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IN addition to the usual pairing of chapters and page numbers, the
table of contents of Bram Stoker’s Dracula (1897) indicates a material

source for each chapter (Figure 1).

Figure 1. The first page of the table of contents of Bram Stoker’s Dracula, in the 1897 first edition.1
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Those sources include, for example, “Jonathan Harker’s Journal,”
“Cutting from ‘The Dailygraph,’ 8 August,” and—on the following
page—“Dr. Seward’s Diary.” In the fictional world of the story, those
three sources were created using different media. They come from a
document handwritten in shorthand, a section of a printed newspaper,
and a diary kept on a wax cylinder, respectively—each requiring its
own knowledge and technology to be read. (Moreover, the table of con-
tents understates the variety, since some chapters themselves purport to
draw on documents of many kinds.)2 The source documents conjure a
menagerie of Victorian media forms.

The bulk of the source materials listed in the table of contents would
not contain conventionally spelled written English. On the pages of
Dracula, however, they appear more or less the same. To bridge that
gap, the novel creates a quotidian drama of textual labor, in which
Mina Murray (later Harker) types the source documents into a single
text. That text, ostensibly the basis of the printed book, consists mainly
of standard English spelling, occasionally deviating into dialect respell-
ings to indicate regional speech patterns. Such a combination was
entirely conventional in Victorian novels, including Stoker’s own earlier
works. What purpose does it serve, then, to use such a conventional kind
of textuality to create an elaborate metafiction of textual transformation?

One answer involves the representation of Victorian work, especially
women’s work. The novel’s representation of Mina’s writing and editing
implies that she has devoted a large amount of labor to the text, skillfully
navigating many kinds of old and new media.3 Along those lines, ground-
breaking articles by Jennifer Wicke and Jennifer L. Fleissner help us
understand the novel’s multimedia world in its Victorian context, espe-
cially in terms of office technologies and women’s labor. The contrast
between everyday life and gothic fantasy seems to place Dracula in a famil-
iar tradition, reaching back to Horace Walpole’s formulation that The
Castle of Otranto (1764) would combine ancient romance’s “imagination
and improbability” with the modern romance’s adherence to
“Nature.”4 In Stoker’s updated version of the tradition, Dracula presents
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itself as combining the realism of office technologies with “so wild a
story” as a vampire invasion (327).

In other ways, however, Dracula breaks away from that tradition. The
seemingly realistic office technologies take on their own versions of
“imagination and improbability.” Particularly, Stoker’s presentations
of shorthand writing and polyglot dictionaries amount to fantasies of
those tools. The novel presents Mina and Jonathan using shorthand writ-
ing to capture the sounds of dialect speech, for instance, in spite of short-
hand intentionally and pointedly lacking that capability. Furthermore,
when Jonathan uses a polyglot dictionary to translate the multilingual
speech around him as he travels through Europe, he reaches far beyond
the capacities of such books in his time.

Strikingly, both of these unrealistic representations call the reader’s
attention to language variety: the heteroglossia of regional speech in
England, in the case of shorthand, and for the dictionary, the polyglossia
of non-English languages. By investigating the historical capabilities of
these technologies as well as their appearances in Dracula, we will illumi-
nate the ways in which Stoker brings language variety into the novel and,
finally, diminishes that variety. The prominence and then disappearance
of shorthand writing and the polyglot dictionary allow the novel to stage
the vampire-hunters’ bonding and exclusivity around the standardization
of written English. Finally, we turn to a long-standing argument about
language difference in Dracula—namely, whether the text ultimately
embraces linguistic diversity or pushes toward standardization. Our inves-
tigation demonstrates that Dracula does both, that Stoker’s deployment of
these technologies works in opposing directions and thus explains the
debate’s fundamental irresolution.

UNIVERSAL WRITING BEGETS UNIVERSAL SPEECH: THE FANTASY OF

PITMANITE PHONOGRAPHY

Dracula embeds an irony about linguistic diversity that goes unremarked
by its narrators. Count Dracula worries that his book-derived English has
not given him the common touch he seeks in London conversation: “I
know the grammar and the words, but yet I know not how to speak
them” (26). To remedy this deficiency, he looks to Jonathan Harker as
an example and corrective for his speech. However, Dracula comes
ashore not in London but in Whitby, and Whitby’s speech is embodied
by the old sailor Mr. Swales, whose first words Mina represents as “I
wouldn’t fash masel’ about them, miss. Them things be all wore out”
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(64). At the moment of Dracula’s arrival in England, the conversations
between Mina and Mr. Swales illustrate the impossibility of achieving a
single manner of speech that characterizes the English.

Dracula thinks of himself as seeking out authentic orality to aug-
ment his book-learning. In engaging Jonathan as a model, however,
Dracula has avoided modeling his own speech on a British vernacular—
what Janet Sorensen calls “the language one possessed by dint of living
in a particular place, even if it was at times low.”5 Dracula has sought
out a man who speaks like a book, in the sense that Harker’s speech
would carry the cultural capital necessary to be represented as standard
in written English.6 As Mina hears and interprets Swales’s speech, on
the other hand, it requires substantial respelling into nonstandard forms
to express its anchoring in the “particular place” of Whitby. In other
words, the novel participates in what Sorensen identifies as the “invocation
of Britishness via eccentric speech,” whereas Count Dracula has instead
prioritized the elimination of eccentricity.7

The mode of Mina’s writing adds an additional complication to the
scene, in that Mina ostensibly captures Swales’s “eccentric speech” in her
shorthand diary.8 Any reader can understand that Mina’s transcription is
wildly implausible, even for gothic fiction: she claims to be remembering
and transcribing long speeches, verbatim, in a dialect that she struggles
to understand. However, readers who knew about shorthand—and
there would have been many such readers in the 1890s—would have
understood a deeper problem. Shorthand in general, and particularly
the Pitman shorthand that predominated at the time, was incapable of
capturing the kind of dialect speech that Mina presents in Swales’s
voice. (We will discuss that problem in detail.)

Dracula also depicts a technology better suited to record an individ-
ual’s voice, in the form of an Edisonian phonograph machine. Stoker’s
characters rely on both technologies and contemplate their relative mer-
its. Because shorthand writing was also called “phonography,” the coex-
istence of the two technologies produced an oddity of phrasing. Both
shorthand and the phonograph represented means of inscribing speech
without relying on conventional English spelling. The word “phono-
graph” captures that sense of sound inscription, as do the terms Isaac
Pitman used for his shorthand system: first “sound-hand” and then “pho-
nography.”9 Jill Galvan notes the connection between stenographic “pho-
nography” and Edison’s “phonograph,” emphasizing that comparison of
the technologies depends on the early Edison machines’ ability to record
as well as play sounds.10 That is, like shorthand, but unlike the later
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gramophones, Edison’s early phonographs were mainly understood as
technologies of sound capture. Therefore, as Lisa Gitelman argues,
“Edison’s primary model was shorthand,” which helped create “the cul-
tural preconditions” for Edisonian sound recording.11 As the phono-
graph transformed into the twentieth-century record player (used
mainly for music and never for recording), this connection became dif-
ficult to perceive, but in the 1890s, the tie between the phonograph and
phonography was readily apparent.

Dracula draws our attention to the capabilities and limitations of
shorthand by staging the moment when Mina encounters her first
phonograph:

Mina Harker’s Journal.
29 September.—After I had tidied myself, I went down to Dr Seward’s

study. At the door I paused a moment, for I thought I heard him talking
with someone. As, however, he had pressed me to be quick, I knocked at
the door, and on his calling out, “Come in,” I entered.

To my intense surprise, there was no one with him. He was quite alone,
and on the table opposite him was what I knew at once from the description
to be a phonograph. I had never seen one, and was much interested.

“I hope I did not keep you waiting,” I said; “but I stayed at the door as I
heard you talking, and thought there was some one with you.”

“Oh,” he replied, with a smile, “I was only entering my diary.”
“Your diary?” I asked him in surprise.
“Yes,” he answered. “I keep it in this.” As he spoke he laid his hand on

the phonograph. I felt quite excited over it, and blurted out:—
“Why, this beats even shorthand! May I hear it say something?” (195)

Mina’s reaction—“this beats even shorthand!”—involves her perception
of the commonalities between her shorthand writing and Seward’s pho-
nograph recording. We can see Pitman’s shorthand as having done, as
Ivan Kreilkamp puts it, “the cultural work necessary for the later inven-
tion and reception of the phonograph.”12 Indeed, Mina perceives
them as competing technologies of speech recording: she apprehends
the phonograph as hypermodern, with capabilities amounting to a
kind of dream shorthand, copying and reproducing speech without an
intermediating alphabet.13 Pitman’s system claimed to “relieve the pen-
man from the drudgery inseparable from the use of the present system,
by making writing as easy and as rapid as speech”; Edison’s machine
promised to eliminate the “penman” altogether.14 From this point of
view, Pitman’s phonography and Edison’s phonograph are different
technologies attempting to do fundamentally the same thing: to record
speech accurately and efficiently.
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The two technologies differed radically, however, in their approach
to varieties of speech. If Swales had spoken in the presence of Seward’s
phonograph, the machine would have captured his speech with the
same (limited) fidelity as it would have captured Seward’s.
Phonographic shorthand, however, could not have recorded Swales’s
Whitby speech with any indication of its regional inflections.
Furthermore, the inability of shorthand to capture dialect speech was
not incidental and not a flaw: that inability was technically, ideologically,
and centrally related to the goals of Pitman’s system. Pitman shorthand
sought to eradicate differences of speech, not to capture them.

Pitman’s opposition to capturing English dialects seems at odds with
his claim that in his system, “the words are written exactly as they are pro-
nounced.”15 In modern sound recording, capturing words “exactly as they
are pronounced” involves a fundamental diversity of speech, both at the
level of dialect—differences among speakers of English from, say,
Belfast, Delhi, and Atlanta—and the level of idiolect, the variations
among individual speakers within the context of their dialects. For
twenty-first-century readers, capturing such variations among individuals
and groups is the obvious, indeed the only, plausible meaning of record-
ing words “exactly as they are pronounced.” Edison himself recognized
the value of his phonograph as an instrument of preservation in this
modern sense. In “The Phonograph and Its Future,” Edison states that
his machine will “correctly represent the peculiar property of each and
all the multifarious vocal and other sound-waves.”16 His examples of
applications include “preserving the sayings, the voices, and the last
words of the dying member of the family,” and he notes that “[f]or the
preservation of languages [phonographic books] would be invaluable.”17

Edison’s language—“peculiar property,” “each and all,” “multifarious”—
consistently emphasizes the diversity of articulation that his machine will
capture. We in the twenty-first century share Edison’s sense of phono-
graphic fidelity.

Pitman, however, did not. When Pitman aspired to record words
“exactly as they are pronounced,” he did not mean to reproduce the ways
that individual people say them. He meant, rather, to depict words as
they are properly pronounced—that his phonography would foster and
transmit a standardized, purified spoken English. As counterintuitive as
it may seem that a system of writing would be a means of standardizing
speech, Pitman and his followers consistently articulated this logic and
its benefits for the practitioners of shorthand. For the Pitmanites, the
fundamental problem of English orthography lay in its multiplicity—
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the ability of a given character to represent many different sounds, and
contrarily, the ability of a given sound to be represented by many differ-
ent characters.

By eliminating that multiplicity, phonography sought not only to
produce efficient writing but also to foster uniform speech. As
Gitelman explains, the Pitmanite reform of spelling involves a
“one-to-one mapping” of written characters to phonemes, a mapping
that removes the multiplicity in both directions.18 With rationalized spell-
ing, every character represents one and only one sound, and every sound
is represented by one and only one character. As Pitman puts it in his
1837 pamphlet, “By SOUND HAND, then, we mean where every vocal utterance
in the language has its mark, which mark is never used to express any other sound.
It is hoped that now the reader will understand our meaning in saying,
that in this Stenographic card the English language is WRITTEN AS

SPOKEN.”19 From the collapse of the written and spoken emerges correc-
tion: stenographers capture “a correct pronunciation of the language,
indicated by simple and infallible marks.”20 Pitmanites claimed that
their phonemes captured the full range of English sounds; what they
meant was that they wanted everyone to speak the sounds represented
by their phonemes.

For Pitmanites, therefore, correct pronunciation was not only an
abstract ideal from which individual speakers depart. It was also a stan-
dard that phonography would push all speakers of English to reach.
Pitman indicates the import of that standardization in the title of the
main essay in his 1837 pamphlet: “Short-Hand, Founded on ‘Walker’s
Principles of English Pronunciation.’”21 The “Walker” of that title is
John Walker, author of A Critical Pronouncing Dictionary and Expositor of
the English Language (1794). For Pitman, Walker describes the true pro-
nunciation on which Pitmanian phonography is based. As Pitman puts
it, “Write every word according to its true pronunciation, and follow
‘Walker’ till you have a better guide.”22 The mention of a better guide
anticipates the later publication of Pitman’s own phonographic dictio-
naries, but until then, Walker would do.

To follow Walker is to standardize. The title page of his Pronouncing
Dictionary defines its audience, advertising “RULES to be observed by the
NATIVES of SCOTLAND, IRELAND, and LONDON, for avoiding their respective
Peculiarities.”23 Like Pitman after him, Walker sought to bring spoken
and written English together, quoting Samuel Johnson’s advice “to con-
sider those as the most elegant speakers who deviate least from the writ-
ten words,” although Walker acknowledges the limits of the principle in
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cases such as “finite” and “infinite,” words whose spelling does not fully
indicate differences in pronunciation (v).

Walker’s was one of many books of linguistic standardization and
correction in the eighteenth century. Some of these works focused on
pronunciation and some on idiom; the latter category included collec-
tions of Scotticisms by David Hume, the philosopher, and James
Beattie, the influential pre-Romantic poet.24 But their ambitions were
generally more modest than Walker’s. As much as Beattie (a Scot) viewed
the introduction of Scotticisms as a cause of English “degenerating,” for
instance, he separated idiom from accent: “To speak with the English, or
with the Scotch, accent, is no more praiseworthy, or blameable, than to
be born in England, or Scotland.”25 Walker, however, sought to standard-
ize accent as well as idiom. His book sets out to help all speakers of
English sound the same.

Walker’s Dictionary expresses his skepticism that rationalizing spell-
ing can achieve that goal. He criticizes one of Pitman’s predecessors
for “absurdly endeavouring to alter the whole orthography of the
language” (3).26 Instead, Walker proposes practical exercises for vocal
self-improvement. For example, he describes Irish speakers of English
pronouncing their words with a falling inflection and Scottish speakers
of English with a rising one. Walker regards both tendencies as undesir-
able extremes, preferring the “nearly equal measure of both slides which
distinguishes the English speaker” (xiv). He therefore recommends that
Irish and Scottish speakers begin the reformation of their respective flaws
by practicing the contrary pattern: he writes that he “would advise a
native of Ireland, who has much of the accent, to pronounce almost all
his words, and end all his sentences with the rising slide; and a
Scotchman in the same manner, to use the falling inflexion” (xiv). By
speaking every sentence against their respective inclinations, Walker
hopes, Irish and Scottish people can come to sound English.27

But that’s not all: according to Walker, the speech of England’s
peripheries would need reform as well. Walker thus turns his attention
to the dialects “peculiar to Cornwall, Lancashire, Yorkshire, and every dis-
tant county in England” (xv). His solution to all of these problems is to
reform and propagate London speech. Walker sees the speech of
Londoners as the least flawed version of English; they are “upon the
whole the best pronouncers of the English language” (xvi), and they
will model pronunciation for the people of outlying provinces.
Walker’s vision, therefore, involves a corrected version of London
English radiating outward in a wave of further correction and
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standardization, its progress enabled by the efforts of English speakers
everywhere to unlearn the speech patterns of their communities.

What now seems absurd about Walker’s self-correction exercises
stems in large part from a simple technological problem: Walker could
not advise people simply to listen to the pronunciations he wanted
them to imitate. In a pre-Edisonian time when media did not enable
the transmission of sound or video, people who wanted to try their for-
tunes in London-based enterprises could not experience the speech of
educated Londoners by, say, turning on the BBC. Stoker stages the prob-
lem explicitly in Count Dracula’s awareness that he needs more than
books to learn the spoken English of London. Wicke elegantly captures
his difficulty: “Dracula experiences some of the poignant sense of
estrangement of the colonial intellectual, who has utterly mastered the
print language, is an adept in all things English, including the ascot,
and yet who lacks that touch of spoken familiarity.”28 In the visions of
Pitman and his Victorian followers, phonography could build on
Walker’s standardizing of pronunciation to solve Dracula’s problem.
Dracula has hired Jonathan Harker, in essence, to become his embodied
pronouncing dictionary.

In pursuing a global linguistic monoculture, the Pitmanite
Victorians fostered ambitions even grander than Walker’s, as we can
see in works such as Pitman’s Manual of Phonography. That
much-reprinted volume illustrates the global ambitions of phonography,
in part as phonography has become attached to other schemes of
Enlightenment rationalization. From 1845 onward, the Manual’s intro-
duction carries an epigraph from Sir John Herschel (misspelled
“Herschell,” in a presumably unwitting tribute to the difficulties of con-
ventional English orthography).29 Son and nephew, respectively, of the
astronomers William and Caroline Herschel, friend of Charles
Babbage, himself the polymathic inventor of the blueprint, Herschel
lived near the center of early Victorian science and thus became an
apt contributor to the 1845 Encyclopædia Metropolitana; or, Universal
Dictionary of Knowledge. The epigraph to Pitman’s Manual comes from
Herschel’s Encyclopædia essay on “Sound.” There, Herschel writes that a
phonetic reform of writing will improve mankind by “facilitating the
intercourse between nations, and laying the foundation of the first step
towards a universal language, one of the great desiderata at which man-
kind ought to aim by common consent.”30

In the 1845 version of theManual, Herschel’s call for a universal lan-
guage stands in tension with the rest of the volume, which offers
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shorthand as a universal writing system to capture the sounds of all lan-
guages. (The manual carries appendices on shorthand’s use for many of
them.) However, later versions of the introduction—a piece written as a
collaboration between Pitman and Alexander John Ellis—put imperial
meat on the abstract bones of Herschel’s vision.31 By 1865, the introduc-
tion states that “[f]acilitation of intercourse diminishes the number of
dialects,” so in an age of increased travel, one can hope that “‘the
whole earth’ shall again be ‘of one language and one speech.’”32

The “one language” was to be English. That 1865 introduction
quotes Jakob Grimm declaring that “truly, the English language may,
with good reason, call itself a universal language, and seems chosen to
rule in future times, in a still greater degree, in all the corners of the
earth.”33 By 1894, the sentence included an addition extending the des-
tined rule of the language to that of the people who speak it, saying that
the English language “seems chosen, like the English people, to rule in
future times, in a still greater degree, in all the corners of the earth.”34

Through these steps, the Pitman method comes to proclaim itself not
just the reformed spelling system of English but, in the phrasing of the
Pitmanites, “The Alphabet of Nature,” which manifests itself as a
Pitmanized method of writing English.35

This Pitmanite vision of language reform obviously carries the bag-
gage of imperial standardization. However rationalist and democratizing
its initial impulses, the imagined triumph of phonography would replace
local and national speech communities with the language spoken at the
center of global economic and military power. At their most radical, the
Pitmanites imagine a world of frictionless communication through stan-
dardized speech and writing. That uniformity would allow Count Dracula
to head to London without linguistic qualms and enable Jonathan
Harker to travel to Transylvania with no worries about the region’s
polyglossia.

SHORTHAND AND THE ENGLISHES OF DRACULA

Dracula’s fictional rendition of shorthand-mediated speech and writing
departs drastically from those Pitmanite ambitions. We can see that
departure by returning to Mr. Swales, the sailor whom Mina meets in
Whitby. Taking a word from Swales’s speech will illustrate the method
a Pitmanite phonographer would use to transcribe it, and thus how dif-
ferent the result would be from the typewritten version rendered in
Dracula. Swales describes the empty graves of Whitby in these terms:
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“Why, there be scores of these lay-beds that be toom as old Dun’s ’bacca-
box on Friday night” (66).36 Though Mina acknowledges her difficulties
understanding Swales, the novel requires us to believe that she hears the
sentence and transcribes it in shorthand, including the rendering of
“tobacco” as “’bacca.”

Let’s say we are shorthand writers, imagining ourselves in Mina’s
position with Swales, then following Pitman’s instructions. We would
hear Swales say the word and recognize it as his version of “tobacco.”
We could either write “tobacco” in shorthand right away or, to be espe-
cially careful, we could turn to Walker’s pronouncing dictionary to ascer-
tain the authoritative pronunciation. Either way, this standardizing step is
crucial. Even if Swales verbally dropped the first syllable and transformed
the last vowel from “o” to “a,” Pitman’s phonography does not aspire to
capture that information. Indeed, the system intentionally excludes such
evidence of linguistic variation: “The pupil must observe what is the pro-
nunciation of well educated persons, and for any given word write the
phonographs which represent the particular sounds of which it is com-
posed.”37 Therefore, we would turn to the “T” section of Walker, not
the “B,” to look up “tobacco” rather than “’bacca.” In Walker, we
would find the entry shown in Figure 2.

Walker indicates the segmentation of syllables, the shape of each vowel,
the stress on the second syllable, and the phonetic transformation of
the double “c” into “k” sounds.38 Now—having standardized the word
to remove the alterations imposed by Swales’s speech—we have enough
information to render the word in shorthand marks.

We would then write the phonemes of “tobacco” in shorthand, and
the result would appear as shown in Figure 3, which is taken from an
1890 edition of Pitman's Phonographic and Pronouncing Dictionary:39

Figure 2. Detail from page 537 of Walker’s Critical Pronouncing Dictionary (London: Cadell, 1822).
Photographed by the authors from a volume in their collection.
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And this is the key point: by design, this shorthand rendering captures
only the standard form of “tobacco,” not anything resembling Swales’s
spoken version. Anyone seeking to re-create the spoken
word underlying the shorthand transcription would have no way to do
so. In other words, the Pitman system achieves its efficiency of recording
by removing the ability to encode variations of pronunciations, which
cannot subsequently be recovered. (That is, the system functions like
today’s lossy compression of media files, which similarly create effi-
ciency—of storage—by sacrificing the ability to re-create the higher-
fidelity original.)

Could a Victorian phonographer have captured dialect speech by
breaking the rules of phonography? In theory, one could record the
sounds of “’bacca” by using Pitman’s shorthand symbols and refusing
to follow Pitman’s instructions—simply making the shorthand marks
for a hypothetical two-syllable word sounding like “back-uh.” However,
such an approach would not only create an idiosyncratic word that
would confuse other shorthand writers, but it would also undermine
the essence of the Pitman system’s fundamental one-to-one correspon-
dence between words and their reformed spellings. Such an approach
would not only lie outside of the phonographic system; it would erode
the system’s foundations.

Figure 3. Detail from page 246 of Isaac Pitman’s Phonographic and Pronouncing Dictionary (London:
Pitman, 1890). Photographed by the authors from a volume in their collection.

692 VLC • VOL. 52, NO. 4

https://doi.org/10.1017/S106015032300102X Published online by Cambridge University Press

https://doi.org/10.1017/S106015032300102X


From the Pitmanite perspective, some of Mina’s other dialect
respellings would be even worse. For instance, take her rendition of
“tombstones”—perhaps the most important word in Swales’s speech—
as “tombsteans” (66). The “ea” of “tombsteans” has all the ambiguity
and quirkiness of conventional English spelling without even the ballast
of conventionality. It could indicate a long “a” sound, as in the widely
used Scots spelling of “stane” for “stone” (but then why not use that spell-
ing?), or it could signify either of the vowel sounds used in the present
and past tenses of the verb “read.”40 That is, “tombsteans” is an ortho-
graphic ghoul from a spelling reformer’s nightmare: it makes the pro-
nunciation of the word opaque even for expert readers, and it would
be an even greater absurdity in shorthand. To create “tombsteans” in
shorthand and then on her typewriter, Mina would have needed a
kind of magical heteroglot shorthand with little resemblance to the
one used in Victorian office work.

We could suppose that Stoker invites us to imagine Mina has cre-
ated her shorthand version of the text, then drawn on her memory of
the conversation to create a more phonetically diverse representation
of speech in her typing. Perhaps so, but this method, too, would fly
in the face of shorthand’s goals and methods. As Pitman explained in
his 1842 manual, “In Phonography, it may almost be said, that the very
sound of every word is made VISIBLE; whereas, in decyphering any former
system of short hand, the context, the memory, the judgment, all
must be called in to assist the eye.”41 For Pitman, the power of standard-
izing both speech and writing lies in the ideal of sidestepping individual
memory and having standard English arise, undead, from the unambig-
uous marks on the page.42

In other words, the novel presents two ways of deviating from stan-
dard English spelling. The first way, shorthand writing, involves stan-
dardizing beyond standard, in an effort to produce a universal
English. The second way, typewritten dialect spellings, alters standard
forms to represent the multiplicity of spoken English. The novel
shows Mina, especially, using the two methods in sequence but buries
the fundamental conflict between them. Shorthand not only did not
capture speech variation but also sought to eliminate it; dialect respell-
ings, on the contrary, sought to stretch the affordances of English spell-
ing to make spoken variation visible on the page. The conflict between
those approaches to English heteroglossia takes on an additional
dimension in Jonathan’s encounter with Count Dracula’s polyglot
environment.
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BEYOND ENGLISH: THE PROBLEM OF THE POLYGLOT DICTIONARY

Jonathan’s encounters with languages other than English create still more
problems for shorthand technique. The treatment of non-English lan-
guages was not uniform in shorthand systems or even within Pitmanite
phonography. We have described the Anglocentric strand of Pitmanism
that imagined phonography as a means by which a corrected English
could become a universal language. Other Pitmanites worked on ways to
demonstrate that, with some alterations to account for variances of pho-
nemes, the Pitman system could capture the sounds of other languages.
For example, even Alexander John Ellis himself, the aforementioned advo-
cate for a Pitmanite universal English, authored an 1845 Plea for Phonotypy
and Phonography that includes an appendix with a “Complete Phonotypic
Alphabet” of eighty-two elements that aspires to capture the sounds of
any language, “except perhaps Chinese.”43

Nonetheless, the way in which Jonathan Harker captures speech in
other languages in his shorthand diary strains credibility. The limitations
of phonography cause part of the problem, and we will return to that
issue. More centrally, however, Jonathan seems to possess a magical ver-
sion of another linguistic resource, one even more implausible than
Mina’s dialect-sensitive shorthand: his polyglot dictionary. As he makes
his way east to Dracula’s castle, Jonathan gathers hints of danger from
the language he picks up from the people nearby. He records the expe-
rience in his shorthand journal. The novel presents what happened (pre-
sumably via Mina’s later retyping) in this passage:

I could hear a lot of words often repeated, queer words, for there were many
nationalities in the crowd; so I quietly got my polyglot dictionary from my
bag and looked them out. I must say they were not cheering to me, for
amongst them were “Ordog”—Satan, “pokol”—hell, “stregoica”—witch, “vro-
lok” and “vlkoslak”—both of which mean the same thing, one being Slovak
and the other Servian for something that is either werewolf or vampire.
(Mem., I must ask the Count about these superstitions.) (13–14)

Jonathan’s surreptitious use of his dictionary to give him instant transla-
tions in multiple languages would have been impossible for a number of
reasons, as becomes clear when we look at the polyglot dictionaries that a
Victorian traveler could have consulted.

Jonathan describes himself as hearing words in both Slovak and
Servian. The British Library’s earliest Slovak dictionary—of any kind,
not just polyglot—is Philip Anthony Hrobak’s of 1944, nearly half a cen-
tury after Dracula’s publication. Jonathan could have had slightly better
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luck looking for help with the Servian language. “Servian” was a common
spelling of Serbian in Stoker’s time, and Jonathan could have found
some songs or historical works about Servia. The British Library holds
no Servian or Serbian dictionaries for English speakers published before
Dracula, however. (Jonathan researches Transylvania in the British
Museum [9], whose library holdings mainly moved to the British
Library in 1997.) A Victorian traveler likely would not have been able
to look up either Slovak or Servian words in a travel dictionary, not to
mention both in the same book.

Indeed, scholars tracing the lore underlying Dracula have found
Stoker’s source for the words that Jonathan calls Slovak and Servian,
and it is not a polyglot dictionary at all, but rather the descriptive
prose of Sabine Baring-Gould’s The Book of Were-Wolves from 1865. That
fact is among many compiled by Cristina Artenie and Dragos Moraru
in their richly informative footnotes to this passage, which point to the
numerous and varied sources Stoker needed to construct it (as well as
the errors of spelling and interpretation in the details of Jonathan’s
account).44 Some of those sources do have elements of polyglot lexicog-
raphy, such as William Wilkinson’s brief, three-column list of about
ninety-three Wallachian, Italian, and English words; or Lexiconul de la
Buda, a genuine polyglot dictionary of 1825 that collates terms from
Romanian, Hungarian, German, and Latin (but notably not English).45

Scholars have long known, in other words, that Stoker did not draw on
a single volume the way Jonathan claims to.

The limitations of real Victorian polyglot dictionaries illuminate the
curious powers of Jonathan’s. The real books often focus on specialized
vocabularies, as in Tolhausen’s Technological Dictionary (1885) in English,
German, and French—which lists words only alphabetically in English,
not allowing the user to look up the German or French versions—and
similar works of commercial, maritime, medical, and military terminol-
ogy. The focus of these works illustrates how daunting the construction
of a true, general polyglot dictionary would be. To allow a reader to
look up words in any of its languages, such a dictionary requires entries
amounting to the number of words times the number of languages. A
general polyglot dictionary would become an enormous book very
quickly. Therefore, anything approaching the ambition of polylingual-
ism, such as Philip John von Strahlenberg’s table of “the Dialects of
32 Tartarian Nations,” must limit the scope of its vocabulary accord-
ingly; von Strahlenberg’s table lists only a few dozen common English
words.
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The more comprehensive Mariner’s Friend and Nautical Dictionary of
over 4,500 words, written by K. P. Ter Reehorst and published in 1851,
achieves an impressive feat of polyglot reference (with each term running
across ten columns on two wide pages), but even that requires the user to
look up each term in English alphabetical order. The ability to look up
the term in any of the ten languages, as Jonathan’s method requires,
would require a volume ten times as large as Ter Reehorst’s already-large
book. That is, the polyglossia of Dracula’s environment creates a problem
of textual form analogous to Benedict Anderson’s insight that what “lim-
its one’s access to other languages is not their imperviousness, but one’s
own mortality.”46 Katy Brundan astutely observes that Dracula himself sol-
ves that problem by not dying, but there was no solution to the material
limitation of reference sources: that a dictionary could contain many
terms or many languages, but not both.47 Practically considered,
Jonathan’s access to other languages would be limited by human con-
straints. He cannot live infinite years or carry unlimited pages.

As Brundan notes, polyglot travel dictionaries did exist—Jonathan
could have purchased Baedeker’s Conversation Dictionary in Four Languages:
English, French, German, Italian (1889), for example—but they did not
come in the necessary languages. Just as importantly, they (like Ter
Reehorst’s The Mariner’s Friend) anchored their polyglot translations by list-
ing words alphabetically in English, so Jonathan’s method of hearing a for-
eign word and looking up the English translation would not work at all.
(Tellingly, the real dictionaries help the anglophone traveler to speak,
not to listen.) Moreover, the words Jonathan wants to translate are hardly
the common terms that a general-purpose dictionary would include. For
example, even Louis Cahen’s 1916 Serbian-English and English-Serbian
Pocket Dictionary—published well after Dracula and addressing only one
non-English language—lists none of the occult words Jonathan notices
in its Serbian section, and its English section has only “vampire,” for
which it gives “vampir” as a translation rather than the novel’s “vlkoslak.”48

In sum, it seems implausible, though remotely possible, that
Jonathan could have found a dictionary of Servian or Slovak to use on
his journey, but not both, and certainly not one with Hungarian,
Romanian, and other languages to boot. Even if such a thing had existed,
finding an unknown word in an unfamiliar language would have been, if
not impossible, extremely difficult and painstaking work, certainly not
something a linguistic novice such as Jonathan Harker could have accom-
plished on the fly in a social situation. Jonathan would need exceptional
powers of linguistic discrimination to detect the source language and
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associated spelling conventions of multiple unfamiliar languages in the
same chaotic scene. (In the most extreme case, he would need to
catch “vlkoslak” from the air and spell it correctly, resisting the tempta-
tion to add a vowel after the initial “v” that would push him to the
wrong section of his dictionary.) Therefore, to a Victorian reader with
any sense of the travel books then available, Jonathan’s polyglot diction-
ary would have been a fantasy as wild as that of the vampire itself.

The final step in Jonathan’s process involves writing what he has
heard in his shorthand diary, which presents yet another problem. To
capture “vlkoslak” in shorthand, Jonathan would have two options.
First, assuming he could hear the word accurately, he could improvise
a representation of its sounds using a phonetic alphabet. The difficulty
with this approach, however, lies in its audience: Mina would be unable
to reconstruct the spelling of the word from the phonemes. The more
conventional stenographic solution, therefore, would be for Jonathan
to break out of shorthand and resort to longhand spelling for the diffi-
cult foreign words. This approach, however, would create a more serious
problem: the ominous language of vampires and werewolves would
become legible to Dracula when he insists on inspecting Jonathan’s jour-
nal. Like the polyglot dictionaries available at the time, phonographic
shorthand would not be up to the task to which Jonathan applies it.

In Dracula, therefore, the peculiar magic of the shorthand journals
and the polyglot dictionary lies in their unrealistic capacity to bring het-
eroglossia (in shorthand) and polyglossia (through the dictionary) onto
the page. Even in the face of the standardizing ideology of phonography,
the novel allows Jonathan and especially Mina to pay close attention
to the language around them, recording and presenting what they
hear. Their unrealistic deployment of the technologies invites the reader
into a greater diversity of British and global speech than those technolo-
gies would realistically have allowed.

CONCLUSION: DOES DRACULA HAVE AN ACCENT?

To this point, our analysis has led us to examine closely the speech of
minor characters: Mr. Swales, the multinational crowd around
Jonathan Harker in Bistritz, and so forth. In closing, we turn back to
the central characters whose writing and speech constitute the bulk of
the novel’s dialogue: Dracula and the vampire-hunting Crew of Light.49

The novel describes these characters as speaking differently from one
another, mainly because they come from different countries. Some of
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that variety appears in the printed representation of their voices, but in
many ways, these characters’ voices are remarkably and increasingly sim-
ilar on the page. That similarity raises a question: after giving himself
nearly magical powers to represent heteroglossia and polyglossia, why
does Stoker use those powers so sparingly in representing these
characters?

Consider, for example, the absence of the simple phrase “I vant,”
which has become the instant signifier of Dracula’s speech in popular
culture, as in “I vant to suck your blood.” Readers today may suppose
that “I vant” is a retrospective imposition of twentieth-century popular
culture, but the phrase was well established as marking national accents
for readers of the 1890s. Looking only at books published between 1890
and 1897 in London, readers could have found “I vant” in the speech of a
French captain (“You stay here on ze deck and vait till I vant you”); “a
dark pathetic and thieving Italian” named Allessandro (“I vant ze
zings”); or “Solomon Poheim, a well-known mining speculator of obvious
[i.e., Jewish] extraction” (“Say, poys! I vant to tell you a goot ting vat hap-
pent here—”).50 The continuing popularity of Charles Dickens’s works
also kept The Pickwick Papers (1837) in print, with its presentation of
Sam Weller’s Cockney speech as substituting v- for w-sounds and vice
versa: “I vant to have a little bit o’ talk with you, Job.”51

Most consistently, however, “I vant” occurs in the speech of Dutch
and German characters. In Joseph Conrad’s first novel, Almayer’s Folly
(1895), set in Indonesia, the wealthy Dutch character Hudig says, “I
vant bonies.”52 Mr. Punch’s Young Reciter (n.d.) offers a comic piece spo-
ken by a character from Hamburg who declares, “I vant to dell you how
mein vriend behafe himzelf sooblime.”53 Other examples come even
closer to Dracula, featuring Van Helsing-like savants who contribute spe-
cialist knowledge to multinational teams of men adventuring around
the world. The Orchid Seekers: A Story of Adventure in Borneo (1893) pre-
sents Ludwig Hertz, a German orchid collector who is “well read, a
thorough botanist, acquainted with every tree and herb in the universe,
or nearly so”; he says, “If I vant a place to grow Aneoctochili, dis de
fery spot.”54 Similarly, in Louis Becke’s “Ludwig Schwalbe, South
Sea Savant”—published in Pacific Tales (1896) and republished the
next year in the Jerome K. Jerome-edited Idler—the eponymous
Schwalbe displays his medical and scientific expertise: “I vas vonce
a dogtor; but I haf nod bractised vor a long dimes now. I vas ein
naduraliz now.” Schwalbe says, “I vant to prove dot dot man is ein
dam fool.”55
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In Dracula, by contrast, Van Helsing and Count Dracula use initial
w-sounds routinely, and Stoker’s narrators never mark them as spoken
like v-sounds. As it happens, Van Helsing frequently speaks about his
wants, using “I want” formulations at least fifteen times, as in “There
are books and things there which I want” (116), “I want light!” (145),
“I want all help and courage that may be!” (150), and the more pedes-
trian “I want to tell you something” (294). Likewise, Count Dracula
uses “I want” late in the novel, with no unusual spelling to describe his
manner of speaking: “Your girls that you all love are mine already; and
through them you and others shall yet be mine—my creatures, to do
my bidding and to be my jackals when I want to feed” (267). Van
Helsing and Dracula do exhibit eccentricities of usage and syntax;
Franco Moretti speaks of Van Helsing’s English as “approximate and
mangled.”56 However, compared to the spelling of similar characters’
speech in other books of the 1890s, Van Helsing’s, like Dracula’s, is nota-
bly unmangled.

The novel’s deployment of dialect respelling becomes especially
clear when Jonathan represents Van Helsing talking to the Scottish
Captain Donelson. Donelson’s speech is packed with dialect respelling,
as in “the Deil himself were blawin’ on yer sail,” but Van Helsing’s
responses are not (301). He even repeats Donelson’s “Deil” as “Devil”
(301). Indeed, Van Helsing writes as he speaks, demonstrating that the
novel’s representations of his linguistic tendencies are not specific to
speech. The letter in which he introduces himself to Mina displays
those tendencies, such as nonstandard verb forms and unconventional
word ordering, as in “I should come to Exeter to see you at once if
you tell me I am privilege to come, and where and when” (161).
Nothing in Van Helsing’s speech or writing participates in the “I vant”
(or “tombsteans”) mode of indicating peculiarities of speaking individual
words.

Count Dracula’s speech also retains conventional spelling on the
page, as do his occasional forays into writing. The novel’s main character-
ization of Dracula’s speech difference—Jonathan says he speaks “excel-
lent English, but with a strange intonation” (22)—does not necessarily
concern accent. On the contrary, “strange intonation” was a stock phrase
of nineteenth-century fiction that implied a speaker’s emotional distance
from the listener. We have found many instances of “strange intonation”
in nineteenth-century fiction, and none of them involves an individual’s
accent or habitual way of speaking based on regional or national culture.
Instead, the typical usage involves ordinary words spoken with
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uncommon import, as in this passage from W. Bert Foster, published just
after Dracula: “‘Jonah Hess!’ repeated the other, with a strange intonation
of voice, and with his face turned from Kennard.”57 Alexandre Dumas
gives a similarly ominous quality to the phrase: “There was in these
three words, I hope so, such a strange intonation that every one shuddered
except the king.”58 The idea of “strange intonation” implies the speaker’s
eerie consciousness based on a private subtext that the listeners can
notice but not fully understand. Novels generally portray that private sub-
text as reflecting a fleeting state, a moment of unsettling realization. As a
vampire, however, Dracula has that kind of eerie consciousness as a per-
manent state of being. In the presence of nonvampiric humans such as
the naïve Jonathan who meets Dracula at the novel’s beginning,
Dracula’s inhuman state and secret plans give him a constant strange
intonation but—consistent with these other representations of “strange
intonation”—not a dialect represented in nonstandard spelling.

The Crew of Light, too, have their speech conventionally spelled on
the page, in spite of the pains that Dracula takes to help the reader imag-
ine how different they would sound from one another, by means of syn-
tax, diction, and inferences about national accents. If we imagine them as
people in the 1890s speaking to one another, wemust suppose, for example,
that the accents of Van Helsing, Morris, and Jonathan Harker would be
instantly distinguishable. That variety contributes to what Christine
Ferguson, referring specifically to Van Helsing’s language, persuasively
describes as “the creative andunregulated useof language that is fundamen-
tal to antivampiric identity.”59 This approach sets orthography aside, accept-
ing the novel’s prompts to imagine the characters’ differences of speech.

However, the orthographical similarity of the Crew’s voices on the
page reinforces a sense of their shared language. Even Quincey Morris,
whose characterization seems to beg for markers of American dialect,
has his speech standardized on the page after his initial use of Texan
slang to flirt with Lucy. Lucy represents Morris as using slang selectively
and humorously, not habitually: “Mr Morris doesn’t always speak slang—
that is to say, he never does so to strangers or before them, for he is really
well educated and has exquisite manners—but he found out that it
amused me to hear him talk American slang, and whenever I was pre-
sent, and there was no one to be shocked, he said such funny things”
(59). As the work of the Crew becomes serious, Morris’s speech settles
firmly into standard spelling on the page.

In that way, Morris operates as a synecdoche for Dracula as a whole:
in the latter part of the novel, its earlier polyglossia and heteroglossia
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fade away. For the most part, the Crew does not encounter marked
speech variation in people outside of their circle. This fading produces
a linguistic version of the “winnowing directive” Priyanka Anne Jacob
identifies in Victorian detection plots, in which “bits of information . . .
remain untapped or unprocessed.”60 The Crew’s trip to Transylvania
lacks the linguistic encounters of Jonathan’s first visit. No Eastern
European speech disrupts the conclusion’s monoglossia, and
Donelson’s Scottish voice is the last to feature dialect respelling.

As a result, the novel relies on two contrary tendencies in its por-
trayal of speech. On one hand, it stretches to include the heteroglossia
of British accents and the polyglossia of European languages, even to
the point of defying the realistic capabilities of the characters’ linguistic
tools. On the other hand, it minimizes the distinctiveness of characters
such as Dracula, Van Helsing, and Morris, all of whom represent national
types that were routinely marked by dialect respelling in other fictions of
Stoker’s time. The first pattern connects to Stoker’s persistent use of dia-
lect writing, in this and his earlier novels, which feature heavy doses of
Irish, Scottish, and American dialect respellings. The second pattern,
seen on its own, shows Stoker resisting the tendency of late Victorian nov-
els to employ dialect respelling, even for characters and plots very similar
to Dracula’s.

The tension between these tendencies eases if we see spelling as
constructing the characters’ social relations as well as their differences
of regional and national speech. The wealthier and well-connected
characters—the Crew of Light and Dracula—have their speech rendered
in standard novelistic spelling, whereas many of the working-class charac-
ters do not. Spelling purports to be a mechanism for recording sound,
especially in the cases of dialect respelling, but in Dracula, it more reliably
indicates varying levels of access to social and financial capital. That is,
the imagined reality of the elite characters’ speech reinforces their diver-
sity, whereas the appearance of their words on the page points to their
shared status, perhaps implying a spelling-based version of the “elite pur-
ism” Jonathan Roper identifies in Victorian language debates.61 Standard
spelling indicates status rather than sound and, in doing so, supports
Moretti’s reading that the plot of Dracula represents a triumph of the
standardizing forces of “literary English.”62

Those standardizing forces can lead us further into a reading of the
novel’s imperial and racial politics. Standard spelling is itself a technol-
ogy, one that Stoker uses to create an elite cross-national community
that we could read as supporting the Victorian idea, in Linda
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C. Dowling’s words, of “English as a convergence of the Teutonic and
Romance linguistic lines [that] seemed uniquely suited to its imperial
destiny.”63 As Chris Jones observes, some manifestations of that logic
extend linguistic theory to racial theory, in “the view that ‘true’
English, British, or even Anglo-American people are of Teutonic
stock.”64 In this view, even the varieties of national origin among the
Crew of Light seem calculated to consolidate Anglo-Teutonic identity.
We could read Dracula as enacting something like the view Barbara
Barrow finds in Thomas Carlyle, where the linguistic energies of “the
underclass” are necessary as “temporary renovators of the social and
political order” but do not make the speakers “the lasting agents of
their own hardly won sovereignty.”65 The characters in Dracula with
speech marked by difference do not join the final alliance, the Crew of
Standard Spelling.

In the end, however, we agree with Ferguson that such a reading
understates the novel’s interest in linguistic variety. The way Dracula
stretches its representations of Victorian linguistic technologies to cap-
ture particularities of local and global speech reinforces Ferguson’s argu-
ment for “the novel’s logic of linguistic and subjective vitality.”66 Our
examination of shorthand writing and polyglot dictionaries demonstrates
the extraordinary effort Dracula makes to represent a range of spoken
language, in spite of the realistic limitations of the novel’s technologies.
As Joseph Valente points out, the novel allows us to resist “taking the nov-
el’s point of view as substantially identified with or sympathetic to its
vampire-busting protagonists.”67 We can therefore consider, among
other things, the potentially destabilizing absence of Ireland and Irish
voices in the novel’s vision of Anglo-Teutonic triumphalism. Even if the
Anglo-Teutonic Crew of Light triumphs, the novel gestures obliquely to
the exclusions and resentments that allow for the many readings that
have undermined the sense of the completeness or rightness of the
Crew’s victory.

Such reasoning underlies Valente’s persuasive and influential argu-
ment that Stoker is “a highly improbable conduit for the cultural fanta-
sies of the ruling groups.”68 Outside of those ruling groups lie the
characters whom Dracula represents as having speech represented by
departures from standard English spelling. Those characters, from an
English sailor to the villagers of Transylvania, display a consistently reli-
able awareness of the dangers of their vampire-infested universe—unlike,
say, the vampiric women of Dracula’s household, who inexplicably seem
to speak an effortless English rendered in standard spelling. In the long-
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running debate about the novel’s posture toward linguistic standardiza-
tion, therefore, we incline to Ferguson’s side, seeing the novel as ulti-
mately undermining the standardizing impulses it figures. More
fundamentally, however, our investigation of these technologies leads
us to see the debate itself as intractable, with Stoker mobilizing tropes
and tendencies that signal his attachment to standardizing and antistan-
dardizing impulses by turns.

We cannot resolve the interpretive conflict because it arises from
genuinely contradictory tendencies in the text. We do hope, however,
to move the conversation closer to the roots of that conflict’s irresolution.
It stems in part from the tension we have identified between Stoker’s
choice to use nonstandard spelling when he could easily have avoided
it, and to avoid it when he could easily have used it. Like Pitman’s system
of shorthand itself, the meaning-making of this novel of textual frag-
ments relies on a logic of lossy compression: once consolidated into a col-
lection of documents, the imagined world of spoken interactions cannot
be re-created. This logic applies to any printed novel, of course. Literary
characters have no originating orality to re-create, and even if they did,
paper could not re-create it. Dracula, however, goes further: from the
table of contents onward, Dracula attends to the problem of lossy com-
pression with unusual intensity, offering a printed textuality that reminds
the reader of the technological barriers between the voice and the page.

NOTES

1. This image comes from Grinnell College’s copy of the first edition of
Dracula (London: Constable, 1897). We thank Christopher R. Jones,
Special Collections Librarian and Archivist of the College, for taking
and sharing the photograph.

2. Chapters 7 and 8 exemplify this range of ostensible source materials
especially well. Chapter 7, identified in the table of contents as a cut-
ting from the Dailygraph, opens with that cutting, though it is
“(PASTED IN MINA MURRAY’S JOURNAL)” (75). That cutting,
in turn, includes a long passage (presented as edited and translated)
from the “Log of the Demeter” (81), and the chapter finally returns
from the cutting to the main text of Mina’s journal. Chapter 8, attrib-
uted in the contents to “Mina Murray’s Journal,” includes two letters
to different addressees, more of Mina’s journal narration, another
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letter, and a section of Seward’s audio diary. This essay uses page
numbers from Auerbach and Skal’s edition of Dracula unless other-
wise noted. All subsequent references to that edition are cited paren-
thetically in the text.

3. For disambiguation of characters who share a surname (by the end
of the novel, at least), we will use first names rather than “Harker”
to refer to Mina and Jonathan Harker.

4. Walpole, Castle (preface to the second edition), 9.
5. Sorensen, Strange Vernaculars, 11.
6. For more on Dracula’s language-learning aspirations, see Ferguson,

“Nonstandard Language”; and Parrino, “His Master’s Voice.”
Ferguson stresses Dracula’s frustrated efforts (and misguided desire)
to speak standard English: “Dracula never learns to speak English
like a native because of his unwillingness or inability to bastardize
the language in the same manner as its domestic speakers. His
deadly speech is limited by the same compulsive orthodoxy and
adherence to rules that hinder his movements” (243). Parrino fol-
lows Ferguson, while pointing to moments when Dracula’s nonstan-
dard English is sufficient to allow him to control English speakers
(paragraphs 7–10).

7. Sorensen, Strange Vernaculars, 16.
8. The novel shows early on that Mina uses her journal to practice short-

hand writing and repeatedly reminds the reader of her method. She
writes to Lucy that Jonathan “is keeping a stenographic journal of his
travels abroad. When I am with you I shall keep a diary in the same
way” (55). She also reflects on the practice of keeping her journal: “I
am anxious, and it soothes me to express myself here; it is like whis-
pering to one’s self and listening at the same time. And there is also
something about the shorthand symbols that makes it different from
writing” (72). Then, when Van Helsing asks to look at her diary, she
plays a small trick on him by offering the shorthand version, which
he cannot read, before giving him “typewritten copy from [her]
workbasket” (164).

9. Pitman first described his system in an 1837 pamphlet called
Stenographic Sound-Hand, then expanded the description in numer-
ous editions of its successor publication, A Manual of Phonography.

10. Galvan, Sympathetic, 106. The early phonographs used two different
attachments—a recorder and a reproducer—that could attach to
the same machine. These phonographs could therefore record
onto blank cylinders or play prerecorded ones; they functioned
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more like cassette player-recorders than like turntables for LPs. We
thank George Paul of the Antique Phonograph Society for answering
our questions about this technology in email correspondence.

11. Gitelman, Scripts, 15.
12. Kreilkamp, Voice, 70.
13. As Leanne Page observes, there has been some critical dispute about

the degree of novelty represented in Dracula by the phonograph in
this wax-cylinder version, invented in 1888: Wicke characterizes
Stoker as capturing a moment when the technology “was not wide-
spread,” whereas Friedrich A. Kittler speaks of the phonograph as
“recently mass produced,” and Robert Eighteen-Bisang and
Elizabeth Miller emphasize the use of the machine in medical nota-
tion (Page, “Phonograph,” 98; Wicke, “Vampiric Typewriting,” 470;
Kittler, Gramophone, 87; and Eighteen-Bisang and Miller, notes to
Stoker, Bram Stoker’s Notes, 79). It strikes us that Dracula’s conversation
between Mina and Seward captures the balance of those perspectives.
Seward seems to be growing accustomed to a fairly new convention of
his profession, and Mina, who does not work in a medical field, is part
of a subsequent wave of people encountering the technology. As Page
points out, Lucy Westenra also owns a phonograph, so the novel stops
short of presenting Seward as uniquely or extraordinarily cutting-edge.

14. This phrasing comes fromBenn Pitman,Manual, 12. (Benn Pitman was
Isaac’s brother and fellow promoter of the Pitman system.) Isaac
Pitman’s manuals would use versions of the “penman” phrasing as well.

15. Pitman, Stenographic, 2 (emphasis in original).
16. Edison, “Phonograph,” 528.
17. Edison, “Phonograph,” 533, 534 (emphasis in original).
18. Gitelman, Scripts, 31.
19. Pitman, Stenographic, 4 (emphasis in original).
20. Pitman, Stenographic, 8.
21. Pitman, Stenographic, 1.
22. Pitman, Stenographic, 5 (emphasis in original).
23. Walker, Critical (1794), title page. All subsequent references to

Walker come from this edition, unless otherwise noted, and are
cited parenthetically in the text.

24. [Hume], Scotticisms; and [Beattie], Scoticisms.
25. Brown and McDougall, Enlightenment and Expansion, 547.
26. Oddly, the 1794 edition of Walker shifts from Arabic to Roman

numerals midstream, so we cite pages 3 and xiv, for instance, but
the quotations come from the same prefatory essay.
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27. Walker’s system thus carried a special weight of corrective pedantry,
and it carried that weight for generations, even appearing in James
Joyce’s Ulysses, where Gerty MacDowell thinks about “Walker’s pro-
nouncing dictionary that belonged to grandpapa Giltrap” (291). In
the British-occupied Dublin of Ulysses, Walker’s dictionary symbolizes
a kind of economic aspiration that capitulates to the language of the
occupiers—not only the use of English rather than Irish but also the
erasure of Irish inflections of English. As a possession of Gerty’s
grandfather, this fictional copy of Walker’s book comes from a
time before Edisonian sound recording. By illustrating the continued
yearning for social advancement in Giltrap’s granddaughter, Ulysses
may subtly imply the difficulty, or even impossibility, of learning a
new accent from a book.

28. Wicke, “Vampiric Typewriting,” 488.
29. Editions of the Manual begin including Herschel’s words only after

Herschel’s work was published in 1845. Pitman seems to have incor-
porated Herschel’s text more or less immediately and kept it through
the many subsequent editions of the Manual (Pitman, Manual
[1845], 7).

30. Herschel, “Sound,” 818.
31. Versions of the Manual vary in their attributions of the authorship of

the introduction. The clearest indication we have found comes in an
1865 edition, which contains a footnote crediting the first three par-
agraphs to Ellis, presumably leaving the rest to Pitman (Pitman,
Manual of Phonography [1865], 12). Those three long paragraphs con-
tain all the information we quote from the 1845 edition, aside from
small changes of punctuation and other details that occur between
editions.

32. Pitman, Manual (1865), 5.
33. Pitman, Manual (1865), 9.
34. Pitman, Manual (1894), 4 (emphasis added).
35. Pitman, Manual (1845), appendix page 1. This instance comes from

material attributed to Ellis in Pitman’s volume, but the phrase
“alphabet of nature” would also become part of Pitman’s own writ-
ing. It is a section heading, for example, in the 1893 version of the
Manual.

36. In their edition of the novel, Auerbach and Skal provide a footnote
that offers this translation of Swales’s utterance: “Why, scores of these
graves are as empty as old Dun’s tobacco-box on Friday night” (66).

37. Pitman, Manual (1845), 40.
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38. Walker, Critical (1822), 537.
39. We have highlighted the entry for “tobacco” from his 1890

Phonographic and Pronouncing Dictionary (246). Using Pitman’s 1894
edition of the Manual of Phonography (whose title page brags that
the printing is in the “Ninth Hundred Thousand” of the Manual),
we can see the logic of the shorthand. The three lines represent
the three consonants: the narrow vertical line is T; the thicker diag-
onal line is B, and the narrow horizontal line is K. Each consonant is
accompanied by its vowel. The T has a light stroke at the top repre-
senting a short o. (The alphabet represents the stroke as horizontal,
though it is diagonal here. The Manual explains, “A stroke-vowel may
be written at any angle that is distinct” [Pitman, Manual (1894), 18].)
Then the B has a light dot at the top representing a short a, and the
K has a thicker stroke in the middle representing a long o. Reading
from top left to right bottom produces the six phonemes of
“tobacco.”

40. For more details on the Scots usage of “stane,” see Dictionaries of the
Scots Language, www.dsl.ac.uk/entry/snd/stane.

41. Pitman, Manual (1842), 8 (emphasis in original). Also, Mina would
not have her own memories to assist her when typing the text of
Jonathan’s shorthand journal that claims to represent the heavily
marked speech of workmen (201) and Captain Donelson, a
Scotsman (301–2).

42. We have explained Stoker’s presentation of shorthand by drawing on
the Pitman system because it was the dominant method of the time,
especially in England. It would have been the most practical choice
for people with Mina Murray’s and Jonathan Harker’s aspirations.
(In the United States, the Gregg system enjoyed significant success
alongside Pitman’s.) These systems of business shorthand relied fun-
damentally on gaining speed through the compression of standard
phonemes into written marks, whereas Mina’s presentation of
inflected speech relies on the opposite: expanding the range of spell-
ing combinations to represent regional pronunciation as well as
English usage and syntax. Some Victorian phonetic systems, such
as the Bells’ Visible Speech and Henry Sweet’s Romic alphabets,
did aspire to that kind of exactness, but such specialized systems
would not have been reasonable choices for Mina or Jonathan.

43. Ellis, Plea, 36.
44. Stoker, Dracula: The Postcolonial Edition, 26–27.
45. Wilkinson, Account, 210–13.
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46. Anderson, Imagined Communities, 148.
47. Brundan, “Polyglot,” 2.
48. Cahen, Serbian-English, 255.
49. With awareness of the ironies attending the phrase’s “light,” we adopt

the widely repeated description of Dracula’s opponents coined by
Christopher Craft (“Kiss Me,” 109).

50. Fenn, Cormorant Crag, 291; Mathew, Child, 82; Francis, Wild Rose, 101.
51. Dickens, Posthumous, 306. Bernard Shaw found Dickens’s presenta-

tion of Cockney speech largely outdated but still influential in the
1890s; he made a point of resisting it in his 1900 play Captain
Brassbound’s Conversion “for the benefit of the mass of readers outside
London who still form their notions of cockney dialect on Sam
Weller” (Shaw, “Notes,” 424).

52. Conrad, Almayer’s Folly, 11.
53. Guthrie, Mr. Punch’s, 88. This text may have been published as early

as 1888, according to Bateson (Cambridge Bibliography, 535), but it was
enlarged, reprinted, and advertised during the 1890s.

54. Russan and Boyle, Orchid, 3, 151. We have found it difficult to date
the first publication of this book, but the Literary World of August 4,
1893, includes it in a column of apparently new “Books for Young
People” (“Books,” 91).

55. Becke, “Ludwig Schwalbe,” 285, 286.
56. Moretti, Signs, 97.
57. Foster, “Fiery,” 196.
58. Dumas, Twenty, 2:276.
59. Ferguson, “Nonstandard,” 239.
60. Jacob, “Pocket-book,” 381.
61. Roper, “English Purisms,” 46.
62. Moretti, Signs, 97.
63. Dowling, Language, 47.
64. Jones, Fossil Poetry, 151.
65. Barrow, Science, 22.
66. Ferguson, “Nonstandard,” 244.
67. Valente, Dracula’s Crypt, 5.
68. Valente, Dracula’s Crypt, 9.
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