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Abstract

In the Father Brown stories, G. K. Chesterton gaaers the classic detective story so
that it can be a vehicle for didactic messagesoddin a rethinking of mysteries, a repurposing
of secondary characters, and a subversion of Halmgge detectives, Chesterton is able to
insert philosophic ideas into his stories whildl stitertaining readers. Differing from earlier
detective stories, the Father Brown mysteries shse/an acceptance of the spiritual and a
natural empathy for all characters whether crimorato. In my research, | show how, through
these stories, Chesterton posits messages tha¢arte the mystery genre and how he is able to

leave an indelible mark on the most basic assumptd detective fiction.
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Chapter 1: Introduction

G. K. Chesterton’s Father Brown detective stostasd above all other detective stories
because they purport to come from beneath them.oDiine great paradoxes of Chesterton’s
literary career, fifty-two short stories about ankm Catholic priest detective, written between
1909 and 1936, found hidden purpose and meaniagyenre that otherwise might have
remained mere entertainment and of little litenaaue. When Chesterton began writing his
Father Brown stories, the genre was still youngdingady grounded in its own tradition, Edgar
Allan Poe having inaugurated it in 1841 with histfiC. Auguste Dupin story and Sir Arthur
Conan Doyle having brought it to an early climathatherlock Holmes'’s first appearance in
1887. The genre was prominent into and past tHg £800s, serving as a form of popular
literary entertainment, spread by the rise of jalism and periodicals which gave the short
stories a medium that could reach large audiefi@ebe enticing to a large audience and to fit
into newspapers and magazines, detective fictiomest had to be able to be read quickly and to
deliver a satisfying ending; their plots were etatming and often forgotten quickly. Considering
the expansion of the genre and the excitementsodiog Doyle’s much-loved Holmes, the
genre seemed to be a wild success. But at the sa@¢hat the stories were convenient, most
were not memorable. The stories that were eastdgssible often had no themes of lasting
consequence that made them worth accessing faneagsides entertainment. The genre
served largely to divert, but did little else irgsting or helpful, a fact acknowledged by scholars’
common assent to its unworthiness of serious study.

Detective stories’ common lack of serious thentess from its typically black-and-
white view of morality and justice. Amid what somme¢s amounts to a host of stock characters,

criminals pose seemingly insolvable puzzles tdd®es and readers, and then, when the
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detective or the police defeat the criminal, thagifdlly expel the criminal from society, whether
through hanging, prison, or exile—leaving civiliwet once more safe from disruption. The
reader is expected to assume that the governmaide fforce, and detective are trustworthy and
should not be questioned. The criminal is alway$hewrong and must be discovered and
defeated by the detective and reader. Non-villasrsiock characters serve as suspects, victims,
antagonistic innocents, or accomplices; their psiepaften is to act as hindrances to society’s
self-protecting justice, serving as distractiommsrirthe criminal’s true identity. Once that identity
is found out, based on the evidence, and the caihmsrcaught, society can maintain its just and
moral equilibrium. The detective, by using the pbgsmaterials afforded him logically deduces
the identity of his prey and saves the day. Thditicmal detective story is a vehicle for one very
simply philosophical meaning; as Chene Heady sayshe Many Identities of GKC,” “It is the
perfect narrative expression of a scientism wheduanes that only the material sciences can
ascribe meaning to our lives or unlock reality agwale . . .” (n. pag.). In much of detective
fiction, reality is relegated to being a mere paz#i the detective can understand the pieces of
the mystery, he or she can understand its wholet€eTis nothing mystical, spiritual, or unnatural
about how the world works. Everything can be exmdi Detective fiction serves as a vehicle
for materialistic themes because it stresses dgmeedon the tangible to understand the true.
And because there is always only one way to utaleisa case, detective fiction initially
was a very specific, narrow genre—few good waysrite it existed and every story in the
genre had to have the same satisfying denouemensal/ed puzzle. Describing this formula,
Ellery Queen, a detective fiction writer, claimBAJ pure detective story must have a detective
who detects, who is the story’s protagonist, and wiumphs over the criminal” (gtd. in Ashley,

Robert P. 48). The emphasis here is on detectiompitimg clues—and defeating the criminal
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to restore peace to a society that is temporantleu attack from within. If someone bought and
read a detective story, they could depend on tbleaseacteristics. While Chesterton’s Father
Brown stories do fit these standards, Chestertemsedo have cared far less for genre standards
than detective fiction writers before him, writistpries and creating a character that denies one
basic, traditional assumption of the genre: theemmtworld is all that exists. Once his readers
let go of this premise, Chesterton opens the genaehost of story and theme possibilities. For
instance, where Holmes solves paradoxical crimedeloying false clues, Father Brown uses a
spiritual understanding of paradox to solve criri#gere formerly one-dimensional secondary
characters abound, Chesterton gives them didaatmope by using them to spread philosophical
or theological messages. And in a genre that teratsnals as problems to be solved and
enemies to be outwitted, Chesterton urges thatmaisibe understood personally and
empathetically, treated as equals—understood ansimply defeated. Changes like these—
ways that Chesterton openly challenges the genrepoirposes it—show the Father Brown
stories to be an experimental and innovative plajhe detective fiction short story form.
Chesterton is successful in this interpretatiorabee while he enhances the genre with the
addition of didactic themes, he still manages tepkkis stories entertaining. He follows the rules
of detective fiction enough that he can accomplsse two things: he entertains while he
teaches, elevating the literary possibilities dkdave fiction.
Historical and Autobiographical Context

Because Chesterton’s life and writings are oftaneys of ideas, he is naturally able to
use historical and personal context to write alptuibsophical and cultural themes for his Father
Brown stories. As with any work, Chesterton’s irtens in his Father Brown stories are better

understood within their historical and autobiogriaphcontext. In this case, his context was an
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Edwardian world coming into its own after Queent@i@’s death and preparing to enter the
dangerous modern era that World War | would ushere writes inThe Victorian Age in
Literature,“l also was born a Victorian; and sympathise nbttle with the serious Victorian
spirit” (11). Though Chesterton is primarily Edweag, he also understood and was influenced
by the Victorian time period (which ended in 190ithwQueen Victoria’s death). Most important
of his inheritances, Chesterton continues a Viatotradition of didacticism in art. Where some
writers may be afraid of marrying heavy-handed risrawith stories or painting, Chesterton
tends to embrace the opportunity to educate aadgige. In addition, he takes influences for the
Father Brown stories from the late-Victorian strigggetween anarchists and socialists.
Chesterton writes, “Thus the anarchists and satsalought a battle over the death-bed of
Victorian Industrialism; in which the Socialistet is, those who stood for increasing instead of
diminishing the power of Government) won a complatéory and have almost exterminated
their enemy” (234). While Chesterton, as a distidnist, was far more inclined to be a socialist,
as he calls himself in hsutobiography(114), both sides of this argument appear oftdrnsn
writing. Anarchist philosophy (which he encounteesda young man and eventually refused
entirely) is the subject of his bodkhe Man Who Was Thursdand fighting anarchy is an
implicit theme in any of his detective stories adlw\hile anarchism eventually died out,
Socialists continued to be a considerable powenduhe Edwardian period, and caricatures of
them often appear in his Father Brown stories—sonast at the receiving end of one of
Chesterton’s didactic points.

During the Edwardian era, which centers on anémed for the reign of Edward VI

(1901-1910), Chesterton published his first and perhaps maatacteristic twelve Father

! Samuel Hynes, ifthe Edwardian Turn of Mindllocates Edwardian England to the time from th@0l8to
August 1914 when Great Britain declared war on Gewryii).
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Brown stories. The first story “The Blue Cross” washlished in 1909 anthe Innocence of
Father Brownhis first Father Brown collection, was publishedLBil1. Studying Father Brown
in light of this Edwardian culture is difficult baase compared to other time periods,
Edwardianism’s dates are vague, and its ideasaralways homogenous. Jonathan Rose, in
The Edwardian Temperamemtrites that “[sJome scholars have concluded thatd was no
such thing [as an unifying Edwardian culture], oalgnix of contradictory movements and
ideas” &i). The most common of these contradictions is V@@@aahuel Hynes, ifhe Edwardian
Turn of Mind,calls an “Edwardian conflict of old and newiij. According to him the fight was
between old and new ideas that would meet on araEtian battleground—a battle between the
remaining forces and proponents of Victorian Endland the rising tendencies and ideas of
what would become Modern Englandi). Indeed, this particular dichotomy appears oiten
Father Brown with innovative socialists arguinghwitaditional capitalists and enlightened
spiritualists arguing with conservative materialist

Central to the theme of Chesterton’s Father Bretones, the Edwardians were caught in
a slow shift from a traditional Victorian religios®ciety to a materialistic modern society.
Initiating this tendency, many artists and labodrthe late 1800s and early 1900s quit going to
church even though it had been a normal way ofliifieng the Victorian era; this faith had been
replaced by an interest in explaining the superaatwuith science, sometimes through psychical
research. Influential at this time, rationalism amaddern science were promoting a worldview
that supposedly could interpret everything witheslation and logic—ideas already present
several years before in the Sherlock Holmes stoines Study in Scarletlolmes says, “From a
drop of water . . . a logician could infer the pb8sy of an Atlantic or a Niagara without having

seen or heard of one or the other” (23). Part®British population were slowly beginning to
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abandon a religious perspective of the world anacteept the idea that everything could be
explained with evidence and intellectual abilithelEdwardians began to believe that they could
completely abandon traditional religion, an ideat tGhesterton would react against directly in
his Father Brown stories.

An Edwardian event that made widespread detefiitien and the Father Brown stories
popular was the rise of journalism. Chestertomigvkn for thousands of essays and articles that
he published in magazines and newspapers, butglhsmwas only becoming popular when he
began writing. Rose writes, “Between 1881 and liB&lnewspaper-reading public increased
fourfold . . . The [increased] demand called intestnce a flock of Edwardian wits,” an apt
description of Chesterton (166). The rise in neygpaonsumption made Chesterton’s career as
a public thinker possible and also gave him anérodletective fiction writers more publishing
venues; Chesterton’s first Father Brown story wasliphed inThe Saturday Evening Past
1910 when, as lan Ker writes @ K. Chesterton: A BiographyChesterton . . . unable to find a
detective story he had not read, decided to wntetumself’ (282). Chesterton continued to
publish subsequent Father Brown storieShie Story-Telleas well as infThe Saturday Evening
Post,the rise in journalism enabling not only his noctibnal endeavors but also his fictional
ones.

Another unique aspect of Edwardian England tim&pehat Chesterton can be accused
not only of using but also of pioneering in histi&atBrown stories is the Edwardian joke—the
combination of something serious with somethinghjurOf the Edwardian “gospel of fun,”

Rose says it “erased the distinction between wotkmay and, as well, the boundary separating
humor and seriousness” (174). This Edwardian swmithed to a flippant style of writing that

dealt with serious issues jokingly. Ghesterton and the Edwardian Cultural Crisishn D.
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Coates writes that Chesterton “chose the rolegadfirmalist and performer deliberately, because
he felt that ideas were more important than ast, lommunication was more vital and timely
than the perfectionism of the isolated artist oistered academic” (235). Writers like
Chesterton were unique for their abilities to jekes while writing argumentative essays,
making serious discussion more easily entertaitorggpopular audience. Rose recounts
Chesterton’s own defense of the joke: “Chestertgues that humor expresses frustrated human
desires; once some ‘madman’ treats a joke seriphbslis capable of transforming society”
(2190). While the other Edwardians may have hadimgrseasons for writing in such a manner,
Chesterton was strongly motivated by his desitetovince audiences—combining his message
with humor to encourage his readers to engagedreesihe was presenting. With this cultural
aspect that made his writing contextually apprdpri€hesterton was well prepared to entertain
and teach his audience with his Father Brown storie
Detective Fiction’s Development

Detective fiction has existed as a genre sincepRbéshed the first C. Auguste Dupin
story, “The Murderer in the Rue Morgue,” in 1841Graham’s MagazineEarly stories were
inspired by true stories of real criminals and eniats-turned-detective, and the genre has its
deepest philosophical roots in a search for justiggoorted by rational empiricism and a desire
for truth. Chesterton published his first FatheouBn story sixty-seven years after the first
detective story and twenty-one years after thegjemefining moments, the publication of the
first Sherlock Holmes story. In his bo8koody Murder: From the Detective Story to the G¥im
Novel,Julian Symons highlights the initial simplicity thfe genre: “Since logical deduction was
the heart of the detective story, it followed ttiere was little room for any depth of

characterization or any fourths of style” (13). BByimons later adds that the “detective story
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pure and complex, the book that has no interestavkaexcept the solution of a puzzle, does
not exist, and if it did exist would be unreadal&5). This was the necessary balancing act for
detective authors—the puzzle was and remains thtercef the detective story but can never
fully replace the story. Chesterton agrees with ithea when he writes in his essay “How to
Write a Detective Story,” “For the detective stagyonly a game; and in that game the reader is
not really wrestling with the criminal but with tlaithor” (n. pag.). The detective story—uwritten
as an opportunity to outrace the detective—remainiss simplest, a puzzle or a challenge to the
reader from the author centering around the actbtise detective’s investigations.

But as detective fiction became more popularicsiitreaders, and writers became more
interested in defining it further; they began tokeaules for how detective fiction should be
written, defining what is and is not “cheating” the author’s part. Two good examples of this
are Father Ronald Knox’s “Ten Commandments of Dietetand the Detection Club. For
example, Symons recounts that the former, writteh928, “insisted that the criminal should be
mentioned early on, ruled out the supernaturatj][aaid that the detective must not himself
commit the crime . . ."Bloody Murderl3). Chesterton was the first president of thefatt
from1930 to 1936. Symons says, “So also the Detec@iub in Britain, shortly after its
foundation in 1930, asked its members to sweara#m gromising that their detectives would
‘well and truly detect the crimes presented to theithout reliance on ‘Divine Revelation,
Feminine Intuition, Mumbo-Jumbo, Jiggery-Pokeryjr@alence or the Act of God™ (13).
Authors were expected to make the crime solvablinbyeader but they still attempted to
surprise their readers. These rules helped to tteegetective fiction genre believable and
entertaining.

Of course, Chesterton had many of his own opin@ndetective fiction and was not
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only influenced by previous detective writers bigbavas ready to rebel against “set” standards.
As Symons mentions ifihe Detective Story in BritaifiChesterton is not a model for any other
writer to copy, and the later logicians of the date story, who drew up the ‘fair play’ rules,
complained bitterly that Chesterton outraged théntreat he would not tell you whether all the
windows were fastened or whether a shot in thergom could be heard in the butler’s pantry”
(20). But Symons explains that “the genius of Cérésh lay in his ability to ignore all that, to
leave out everything extraneous to the single theeneanted to develop, and yet to provide us
with a clue that is blindingly obvious once we haeeepted the premises of the story” (20).
Chesterton was not concerned with simply propoaipgzzle for the reader and (as bitterly
noticed by some critics) was certainly not concdrwéh proposing a cohesive one. While other
critics will defend his stories as sufficiently lfmiing the rules, keeping them within the genre’s
limits, Chesterton, despite even what he claimgewihis stories to not just revolve around
being a puzzle but to explore ideas. He wishesvi® igaders recommendations as to which
ideas and beliefs are better, making his storiegefiiing more than entertainment—a claim to
which many detective fiction writers cannot malagresenting a lack of depth in the genre that
sometimes leaves scholars unsatisfied with detedittion as a whole.

The journey to a genre that Chesterton could rapainst began with Poe’s C. Auguste
Dupin who, though he is a detective like Sherlodtrikes, bequeaths to Father Brown more than
simply the genre and deduction-and-evidence-focasgtktype to rebel against. After “The
Murderer in the Rue Morgue,” Poe wrote two moreediete stories about Dupin—"The
Mystery of Marie Roget” and “The Purloined-Letterfrem the three of which stem most
structures of detective fiction. As Poe writes Tihé Murderer in the Rue Morgue,” Dupin

himself is a “young gentleman . . . of an excellemmtdeed of an illustrious family, but, by a
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variety of untoward events, [has] been reducedith poverty that the energy of his character
[has] succumbed beneath it, and he [has] ceadaekto himself in the world, or to care for the
retrieval of his fortunes” (242). Dupin spends mafshis time reading and is brilliant enough,
without speaking, to reconstruct the thought wéilhe narrator over the course of fifteen
minutes. This is the first of his feats of intetleal prowess and he proves several more over the
course of the three stories including solving aterysalmost entirely from reading newspaper
articles. As John Gruesser summarizes in “NevetttizeDetective (or His Creator) Your Head:
Character Rivalry, Authorial Sleight of Hand, andr@ric Fluidity in Detective Fiction,” the

first story is a “whatwuzit,” the second is a “whuott,” and the third is a “whereisit” (17). He
claims that in these three story types, “Poenvented and then reinvented modern detective
fiction” (5). Considering that Poe wrote the fidgtective stories and that most detective stories
can be traced to one of these three archetypes;lthin is not difficult to make. With Dupin,

Poe influences the detective genre and creategeallyi logical detective—one reliant on
intellectual power and observational skills.

Of course, with as much influence on the gené@shad, Chesterton was certainly
affected by him; the creator of Father Brown, thgug able to find aspects in Poe’s writing both
to copy and to subvert. Concerning the former, @ in “Sherlock Holmes” argues that
Dupin is the best original detective because, entlblmes, because Poe “carefully states that
Dupin not only admired and trusted poetry, but Wasself a poet” (n. pag.). In saying this,
Chesterton is also referring to one of the cardinrélies of Father Brown—the fact that his
detection is not only based upon details and dashsbut on a philosopher’s understanding of
people and a poet’s perception of situations, t&slwhich he applies in most of his

investigations. In “The Blue Cross,” Father Browsadvers Flambeau as a fraudulent priest
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because he has bad theology, and in “The WrongeShmpects the murder because a piece of
paper seems to be the wrong shape, suggesting Bumilectual influence on Chesterton’s
detective. Another way that Poe influences theale genre and consequently Chesterton
happens through characters’ sub-conflicts othar tha conflict over the solving of the case, a
major aspect of Chesterton’s detective fiction.€38er mentions Poe’s characters’ oppositions
to each other when he says, “First, and on the test level, Poe stages a series of contests
between characters . . .” (5). Poe’s conflict isally a matter of different characters racing to
come to a solution for the mystery or an understandf the ultimate truth to be discerned
through the lesser truths, something that manyctieeewriters have copied, notably Sherlock
Holmes when he outthinks the official police for€#esterton copies and subverts this in his
writing; his characters often do fight against eatiter but instead of over a truth about the case
(there is rarely a moment of victory in which FatBeown defeats another detective in
analytical ability), the contested fact is oftenlpéophical or religious. A clear example of this
exists in the major subplot of “The Secret Gardeni/hich Valentin and Brayne argue over
religion. Poe’s invention set a precedent for Gérésh to later harness the conflict inherent in
character relationships to serve his own didaaiippses

Contrarily, Poe presents several ideas that Chiesteejects in his own stories; Poe’s
detective is the archetypal rationalist; he manda slow-witted narrator, and fixates on solving
the case as an expression of defeating his oppdndmt article, “The Chevalier and the Priest;
Deductive Method in Poe, Chesterton, and BorgeBristbpher Routledge writes that for Dupin
the world “is a closed system, containing all thees for solving its mysteries. Chesterton’s and
Father Brown’s view differs from this in that althgh the rational method could in theory

provide all the answers to the mysteries of theense, it may not because only a limited
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amount of information is available” (8). Thus, Duyieing a rationalist looks to clues and
evidence to understand the villain and the mysteunpin believes that logic is the key to a true
understanding of the world while Father Brown oftéiooses to rely on intuition to solve a case.
In addition, Father Brown’s stories, though oftewolving the humiliation of some
prideful character that jumps to conclusions abbetvillain’s identity, are not intended to laud
Father Brown'’s intellectual superiority. In SymasBloody Murder he writes that Poe
“established the convention by which the brilliartelligence of the detective is made to shine
more brightly through the comparative obtusenessofriend who tells the story” (38). While
Poe makes Dupin seem more intelligent through ingrised exclamations and wonderings of
the narrator, Father Brown’s impersonal narratenigh less biased and allows the priest’s
activities to exist independently of interpretatibnough a less immediate and more detached
tone. In addition, Father Brown does not seek teaténis opponent as Dupin does. Gruesser
mentions in his article “a moment of total victoiiy’which Dupin can savor his superiority over
his opponents (12). In “The Murderer of the Rue §la,” he outwits the police prefect and in
“The Purloined Letter” he bests the highly intediig criminal he has been asked to defeat. In
each of these two stories, there comes a moment @hpin has displayed his intellect and the
reader realizes that the other man has been profextbr. While Father Brown does best
criminals and police officers, he never intendsdmpete, and Chesterton never allows him to
accept the attention. When in “The Blue Cross,’&éih and Flambeau bow to Father Brown’s
superior intellect, Father Brown merely “[blinkdjaut for his umbrella” (16), seemingly
ignorant of his own victory. Even when Father Broseemingly rises from the dead in “The
Resurrection of Father Brown” elevating his ownutggion to unfathomable heights, he abhors

the attention and proves that it is a hoax soméasamposed upon him (353-357). Father
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Brown’s goal is to prevent the crime and to hekp vittim and the criminal. Thus, while all of
these aspects of Poe’s writing serve to exalt Dppavess in a battle of wits, Chesterton’s
stories provide for exploration of far differentethes.

Though Charles Dickens and Wilkie Collins are metessarily part of the cannon of
detective fiction, they do serve as a bridge frame B Doyle. Though Poe and Doyle are the two
most influential figures in detective fiction, Chexton was influenced by the writings of the
other two who contributed somewhat to the genra.ddity was Chesterton an avid reader and
critic of Dickens’s work, but Dickens may have ughced the creation of Father Brown with his
own character, Inspector Bucket. Bucket, frBlaak Housepublished in serial from 1852-1853,
is famous for being one of the first fictional dettees in literary history. Symons describes him
in Bloody Murder

[H]e is on familiar terms with lawbreakers, hasesmcyclopedic knowledge of
their habits, and is greatly respected by themmHe is sympathetic to the poor,
and capable of genially offering to fit a secqadr of handcuffs on to an arrested
man’s wrists in case the first pair is uncomfoliéa Bucket engages in no
spectacular feats of detection, but is showngsewd and sympathetic man.
(47)
Inspector Bucket is different from Father Brown—as@ detective primarily and one is a priest
primarily—but much of the description in the ab@aragraph matches Father Brown closely. In
fact, the two detectives serve similar purposeshofving empathy to the suffering; in Inspector
Bucket's first appearance Bleak HouseDickens uses him to showcase the plight of a poor
woman who regrets her son being alive becauseanmke will have to grow up in poverty and

with an alcoholic, abusive father (279-280). Cheste likewise, highlights the plight of the
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lower classes several times in the Father Brownestonotably in “The Queer Feet” when he
explores the relationship between gentlemen antergailn addition, Dickens is also known for
writing one of the earliest detective storieg e Mystery of Edwin Drooavhich he left
unfinished at his death in 1879. This novel likelffuenced Chesterton as it was he who wrote
the introduction for an edition published in 19Xl avho, in 1914, served as the judge for a
mock trial for one of the characters in an attetoptiscover the ending of the book. While
Inspector Bucket may or may not have influencedh&aBrown’s character directly, the two
certainly have characteristics in common and thindagjng avidly read and studied, Dickens
influences Chesterton on many other levels at least
Collins likely did not influence Chesterton’s crieat of Father Brown heavily but
Chesterton did read Collins’s work and inheriteel detective fiction writer legacy from Collins
through Doyle. Chesterton ifhe Victorian Age in Literatureays of Collins’sThe Moonstone
writes that it “is probably the best detective tal¢he world” (132). Collins wrote detective
fiction (or sensation novels as they were callehjfrom 1854-1880 and was close friends with
Dickens, but while the latter only dabbled in détexfiction, Collins was the premiere detective
storywriter between Poe and Doyle’s times. Ashlegatibes Collins’s contributions to detective
fiction:
Collins was not trying to write detective fictiome was not aware that such a
genre existed and certainly did not realize beatvas pioneering in the field. He
was merely writing standard mid-Victorian meladeand in his attempts to
mystify and thrill his readers happened to empi@ny situations and devices
which have since become the detective story igistock in trade. (60)

While he was inspired by Poe’s detective fictiomeauction in Ashley’s article based on
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similarities between particular stories of the#9,(53), Collins seems to have influenced the
detective fiction genre without direct intent to $lm Indeed, his record of accomplishments
exceeds that of many of his more intentional pesrsording to Ashley, Collins’s pioneering
“firsts” in detective fiction include “the first dpdetective, the first lady detective, the first
application of epistolary narrative to detectiveion, the first humorous detective story, thetfirs
British detective story, and the first full-length deteetnovel in English” (60), suggesting what
writers who later used these ideas owe him.

Wilkie Collins likely influenced Chesterton’s wari fact, Collins’s Sergeant Cuff does
share some important characteristics with FathewBr As for Chesterton’s knowledge of
Collins’s detective stories, not only does he @aise Moonstonbut Father Brown also
mentions him in “The Honour of Israel Gow,” in itimig another character to “invent what
Wilkie Collins’ tragedy you like” after looking arhat may be a crime scene (77). While Father
Brown’s reference may not be complimentary, it poiarther to Chesterton’s familiarity with
Collins’s work. Of course, Sergeant Cuff may hairedly influenced Father Brown in that both
are eccentric and combine sympathy with astuteoreag powers. Supporting this idea,
Sergeant Cuff—the detective of the story—is aln@osécondary character in literary history’s
first detective novel similar to the way that FatBeown often shows up late to his own stories
or is treated as a minor character for parts ostages. Collins’s influence, indirect thoughgt i
is evident in the Father Brown stories.

Of all detective fiction writers, Sir Arthur Con&oyle is the most successful and the
most important to a proper understanding of theohysof the genre, providing a well-
established model for Chesterton to rebel agaits¢sterton says, “[T]he fact remains that Mr.

Conan Doyle's hero is probably the only literargation since the creations of Dickens which
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has really passed into the life and language opduple, and become a being like John Bull or
Father Christmas” (“Sherlock Holmes”). Not only I&iserlock Holmes flourished as a character
on the page, but he has had several strong repatises in television, includin§herlock
Holmes starting in 1984 with Jeremy Brett, and contemposdiows likeSherlockand
ElementaryMost impressive perhaps is his name’s passageanonon slang: Busted Hyman,
a user orUrban Dictionary a website dedicated to allowing users to affimdeny proposed
definitions of popular slang words, gives for “Sbek” the possible (and well-acclaimed by
website viewers) definition, “A derogatory name given to someone who makes a revelation
or discovery which he thinks is a big deal, butethis common knowledge or very obvious” (n.
pag.). Holmes’s emergence in popular slang is @ tthis literary importance. In addition,
Holmes’s popular and chronological precedence Baghner Brown necessitate that Holmes be
studied when considering how Father Brown reththksdetective genre. Emphasizing the
importance of considering Holmes in conjunctioniwiather Brown, Gregory Dowling says in
“G. K. Chesterton’s Father Brown Stories: the DebSherlock Holmes” that “[n]o fictional
detective provides a more obvious contrast toithed of Sherlock Holmes than G. K.
Chesterton’s Father Brown” (81). Some of the peasappearances that Dowling is referring to
symbolize this difference: Holmes’s thinness, agaiface, and height are in stark contrast to
Father Brown’s fatness, soft face, and shortnesthielf Brown'’s predecessor Sherlock Holmes
provides a well-defined detective model to rebeliasgf.

Sherlock Holmes showed readers and writers thgilpib8es for detective fiction and
certainly influenced Chesterton, though much of whiuenced Chesterton led him to rebel
against the archetype Holmes had copied and strengtl. Holmes serves as an ideal detective

who much of detective fiction has attempted to atet—cold, calculating, fiercely intelligent,
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and extremely observant, in the same vein as FogX. Watson explains Holmes in “A
Scandal in Bohemia™: “[a]ll emotions, and [romanrbee] particularly, were abhorrent to his
cold, precise but admirably balanced mind. He wteke it, the most perfect reasoning and
observing machine that the world has seen . .61)1For Holmes, reason and logic are all that
can exist if he is to make sense of the world inctvine struggles against crime. At the
beginning ofA Study in ScarletVatson’s friend Stamford attempts to describe Hglarad in
doing so sums up his eccentricities well: “Holmesa ilittle too scientific for my tastes—it
approaches to cold-bloodedness . . . He appea®/ma passion for definite and exact
knowledge” (17). In fact, Stamford understateseakient of Holmes’s mania. Within minutes of
having met Watson, Holmes has deduced Watson'siréioge in Afghanistan as a soldier,
pronounced his own discovery of a blood-discovedhgmical, and given a monologue on
criminal cases (18). These three examples mayheedthe best summation of the defining traits
Sherlock Holmes'’s lent to detective fiction—a praity for detection, a keen intelligence, and a
passion for defeating evil (all three characterssthat Father Brown inherits).

Sherlock Holmes'’s style and personality derivevilgdrom Poe’s Dupin as both
detectives follow the same fictional archetype. €ning Holmes’s relationship to Dupin, in
The Detective, the Doctor, and Arthur Conan Dolaytin Booth describes their similarities:

Both . . . have admiring sidekicks who narrategtories, both are composed,
self-centered eccentrics with private incomesifrg them from workaday labours
and cares, and both live almost hermit-like aojiives. They each have the
ability to divine the thoughts of others and gotvimes by applying their not
inconsiderable intellects and powers of logicadutction and observation. (105)

In creating Holmes, Doyle perpetuated Poe’s ratimitve and evidence-based model of
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detection, affirming the influence that Poe had dadhim. By virtue of Dupin’s originality and
Holmes’s popularity, the model for what a literastective should be was largely set. Poe
initiated the genre and character-type, and Dagfieed it several years later.

Of course, what Sherlock Holmes adds to the deggegenre is far more considerable
than what he owes the preexisting standards iroPaay other early writer in the genre, and
Chesterton certainly takes advantage of much ot Wiénmes gives or improves. Chesterton’s
statement that Sherlock Holmes has “passed intbf¢hend language of the people” (“Sherlock
Holmes”) best attests Holmes’s achievement thatimogver accomplished. But Booth lists the
difference between the two more precisely: “[Algerary character, Dupin does not evolve but
Sherlock Holmes does. Fictional he may be, butiS8tleHolmes is a living, almost tangible,
character with real failings and definable traithwvell-developed self-assurance and a mien of
infallibility that is not only captivating but alsealistically likeable” (105). Because Sherlock
Holmes became so popular, traits of a fictionaédete that Doyle either borrowed or invented
became commonplace throughout all of detectiveofictHolmes has his Dr. Watson just as
Agatha Christie’s Poirot has his Hastings and Dorat. Sayers’s Lord Peter Wimsey has his
Bunter. Poirot is logical and deductive as Holnseand Lord Peter is definably observant as
Holmes. And not even Father Brown can escape fhaninfluence of Sherlock Holmes: he too
has a Watson at times in Flambeau, and he togisdlp deductive, and observant. The
differences between the Sherlock Holmes and F&twwn stories, however, still are great. So
typical of detective fiction in genre are the Shekl Holmes stories that those differences can
often serve to exemplify exactly how Chestertoreislting against accepted detective fiction
with his Father Brown stories.

Chesterton, Detective Fiction, and Father Brown
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Whenever Chesterton writes, he nearly always doegith an ideological agenda in
mind, always endeavoring to teach or convince atdemce of something; because of its
popularity and undiscovered potential, detectiegdn provided a strong opportunity for him to
do so while still speaking to a broad audience.dgamng his opinions of the form of the genre,
Chesterton’s known essays (from 1901-1930) ondpi tof detective fiction range from broad
principles to specific advice for detective writefsd throughout his essays, one notes his
constant advocacy of detective fiction as a legiterart form deserving serious attention for its
popularity and the nature of its form. In “A Defenaf Detective Stories,” he says, “Not only is a
detective story a perfectly legitimate form of dtit it has a certain definite and real advantages
as an agent of the public weal” (n. pag.). TheriDetectives and Detective Fiction,” he writes,
“Such a story [as a detective story] slips easnyaad off the mind; it has no projecting sticks or
straws of intelligence to catch anywhere on the orgnHence, as | say, it becomes a thing of
beauty and a joy for ever” (52). According to Cleesin, readers love detective fiction because it
is easy to read and easy to re-read. It is enteniant, an entertainment that he could experiment
with and attach lessons to without interfering wiftla central element of fun.

In his essays that discuss and explore what ng@s detective stories and as
demonstrated in the Father Brown stories, Chestentgues that an important principle of good
detective fiction is that, as the story progresgesmystery should become less and the readers
should become enlightened—that the moment of et@lighent is the climax of the story. In
1920, Chesterton would write in “Errors about DétecStories” that “[t]he true object of an
intelligent detective story is not to baffle thader, but to enlighten the reader; but to enlighten
him in such a manner that each successive porfidredruth comes as a surprise” (n. pag.).

Compounding mystery upon mystery was unacceptabl€liesterton; in his Father Brown
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stories rarely, if ever, does the detective prisanything but solve the mystery at hand. Father
Brown may indulge in confusing paradox at timesherreader may be distracted by something
he says off-handedly but the climactic moment efflather Brown stories are the solutions—
not the problems. According to Chesterton’s stuidgral writing of successful detective stories,
the point of the stories is not to revel in secrecyejoice in problems but to bring about the
moment of illumination—to solve the mystery.

A second principle that Chesterton espouses ierdgays on detective fiction is the idea
that the story should revolve around a simple &act should end with a simple explanation easy
for readers to grasp. In “How to Write a DetectBtery,” Chesterton claims that the “second
great principle is that the soul of detective batis not complexity but simplicity. The secret
may appear complex, but it must be simple . . .WWhter is there to explain the mystery; but he
ought not to be needed to explain the explanatfonpag.). For Chesterton, the solution to a
good story revolves around a simple answer. TlmuSather Brown’s adventure of “The
Invisible Man,” the solution is procured when FatBeown realizes that when people say, “No
one has passed here,” they do not count postm&oeone.” In “The Queer Feet,” Father
Brown solves the crime by realizing that waiterd gentlemen walk differently. In both cases,
the simplicity of the case is in that to understdr@imystery one must realize only a small part
of human nature. Chesterton’s mysteries generallsedolve around simple solutions like these;
once Father Brown explains the riddle, the reaealizes that discovering it could not have been
simpler.

Thirdly, Chesterton uses detective fiction becafdts supernatural and philosophical
implications: in his essays, he writes of detectivgon as a romance of modern cities and

traditional morality. In “A Defence of Detectivedtes,” he writes that detective fiction is
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valuable because in it is expressed “some sende @oetry of modern life.” He compares the
detective to “a prince in a tale of elfland” andiois that each brick in the cityscape has a
message because it has been intentionally placedrgan hands (n. pag.). Thus, just as
fairytales bring readers to new truths or morate oan see detective fiction as that same search
for truth but with a new background, the villainvalys hampering the cause of justice. The
detective leads readers in the daring search &icg) with the very environment attempting to
help or hamper this goal by means of revealingsiratting clues. Chesterton notices and
celebrates this possibility in detective fictioaking advantage of its metaphysical possibilities

in his Father Brown stories.

In addition to this romance, Chesterton bring®oe of his most important themes in his
discussion of detective fiction: the idea of lavdamder as a rebellion against the chaos, which
the world naturally slips into. Chesterton writas'’A Defence of Detective Stories,” “While it is
the constant tendency of the Old Adam to rebelreaio universal and automatic a thing as
civilization, to preach departure and rebelliore thmance of police activity keeps in some sense
before the mind the fact that civilization itsedfthe most sensational of departures and the most
romantic of rebellions” (n. pag.). For Chestertitre, detective story is a tribute to man’s struggle
for order in the world—a struggle to make meaningaf chaos and to discover the truth. As a
detective, Father Brown (or any detectiaegepts this restoring virtue into his own natwe b
explaining mysterious crimes that others cannotwstdnd. This theme of the romanticizing of
civilization and order appears often both literatyd implicitly in his Father Brown stories but
with the added complexity that Father Brown doesaperate for the sake of enforcing human
law but for the sake of reforming criminals. Likeher detectives, Father Brown understands the

chaos in the world but unlike those other charadterleaves enforcement to either the regular
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police force or to God.

Chesterton realized that something—some aspeauog sitea, or some truth—was absent
from the detectives that preceded him and attentpteelctify this in his Father Brown. In his
Autobiographyhe describes Father Brown as “a Suffolk dumpingifiéast Anglia” for whom
“I did take some of his inner intellectual qualgiffom my friend, Father John O’Connor of
Bradford” (319). Chesterton explains the significaof this by relating a story about how Father
O’Connor had been telling him about certain unigquiés in the world, leaving Chesterton much
impressed by the priest’'s knowledge of evil. Latdnen they both were talking with two
Cambridge undergraduates about other topics, Fatliannor left the room for a moment, only
for the boys to suggest that Father O’Connor wattesled and should be less afraid of
knowledge of the real world (322-323). This sitaatwas one of Chesterton’s principle
inspirations for Father Brown who would be uniqaebring a priest who knew more about
crime than most criminals. Chesterton publishedirss Father Brown story in 1910 as
“Valentin Follows a Curious Trail” iTheSaturday Evening Podts British publication
followed in the same year ifhe Story-Tellemagazine as “The Blue Cross” which name it
retains. Flowing easily from Chesterton’s enthuggsen, his first Father Brown collectidine
Innocence of Father Brownas published in 1911.

Two basic premises of Father Brown’s charactef@rad in Chesterton’s emphases on
the importance of believability and philosophy:‘Detectives and Detective Fiction,”
Chesterton writes about his disagreement with #sclassumptions inherent in Sherlock
Holmes:

Sherlock Holmes could only exist in fiction; Isetoo logical for real life. In real

life he would havguessedhalf his facts a long time before he had deducethth
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... It cannot be too constantly or too empladitycstated that the whole of

practical human life, the whole of businesstsmost sharp and severe sense, is

run on spiritual atmospheres and nameless, implpgemotions. (54)
Chesterton here would approve of characters whoatgenore believably and realistically. To
counter general detective fiction, Chesterton rethdt Brown rely far more heavily on intuition
than Sherlock Holmes does. Father Brown sometitaets oy looking at hard evidence in his
attempt to find the villain but more often beginghaa vague feeling that something is wrong
about a person or place and proceeds with his tigati®n from there. And often this bad
feeling that Father Brown gets about other charad®ms from their bad philosophy or
theology. In “The Blue Cross,” Father Brown unmaakkief disguised as a priest, explaining
his discovery by saying, “You attacked reasonlt’s bad theology” (15); Father Brown'’s
experience as a priest is what so often enablesdsee the truth and catch the villain. In
addition, anywhere that Chesterton can, he seeadly te give passionate miniature essays
through Father Brown, making philosophy, for theegt; a tool not only for detection but also
for his readers’ education. However, while intuitiand philosophy summarize immediate
changes to the genre’s central character, Chestertevolution against detective fiction norms
merely begins with those.

In restructuring the genre, Chesterton’s first imot, large-scale subversion of
detective fiction is found in how simply solving possible problems is not good enough for him
and Father Brown: often for Chesterton’s stories@successful, Father Brown has to not only
conguer the impossible, but he has to understandrthossible to defeat his criminals. In
contrast to Father Brown, ifhe Hound of the Baskervillddpimes is confronted with a ghostly

hellhound terrorizing Baskerville Hall. Though,fast, the beast seems to be a supernatural
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apparition or curse—a seeming impossible paradogdders, Holmes, and Doyle himself—
Holmes is eventually able to solve the case byakawg the creature to be a purely natural dog
whose hell-like glow is accomplished with phosphus.olhus, Holmes is able to reduce an
impossible event to a purely logical explanatioathiér Brown, too, is often confronted by
similarly impossible events but, unlike Holmes dften accepts the paradoxes and answers them
with other paradoxes. In “The Invisible Man,” FatlB¥own is faced with a host of witnesses
swearing that no one has passed by them whentisdateone must have done so to have
committed the murder. Father Brown accepts that éine telling the truth as best they can but
still believes that someone has passed. He clapassing postman to be the solution to his
investigation by saying, “Nobody ever notices pastrsomehow . . . yet they have passions like
other men” (73). Through the seeming impossibiitya man being “invisible,” Father Brown
solves the earlier “impossible” problem. Thus, EatBrown, unlike Holmes and other
detectives, catches his man, not by reducing partala negation of an earlier term, but by
embracing the concept of paradox. Father Brownigtiom is a paradox—that naturally visible
men can be invisible—while Holmes’s solution is-rdhat a villain is attempting to deceive the
detective and other characters (a very ordinangthor villains to attempt). Unlike Sherlock
Holmes, Father Brown solves paradoxes by undernstgmpéradoxes.

Secondly, detective fiction’s characters oftenetéjye secondary characters borrowed
from past stories become with Chesterton a meansd&ing social, philosophical, or
theological arguments to his audience. In “Murdet Manners: The Formal Detective Novel,”
George Grella discusses typical stock secondamacteas in detective stories about upper class
characters, saying that “[w]ithin a limited rangey comprise an English microcosm” (39).

While Chesterton’s stories do not explicitly folld®rella’s pattern, he does utilize some of the
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same stock characters such as a “representatthe sfjuirearchy, one professional man—
commonly a doctor, but sometimes a lawyer, professcschoolmaster—a cleancut young
sporting type, and a military man (never belowrdnek of major), usually a veteran of colonial
service” (39). Grella goes on to explain how thefsaracters are often viewed as “merely
stereotyped, cardboard constructions, servingdhé&igances of a highly artificial method” (40).
Detective authors often allow these characterd asis necessity. They fail to take full
advantage of their potential for giving meaninghédssages to readers.

However, Chesterton effects a method for makiegehcharacters into useful
communicants of ideas and philosophical proposatsn under-used secondary characters, he
creates ideologically contrasted characters thafront each other in heated conflicts, which
often only FatheBrown’s balanced Christianity is able to understand bring to resolution.
For example, in “The Secret Garden,” Aristide Vaiena scientific rationalist, argues with and
eventually murders Julius Brayne, a spiritualidtionaire who habitually experiments with
mystical religions. These two argue; Valentin iggrthat Brayne may donate money to the
Catholic church, and he eventually murders Brayvieen the other characters cannot
understand what has happened between these twatithealist and the spiritualist, Father
Brown must solve the mystery. Through his solvin@€hesterton creates a sub-narrative in
which stock characters are symbolic of philosophigs have a more didactic purpose. The
fighting characters are symbolic of the ideolodhesy adhere to, and between these warring
factions, Chesterton often inserts a balancedearbiFather Brown representing the Catholic
Church—who, blending rational abilities and spaittaith, is able to resolve the mystery and
restore justice and equilibrium. Chesterton usissstiory to argue that only the Christian faith

brings balance to the argument between spirituadisthrationalism, and he uses stock
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characters in other stories to represent and cormameother arguments that he saw in his
Edwardian society. Using binary relationships arsdolivn unique array of ideological stock
characters, Chesterton explores the detective gaimderdeveloped potential for introducing
popular readers to cultural and intellectual caisli

Finally and most importantly, Father Brown is urego his genre because he views
criminals differently than most detectives do. Timhcriminals are fellow human beings who
must be understood; when Father Brown understdmadsriminals, not only can he defeat them
but he can also help them. Father Brown was teedetective ever also to be a priest, which
helps him to see crimes and criminals far diffdgetitan Doyle’s Holmes or Poe’s Dupin.
Where the two others see crimes and criminals asl@siand puzzlers to be solved and
outwitted, encouraging the reader to do likewisgh&r Brown sees criminals sympathetically—
begetting a new brand of intuitive empathetic dietediction. His methods allow him to look
inside criminals and to think like them. In “Thecset of Father Brown,” Father Brown explains
his methods: “[I]t was | who killed all those péep When his listener does not understand his
meaning, Father Brown continues his explanatiohatl thought out exactly how a thing like
that could be done, and in what style or stateiofim man could really do it. And when | was
quite sure that | felt exactly like the murderersaly, of course | knew who he was.” He
continues later, “I mean that | thought and thowdddgut how a man might come to be like that,
until | realised that | reallyaslike that, in everything except actual final cornsenthe action”
(497). Father Brown always “gets his man” but hemdoes it by “becoming” that man,
realizing that he is like the criminal and then kg backwards from there to understand how
that person committed the crime. Chesterton’s ehgpiatintuitive detective makes defeating the

criminal secondary and thus, while fulfilling afl the required forms of the detective story,
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Chesterton is able to challenge it on the mostcdasel by transforming it into an example of
forgiveness and mercy instead of society’s stustige. He has a detective and he has a criminal,
but he argues that they are not as unlike as #a#eresuspects; this gives him opportunities for
new and previously unknown themes in the detedittion genre.

A study of the Father Brown stories is meritedsuse Chesterton, in rebelling against
established forms of detective fiction, is arguagginst a more popularly supported, but perhaps
less well thought through argument. Traditionakdate fiction is based on ratiocinative
detectives who understand the world and crimirfaisugh a materialist lens. Father Brown,
though, accepts the presence of the spiritualdnnviestigations. Apart from their differing
physical appearances (Holmes’s aquiline leanneg$-atner Brown’s short fatness), there is
ample reason for Dowling to say, “No fictional detee provides a more obvious contrast to the
figure of Sherlock Holmes than G. K. Chestertoraghiér Brown” (81): no fictional detective is
more inherently opposed to what Sherlock Holmesdstdor. Holmes believes in no spiritual
world, or, at least, does not accept consideratfaninto his investigations; he sees only
evidence and hears only witnesses. Father Browtheonther hand, also has exceptional skills,
counted as one of the “supermen detectives” by SgmuBloody Murder(77), but he looks
first for the spiritual and the human in his casegher Brown, while still following in Sherlock
Holmes’s tradition, is integrally different. In hessay “Chesterton and Father Brown:
Demystification and Deconstruction,” Thomas Woodragrees, saying that “Sherlock Holmes
is both the prototype of Father Brown and the gamditype . . .” (233). While Father Brown
follows Holmes'’s tradition of employing logic totaas a detective, he goes beyond Holmes’s
evidence-based rationalism to incorporate thetspirinto his detection.

Chesterton’s innovations within the detectiveidintgenre not only expand the limits of
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the genre, but they also make use of resourcesitbaest of the genre ignores so that
Chesterton can be openly didactic with Christiarssages while still being entertaining. His use
of paradox enables him to see other charactemstusdiassumptions and to understand cases in
a larger context; while Father Brown does not abvaesent a simple answer, sometimes his
simple answers represent much deeper meaningdlticary Chesterton’s character dichotomies
enable him to use his knowledge of the spiritualmeto engage in theological and philosophical
arguments while still allowing him to tell interesg stories. And finally, the rebellious Father
Brown changes the very meaning of detective fictiot only does Father Brown identify
criminals, but, based on a spiritual Christian @salphy, he identifiewith them. Father Brown
helps to redeem criminals into being seen as humagais—people who need to be understood
and not simply expelled. Using these challengesagaccepted detective fiction mores,
Chesterton is able to teach and to entertain, ngakather Brown a methodical attack on

traditional detective fiction.
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Chapter 2: Paradox as a Mode of Meaning

Of all forms of literature, detective fiction deahost closely with the concept of
paradox, a Chesterton trademark. In these stdheseader experiences impossible situations in
which a murder, theft, or other crime has been cdtachbut no one could have committed it or
in which a villain appears to have vanished infa #ir. These conundrums are always explained
by the end of the story, but, while they last, they self-contradictory—full of seemingly
irreconcilable ideas. I€hesterton and Tolkien as TheologiaAbson Milbank describes
paradox as something that “puts contradictionsttegg® and that “leads to a moment of
recognition beyond the contradictions in whichudhtrbecomes manifest” (88). As she suggests,
the original confusion is not the desired resulpafadox or of the detective story; what readers,
writers, and fictional detectives look for is th@ugion—the peaceful resolution of the seeming
problem. Chesterton writes in “Errors about Detexttories,” “The true object of an intelligent
detective story is not to baffle the reader, bugribghten the reader; but to enlighten him in such
a manner that each successive portion of the tauthes as a surprise” (n. pag.). The very nature
of the paradox is that of a surprise, a surpriaé becomes manifest when the truth is revealed
and the apparently opposing statements are exglaimé harmonized. Chesterton stresses the
importance of this experience in another of higgss‘How to Write a Detective Story™: “The
first and fundamental principle is that the aimaahystery story, as of every other story and
every other mystery, is not darkness but light. $toey is written for the moment when the
reader does understand, not merely for the marypnary moments when he does not
understand” (n. pag.). Indeed, the paradox is éissém many detective stories—the idea that a
crime has been committed and that no one could tiawe it—but its power is most keenly felt

when the detective finds the answer and catchesritminal.
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Chesterton, as many of his readers either acadaicomplain, keenly knows the beauty
and practicality of paradox as a literary deviae;Him, the concept is an important idea not only
as a way to present meaning but also as a novetgsipn of the structure of the universe. In
Chesterton and the Edwardian Cultural Crisishn Coates refers to Chesterton’s literary style
“as an attempt to make the reader sit up, to séthiliar afresh” (30). And in “G. K.
Chesterton’s ‘Father Brown’ Stories,” W. W. Robssdaims that Chesterton was obsessed with a
paradox (n. pag.), an opinion that has become aftw/m Chesterton discussions. The device is
often a primary aspect of whatever he writes, appgahroughout his poems, short stories,
novels, essays, and more. In surveying his purposgmradox, Milbank suggests that
Chesterton uses it out of a desire to “disturb @ation” (57). In his detective stories, he wants to
shock his audience out of their tired complacenaysete old truth in a new way. But, beyond
that, he also is willing to use seeming-contradittbecause he sees it as a consistent pattern in
his religious understanding of the world. In Aigstobiographyhe writes about how he observes
paradoxes in the universe and attempts to exgiaimt“l began to examine more exactly the
general Christian theology which many execratedfandexamined. | soon found that it did in
fact correspond to many of these experience gftlifat even its paradoxes corresponded to the
paradoxes of life” (329). He describes this diseg\and lists many examples of this more
thoroughly inOrthodoxy.Examples of them are the ideas that “[m]ysticisrageemen sane”

(23) or that “[r]eason itself is a matter of faitf£8). On a surface level, neither of these ideas
seems to actually make sense. However, within higss@an worldview, Chesterton finds truth
in them, and they are only two examples of the n@arpdoxes that he uses in his writing to
understand the Christian faith.

And more than any other early detective fictiorntevr Chesterton utilizes paradox in his
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Father Brown stories as a device to create medamys readers. Chesterton says that “it is not
only necessary to hide a secret, it is also nepgssdave a secret; and to have a secret worth
hiding” (“How to Write a Detective Story”), and gretective fiction this having, hiding, and
revealing of a good secret is especially importathe-entire plot of each story depends on the
successful execution of these functions. But Cinests use of this device in his detective
stories expands to accomplish more than simplygbaimystery the detective must solve; it
progresses the meanings of entire stories, ofteisiiztmn meanings. Thomas Woodman, in
“Chesterton and Father Brown: Demystification aret@nstruction,” writes, “Of course
Chesterton is notorious for his addiction to parad¥et the paradoxes described here go far
deeper than the purely verbal level. What is masirittive about these stories is the way that
Chesterton uses, expands, tests and breaks the tgashemonstrate explicit radical paradoxes
about crime, sin, forgiveness and redemption” (2B&cause he is able to see paradox not as a
way to add confusion, but as a means to deeperinggdhesterton is able to use it to expose
truth. In his Father Brown stories, he challengaditional detective fiction standards by
repurposing this device to reveal truth rather tteaconceal it; to this effect, he uses it as a way
to solve mysteries, as a rhetorical device thagji@sses the plot, and as a revealer of
metaphysical truth.
Solution Revealing Paradox

In “The Invisible Man” and “The Wrong Shape,” Chexson challenges paradox-solving
detection styles by adhering to and perfecting Eddjan Poe’s original method of using a
contradictory notion as a means to understand athensistencies in detective stories. Julian
Symons, iBloody Murder: From the Detective Story to the Griovel: A Historymentions

that in writing “The Murders in the Rue Morgue,”doreates the first locked-room mystery—
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the classic detective fiction paradox (36). In gtisry, two characters have been murdered in a
room no one else could have entered. The casévedsehen the reader and C. Auguste Dupin,
the detective, expand their ideas to realize thatdne” does not refer to animals—in this case,
an orangutan. But “The Purloined Letter” is everrenanovative on Poe’s part and more
influential for Chesterton. In it, Poe has Dupifveca seemingly impossible case by his
knowledge of a paradox. Symons writes that “Thdddued Letter” “was the prototype of
detective novels and short stories based on tlzetide the most apparently unlikely solution is
the correct one . . .” (37). Chesterton will usd eguse this model for detection many times in
his Father Brown stories, most notably in “The &ivie Man” in his first collection. In this

story, he shows the influence that Poe had on Hafevalso showing how he has exceeded his
teacher in making that paradox serve his own diclactrpose.

Poe, in “The Purloined Letter,” sets an examplaa& a detective story’s central
paradox can be solved by another paradox. In tbrg,2he Minister D— has stolen a document
that could lead to someone else’s future being comised. The Paris police confirm that “[t]he
present peculiar condition of affairs at court, @s@ecially of those intrigues in which D— is
known to be involved, would render the instant Elality of the document—its susceptibility of
being produced at a moment's notice—a point oflpegual importance with its possession”
(370-371). Thus, the document must either be on ©person or at his home. However, the
police have looked for it extremely thoroughly, eweaylaying D—, and cannot find it. When
Dupin attempts to solve the case for “Monsieur Ghe,Prefect of the Parisian police” (368), he
finds the document by looking for letters that tdask like the described papers. He explains
his search by describing how he concluded whidkrdiappened to be the one that he was

looking for:
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But, then, theadicalnessof these differences, which was excessive; the ttie
soiled and torn condition of the paper, so inciaat with the true methodical
habits of D—, and so suggestive of a design loddethe beholder into an idea of
the worthlessness of the document; these thingsther with the hyperobtrusive
situation of this document, full in the view ofegy visiter, and thus exactly in
accordance with the conclusions to which | haajmusly arrived; these things, |
say, were strongly corroborative of suspiciompme who came with the intention
to suspect. (380)
Having firmly decided on the least likely optionyjain steals the letter, finding it to be the one
he was searching for. John Gruesser, in “NevetteDetective (or His Creator) Your Head:
Character Rivalry, Authorial Sleight of Hand, andr@ric Fluidity in Detective Fiction,”
explains, “Poe, too, comes out victorious, not augcessfully manipulating readers but topping
himself in the concluding installment of the seriéte devises one of his most remarkable
stratagems: hiding the solution out in the ope®)(The first paradox in this story is the fact
that the letter the police are looking for mushien at D--'s home, but it is not there. The
letter has to exist, but seems to not exist whareust be in this dimension at all—an illogicality.
Dupin’s solution is a confirmation of both statertsebut a contradiction itself. The letter does
exist and cannot be found in the ordinary way afcleing; only someone who is not looking for
the letter can find it.
Chesterton’s “The Invisible Man” is the best exdengf a Father Brown story analogous
to “The Purloined Letter,” in that it too solveparadox with a paradox, though even more
explicitly. In “The Invisible Man,” a supposedlwiisible person, despite strong surveillance,

escapes after leaving death threats for anotheactea and then killing him. In the story, John
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Turnbull Angus charges four men to guard Isidoreytheis house from the murderer, but
despite their assurances that no one has pasgbdrmySmythe is shortly thereafter killed (69-
70). Father Brown solves the murder by agreeing witibers that the murderer is actually
invisible: “When those four quite honest men sa@t ho man had gone into the Mansions, they
did not really mean thato manhad gone into them. They meant no man whom thelglcou
suspect of being your man. A man did go into theskegand did come out of it, but they never
noticed him” (72). He responds to the original stiecally paradoxical idea of an invisible
murderer with the more psychological paradox of wwieacalls a “mentally invisible man™—
someone that people do not notice or necessaréyal@out, a postman (72). Milbank observes
that “[tlhe paradox of the invisible man is sohagapropriately by a priest, whose role is to
mediate between humanity and God” (92) and Walen®&lorf in “The Perception of Father
Brown,” says that “Father Brown'’s transcendentalon permits him to associate things into a
context of meaning” (272). Father Brown'’s role gwiast helps him to see the invisible man
when others cannot. Because Father Brown is at@mjde is able to understand the
importance of postmen alongside the importancengbae else. And because he understands
how other people think, he is able to simultanepusderstand that others are not seeing the
postman while he is able to see the postman hinfReihsdorf explains Father Brown’s function
as a mystic: “A mystic does not evade, or obsceadityy; a mystic reveals physical reality, itself
frequently deceptive, because he or she sees muirkess of it” (268). Because Father Brown
has the connection to the spiritual, he better #eephysical, making him an even more
effective detective when he must find the leastllilsolutions.

Drawing on “The Purloined Letter” as a model ateatype, Chesterton demonstrates the

centrality of paradox in his Catholic understandafighe universe. By having Father Brown
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demonstrate his wisdom by his knowledge of para@iresterton is arguing that seeming
incongruity is central to the world’s operationsidAbecause Father Brown is a Catholic priest,
the argument easily expands to apply to a Christraterstanding of the world. Reinsdorf says,
“Father Brown's solutions depend on a supernatanatext which enables him to see more, not
less. The facts of the crime are similar to thealtgated facts of material reality, floating around
until anchored in a context” (268). Because FaBrerwn can place observable facts in that
“supernatural context,” he can better understaacttime. When one of the crimes he solves
seems unsolvable or paradoxical, Father Brown densithe case in light of his faith and is
more likely to be able to come to a conclusion.
Plot Progressing Paradox

True to his general use of rhetorical paradox sndther writings, Chesterton progresses
the plots of his Father Brown stories by embeddmigradictory statements into Father Brown’s
conversations with other characters. This allowhé&rato emphasize key moments of revelation
by accentuating them with seemingly incongruertestants that cause characters and readers to
pause to discover the meaning of the statemengn@ficharacter will believe a mistaken idea
(often as a solution to a case), and Father BroWruge a paradox to explain that the idea is
wrong. This gives meaning to both the error andstilation—showing the wrongness and
rightness in contrast while helping to show whaager truth they reveal. This method is easily
analogous to Chesterton’s use of paradox&rihodoxywhere he says things like, “The
modern world is not evil; in some ways the modeanldvis far too good. It is full of wild and
wasted virtues” (25). I©rthodoxyand his other non-fiction works, Chesterton puntesiais
arguments and ideas with absurd statements thatbmdated to shock his audience into

awareness of truth until they can understand aswlve the tension in such a statement.
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Milbank, in a passage comparing paradox to theegtpte, explains that the former “allows us to
understand what we thought was straightforwardas.complex or different from what we
originally assumed, and yet illumined . . .” (88he paradoxes that Father Brown quietly
responds with often help to move the plot forwardstmecessarily because characters
understand them—~but because those charactergjuaseéons about what Father Brown means,
often involving those characters’ propelling th@lexation by asking him to explain and putting
him in the position of a teacher, from which he eaplain the crime to his audience.Raradox
in ChestertonHugh Kenner explains how Chesterton uses paradoanty in the Father Brown
stories, but also in all of his literature:
The special rhetorical purpose of Chesterton sviercome the mental inertia of
human beings, which mental inertia is constaaiigling them in the strange
predicament of both seeing a thing and not seieiNghen people’s perceptions
are in this condition, they must, in the strictense of the words, be made to
renew their acquaintance with things. Now a maguaintance with truth is
likely to be renewed by the violent shock of lggiald a thundering and obvious
lie. (43)
In the same way that Chesterton’s oxymora in wbkesOrthodoxyare meant to directly shock
his audience, Father Brown too must awaken hiseawdito the idea that the truth may be
different or more profound than it thinks.
Chesterton uses paradoxlihelnnocence of Father Browes an especially strong accent
in the story “The Three Tools of Death.” In thisrgt, Chesterton makes use of an especially
confusing situation to use impossibilities to pexg the character’s investigation of and

discussion of the death of Sir Aaron Armstrong. Nba beginning of the story, Chesterton
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claims that Sir Aaron’s “wide white beard, cherufaice, and sparkling spectacles” make it
“hard to believe” that he “had ever been anythiogrerbid as either a dram-drinker or a
Calvinist” (157). Chesterton is joking here, andt o it is the paradox that dram drinking is not
often or easily associated with morbidity; it ischumnore easily associated with festivity or with
carousing. In addition, calling Calvinism morbidyrze less paradoxical, but perhaps not for a
Calvinist. In using this contradiction to propes ldescription, Chesterton is attempting to draw
his audience into considering in what way thesettvirngs could be considered “morbid” in the
character of Sir Aaron, foreshadowing what will pep eventually. Later, Father Brown claims,
“If ever | murdered somebody . . . | dare say igimibe an Optimist” (160). Here, Chesterton
attempts to overcome natural repulsion at the adddling someone who is happy. Of course,
Father Brown finds later that Sir Aaron was noteais happy as he lets on, but, in the
meantime, claiming a desire to kill an optimistgsethe audience to understand that there may
be reasons to want to do so. Father Brown alsoateseimne deductive discussion about how Sir
Aaron was killed by guessing that “[p]erhaps the@pen was too big to be noticed . . .” (161).
Because the characters at that moment could onigetee of what would normally be called
weapons—rope, knives, or guns or example—FathewBsouse of a startling paradox helps
them to widen their perceived possibilities angbehe reader to understand that Sir Aaron may
have fallen to his death. Once the characters foawal several different “normal” weapons at
the scene of Sir Aaron’s death, Father Brown claisthe beginning you said we’d found no
weapon. But now we’re finding too many; there’s kinife to stab, and the rope to strangle, and
the pistol to shoot; and after all he broke hiskngg falling out of a window! It won't do. It's not
economical” (165). Father Brown is claiming a sitoal inconsistency that makes no sense. He

assumes that murders are usually committed a seviy, with a certain number of weapons,
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and that these four are too many. But, in a filmlrish, Chesterton has Father Brown solve the
case by realizing the paradox that the weaponséwet used to kill Sir Aaron, but to save him”
(166). According to what the reader and other attara have been assuming, the weapons have
been instruments of death. Into this world of narpmssibilities, Father Brown paradoxically
claims that the weapons could have been used att@mpt to save Sir Aaron from suicide. Over
the course of this short story, Chesterton anddfd&hown propel the story and encourage the
unraveling of the plot (both literarily and in te®ry) through a use of rhetorical paradoxes that
prompt the reader to broaden his or her ideas at wbuld have happened to cause Sir Aaron’s
death.

The chief purpose of Chesterton’s rhetorical paxad the Father Brown stories is to
overcome the audience and Father Brown'’s fellowasttars’ inadequate assumptions. Kenner
agrees, saying, “The object of verbal paradox, tieepersuasion . . .” (17). Characters and
readers must be forced to expand their minds $dhbg can accept solutions that they may not
have considered or thought possible. Kenner s&ysttfus constantly enlarging our concepts to
give contradictions elbow-room, we conform the omfeour minds with that of things . . .” (20).
Following Father Brown’s example, once Chesterta@haracters can be like Father Brown by
being willing to accept ideas that seem logicatintcadictory, they are more quickly able to
understand the nature of the crime. In the en&eamer says, “The verbal paradox is simply a
weapon for overcoming mental laziness” (56). Chiemteuses this device as a stimulator that
helps to move along characters, the plot, and ifedery of the crime in the Father Brown
stories.

Truth Revealing Paradox

Finally, in the way that he uses situational paxas to understand mysteries and
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rhetorical paradoxes to progress story plots, @nest uses metaphysical paradoxes in his

Father Brown stories to progress an implied, didaand spiritual sub-conversation. Some of

the greatest strengths of any work by Chesterterhsrparadoxes, and an important part of what

he writes are his didactic messages. It is appagpthat in his best-remembered work, the

Father Brown stories, he thoroughly combines the twThe Ball and the Crossfter

dismissing superficial and decadent paradoxesstifme, Chesterton narrates a defense and

explanation of the use of graver paradoxes:
Those who look at the matter a little more deeplyelicately see that paradox is
a thing which especially belongs to all religioRaradox of this kind is to be
found in such a saying as ‘The meek shall inlikatearth.” But those who see
and feel the fundamental fact of the matter ktloat paradox is a thing that
belongs not to religion only, but to all vividémiolent practical crises of human
living. (9)

The paradoxes Chesterton refers to here are ness&aly situational or rhetorical; they tend to

be more philosophical or theological. These metajgay incongruities can be found throughout

the Father Brown stories, whether in characters @hbody a particular paradox or in direct

comments that Father Brown makes in church-insgudgment of other philosophies, religions,

or characters.

The most obvious character paradoxes in Chestertoliections of Father Brown

stories are the title character and the reformeldwiU~lambeau. Not only is Father Brown a

priest and a detective simultaneously, but he lat@vs more about crime than most criminals.

Though a priest, Father Brown, in “The Blue Crogsgves to be better at detection than the

greatest detective alive and better at crime timanfamous criminal. This is incongruous
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because, in being a good priest, he is both a detettive and a good criminal. Over the course
of the short story, Father Brown leads the detechxistide Valentin on a chase throughout
London which ends in Valentin acknowledging FatBewn as his “master” in detection (16).
To accomplish this, Father Brown must also be @btautwit Flambeau in criminal activities, an
activity which climaxes with him wondering that Flaeau has not heard of criminal strategies
that Father Brown knows (15). The first time thatgone hears of a priest who is a detective
but can think like a criminal, his status of havewgh different roles seem paradoxical.
Woodman states of Chesterton that “[i]f he belieted God lies behind all legitimate systems
of the human order that detective fiction priviledes also highlights various paradoxes of crime
and guilt and in particular the disjunction betwéeman and divine justice” (231). Because
Father Brown has so many perspectives on crimes, &lele to understand it better than anyone
else. His solution is to understand it as sin extef just as an offense against society—
expanding his audience’s preconceived notionsdlude the supernatural realm. But this only
continues the inconsistency as Andre P. Gushursir®jon “Reality, Illusion and Art iThe
Father Brown Storiesexplains: “The paradox is that one who is so uridlg should

understand human nature so well, and so much lie#errothers who from scientific, rationalist
materialist, realistic perspectives make false@fteh, ironically, superstitious presumptions”
(324). In Chesterton’s stories, Father Brown use®Wwn Christian worldview to understand the
physical world better than those, like Holmes, whafess to study only what is materially
present. Father Brown is paradoxical as a charhetmuse he imbibes the same self-
contradiction that the incarnate Christ represdnssdetective method is both fully spiritual and
fully natural.

Flambeau, on the other hand, begins as a pathdbXilbank calls the “honest outlaw”
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(326) or that Woodman calls Chesterton’s “tradigiioparadox of the good thief” (238); in
addition, he eventually switches from being a cniahito being a private detective, causing an
audience to ask how a past criminal can be a detetn this case, Christian repentance, a
supernatural factor again, is what helps this tdeaake sense. Milbank refers to the “penitent
thief” as “a paradoxical duality conceived of irrt@hristian scriptures themselves” (93). The
thief on the cross in the book of Luke repentsisfdm, and Jesus tells him, “I tell you the truth,
today you will be with me in paradise” (Luke 23.4B) the same way, Flambeau repents of or
desists in his crime in “The Queer Feet” and “Tlherig Stars,” and, by “The Invisible Man,”
has reversed direction so much that he now deteicte with Father Brown. For both Father
Brown and Flambeau, the paradoxes in their persiogks serve as examples of character-
based paradoxes that Chesterton uses to demorssttémestian view of the possibilities for how
people can understand the world or their own sidss.

Unlike Doyle or Poe’s tactics which shy away framralism, Chesterton’s most direct
uses of paradox as a didactic tactic are in lesgwes by Father Brown as off-handed
commentary on other characters and the religiomphibosophies that they ascribe to. In “The
Wrong Shape,” Father Brown comments on the suppssiedie note of a writer of oriental
romances: “It's the wrong shape in the abstrach’'Dgou ever feel that about Eastern art? The
colours are intoxicatingly lovely; but the shapes mean and bad—deliberately mean and bad. |
have seen wicked things in a Turkey carpet” (8@jeLin the same story, Father Brown
comments, “The Christian is more modest [than tlystim oriental]. . . he wants something”
(91). In “The Three Tools of Death,” Father Browaims that the “Religion of Cheerfulness”
“Is a cruel religion” because it leads Sir Aarorstocide (166). And then claims in “The

Hammer of God” that “[hJumility is the mother ofagits” (127). While each of these paradoxes
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seem incongruent or absurd upon first reading, vamenconsiders Father Brown'’s religious
viewpoint, they begin to make sense: Christianitgaairages its adherents to desire many things,
excessive cheerfulness can demand someone upkieleg dacade, and pride brings people low
while humility allows them to really be great. Easfithese ideas makes sense in light of Father
Brown’s faith and spiritual intuition, which muse¢ lmsed to explain them if the reader is to
understand. Because Father Brown, a priest, utters, they make sense in the flow of the story
without seeming too moralistic, though they tentvéahe most direct dogma in the Father
Brown stories.

But these paradoxes do not just teach about at@miworldview; they often help to
advance the story or are entertaining as well. IRa@@they not meet at least two of these
standards, which helps to cement Chesterton’s aéipatas, at the least, an entertaining teacher
and an effective didactic. In talking about Chest@s ability to “disturb perception,” Milbank
explains that “Chesterton makes the object strémges so that it may be reconnected by
participation in a divine world” (57) connectingetphysical to the spiritual. In describing
paradox specifically, she later says, “Indeed réa@ler of a paradox is presented with the
difference between two things, and seeks for thathvunites them—their relation. This
relation takes him or her back beyond the two @stéd things to their cause, which is God”
(91). In the Father Brown stories, the physicalasnected to the spiritual in a way that seems
discordant at first, but that Father Brown useseteal truth about his faith and God. Flannery
O’Connor, another Catholic writer says, “When factis made according to its nature, it should
reinforce our sense of the supernatural by grounidim concrete observable reality” (148). Not
only does Chesterton do this in his writing of Eeher Brown stories, but Father Brown does

this by seeing the supernatural in his physicalrenment. Reinsdorf says, “Father Brown's
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acute observations do not exclude the mysticahdperillogically, one reinforces the other.
Somehow, characters and critics assume that ti@stpremoved from the common life, must be
magical, mysterious and foreign” (266). When FaBwwn observes the physical, he connects
it to the spiritual in a way that, to audiences vaine not prepared for a spiritual moral, may seem
contradictory, which further helps to suggest FaBrewn’s “mystical” intelligence or

knowledge. Because Father Brown has this reputatoibecause the philosophical paradoxes
in Chesterton’s stories often serve a double p@psshetorical paradoxes that explain a crime,
messages that would otherwise appear outright ¢hggaseem natural in Chesterton’s detective
fiction.

Chesterton’s situational, rhetorical, and metaptatgparadoxes in his Father Brown
stories allow him be entertaining and educatioh#h@ same time. Not only does the fact that the
semi-mystical figure of a priest utters them helpnake them seem normal in the context of a
detective story, but the fact that they typicallglthseamlessly into the progress of the stories
keeps them from seeming too moralistic. Chesterto@ythodoxy says, “[W]henever we feel
there is something odd in Christian theology, walsghenerally find that there is something odd
in the truth” (78). In the Father Brown stories,eSterton argues that where Christianity seems
paradoxical the truth itself may be paradoxicalk Routley, in “The Fairy Tale and the Secret,”
says, “I know of a few unsafe paradoxes in Chestéstmore exuberant essays: | can find none
in Father Brown. He represents not paradox buhmlasent. He firmly rejects what is bogus in
humanistic and materialistic thought, represen@agholic doctrines as, precisely, common
sense” (n. pag.). In saying this, Erik respondhtse who disapprove of Chesterton’s
enthusiastic use of paradox as excessive and engptpaches that Chesterton responds to

himself: “Critics were almost entirely complimentdo what they were pleased to call my
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brilliant paradoxes; until they discovered thagalty meant what | said’Autobiography###).
And in his Father Brown stories, Chesterton redtigs seem to mean what he says. The fact that
Father Brown’s paradoxical conception of the urseeallows him to successfully solve crimes
is the most immediate affirmation of the relevan€yoth the Christian faith and the paradox
that Chesterton claims is married to ChristianityOrthodoxy he explains his desire for the
Christian faith as a desire for the impossible:
The idea was that which | had outlined touchimg aptimist and the pessimist;
that we want not an amalgam or compromise, btit thongs at the top of their
energy; love and wrath both burning. Here | sbaly trace it in relation to ethics.
But | need not remind the reader that the idgisfcombination is indeed central
in orthodox theology. For orthodox theology hpsaally insisted that Christ was
not a being apart from god and man, like anralf,yet a being half human and
half not, like a centaur, but both things at oand both things thoroughly, very
man and very God. (88)
The fact that Chesterton makes contradiction thg eenter of the solutions, of the dialogue, of
the characters, and of the themes of his FathewBstories shows just how closely the concept
of seeming contradiction is related to his Christimderstanding of the world. Chesterton has
taken a facet of detective fiction—the paradox—whgusually manifested as something that
needs to be deconstructed, to argue that the clictvay terms are not necessarily impossible
but actually very possible once the reader lookketase in the light of a Christian worldview.
Because Chesterton does not actively claim thihastFather Brown play it out, his stories are
able to stand as an entertaining but also an eduehChristian way of understanding the

universe—this dual function being perhaps the detegned most underlying paradox of the entire
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collection of the Father Brown stories.
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Chapter 3: Opposition in Character and Ideology

Just as in detective stories, where the villainidglen in the background of the narrative
until the detective discovers him, so in a studthefdetective fiction genre, secondary and stock
characters generally remain hidden until someose @bints them out. In reading detective
stories, the reader usually focuses on the deteatid his sidekick. The stock characters—the
separated lovers, the old codgers, and the insilifieicrones—appear in story after story but are
forgotten quickly each time. In “Murder and Mannéfhe Formal Detective Novel,” George
Grella identifies a few common stock charactersf©hesterton’s era and later including at
least “one representative of the squirearchy,” “pridessional man,” “a cleancut young sporting
type,” “a military man,” an “English vicar” (39) tHe obsessed philosopher” (40), young lovers
kept apart by suspicion of murder (41), and sevatars. Authors often use these characters as
simple substitutes for character development; yish a few words in each story, readers are
trained to understand who these characters are@mdhey will act. Chesterton mentions this
phenomenon of stock characters in “Errors aboue®iie Stories”; he says, “Then there is the
common error of making all the human characteckstior stock figures — not so much because
the novelist is not intelligent enough to descrba characters as because he really thinks real
characterization wasted on an unreal type of liteed (n. pag.). Because detective fiction is
often written for the purpose of quick entertaintp@uthors sometimes take little time to
develop the secondary characters—a missed oppiyrthai Chesterton notices and rectifies.

Perhaps the reason Chesterton’s redemption ohdacy characters was so successful
when Father Brown was first published is that threetperiod during which Chesterton was
writing—the Edwardian era—was perfect for didaéietion. In The Edwardian Temperament,

Jonathan Rose describes the Edwardian “gospehtf fu
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It erased the distinction between work and play a. . the boundary separating
humor and seriousness . . . Edwardian humoratklde funny and perfectly
earnest at the same time. They created jokdlsitanate eternal truths . . . The
Edwardian impulse to unify the sacred and thégm® could lead directly to the
conclusion that jokes are deeply serious thingsrrgps even expressions of
religion, as G. K. Chesterton argued. (174)
Chesterton’s comedic Father Brown stories fit thascription perfectly: Chesterton uses them as
jokes that express important lessons for his awéiefor instance, Chesterton’s “The Honour of
Israel Gow” is a joke because no real crime has lseexmitted, but it also a lesson that teaches
the importance of perception. In addition to thisMardian need for simultaneous fun and
learning as “part of that broader Edwardian effonteconcile opposites” (174), their thinkers
responded to developments in philosophy “by redmggfaith and reason in a synthesis” (2).
The entire Edwardian worldview was characterizeé lgyowing desire to reconcile seeming
philosophical antitheses. Says Rose, “Self-divisias the psychological product of the great
intellectual conflicts of the Victorian age: thiagh of science and religion, reason and emotion,
morality and desire, society and individuality” @9older Edwardians had lived through the
latter part of Victorianism but not all had resalve arguments of that era. However, after
World War |, the Edwardians realized that compbtethesis was impossible (33). Though
Chesterton suffered depression, loss of family,iinelss as a result of World War 1, in the case
of the Father Brown stories, he was ideologicallline with what it taught the Edwardians: not
every argument can be resolved; sometimes onlygmleecan be right.
Chesterton’s Father Brown stories can be integdras modern day parables or fables

concerning those issues that Edwardians wrestlédd #ome of Chesterton’s critics do not
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accept this fact happily. Thomas Woodman, in “@dresn’s ‘The Secret Garden,” says that
“[tIhese stories have often, for example, been egwrimarily as religious and political
propaganda” (n. pag.). This charge, not completebng, highlights the heavy moral lessons
that Chesterton levies at his audience (albeltdtgerving the Edwardian tendency to fun). lan
Boyd, in “Parables of Father Brown,” explains tmegence of this material in the Father Brown
canon:
These, the most well-known stories Chesterton evete, are best understood as
parables. They present truths found in discuraigeks such as Orthodoxy and
The Everlasting Man, but present them in a freahe therefore more persuasive
way, precisely because they are truths embodiédtion. Although the primary
aim of such writing is to delight, that is na d@nly aim. (421)
Boyd is here, perhaps, making reference to whemé¢oinThe Art of Poetrypraises the poet
who “delights his reader at the same time as heuicts him” (108), a description that fits
Chesterton’s Father Brown stories well. To accosfpthis,Chesterton adds a new type of
character to his short stories, divesting the rarikbe stock characters to supply his own
purposes. While a stock character may have onlyg akied for his or her ability to confuse,
Chesterton adds an ability to teach to his secqraladl stock characters’ resume. Chesterton
invests his repurposed stock characters with syimpbilosophies that he has observed in his
life and then has those characters operate witigrstory according to that philosophy—often
making his stories a microcosm of the Edwardiarsetisputes. Thus, in his stories, atheist
characters will be confused by what may seem sapanal, and spiritualist characters may
attribute murders to ghosts. In addition, Chesteetiohances this development of detective

fiction by drawing on his life-long love of debata.order to better define these secondary
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characters and to help the reader to understanghilesophies presented, he organizes the
characters into dichotomous, opposing relationslhigsoften puts two or three of these
philosophies into a story and lets them murderestigate, or argue with each other in order to
make a point to his readers. While this tactic fnaylidactic, detective fiction’s propensity for
truth seeking and its abundant supply of underaggied stock characters gives Chesterton the
perfect opportunity to enlighten while entertainihgthe Father Brown stories, Chesterton
utilizes these dichotomous character relationstupsiderstand truth about the mystery and the
world in an entertaining way that allows him emptbg strengths of detective fiction so as to be
didactic without being overbearing for a casualience.
Symbolic Characters

Chesterton’s parable-like stories are able to témdause Chesterton takes care to make
sure audiences can identify his characters witlpthl®sophies that he intends them to represent.
Thus, the ideas the characters represent canrhedasy to ascertain through a quick summary
of some of a character’s dialogue, a social graiprtshe belongs to, or his or her most
distinguishing quality. In fact, Chesterton eves baveral character types that consistently
reappear in his Father Brown stories, usually isgameng the same idea. Scientists and doctors
often represent rationalism. The rich represeist@racy or capitalism, and the poor are often
socialists. Americans often represent materiali3aaple not from Britain or America often
represent eastern or pagan religion. Togetheof éiese characters represent worldviews.
Perhaps aware of this function while studying aaptif Chesterton’s highly symbolic pieces, in
her bookG. K. Chesterton: Explorations in Allegokynnette Hunter affirms the fact of
Chesterton’s use of emblems in his fiction and es direct definition of what they are in his

writing: “Emblem, unlike metaphor, does not repl#ite thing that it expresses, but ‘stands for’
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it, stands consciously outside that object or euanting comparison with its similarities but not
identification” (32-33). Chesterton uses these emlaitic characters to make points about the
philosophies they represent; he argues by “invidagiparison” between the character’s actions
and the philosophy’s results. Chesterton assigpsitant characters to represent specific
philosophies so that he can teach his audiencet #txmae philosophies through the characters’
interactions with each other and through their fioms in the story
To set up these relationships, Chesterton usesaadifferent methods to describe these

emblematic characters, which exist in nearly ev@ther Brown story that he writes. If Father
Brown is counted, then there is at least one emdtieroharacter in every single one. For
example, he makes it clear in “The Queer Feet{ Tha Twelve True Fishermen represent a
wealthy upper class or “modern plutocrats” who tast bear a poor man near to them, either as
a slave or as a friend” (41). These charactergcilely represent a wealthy class that is unable
to communicate casually with the lower classescathat Chesterton does not hesitate to
ridicule or to use to place them in oppositionitose lower classes. In “The Eye of Apollo,”
Chesterton introduces the reader to Kalon, a poieapollo, who represents pagan religion.
Kalon is closely tied to the sun; he stares airdys to it, and teaches others to do the same. He
is strong, seems noble to others, and has impeepsiwers of oratory that he uses to argue his
innocence. In this story, Chesterton directly aditprs character with pagan or mystic philosophy
through detailed description:

The man who called himself Kalon was a magnifiezaature, worthy, in a

physical sense, to be the pontiff of Apollo. Hasmearly as tall even as

Flambeau, and very much better looking, with Ele bear, strong blue eyes,

and a mane flung back like a lion’s. In structbheawas the blonde beast of
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Nietzsche, but all this animal beauty was heigéte brightened and softened by

genuine intellect and spirituality. If he lookike one of the great Saxon kings,

he looked like one of the kings that were alsotsa(133)
The imagery that Chesterton uses to describe hggesis an ancient, animalistic, and mystical
type of person—all popular elements that Chestdaends to stereotype as earthily pagan in his
stories. Later, though, Chesterton also blatamtligl$ies Kalon as a pagan when Father Brown
actually refers to the man as one of “these nevapsig(141) and one of “[tjhese pagan stoics”
(142), placing him in opposition to Father Browmielf. With both the Fishermen and Kalon,
Chesterton, in two distinct stories, has persoaifieo distinct philosophies so that once his
reader understands what they represent, Chestatonse them as debaters in his metaphysical
detective stories.

Chesterton’s most iconic emblematic characterslvevaround a right understanding of
the world and religion; his most ardent philosoghgracters in the Father Brown stories defend
the Christian faith against wrong understandingshefworld, and the strongest manifestation of
this argument iMhe Innocence of Father Brovappears in “The Secret Garden.” In this story,
the detective Aristide Valentin invites Father Broalong with several other guests to a party at
his house in France. Halfway through the partyp@dybwith missing head appears in the garden,
which is inaccessible by anyone but the guests.n\¥agher Brown and Valentin (who later is
revealed to be the murderer) begin solving the,d@kesterton uses their efforts to demonstrate
which of three character-represented philosopimi¢lsat story is the most truthful.

Valentin is Chesterton’s premiere humanisticoradlistic atheist imhe Innocence of
Father Brown he represents this philosophy through his Fremdestry (something Chesterton

often associates with common sense in his stoaigdhis adherence to logic in understanding
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crime. He is placed in opposition to the milliomagpiritualist Julius K. Brayne, though Father
Brown representative of Catholicism will soon jtive argument. Valentin's character hearkens
back to the French enlightenment and the preponderaf pure reason over sentimentality or
spiritualism. In “The Blue Cross,” Chesterton déses Valentin’'s detective process: “All his
wonderful successes, that looked like conjuringl, Ik@en gained by plodding logic, by clear and
commonplace French thought” (4). In “The Secretd@ay” Valentin is “one of the great
humanitarian French freethinkers . . .” (17) andddfoan calls him “the epitome of French free-
thinking rationalism” (“Chesterton and Father Broaemystification and Deconstruction”

233). Making a connection to Poe and original detediction, Christopher Routledge, in “The
Chevalier and the Priest,” say$he chief of police represents the kind of ‘reasgmmachine’
Dupin seems to be, and, incidentally, himself bee®a murderer in the story ‘The Secret
Garden’ (6). Chesterton’s intentions concerninig frarallel are not explicit, but a connection
does seem to exist between Valentin and the eestptype of fictional detectives. He and
detectives like Holmes and Dupin operate on puasar and observation, believing that the
world can be understood through observation and.ld@dnis suggests that at the very least,
Chesterton, while proposing a unique detectiveati&r Brown, is also trying to satirize the
older type. Valentin failed to solve the thievemy‘The Blue Cross” and he cannot solve the
murder in “The Secret Garden”; in fact, his ratiostec worldview has led him to be the villain.
In addition, according to Woodman, Valentin’s “ssagarden” thus represents “a false Eden
created by rationalism and a secular establishn{&@tiesterton’s ‘The Secret Garden’). The
environment in which the murder takes place is @i Valentin, essentially acting as a “home
court” for rationalism and making this philosoplmeg tprimary target in “The Secret Garden,” a

philosophy represented by Valentin “one of the npasterful intellects in Europe” (“The Blue
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Cross” 1). However, Valentin eventually will be @ged and when he is, based on his position
in his relationship to spiritual characters, Cheetewill make clear his own opinion of pure
rationalism.

Julius K. Brayne is Chesterton’s very first spiailist in the Father Brown stories,
representing a philosophy for all who fail to att&iue spirituality by not realizing the truth of
Chesterton’s Christian faith—a philosophy of spiaiism in direct opposition to Valentin’s
rationalism. To develop this emblematic charad@dresterton explains in “The Secret Garden,”
“Nobody could quite make out whether Mr. Brayne \aasatheist or a Mormon or a Christian
Scientist; but he was ready to pour money intoiatellectual vessel, so long as it was an
untried vessel” (19). More succinctly, Chestertesatibes him later on as “the hoary Yankee
who believed in all religions” (19). In academigt® there is less interest in Brayne than
Valentin, likely because Valentin is present in tstories and Brayne is alive for only half of
one, and so Chesterton does not have as muchdidevelop Brayne as he has to develop
Valentin. But from what Chesterton does show, Beagray either be an ardent spiritualist or an
everyman caught between spiritualism and ratiomabst with a strong proclivity for the
supernatural. By the end of the story, the reatsmoglers that he was coming close to accepting
the Catholic faith. However, due to Valentin’s memalus activity, Brayne dies as a
representative of spiritualists at the hands ofWah’s rationalism.

Finally, Chesterton’s most important emblematiareleter is Father Brown himself, who
represents a rational and sympathetic Catholib.falhlike Valentin and Brayne, Father Brown
is not initially part of the dichotomous relationghhe enters into it later when his Catholic
rationalism is needed to solve the case. Boyd srifel]e is unmistakably a Roman Catholic

priest. He is in fact a symbol of the Catholic Giir(422).Father Brown, as a Christiaamd
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Catholic, is Chesterton’s ultimate symbol and the that, eventually, all other symbolized
viewpoints will prove inferior to, a fact that s¢as sometimes use to accuse Chesterton of
excessive preaching. But as Boyd explains, Chestelbes not take advantage of every
opportunity to levy the didacticism possible withbréest as a character: “[T]he stories never
become exercises in religious propaganda. Fatrex®Bhas in fact little to say about the
specificities of the Catholic faith”; in fact, Boygbes on to explain that “[i]n the best traditidn o
puzzle detective story, the ways in which he readodutions to problems he faces are always
rational. Father Brown is in truth a spokesmarnréason” (424). Father Brown is a Christian but
he is a reasonable Christian. This Christian reaseractly how Chesterton sets Father Brown
apart from other detectives like Valentin, DupinHolmes. Christian reason is not purely
materialistic; it accepts the presence of God aedotesence of sin, helping Father Brown to
understand criminals in a way that Chesterton axrdatentin and Holmes never will. And, thus
between Valentin and Brayne, Father Brown is sebnty as a mediator in the story—one who
can discover the truth—but also as a religious atedi one who can tell who is right and who is
wrong.
Direct Binaries

Once Chesterton establishes his emblematic cleasatte arranges them against each
other in direct antagonistic relationships so tieatan explore the represented philosophies by
contrasting them to each other. Scientists argtie pagan stoics, western characters suspect
eastern characters of murder, and capitalists acssalists of theft. The depth of possibilities
here is almost too rich for anyone but a highlyotietical mind like Chesterton to be able to
handle. The characters must be displayed and aregyenst each other so that they conform to

the ideologies of their philosophy, and they muaggract with each other in a way that allows
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Chesterton the opportunity to manipulate them segfadly to produce a moral. Because
detective fiction is often a contest both betweethar and reader (as Chesterton posits in “How
to Write a Detective Story”) and between differeharacters, a precedent exists for this
competition for survival or dominance. Routledggssédindeed, detective fiction is full of
doubles [or opposites]: the innocent who turnstodde guilty, the detective and the narrating
companion, the detective and the criminal, for epda(5). In “Never Bet the Detective (or His
Creator) Your Head: Character Rivalry, Authoriadi§ht of Hand, and Generic Fluidity in
Detective Fiction,” John Gruesser says, “First, andhe most basic level, Poe stages a series of
contests between characters: Dupin versus thatoaand the police prefect in “The Murders in
the Rue Morgue,’ Dupin versus various newspapernmérhe Mystery of Marie Roget,” and
Dupin versus the master criminal D in ‘Thelétoed Letter” (5). Chesterton is not
simply remaking the detective fiction genre; hesigurposing an existing element—the element
of contest. However, in the Father Brown storikese direct binaries are relationships between
two characters that have opposing views on thegbidhical, economic, religious, etc. The
characters interact with each other in a parableuof their philosophies interact, and Chesterton
often comes to a conclusion on which idea is rightpnclusion supported by those characters’
dialogue or actions.

Chesterton’s binaries are strongly present inlpéweif of the stories iThe Innocence of
Father Brown In “The Queer Feet,” the waiters of the restatirapresent the lower class and
provide a contrast against The Twelve True Fisharmbeir relationship, while not openly
antagonistic, is jarring and awkward for readersaose of the ridiculous light wealth is placed
in and the sympathetic light the serving clasdasqd in. Based on this, Chesterton delivers a

monologue to his audience about the right relatiggssbetween rich and poor. He mentions “a
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strange shame which is wholly the product of ouneti It is the combination of modern
humanitarianism with the horrible modern abyss leetwthe souls of the rich and poor” (41).
This emphasizes a social class-sized differencedast the elements in this relationship. In
addition, in “The Eye of Apollo,” Chesterton showea Kalon’s paganism and Father Brown’s
Catholic reason to reveal who the false priestalgtis. When Father Brown asks Kalon about
his religion, Kalon says, “We meet at last CaiaphasYour church and mine are the only
realities on this earth. | adore the sun, and heudarkening of the sun; you are the priest of the
dying and I of the living God. Your present worksafspicion and slander is worthy of your coat
and creed” (136). Here, Kalon reveals Chestertdaigloping binary: Father Brown represents
Christian religion and Kalon represents pagan ialigone who “adore[s] the sun” (136). When
Father Brown eventually does catch Kalon in hymycand when he reveals Kalon to be guilty
by using Kalon’s own words against him, Chestersotlemonstrating the church’s superiority
over pagan religion. Father Brown evaluates Kaloaligion: “Oh, if these new pagans would
only be old pagans, they would be a little wisdneTold pagans knew that mere naked Nature-
worship must have a cruel side. They knew thaetreeof Apollo can blast and blind” (141).
Kalon is defeated and paganism is shown to beiarfea Christianity. “The Queer Feet” and
“The Eye of Apollo” not only showcase two of Chetta’s favorite debates—one between
different economic theories and one between diffiei@ms of religion—but they also represent
two different types of direct binaries—ones in whieather Brown is or is not involved as one of
the direct combatants.

Perhaps the strongest statement of an antagorgkiteonship innnocencas in “The
Secret Garden,” in which the symbolic charactegsi@directly against each other about their

opposing philosophies, leading to one of them adigtgaing so far as to kill the other. The
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occasion for a direct binary in “The Secret Garderthat Brayne begins to develop sympathy
towards Catholicism and may endow the French Ciatleblurch with his “crazy millions” (32),
his spiritualism possibly leading him where Chestebelieves he belongs. But as Woodman
writes, “Chesterton clearly intends this story eodet in the very particular French cultural
context of the fight between a beleaguered natisn@hurch and a freethinking and anti-clerical
party” (“Chesterton’s ‘The Secret Garden’). He tiones this idea later in his essay by saying,
“Chesterton imbues it with considerable ideologgighificance. The propaganda element is
clear. The anti-clerical party is prepared to resmmurder in order to prevent the millionaire's
money coming to the Church, and Brayne's convelisiportrayed as only one of a whole wave
of ‘scatter-brained sceptics’ who are ‘driftingus’™ (n. pag.). The philosophical microcosmic
battle in “The Secret Garden,” then, is one betweadinnalist philosophy and a spiritualist
possible converting to Christianity.

In “The Secret Garden,” Chesterton, through thmas of the characters, especially
focuses on an argument against a purely rationalidérstanding of the universe; Valentin is his
representation of that rationalism. As Knedlik sa¥alentin “is portrayed as the epitome of
French free-thinking rationalism, and it is no detit that he is also revealed as the murderer”
(233). Chesterton is very intentional by showindeviin as willing to murder to argue his point.
As Father Brown says, “Valentin is an honest mibeing mad for an arguable cause is
honesty” (32). The language here is appropriaté¢hicae reasons, reasons that summarize the
point Chesterton is making about Valentin’'s ratimma. Chesterton uses the word “honest” to
suggest that Valentin really does earnestly belelvat he is killing Brayne for. He is passionate
about his understanding of the world and willingbteak the law he has upheld in order to

protect his rationalistic atheism. Chesterton dasguable” well because not only is it a
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rationalistic keyword—argument is the medium oftdssion when one is being rational—but
because Valentin's earlier actions support thisigson. Before killing Brayne, Valentin does
try to reason with him in a heated argument. Howewben that fails, he has already “resolved
to destroy the millionaire” (32). And this is wheZdesterton’s use of “mad” becomes so
appropriate. Valentin has ceased to see boundarigs attempts to stop Brayne. To support
this, Chesterton has Father Brown say, “He wouldmlghing,anything,to break what he calls
the superstition of the Cross. He has fought fand starved for it, and now he has murdered for
it” (32). But Valentin goes much farther for thisuse. He refuses conviction by his own rational
laws and, instead, commits suicide, removing hifrfsein the jurisdiction of the law, taking his
argument to what Chesterton must have seen aedloal and incorrect conclusion.
Chesterton’s evaluations of Brayne’s actions is tiontest are far simpler and are mostly
implied through comparisons to Valentin and desmms of Brayne, descriptions in less
abundance than those of Valentin because Brayrerduesurvive through the first four pages of
the story. In comparison to Valentin, because ro@an really understand what religion Brayne
adheres to, Brayne appears weaker and less séneru¥alentin who is willing to pursue a
single idea to his own death. Chesterton summati@sdichotomous relationship as “Brayne,
the hoary Yankee who believed in all religions, afadentin, the grizzled Frenchman who
believed in none” (19). Brayne cannot decide abeligion, and at the time of his death was
only “drifting” towards the Christian faith (32).r8yne does argue with Valentin, but the
argument results in mior revelation of Brayne’'sreleter. Brayne thinks Valentin to be
“progressive,” which Chesterton says does Val€faigrave injustice,” but this does little for
saving his life from Valentin, who Chesterton inggliis actually far more conservative than the

reader could guess at the beginning of the std@y. @rayne cannot understand the type of



Stumme 62

madness that would lead Valentin to kill him arfdig, Chesterton portrays untethered
spiritualism as an insecure base—one that leaweadherent open to attack and with no solid
understanding of the world. In fact, Father Browatet describes Brayne as a “scatter-brained
sceptic,” (32) someone who, by believing in allgeins, really believes in none of them
exclusively. If a specific religion precludes alhers, then one cannot believe in two
simultaneously, an idea that Brayne does not seamderstand and that Chesterton heavily
implies.

Using his method of arraying characters againgh,e@hesterton’s binary in “The Secret
Garden” reflects his beliefs about the absencaefhristian faith in a character’s worldview.
He believes that neither rationalism nor undiscegrapiritualism will suffice for a complete
worldview. The relationship between Valentin’s matunind and Brayne’s supernatural ideas
here reveal this to the reader. Through the deztheth of these characters and through the
uselessness of both of their efforts in arguindneech other, Chesterton argues for the
insufficiency of both philosophies, making it angantant point in the theme of his story.
Reconciled Binaries

In direct binaries in which both sides are wro@gesterton compounds his lesson by
using Father Brown to show how the Catholic Chuschible to decide which philosophy is
correct; these sides cannot be reconciled unthr@s@an perspective clarifies the argument, a
scenario which played out in Chesterton’s life @&l.wn a biographic summary of Chesterton in
Hunter'sG. K. Chesterton: Explorations in Allegomy;, even in his owi®rthodoxy,one can
trace a recurring pattern in Chesterton’s develppinilosophical struggles. He decides that he
must choose between two options, becomes frustbetealuse neither choice is acceptable, and

then realizes that the church holds the answes Beaking. For example, Hunter explains how,
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before 1900, Chesterton attempted to decide betad&®iidean impressionism and a Shavian
materialistic rationalism (6-8)—he tried to decidkether art should be relative to human
perspective or whether there was an absolute me&suwhat art should be and be about.
Hunter explains Chesterton’s final conclusion:
Both impressionist and rationalist create assgrthat their art is justified in itself
and that that art alone is absolute becauseneak not connected with the
vagueness of the external world; and both deaydle of ultimate authority to
God. Working from this conclusion Chesterton @agingly realises that formal
religion may provide a resolution to the con8igtithin both his vision of life and
his moral ideas. (13).
Thus, because his stories often contain hazy, ethé&iry tale imagery, and nearly all of them
try to make a specific point to the reader, mucRbésterton’s own work can be seen as an
argument between impressionism and didacticisnughalidacticism under the mantle of the
Catholic Church often wins. The result is that Gagen has reconciled opposites, a model story
that often plays out in his Father Brown stories.

In many of the Father Brown tales, the opposintppbphical relationships are
reconciled, but in some of the stories, binariesret able to reach complete resolution because
Father Brown is one of the original elements inrdlationship. In “The Queer Feet,” Father
Brown stands over the dichotomy between rich ara goough his actions; he saves the silver
of the fishermen by understanding the differendevben the ways that poor and rich men walk.
He stands outside of the debate, looking down aritlit sympathetic reason. But not only does
Father Brown defeat Flambeau’s criminal attempieelery from the fishermen, he also

rebukes the aristocrats: “Odd, isn't it . . . tadhief and a vagabond should repent, when so
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many who are rich and secure remain hard and dusyland without fruit for God or man?”
(44). In “An Invisible Line’: Forms of Truth andhe Lie in G. K. Chesterton'Bhe Innocence of
Father Brown” William C. Zehringer notices that Chestertorcaeful to present a distinction
between “the blithe gentlemen” and the criminal &ather Brown (n. pag.). Though the direct
relationship is between different social classdwsierton shows the error of the richer class by
comparing its members to Father Brown'’s all-encossrey acceptance, an acceptance
demonstrated through his understanding of thermundierstands waiters, and he accepts both
the victims and the criminal—an ultimate dichotormaebate in all detective stories. Of course,
“The Eye of Apollo” does not contain a reconcileddry because in that story Father Brown is
an involved member of the direct binary. The prable an antagonism between him and Kalon
because the question is between him and Kalon ®hlgte is no need to ascribe to a higher
power because, for Chesterton, the highest powes+ejbresentative of Christian reason—is
already present and able to defeat its opponemisdtwo Father Brown stories, then, are both
philosophical arguments, but differ in whether leatBrown’s struggle against a false
philosophy is directly important or ancillary tcetstory’s main conflict.

“The Secret Garden,” however, is a supreme exaof@eeconciled binary because, in
it, Father Brown gains the victory—solves the cabg-understanding the world both spiritually
and logically, from both characters’ perspectiés.is able to bring reconciliation to the case
because he represents the Church—Chesterton’g anttthe fount of his philosophy above all
others. In much the same way thaGrthodoxyChesterton resolves irreconcilable arguments, so
in “The Secret Garden,” Father Brown brings conoluso the dispute between Valentin and
Brayne. Woodman says in “Chesterton and Father Br@emystification and Deconstruction,”

“Going deeper we might surmise that Chestertormaite to ground detective fiction on a
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metaphysical basis by reminding us that the humsticg and society that we find affirmed in
this fiction must have its roots and ultimate magnn God” (229-30). This point is especially
obvious in “The Secret Garden”: Chesterton wardgdaders to ground their own philosophy in
a Christian understanding of the world.

To accomplish this, Chesterton explains his woeahby explicitly showing Father
Brown’s Christian faith to be superior to the otplilosophies represented by both Valentin and
Brayne. Father Brown is proved superior to Valéatiogic because not only has Valentin
admitted this in “The Blue Cross” (16), but Chegirralso demonstrates it in “The Secret
Garden” by having Father Brown unravel Valentinignocrime. They both adhere to logic, but
Father Brown’s logical abilities prove to be supebecause he finds what Valentin tries to keep
secret. Here, too, Chesterton is making very dieapoint that Father Brown’s activities as a
detective are superior to Valentin’s. Routledg&@i$ Valentin as similar to the archetypal
“reasoning machine” detective (6), and here Falnewn’s logic is better, proving Catholic
reason’s superiority over humanistic rationalishe, difference between the two being their
respective belief and disbelief in God and origsial Knedlik reminds her readers, “This is one
claim that Chesterton indeed makes with an alnmi@stdme insistence, the affirmation that
Catholicism is the most genuine friend of reas@81). While Father Brown may affirm reason,
he does not do it as the expense of his own f@itlesterton argues that faith is a reasonable
thing but has Father Brown operate as a priestasiiyn Another way that Father Brown defeats
Valentin can be found in “The Blue Cross”; in tetsry, Valentin says, “The criminal is the
creative artist; the detective only the critic”.(ble has spent his life defeating criminals, while
Father Brown has spent his life understanding addeming criminals; but in “The Secret

Garden” Father Brown’s skills as a critic provebsuperior to Valentin’s skills as the artist,
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serving as a parable that argues the superioriGhoistian reason over rationalism.

Concerning Brayne, Chesterton shows Father Brofaitls to be a superior way of
understanding the world to spiritualism in two velyvious ways. Not only does Father Brown
have a theological foundation of understandinge@ble to interpret the actions of those around
him, but, more specifically, he understands Valemtia way that Brayne does not. Brayne does
not understand the maddening passion that Valéotols, but Father Brown does, enabling him
to understand it and defend against it. By enalffiather Brown to interpret these actions and to
understand the case, the Catholic Church showesvitsphilosophy to be superior to misguided
spiritualism. Second, Chesterton shows Brayne duhapithis himself by “drifting” to the
Catholic Church (32) and giving up his own wild éefor truth. Through Father Brown,
Chesterton shows Christian religion specificallypgsuperior to other forms of religion.

In “The Secret Garden,” Chesterton representsef&hown’s dual approach to solving
cases: he uses both his own mental powers andrpsstylie point of climax, when the case
seems hopeless and Father Brown is trying to utadet®xactly what has happened, he mixes a
plea for intelligence with a plea for divine intention, making it impossible to separate the two:
“Will God give me strength? Will my brain make thee jump and see all? Heaven help me! |
used to be fairly good at thinking. | could paragd® any page in Aquinas once” (29). Father
Brown depends on the rational ability that Valemghes on, as well as on the God that Brayne
is presumably searching for. If the way in whicliiéa Brown defeats and understands
Valentin’s logic with a Catholic worldview that Bnae has not achieved is confusing, this
particular instance of Father Brown’s combiningsiaévo methods of understanding the world
is a representative example of how he solves lsiesxdather Brown sympathetically

understands material worldviews, metaphysical weelds, and many others, enabling him to
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stand above the binaries in “The Secret Garden’cdiner stories.

In using character binaries, Chesterton has famelffective and entertaining method to
be didactic without being “preachy.” He takes argeof fiction and converts it into a means to
engage his audience in a philosophical debatebateearried out with guns and swords and
poison, and discovered with clues and interrogatemmd hunches. In “Chesterton, Poe, and
Others,” Muriel Smith summarizes an aspect of oagdetective fiction that Chesterton adapts
here: “There is here a common pattern, the newrgéae going back to the last but one, and
picking up what the intermediate generation disedrdh Chesterton's case, the idea that you can
put into a detective story not only art, but sesiphilosophy” (489). Because Chesterton uses his
characters as heavy-laden symbols, he is ableta,surface level, carry on a fictional story,
while, on a metaphysical level, carry on a debhtaiathe deeper meanings in life.

The most important symbol of all is, of courses, title character, Father Brown. Father
Brown is a representation of Chesterton’s Christ@mmon sense, the very reason Chesterton is
able to synthesize binaries. Hunter says, “Thdyoithth impression of the character of Father
Brown, is due to a presentation of his reasonitigerahan his personality. He is viewed mainly
as an allegory for the function of the church reoagerson” (144). In Chesterton’s allegorical
writing, Father Brown has a didactic function: Gtian understanding of the world and of the
mystery. He understands the character relationshgi<Chesterton poses and helps the reader to
navigate these so that they can understand whait€ten is arguing is best. Hunter explains it
well:

What Father Brown becomes is Chesterton’s ideheofunction of Christian
reason in life and the role of the Christian noyattist. The use of Christian

reason reduces the possibility of self-centerdsl. 4 prevents madness and stops
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evil. The Christian mystic artist has a respaifigftio show how Christian reason
may be employed, to teach those without it. défytkannot themselves interpret
and create he must do it for them. (156-157)
For characters that cannot understand a Godledd Wwather Brown steps in as the church and
exposes bad philosophies to be false and showshihattual question is between truth and lies;
then, whether in direct or reconciled binary, hevet that the church is the truth that the
characters and the reader can rely on.

While some may mistakenly consider Chesterton’thotto be harshly didactic, he has
actually found an effective method of making argataeslear to his audience while still being
entertaining. Julian K. Symons points oufime Detective Story in Britaiihat because Father
Brown is a priest, the reader must be ready for, mnsharacter, to produce some moral from the
proceedings (20). While this is what would be exgeof didactic writing, infThe Innocence of
Father Brown Chesterton instead often avoids this and instdactclaracter embody the
message. Woodman says, “Nevertheless Chestertowsaihe logic of the detective genre in
providing a fully rational explanation for the apgatly mysterious events that occur. He always
presents this traditional function of detectiveifio as linked with Christianity's role of
liberating human beings from the fear and supe@stidf false mysteries and false religions”
(“Chesterton’s ‘The Secret Garden™). Father Browrderstands binaries and, from them,
liberates characters and readers alike. He istabl®rk with emblematic characters in a search
of higher truth and lead them to that truth. In Ha¢her Brown stories, stock characters further
the implied metaphysical search for truth by takpagt in a literary debate moderated by

Chesterton, the prize of which is solving the criamel understanding the universe.
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Chapter 4: Reimagining the Ratiocinative Detective

Father Brown’s greatest uniqueness is found irdinect contrast to the important figures
of early detective fiction like Sherlock Holmes addAuguste Dupin, who together represent a
literary detective whose presence and characteiate still ingrained in detective fiction. In
Doyle’s A Study in Scarlegne character describes Holmes as “a little toengitic for my
tastes—it approaches to cold-bloodedness” (1 ©giadl and calculating approach that he uses
to solve crimes. Another rationalistic fictionalteletive, Aristide Valentin, in Chesterton’s “The
Blue Cross,” rephrases this same idea: “The crimsnthe creative artist; the detective only the
critic” (5). As the critic judges by the laws ofta or art, the rationalistic detective judgestisy t
laws of logic and experiment; they both observe @amalyze their subject as a means to
understanding. And since, according to George &safirticle “Murder and Manners: The
Formal Detective Novel,” the Holmes-Dupin typehs heritage of all fictional detectives (n.
pag.), the influence that Holmes'’s ratiocinativetimoels have had on literary detectives is
significant. This ratiocinative detective appeard aeappears in detective fiction as a bastion of
a logic-based humanism—a person who can protegdbéd of human society by his mental
ability to defeat crimes defined by the laws oftthaciety. This detective type, which Edgar
Allan Poe created in the 1860s and that Sir Arboinan Doyle brought to perfection a few
decades later, is a decisive, intelligent, anddalgilefender of society’s peace and order,
punishing wrongdoers and warning others away fréfending against the law. This type,
however, does not fit Chesterton’s vision of araldietective and, in his Father Brown stories,
he attempts to satirize the old type while creakisgown archetypal detective.

While Valentin is not the central character in Bagher Brown stories, Chesterton does

have the detective adhere to these ratiocinatiibeds so that he can serve to illustrate
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Chesterton’s opinion of the archetypal detectiviesat their methods can only lead them to
materialistic atheism. Like the Holmesian archepy@eesterton’s Valentin also relies on logic
and experience to catch his criminals. In fact,evith seems placed in the Father Brown stories
by Chesterton principally as an opportunity foredirsatire of the archetype. He appears in and
is defeated twice in the first two storiesTdfe Innocence of Father Browthis portrayal and
dismissal of the archetype suggests that Chesterfanreparing the reader to accept Father
Brown’s “unorthodox” methodgConcerning the Holmes stories, Chene Heady in ‘Nlhay
Identities of GKC” describes them as “the perfeatrative expression of a scientism which
assumes that only the material sciences can asogbeing to our lives or unlock reality as a
whole . . .” (n. pag.). Chesterton expresses #mseskind of philosophy in his depictions of
Valentin. While not claiming for him the sheer bahce or mental ability of Holmes, he
establishes him as a law-enforcing and rationadete: in “The Secret Garden,” he explains
that Valentin is the “Chief of the Paris Police’ddione of the great humanitarian French
freethinkers” (17). He later mentions Valentin'sintific nature” (18), and that Valentin
“would do anythinganything to break what he calls the superstition of thesSt (32).

Valentin’s atheism is, ultimately, how Chestertdigras him with the Holmesian type. But
Chesterton takes Valentin’s story to what he thiskbe logical conclusion: his passionate
materialism betrays him into murdering someone@mmitting suicide. Thomas Woodman in
“Chesterton and Father Brown: Demystification aret@nstruction” explains, “The great
detective Valentin who appears in the first twaistois portrayed as the epitome of French free-
thinking rationalism, and it is no accident thatifialso revealed as the murderer at the end of
the brilliant story ‘The Secret Garden’” (233). Gherton uses this story to draw connections

from detectives who understand the truth of a sassly through a materialistic understanding
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of evidence, not allowing for the interference lué supernatural either in his investigations or
his beliefs, to a philosophy that is materialistnd atheist. Using Valentin as a philosophical
proxy, Chesterton allows Holmes to make an appearanhis own stories so that he can
illuminate the risks of operating as a ratiocinatdetective, and also so that Chesterton can
compare Father Brown to the model that he is suioger

In direct opposition to this type of detectivethe character Father Brown, Chesterton
creates a character that understands the worldere®, and criminals in a completely different
manner from either Holmes or Valentin. This diffeze in character is perhaps best represented
by a difference in appearance: Chesterton writéssAutobiographythat “[ijn Father Brown, it
was the chief feature to be featureless” (319)tl@mother hand, Doyle describes Holmes as very
thin, with a “hawk-like nose,” which “gave his wigoéxpression an air of alertness and
decision.” He continues to say, “His chin, too, liael prominence and squareness which mark
the man of determinationA(Study in Scarle20). Chesterton’s description of Father Brown as
“featureless” and the way that it differs from Ha@s's more aggressive appearance suggest that
Father Brown also will be different from Holmesather ways. In “The Rationalism of Father
Brown,” Timothy Burns uses Chesterton’s “The AbsenEMr. Glass” to compare the “homey,
crumpled, helpless Father Brown” to the charact&@rmn Hood, a man defined by “rational
tidiness, respectability and rigid perfection.” Barconcludes that “[b]Jecause Hood is rather
unmistakably a stand-in for that most famous oédetes, Sherlock Holmes, we may say that
Brown is the antithesis of Sherlock Holmes” (38). dstablish this difference from the
archetypal detective that Burns comments on, Chestallows Father Brown not only to catch
Flambeau before Valentin in “The Blue Cross,” expgshe ratiocinative method’s

shortcomings, but also to expose Valentin as a erardn “The Secret Garden,” exposing the
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materialistic philosophy’s shortcomings (accordiog Catholic view of sin). In several of his
stories, Chesterton shows that Father Brown differs the original detective archetype
because Father Brown acts as a Catholic priestnm&@d by Christian reason, as an empathetic
and intuitive philosopher psychologist, and asdeeser of criminals rather than as a protector
of society.
The Detective As Priest

Chesterton’s most obvious subversion of the de®type, and perhaps his most iconic,
is his creation of his detective as a Catholicgineho adheres strongly to a rational Christian
understanding of the universe—a view that acknogdsdsod as originator of the universe and
that asserts logic at the core of his creations Timderstanding not only shapes Father Brown’s
methods, giving him practical advantages as a tie¢edut also informs his philosophical
understanding of what good, evil, and crime ar&ihg him to connect his investigations to
Christian reason and worldview. This priesthoonhisharp contrast to the roles of the other
fictional detectives that precede him: Dupin andriss do not rely on a Christian understanding
of the universe. Instead, they adhere to a ratstmalvorldview, one that observes logic and
physical observation as the only means to knowledlgeording to Mark Knight in “Signs
Taken for Wonders: Adverts and Sacraments in Ctieste London,” “Holmes represents the
ultimate modern professional, a figure who escheahgion and brings a relentless scientific
method to bear on every problem” (127). This waddvlends itself to traditional detective’s
propensity to detect crime through an interpretatibphysical evidence only. [Fhe Edwardian
Temperament]Jonathan Rose explains thatrstudy in Scarletlolmes “based his methods of
detection on the principle of universal connectadne . Thus, given an isolated scrap of

evidence, Holmes is able to deduce his way aloagtbat chain of being until he has pieced
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together a solution to the crime” (10). For examplé’A Case of Identity,” by studying the
details of letters written by a particular typewrjtHolmes finds a missing person. He interprets
the materially available language of the environnteriind the answer to his case. Detectives
like Holmes and Dupin must rely on what they caseste of the material world, as well as on
the skills they have learned, which also have ttoats in that world.

Chesterton, however, seems to believe that thitdwiew limits Holmes and detectives
like him. Without a proper appreciation for Chstity, they fail to understand all evidence or,
like Valentin, become the criminal they seek totdss As Lynnette Hunter says @. K.
Chesterton: Explorations in Allegorffather Brown “is viewed mainly as an allegory foe t
function of the church not as a person” (144), Whidngs a spiritual perspective to a genre
known for its emphasis on observation of the phalainiverse. Woodman explains that “we
might surmise that Chesterton attempts to grounelctige fiction on a metaphysical basis by
reminding us that the human justice and societywiesfind affirmed in this fiction must have its
roots and ultimate meaning in God” (229-230). Hetowes, “The allegorical import of
Chesterton’s choice of a priest as his detectivelavthus seem to be that human justice and
civilization needs the Church as its ultimate supg@30). Taking detective fiction itself as a
search for metaphysical truth and by making FaBtewn a successful detective-priest,
Chesterton proves that the church, rather thanlagoiphy that only considers the physically
evident, is much better at understanding the wdypghrt from practical help that priesthood
provides, Father Brown'’s priesthood is symbolievwbfat most sets him apart from other
detectives—his Christian faith, a faith that Chaste believes serves as an answer to questions
posed in detective fiction.

As a priest, Father Brown has access to practsalurces that Holmes, Dupin, Valentin,
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and others cannot claim: confessions, experiencgdharitable work among the criminal
classes, and a reliance on divine interventioretective activities. Father Brown mentions the
first two of these three in “The Blue Cross” in@gersation with Flambeau, the famous
criminal who, ironically, has just called him attlie celibate simpleton” (14). Flambeau is
surprised to find that Father Brown is aware afnanal techniques, and, when asked where he
has heard of one of them, Father Brown explainglfWmustn't tell you, of course . . . He was
a penitent, you know. He had lived prosperouslyatoout twenty years entirely on duplicate
brown paper parcels. And so, you see, when | baganspect you, | thought of this poor chap’s
way of doing it at once” (14). When Flambeau i®ashed that Father Brown has recognized
Flambeau’s spiked bracelet (a criminal symbol)hEaBrown explains, “Oh, one’s little flock,
you know! . . . When | was a curate in Hartlepologére were three of them with spiked bracelets
... We can't help being priests. People cometaltdis these things” (14). Later, he goes on to
say, “Lord bless you, we have to know twenty suthgs when we work among the criminal
classes” and then begins to wonder at how Flamizesa naive in the ways of crime (15),
completely reversing a situation that had beguh Wiambeau exulting in his dominance over
the priest. Father Brown summarizes his abilitiethis area by asking Flambeau, “Has it never
struck you that a man who does next to nothingleatr men’s real sins is not likely be wholly
unaware of human evil?” (15). Chesterton summatizissrony of the Father Brown stories by
describing them as “a comedy in which a priest &happear to know nothing and in fact know
more about crime than the criminalgutobiography323). Chesterton has devised a detective
whose training and experience as a priest enalylddistop criminals in a way unique among all
previous detectives.

In another and even more unusual way (in lightatibcinative detective methods),
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Father Brown relies directly on spiritual powerstave his cases. Julian Symond®ioody

Murder: From the Detective Story to the Crime NoagHistorysays, “It may seem odd to class
a man among the Supermen of detection who hasuliffiin rolling his umbrella and does not
know the right end of his return ticket, but FatBeown belongs among them through the
knowledge given to him by God” (77). Symons maydferring to how Chesterton causes
Father Brown’s Christianity to allow him to undenstl a God-created world or even may be
referring to Father Brown directly depending on Godinderstand crimes. As noted before, in
“The Secret Garden,” Father Brown prays, “Will Ggpide me strength? Will my brain make the
one jump and see all? Heaven help me!” (29). Ofsmuvhile an atheistic worldview may claim
this as cheating, Chesterton’s Christianity woudldvahim to rather the sacramental relationship
between the natural and supernatural as normat@mglstent with Father Brown’s method of
applying the supernatural to the natural. Becatisei®application, Symons places Father
Brown among the supermen detectives—detectivedHdmes—who stand above others in
their extraordinary abilities that they use to diser crime. Whether Father Brown is a superman
detective or not, he has unique abilities and apjpdres for solving crime because of his
Christianity and his priesthood, two facts thattsat apart from previous detectives.

In a far more theoretical way, Father Brown’sHdielps his detection rise above that of
Holmes or Valentin because it informs his use asom. When one begins with faulty premises,
coming to true conclusions is difficult. Accorditm Chesterton, Father Brown'’s religious
premises are more accurate than those of the irsdidee detectives, who see only half of what
exists: the purely natural. Rose explains, “Bronsists that Roman Catholic theology is entirely
consistent with worldly reason and can thereforeide to ‘connect’ clues in logical sequence.

Thus he uncovers ‘the real explanation of the [etiand the universe,’ solving a mystery that
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‘has but one solution™ (10-11). Father Brown'’s kvledge of theology informs not only his
reasoning abilities, but also makes his detectivges into an allegory for a Christian search for
truth, enabling Chesterton’s didactic tendenciemdurther. In “Detections: Borges and Father
Brown,” Robert Gillepsie says, “The natural envimeant, initially used to deepen the obscurity,
functions for a time as an impediment to the sohytgetting in the way of mind until in a bold
turn Father Brown is able to pierce the mysterigti® non-logical in environment and prove the
superiority of mind and faith to nature and mati{@23). If the Father Brown stories are an
allegory for a search for metaphysical truth, drféather Brown is a representative not only of
the Catholic Church but also of an attempt to lashbize materialistic detective, then the
environment that holds the clues can either leaddoeater understanding of that truth or can be
responsible for obscuring the search. But eithey, Wee environment is subservient to the
supernatural ideas in the story. However, becaa#igeF Brown accesses that supernatural realm
directly, Chesterton is able to posit him as argjev detective than either of the original
archetypes.

Chesterton’s belief in a supernaturally creategeme informs Father Brown'’s belief
that reason itself is supernatural; knowing thetheér Brown is able to use both logical
reasoning and a knowledge of the supernatural terhenself an exceptionally “complete”
detective who can understand all aspects of a taS€he Honour of Israel Gow,” Flambeau
and Inspector Craven from Scotland Yard attempixfgain piles of precious stones, loose snuff,
clockwork, and wax candles, piles which may be €leading to the whereabouts of the master
of Glengyle Castle. The inspector responds to thgsaying, “By no stretch of fancy can the
human mind connect together snuff and diamondsaaxdand loose clockwork” (77). However,

Father Brown explains all of the piles three dei@rways, all romantically chilling and logically
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sound. When he admits that he has made up eagh Iséobegins his real investigation, one
characterized by a spiritual questioning of thdqsaphies behind what hasally happened.
Christopher Routledge, in “The Chevalier and thed®r Deductive Method in Poe, Chesterton,
and Borges,” suggests that in “The Honour of Is@@lv,” Chesterton “represents a reaction
against the certainties and omniscient knowledgeluoh the plot of Poe’s story [“The
Murderers in the Rue Morgue”] depends” (1). In Bagbry, Dupin discovers material details
that lead him to his conclusion that the murdesemn orangutan: a broken nail, a lightning rod
close to the point of entry for the murdered pelsooom, and the lack of actual words in the
sounds overheard by bystanders. Drawing physidallséogether, Dupin concludes that only an
orangutan could have committed the crime, settipgeaedent for all ratiocinative detectives
that were to follow him: seemingly isolated deta#s lead to a full understanding of a crime. In
“The Honour of Israel Gow,” Chesterton does actegital processes (primarily because of
their spiritual origins), but he disagrees with thasibility of a purely material process that
allows for neither the supernatural as the soufdegic or for the consideration of the
supernatural as relevant to a case. He pointdheutttvious through Father Brown, while
making another theological point of his own: “Tetsk philosophies will fit the universe; ten
false theories will fit Glengyle Castle. But we wame real explanation of the castle and
universe” (79), emphasizing the role that philogophd the supernatural have to play in the
detective’s logical process. When he finds thatidwme of God has been cut from “missals and
little Catholic pictures,” Father Brown grows conoed and believes he may have found an
actual (and, to him, very evil) possibility for gwig the case (79). Because this material
evidence provokes a spiritual reaction in Fath@vBr, he begins to make progress in the case,

his awareness of the supernatural fueling his tigeeenergies. And all through this process, he
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utilizes logic as he incorporates it with what meWws of the supernatural world. His reaction is
based on a realization that the supernatural angaiare intertwined—both can work together
to inform the detection process. The missing nafrii@oal and the “spiritual atmosphere” it
provokes are enough to prompt Father Brown to & step in the case. The use of God-given
logic and knowledge of the supernatural is whatiselgather Brown to solving the case, helping
to make him unique among early fictional detectives

Ultimately, what Father Brown’s faith does for kistection is that it combines the
extraordinary with the ordinary. Looking for eviaenof the supernatural in the natural, he gives
each of them importance and makes it easier forthisolve his cases. Walter Reinsdorf, in
“The Perception of Father Brown,” says, “The cdnggembol of Christianity does not divide
immaterial and material; it unites them. Christglaet symbolically hover at the edge of things
occasionally caught in some emotional fit. Unitathwnatter, He is, in that sense, matter itself.
That truth finally makes more of matter, not le€&74). Interestingly, Chesterton’s detective
stories also are an allegory for Christ’s incaratiChrist came to earth, perfectly God and man,
just as Father Brown'’s detective method sees &glsitual meanings in fully material
circumstances. By assimilating material evidente anChristian worldview, Father Brown is
able to solve crimes and understand the circumesathat lead to them. For him to be able to
compete with other detectives then, he must not lbalintelligent and observant, but his
priesthood qualifies him to understand the symboiganing of what he sees. For example, in
“The Blue Cross,” he finds that Flambeau is notiagt but a disguised criminal because
Flambeau argues against the trustworthiness obne@2-14). In “The Eye of Apollo,” Father
Brown guesses the priest of Apollo to be guiltydese Father Brown observes him not moving

upon hearing the scream of a dying woman. Thisrsunity of Father Brown’s methods over
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ones that require material evidence suggests al mo@hesterton’s part: reliance on the
supernatural is better than reliance on the natkedher Brown adheres to Christianity, which
holds that a man is both natural and supernaflinals, material evidence is valued for the
supernatural conclusions it allows the interpresezome to—making understanding of the
supernatural the desired result. These conclusianshen be applied back to the physical
universe, serving as the practical results forditective.
The Detective as Philosopher-Psychologist

Chesterton’s change to the genre that is mostpocunsusly opposed to the traditionally
scientific detective method is his depiction offf@atBrown as an empathetic, intuitive
philosopher who attempts to understand suspectstéied characters psychologically. To Father
Brown, the world is a tangle of philosophies anekisithat complement or oppose each other. If
he can discover which philosophy another charaaberes to, he can better understand the
crime. This development is in direct oppositioritte way that Dupin and Holmes work; these
two detectives try to understand cases from theideit They understand criminals based on their
own adherence to empirical rationalism; evidenog philosophy, convicts their villains. In
Chesterton’s “The Secret of Father Brown,” Grandi€hace, an American, observes to Father
Brown that “there is in many ways, a marked diffexe between your own method of approach
and that of these other thinkers [Dupin, Holmesl athers]” (495). The difference is Father
Brown’s marked interest in what people believe #redphilosophies by which they operate.
Julian K. Symons, iBloody Murder: From the Detective Story to the Grinovel: A History,
explains Poe’s Dupin by saying, “A reasoning maehimould not be interested in the motives
and psychology of people, but only in making caraexuctions about their actions” (20). And

Chesterton himself says, “But the greatest errdghefSherlock Holmes conception remains to be
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remarked: | mean the error which represented ttectiee as indifferent to philosophy and
poetry, and which seemed to imply that philosopty poetry would not be good for a
detective” (“Sherlock Holmes”). Considering theg@ntons to be concerning the same
archetype, Father Brown seems an improvement dndfdhem. Reinsdorf says, “Father
Brown's solutions depend on a supernatural comtaith enables him to see more, not less. The
facts of the crime are similar to the dissociatettd of material reality, floating around until
anchored in a context” (272). Acting as a psychiskognd philosopher, Father Brown uses
observable evidence to anchor his perceptionsharaharacters in the context of a
philosophically Christian worldview, enabling himitnprove on the older model of detection.

For Father Brown to carry out his characteristimcpsses, he begins as an empathetic
psychologist, attempting in each story to undesuspects, victims, and peripheral characters.
He explains his entire methodTime Secret of Father Browand even though it was published
in 1927, sixteen years aft€he Innocence of Father Browthe methods described within it
accurately reflect the methods depicted in thdexarblume. Father Brown explains how he
contorts his own mental processes into resembtage of someone who could have committed
the crime: “I thought and thought about how a maghtncome to be like that, until | realised
that | reallywaslike that, in everything except actual final cortseenthe action” (407). Then, in
direct refutation of a Holmesian detection stylathfer Brown explains what a scientific
criminology means: “They mean gettingtsidea man and studying him as if he were a gigantic
insect: in what they would call a dry impartialdigin what | should call a dead and
dehumanised light . . . So far from being knowledte actually suppression of what we know.
It's treating a friend as a stranger, and pretemtiat something familiar is really remote and

mysterious” (497). Father Brown finds the killergiting until “I know | am inside a murderer,
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thinking his thoughts, wrestling with his passioti§j have bent myself into the posture of his
hunched and peering hatred . . . Till | am reallgarderer” (497-498). The word that best
describes this style of detection is certainly “ety.” Father Brown emphasizes with all
characters and with the supposed criminal, usiaghowledge of his own sin to enable him to
understand what the killer must have been thinking.

There are several examples of this particularggenThe Innocence of Father Brown
the clearest perhaps being “The Hammer of Godthimstory, Reverend Bohun murders his
own brother by dropping a hammer on his head fitoerbialcony of a Gothic church. Father
Brown discerns what has happened and confronts“himnk there is something rather
dangerous about standing on these high placesteyeay . . . Heights were made to be looked
at, not to be looked from” (127). Father Brown tlgeres on to explain to Bohun the entire story
of what has happened, even explaining what Bohuntliaking and why he was thinking it,
even down to the detail of guessing that the Rexktieought his brother’s hat made him look
like a poisonous “green beetle” (128-129). Fathew tells Bohun that because he had begun
to look at the world from above—had grown proud—€lthought it was given thimto judge
the world and strike down the sinner. He would mdéxae had such a thought if he had been
kneeling with other men upon a floor” (128). Wheohian asks Father Brown how he knows all
of this, Father Brown answers, “I am a man . .d #orerefore have all devils in my heart . . . |
know what you did—at least, | can guess the gragtqd it” (128), directly aligning his method
with that laid down in “The Secret of Father Broivdaving met Bohun and having, from the
outside, seen the balcony on the Gothic church toewhere the crime was committed, Father
Brown is able to accurately reconstruct Bohun’snieeof mind because Father Brown himself

empathizes with the Reverend. Because Father Bbaheves his own self to be capable of such
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a crime, he is able to understand what would mtgigameone else to be able to do such a thing
as well.

As is implied in “The Hammer of God,” the essenpart to Father Brown’s study of
criminals is how he contextualizes their ideas plnibsophies within a Christian worldview.
Whether this means assessing the pride of Revé&ehdn or the rationalism of Valentin, Father
Brown endeavors to see whether that person is tapahaving committed murder, and he
often does this on a philosophical level. Woodmaisc¢his a “psychological knowledge gained
by experience, moral knowledge” (234). Certainlyhiéa Brown’s methods incorporate this idea,
but to do them full justice, one must note the intgmace of particular philosophies to certain
culprits. For example, Dr. Harris in “The Wrong $béais a materialistic atheist and Kalon in
“The Eye of Apollo” is a pagan. The ways that thkpdts think allow Father Brown to
understand them. Once he has emphasized with thémasd material evidence to assess what
they believe, he compares it to his own Christathfand judges whether they are guilty or not.
Reinsdorf explains that “Father Brown's transcetalansion permits him to associate things
into a context of meaning” (272). His heavenly ersallows him to see who people really are,
whether they are in the right or the wrong.

“The Three Tools of Death” exemplifies Father Brosvability to solve a case based
almost completely on knowledge of characters’ gufthies or personalities dictated by those
philosophies. Here, Sir Aaron Armstrong is a chdgrhilanthropist who deals “with the darker
side of our society” and prides “himself on dealmith in the brightest possible style.” He
spreads gaiety wherever he goes while preachingsigdcohol and Calvinism, and is one of
“the most seriously merry of all the sons of melB{). However, when Father Brown'’s train is

stopped, he learns that Armstrong is dead. Exglamatare posited and one person even admits
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to the murder, but Father Brown ignores these astgad questions the benefits and reality of
the man’s happiness: “Yes .hewas cheerful. But did he communicate his cheeridfie
Frankly, was anyone else in the house cheerfuhé@t The answer is revealed to be “no” (159),
and Father Brown concludes, “I'm not sure thatAnmstrong cheerfulness is so very cheerful—
for other people”; he continues, “People like frequlaughter . . . but | don’t think they like a
permanent smile. Cheerfulness without humour ierg trying thing” (160). At this point,
Father Brown’s thoughts seem to be leading to tisgvar that one of his family members has
killed him. While no family member killed Armstrondg is important that Father Brown has
begun understanding the case from a philosophnzhirduitive point-of-view. He sees the
victim as a person, but also as a person who aslbhe@nd represents a philosophy that dictates
his life. With a little bit more investigation—sonoé it philosophical, some observational—
Father Brown concludes that Armstrong “was a saiadaniac.” Father Brown declaims the
“Religion of Cheerfulness” as “a cruel religionfichhe explains, “His plans stiffened, his views
grew cold; behind that merry mask was the emptydmirthe atheist. At last . . . he fell back on
that dram-drinking he had abandoned long ago. Baretis this horror about alcoholism in a
sincere teetotaler: that he pictures and expeatgpgychological inferno from which he has
warned others” (166). While physical evidence sevstrong part in uncovering the truth,
Father Brown explains and understands the crinaugitr a psychological knowledge that leads
to a philosophical knowledge of the crime. ThugshEaBrown’s stories often work opposite to
the way they do in most of detective fiction: i tbnd, the clues are explained by Father
Brown’s intuitions—they themselves do not alwayplain the crime.

With Father Brown, Chesterton has created a caelglaew detective type—the

empathetic-intuitive psychologist-philosopher détex Father Brown can understand his



Stumme 84

suspects by imagining himself to be them and cassone their personal philosophies against
his Christian faith enabling him to understandsheation effectively. Burns explains “Brown’s
critigue of modern rationalism”: “The modern scishtvho looks at human beings from the
outside is incapable of understanding crimes, kedais science requires him to bracket or
suppress his knowledge of the uniquely human confoerpraise and blame, glory and
ignominy, worth or desert—that is, his knowledgehs whole moral life of man” (40).
Informed by the Catholic faith, Father Brown undansis “the whole moral life of man"™—he
sees humans as who they are because he can saheyhatlieve. Heady goes further in
connecting Father Brown’s priesthood to his rola @sychologist-philosopher:
We can make best sense of the world not by isgldis material data but by
understanding the people who live in it. The ©hatipriest, a theoretical and
practical expert in the vagaries of human natsrihen a credible detective. Thus
we get Father Brown, a detective who identiflesmaterial clues that prove a
crime usually only after he has psychologicakygldced which of the characters
must have committed it. (n. pag.)
Father Brown’s strengths as a detective is enhabgéiiks ability to understand others and to
understand how those characters’ philosophies itripat actions. Whereas Holmes, Dupin, or
Valentin may look only for material evidence—foues that led them to answer principle
guestions of “who?” “how?” or “when?”"—Father Brovendetection leads him to ask much
deeper questions.
The Detective as Reformer
Chesterton’s most important subversion of theaete archetype is his renovation of his

detective’s purpose in solving crimes; Father Bresvnot motivated to protect society from
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crime, but rather to understand and redeem thdralrfor the Catholic Church—to protect the
criminal from crime as with Flambeau. To the extiai this is true, he often finds himself at
odds with police procedure, not to mention at oddbk the police. In “The Queer Feet,” he
catches Flambeau in the act of thieving but onlyeaxis him and hears his confession. When
asked whether he has caught the man, Father Brosweas, “Yes . . . | caught him, with an
unseen hook and an invisible line which is longugtoto let him wander to the ends of the
world, and still to bring him back with a twitch aip the thread” (44). Instead of bringing
Flambeau to prison, Father Brown brings him to Godacceptable action for a priest, but a
guestionable one for a detective. In “The Hammegod,” Father Brown tells the murderous
Reverend Bohun, “I say | know all this; but no @tge shall know it. The next step is for you; |
shall take no more steps; | will seal this with feal of confession” (127). Again Father Brown
has found his man, but instead of handing him twéne authorities, he imposes “the seal of
confession” on himself and allows Bohun to turn $effiin, perhaps as a way for the man to
begin the redemption process. Now, Father Brovangeod priest and a good detective, but by
changing the mode of how fictional detectives angp®sed to act, he brings the entire genre into
guestion. Not only does the genre change in meabintghe responsibility of this detective, the
definition of evil, and the roles of other charastall change.

The simplest statement of Father Brown’s reengeteeole as a priest-detective is that
he is not responsible to society as other detextwe, but instead answers directly to God. Burns
sums up this difference well: “Perhaps most intngwof all of the passions and aversions of this
detective is his amazing disinterest in apprehendrminals . . .” (37). Father Brown as a priest
does not feel obligated to catch criminals. Whiedoes stop criminals, it is usually out of a

concern for their moral wellbeing. In “The Flyinga$s,” he catches up to Flambeau as the latter
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is trying to escape with stolen diamonds and saygant you to give them back, Flambeau, and
| want you to give up this life. There is still ytouand honour and humour in you; don’t fancy
they will last in that trade. Men may keep a sditewel of good, but no man has ever been able
to keep on one level of evil” (58). This dialogtat would be completely unexpected from a
police officer or a private detective of the Holnagsstyle sounds familiar and acceptable from a
priest. Not only has Father Brown detected the eribut he convinces Flambeau to give the
diamonds back, and in the next story, “The Invisilflan,” Flambeau has quit crime completely
and become a private detective. Overall, FathewBroas been successful not only in his trade
as a priest—a sinner has been converted—but hal$@mprevented crime and returned stolen
property; he has protected a criminal from his @wme.

Because of Father Brown'’s priesthood, his foremoatern is with religious guilt—not
legal guilt—and this allows Chesterton’s reengirédeaietective fiction genre to ask questions
about morality that its writers had not considebetbre. Woodman writes, “The concern with
spiritual rather than legal guilt means that th@leremphasis is redemptive rather than
retributive. In that the priest is a spiritual deiee he both is and is not concerned with criminal
guilt” (235). Woodman lists a practical and impottaxample of this: “In another self-conscious
twist to the tradition the convention of the crimlitveing forced to confess to the crime turns
into the linked but also very different conceptohfessing the sin” (235). Not only has Father
reconfigured his role as a detective, but he ig atslonger concerned with criminals’ legal guilt.
Burns mentions that Father Brown actively usegthiee organization to hunt anyone once only
(37), and that comes much latefTihe Scandal of Father Browm, “The Quick One”; however,
even that does not involve Father Brown directipndging someone to justice. The police think

he has sent them to hunt a criminal, but, in ngalite man Father Brown is after is only a
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witness. Burns explains that “Brown’s way of prodieg is similar to an older, pre-modern
rationalism in that he begins by viewing a crimigahjustice not as innocent, animal evil but as
moral depravity, something that is possible onlyffee human beings” (40). And in “Reality,
lllusion and Art inThe Father Browrstories,” Andre Gushurst-Moore claims that “the
revelation of the moral life of the characters srenimportant than the revelation of ‘who
dunnit,” and so the need for penitence is morentrggean satisfaction in punishment” (327). Not
only is Father Brown looking for that penitencet ba also sees the crime connected with it in
the way that Chesterton sees it: as sin. This gimeof the issue is in direct antagonism to a
traditional view of the crime. Because a Holmea @upin does not appeal to higher
supernatural power, his criminals are only answertbnatural, manmade institutions—those
laws of society that govern action. Because Fanewn does not make protecting society his
goal, he redefines the detective’s role by looKmgspiritual sin, not legal guilt.

If guilt is no longer something defined by thatstbut by God, then more characters than
just the villain may be guilty, and perhaps evendhilty are capable of becoming the good; in
the Father Brown stories, changing definitions\of lead to role confusion in detective stories.
In describing and defining detective fiction, Sym@ays, “In a detective story good people and
bad people are clearly defined and do not changeef¢ for the bad person who is pretending to
be good). Policemen will not beat up suspectswilbthe criminal’s state of mind be considered
interesting, since the policemen are on the sidgbf and the criminal on the side of darkness”
(20). This dichotomy between a good detective anevd villain exists in nearly all of early
detective fiction. Sherlock Holmes may go agaihstlaw in small ways from time-to-time, but
there is no question in the reader’s mind that IBhkrHolmes is in the right—the villain is evil.

But the case in the Father Brown stories is, asdif@m points out, that “[t]he doctrine of
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original sin forces a deconstruction of the blaokl-avhite morality” (234). When Father Brown
focuses on spiritual guilt, ignoring society’s ictiges, he brings into question who is really
guilty. Of course, according to the law, SherloakiHes is in the right; he hunts criminals and
delivers them to justice. Father Brown very quiefiiestions this standard, and he acts on it by
aligning himself with criminals, blurring the linégtween detective and criminal.

In the Father Brown stories, one of the obviousnaaies is Flambeau—a criminal who
is redeemed and becomes a detective himself. Ia Blte Cross,” Chesterton describes
Flambeau as a “colossus of crime” (1) and, in “Fhgng Stars,” Father Brown mentions to
Flambeau that he is an “honest outlaw, a merryepbbthe rich” (58). Of course, Flambeau is
exactly the kind of criminal that Chesterton woinfthgine: boisterous, humorous, and daring.
Based on the details of Flambeau’s crimes, one sugpects that Chesterton enjoyed
committing the crimes vicariously through Flambgast as Father Brown vicariously commits
them himself for the purpose of bringing Flambeajustice. But the most interesting part of
this tale is that Flambeau is not condemned. His@g are, but he is asked to repent, and he
does so. By the time of the next story in the @tida, “The Invisible Man,” Flambeau has
become a private detective himself. Questions imateky arise of whether he served time in
jail, how he escaped the punishment for his pastes, and whether he is still “on the run.”
Chesterton, however, does not deign to commentesetquestions, suggesting that the answers
are either not important or that they do not mattéris challenges to the detective genre. Either
way, the reader is left with a criminal-turned-a¢itee who now helps Father Brown to solve
crimes. The direct implication that Chesterton seteddetective writers is that criminals are as
human as detectives—that either can do good—anatiees status as a criminal need not be

permanent.
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Father Brown'’s role change is found in his sympathunderstanding of the criminals.
As he says in “The Secret of Father Brown,” to ble @0 understand the criminals that he is
attempting to redeem, he mentally commits thelsah the criminals have committed. He says,
“You see, | had murdered them all myself . . . &a;ourse, | knew how it was done” (496). As
noted before, he goes on to further implicate hifigesaying, “I thought and thought about
how a man might come to be like that, until | readl that | reallyvaslike that, in everything
except actual final consent to the action” (49 he§terton creates a detective method in which
the detective mustecomehe murder—must have committed the crime—for himetdly know
the truth of what has happened, an action perhgstionally analogous, again, to Jesus’s
becoming human. The difference there is that Jéses not acknowledge a shared propensity to
sin like his fellow humans. Thus, the question @wsn raises here is one of who actually owns
the guilt for murder. Father Brown differentiateteeen those who have consented to the crime
and those who have not, but he knows that, in amgircumstances, he may have done the
same. This understanding perhaps is partially whatms Father Brown’s unwillingness to
deliver criminals to the police. Considering th@milar sinful natures, he shares in guilt with the
criminal, and he leaves God to judge the crimimal ring him to justice. In contrast to this
method is that of Holmes who in “The Red-Headedjued invites an “official police agent” to
assist him in apprehending a criminal (186) witrowhHolmes claims to “have had one or two
little scores of my own to settle” (189). Fathep®n does not hold grudges against criminals
and he rarely calls the police to assist him; heotsinterested in bringing them to prison, and he
understands his own sinfulness enough that hetibitter against the criminals but instead acts
as a bridge between them and detectives. The ¢@beasterton’s innovations in developing his

detective character can be found here: his deteaia criminal in all but deed; that is how he is
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effective and how he solves crimes.

If, in Father Brown, the justice-embodying deteethas changed to that of the
empathetic priest, the priest-detective is no lorgprotector of society as Holmes or Dupin are.
Though he jails most criminals he comes in contattt, in “A Case of Identity,” Holmes cannot
bring Mr. Windibank to justice because the man—iiain—while having hurt his daughter,
has “done nothing actionable.” Holmes bemoans‘thate never was a man who deserved
punishment more” (201). But his motivation is notéclaim Windibank from an action that
God, and not society, damns; Holmes creates amhdgtis own law. Though he will take no
legal action against the man, he threatens tokalfeicWindibank with a hunting crop, a far cry
from Father Brown’s tactics, who even when threadewith violence, often responds only with
priestly admonitions. In Holmes'’s action, the raaskes that the detective represents a societal
idea of justice and morality. Not only does he ex$pghe law, but, without referring to a God-
ordained morality, he appeals to an intuitive juégirof right and wrong for which he
establishes his own punishment. Of course, sindebestablished this law, he will likely not
offend against it, and even if he does, since hieedruth-seeking and superhuman detective in
his story (whom few have ever defeated), no one@&s punish him for that offense. Thus, his
materialistic worldview makes society and himsk# tnoral centers of his universe. Father
Brown, then, is unique from a detective who synu®dijustice and protection of society. He
admits his own guilt and by doing so submits hifhgetl the criminals he finds to a higher
power’s judgment. His method suggests that detestannot be too proud or careful of their
status as society’s protectors—they are the sartteearey in all but committing the crime
itself.

Gregory Dowling is correct in “G. K. Chestertoffather Brown Stories: the Debt to
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Sherlock Holmes” when he claims that “[n]o fictibul@tective provides a more obvious contrast
to the figure of Sherlock Holmes than G. K. Chdst&s Father Brown” (81). Father Brown is a
priest who attempts to understand criminals so nsactinat he becomes like them and raises
guestions about the morality and evil that the Hedratories seem to have defined so well.
Sherlock Holmes as the first “consulting detecti(®'Study in Scarl€24) permanently
establishes the archetypal detective in his ratimag of understanding criminals from the
evidence and clues they leave behind. Father Bopmésthood informs his reasons for
discovering criminals and gives him more persompkéences on which to draw when chasing
criminals. And Father Brown’s method, too, allovistio understand different philosophies and
different people from the premise that Christiamity logic are not incompatible. Chesterton
revokes the lonely, aquiline, detail-oriented, amaterialistic rationalizer by creating a Christian
detective who does not operate on the behalf aégobut on the behalf of God. In fact, in
addition to being a Christian, Father Brown’s detecmethods are also influenced by his status
as a priest, a philosopher, a psychologist, andtadlic. Routledge says, “The classical
detective story, therefore, reassures its reatlatgdespite its apparent chaos and danger, and
their insignificance in it, the universe is knowaland, by implication, controllable” (4), but the
classical detective’s method is to do this by disey of truth through material evidence.
Gushurst-Moore explains the worldview vital to FatBrown’s detective methods:
The detective is primarily the priest, a fusiohieh reflects and connects the
spiritual and the secular, the supernatural bedjtiotidian, into an artistic vision
of reality which does not recognise duality, omlyoleness. Father Brown bears
witness to a complete created order which isetehy the partial philosophies

that are his essential enemies: Atheism, Sciefitionalism, Materialism
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(including Communism and Capitalism), all of wini@present the material
without the spiritual; and Paganism, Spirituali$yew Religions, Orientalism,
and Superstition which stand for the spirituahout the presence of reason. It is
this vision of completeness which is no smalt pathe achievement of the
Father Brown stories. (327)

The Holmesian archetype adheres to one of thos@idpphilosophies”; his scientific

rationalism that informs his role as a private dete keeps him from seeing the universe as

Father Brown sees it. Heady summarizes the vitsdrdnces between Father Brown and

Sherlock Holmes:
With Father Brown, Chesterton deliberately settowcreate a counter-myth. As
many critics have pointed out, detective stoaiesepistemological in nature; they
depict a world in which justice and meaning hagen apparently eradicated, and
they restore its order and significance by deiteirrg how it can be properly
interpreted. The detective and the sage areak@arIn replacing the ultra-
empirical Sherlock Holmes . . . with the Thonudtather Brown, Chesterton is
making a point about how and by whom the univeesebe best understood. (n.
pag.)

Chesterton asserts that Father Brown understaimde because he understands and believes

Christianity. His faith and priesthood allow himlietter know who the criminal is and keep him

from setting himself up above the criminals—theg awhat makes Father Brown so human and

S0 good a detective.
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Chapter 5: Conclusion

Chesterton writes in hi&utobiography, Some time ago, seated at ease upon a summer
evening and taking a serene review of an indefgnfibtunate and happy life, | calculated that |
must have committed at least fifty-three murdensl, laeen concerned with hiding about half a
hundred corpses for the purpose of the concealofamimes . . .” (317). While Chesterton’s
detective fiction writing career, full of death acdme, expands far beyond Father Brown to
collections likeThe Paradoxes of Mr. Pond, The Poet and the Lusiafihe Man Who Knew Too
Much,and more, his most famous detective and the ordystifi popularly read remains Father
Brown. Apart from the sheer number of Father Brataries written and the contemporary
popularity they enjoyed, the reason for their re@apopularity seems to reside in popular
reader’s preference for entertaining literaturerglrelosophical dissertations, a critique often
leveled at many of his other detective storiesc@ifrse, the division is not quite perfect;
Chesterton’s other detective stories often aregesteng or funny, and sometimes Father Brown
can “wax eloquent” on a point of theology that Geaen may hold dear, but, for the most part,
Father Brown is superior in his ability to entemtaxplicitly while teaching implicitly.

The entertainment Chesterton’s other detectiveest@rovide is often enjoyable, but
their morality is much more heavy-handed. In “Tlafastic FriendsThe Poet and the
Lunatics,the hero of the story explains lunacy to anotiharacter and concludes with little
explanation that “of all the maniacs | have triedrtanage, the maddest of all maniacs was the
man of business,” madder than crazy philosopheligjous fanatics, or zealous political rebels
(18). This statement seems to be an attack by étestagainst a type of person that, throughout
his writing, he has a strong vendetta against.rénically funnier example occurs at the end of

“The Moderate Murderer”: one character offers a atogue on the definition of Moderatism,
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Extremism, madness, and imagination. Finally, adt@rything necessary to these topics has
been said, another character interrupts sayinkndiv . . . you needn’t say it, because | believe |
understand everything now. Let me tell you two @isialso; they are shorter; but they have to do
with it”; she then goes on to very practically gresolution to the plot and finish the story (54-
55). While this example is probably not a conscisel$-critique, in much of his fiction,
Chesterton’s characters attempt to steal the pldtake it over by espousing Chesterton’s own
political and philosophical musings—a distractienavered from often only by an absolute
necessity for the plot to continue. While this pesgion of Chesterton’s views sometimes
happens in Father Brown'’s stories as well, theyfaréess obvious to the reader because of the
interesting methods Chesterton uses to disguise.the
Father Brown rises nearer, then, to the populasl lef Sherlock Holmes because, though

he is reengineering the profession of fictionakdéve to purport Chesterton’s Christian
principles, the Father Brown stories do so whiikéls¢ing primarily entertaining. And with this
entertainment, Chesterton brings his insight inteodeeper meanings of things to give his stories
a literary and philosophical heft that much of dé&te fiction neither has nor tries to have. Julian
Symons explains iffthe Detective Story in Britai@hesterton’s balance between adhering to the
traditional detective story model and creating éitg themes:

Chesterton is not a model for any other writecdpy, and the later logicians of

the detective story, who drew up the ‘fair playfes, complained bitterly that

Chesterton outraged them all, that he would €lbyou whether all the windows

were fastened or whether a shot in the gun-roomddoe heard in the butler’'s

pantry. But the genius of Chesterton lay in ity to ignore all that, to leave

out everything extraneous to the single themedrgted to develop, and yet to
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provide us with a clue that is blindingly obviousce we have accepted the
premises of the story. (20)
While Chesterton does write detective fiction—higs have a detective and a solution not
impossible for the readers to discover on their-evars stories have more reason for existing
than to be mere pleasure reading. A Father Broany sittempts to attack not only the
mysterious circumstances of a murder or theftatada the chaotic metaphysical implications
that murder or theft may have. Typically, this ch@paradoxical—a tangle of opposing
statements and ideas that seem irresolvable. Peavapn, characters in the stories have different
ways of approaching these problems or of intergdtigether within the morass created by these
entanglements of logic. But in each case, FathewBrsolves the problem and discovers the
villain. Making his way through the criminal andilpisophical messes ifihe Innocence of
Father Brown Father Brown, representative of the Christiathfaiesolves the impossible
guestions about the cases and the conflicts betalesmacters that represent diametric
ideologies.

Father Brown has the ability to do this primabcause he abandons sole adherence to
the objective logic of detectives like Sherlock mels and C. Auguste Dupin. Those detectives
solve cases rationally, focusing only on the mateavidence before them, leaving a spiritual and
human gap that Father Brown readily fills. Insteddcting as a private detective, he is a priest.
Instead of being a pure rationalist, he combingglwith intuition. Instead of relying only on
science, he also understands philosophy. Instebdionf) purely objective, he has empathy for
fellow humans. And instead of working and livingaruniverse that consists only of the
material, he heavily employs his faith in his détecmethods. This, then, is Chesterton’s

primary addition to the detective fiction story: &ecepts the presence of the spiritual in his
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stories, an acceptance symbolized by Father Bropnesthood. Father Brown, because of his
understanding of the spiritual, not only can sqdaeadoxes by understanding their spiritual
context, but he can understand other charactersesot’e or pass judgment on their beliefs
because of his belief in an overarching spirituatld. Thus, he brings resolution to the crime in
each story as well as brings resolution to theggbibhical questions that the situations raise.

Chesterton uses the Father Brown stories to teadtdelight his audience—making the
educational aspects so integral to the entertaiongg that the audience is able to learn without
consciously realizing what is being taught. In dpihis, he is taking a classical approach to what
makes good literature beautiful. HoraceThe Art of Poetrywrites, “The man who has
managed to blend usefulness with pleasure winsyemers approbation, for he delights his
reader at the same time as he instructs him” (1Ri&)ilarly, Sir Philip Sidney, i\ Defence of
Poetry,argues, “Poesy therefore is an art of imitationwith this end, to teach and delight”
(25). The Father Brown stories accomplish bothhefrequirements that Horace and Sidney set;
he takes a secular genre—detective fiction—andutyit his own worldview, makes the stories
both enjoyable and reflective of his understandihthe world. He does not over-moralize
(though Father Brown does sometimes begin to pjebahthe Christian structure and theory of
his methods quickly reveal themselves to his awdierBecause Chesterton does delight his
audience, as proved by Father Brown’s popularitg, @oes teach, as evident in the incorporated
morals and in studies of the text, he succeedeeting beautiful literature.

Chesterton is able to combine entertainment withdfian teaching in his Father Brown
stories because he challenges the premises afithdnal detective story. He reassigns
detective fiction’s energies in affirming ratiorslc materialism—a purely physical world—to

an attempt to teach truth about a Christian apdicgand a Catholic understanding of the world.
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In the end, Father Brown is an argument for Clamsty against the claims of atheism.
Chesterton shows that because Father Brown cansiadé paradoxes, solve binaries, and
operate as a “full” detective, he is a better detechan Sherlock Holmes, C. Auguste Dupin, or
any fictional detective who disregards the preseric¢ke spiritual in cases of human crime and
sin.

Father Brown is the complete detective. In a viey s reminiscent of the incarnated
Christ, he is a spiritual being within a physicatly who communes and empathizes with sinful
humans while upholding justice and truth. In a gethat celebrates civilization’s fight against
chaos and crime, Father Brown suggests that thesfoe turned away from the crime and
toward a deeper issue—sin. Instead of protectiegesofrom the criminals within it, he
contends for the souls of the criminals he meetgepting them from the sin within their
hearts—a condition that he personally understaedause he has it too. Chesterton’s greatest
subversion of the detective fiction genre occurgmvRather Brown is the first detective to

acknowledges his own share in the spiritual reaithlas brotherhood with the criminal realm.
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