, the rhyme transcends the episode: its meaning moves beyond plot events.
      

      
      Gareth Roberts’s “Closing Time” explores the rhyme’s meaning more overtly.[60]    In a library, a woman called Madame Kovarian recites the first stanza to Amelia’s
         daughter, River Song. In a comment on the oral tradition of nursery rhymes, she muses:
         “Such a lovely old song. But is it about [the Doctor]?” Subsequently, Madame Kovarian
         explains that River was raised to murder the Doctor and delivers the penultimate stanza
         with a changed last line: “Your love will surely die.” This change demonstrates the
         variation in works of oral tradition and confirms that the rhyme is a prophecy about
         the Doctor and River.
      

      
      In “The Wedding of River Song,” because River refuses to kill the Doctor and, thus,
         changes a fixed point in time, all of time is happening at once.[61]    The first scenes depict a nonsensical London with hot-air balloons amid high-rise
         buildings, pterodactyls in Hyde Park, and Winston Churchill as the Holy Roman emperor
         in the Buckingham senate observing: “Tick tock goes the clock, as the old song says.
         But they don’t, do they? The clocks never tick.” Thus the new, specifically written
         nursery rhyme is again given a history within the narrative frame of an episode. Considering
         the chronological chaos in London, the rhyme holds true even visually: the years are
         literally flying (around London). Eventually, time is repaired by repeating the fixed
         point; the final occurrence of the rhyme concludes the tale:
      

      
         Tick tock goes the clock

         
         He gave all he could give her

         
         Tick tock goes the clock

         
         Now prison waits for River

      

      Nevertheless, both the Doctor and River secretly escape their fates. By virtue of
         all its different incarnations across the season’s timeline, “Tick Tock Goes the Clock”
         illustrates the life cycle of nursery rhymes, anticipates plot events within an episode
         as well as in terms of the season’s story arc, and imbues the season finale with riddles
         and madness.
      

      
      In a nutshell, Moffat’s Doctor Who employs preexisting and new nursery rhymes from the eerie side of nonsense to comment
         on the genre and tell stories. The scriptwriters’ creative investment in nursery rhymes
         and explicit acknowledgment of their generic traits makes sense. Letting a nursery
         rhyme predict a plot event instills that plot event with authenticity: it seems part
         of a wider context. The simple form of nursery rhymes makes for a memorable and effective
         progression of storytelling cues that engage the viewer. The genre also appeals across
         ages. Generally as familiar with nursery rhymes as with fairy tales, children can
         interpret them as confidently and competently as adults. Thus, nursery rhymes are
         a valuable device to link, foreshadow, or explain complex story lines.
      

      
      Myths

      
      Myths complete the triad of storytelling devices. Distinguishing the overlapping genres
         of fairy tale and myth, Bettelheim states that while fairy tales optimistically present
         the extraordinary as ordinary, as something that could happen to anyone, myths portray
         majestic, awe-inspiring “superhuman heroes [whom] . . . we will remain always and
         obviously inferior to,” and because of their tendency toward tragic endings, myths
         are essentially pessimistic.[62]    Episodes in the classic series of Doctor Who often refer to myths. Amanda Potter observes two main strategies: episodes such as
         “The Myth Maker” employ myth-as-history by, in this case, letting the Doctor invent
         the Trojan horse for the Greeks, whereas episodes such as “The Horns of Nimon” transplant
         the myth’s plot, in this instance that of Theseus and the Minotaur, into an alien
         culture.[63]    Slightly changed names serve as “clues to the mythic origin of the stories.”[64]    The producers Graham Williams and John Nathan-Turner insisted that the references,
         instead of becoming “a sort of in-joke,” should entertain everyone: “for those who
         knew [the myth], it would mean something; for those who didn’t it wouldn’t detract.”[65]    This inclusive approach would be even more valid for the revived series, as Potter
         remarks that “Greek myths have not been taught consistently in British schools for
         many years” and that neither children nor adults can be expected to grasp oblique
         references.[66]    This situation might explain why Davies’s series tend to avoid myths[67]    and, for example, present the monarch-turned-wolf in “Tooth and Claw” as a fairy-tale
         figure rather than as the mythical character Lycaon.[68]    In the story line of Moffat’s first companion, myths return as prominent storytelling
         devices via transformations of Pandora’s box and Theseus and the Minotaur.
      

      
      As in the classic series, Moffat’s transformation of Pandora’s box in “The Pandorica
         Opens” and “The Big Bang”[69]    hints at the story’s origin by only slightly changing the name and, albeit offering
         a richer experience for those with preexistent background knowledge, does not require
         it from the viewer. Most versions of the myth agree that Pandora is the name of a
         beautiful woman with both beneficial and harmful gifts who was made by the gods; after
         becoming Epimetheus’s wife on Earth, Pandora opens a vessel whose contents escape
         until only hope (Elpis) remains inside.[70]    In “The Pandorica Opens,” the woman’s name is transferred to the vessel, now called
         the Pandorica. The Doctor learns that the Pandorica is a box hidden underneath Stonehenge
         and not just a fairy tale about trapping “a nameless, terrible thing, soaked in the
         blood of a billion galaxies . . . [who,] . . . would just drop out of the sky and
         tear down your world.” Amelia’s observation that the fairy tale sounds “kind of like
         Pandora’s box” and her brief summary of the myth as “Pandora’s box, with all the worst
         things in the world in it” confirm viewer assumptions but also explain the reference
         for those unfamiliar with the myth.
      

      
      Ultimately, the Pandorica is a trap for the Doctor. Reality is disintegrating, and
         his enemies, judging from his past performance, blame him. Based on Amelia’s memories
         and her knowledge of the myth, they created the Pandorica. Consequently, the fairy
         tale is reevaluated: in general, the Doctor is associated with helping and saving
         civilizations, yet from the perspective of his enemies, the defeated, he is soaked
         in blood and literally drops from the sky in his TARDIS to destroy their worlds. Thus,
         the description of Pandora as “beautiful evil”[71]    equally applies to the Doctor. This reevaluation of the fairy tale within the
         episode brilliantly demonstrates that absolute truth is nonexistent and that evil
         is not a straightforward category. Besides, it transforms the Doctor from a fairy-tale
         to a mythical character, a superhuman destructive force heading for a tragic ending.
      

      
      The ambivalence about the purpose of the Pandorica suggests Moffat’s awareness of
         the different versions of the myth. Hesiod’s account of the myth presents the jar
         as holding all evils which, on being released, bring “ills and hard toil and heavy
         sicknesses” to mankind while hope remains locked up in the jar.[72]    In contrast, the fifty-eighth fable of Babrius describes the vessel as containing
         all “goods rather than [all] evils.”[73]    Opening the vessel, mankind forfeits all goods except hope.[74]    Accordingly, the Pandorica is first presented as “a good wizard[’s]” prison for
         evil and, subsequently, revealed to be evil’s trap for the (mostly good) Doctor. While
         exposing another, darker dimension to the Doctor’s character, trapping the Doctor
         can also be read as trapping hope: with him inside the Pandorica, mankind may hope.
         In fact, in “The Big Bang,” the Doctor saves reality by flying the Pandorica into
         an explosion. Contrary to the classic series, Moffat’s two-parter presents the myth
         neither as history nor as a plot on an alien planet. Instead, it self-consciously
         refers to the myth of Pandora’s box and metafictively places it on several levels:
         the myth inspired Moffat to write a plot in which the myth inspires the Doctor’s enemies
         to build a trap, which the Doctor misinterprets according to a fairy-tale version
         of the myth.
      

      
      Toby Whithouse’s episode “The God Complex” reintroduces Theseus and the Minotaur to
         the revived Doctor Who.[75]    Following the traditional strategy of setting the myth in an alien context, Whithouse
         pursues Moffat’s themes. When Moffat proposed a hotel with shifting corridors as a
         setting, Whithouse envisioned a maze and, looking for a threat, realized that “the
         most logical thing to have in a maze would be a Minotaur.”[76]    Consequently, the episode reveals the hotel to be a Minotaur’s labyrinthine prison,
         which confronts people with their prime fears to trigger waves of faith that provide
         food for the Minotaur.
      

      
      As with Pandora’s box, the myth serves to reinterpret the Doctor. The Doctor’s observation
         that the Minotaur “ha[s] lived so long even [its] name is lost” reminds the inclined
         viewer of the Doctor’s age and the mystery surrounding his name. After the Minotaur’s
         defeat, the comparison becomes more explicit. With a nod to “The Horns of Nimon,”
         the Doctor explains that the Minotaur is “[a] distant cousin of the Nimon. They descend
         on planets and set themselves up as gods to be worshipped, which is all fine until
         the inhabitants get all secular and advanced enough to build bunkers, prisons . .
         . drift[ing] through space, snatching people . . . convert[ing] their faith into food
         for the creature.” The Doctor, too, picks a favorite planet to protect—Earth—floats
         through space in his TARDIS, and snatches companions to travel with. The Minotaur’s
         final words seal the comparison: “An ancient creature, drenched in the blood of the
         innocent. . . . For such a creature, death would be a gift. ” When the Doctor reads
         these words as the Minotaur’s self-description, the Minotaur clarifies that they refer
         to the Doctor.
      

      
      Again, knowledge of the source text is unnecessary thanks to explanations within the
         episode, but it does offer interesting ideas. In H. A. Guerber’s version,[77]    the Cretan king Minos forces Athenians to send him “a shipload of youths and maidens”
         every year “to feed a monster which he ke[eps] in the Labyrinth.” The Athenian prince
         Theseus kills the monster but fails to inform his father about his survival; his father
         dies of grief. In turn, grief makes Theseus a cruel king,  and the Athenians arrange
         his murder. Against this backdrop, the Doctor can be read as both monster and hero.
         Like the Minotaur, he “consumes” his young, mostly female companions; like Theseus,
         the Doctor inspires murder conspiracies, and terrible losses make him cruel.[78]    In Nathaniel Hawthorne’s version, Theseus realizes that King Minos is worse than
         the Minotaur, for he victimizes people by offering them to the creature.[79]    In a way, the Doctor victimizes people by befriending them; he involves them in
         dangerous adventures, and his enemies target him via them.[80]    In Whitaker’s episode, the Doctor is confronted with his tendency to interfere:
         “Why is it up to you to save us? That’s quite a God complex you have there.” Eventually,
         the Doctor has an epiphany: instead of consuming them entirely, as he has many of
         his previous companions,[81]    he leaves Amelia and Rory to their own lives. Hence, the Doctor is depicted as
         an uneasy hero who struggles with potentially self-imposed expectations of superhuman
         responsibilities, a God complex, and tends to lead his friends into tragedy.
      

      
      Whithouse’s transformation of central motifs of the Minotaur myth complements Moffat’s
         mythical characterization: the Doctor is a tragic hero, an ancient, ambivalent creature
         fighting glorious battles and consuming friendships like fuel. In both episodes, myths
         facilitate storytelling: they inspire individual plot events and offer subtexts to
         the entire series by proposing another reading of the protagonist. Besides, they illuminate
         the relationship between the Doctor and Amelia: both episodes turn on her. The Doctor
         could not have flown the Pandorica without Amelia’s help and only realizes his effect
         on his companions when Amelia comes close to being consumed by the Minotaur for her
         faith in the Doctor.
      

      
      Moreover, the pessimism, tragedy, and grandeur of the genre are used and contradicted. Referencing myths, Moffat and Whithouse represent the Doctor as a godlike,
         mythical hero with a dark side whose adventures come at a cost. While fairy tales
         are more prominent in Moffat’s Doctor Who and thus sustain a crucial element of hope and magic, myths tend to emerge toward
         the end of a season to stress the accumulating darkness and create serious and epic
         story lines. The pessimistic genre of myths creates suspense toward season finales
         and unsettles the viewer expectation of the happy, fairy-tale endings that the Doctor’s
         frequent bursts of optimism imply. Nevertheless, even the conventional pessimistic
         reading of Pandora’s box as containing all evils is challenged since, ultimately,
         the Pandorica contains hope and saves reality; thus, the season’s treatment of myths
         brightens their inherent pessimism while adding a shadow of doubt to the general fairy-tale
         frame. Besides, references to ancient myths, much like the fictional histories of
         new nursery rhymes, provide individual stories with a context and thus encourage the
         suspension of disbelief.
      

      
      Conclusion: A Literary Approach

      
      In Steven Moffat’s Doctor Who, references to fairy tales, nursery rhymes, and myths assist the narrative as storytelling
         devices. Tying in with familiar structures, they emphasize, summarize, and simplify
         important plot developments for a diverse audience. Using atmospheric fairy-tale elements,
         specific fairy-tale motifs such as Snow White, and generic fairy-tale structures,
         Moffat’s Doctor Who composes its own fairy tale. By telling and retelling stories from different perspectives,
         the series also comments on the nature of oral tradition. Nursery rhymes such as “Oranges
         and Lemons” contextualize plot events, and their generic potential is explored by
         the introduction of a plethora of nursery rhymes specifically written for Doctor Who. Myths such as Pandora’s box and Theseus and the Minotaur not only inspire plot events,
         but they also imbue season finales with the epic majesty inherent in the genre and
         provide intriguing subtexts. The creative treatment of source texts with a wide appeal
         frequently encourages active decoding on the part of the viewers and is symptomatic
         of a wider phenomenon during the era of Amelia Pond: her story line is tightly interwoven
         with references to popular and children’s literature as well. Hence, Moffat’s fairy-tale
         approach essentially is a literary approach.
      

      
      Notes
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         The Doctor is a legend woven throughout history. When death comes, he’s there. He
               brings the storm in his wake. And he has one constant companion . . . death.[1]   
         

      

      Doctor Who simultaneously perpetuates and resists some of the most ancient narratives and archetypes
         of the sacred. When we examine the intersections between ancient narratives, the sacred,
         and violence, we find that the show’s apparent fascination with mythic narratives
         creates compelling philosophical tensions. From our introduction to the Ninth Doctor
         (Christopher Eccleston) and continuing with the Tenth and Eleventh Doctors (David
         Tennant and Matt Smith), Doctor Who presents us with an individual almost uniquely linked to violence, danger, destruction,
         and death. What we find emerging is the homo sacer, the sacred and accursed figure, both dazzling and dangerous, the bringer of life
         and death, eros and thanatos, who walks among us, disrupting routine notions of order. In short, the Doctor functions
         as the fundamental sacred scapegoat of the universe. He lives in the language of myth
         and sacred violence, wielding the power of words and memory to create or re-create
         reality. While he often resists his role as scapegoat, avoiding thanatos in favor of eros, at times he also functions as the priest who repeatedly presides over his own dismemberment
         and sacrifice, thereby confirming his role as both destroyer and savior of worlds.
      

      
      René Girard has argued that an act of terrifying violence lies at the heart of all
         civilizations, exposed and remembered in the sacred origin myths that form the root
         of every culture. “Violence is the heart and secret soul of the sacred,” he writes.[2]  In his theory of the sacrificial crisis and surrogate victim (scapegoat), Girard posits that all origin myths reflect ancient cultural memories of a communal
         murder. Three stages mark the process. First, after a series of violent episodes has
         convulsed a community, personal and social distinctions begin to erode, creating the
         catalyst for communal murder. Figures of authority lose their influence over the mob
         as the demarcation between wise man and fool, king and commoner, master and slave
         disappear. Even the values held by the community dissolve—the distinctions between
         justice, vengeance, and murder—leading to horrifying excesses. In the second stage,
         the community seeks the instigator of the crisis, inevitably finds one member to blame,
         and determines that he or she must be purged. While the murder victim is no more “guilty”
         than anyone else taking part in this cycle of violence, he or she is murdered, often
         “dismembered” in a frenzy of violence, dying as a “surrogate victim” for the community’s
         larger but unacknowledged guilt.
      

      
      In the third stage, the communal murder ushers in a new era of peace and harmony as
         the murderers are finally united in common cause. In a relatively quick reversal,
         the murder victim undergoes an apotheosis and becomes recognized as the author of
         a new social order. His or her murder is ritually repeated at prescribed intervals,
         initially with human sacrifices, transforming him or her into a cult, or sacred, figure. Terrifying violence becomes domesticated and controlled, a form of regenerative
         violence that forestalls future violence and binds the community together.[3] 
      

      
      Girard has argued that ancient concepts of the sacred spring from the powers attributed
         to the original surrogate victim in a culture’s origin myths. All cultures perceive
         sacred power as the ability to control the uncontrollable, such as the weather, the
         waves, the harvest, or even the disposition of a person’s spirit after death. “The
         sacred consists of all those forces whose dominance over man increases or seems to
         increase in proportion to man’s effort to master them,” Girard writes.[4]  Within any specific mythic narrative, the sacred figure must necessarily embody
         both the character traits that caused the pandemic of violence and the character traits that healed and pacified the community through his or her murder.
         Not surprisingly, therefore, we discover that all ancient conceptions of the sacred
         imbue these figures with the ability to both wield and mollify the immense powers
         of nature, and cult figures display contradictory personalities rooted in a multiplicity
         of being. Origin myths operate as cultural memories, albeit partial memories, of past
         violence, while they also re-create that violence anew for each succeeding generation.
         In the language of myth, in the stories passed down over time about the original murder,
         the community instinctively wishes to forget the horror yet remember the narrative.
         So the details shift—it was not murder, for the victim volunteered, or survived, or
         transformed himself or herself into another creature. Or it was not a human, but an
         animal, or a monster, or a god in disguise. The memory of the event and the story
         that language creates of the memory makes the past real again, makes the god alive
         again, and solidifies the past and the sacred as real in the here and now. But whether
         one is experiencing the terror of a sacrificial crisis or reenacting the crisis through
         a narrative ritual, the sacred remains dangerous: “Religious empiricism,” Girard writes, “invariably leads to one
         conclusion: it is essential to keep as far as possible from sacred things, always
         to avoid contact with them.”[5]  The Doctor embodies this characteristic completely. Throughout the rebooted series,
         he appears as both the catalyst for violence and the source of its resolution, the
         savior of the community and the unwitting or well-meaning source of the violence that
         threatens it. More than one character has recognized the danger of getting too close
         to the Doctor.
      

      
      Doctor Who relies on the language of myth and sacred violence to create the most dramatic experiences
         of the Doctor and his companions. Sacrificial crises appear in every season, both
         in real time and as echoes of the past (such as the Time War). Fragments of origin
         myths adhere to both friends and enemies. Yet at the center of all myths we find the
         Doctor—the homo sacer who both embraces and resists the mythic narrative, acknowledging his sacred nature
         but trying to avoid the inevitable power and violence associated with it.
      

      
      As a figure imbued with sacred power, we are not surprised by the Doctor’s ability
         to regenerate; all ancient gods possess the ability to “die” and reappear in a new
         form, as the act forms the center of an origin myth—the scapegoat’s apotheosis.[6]  But more significantly, the Doctor’s sacred nature appears both in his ability to
         control the uncontrollable (time and space) and in the paradoxical multiplicity of
         his character. Unarmed but very dangerous, he seeks to avoid violence but rarely succeeds.
         He is vain and selfish yet consumed with bitter self-loathing, ancient and childlike,
         voluble yet unrevealing. The Doctor gains the absolute trust of his companions yet
         lies at every opportunity, sometimes even to himself. Wherever he appears, he brings
         salvation and danger in equal measure. Terry Eagleton has pointed out the universality
         of these characteristics in ancient myths: “It is the familiar ambiguity of the sacred—of
         those Janus-faced powers which are both intimate and alien, affectionate and inhuman.”[7]  More than one companion has been intrigued, even puzzled, by the Doctor’s paradoxical
         nature. But his contradictions are less surprising when we consider his resemblance
         to the figures that populate classical mythology.
      

      
      We find the Doctor’s connection to the language of classical mythology scattered throughout
         the series. In the Ninth Doctor’s first visit to Satellite 5, for instance, the computer
         says, “He is no-one.”[8]  When he visits again, the controller again repeats that he is “no-one.”[9]  We are reminded of Odysseus when he tells the Cyclops his name is “No-One.” Later,
         we recall the reference when Davros tells the Tenth Doctor that the reality bomb cannot
         be stopped: “Nothing can stop the detonation! Nothing and no-one.”[10]  “No-one” does, in fact, stop the bomb—Doctor-Donna (Catherine Tate) as one of the
         Doctor’s twin versions of himself.[11]  Yet the Doctor’s status as “no-one” also exposes him as a sacred creature, secularized
         in cultural criticism as the sublime. “The sublime,” Eagleton argues, “is any power which is perilous, shattering, ravishing,
         traumatic, excessive, exhilarating, dwarfing, astonishing, uncontainable, overwhelming,
         boundless, obscure, terrifying, enthralling, uplifting. . . . It is among other things
         a secularized version of God. . . . By identifying ourselves with the boundlessness
         of the sublime, we cease to be anything in particular, but thereby become potentially
         everything. In this dazzling emptiness, all and nothing are closely allied, since
         both are absolved from limits.”[12]  The computer and controller at the heart of Satellite 5 recognize the sublime, that
         is, the sacred, nature of the Doctor, for he has traversed the boundaries between all-being and
         no-being.
      

      
      However, the Doctor bears an uncanny resemblance to a specific figure of the sublime
         as well—Apollo, the brother of Dionysus and the god of healing. Traditionally, philosophers
         and critics have posited an opposition between Apollo and Dionysus, pointing out the
         differences between them as cultural metaphors—the chthonic against the civilized
         or Olympian, the ancient religious order against the new, the wild or unrestrained
         against the ethical. Dionysus as the god of wine offers the heartsease of inebriation,
         the sublime experience of tragedy, and, more ominously, the terror of orgiastic dismemberment,
         while Apollo nurtures the arts of civilization.[13] 
      

      
      Yet Dionysus and Apollo are also mythic brothers, and their differences are more a
         matter of degree than substance: “The Apollonian and Dionysian are not such strangers
         to each other after all,” Terry Eagleton notes,[14]  and the associations between Dionysus and Apollo overlap more than they diverge.
         As the god of tragedy, Dionysus (like Apollo) is a patron of the arts and perhaps
         the art most associated in ancient Greece with the civilized life of the polis. As
         the god of prophecy, Apollo is the patron of the Delphic oracle, notable for prophesying
         in a drug-induced frenzy that mimics the drunken dances of a Dionysian rite. And as
         the god of healing, Apollo is also the god of plague and disease, a power he uses
         against the Greeks in the Trojan War. The Eleventh Doctor tells Clara Oswald (Jenna
         Coleman) that he has chosen his name as a “promise” of what he will be, what he will
         do—the code by which he will live.[15]  Yet, like Apollo’s sacred gift of healing, the promise comes with danger as well
         as salvation. Like all sacred or sublime figures, the Doctor possesses both irresistible
         charisma and the power to destroy anyone who gets too close, even as an act of healing
         or restoration. Thus, the Janus-faced multiplicity of the Doctor’s being most fully
         links his character to primitive notions of the sacred and the language of myth.
      

      
      When we turn specifically to Girard’s theory of the scapegoat, we find that the language
         of myth links sacred figures to an earlier sacrificial crisis, and sacrificial crises
         erupt quite regularly in Doctor Who. The Doctor’s enemies often engage in violent confrontations that begin with, and
         require, the elimination of all distinctions, the dissolution of the boundaries that
         make individual life possible, markers of a sacrificial crisis at that critical moment
         when a communal murder appears most imminent. A constant trope throughout the series
         is the loss of normative boundaries—between life and death, past, present, and future,
         body and spirit, hallucination and reality, stone and living creature, being and nonbeing,
         compassion and cruelty, the true and the false. In origin myths, boundaries dissolve
         between god and human, human and animal, body and flesh, creating monstrous hybrids
         that herald the arrival of excessive violence. Doctor Who expands the catalogue of monsters to include hybrids between humans and machines,
         aliens and computers, angels and statues, creating a veritable cornucopia of shape-changers,
         deceivers, and imitators. Even the boundaries of time become twisted and distorted.[16] 
      

      
      When so many normative boundaries regularly disappear, we are not surprised to find
         that the relationships between the Doctor and his companions can also feature elided
         boundaries and strangely mythic familial ties. Is Melody Pond (later River Song, Alex
         Kingston) only the daughter of Amy Pond (Karen Gillan) and Rory Williams (Arthur Darvill)?
         Or is she also, in a metaphysical way, the Eleventh Doctor’s second daughter because
         she possesses a Time Lord’s ability to regenerate? If we imagine the Eleventh Doctor
         as foster father or honorific “uncle” to Amy’s daughter, his later status as Melody
         Pond/River Song’s lover and husband creates the suggestion of a vaguely incestuous
         alliance. The familial dissonance only increases when the Eleventh Doctor, locked
         in the Pandorica and awaiting his own nonexistence, returns to the bedside of Amelia
         (Caitlin Blackwood) as a little girl, while Amy’s grown daughter, River, witnesses
         both the Doctor’s destruction and her mother’s wedding long before her birth. These
         tangled, boundary-exploding family relationships make ancient mythic pairings among
         siblings, such as Isis and Osiris, look positively normative.
      

      
      Moreover, the dissolution of boundaries found at the heart of a sacrificial crisis
         not only recurs but escalates with each season. It is not enough that the Doctor’s
         enemies are often indistinguishable from one another—cloned Sontarans, identical Cybermen,
         “pure” Daleks who share the same DNA, the universal anonymity of the Great Intelligence,
         the nameless and imminently forgettable Silence—they also wish to eliminate, with
         terrifying precision, all the distinctions between beings, matter, and energy that
         make life possible in the universe. When season 1 ends, the Dalek emperor, self-styled
         god of the Daleks, seeks to eradicate all non-Dalek life forms, first on earth and
         then in the universe. But the emperor has dissolved the boundaries between human and
         Dalek by building his army from the cells of dead humans.[17]  Later, Daleks and Cybermen attack Earth simultaneously, both seeking the elimination
         of all differences—the Cybermen through conversion, and the Daleks through extermination.
         The Cyberleader broadcasts their intentions to the world: “Cybermen will remove fear.
         Cybermen will remove sex and class and color and creed. You will become identical.
         You will become like us.”[18]  The Master (John Simm) seeks to rule the universe by employing future versions of
         humans, brought back from the end of the universe as vicious spheres who have lost
         all distinctions, sharing the same consciousness between them.[19]  In season 4, the walls between parallel universes break down, as the Daleks now
         plan to dissolve all matter in all the universes with a reality bomb.[20]  In saving the universes from this fate, a “threefold” Tenth Doctor appears[21]  when his body and consciousness are duplicated in a second Doctor (also David Tennant),
         grown from his salvaged hand, and in Donna Noble. Even the distinctions between the
         Doctor, his preserved hand, and his companion have now been erased.
      

      
      After the plot to dissolve the universe, the Tenth and Eleventh Doctors must battle
         several plots to annihilate time itself. First, the Master turns every human being—except
         Donna Noble and Wilfred Mott—into a copy of himself through the use of an immortality
         gate. By attempting to create a master race—the Master’s race—he destroys all individuality
         on the planet: “I’m everyone,” he declares. “And everyone in the world is me.”[22]  While he attempts to thwart the Master’s plan, the Tenth Doctor must also keep the
         Time Lords from returning and destroying the time vortex, destroying all life except
         their own. We are left to wonder what boundaries remain to dissolve after individual
         people, whole planets, parallel universes, all of matter, and the time vortex have
         been threatened and saved. But the Eleventh Doctor discovers that time can not only
         be rewritten but unwritten as well. Now the differences between existing at any point in time and never
         existing at all begin to dissolve. Finally, the Eleventh Doctor discovers that existence
         itself can be fractured into uncountable pieces, when Clara Oswald reappears in the
         Doctor’s personal time line for reasons he cannot initially understand until he travels
         with her to Trenzalore at the end of the seventh season.[23]  Here he discovers that she has leaped into his personal time line—jumped into his
         tomb, in effect—to save his past life from the Great Intelligence’s malice.
      

      
      In the language of myth as theorized by Girard, the terror of dissolving boundaries
         and the violence such changes portend often appear in the guise of twins, who were
         viewed with great fear in ancient societies. If the most common mythical conflict
         involves brothers, as Clyde Kluckhohn has noted, the appearance of twins heightens
         the danger.[24]  Dangerous twins such as Remus and Romulus were often portrayed as exiles, orphans,
         or outcasts. Mythic twins likewise populate the Doctor Who series, and their appearance usually portends danger. Sometimes they merely create
         confusion as the distinctions between original and duplicate beings dissolve. For
         instance, the Flesh created by the Sisters of Plenitude on New Earth becomes indistinguishable
         later as the Flesh that duplicates human workers in an industrial plant.[25]  But more ominously, a Flesh version of first Amy Pond and then her infant daughter
         becomes a malevolent tool in the hands of the Silence.[26]  Rory discovers, to his horror, that he is a copy of himself—a replicated Roman centurion—before
         he shoots the woman he loves.[27]  Rose Tyler (Billie Piper) has twin sets of parents in parallel universes and ends
         up on a twin Earth with a twin version of the Doctor; all of these figures have now
         become perpetrators of apocalyptic violence.[28]  Donna Noble appears to have multiple twin identities. First, she leads a parallel
         life within the Library’s computer system, and then she jumps in front of a vehicle
         to create a traffic fatality (herself) that will allow her twin self to alter her
         personal past.[29]  She also leads twin existences as the “Doctor-Donna” and the Donna who must never
         remember her experiences with the Doctor.[30]  In each case, her decisions alter the lives of countless people. Clara Oswald appears
         to have duplicates scattered across time and the universe, twins of herself that she
         has created in her own future and the Doctor’s past and which appear in the most dangerous
         situations.[31] 
      

      
      The Doctor ends up with multiple twins throughout the series.[32]  The Tenth Doctor finds a false twin in Victorian London chasing a monster.[33]  The Eleventh Doctor willfully trades places with his Flesh twin as an experiment
         in perspective, and his twin dies.[34]  The Tenth Doctor grows two twins from his own flesh—first his clone-like daughter
         Jenny (Georgia Moffett) and then a twin Doctor grown from his severed hand.[35]  In the former case, when Donna suggests that Jenny was not enough like the Doctor
         to regenerate, he responds, “No, too much. That’s the truth of it. She was too much
         like me.”[36]  Despite what he would like to be true, his soldier-daughter was, in fact, fairly
         identical to him. In the latter case, he actually creates double twins of himself,
         the Doctor and the Doctor-Donna.
      

      
      Less obviously, River Song also functions as a doubled Doctor in important ways. Brilliant,
         ruthless, dazzling, and ultimately unfathomable, River Song understands the Doctor
         not simply as a lover or a wife but as a mythic twin. Born with the ability to regenerate,
         she finds herself inevitably drawn to the Doctor yet shares his Janus-faced potential—a
         woman who has already died in the Tenth Doctor’s past yet continues to appear in the
         Eleventh Doctor’s future, a woman who can destroy all of time itself to avoid destroying
         a single man, the woman who both marries and murders the Doctor. Daughter Jenny and
         wife River Song—in their doubling of him—reveal the true nature of the Doctor that
         he most wants to forget—his own remarkable capacity for violence and the potential
         to transmit that capacity across generations.
      

      
      The Doctor’s enemies also can disconcertingly mirror him, for he contains within him
         their unlimited capacity for destruction. The solitary Dalek that the Ninth Doctor
         discovers in Henry van Statten’s alien museum points out their similarities—both alone
         in the universe, soldiers of an ancient war who have lost everything, seeking what
         meaning they can find in the void of enormous loss: “We are the same,” the Dalek says.
         And with chilling insight, he tells the Doctor, “You would make a good Dalek.”[37]  Donna Noble might agree after witnessing the Doctor’s destruction of the Racnoss
         empress (Sara Parish) and her unborn children: “That place was flooded and burning
         and they were dying,” Donna says afterward, “and you stood there like, I don’t know,
         a stranger. And then you made it snow! You scare me to death.”[38]  As Girard points out, “A special sort of impurity clings to the warrior returning
         to his homeland, still tainted with the slaughter of war. . . . The returning warrior
         risks carrying the seed of violence into the very heart of his city.”[39]  Still traumatized by the destruction of his planet and his role in it, the Ninth
         Doctor has much in common with the Dalek.
      

      
      In fact, the Doctor would make a good Dalek but for the fact that he chooses otherwise.
         Unlike the Daleks, embarked on a nihilistic quest to exterminate all other species,
         he possesses the capacity for both thanatos and eros yet has the ability to choose one over the other, an ability the Daleks and several
         other iconic enemies have lost or abandoned. Having eliminated their emotions, both
         the Daleks and the Cybermen no longer appear capable of this choice and therefore
         reflect a concept of sacred power in which instinct or impulse overwhelms all ethical
         considerations. Girard argues, “The notion of an instinct (or if one prefers, an impulse)
         that propels men toward violence or death . . . is no more than a last surrender to
         mythological thinking, a final manifestation of that ancient belief that human violence
         can be attributed to some outside influence—to gods, to Fate, to some force men can
         hardly be expected to control.”[40]  Figures such as the Daleks and Cybermen represent physical incarnations of a mythological
         narrative—they are beings of pure thanatos, forced by their very nature to embrace destruction and death, little different in
         this regard from Hades or the Furies. But the multiplicity of the Doctor includes
         the capacity for both thanatos and eros, death and love, cruelty and compassion. Like all sublime or sacred beings, he possesses
         the power to destroy and save in equal measure, and the choices he makes—to choose
         life over nihilism—most clearly distinguish him from his enemies.
      

      
      In the language of sacred violence and as a catalyst for this choice, the Doctor’s
         most dangerous twin will always be the Master. The Doctor and the Master function
         as mythic twins locked in eternal combat, both Time Lords, equally brilliant and equally
         brutal, outlaws in their own society who live beyond the reach of justice. At least
         in part, their status as outcasts is based on their intense desires, contrary to Time
         Lord tradition, to interfere in the affairs of other worlds. And both have blood on
         their hands. While the Master is willing to destroy any and all races in the universe
         in his quest for personal power, the Doctor has actually destroyed his own people,
         along with the Daleks, in an act of double genocide. They are products of a shared
         culture and a shared pain. Like all mythic twins and sacred brothers, they bring terror,
         destruction, and death.
      

      
      Yet in the language of sacred violence, the Master is ultimately a nihilist who embraces
         thanatos at every turn. In “The Last of the Time Lords,” he gleefully anticipates his war
         against the universe and then cheerfully accepts the Time Lords’ decision to annihilate
         the time vortex, as long as he can “ascend” with them and live as a higher life form.
         But the drumming implanted in the Master’s mind as a child has driven him mad. The
         mental tampering of the Time Lords therefore dilutes the Master’s ability to make
         ethical choices, ironically absolving him of at least some of the guilt he would normally
         accrue as an evil and malignant genius. In their refusal to lose the battle against
         the Daleks, the Time Lords have actually implanted the pitiless morality of a Dalek
         into one of their own.
      

      
      In contrast, the Doctor’s Ninth, Tenth, and Eleventh incarnations consistently present
         him as an Aristotelian figure, working to practice virtue and thereby increase his
         capacity for it. The Doctor’s ultimately ethical response to death and destruction
         consistently reveals his desire to embrace life. When Martha Jones (Freema Agyeman)
         tells him, “I finally thought you found something worth living for,” he responds in
         some surprise, “There’s always something worth living for.”[41]  He insists on the value of life over death. If the Master is drawn inexorably to
         death, the Doctor is drawn inexorably to life.
      

      
      Two reasons most clearly account for the differences between the Master and the Doctor.
         First, the Doctor has begun to avoid violence because he recognizes the corrosive
         nature of it, an awareness ancient cultures would recognize. “Listen to me,” he tells
         his daughter Jenny, “the killing, after a while it infects you, and once it does you’re
         never rid of it.”[42]  When he refuses to allow Jenny’s fellow soldiers to commit genocide against the
         Hath—“Over my dead body!”—it is his and the audience’s memory of his act of double
         genocide, destroying the Daleks and the Time Lords together, that lends poignancy
         to his challenge. The language of violence as a pestilence spread throughout the galaxy,
         which we find throughout the series, reflects an ancient dread of bloodshed and its
         uncontainable nature that so often leads to a sacrificial crisis. The Doctor’s awareness
         of violence as a form of disease and his constant attempts to avoid participating
         in it lead him to diverge from his counterparts: “We always have a choice,” he tells
         his warrior-bred daughter, a position at odds with the mythic narrative in which he
         is often forced to participate. And he insists on giving his enemies the opportunity
         to choose differently, even it if means his own dismemberment and destruction, for
         he is willing to preside over his own death to avoid the contagion of unnecessary
         murder.
      

      
      Second, the Doctor differs from the Master—and many of his enemies—in that, despite
         his vanity and desire to impress people, he refuses to subscribe to the mythic narrative
         of himself and view himself as a god. “Don’t worship me. I’d make a very bad god,”
         he tells the Slitheen posing as Margaret.[43]  In contrast, the Dalek emperor believes himself to be invincible and declares, “I
         am the god of all Daleks.”[44]  The Dalek creator Davros, in an act reminiscent of classic origin myths, has actually
         created a Dalek fleet from his own flesh, dismembering himself in the process. “I
         gave myself to them,” he tells the Eleventh Doctor. “Quite literally. Each one grown
         from a cell in my own body. New Daleks. True Daleks.”[45]  Davros has created a race of Daleks in his own image. And the Master, finally, seeks
         to rule the entire universe through terror, creating an empire that will last one
         hundred trillion years.[46] 
      

      
      Unlike his enemies, the Doctor’s motivation lies not in self-aggrandizement and power,
         but in compassion. Eros informs his ethos, creating the foundation of his ethical decisions, even when those
         decisions force him into the position of unwilling victim or scapegoat. The love of
         all life in the universe, after all, causes him to “sacrifice” himself at Lake Silencio.
         “This world is dying, and it’s my fault,” he tells River Song. “And I can’t bear it
         another day.”[47]  In this regard, the Doctor resists the language of myth and embraces the language
         of moral philosophy, rooted as it must always be in eros over godhead.
      

      
      In an Aristotelian fashion, the Doctor must work at developing and maintaining virtue,
         sometimes against the mandates of time and his own instincts as a Time Lord. Fortunately,
         unlike his lonely or alienated enemies, he has companions who consistently remind
         him to put compassion first. Compassion, the dominant trait shared by all his newest
         companions, mitigates the Doctor’s mythic narrative, allowing him to transcend it
         at critical moments. His companions humanize him, and over the course of seven seasons,
         we see the Doctor evolving into a more self-consciously compassionate character, the
         result of his companions’ influences. When Donna Noble witnesses the Tenth Doctor’s
         pitiless destruction of the Racnoss empress, she tells him that he needs to find someone.
         “I don’t need anyone,” he objects. “Yes, you do,” she replies. “’Cause sometimes I
         think you need someone to stop you.”[48]  Later, when she expresses her surprise that he has not blown up the Adipose, the
         Doctor responds: “They’re just children. They can’t help where they came from.” And
         Donna shrewdly points out, “Oh, well, that makes a change from last time. That Martha
         must have done you good.”[49]  Later, the Tenth Doctor leaves Rose on a parallel Earth with his twin, generated
         from his hand: “He destroyed the Daleks,” he explains. “He committed genocide. He’s
         too dangerous to be left on his own.” In this scene, the Tenth Doctor acknowledges
         the significant difference that Rose Tyler has made in his evolution as an ethical
         figure. “You were born in battle,” he tells his double. “Full of blood and anger and
         revenge. Remind you of someone?” he asks Rose. “That’s me when we first met. And you
         made me better. Now you can do the same for him.”[50]  Without his companions, the Doctor cannot grow into the virtuous figure he wishes
         to become.
      

      
      Yet the Doctor’s proximity to his companions comes at a cost, for like any truly sacred
         or sublime being, he brings destruction in his wake. Despite his ethical choices,
         the Doctor remains the homo sacer, both blessed and cursed. Elton Pope says, “It’s not his fault. But maybe that’s
         what happens if you touch the Doctor, even for a second. I keep thinking of Rose and
         Jackie, and how much longer before they pay the price.”[51]  Rory Williams recognizes a more subtle form of danger in his first trip with the
         Doctor. “You know what’s dangerous about you?” he demands. “It’s not that you make
         people take risks. It’s that you make them want to impress you. You make it so they
         don’t want to let you down. You have no idea how dangerous you make people to themselves
         when you’re around.”[52] 
      

      
      Yet without his companions, the Doctor will act too rashly, take fearful risks, and
         even violate universal taboos. Constantly torn between his desire for companionship
         and his knowledge that life in the TARDIS endangers the people he most cares for,
         the Doctor expresses anxiety in choosing between different forms of eros. He refuses Lady Christina’s request to travel with him: “People have traveled with
         me and I’ve lost them. Lost them all. Never again.”[53]  Soon afterward, when he inappropriately saves Adelaide Brooke from certain destruction
         on Mars, he tells her, “For a long time now, I thought I was just a survivor, but
         I’m not. I’m the winner. That’s who I am. The Time Lord Victorious.”[54]  In the end, the Doctor comes to recognize the danger of a solitary life, telling
         Wilfred Mott, “I’m traveling alone. I thought it would be better alone. But I did
         some things that went wrong. I need . . .”[55]  To remain true to the ethical being he wishes to be, the Doctor needs companions.
      

      
      Most importantly, though, the Doctor needs his companions as the narrative source
         of his own being and identity. Throughout the series, we come to understand the power
         of words not just as weapons used by the Doctor to stall while he constructs tactical
         defenses against his enemies, but as the most primal power in the universe, the source
         of creation, and the foundation of reality. The Doctor’s enemies recognize the dangerous
         power of language. In Shakespearean London, the Carrionites Lilith, Doomfinger, and
         Bloodtide use words as others use science, to control life and death, even to destroy
         the world. The words they plant in Shakespeare’s play activate a portal that will
         end human history, and only the precision and power of Shakespeare’s language, ad-libbed
         on the stage, can shut it down.[56]  Likewise, at the end of the first season, Rose Tyler looks into the soul of the
         TARDIS and discovers the true power of language to create reality. Driven by her own
         sense of eros, she seizes on words she has seen multiple times and in multiple places. “I create
         myself,” she declares.” I take the words. I scatter them in time and space.”[57]  Using words and the power behind them, Rose dissolves the Daleks and restores Captain
         Jack Harkness (John Barrowman) to life.
      

      
      The apocalyptic power of language and words used for specific purposes frequently
         brings the Doctor back from the brink of annihilation. If forgetting a myth destroys
         it, remembering the Doctor likewise regenerates him. Martha Jones helps defeat the
         Master by constructing and disseminating a simple narrative that illuminates the Doctor’s
         repeated acts of compassion directed at Earth, acts rooted only in eros. The power of her narrative, amplified throughout the world, re-creates the Doctor’s
         identity and eliminates the Master’s control over him.[58]  Eros triumphs over thanatos.
      

      
      Narrative and memory must always coexist. Memory functions as a form of narrative
         history, the testimony of a witness that brings the past into the present, making
         it real for those who never experienced it. Without memory, the past is lost forever,
         including the mythic narratives that create the identity of a people; without narrative,
         the origin myths of human culture are erased from memory completely. All personal
         identity, Paul Ricoeur argues, requires a narrative identity, the remembered story
         of one’s identity as it relates to the stories of those around us: “The narrative
         constructs the identity of the character, what can be called his or her narrative
         identity, in constructing that of the story told. It is the identity of the story
         that makes the identity of the character.”[59]  In the episodes concerning the Pandorica, we find a convergence of origin myth and
         narrative, identity and story, sacrificial crisis and surrogate victim. Memory functions
         as the most powerful language of narrative, for both good and ill. When the Doctor
         tells River Song that the Pandorica is a fairy tale, she responds: “Doctor! Aren’t
         we all?” The scenario constructed to ensnare the Doctor, based on the books and stories
         found in Amy’s childhood room, gives a powerful sense of reality to the Pandorica
         legend. But even more importantly, Amy’s memories of Rory, although he has technically
         never existed, actually restore him to reality as a human being. Mythic memory restores
         the past to the present and regenerates both the gods and the people who venerate
         them.
      

      
      The Pandorica episodes represent the fullest manifestation in the series thus far
         of the sacrificial crisis and mythic language.[60]  Confronted with a mythical locked box, the Eleventh Doctor ponders the narratives
         he has heard, planted throughout time by his enemies: “There was a goblin. Or a trickster,
         or a warrior. A nameless, terrible thing, soaked in the blood of a billion galaxies.
         The most feared being in all the cosmos. And nothing could stop it, or hold it, or
         reason with it. One day it would just drop out of the sky and tear down your world.”
         The ancient story, rooted in the excessive guilt of a single being, duplicates all
         origin myths and the sacrificial crisis for which they are both catalyst and savior.
         To his great surprise, the Doctor discovers that he is the trickster-warrior and that
         he is to be sacrificed, most unwillingly, to save the cosmos from his own destructive
         force. Presenting an unimaginably unified front against him, the Doctor’s enemies
         have transcended their differences and broken the cycle of violence that would otherwise
         always exist. We believe that we are witnessing the truth at the center of all origin
         myths—the surrogate victim, unjustly purged from the community, in this case buried
         alive for eternity.[61] 
      

      
      But ironically, what initially appears shockingly unjust becomes, in fact, the only
         real solution. Yes, the only way to save the universe is to lock the Doctor in the
         Pandorica after all, thereby verifying his status as the living sacrifice turned god.
         By restoring the memory of the universe contained in the Pandorica and using the infinite
         power of an exploding TARDIS to spread that memory throughout time and space, the
         Doctor can re-create the universe itself, the second Big Bang—except that, in a dark
         twist, his sacrifice will be entirely forgotten, the myth will never be transmitted,
         the story will never exist. The memory of the Pandorica can restore a universe that
         never existed, but only one memory can reconstruct the reality of the Doctor’s existence.
         Amy Pond, the young girl originally at the center of the exploding universe with a
         frightening crack appearing in her wall, can only restore the Doctor to existence
         through the power of memory and the words that express it. She declares at her wedding:
         “I remember you! I remember! I brought the others back, I can bring you home, too.
         Raggedy man, I remember you, and you are late for my wedding! I found you. I found
         you in words like you knew I would. That’s why you told me the story. The brand new,
         ancient blue box.”[62] 
      

      
      The power of origin myths lies in narratives that reveal half-memories of cultural
         crises, when new identities are forged in the crucible of violence and terrible loss.
         The language of memory is the language of myth, the language of the sacred. If the
         Doctor can be recalled, it is because he is loved, a reciprocal relationship that
         over and over again restores him to the side of life rather than death. In his decisions
         about who shall live and who shall die, the Doctor’s ethos consistently reverts back
         to eros, the pity, the compassion, and the life-affirming instincts that his enemies reject.
         Because “you didn’t know Isabella’s name,” he tells the Saturnyn Rosanna, he will
         “tear down the house of Calvierri stone by stone,” choosing the salvation of Venice
         over the salvation of an entire race.[63]  Amy sees the Doctor’s twin in the star whale who cannot resist coming to the aid
         of suffering children. “What if you were really old, and really kind, and alone?”
         she explains. “Your whole race dead, no future? What couldn’t you do then? If you
         were that old, and that kind, and the very last of your kind, you couldn’t just stand
         there and watch children cry. . . . The star whale. All that pain and misery and loneliness,
         and it just made it kind. . . . I’ve seen it before. Very old and very kind and the
         very, very last.”[64]  When the Daleks, who have been hiding in World War II–era London, force the Doctor
         to choose—kill the Daleks and the human race will die, or allow the Daleks to escape—they
         believe their pitilessness strengthens their chances of survival: “The Doctor has
         failed. His compassion is his greatest weakness. Daleks have no such weakness.”[65] 
      

      
      But the Doctor’s compassion, his capacity for pity, remains his greatest strength,
         which River Song proves by summoning his friends from across the universe in “The
         Wedding of River Song.”[66]  Compassion and friendship compel Clara Oswald to leap into the Doctor’s time line
         at Trenzalore, sacrificing her own life to save his. He is loved because, despite
         his loneliness and the enormous sense of personal loss that permeates his life, he
         refuses to succumb. For the Doctor, everyone, everywhere, is already dead, including
         himself. All things end, even the universe. But if he can save someone—anyone—he will
         try, even an old man trapped in a chamber about to be flooded with radiation, an act
         of salvation that will require the Doctor to sacrifice himself.[67]  No matter how much death always already exists in the universe, the Doctor continues
         to run toward life. River Song sums him up well:
      

      
         When you run with the Doctor, it feels like it will never end. But however hard you
            try, you can’t run forever. Everybody knows that everybody dies. And nobody knows
            it like the Doctor. But I do think that all the skies of all the worlds might just
            turn dark if he ever, for one moment, accepted. . . . Everybody knows that everybody
            dies. But not every day. Not today. . . . He just can’t give in. . . . Some days,
            nobody dies at all. Now and then, every once in a very long while, every day in a
            million days when the wind stands fair and the Doctor comes to call . . . everybody
            lives.[68] 
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      Chapter 16

      The Doctor and Amy Pond

      
         
         
         
         Michael Billings

         
         A Bedtime Story

         
         
      

      
      The relationship between the Eleventh Doctor (Matt Smith) and Amelia Pond (Karen Gillan)
         is a dialogic between the hero and the author. Although one can easily concede that
         the Doctor, especially in his eleventh regeneration and according to Alec Charles,
         is the embodiment of Jungian archetypes, he nonetheless exists within the phenomena
         of Amelia Pond’s narrative stream.[1]  They are bound by the story and exist in ontology-ontic relationship; the Doctor
         exists and is defined through Amy Pond’s story; he is the hero, she is the author.
         Beginning with “The Eleventh Hour,” where the regenerated Doctor crashes in Pond’s
         backyard, we see their relationship unfold; he leaves the child and thereby becomes
         enmeshed in Amelia’s mythology; he is the Raggedy Man of her dreams. In the years
         following the Doctor’s initial departure, the child Amelia (Caitlin Blackwood) weaves
         the fabric of the myth; essentially she is the architect, the creator of an imaginary
         friend who exists in a dual capacity both inside and outside of her reality. In Bakhtian
         terms, they are paired and must be treated as such; in other words, they are bound
         in a dialogic relationship that continually circles back to the nexus of the waiting
         child. The story of the relationship between the Doctor and Amy, as well as the rebooted
         series itself, is at heart both an adventure and a romance, yet it does not conspicuously
         belong to either genre.
      

      
      Generally events in the genres, and specifically the Doctor’s adventures, defy linear
         time; actions lie outside of the “historical, biographical, quotidian and maturational.
         Actions [are] outside of these sequences, beyond the reach . . . inherent in these
         sequences that generates the rules and defines the measure of man.”[2]  Although the interconnection of temporal and spatial relationships in the story
         is defined through the cyclic fabric of Amy’s narrative, the connection is obscured
         by its lack of linear progression. The Doctor and Amy both are bound to and defy their
         constraints, yet they invariably succumb to the cyclic nature of the text returning
         always to the girl who waited. However, within these confines, they become whole through
         the unfolding of the narrative. While each character has his and her own unique identity,
         it is this axiological connection and their shared mythos—Amelia Pond and the Doctor,
         Amelia Pond and her boys, the Eleventh Doctor and Rory Williams (Arthur Darvill)—who
         transform the composite elements into a structural whole. Amelia is the heart and
         soul of the story; she claims authorship; it is her appeal to the cosmos that breathes
         life into the Doctor, and subsequently, out of this nascent plea emerges the reciprocating
         perspectives that promulgate the growth of both author and hero.
      

      
      From their initial meeting, where both exist on a parallel plain, the Doctor emerging
         newly regenerated from the crashed TARDIS and Amelia seeking salvation from an ominous
         crack in her wall, both are children in a sense, and they forge an indelible bond.
         Not truly a peer-to-peer bond, the relationship begins with Amelia and the Doctor
         on equal footing and continually shifts between dominant roles, quite often reversing
         the primacy of the Doctor-companion hierarchy. Yet they are nonetheless connected,
         and in Amelia’s case, it is not without apprehension; she is not quite sure what to
         make of the Doctor and his ravenous hunger and eccentricities: for example, he demands
         multiple dishes, absolutely certain that they will quell his hunger, but each time,
         the Doctor is repulsed before finally settling on fish fingers and custard. As the
         narrative continues, fish fingers and custard comes to symbolize their friendship,
         their enduring bond and their relational genesis. Their association transcends the
         typical, historic depiction of the Doctor-companion relationship; neither is truly
         ever the authority figure; they are to an extent improvisers continually adapting
         as the situation dictates. As Jungian archetypes, they counterpoise each other in
         anthropomorphic terms, freely shifting between anima-animus relations defying the
         patriarchy generally equated within gender dynamics; the Doctor is not necessarily
         the proverbial knight in shining armor or overtly the hero-paramour, nor is Amy the
         damsel in distress waiting for her savior; the twelve-year interval took care of that.
         Although, on the eve of her wedding, during the “Flesh and Stone” episode, Amy entertains
         the notion of the Doctor as hero-paramour, perhaps in a last ditch assertion of her
         independence and defiance of gender expectations, the Doctor awkwardly rejects her
         advances, alleviating the momentary sexual tension and returning their relationship
         to its previous status.
      

      
      Essentially, relations with the companions in the rebooted series prior to Amelia
         are monologic; it is the Doctor’s tale, notwithstanding Britton’s claim that the companions
         grow under the Doctor’s tutelage. They are in the end abandoned while the Doctor’s
         continues, albeit not without personal pain.[3]  The newly emergent Eleventh Doctor represents a departure from the aloof, detached,
         and calculating manifestation of the David Tennant and Russell T. Davis era. The Doctor
         as depicted by Moffatt’s writing team retains the arrogance and narcissism of previous
         incarnations yet is clearly oblivious to social conventions; he is awkward and gangly
         and significantly asexual, initially neither overtly masculine nor feminine; in other
         words, he is the antithesis of the Tenth Doctor. Curiously, while the Eleventh Doctor
         represents a departure in terms of demeanor from his predecessors, he is clearly in
         line with his historic antecedents. As Piers Britton suggests, “Like musical comedy
         stars, through agility and dandyism, the Doctor present[s] an alternative mode of
         spectacle to that of handsome, taciturn and well-built action, adventure heroes.”[4]  This is not to say that the Eleventh Doctor epitomizes or readily embodies the anti-hero;
         rather, he defies stereotyping by playing against traditional heroic tropes. Smith’s
         Doctor with his “patched tweed jacket and bow tie hyperbolically evoke the boffin
         or nutty professor. . . . The effect is to draw attention to Smith’s almost prepubescent
         boyishness, amplifying cognitive dissonance.”[5]  This dichotomy facilitates the developing author-hero relationship. The Doctor’s
         appearance and mannerisms disarm Amy’s misgivings and pique her curiosity rather than
         alarm her. The two are suspended in time, a singularity bound to the moment of their
         meeting. The crack in Amy’s bedroom wall becomes the bridge to their epic journey.
         Time and again like concentric circles they return to this moment in the “Flesh and
         Stone” and “Cold Blood” episodes; it is their orbit until resolution in “The Big Bang.”
      

      
      The Doctor’s initial departure and his return twelve years later provide the fabric
         for the myth, the story Amy constructs to rationalize her Raggedy Man. While the Doctor
         may not be the idealized form of the hero, he does easily qualify as a Jungian symbol:
         the hero who “leaves the objective, material realm of astral and meteorological images
         and takes on human form, changing into a figure who passes from joy to sorrow, from
         sorrow to joy . . . stands high at the zenith” before plunging into the nadir only
         to triumphantly rise.[6]  Since the initial airing of the series in 1963, the Doctor has personified in one
         form or another Jungian archetypes. Katherine Stannard wrote, “The first doctor represented
         the senex or wise man . . . followed by personas of a clown-hobo (the Second Doctor,
         Patrick Troughton), an interplanetary crusader (the Third Doctor, Jon Pertwee), a
         clowning knight-errant (the Fourth Doctor, Tom Baker), a reckless innocent (the Fifth
         Doctor, Peter Davison), and an acidic eccentric (the Sixth Doctor, Colin Baker).”[7]  Although the Eleventh Doctor may not be as suave and debonair as the Tenth Doctor
         or be afflicted with the pendulum mood swings of the Ninth Doctor (Christopher Eccleston),
         he qualifies, in his own right, as a Jungian archetype. Rather than neatly conform
         to any singular archetype, the Eleventh Doctor exhibits a dual persona that defies
         easy categorization and as such can be understood as a dichotomous paradigm, that
         of the puer/senex. Similar to the puer aerternus, the Doctor is idealistic, visionary,
         inspirational—the essence of youthful vitality counterpoised by the wisdom and pragmatism
         by the senex archetype.
      

      
      However, it would be erroneous to dismiss the Eleventh Doctor as a caricature. He
         is balanced; the youthful appearance and mannerisms belie the weariness of a timeworn
         traveler who carries a heavy heart. Perhaps it is as Alec Charles sees it: the Doctor’s
         duality, that of the puer and senex, can be reconciled “into the possibility of coexistence
         by the paradoxical figure of the trickster—a figure that inscribes both aspects in
         a dynamic and dialectic suspension.”[8]  Theoretically, in dialectic expression, the puer is the thesis, the senex is the
         antithesis, and the trickster is the synthesis. Consider the Doctor’s entrance in
         “the Eleventh Hour.” He is like a sensory-overloaded child seeking to satisfy an inarticulate
         hunger. When he returns after his extended absence, he is a compassionate sage who
         realizes the failure of his previous visitation:
      

      
         Amy: This isn’t real, is it; this is some kind of big wind-up . . .

         
         Amy: You told me you had a time machine.

         
         The Doctor: And you believed me.

         
         Amy: Then I grew up.

         
         The Doctor: Oh, well you never want to do that.

      

      Conversely, chaos, an attribute of the trickster, follows the Eleventh Doctor throughout
         the epic journey that he and his companion Amy Pond undertake. In David Layton’s opinion,
         “The Trickster combines high culture polish with childlike curiosity, and may move
         freely between the rational and irrational.”[9] 
      

      
      While both archetypes, the magician and the trickster, may be viewed as saviors, their
         approach is diametrically opposed; the Tenth Doctor is almost clinical in his detachment,
         refusing to let emotions dictate his actions, where the Eleventh Doctor’s solutions
         are more helter skelter in nature, not readily apparent until resolution and often
         as denouement. As Smith’s Doctor in “The Eleventh Hour” calmly reminds Amy: “Amy Pond,
         there’s something you better understand about me, ’cause it’s important and one day
         your life may depend on it. I am definitely a madman with a box.” Curiously enough,
         to place the Eleventh Doctor as the simple shadowy opposite of the magician is to
         negate the complexity of character that defies such rigid categorizations; he is a
         multidimensional persona who does not readily conform to any static rubric. Therefore,
         while he may be the trickster one moment, in another he may be the wizard, as is the
         case in the “The Pandorica Opens.” In this particular episode, while recounting the
         myth behind the Pandorica, the Doctor claims that the box was designed to imprison
         “a goblin or a trickster” that has been tricked by a good wizard into entering his
         eternal confinement cell. He is cryptically referencing himself, addressing his own
         dualism in this instance; he is both subject and object of the folkloric reference.
      

      
      Historically, the various manifestations or regenerations of the Doctor in the long-running
         series embody various Jungian models. Successive doctors in the series range from
         the comedic to the austere or even flamboyant, yet none really could be considered
         romantic; if anything, they were anachronistic. Curiously, the regenerated Eleventh
         Doctor in some aspects reconnects, in retro fashion, with earlier interpretations
         of the Doctor, most notably as Charles suggests, in the portrayals by Patrick Troughton,
         Tom Baker, and Sylvester McCoy, the Second, Fourth, and Seventh doctors, respectively,
         who, like Smith, donned the trickster mantle.[10]  The Eleventh Doctor brings a different dynamic to the small screen, charismatic
         in his own paradoxical way. He lacks the masculinity easily identifiable in the Ninth
         and Tenth Doctors, and though captivating, he does not possess a similar aura and
         bravado as his sexuality is less defined. As such, his relationship with Amy is not
         predicated on the sexual tensions that were essential to the intricate relationships
         of the Tenth Doctor, especially regarding Rose and Martha. This does not preclude
         any underlying sexual attractions between the Doctor and Amy, especially evident by
         her actions as “The Eleventh Hour” progresses; the difference is the fixed point where
         their narrative began: Amy’s childhood. Even though she has grown into a woman by
         the time the Doctor returns, the narrative’s cyclic nature always returns to the waiting
         child and her “raggedy” doctor. Their relationship, therefore, is dialogic. They are
         essential to each other, intricately bound by the fabric of their tale as author and
         hero.
      

      
      Befitting the trickster, Smith’s youthful appearance belies the Doctor’s internal
         sagacity; he is both young and old, perhaps even a bit foolish. Britton contends that
         because his costume, the patched tweed jacket and bow tie, and mannerisms, the Eleventh
         Doctor can be “likened to both Magnus Pyke and Patrick Moore (although brilliant scientists,
         they are remembered more for their eccentricities) thereby creating a dichotomous
         appearance, the old man and prepubescent boy, amplifying the cognitive dissonance
         of the character.”[11]  Furthermore, his bumbling, animated nature contrasts the precision of his earlier
         selves; while all display recklessness, the Eleventh Doctor’s chaotic behavior and
         rambling soliloquies often instill a bit of pandemonium to the proceedings. Like the
         Tenth Doctor and his predecessor, the Eleventh Doctor is not always the savior and
         at times requires saving himself, more often than his predecessors. This tendency
         differentiates the Doctor’s and Amy’s relationship from that of the other companions
         because by nature it is reciprocal. Earlier relations between the Doctor and his companions
         were defined by hierarchy. While the relationships in the rebooted series, especially
         in those of the Ninth and Tenth Doctors, are dyadic, normative to an extent, the relationship
         between the Doctor and Amy is unitary and exceptional; they form a central text with
         each being the self-completing other. This is possible through or a result of the
         nexus of their relationship; they began together in a sense and form a reciprocating
         relationship; they are axiologically bound through their shared story and serve as
         complementary rather than exclusive characters.
      

      
      The differentiating point between the three former companions and Amelia is that the
         former companions were adults who sought to escape the restrictive gender limitations
         of familial relations and expectations; in Amelia’s case, there were none. Developmentally,
         their stories had begun when they entered into relations with the Doctor. Neither
         the Doctor nor the companions themselves were emergent at the intersections of their
         stories; the Doctor sought companionship while the companions were seeking something
         greater. At the terminal point of their stories, the companions return to the familial
         unit, where they are now able to define their own role within the family matrix. As
         Brunner writes: “The story of one’s own life is, of course, a privileged but troubled
         narrative in the sense that it is reflexive: the narrator and the central figure in
         the narrative are the same.”[12] 
      

      
      The relationship between Amelia Pond and the Eleventh Doctor is unique; they share
         a point of emergence, and the nexus of their story provides a connection unlike any
         previous companions. It is this axiological connection that keeps the story and their
         relationship vibrant. They are bound by the story and exist in ontology-ontic relationship;
         the Doctor exists and is defined through Amy Pond’s story; he is the hero, she is
         the author. Throughout Amy’s tenure as the Eleventh Doctor’s companion, the memory
         motif is essential to both the Doctor’s and her existence. Their shared mythos is
         the outgrowth of Amy’s memories; she keeps the story alive and fuels their intrepid
         dialogue. The proximity of their nascent relationship to Amelia’s bedroom contrasts
         that of the earlier companions, specifically Rose Tyler and Martha Jones. In the rebooted
         series, Amy and the Eleventh Doctor are both youthful and asexual in nature, prepubescent;
         therefore, the erotic attraction is initially absent. Their relationship, especially
         against the backdrop of Amelia’s bedroom, is that of children becoming adults by virtue
         of their exposure to the elements of their epic journey. The Doctor vacillates between
         the impish man-child and time-weary sage throughout their journey, paradoxically frustrating
         Amy. Although their relationship continues to transform once the Doctor returns and
         finds Amy fully grown, the erotic dynamic from the earlier incarnations of the Doctor
         and his companions in the rebooted series is nevertheless lacking. The Eleventh Doctor
         possesses an adolescent quality; he is both seemingly attracted in a curious manner,
         as adolescent boys are wont to be, and simultaneously repulsed by sexual relations
         until River Song awakes his latent sexual desires. Amy’s bedroom throughout their
         relationship is not a symbol of desire and sexual intimacy but reflects Amy’s inner
         countenance. It is part of a bedtime story, an atypical fairy tale. The Doctor is
         not the prince; he is the antithesis of the prince, arriving unheralded in the dead
         of the night, and Amy is not the damsel in distress. Furthermore, as “Amy leaves the
         confines of her bedroom, [she] is clad in a less-than-sexy nightdress reminiscent
         of her childhood nightie” and “her wedding dress hangs on the door . . . symbols of
         innocence about to be lost.”[13]  Yet this innocence is not uniquely Amy’s; the journey that she and the Doctor embark
         on is not about escape but about becoming, and it is not a singular quest but a mutual
         quest, where Amy and the Doctor both serve as agents of the story.
      

      
      This ongoing dialogue between Amy and the Doctor is indicative of the author’s “struggle
         to achieve a determinate and stable image of the hero” and reflects to an extent the
         internal struggle of the author herself.[14]  Throughout season 5 of Doctor Who, beginning with “The Eleventh Hour,” the Doctor inhabits the mythic realm of Amy’s
         psyche; Amy validates him. As they race against time to return Prisoner Zero to the
         Atraxi and save Earth, each person that the duo, the Doctor and Amy, encounter—Mrs.
         Angelo, her nephew Jeff, and finally Amy’s fiancé, Rory Williams (Arthur Darvill)—are
         immediately cognizant of the Doctor from Amy’s childhood stories; the myth is given
         flesh. Additionally, when Prisoner Zero shape-shifts, replicating the Doctor’s physical
         appearance, it is not until the younger Amelia emerges from behind him that the Doctor
         is fully aware that the countenance he is facing is his own, drawn from Amelia’s childhood
         memories. Again she holds the key to the story and as such is the architect and cocreator
         in the reciprocal process. In the two-part episode “The Time of the Angels”/“Flesh
         and Stone,” the Doctor exhorts Amy:
      

      
         Doctor: Remember what I told you when you were seven?

         
         Amy: Remember what . . .

      

      She must remember the crack in the wall, their connection, the origin of their story,
         the child alone in the big, empty house. Amy must remember because she provides “uniquely
         active form-giving energy . . . she generates . . . the structure of the active vision
         of the hero as a definite whole.”[15] 
      

      
      The episode “Amy’s Choice” explores the competing realities within the construction
         of the story. This episode represents a moment when “the hero and author cease to
         be constituents of the work . . . and instead become constituents of a prosaically
         conceived unity of psychological and social life.”[16]  Amy, despite her independence, is still subject to the antagonisms of restrictive
         gender expectations and the contradictions inherent in domesticity. However, she does
         not face this quandary alone. The Doctor is also not exempt and is similar to Amy
         and subject to Rory’s recriminations. Clearly the story takes an experiential turn
         indicative of the nature of becoming: both the Doctor and Amy must grow in order for
         the story to continue. As Rory aptly states in the episode: “We have to grow up eventually,”
         and therein lies the irony; the crack in the universe has as its origin Amy’s wedding,
         June 26, 2010, the ultimate rite of passage.
      

      
      Amy is clearly the author responsible for the story; her memory gives shape to the
         story and is critical for its continuation. The crack in her bedroom wall is symbolic
         of the role memory plays in constructing one’s narrative and the subsequent gaps from
         the trauma that accompanies both cognitive and spiritual development. Amy tells the
         story, but it is not a singular, autobiographical narrative; it is the tale of two
         emergent characters axiologically bound. The Doctor is as dependent on Amy as she
         is on him; they need each other for the story to truly exist. It is love and memory
         that bind the two, and Rory as the dramatis personae facilitates Amy and the Doctor’s
         transformation. Rory, then, is more “complicated than the narrator’s vision” of him.[17]  He is the catalyst for the hero’s transformation, and he cannot be lost or forgotten;
         he is integral to their realization. His death is not fabula or simple plot device.
         Rory’s death impacts both Amy and the Doctor on varying levels. As the Doctor tells
         Amy in “Cold Blood”: “Keep him in your mind . . . if you forget—you’ll lose him forever
         . . . this is your history changing.” Indeed, death relegates Rory to the recesses
         of memory and suspends transformation. But as the Doctor states in “The Pandorica
         Opens”: “People fall out of the world sometimes, but they always leave traces. Little
         things we can’t quite account for. Faces in photographs, luggage, half-eaten meals
         . . . rings. . . . Nothing is ever forgotten, not completely. And if something can
         be remembered, it can come back.” Amy binds the story together architecturally; it
         exists if she remembers it.
      

      
      The concluding episodes of season 5, “The Pandorica Opens” and “The Big Bang,” bring
         the Doctor and Amy full circle. They return to their nexus to complete their story.
         These episodes are not the conclusion but transformative discursions into their shared
         narrative where the hero is consummated. This consummation occurs through the Doctor,
         who is ostensibly an external force that can provide a comprehensive vision that is
         otherwise limited by Amy’s self-knowledge.[18]  The dialogue from “The Pandorica Opens” between Amy and the Doctor highlights this
         incompleteness:
      

      
         Doctor: Your house.

         
         Amy: My house.

         
         Doctor: It was too big, too many empty rooms. Does it ever bother you, Amy, that your
            life doesn’t make any sense?
         

      

      Amy has never been completely aware of these missing components. Yet the Doctor in
         similar fashion lacks a comprehensive view; he sees what is missing in Amy’s existence
         but is not the architect of the story in his own right; there are crucial omissions
         he makes in his assessment, and he is victim to the selfsame incompleteness. Again,
         the nexus is revisited; all the elements of the trap to snare the trickster are constructed
         from fragments of Amy’s memory. The Pandorica is the culmination of her experiences;
         she is at a juncture that demands choice. There are gaps that Amy cannot see and “seems
         quite unable to fill them . . . so the hero remains unconsummated, beyond the seeing
         of the author.”[19]  Amy’s development is incomplete; though linked anecdotally to the hero, all is transitional.
         In a sense, although Amy clearly exhibits all the characteristics of assertiveness
         and independence, she has not yet become “the persona of the narrative voice.”[20]  Throughout season 5, the conflict between independence and expectation is a recurrent
         theme and remains an unresolved issue until the episodes “The Pandorica Opens” and
         “The Big Bang.” The Doctor for his part is caught in the same vortex. He wears the
         mantle of hero but has not fully embraced the role; at heart he is still the trickster,
         more fool than sage at this point. His actions have been heroic, yet he has not fully
         emerged as the hero.
      

      
      The events that have shaped Amy’s life lack continuum; there are no contiguous moments.
         Events that have shaped her life conversely serve to “retard the course of normal
         life.”[21]  Again, there is a distinct interconnection of temporal and spatial relationships
         through the cyclic fabric of Amy’s narrative, yet within the context of this narrative
         neither author nor hero is fully articulated. The trap laid in “The Pandorica Opens”
         is the fabric of Amy’s memories, echoes from her childhood, peripherally lingering
         disparate elements belonging to the girl who waited. And as the elements come into
         play, sealing both the literal and metaphoric trap, the transition for both author
         and hero commences. It is necessary for this transition to occur, bittersweet as it
         may be. Amy and the Doctor need to complete the passage through this unrepeatable
         stage to consummate their transcendence. The concluding episode of the season, “The
         Big Bang,” while deftly accentuating the more comedic and chaotic attics of the fez-sporting
         Doctor’s archetypal trickster, more subtly depicts Amy’s transition, the child returning
         to become the woman. Amelia, the child with a naïve faith in her raggedy Doctor, unlocks
         the Pandorica, allowing the woman, Amy Pond, to emerge from the chrysalis. It is a
         moment of transcendence where Amy finds her heart and achieves resolution. The transition
         begins when Rory returns from the fog of memory as a centurion and concludes with
         Amy’s emergence from the Pandorica, fully cognizant of her feelings and ready to embrace
         the complexity of her story, resolving the dichotomy. Her epiphany is a syncretic
         moment where competing narrative arcs merge into a cohesive whole.
      

      
      The relationship between the Doctor and Amy is an atypical fairy tale. Amy is not
         the damsel in distress, and the Eleventh Doctor is not the charming prince. They shape
         their own story, rescuing each other to preserve the inner children that fuel their
         romance. Their tale is a bedtime story flourishing through repetition. In the penultimate
         moment of “The Big Bang,” the Doctor puts Amy to bed and tells her their story for
         the final time: “It’s funny. I thought if you could hear me, I could hang on somehow.
         Silly me. Silly old Doctor. When you wake up, you’ll have a mum and dad. . . . And
         you won’t even remember me. Well, you’ll remember me a little. I’ll be a story in
         your head. But that’s okay. We’re all stories in the end.” The Doctor makes the supreme
         sacrifice, surrendering his life to restore the universe and, more importantly, Amy’s
         life, and like the senex, he arrives at the bittersweet realization that Amy is no
         longer a child. However, unlike his previous companions, who outgrow the Doctor and
         return to their normal lives, Amy is not willing to forget her “imaginary friend”
         and in clinging to her memories of the Doctor saves him, defiantly stating at her
         wedding in “The Big Bang:”
      

      
         There’s someone missing . . . someone important. Someone so, SO important. . . . When
            I was a kid, I had an imaginary friend . . . the raggedy Doctor. My raggedy Doctor.
            But he wasn’t imaginary. He was real. . . . I remember you! I remember! I brought
            the others back, I can bring you home, too. Raggedy man, I remember you, and you are
            late for my wedding! I found you. I found you in words, like you knew I would. That’s
            why you told me the story . . . the brand new, ancient blue box. Oh, clever. Very
            clever.
         

      

      Amy refuses to let her inner child go; she chooses rather to incorporate the Doctor
         into her life than to continue without him. The Doctor exists through her continuing
         belief in him, defining their ontology-ontic relationship; the Doctor exists through
         Amy Pond’s story. He is the hero, and she is the author. Amy achieves parity surpassing
         the trappings of patriarchy to become a fellow traveler. Essentially, Amy, as Antoinette
         Winstead suggests, “serves as the perfect model for the heroine’s journey.”[22]  So it is quite fitting that Pond’s final episode, “The Angels Take Manhattan,” closes
         with Amy’s afterword to the Doctor: “And do one more thing for me. There’s a little
         girl waiting in a garden. She’s going to wait a long while, so she’s going to need
         a lot of hope. Go to her. Tell her a story . . . the story of Amelia Pond.” The circle
         closes, and the narrative begins again, yet it is the Doctor who becomes the author
         and Amelia the hero; she assumes the mythic mantle, her journey complete.
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      Chapter 17

      Language Games in the Whoniverse

      
         
         
         
         Erica Moore

         
         
      

      
      Doctor Who’s frequent regenerations have transpired alongside a comparably changeable atmosphere
         within academic practice. The long history that established critical theory as an
         approach to literary texts was characterized by a shift from criticism concerned with
         morality and textual isolation to methods focused on the “linguistic turn.”[1]    At the forefront of this analytical regeneration is the concept and critique of
         what Jean-François Lyotard calls the “postmodern condition.”[2]    Attracting much debate and critical energy, the term is intrinsic to a critique
         of the universalizing suppositions inherent to the Western philosophical tradition,
         achieved through the analysis of power relations and discourse construction.[3]    Intergalactic travel, nonlinear time, and interspecies negotiations typify new
         Doctor Who (nuWho), lending the series a dynamism and an unpredictability that can be comprehended
         through a Lyotardian lens, beginning with the notion of “language games” and moving
         swiftly toward the “death of the grand narrative” and a critique of technocratic dominance,
         concepts that define the postmodern condition.
      

      
      “Dalek,” “Planet of the Ood,” and the two-part “Silence in the Library” and “Forest
         of the Dead” depict characters as they interrelate through linguistic exchange, thus
         engaging in a continual struggle for legitimacy. In his discussion of language games,
         Lyotard outlines how rules inscribe linguistic interactions and describes a method
         for acknowledging and valuing the diversity of existent language games.[4]    Fluctuating in response to the moves of the game, authority can no longer be fixed
         or absolute but rather shifts and extends according to the moves and countermoves
         of players, providing a compelling interpretative technique for analyzing on-screen
         interactions. This chapter considers how linguistic exchange translates into the pursuit
         for subjective recognition, ethical legitimation, and systemic freedom in the diverse
         Whoniverse.
      

      
      The Lyotardian Universe

      
      The numerous concepts put forward in Lyotard’s expansive theoretical repertoire are
         notoriously complex, but we can establish a foundation from which to proceed here.
         Before commencing our theoretical travels with the Doctor, let us make a brief foray
         into the Lyotardian universe. First, Lyotard informs us that the rules defining linguistic
         exchange cannot be legitimated unless agreed upon by players in a contractual sense;
         that is, “rules do not carry within themselves their own legitimation.”[5]    Next, he asserts that the absence of rules discredits the existence of a game,
         yet if each participant is aware of the rules, then “every utterance should be thought
         of as a ‘move’ in a game.”[6]    Simon Malpas explains that “all language ‘moves’ obey rules, but the games of
         which they are a part are open to change and influence by other games or even as a
         result of the moves themselves.”[7]    Despite the range of scenarios encountered by the Doctor, his primary method of
         interaction is unremittingly linguistic. We are reminded of this from the moment he
         is reintroduced in the episode titled “Rose.”[8]    Confronted with the Nestene Consciousness, a plasticine creature remotely controlling
         plastic objects in a hostile London takeover, the Doctor asserts: “I’m not here to
         kill it. I’ve got to give it a chance,” before seeking audience with the vast vat
         of sentient liquid and trying to communicate that the entity should abandon plans
         for a planetwide, plastic coup.[9]    The Doctor’s legitimation of the language rules of another species exemplifies
         the prioritization of verbal expression as a recurrent theme. Countless episodes illustrate
         characters playing with words, rather than destructive weapons, in order to enact
         their goals. Thus, language games provide a method for reading meanings produced by
         the show.
      

      
      Noticing the parameters involved in verbal exchange does more than provide an analytical
         framework: the ulterior consequence is the displacement of authority and the establishment
         of revised ethical boundaries. Lyotard asserts: “Consensus does violence to the heterogeneity
         of language games. . . . Postmodern knowledge is not simply a tool of the authorities;
         it refines our sensitivity to differences and reinforces our ability to tolerate the
         incommensurable.”[10]     Doctor Who presents a heterogeneous array of species, settings, and interactions and works toward
         an acceptance of difference that can be applied to the quotidian. Lyotard advocates
         “a politics that . . . would propose to develop minorities in such a way that no minority
         could ever become a majority. . . . The only justice will be that no minority is to
         prevail upon any other.”[11]    Hence he calls for “a war on totality,”[12]    where pluralism overtakes the “modern” tendency to explain events in terms of
         universal principles, a shift connected to language games: “As language games are
         linked to identity, Lyotard argues that the wider range of different language games
         that are considered legitimate within society, the more open and pluralist that society
         can become. The main threat facing postmodern society is the reduction of knowledge
         to a single system whose only criterion is efficiency.”[13]    Awareness of the operations of language games becomes a significant means of comprehending
         how legitimation occurs or fails. James Williams describes how Lyotard “is interested
         in the narratives that are used to justify the validity of statements within fields:
         why a particular statement is true, important and ultimately worthwhile.”[14]    When addresser and addressee are formulating value judgments, an ethical approach
         is necessarily involved. Crucially, Lyotard’s emphasis on language is part of a larger
         project concerned with building a workable ethics from within the postmodern condition,
         an ethics demonstrated in the adventures of the Doctor and one that intrinsically
         connects to a second key concept: “the death of the grand narrative.”
      

      
      Postmodern Regenerations: The Death of
the Grand Narrative
      

      
      Eradication of universalizing is central to Lyotard’s conception of the postmodern:
         “In contemporary society and culture—postindustrial society, postmodern culture .
         . . the grand narrative has lost its credibility . . . regardless of whether it is
         a speculative narrative or a narrative of emancipation.”[15]    Gary Browning explains that “Lyotard deprecates grand narratives that aspire to
         provide meta-perspectives by which all other narratives are to be explained.”[16]    In short, Lyotard identifies two narrative strains: “the decline of the unifying
         and legitimating power of the grand narratives of speculation and emancipation,”[17]    or, as Malpas simplifies, “absolute knowledge” and “universal emancipation,”[18]    concepts unfathomable within a postmodernist sphere where overarching explanations
         are inadequate. As noncomparable linguistic systems circulate, arbitration is not
         only impossible but unethical. Furthermore, as we will see, the improbability of “universal
         emancipation” strikes a fitting chord with nuWho, where concepts such as slavery and
         freedom are rendered incommensurable to the language games exhibited by differing
         species. As the Doctor negotiates with alien “others,” he demonstrates how recognition
         of language works to legitimize subjectivity.
      

      
      Dalek Dialect

      
      When the TARDIS lands the Doctor (Christopher Eccleston) and Rose (Billie Piper) in
         the underground alien museum of billionaire collector Henry van Statten in the year
         2012, the Doctor’s expertise is requested in communicating with a live sample coined
         the “metaltron.” Unaware of what awaits him in the darkened corner of a heavily fortified
         chamber, his first attempt is a linguistic one: “I’ve come to help. I’m the Doctor.”[19]    While van Statten has been unable to communicate thus far, when a recognizable
         species, a Time Lord, appears, the game begins.
      

      
      By naming himself, the Doctor establishes a “social bond”: the Doctor “is already
         positioned as the referent in the story recounted by those around him, in relation
         to which he will inevitably chart his course.”[20]    Admitting his identity, the Doctor not only establishes the possibility for meaningful
         exchange in this initial scene between Time Lord and Dalek but also facilitates a
         transfer of power to the Dalek. With knowledge of his identity, the Dalek’s command
         for annihilation of the Time Lords is restimulated: “You are the enemy of the Daleks.
         You must be destroyed.” In the language game, players exist within a “phrase universe,”
         comprising “the ‘addressor’ who presents the phrase, the ‘addressee’ to whom the phrase
         is presented, the ‘reference’ that the phrase is about, and the ‘sense’ which is what
         the phrase says about the reference.”[21]    The Dalek’s “reference” is to the Doctor; and its “sense” is total annihilation.[22]   
      

      
      The Doctor is acutely aware that the Dalek will not legitimate his attempts at negotiation,
         and his reaction on realizing the identity of the “metaltron” is to exit the room,
         but van Statten seals the door. Luckily, due to its incapacitated state, the Dalek
         cannot fulfill its preprogrammed script of destruction, so the Doctor is free to resume
         use of his primary tool: language. Commenting, “If you can’t kill, then what are you
         good for, Dalek? What’s the point of you? You’re nothing,” the Doctor incites his
         enemy’s weakness. The Dalek is unable to enact individual choice, unable to choose
         an alternative option. It responds: “I am waiting for orders. . . . I am a soldier.
         I was bred to receive orders. I demand orders.” Perpetually awaiting “orders” is the
         rule of the language game of which it is a player. The Doctor is aware of this, and
         at the show’s conclusion he plays the Dalek’s language game, supplying a final order
         for self-destruction.
      

      
      Effectively, the episode illustrates how neither species behaves ethically. Malpas
         reiterates Lyotard’s explication in Just Gaming: “Injustice occurs when other ways of thinking, speaking and acting are silenced
         by the language games of a dominant group or culture.”[23]    Both Doctor and Dalek attempt unjust methods for silencing the other, pointedly
         illustrating the likeness of the two characters, from the shared desire of each to
         destroy the other, to their simultaneous torture at human hands, to the Doctor’s warning
         to Rose as she approaches the open shell of the Dalek, “That thing killed hundreds
         of people,” to which she aptly responds: “It’s not the one pointing the gun at me.
         . . . It’s changing. What about you, Doctor? What the hell are you changing into?”
         Strict assignment of morality and immorality reaches an impasse, fragmenting meaning
         in a thoroughly postmodern manner. At such moments, the show reveals its potential
         as a playing field for ethical considerations, where theoretical connotations can
         be investigated and analyzed. It is through turns, linguistic and otherwise, that
         Doctor Who levels the ethical playing field among species, achieving the end game of linguistic
         pluralism.[24]   
      

      
      Still, mutual delegitimization recurs as the Doctor’s efforts to reason with van Statten
         about the danger of the ostensibly harmless machine do not register in the billionaire’s
         linguistic realm. The addressee (van Statten) shifts the rules, refusing to take seriously
         the Doctor’s “reference” and “sense,” which are apprehensive and earnest: “That thing
         downstairs is gonna kill every last one of us. . . . No one on this base is safe;
         no one on this planet.” Recalling Lyotard’s assertion that “rules do not carry within
         themselves their own legitimation,” the game is nullified because “addressee” does
         not adhere to the meanings conveyed by “addresser.”[25]     Instead, van Statten questions why, if the Doctor is a “great expert,” he cannot
         simply “reason” with the Dalek: “There must be something it needs. Everything needs
         something.” In his failure to understand the Doctor’s assertion that all units of
         linguistic exchange are illegitimate to the Dalek unless resulting in the destruction
         of non-Dalek species, he also fails to establish ethical pluralism through language.
      

      
      The Doctor explains the Dalek’s motivation for obliterating an entire species: “Human
         beings are different, and anything different is wrong. It’s the ultimate in racial
         cleansing,” and describes how “every single emotion was removed except hate.” Accordingly,
         one might regard the inability to reason as indicative of Cartesian duality—the divide
         between rational humanoid and unthinking automaton reemphasized by the machine’s lack
         of free will and emotion.[26]    Indeed, Daleks are often cited as anti-individualist: “The key theme of the show
         was the notion . . . that the loss of individuality is the ultimate horror. Monstrous
         creations like the Daleks are . . . seeking to ruthlessly impose fascistic conformity
         and exterminating that which makes individuals distinctive or unique.”[27]    Daleks are cast as the machinic other, and to a certain extent the episode plays
         into these dynamics.[28]    Yet ultimately, characters and audience alike are launched into a fragmented space
         typified by shifting parameters.
      

      
      Shackled and subjected to torture at van Statten’s hand, the Doctor must enter the
         language game on the collector’s terms, and he eventually appeals to a line of argument
         that speaks to the billionaire’s moral standing: “A Dalek is honest. It does what
         it was born to do for the survival of its species. That creature in your dungeon is
         better than you.” Lyotard notes that “to speak is to fight, in the sense of playing.
         . . . This does not necessarily mean that one plays in order to win,” establishing
         that the true “adversary” against which the language game is “played,” or fought,
         is “the accepted language, or connotation.”[29]    The Doctor’s shift to a game to which van Statten will respond demonstrates Lyotard’s
         fight for accepted connotation. Chiefly, however, it is Rose’s intervention that demonstrates
         ethical legitimation through language.
      

      
      Through contact with Rose’s sympathetic hand, the Dalek undergoes cellular regeneration
         and escapes on a killing spree, intent on destroying all that is unfamiliar. Eventually
         contained, trapped in the depths of the underground museum, and alone with Rose, the
         Dalek realizes that it will not kill her because they now share genetic material.
         Yet Rose enters an exchange with the Dalek, legitimizing its language game and moving
         closer to a Lyotardian concept of ethics, “based on the recognition of others’ rights
         to employ their own language games (and hence values) to present their points of view.”[30]    With Rose as its addressee, the Dalek verbalizes an irresolvable existential crisis:
         If destruction is its primary function, why has it not exterminated Rose? “Daleks
         do not fear. Must not fear. You gave me life. What else have you given me? I am contaminated!”
         Unable to cope with its impure state and accepting finally that it is the last of
         its kind with no orders pending from superiors, it resolves to uphold its primary
         order “to destroy,” “to conquer,” ultimately annihilating itself. Yet prior to self-destruction,
         with the Doctor vehemently shouting, “Why don’t you just die?” the Dalek retorts:
         “You would make a good Dalek.” Through turns in the linguistic game, the episode reiterates
         the likenesses that preclude resolute arbitration and conclusiveness in the Whoniverse.
         The Dalek’s choice relates also to the death of the grand narrative of emancipation
         where freedom is an impossible option, a paradox that plays a prominent role in “Planet
         of the Ood.”
      

      
      Emancipating Oodkind

      
      In the year 4126 the Ood are being traded across three galaxies, sold as servants
         for the use of humankind. The TARDIS doors open onto their snowbound home planet—the
         Ood Sphere—which, we later learn, sustains the hive mind, a telepathic center connecting
         all Ood.[31]    Formerly located beneath the planet’s northern glacier but extracted and currently
         housed in warehouse 15, the mind has been controlled for two centuries by Ood Operations—a
         nefarious human corporation, run by Klineman Halpen, that seeks to profit from Ood
         slavery. From the outset, the Ood communicate in terms of a seemingly impenetrable
         language game. Lying prone in a snowdrift, a dying Ood utters a single statement—“The
         circle must be broken”—a riddle that perplexes the Doctor (David Tennant) and Donna
         Noble (Catherine Tate).[32]    Their inability to participate in meaningful linguistic exchange results in a
         nongame.
      

      
      Infiltrating an investor luncheon, the time-traveling pair is swiftly introduced to
         the Ood Sphere, where the species is treated as a mere utensil enabling human ease,
         entertainment, and profit. Donna’s hackles are raised, but directly questioning an
         Ood about the predicament renders the response that “All Ood are born to serve. Otherwise,
         we would die.” Like the Dalek, raison d’être is determined by external orders, and independent thought is not accentuated. When
         Halpen’s right-hand Ood (Ood Sigma)[33]    is asked to assist in solving the red-eye problem that has been leading to rabidity
         among Oodkind, he responds: “Humanity defines us, sir. We look to you for answers.”
         The idea of emancipation as a totalizing, grand narrative is thus presented as problematic;
         the Ood Sphere demonstrates Lyotard’s claim that “the social bond is linguistic, but
         is not woven with a single thread.”[34]    In a postmodern space, unified identities are not prevailing. Incompatible modes
         intersect, often without resolution. Donna pursues the matter: “But you can’t have
         started like that. Before the humans, what were you like?” and her investigations
         lead to a realization that the Ood are not servants but slaves. Expressing her disdain,
         the Doctor points out similarities to Donna’s own planet and history, asking: “Who
         do you think made your clothes?” This leveling reminder for the human species emphasizes
         the ineffability of ethical judgment.
      

      
      Of course, Lyotard’s discussion does not simply present a binary division of slave
         and free. Instead, the impossibility of universal emancipation is concerned with a
         technocratic dominance of the kind displayed in “Planet of the Ood.” Lyotard’s concept
         is related unambiguously to the rise of the twentieth-century narrative that promises
         progress and improvement for the human through scientific and technological advances.
         Williams summarizes:
      

      
         In a process of delegitimation, the classic metanarratives of legitimation such as
            the discourse of human emancipation and the Marxist metanarrative have lost their
            ability to determine the legitimacy of all possible events. . . . This process also
            holds true for the language game of science: instead of occupying the centre ground
            of society, as the ultimate arbiter on matters of truth, science becomes just another
            game among many. Lyotard marks the delegitimation of science as one of the key moments
            of postmodernity.[35]   
         

      

      Through a critique similar to that found in new wave science fiction narratives, progress
         via technology is questioned.[36]    Totalizing metanarratives cannot account for the variances in social relations,
         in language games. Lyotard may begin with the limits of linguistic exchange, but this
         quickly escalates into an investigation of the limits of universalizing concepts.
         Malpas summarizes how Lyotard considers “grand narratives themselves as having always
         been politically problematic” because, “for example, the universal ideas of reason
         and freedom from superstition provided a moral basis for colonial domination through
         capitalist expansion and missionary terrorism in Africa and the Middle East.”[37]    Lyotard exemplifies that “the rule of consensus between the sender and addressee
         of a statement with truth-value is deemed acceptable if it is cast in terms of a possible
         unanimity between rational minds: this is the Enlightenment narrative, in which the
         hero of knowledge works toward a good ethico-political end—universal peace.”[38]    Yet if the “ethico-political end” is not agreed on, how can a system of ethics
         be viable? At the episode’s conclusion, Donna states, “I can’t tell what’s right and
         what’s wrong anymore,” to which the Doctor replies, “It’s better that way. People
         who know for certain tend to be like Mr. Halpen.” Donna’s uncertainty relates to Stuart
         Sim’s summation: “In the absence of grand narratives it is hard to see how value judgements
         can be grounded, and postmodernism is calling into question the very act of grounding
         itself.”[39]    Responding to this ethical paradox, Lyotard argues for the enablement of a diverse
         set of language games, rather than for the dominance of a superpower or the loss of
         identity through imperialistic forces. “Planet of the Ood” shows the inefficacy of
         viewing the universe, and the Whoniverse, in a singularly explicable manner. The Ood
         are not incapable of intelligent repartee; they have been incapacitated and unjustly
         forced to submit in the name of a progress that solely benefits their human colonizers.
         Likewise, the Dalek is not inept, but its modifications were motivated by a suspect
         solution: Davros desired freedom from mortality, hence his alteration of a species
         in the name of liberation through technology. The show opens a space for questioning
         these one-dimensional narratives.
      

      
      Specifically, the episode undermines the grand narrative of emancipation. Ood freedom
         diverges from the concept as it is understood by Donna. The “circle” of the Oodian
         riddle is the electrical current surrounding the hive brain, installed by human profiteers.
         Ood now hold “translation spheres” instead of the amygdala-like section of their brain,
         making them slaves to human demands.[40]    When the circle is broken, the Ood reconnect with their telepathic center, vitally
         connected to one another via the hive mind that sustains collective consciousness.
         Hence, the Ood cannot grasp what freedom means in the human context. Originally cognitively
         and psychically connected via their handheld amygdalae and now commanded according
         to human imperatives, Ood enact a scenario similar to that of the Dalek. When Rose
         asks what more the Dalek could possibly want besides an order to destroy—“You don’t
         have to do this anymore. There must be something else. Not just killing. What else
         is there? What do you want?”—the Dalek answers: “I want freedom.” The shell is opened,
         revealing the shriveled Kaled within, and the Dalek basks in the sunlight of Earth.
         Ultimately, it cannot cope with its altered state, deeming itself unclean and contaminated:
         “Order me to die. This is not life. This is sickness. I shall not be like you. Order
         my destruction.” At the moment when emancipation is possible—from an alleged dynamic
         of slavery to the machine or from servitude to a higher command—the Dalek cannot comprehend
         or condone the concept because freedom for the Dalek is the ability to obey orders.
         Daleks are pitiably reliant on a form of botched progress, delimited by misplaced
         belief in technological modification as emancipatory. Liberation remains unrealized
         in the postmodern sphere. Concomitantly, acknowledgment of an alternative perspective
         and language game is ethically enabled.
      

      
      Recognizing the codes of varying language games translates into the enablement of
         plurality advocated by Lyotard. Opening the door to an Ood-filled container awaiting
         shipment, Donna exclaims, “You could be free,” while the Ood responds, “I do not understand
         the concept.” In the Ood Sphere, connection is prioritized: first via their shared
         brain, and now via controls imposed by corporate trade. Lacking comprehension of Donna’s
         cry for freedom, the Ood can reinstate liberty only by rejoining the collective, demonstrating
         the “knowledge that legitimation can only spring from [one’s] own linguistic practice
         and communicational interaction.”[41]    As in “Dalek,” misapprehension lies at the fulcrum of the language game in which
         only the Ood can participate. At the epicenter of “Planet of the Ood” is not only
         a shared mind, but the demonstration of a shared language game and a realization of
         how language works to exhibit assorted social bonds. Just as the grand narrative of
         slavery to freedom is not possible in the postmodern condition, this nuWho plot calls
         for a multifaceted set of definitional parameters. Ethical angles of legitimation
         reappear in a highlight of season 4, the two-part “Silence in the Library” and “Forest
         of the Dead.”
      

      
      Language in the Library

      
      “The Library” is a fitting place to conclude a discussion of language games, and the
         episode moves from critiques of linguistic significance to ethical contexts and to
         the dominance of technoscience. At the start, the Doctor affirms, “Books. People never
         really stop loving books.”[42]    In a fifty-first-century planet-sized library, the Doctor and Donna repeatedly
         encounter the written word, from overturning their initial assumption that “books
         can’t be alive” to stumbling onto the book of the Doctor’s life (held by his “kind-of-wife,”
         River Song) and then to attempting various means of communicating with the Library’s
         computer. Even the logic in arriving at the Library is instigated by a linguistic
         code: a plea for help appearing on psychic paper. Yet these episodes do more than
         illustrate Lyotardian language games; they take the theory to its next level as a
         critique of technoscientific dominance.
      

      
      Incommensurability occurs first when CAL (Charlotte Abigail Lux) cannot communicate
         effectively with the Doctor and archeologists who have entered the Library. Between
         the young girl’s “real” world and the alleged “dream” world of the Library, a schism
         exists. In effect, CAL is the Library’s data core—in the form of a “child hooked up
         to a mainframe” with a “Doctor Moon” to regulate her performance.[43]    Withholding this knowledge is the funder of the expedition to the quarantined
         library, Strackman Lux of the Felman Lux Corporation.
      

      
      “Silence in the Library” turns on a linguistic riddle. The computer’s message, sent
         when the planet was sealed, reads “4022 saved. No survivors,” comprehension of which
         is reliant on a shift in linguistic perspective. CAL observes and regulates the Library
         through her television screen, housed in what appears a normal reality, cared for
         by a loving father and her concerned psychologist, Doctor Moon. Meanwhile, the threatened
         archeologists, slowly consumed by the hungry Vashta Nerada, struggle to communicate
         with the Library’s hard drive (effectively, CAL). Unaware of the legitimacy of each
         others’ existence and intent, CAL and the Doctor’s team repeatedly fail in their attempts
         at contact: first via a security camera, then a phone (“calling up” the data core
         via a computer console in the Library) and, finally, via a television screen. In each
         case, two separate realities are presented, along with two disparate language games,
         incommensurable to each other. It is not until the Doctor fails to teleport Donna
         to the TARDIS that a link between the Library and CAL’s reality is established. The
         episode concludes with Donna’s face on one of the Library’s courtesy nodes, repeating:
         “Donna Noble has been saved.” Recurring linguistic riddles combined with the youthful
         inexperience of the computer lead to a stalemate in the language game.[44]   
      

      
      Incommensurability is further exemplified by the ominous Vashta Nerada, described
         by the Doctor as “piranhas of the air,” living within the library’s shadows and capable
         of consuming flesh off bones in seconds. Deeming the Vashta Nerada a “swarm,” the
         Doctor jokes, “It’s not like we chat,” a viewpoint reiterated by River Song when she
         asserts: “It’s a carnivorous swarm in a suit. You can’t reason with it.” Similar to
         the lack of mutual rules that exist between humanoid life-form and Dalek or Ood, the
         Vastha Nerada does not present an obvious equation for mutual legitimation. By utilizing
         the neural relay on the spacesuit of a deceased archeologist, however, the episode
         eventually dramatizes an exchange with the Doctor. The advancing Vashta Nerada are
         warned not to “play games,” and the Doctor underscores: “I’m the Doctor and you’re
         in the biggest library in the universe. Look me up.”[45]    The billions of written words housed in the Library provide not only a life source
         for the Vashta Nerada but also a life-saving moment for the Doctor. Yet in both cases,
         emancipation results not in freedom, but in a modified understanding of the word:
         the 4022 people present in the library when the Vashta Nerada hatched from the pages
         of a million, million books were “saved” to the computer’s hard drive, and the swarm
         are now “saved” through their ability to remain in their forests, in this case the
         books of the Library. In each instance, freedom inhabits meanings that throw assumed
         connotations of the word into question.
      

      
      Significantly, these language games speak to Lyotard’s argument that technoscientific
         narratives are no longer efficacious. Integration of technology has unavoidably altered
         the way we communicate: “The nature of knowledge cannot survive unchanged within this
         context of general transformation.”[46]    Lyotard opens his report with the claim that “our working hypothesis is that the
         status of knowledge is altered as societies enter what is known as the postindustrial
         age.”[47]    Linguistic descriptions assume greater significance as the relationships of knowledge
         and narrative discourse with scientific research and its applications come to be understood
         as polymorphous. Sim reminds us of Lyotard’s contention that “whoever controls scientific-research
         (and that means whoever has the money to control scientific research), effectively controls knowledge.”[48]    In each of the episodes analyzed, some form of technoscientific dominance is apparent,
         from the creation of the Dalek race as efficient killing machines, to the profitable
         Ood trade, to Mr. Lux’s patent for the Library and its technological devices, including
         CAL. Lyotard’s potent skepticism regarding the authoritarianism of science can be
         understood through the depictions of species and planets that have been altered in
         accordance with the goal of augmenting efficiency and power.
      

      
      Daleks serve as prominent examples of how unchecked technoscientific progress, inspired
         by investment in an emancipation-through-technology narrative, enables efficiency.
         Pluralism is anathema to the Dalek, hence the desire for self-destruction when faced
         with the ability to philosophize, to think beyond the remit of its orders. It is unsurprising,
         then, how often the Daleks have been described in “connection with the British mythos
         of the evil Nazi invader.”[49]    In the inaugural academic study of the series, John Tulloch and Manuel Alvarado
         consider that “the original Daleks represented the extrapolation of contemporary militaristic,
         racist and illiberal obsessions into a terrible future mutation.”[50]    Similarly, the Ood and the technology of the Library have been manipulated for
         the purposes of profitability at the expense of the free exchange of knowledge. Instead
         of enabling a pluralistic quest for explanations, Lyotard contends that the search
         for “proof” is also under the remit of a specific language game: “the goal is no longer
         truth, but performativity—that is, the best possible input/output equation. The State
         and/or company must abandon the idealist and humanist narratives of legitimation in
         order to justify the new goal: in the discourse of today’s financial backers of research,
         the only credible goal is power. Scientists, technicians, and instruments are purchased
         not to find truth, but to augment power.”[51]    It is this dynamic that precipitates CAL’s integration into the Library’s computer,
         her translation from mortal human into immortal machine, a mode in which she has been
         saved from death and through which she can now save others. Yet if we read these claims
         alongside Lyotard’s idea that grand narratives are dead, or at least no longer serve
         as accurate rubrics, then these episodes illustrate the ending for slavery not as
         emancipation but as another form of slavery, in this case, to the technoscientific
         system.
      

      
      Conclusion

      
      NuWho reiterates, however unintentionally, major themes established in Lyotard’s seminal
         discussion of the postmodern condition. Indeed, even the medium of television becomes
         significant. Judgment and legitimation reside beyond the fourth wall, as the eyes
         of the unseen audience silently assess the validity of the scenarios portrayed. David
         Layton points to television as a medium of control: “TV affects the way we vote and
         the way we think; it changes our language and the way we respond to our world.”[52]    There exists a language game between script as “addresser,” its language enacted
         on screen, and the audience as “addressee,” and interaction occurs in a technocratic
         sphere ruled by televisual outcomes.
      

      
      Doctor Who has been read as an influential cultural object with the ability to persuade, inform,
         and in the case of the younger viewer, even establish perspectives. David Butler reminds
         us that “if nothing else, Doctor Who merits study as the source of a considerable body of stories ‘told’ to several generations
         of children in Britain and beyond. The qualities the Doctor relies on to overcome
         his enemies and the nature of the monsters and challenges he encounters are important
         messages being transmitted to developing minds.”[53]    In the postmillennial moment that reintroduced Doctor Who to the television screen, postmodern approaches to the diegetic Whoniverse offer
         a guidepost for comprehending the twenty-first century, where the parameters of right
         and wrong, moral and immoral are continually questioned and where the analysis of
         the moral tale in literary theory has been replaced by an approach that recognizes
         the prevalence of fragmented narratives of shifting identities and theoretical questioning.
         Butler notes, “Doctor Who encouraged us to re-view the ordinary and not take surface impressions for granted.
         This is not necessarily a running away from the world but can be a means of re-engaging
         with it.”[54]    The show reengages also with developing a workable system of ethics, and Lyotard’s
         theories provide a lens through which to read the multifaceted philosophical prescriptions
         of the Doctor.
      

      
      Notes

      

      Bibliography

      
      Booker, M. Keith. Science Fiction Television. Westport, CT: Praeger, 2004.
      

      
      Browning, Gary K. Lyotard and the End of Grand Narratives. Cardiff: University of Wales Press, 2000.
      

      
      Butler, David. “Introduction.” In Time and Relative Dissertations in Space: Critical Perspectives on Doctor Who, edited by David Butler, 1–15. Manchester: Manchester University Press, 2007.
      

      
      Hoskin, Dave. “Doctor Who? (TV Eye).” Metro Magazine, Summer 2003, 77.
      

      
      Layton, David. “Closed Circuits and Monitored Lives: Television as Power in Doctor Who.” Extrapolation 35, no. 3 (1994): 241–51.
      

      
      Lyotard, Jean-François. Just Gaming. Translated by Wlad Godzich. Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, 1985. First
         published 1979 by Christian Bourgois.
      

      
      ———. Libidinal Economy. Translated by Iain Hamilton Grant. London: Athlone, 1993. First published 1974 by
         Éditions de Minuit.
      

      
      ———. The Postmodern Condition: A Report on Knowledge. Translated by Geoff Bennington and Brian Massumi. Manchester: Manchester University
         Press, 1984.
      

      
      ———. The Postmodern Explained to Children: Correspondence 1982–1985. Translated by Julian Pefanis and Morgan Thomas. London: Turnaround, 1992.
      

      
      Malpas, Simon. Jean-François Lyotard. London: Routledge, 2003.
      

      
      Moore, Fiona, and Alan Stevens. “The Human Factor: Daleks, the ‘Evil Human’ and Faustian
         Legend in Doctor Who.” In Time and Relative Dissertations in Space: Critical Perspectives on Doctor Who, edited by David Butler, 138–58. Manchester: Manchester University Press, 2007.
      

      
      Sim, Stuart. Jean-François Lyotard. Hemel Hempstead: Prentice Hall, 1996.
      

      
      Spargo, Tamsin. “Introduction: Past, Present and Future Pasts.” In Reading the Past, edited by Tamsin Spargo, 1–11. Basingstoke: Palgrave, 2000.
      

      
      Tulloch, John, and Manuel Alvarado. Doctor Who: The Unfolding Text. Basingstoke: Macmillan, 1985.
      

      
      Williams, James. Lyotard: Towards a Postmodern Philosophy. Cambridge: Polity, 1998.
      

      
      Filmography

      
      “Dalek.” Season 1, episode 6. Written by Robert Shearman. Directed by Joe Ahearne.
         First broadcast April 14, 2006.
      

      
      “Forest of the Dead.” Season 4, episode 9. Written by Steven Moffat. Directed by Euros
         Lyn. First broadcast June 27, 2008.
      

      
      “The Girl in the Fireplace.” Season 2, episode 4. Written by Steven Moffat. Directed
         by Euros Lyn. First broadcast October 20, 2006.
      

      
      “The Girl Who Waited.” Season 6, espiode 10. Written by Tom MacRae. Directed by Nick
         Hurran. First broadcast September 10, 2011.
      

      
      “The Impossible Planet.” Season 2, episode 8. Written by Matt Jones. Directed by James
         Strong. First broadcast November 17, 2006.
      

      
      “Planet of the Ood.” Season 4, episode 3. Written by Keith Temple. Directed by Graeme
         Harper. First broadcast May 9, 2008.
      

      
      “Rose.” Season 1, episode 1. Written by Russell T. Davies. Directed by Keith Boak.
         First broadcast March 17, 2006.
      

      
      “The Satan Pit.” Season 2, episode 9. Written by Matt Jones. Directed by James Strong.
         First broadcast December 1, 2006.
      

      
      “Silence in the Library.” Season 4, episode 8. Written by Steven Moffat. Directed
         by Euros Lyn. First broadcast June 20, 2008.
      

      
      “Spearhead from Space.” Four episodes. Written by Robert Holmes. Directed by Derek
         Martinus. First broadcast January 3–24, 1970.
      

      
      “The Vampires of Venice.” Season 5, episode 6. Written by Toby Whithouse. Directed
         by Jonny Campbell. First broadcast May 8, 2010.
      

      
      “Victory of the Daleks.” Season 5, episode 3. Written by Mark Gatiss. Directed by
         Andrew Gunn. First broadcast April 17, 2010.
      

      
      “The War Machines” Four episodes. Written by Ian Stuart Black. Directed by Michael
         Ferguson. First broadcast June 25–July 16, 1966.
      

      
      
         
            1. Reference here is to the once dominant method of literary criticism that focused on
                  the moral qualities of texts, an approach that characterized the academic study of
                  literature well into the 1960s. Equally prominent was the concept of textual isolation
                  as established by an approach to texts known as “New Criticism.” See, for example,
                  F. R. Leavis, The Great Tradition (1948) and The Common Pursuit (1952); and I. A. Richards, Practical Criticism (1929) or John Crowe Ransom, The New Criticism (1941).
               

            

         

         
            2. It is worth briefly defining the “postmodern condition” in slightly more detail here,
                  as the term is imperative to Lyotard’s theory. He states: “Simplifying to the extreme,
                  I define postmodern as incredulity towards metanarratives.” Jean-François Lyotard,
                  The Postmodern Condition: A Report on Knowledge, trans. Geoff Bennington and Brian Massumi (Manchester: Manchester University Press),
                  xxiv. In his book on Lyotard, James Williams identifies “the classic definition of
                  the postmodern condition: a fragmented society with many different and incompatible
                  moral and social codes.” James Williams, Lyotard: Towards a Postmodern Philosophy (Cambridge: Polity, 1998), 34.
               

            

         

         
            3. The term “discourse” holds a significant place in poststructuralist theories of language
                  and culture, and the major figurehead for the concept is Michel Foucault. Tamsin Spargo
                  summarizes that “in Foucault’s terms [discourse] is a historically specific material
                  practice that produces knowledge and establishes particular power relations between
                  different subjects who occupy specific positions. Obvious examples include medicine,
                  the law, and psychoanalysis.” Tamsin Spargo, “Introduction: Past, Present and Future
                  Pasts,” in Reading the Past, ed. Tamsin Spargo (Basingstoke: Palgrave, 2000), 10.
               

            

         

         
            4. Admittedly, Lyotard borrows his concept of the language game from the influential
                  philosophy of Ludwig Wittgenstein. In his posthumously published Philosophical Investigations (1953), Wittgenstein asserts that language categories have rules for description
                  and application comparable to those in the game of chess. Lyotard, The Postmodern Condition, 10.
               

            

         

         
            5. Lyotard, The Postmodern Condition, 10.
               

            

         

         
            6. Ibid., 10.

            

         

         
            7. Simon Malpas, Jean-François Lyotard (London: Routledge, 2003), 23.
               

            

         

         
            8. “Rose” (1.1).

            

         

         
            9. The Nestene Consciousness animates an army of deadly mannequins known as Autons, who
                  first appeared in Jon Pertwee’s screen debut as the Third Doctor in “Spearhead from
                  Space.”
               

            

         

         
            10. Lyotard, The Postmodern Condition, xxv. “Incommensurability” is a word used repeatedly by Lyotard and refers to the
                  inability to measure one factor against another due to lack of common attributes;
                  hence, the impossibility of verifying or establishing objectivity. The term was widely
                  launched first by Paul Feyerabend as a principle vital to the philosophy of science
                  (see Problems of Empiricism: Philosophical Papers, Volume 2, 1981). Feyerabend utilizes incommensurability to discuss a recurrent manifestation
                  in attempts to validate a scientific theory: accuracy and conclusiveness are often
                  unverifiable due to lack of a standard, shared measurement system. Notably, Thomas
                  Kuhn also used the term in the formulation of his independent but not unrelated theory
                  regarding how the existence of paradigm shifts demonstrates a continuously changing
                  landscape for scientific theories and truths, often transpiring in incommensurability
                  among competing theories. See Thomas Kuhn, The Structure of Scientific Revolutions (1962). Lyotard builds his discussion of science and its role in the postmodern condition
                  from the legacy of these thinkers. In Just Gaming, for example, he argues that there is often no “common measure for these different
                  games,” referring here to “scientific denotation” versus a Joycean “artistic” language
                  game. Lyotard, Just Gaming, trans. Wlad Godzich (Paris: Christian Bourgois, 1979; Minneapolis: University of
                  Minnesota Press, 1985), 50–51.
               

            

         

         
            11. Lyotard, Just Gaming, 96.
               

            

         

         
            12. Lyotard, The Postmodern Explained to Children: Correspondence 1982–1985, trans. Julian Pefanis and Morgan Thomas (London: Turnaround, 1992), 25.
               

            

         

         
            13. Malpas, Jean-François Lyotard, 30.
               

            

         

         
            14. Williams, Lyotard, 27.
               

            

         

         
            15. Lyotard, The Postmodern Condition, 37.
               

            

         

         
            16. Gary K. Browning, Lyotard and the End of Grand Narratives (Cardiff: University of Wales Press, 2000), 2.
               

            

         

         
            17. Lyotard, The Postmodern Condition, 38.
               

            

         

         
            18. Malpas, Jean-François Lyotard, 27.
               

            

         

         
            19. “Dalek” (1.2).

            

         

         
            20. Malpas, Jean-François Lyotard, 15.
               

            

         

         
            21. Ibid., 63.

            

         

         
            22. The Dalek is referred to as “it” throughout the episode, hence I will follow suit,
                  despite awareness of the connotations of “otherness” implied by the pronoun.
               

            

         

         
            23. Malpas, Jean-François Lyotard, 68.
               

            

         

         
            24. Another striking example of leveling the ethical playing field between species appears
                  in the sixth episode of season 5, when Signora Rosanna Calvierri, intent on finding
                  a suitable home for her aquatic race of the planet Saturnyne, tries to take over Venice.
                  The Doctor (Matt Smith) intervenes, restoring order by destroying the last remaining
                  members of Rosanna’s race, and the episode concludes with her poignant accusation:
                  “One city to save an entire species. . . . Tell me, Doctor, can your conscience carry
                  the weight of another dead race? What gives you the right to kill other species?”
                  “The Vampires of Venice” (5.6).
               

            

         

         
            25. Lyotard, The Postmodern Condition, 10.
               

            

         

         
            26. See René Descartes, Discourse on Method (1637). It is worth noting that this narrative is not unique to “Dalek.” Additional
                  examples of machinic “others” include Cybermen, Clockwork Droids (“The Girl in the
                  Fireplace” [2.4]), and Handbots (“The Girl Who Waited” [6.10]). A thought-provoking
                  inversion of this equation occurs in the four-part serial that concludes the first
                  season of original Doctor Who. Starring William Hartnell, “The War Machines” depicts the WOTAN (Will Operating
                  Thought Analogue) in their attempt to take over the human species via radio-controlled
                  hypnotism, believing that humans are incapable of further development.
               

            

         

         
            27. Dave Hoskin, “Doctor Who? (TV Eye),” Metro Magazine, Summer 2003, 77.
               

            

         

         
            28. This dynamic is not uncommon in the science fiction genre. In a similar vein, M. Keith
                  Booker notes how “the Borg” of Star Trek: The Next Generation “represent contemporary fears that human beings are gradually becoming slaves to
                  their own technology.” M. Keith Booker, Science Fiction Television (Westport, CT: Praeger, 2004), 101.
               

            

         

         
            29. Lyotard, The Postmodern Condition, 10.
               

            

         

         
            30. Malpas, Jean-François Lyotard, 68.
               

            

         

         
            31. The Ood were initially introduced in the two-part episode from season 2: “The Impossible
                  Planet” (2.8) and “The Satan Pit” (2.9).
               

            

         

         
            32. “Planet of the Ood” (4.3). When Donna cries out, disgusted by the unsightly Ood: “But
                  its face,” the Doctor corrects her, saying, “It’s a ‘he,’ not an ‘it.’” Already Ood
                  status is elevated in comparison to that of the Dalek of season 1, but the playing
                  field between all species is similarly leveled as the episode progresses.
               

            

         

         
            33. A title presumably given to him by Mr. Halpen; in “The Impossible Planet,” the Ood
                  claim: “We have no titles. We are as one.”
               

            

         

         
            34. Lyotard, The Postmodern Condition, 40.
               

            

         

         
            35. Williams, Lyotard, 33.
               

            

         

         
            36. New wave describes an era of science fiction characterized by a marked shift in attitudes
                  toward technology. Contrasting with the celebration of science and technology illustrated
                  by the majority of “golden age” writers (1938–1946, marking John W. Campbell’s influence
                  as editor of Astounding Science Fiction), the new wave (1960s–1970s) inaugurates a more skeptical relationship to technology
                  characterized by negative future projections resulting from an overreliance on, and
                  the increased prevalence of, technological objects and interventions. Experimentation
                  in form and content typifies the new wave, in addition to increased interest in the
                  “soft” sciences of psychology, sociology, and anthropology. This marks a turn away
                  from the privileging of “hard science” that occurred in much golden age writing, with
                  its rigorous scientific explanations via the fields of physics, chemistry, or engineering,
                  for example.
               

            

         

         
            37. Malpas, Jean-François Lyotard, 29. Such an assertion typifies the viewpoints of those who fall under the broad
                  umbrella category of “poststructuralism,” “postmodern theorist,” or “French postmodern
                  theory.” In some cases, the establishment of this perspective is a direct result of
                  atrocities experienced or witnessed during World War II. For Lyotard, certainly, the
                  political becomes the personal: his initial foray into philosophy involved direct
                  interaction with the colonial oppression of workers in Algeria. Eventually, however,
                  his Marxist activism in Algeria was replaced by a rejection of universalizing principles,
                  including Marxism, as he discusses in Libidinal Economy. Jean-François Lyotard, Libidinal Economy, trans. Iain Hamilton Grant (Paris: Éditions de Minuit, 1974; London: Athlone, 1993).
               

            

         

         
            38. Lyotard, The Postmodern Condition, xxiii–iv.
               

            

         

         
            39. Stuart Sim, Jean-François Lyotard (Hemel Hempstead: Prentice Hall, 1996), 50.
               

            

         

         
            40. The Doctor explains that “they are holding a second brain. Like an amygdala in humans,
                  it processes memory and emotions. You get rid of that, you wouldn’t be Donna anymore.
                  . . . You’d be like an Ood, a processed Ood.” The story thus appears to reinforce
                  “human” and “other” distinctions, again reminiscent of the seventeenth-century humanist
                  philosophy of Descartes. Here, however, as is the case in “Dalek,” a more complex
                  dynamic eventually unfolds.
               

            

         

         
            41. Lyotard, The Postmodern Condition, 41.
               

            

         

         
            42. “Silence in the Library”(4.8).

            

         

         
            43. Mr. Lux describes the “Doctor Moon” as “a virus checker. It supports and maintains
                  the main computer at the core of the planet.” In the show, an actual image of what
                  appears to be a moon can be viewed from the glass-paneled ceiling dome of the Library.
               

            

         

         
            44. Further analysis might consider how communication within Donna’s computer matrix reality
                  are similarly stifled. She is constantly forgetting and remembering the Library as
                  the Doctor attempts to communicate with her. It is not until Miss Evangelista’s intervention
                  that Donna is able to verbalize her prior experience. Significantly, Miss Evangelista’s
                  interaction is initiated via a written note, posted through Donna’s mailbox, illustrating
                  another manifestation of a language game and an effective move in the previously impenetrable
                  game. Of added interest is the fact that Donna’s husband in the alternative computer-matrix
                  reality has a stutter and is often incapable of formulating effective speech patterns.
                  When the “saved” Library users are reinstated to their physical forms, it is this
                  hurdle in the language game that prevents his reunion with Donna, and she erroneously
                  assumes he was not real. Legitimation, establishment of game rules, and the quest
                  for social agency thus converge at the episode’s conclusion.
               

            

         

         
            45. “Forest of the Dead” (4.9).

            

         

         
            46. Lyotard, The Postmodern Condition, 4.
               

            

         

         
            47. Ibid., 3.

            

         

         
            48. Sim, Jean-François Lyotard, 33. Emphasis in the original.
               

            

         

         
            49. Fiona Moore and Alan Stevens, “The Human Factor: Daleks, the ‘Evil Human’ and Faustian
                  Legend in Doctor Who,” in Time and Relative Dissertations in Space: Critical Perspectives on Doctor Who, ed. David Butler (Manchester: Manchester University Press, 2007). Here, Moore and
                  Stevens credit this interpretation to Bignell and O’Day (2004); Pixley (2003); and
                  Robins (1989). One might also consider the potential implications of “Victory of the
                  Daleks,” wherein the fictional version of Winston Churchill attempts to use Daleks
                  as a weapon against invading Nazi forces (5.3).
               

            

         

         
            50. John Tulloch and Manuel Alvarado, Doctor Who: The Unfolding Text (Basingstoke: Macmillan, 1985), 47.
               

            

         

         
            51. Lyotard, The Postmodern Condition, 46.
               

            

         

         
            52. David Layton, “Closed Circuits and Monitored Lives: Television as Power in Doctor Who,” Extrapolation 35, no. 3 (1994): 241.
               

            

         

         
            53. David Butler, “Introduction,” in Time and Relative Dissertations in Space: Critical Perspectives on Doctor Who, ed. David Butler (Manchester: Manchester University Press, 2007), 3.
               

            

         

         
            54. Ibid., 8.

            

         

      

      Chapter 18

      The Discourse of Authenticity in the  Doctor Who  Fan Community

      
         
         
         
         Paul Booth and Katie Booth

         
         
      

      
      Fans use language to set themselves apart as a group, to perform their fannish identities,
         and to establish a community—but also to differentiate their fan communities from
         one another and to establish discursive authenticity. Doctor Who fans are no exception: they develop ways of speaking that are unique to their group
         and that communicate much more than what is on the surface. As Pierre Bourdieu states,
         the effectiveness of these types of “specialized discourses” are derived from “hidden
         correspondence between the structure of the social space within which they are produced
         . . . and the structure of the field of social classes within which the recipients
         are situated and in relation to which they interpret the message.”[1]    Through language, we can see the relationship between the individual and the group
         and the way that different groups actualize their own identities.
      

      
      This chapter is a discourse analysis of the language of Doctor Who fans as they reflect on their own identities and on their fan activities. Data was
         collected through interviews conducted at the 2011 meeting of the Chicago TARDIS fan
         convention.[2]  By analyzing the language used by fans to describe themselves and their practices,
         we show that there is a linguistic division between fans of the classic series, which
         aired from the 1960s to the 1980s, and fans of the rebooted show, which has been airing
         since 2005. Fans of the classic series tend to see Doctor Who as generative of communities. This can be observed both in the language they use
         to describe their fan practices as well as in the topics they choose to discuss when
         asked about their identities as fans. In contrast, fans of the new series tend to
         see their fandom as existent before Doctor Who, with the show entering an already-present individualistic fannish identity. At the
         same time, we identified elements of hesitancy and shame in both groups’ language
         usage. We argue that to combat this shame, both groups use a discourse of authenticity
         to appeal to the larger Doctor Who fan community.
      

      
      Fandom and Fan Studies

      
      According to Kristina Busse, the term “fan” “implies some or all the following: a
         fascination, interest, and emotional investment in a particular subject; (often communal)
         engagement with a particular leisure activity; and an emphasis on amateur endeavors.”[3]  For some, being a fan of a television show means simply enjoying it, regularly watching
         it, and perhaps discussing it with friends. For others, it means a sense of community
         with like-minded individuals or involvement in clubs or online groups centered on
         a shared interest. Some fans invest time and money in purchasing and collecting objects,
         clothing, and decorations related to the show. Others create or consume fan-made art,
         fiction, videos, costumes, and crafts that reflect their passion. Some fans express
         their fandom by attending conventions or cosplaying (dressing in costumes of characters).
         As Matt Hills has described, fans engage in many forms of “affective play” with media
         texts, creating their “own set of boundaries” as they create their own emotional enjoyment
         out of the media.[4] 
      

      
      Media fandom has arguably been around as long as there have been media. Some trace
         fan activities back to ancient retellings of tales, and many cite readers of Arthur
         Conan Doyle’s Sherlock Holmes stories as being among the first active fan communities.[5]    As Francesca Coppa points out, the phenomenon of fan communities and fan activities
         started in the 1920s with science fiction magazines such as Hugo Gernsback’s Amazing Stories and blossomed with the emergence of Star Trek fans in the 1960s and 1970s.[6]    The academic study of fandom started in earnest in the 1980s and 1990s with the
         publication of Henry Jenkins’s Textual Poachers and Camille Bacon-Smith’s Enterprising Women.[7]    Fans offer academics a view of audience activity through their production of unique
         creative materials. At the same time, fan studies provide a window into the emotional
         connection between viewers and texts and illustrate ways of harnessing the creative
         energy of fans in other realms of social life, including education, social justice,
         and technology.[8]   
      

      
      One fan community that has caught the attention of fan scholars is that of the BBC
         science fiction series Doctor Who. As readers of this volume will know, Doctor Who ran from 1963–1989, at which point the BBC halted production. With the exception
         of a TV movie in 1996, the show was not produced from 1989 to 2005, a period fans
         commonly call “the wilderness years” or “the hiatus.”[9]    In 2005, the series came back, to great acclaim.[10]    During the show’s sixteen years of absence from the airwaves, the fan base of
         Doctor Who continued to thrive. Fans shared tapes of the show, wrote fan fiction, spread newsletters,
         met in fan clubs, and organized convention meetings, many of which continue today.[11]    One such convention is Chicago TARDIS, which has met every November since 2000,
         bringing together over one thousand fans for a three-day celebration. The convention
         provides an opportunity for fans to socialize with others who share their passion,
         to learn new things about the fandom, to show off costumes, to meet and collect signatures
         of actors and writers, and to interact with friends they may see only once a year
         at this event.
      

      
      In this chapter, we use fan studies and discourse analysis to analyze how fans are talking to and about each other. Barbara Johnstone defines discourse analysis
         as an examination of “the aspects of the form and function of real samples of language
         use.”[12]  Previous ethnographic work on fandom has tended to gather data about what practices fans engaged in.[13]  Ultimately, such ethnographic methods are themselves inherently flawed, as Matt
         Hills points out: it is “potentially reductive” to ask fans about fandom and produces
         a “discursive justification” in the minds of fans.[14]  To combat this reductionism, Hills asserts that fan ethnographers must engage with
         “fan-talk . . . in order to focus upon its gaps and dislocations . . . and its repetitions
         or privileged narrative construction.”[15]  Thus, by analyzing the discursive language used by fans, this chapter describes how fans talk about themselves, their fan practices, and their fan communities. The participants
         were a self-selected group of individuals who signed up to participate in the study,
         which had been advertised through the event program, flyers, and at a table in the
         dealer’s room. The participants were asked ten open-ended questions, and the interviewers
         were encouraged to engage in dialogue and to ask follow-up questions. In total, 115
         interviews were conducted, representing just over 10 percent of the total attendance
         of the convention.
      

      
      Community, Individuality, and Family

      
      Our analysis shows that the way fans describe the presence of fandom in their own
         lives differs depending on whether they self-identify as classic fans or new Who fans. Classic fans tend to see the community aspect of being a Doctor Who fan as the defining feature of the fandom and are more likely to view Doctor Who as their entry point into fandom. In contrast, new Who fans tend to use more individualistic expressions to identity their fandom and are
         more inclined to see themselves as fans first, with Doctor Who as one particular expression of that fandom. While both groups recognize the importance
         of community, they view the relationship between the text and the community differently.
         However, even in this dichotomy, points of similarity emerged in the language fans
         used to talk about their fandom. Specifically, members of both groups reference family as key to their fan identity and place importance on the concept of authenticity within the larger Doctor Who fan community.
      

      
      Although fan research often views fans as homogenous groups,[16]  many fans self-divide.[17]  As Thomas Lindolf, Kelly Coyle, and Debra Grodin demonstrate, “a typical media audience
         is not a cohesive membership that behaves according to a shared code”; instead, members
         “use and interpret the ‘same’ text in divergent ways and decide when, where, and how
         they will engage a medium, subject to the demands and constraints of their social
         order.”[18]  In terms of Doctor Who, fan hierarchy often emerges through the ascription of value to particular eras,[19]  and Alan McKee shows that such “consensus is continually reworked. It is never rendered
         static.”[20]  Factions within the Doctor Who fan community are not unknown, as researchers Leora Hadas and Limor Shifman illustrate.[21]  New Who fans “do not necessarily share the same virtual community” as classic fans, as classic
         Who fandom is “constructed by practices and norms that have sometimes been in place well
         before said community came online.”[22] 
      

      
      Almost all the respondents of our study at some point in the interview self-identified
         as being either a fan of the classic series or a fan of the reboot. Sometimes this was revealed by simply stating how long they
         had been watching and when they started:
      

      
      
         	
            
            “I started watching it on WTTW back in the eighties.”

         

         
         	
            “I first started watching Doctor Who in the seventies. I was a junior in high school.”
            

         

         
         	
            “You know, I wasn’t a fan of Doctor Who at all before 2005.”
            

         

         
         	
            “I’ve just started becoming a fan of Doctor Who in the past year and a half.”
            

         

      

      
      In other cases, fans remarked directly on the division:

      
      
         	
            
            “Some people, we call them new Whos, but classic Whovians are people who just watch old Who. I label them classic Whovians because we got new Whos, we got classic Whos and the whole Whovian community, and there’s people who watch both.”
            

         

         
         	
            “There’s new Who, and then there’s classic Who, and then there’s Whovians who know everything.”
            

         

         
         	
            “So you got that camp, and then you got . . . connoisseurs of the crappy 1996 movie,
               and you’ve got people who are just reboot, and then you got completionists. It’s really
               amazing however a niche group splinters, the bigger it gets.”
            

         

      

      
      Many respondents revealed a sense of pride when relaying that they are fans of the
         classic series, such as the fan who said, “I was there, I’ve been watching Doctor Who since the early eighties.” Conversely, there could be a feeling of hesitation or
         shame when revealing that a fan is “new Who.” The concern seems to be one of legitimacy, as though not knowing everything about
         the classic series makes someone a less authentic fan:
      

      
      
         	
            
            “Unfortunately, I’m new Who.”
            

         

         
         	
            “The celery thing was lost to me until someone explained it to me. I felt like such
               a bad fan.”
            

         

         
         	
            “I’m relatively new to Doctor Who fandom. I’m new Who. I’ve watched some of the old stuff. I have respect for it. But I was terrified that
               I was going to be found out to be a fraud when I came here or something.”
            

         

      

      
      This shame is not unusual for fans. As Lynn Zubernis and Katherine Larson state, “A
         pervasive sense of shame permeates . . . fan spaces . . . there is shame about being
         a fan at all, shame over the extremity of ‘some’ fans, shame over ‘certain’ fan practices,
         over having those practices revealed to the rest of the world, or to the fannish objects
         themselves.”[23]  In order to combat this shame, both classic and new Who fans describe their fandom as authentic in different ways.
      

      
      For example, new Who fans expressed a feeling of loss at having missed out on the opportunity to watch
         the classic series and showed a reverence for the classic fans. This language of authenticity
         demonstrates their awareness and embrace of the classic series:
      

      
      
         	
            
            “My mom is older Who so she started with Tom Baker. I just started getting into it when David Tennant
               came around. But I watched Eccleston to Tennant and then, of course, to Smith.”
            

         

         
         	
            “I think people learn to appreciate the older generation because they got started
               before the new series, before we even knew Doctor Who existed. We were like, you are amazing. I wish I could have been there for all of
               that. It’s good to learn from their experiences and grow from there.”
            

         

      

      
      Most classic Who fans seem excited, if a bit perplexed, by the influx of new fans. One classic fan
         remarked, “There’s fans that don’t know classic Who, which is very strange.” Many older fans expressed only happiness at having newer
         fans around, glad for the new life they have breathed into the community. Classic
         fans show their authenticity to the larger fan community by expressing a desire to
         guide new fans and introduce them to the classic series:
      

      
      
         	
            
            “We welcome all new people. All the new people are the ones who are going to be the
               ones carrying it into the future. If it was just us year after year, our population
               would start dwindling.”
            

         

         
         	
            “I found out there’s some other Doctor Who fans that are in high school now. It’s nice that it’s been recreated, you know, and
               continued on and getting newer members, newer people who like Doctor Who.”
            

         

         
         	
            “With the death of the series for sixteen years and its absences, everything waned,
               you know. . . . With the reboot, it changed again, and it’s really cool to see the
               kids, even younger than most of us were. . . . It’s almost disappeared to some extent
               for all of us. Except for the truly dedicated. And now it’s back, and it’s wonderful.”
            

         

         
         	
            “I don’t think the younger kids are necessarily only fans of the reboot and not interested
               in the older things. I think they are—they just need a little guidance from older
               fans.”
            

         

      

      
      In short, both classic and new Who fans engage in an implicit debate about the authenticity of their fandom. Classic
         fans want to appear generous and accepting of new fans, while new fans want to appear
         reverent to classic fans. Both groups perceive a split between the two eras of fandom
         and engage in discursive measures to bridge that divide.
      

      
      One discourse both groups of fans use is that of family. In fact, the word “family”
         came up ninety-one times in the interviews. Sometimes it was fans talking about watching
         the show with their own families and sharing it with younger generations:
      

      
      
         	
            “This show has a multigenerational influence that will continue as long as the show
               is in production, generating new viewers, generating new fans who are coming in at
               different points. . . . I thoroughly enjoy going back and watching the old episodes.
               My daughter has eaten up the entire set of new episodes, you know, from Chris Eccleston
               on, so she’s, I think, watched every single one of them a number of times. It’s interesting,
               the multigenerational impact of a show like this. Seeing it from inside the family.”
            

         

      

      
      But more often, the word “family” was used to refer to other fans, and many fans described
         conventions as a “family reunion”:
      

      
      
         	
            
            “I’d say in the last five, ten years . . . I’ve made enough friends coming here that
               this is our family reunion . . . I can see the friends that I made that are kind of
               like my extended family. . . . These are people, you know, that get me. We get each
               other’s quirks and fannish qualities. It’s nice that two or three times a year we
               can all kind of congregate and catch up with each other and have a reunion.”
            

         

         
         	
            “A lot of the actors and a lot of the production people and a lot of the fans become
               a second family to you. That’s where I am, I think. I’m in fan nirvana, if you will.
               Where I come to these conventions as much to see other people that are just around
               as I do for any of the actors because most of them I’ve already met and like very
               much, but really it’s become a family reunion with people you actually like.”
            

         

         
         	
            “I love coming to these conventions . . . seeing the old fans that I’ve known for
               decades and the new fans who are very often their children, and like I said, it gives
               me a real family reunion.”
            

         

         
         	
            “It’s wonderful, and we all have something in common. We all like the same thing and
               it’s kind of like having a family reunion, but it’s—in that way, it’s a lot of fun.”
            

         

         
         	
            “I love seeing these people every year. It’s like a family reunion, and I’ll just
               keep coming back and be a die-hard nerdy fan and enjoy every minute of it.”
            

         

         
         	
            “And I feel like I have fan friends all over the world and haven’t even met them.
               Even here, I don’t know their name, but I know by their face. Oh yeah, we’ve seen
               each other. Kind of an extended family.”
            

         

      

      
      The concept of family is a useful discursive tool. It is specific enough to be understandable
         between groups (we all have families) but vague enough to apply to everyone (no one’s
         family is the same as anyone else’s). The idea of family invokes the multigenerational
         aspect of a long-running fandom and emphasizes the importance of established community
         members sharing knowledge with a new generation of fans. Perhaps this is why the discourse
         of family helps to bridge any potential divides between classic and new fans.
      

      
      At the same time, while classic fans usually focus on community building, new Who fans often focus on their own private relationship to the text. While respondents
         from each of the groups mention both their own emotional responses to the show and
         their sense of community in fandom, the initial reactions to questions such as “What does it mean to be a fan?” differ greatly. New Who fans tend to respond initially with descriptions of their personal feelings about
         the show. In the responses recorded, the words love, enjoy, and appreciate were commonly included in the initial reactions, often with the modifier just:
      

      
      
         	
            
            “I just love the new Doctor Who.”
            

         

         
         	
            “I would say just having an appreciation of the show and being supportive and just
               enjoying it.”
            

         

         
         	
            “It’s a source of enjoyment for me.”

         

      

      
      Classic fans, on the other hand, more commonly had initial responses that focused
         on the social aspect of fandom. Words like community, communicate, friends, and family were common in the initial responses:
      

      
      
         	
            
            “It’s the community which I think is really important. Meeting new fans, other fans
               that are interested in the same things you are.”
            

         

         
         	
            “Having something to talk about with other people.”

         

         
         	
            “Being a fan for me is just finding a way to communicate with other people who have
               the same interest I do and then sharing that love.”
            

         

         
         	
            “Sharing a common like. . . getting to share those odd ideas with somebody and getting
               excited when you find that person.”
            

         

         
         	
            “It’s meeting friends and, you know, meeting people that have the same interest as
               you do.”
            

         

      

      
      This dichotomy illustrates the scholarly debate on how fans should be identified.
         Busse reports that some scholars view fandom as “primarily constituted by the individual’s
         emotional relationship to a particular text.” Other scholars see fans as “more invested
         in one another and the friendships and things they have created” than in the media
         text itself.[24]    There is evidence of both views in the data collected at Chicago TARDIS, and the
         responses seem to fall along classic Who/new Who lines. While both groups see “family” as important to “authentic” fandom, the expression
         of that familial feeling can be distinct in and of itself. Expressing that authenticity
         can take multiple forms.
      

      
      Purchasing and Creating

      
      One method fans use to show authenticity within fandom is to distinguish their fan
         practices from those of others. Classic fans place importance on products they consume, while new Who fans emphasize the works they create. When asked how they would distinguish themselves as a “fan” rather than a casual
         viewer, many classic Who fans cited the money they spent or the things they purchase as important elements
         in expressing their fandom, while many new Who fans noted the creative works they produced.
      

      
      Some classic fans referred to the purchasing of more expensive priority seating at
         convention events as a marker for how committed a fan was. Other classic fans remarked
         that they realized their enthusiasm for the show when they started to buy merchandise:
      

      
      
         	
            
            “When I was a teenager . . . I started out watching the show, and then I realized
               there were comic books, role-playing games, you know, novelizations and everything.
               And as soon as I found those and started buying those. All right, that means I’m a
               fan.”
            

         

         
         	
            “I buy all the new Doctor Who books.”
            

         

         
         	
            “You have to buy absolutely everything. You must have every book, you must have every
               lithograph. You must have every poster.”
            

         

         
         	
            “My level of fandom is at the point where I’ll buy merchandise for it. I’ll buy the
               extra stories such as books and audios. I just paid to get my picture taken with Peter
               Davison. My level of fandom is, on a scale of one to ten. I’d say I’m at an eight.”
            

         

      

      
      When asked how they distinguish themselves as fans, new Who fans were more likely to respond by discussing the things they create, such as fan
         fiction or costumes. They discussed being a part of podcasts and running websites
         devoted to the show or spending hours sewing costumes. In some cases, they reported
         generating income by selling the crafts and clothes they created. They write fan fiction
         and fan art and create videos and music. Many fans reported that they create materials
         that they do not even share with anyone or only share with a small audience. For them,
         the creation of the material itself is more authentic to the fan experience than sharing
         it. For others, sharing their work is important, especially for those who create costumes:
      

      
      
         	
            
            “I really enjoy dressing up and going out and doing different things.”

         

         
         	
            “I do fan art, haven’t really shown most of my fan art to anybody, and I create my
               own stories.”
            

         

         
         	
            “It’s being able to take something that you like and create your own universe with
               it.”
            

         

      

      
      For some fans, costuming shows a higher level of fandom, prioritized over simply knowing
         a lot about the show or writing about the show. Costuming is prioritized by both fans
         who participate in cosplay and those who do not:
      

      
      
         	
            
            “You have people that don’t really know. I call them the casual ones. They know of
               certain things, but then you have the die-hard ones, the ones that wear scarves symbolizing
               what their favorite Doctor is, or they dress up as their favorite companion or Doctor
               or someone from the series or Cyberman.”
            

         

         
         	
            “I’ll admit I am not the really die-hard Who fan, the Whovian. I’ve yet to make myself a Doctor Who costume or the like of. Although I wore a bow tie today just to make the occasion.
               But I write about it. I’ve blogged about it.”
            

         

      

      
      Both classic and new Who fans ascribe meaning to their fandom through the deliberate articulations of authenticity
         revealed through their respective discourse. Although both groups articulate their
         fandom differently, the expression of fandom always revolves around the implicit desire
         for a genuine fan experience.
      

      
      Authenticity and Hierarchy

      
      The discourse of authenticity can also reflect the attitudes of more hierarchically
         minded fans. As discussed earlier, most classic Who fans expressed an enthusiastic and welcoming attitude toward the new Who fans who have been joining their ranks since the 2005 reboot. However, there were
         some exceptions to this open-mindedness. Fan cultures are not just spaces of open
         community, as Matt Hills notes, but also include social hierarchies, where “fans share
         a common interest while also competing over fan knowledge, access to the object of
         fandom, and status.”[25]    Hills’s analysis represents common fan hierarchies in terms of social and cultural
         capital, and we augment his analysis by bringing in a hierarchy of authenticity as well. Some respondents articulated resentment toward fans who express their fandom
         differently; the phrase commonly used in these discussions was “real fan.” The fear
         was not that people were masquerading as “real fans” while actually disliking or being
         ambivalent toward the show, but rather a fear of an individual or group of people
         who think that they are “real fans” but are not actually so by the standards of the specific
         fan community. For example, one classic Who fan described a test to see whether someone could really be considered an authentic
         fan:
      

      
         That’s changed a lot with the new series. Because you have people [say,] “I’m a Doctor Who fan.” You have to be like, “Who’s your favorite Doctor?” and you kind of assess.
            Because there are David Tennant fans who think they’re Doctor Who fans, and then there are the real Doctor Who fans.
         

      

      It’s not just classic Who fans denigrating new Who fans—the opposite also occurred when new Who fans became more vocal. This discourse is noted in fan writer Deborah Stanish’s essay
         “My Fandom Regenerates”: “There were debates on what classified as a ‘real fan’ as
         opposed to a poseur opportunist. Hierarchies were summarily judged and found lacking.
         Established fans found themselves in the position of being casually dismissed by the
         new order. . . . They [new fans] ignored the cries that they were ‘doing it wrong’
         and embraced the new sensibility.”[26]   
      

      
      Similarly, some fans seemed to harbor resentment toward fans who tie their fandom
         too closely to one actor rather than to the show itself, even to the point of creating
         derogatory labels:
      

      
      
         	
            
            “We call them the Tennant Nazis . . . there are the people who did not want to let
               him go . . . and it kind of took off for some people. . . . They really need to stop.
               ’Cause they’re ruining it for the rest of us.”
            

         

         
         	
            “You can see like the separation within the fandom just because it’s so big. You can
               find Torchwood only people, David Tennant has fangirls like, people who hate any Doctor who’s not
               the Tenth, which is really just silly. People who, it’s really sad, people kind of
               get a real hate on for Matt Smith just because he’s the guy to come after Tennant,
               which is really unfortunate.”
            

         

      

      
      It is acceptable to be a fan of an actor, but to be a “real fan,” one must prioritize
         fandom of the show over fandom of the actor. Which fandom occurred first chronologically
         matters a great deal, as one fan described:
      

      
         So it’s like, what did you start first? Were you a fan of the show first and then
            became a fan of the actor, or were you a fan of the actor, and then because they were
            in the show, did you watch the show and then stop watching once they were off?
         

      

      Bourdieu argues that all linguistic interactions are exchanges of “symbolic power
         in which the power relations between speakers or their respective groups are actualized.”[27]    One of the most marked ways that fans identify each other and perform their fan
         identities is through the use of language that exerts power, such as using labels.
         Some classic Who fans have reclaimed the term “Whovian” as applying only to fans of the classic show and exclude new fans from using the term. Another example
         of the power of language in the Doctor Who community is in the language used to refer to the individual doctors. One classic
         Who fan complained about the way that many new Who fans refer to the Doctors simply by numbers, as in “My favorite doctor is Ten,” or
         “I was inconsolable when Nine regenerated.” Classic Whovians argue that the proper
         terminology is “the Ninth Doctor” or “the Tenth Doctor.” They say that they can tell
         a new fan by the way they refer to the Doctor and are wary of new terminology. Such
         divisions within fandom can become intense, as one fan recounts:
      

      
         I have watched flame wars and just stuff that is completely gone off the wall, and
            at one point in time, which is why I had to step back, is that I was the target of
            something. People are just getting too intense about this.
         

      

      In sum, the differentiation of fans into two groups, the classic and the new, seems
         to be a self-perpetuating paradigm. Both groups use language to underscore their authenticity
         as fans. While contention among groups occurs, more often than not such dialogue revolves
         around different interpretations of the same concepts—family, identity, community,
         and authentic fandom.
      

      
      Being an Authentic Fan

      
      All fans want to be authentic—they want their fandom to seem meaningful to other fans.
         Alastair Pennycook argues that the idea of authenticity “can be understood not so
         much as an individualist obsession with the self but rather as a dialogical engagement
         with community” and “demands an account of matters beyond the self.”[28]    This “dialogical engagement with community” is evident in the attitudes expressed
         when fans reflect on their own activities and identities. It is not enough to believe
         that you are a real fan. For some, to be authentic, your fan practices must be accepted
         by the fan community.
      

      
      But fans are also necessarily different from one another. Fandom is a personal experience—we
         may watch Doctor Who with others, but we are always embracing it in our own ways. What is “authentic”
         to some may appear false to others. These styles may stem from generational differences—although
         we did not collect demographic data, the new Who fans generally seemed younger than classic fans. Regardless of the content, the fans
         we interviewed all used particular discursive styles to develop a language of authenticity.
         A discursive emphasis on authenticity may be partly in response to a sense of shame
         that some fans may feel regarding their fandom.[29]    More often than not, this shame revolves around key issues of fandom—what it means
         to embrace a show, how this affect is expressed, and why some fans or fandom practices
         are more authentic than others.
      

      
      However, some fans may reject the idea that identity and authenticity are established
         in relation to the group. One fan expressed that fandom is personal:
      

      
         I really think that . . . it’s very hard for someone to take their own fandom and
            put it up against someone else’s and say, well, I’m a better Doctor Who fan than you are. I might feel very strongly about the show. But I might not necessarily
            express it the same way as other fans might.
         

      

      The way that language is used to express the nature of authenticity and identity within
         the Doctor Who fan community needs further research. Discourse analysis allows us to make use of
         language as a key element in analyzing fan expression. Often, fan scholars focus their
         studies on the artifacts produced by fan communities and the discussions that fans
         have about their media text, but fan scholars could learn much by analyzing the language
         used by fans to talk about their own identities and practices. Likewise, the language
         used in fan communities is ripe for analysis by those in the field of sociolinguistics.
         The divisions between classic and new Who suggested by this data may be an indication of old ways of expression that are being
         replaced by new fan practices and fan language. These differences, however, may simply
         be an admirable example of groups with different language practices coexisting and
         enjoying a shared love.
      

      
      Notes
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