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Abstract

Liz Lochhead's Drama

Jennifer B. Harvie Advisers: Professor Jan McDonald

Department of Theatre, Film, and Dr Alasdair Cameron

and Television Studies

University of Glasgow, 1996

This thesis is an examination of Liz Lochhead's three published plays: Blood and
Ice (1982), Dracula (1989), and Mary Queen of Scots Got Her Head Chopped Off (1989).
Each of these three plays deals centrally with a literary or historical pre-text: the life of
Mary Shelley and the i1deology of English Romanticism in Blood and Ice; Bram Stoker's
novel Dracula and late-Victorian British ruling-class culture in Dracula; and sixteenth-
century Scottish and English history in Mary Queen of Scots Got Her Head Chopped Off
Given these dramatic emphases, the cntical emphasis of this thesis I1s the plays'
reassessment of their pre-texts, and particularly of those pre-texts' power to exercise and
selectively to confer cultural authority.

The thesis argues that the plays critically re-cast their pre-texts, re-interpreting
those texts and compelling audiences to do the same. Altering diegetic emphases, the
plays emphasize and interrogate the perhaps dubious function of their pre-texts to narrate
and legitimate certain cultural groups' dominance and others' subordination. And using
narrative forms which contrast in significant ways with those of the pre-texts, the plays
demonstrate alternative, less prescriptive narrative forms. The effect of these textual re-
iInterpretations and alternative narrative forms to intervene in hegemonic operations of
power Is important not least because each of the pre-texts, in different ways, thematically
and/or formally, is ostensibly committed to the "fair" distribution of power. Romanticism
claims commitment to the liberation of humanity. The protagonists of Stoker's Dracula
fight avowedly to protect the superiority of their "good" Western humanity over Dracula’s
"bad" Eastern monstrosity. And orthodox histories, including those of Mary Queen of
Scots and Elizabeth | of England, frequently function to absolve present communities
responsibility for their "closed" histories, but also for their histories’ legacies, and, thus, for
responsibility for the present.

The plays' re-interpretations of their pre-texts analyse, further, whom these pre-
texts selectively empower and how they do so. In terms of who is empowered, the thesis
focuses on the patriarchal exercise of power and its subordination of women, and on the
exercise of power according to class, sexuality, and racial and national identity. By

interrogating and destabilizing hegemonic authority in their pre-texts, the plays begin to



pluralize the distribution of cultural power. In terms of how power is delegated in the pre-
texts, the thesis considers the formal means by which the pre-texts potentially secure their
readers' complicity with hegemonic ideologies, and examines the ways In which
Lochhead's plays set up narrative and dramatic forms which both interrogate their
predecessors’ forms and propose potentially less coercive alternatives.

The purpose of this thesis, broadly stated, i1s to join Lochhead's plays in revising
and pluralizing the distribution of power in dominant cultural narratives and in dominant
forms of cultural narration, to explore the practices of power and narrative, and to consider

power's seductions, benefits, limits, and violations.
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Introduction:
Master Narrative and Lochhead's Drama

This thesis examines Liz Lochhead's three published plays, Blood and Ice (first published
In 1982), Dracula, and Mary Queen of Scots Got Her Head Chopped Off (published
together in 1989). Using two reading strategies it follows these plays' identifications of
and interventions in the hegemonic and homogenizing--and, particularly, patriarchal--
operations and effects of what have been called "master narratives." It proposes that
dominant cultural narratives emphasize--and thereby create, or certainly enforce--
particular hegemonic meanings which legitimate the social dominance of particular
groups, especially men, the upper-middle classes, and other groups defined by their
simultaneous superiority/normativeness (and defined, teleologically, as superior and
normative). It suggests that these narratives operate effectively--that is, they successfully
support dominant groups' hegemony--through two primary and interconnected means:
first, through selecting and, importantly, naturalizing particular narrative contents: and
second, through incorporating their audiences into sympathy with those contents by
presenting themselves through particular narrative forms. It argues that Lochhead's plays
both promote, and are productively responsive to, two reading strategies which engage
with, Interrogate, and intervene in these two master-narrative means of securing
hegemonic power. And it pursues these strategies in its readings of Lochhead's plays,
joining with the plays in intervening in this exercise of power.

The first reading strategy is directive, directing attention to master narratives'
contents, particularly to what meanings they selectively include and exclude, and with
what biases, favours, and abuses they represent their contents. This strategy focuses on:
Romanticism, which celebrates the individual to the peril of the group (in Blood and Ice);
Gothic literature, which represents female sexuality and homosexuality as monstrous (in
Dracula); and historical convention which attributes Scotland's current social problems to
its past and so locates them where they cannot be redressed (In Mary Queen of Scots).
As my brief descriptions might suggest, this strategy scrutinizes these narratives’ attitudes
towards the representations of, in particular, gender, class, and racial and national
identity. The plays' emphases obviously inform this reading, but it is complemented and
further informed by extensive and compelling contemporary critical commentary on
Romanticism, community and difference in Bram Stoker's Dracula, and sixteenth-century
Scottish and English history and culture. Broadly speaking, the purpose of this strategy Is
to denaturalize and refocus dominant or master narratives and so to destabilize and begin
to pluralize their ostensibly coherent, monologic, and hegemonic meaning.

The second reading strategy is, rather than directive, more specifically pluralizing

Following the lead provided by Lochhead's plays, this strategy indicates how the master
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narratives raised by the three plays' pre-texts (Romanticism, Bram Stoker's Dracula. and
dominant histories of sixteenth-century Scotland and England and Mary Queen of Scots)
structurally coerce or interpellate their readers--rather than less insistently directing them- -
Into sympathetic engagement with their hegemonic ideologies. It examines how
Lochhead's plays precisely do not reproduce their antecedents' coercive, homogenizing
narrative forms, but, through diversions against and within generic, literary, dramatic, and
historical conventions, produce instead narrative and dramatic forms which incite
audiences to critical engagement with the plays and their referents, and which invite
audiences actively to construct plural, dialogic meanings rather than acquiescing to
monologic hegemonic meaning. This reading contrasts the hegemonic audience-
interpellating narrative form of Romantic poetry, of Stoker's Dracula, and of accepted
myths of Mary Queen of Scots and Elizabeth | of England with a dramaturgy which
presents its own meaning--and meaning itself--as plural, and which offers its audiences
plural routes of understanding and engagement.

Both of my reading strategies aim to pluralize the meanings of the dominant
narratives--and dominant "narrativizing“--which they address. They do not, however, do
so with the intention of facilitating meanings' infinite multiplication, nor with the intention of
dismantling narrative or dramaturgy altogether. They are specifically and politically
alighed. My critical practice shares with--and learns from--Lochhead's dramatic practice a
concern to identify and reform cultural, literary, historical, and dramatic narratives (both
their stories and their formal conventions) which are socially disabling, particularly in
relation to gender, but also In relation to sexuality, class, and racial and national identity.
My project--aided and informed by Lochhead's work, and sited in analysis of that work--is
to nurture a constructive scepticism about culturally dominant historical and literary
narratives and dramaturgies in order to provoke their sustained reassessment, and to
propose revised, reformed, but importantly not static meanings, narratives, dramaturgies,

and methods of interpretation.

Susan C. Triesman has concisely summarized a focal activity of Lochhead's
plays: the plays "deal in what Foucault has described as the instability innate in the
procedures of mastery in patriarchal society, unleashing links between desire and power,
creating discourses that reclaim the repressed and deny prohibition and exclusion™ (127).
Lochhead's plays take "the instability innate in the procedures of mastery in patriarchal
societfies]" and multiply it. They take Foucault's premise, "Where there is power, there is
resistance" (95), and they engage with that resistance. They reveal the sacrifices required

to attain and reinforce that mastery and power, and they begin, constructively, to

dismantle It.



Introduction
Master Narratives

In his Foreword to Jean-Francgois Lyotard's The Postmodern Condition: A Report

on Knowledge, Fredric Jameson uses the term "master-narratives" to describe the "two

great legitimizing 'myths’ or narrative archetypes. . . . identified [by Lyotard] as the
alternate justifications for institutional scientific research up to our own period--that of the
liberation of humanity and that of the speculative unity of all knowledge" (ix). Unlike
Lyotard's, my focus is not on narratives of scientific knowledge but on narratives of cultural
meaning (or cultural knowledges). And | do not concentrate my focus, as Lyotard does,
on two over-arching narratives of cultural dominance but on several narratives, more
specifically referential to the texts which | examine, and to their details.

Despite the differences between my project and that of Jameson writing on
Lyotard, | adopt Jameson's term "master-narrative” to describe the narratives | examine
because It informs my work In several important ways. First, the gender inflection of
"master narrative” indicates the patriarchal bias of many dominant cultural narratives, a
bias which Lochhead's and my readings of cultural narratives consistently interrogate.
Second, Jameson's use of the term "master narrative” to describe myths' function as tools
for legitimizing certain scientific practices places an emphasis which my work shares on
the cultural function of narrative to legitimize--or to "serve as justification for"--other
practices as well, including other cultural practices ( The Concise Oxford Dictionary).
Master narratives, in other words, are narratives which justify and authorize particular
practices, and | select the two non-synonymous words "justify” and "authorize” advisedly.
My point, and Lyotard's, is that certain narratives not only attest to the cultural legitimacy
of certain practices, in so doing, they selectively define or "author® what constitutes
legitimacy. Significantly, the adjective "legitimate" is defined by The Concise Oxford
Dictionary as "lawful, proper, regular, conforming to the standard type." This list of, again,
non-synonymous words illustrates the sliding function of legitimation: to recognize the
"'standard" and the "lawful, proper," and to render them synonymous. Legitimation not
only recognizes a norm, it creates a system (legal, scientific, narratological, dramatic)
which celebrates that teleologically-defined norm. The procedures of legitimation are self-
legitimating.

Master narratives effect and achieve legitimation of particular cultural practices, as
| have suggested above, through the selection and representation of their particular
contents, and through the organization of their particular forms.! This process of

legitimating through narrative--as well as the process of intervening in that legitimation--is

1| distinguish between content and form for ease of discussion. | do not, however,

perceive them as entirely mutually exclusive. An understanding of these terms as

mutually implicated and overlapping informs my analysis throughout this thesis.
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perhaps best demonstrated through brief analyses of Lochhead's plays and my readings

of them, analyses developed and expanded in the ensuing chapters of this thesis.

The Subject of Narrative: Contents

Master narratives function as apparati of hegemonic legitimation first, by telling
particular stories, stories which assume and, through naturalization, reinforce specific
blases. Because they are naturalized, identifying these biases requires what | call
Interrogation, or what Adrienne Rich has called "Re-vision--the act of looking back, of
seeing with fresh eyes, of entering an old text from a new critical direction."2 In depicting
the life and experiences of Mary Wollstonecraft Shelley, author of Frankenstein and lover
and wife of poet Percy Bysshe Shelley, Lochhead's Blood and Ice functions partly as an
Interrogation or re-vision of the master narrative of Romanticism, and particularly of
Romanticism's putative devotion to "the liberation of humanity." As Jameson points out,
the master narrative of the "liberation of humanity. . . . is of course the tradition of the
French eighteenth century and the French Revolution" (ix), and, | would argue, of the
English Romanticism of the turn of the century. Like that of the French Revolution (not to
mention that of the so-called counter culture of the 1960s, when Lochhead was in her
teens and early twenties), Romanticism's narrative of liberation is self-legitimating
because it holds the promise of that virtually universally revered term: liberty.
Romanticism's master narrative of the liberation of humanity proffers itself, and further
legitimates itself, through various secondary master narratives, including: the celebration
of creativity; the triumph of the individual; and the ascendancy of the spiritual over the
matenial.

Lochhead's re-vision of Romanticism in Blood and Ice, and mine in my chapter on
this play, interrogate the universal cultural legitimacy of Romanticism's master narrative of
liberty. They do so by, in Adrienne Rich's words, "looking back" with "fresh eyes" on that
narrative, and thus evaluating its success in effecting the "liberation of humanity.” By
selecting and re-presenting material from and about Romanticism, Lochhead's play and
my reading of it focus on Romantic creativity, individualism, and anti-materialism. But they
focus also on the less salubrious effects of these aspects of Romanticism, and especially
on the effects which, as well as facilitating certain freedoms, limit and deny others.
Specifically, they consider: the ways the creative freedom of the Romantic poet limits the

freedom of his product; the ways prioritization of the liberty of the individual results In

2 Rich 167. Also cited in "Putting New Twists to Old Stories: Feminism and Lochhead's

Drama" by Jan McDonald and me (124). My present argument is In several respects

a development of arguments begun in "Putting New Twists,’ and | am indebted to Jan

for sharing ideas in the context of co-authoring that article.
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neglect of, and damage to, the liberty of the community;3 and the ways emphasis on the
emancipatory effects of the imagination permits ignorance of--though certainly not
eradication of--the constraining effects of the material. And in all cases. they consider
particularly how Romanticism offers liberty for the upper-middle class male poet, and
different forms and degrees of indenture for women and workers.

Lochhead's Dracula and my reading of it effect a second re-vision. They
Interrogate not Jameson's second master narrative of the "sSpeculative unity of all
knowledge," but Stoker's Dracula's master narrative of the unity--and implicit equality--of
all good people. In Dracula, this master narrative is itself built on a narrative which depicts
and pursues the triumph of "good" over "evil," "good" people over "bad" people, "good"
desires over "bad" desires, and so on. As my chapter on Lochhead's Dracula examines at
length, the necessity of this narrative acutely to define "good" and "evil," and to protect the
former from contamination by the latter, requires it not only to adopt a polarized
vocabulary of saintliness and monstrosity, but ruthlessly to apply that vocabulary, again
limiting subjects’ freedom--to move beyond, to straddle, or to reject those definitions. In
Lochhead's re-vision and mine, Stoker's Dracula's master narrative of social unity
becomes readable as a ruling-class fantasy about the preservation, not of social unity, but
of soctal domination. Again, through selectively changing the emphases of Stoker's
narrative (through irony and word play in particular), Lochhead's Dracula insinuates that
the social coherence putatively advocated and sought by the novel may also be read as
ruling class hegemony.

The master narratives to which Lochhead's Mary Queen of Scots Got Her Head
Chopped Off refers are perhaps best described as narratives of the sanctity or inviolability
of historical myth. Casting history as objective and/or unalterable, these master narratives
are able to refer to historical myths as a set of knowledges which secure our
contemporary understanding of what we have come from and how, and so are able to
legitimate the present. Lochhead's Mary Queen of Scots examines and re-contextualizes
narrative myths of sixteenth-century Scottish and English history chiefly to interrogate
what they are used to legitimate in the present. [t focuses on issues of religion, gender,
sexuality, social rank, Scottish national identity, and power. And it suggests that

contemporary social problems like misogyny and sectarianism are not the inevitable

3 The division of power within various communities is a consistent focus throughout
Lochhead's drama. In "Feminine Pleasures and Masculine Indignities: Gender and
Community in Scottish Drama," Adrienne Scullion indicates that this focus Is shared

by other Scots playwrights: "Scottish drama is habitually concerned with the nature

and politics of the community, with the moment of inclusion or exclusion from the

community as recurrent narrative spine” (198).
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legacy of an unalterable past but part of on-going narratives for which it is possible to take

responsibility through intervention and re-writing.

The Subject of Narrative: Forms

Master narratives' second means of enforcing hegemonic legitimation is through
interpellating their audience into sympathetic engagement with their stories and with those
stories' hegemonic ideologies. Interpellation i1s largely an effect of how an audience is
addressed, as opposed to "with what" an audience Is addressed, although the two
categories are not, of course, entirely discrete. Interpellation is thus partly a function of
narrative form. And intervention in this interpellation requires interrogation of master
narratives' forms and adoption of different, less coercive torms.

Seduction is the term | use Iin the course of my chapter on Blood and Ice to
describe the interpellating function of Romantic poetry. Romantic poetry is frequently
organized as the urgent direct address of a solitary, visionary poet. It thus arrests its
reader in the critical present. It flatters its reader by casting him or, in some notable
cases, her as its specially (or divinely?) selected audience. It graces Its audience by
deigning to share its visionary powers. And it proffers to its audience a poetic world
removed from material hardship. Its seductions are numerous, and resisting those
seductions is difficult, not least because doing so seems not only ungracious, ungratetul,
and difficult but, simply, "daft.”

However, the vision and the disembodiment Romanticism champions may not be
universally desirable, let alone achievable, and Lochhead's Blood and Ice depicts
Romanticism in ways which demonstrate meaning as not solitary, divine inspiration, but as
social material production. Further, the play refuses to reproduce the seductive textuality
of Romanticism and so demonstrates a feasible and potentially liberating alternative
textuality. Through shifts in space, time, and characterization, It presents an alternative to
Romanticism's excessive present/presence. And through metatextual and meta-scenic
reference it emphasizes its own material textuality. Blood and Ice invites recognition as a
text. It thus invites criticism and multiple readings.

Bram Stoker's Gothic fiction Dracula interpellates its reader chiefly through fear
rather than seduction. lts narrators introduce a horrific monster, tremble before it for most
of the novel, and finally overcome it. Although the narrators may be many, they raise a
single voice which proclaims fear of the monster and gives the reader only one articulated
position with which to identify. And although the narrators' composite position--being
characterized by vulnerability, anxiety, and fear--may seem undesirable for the main pan
of the novel, it is generically destined to be the position of triumph by the end. The

narrators' concluding triumph thus teleologically confirms that their position has been the

preferable one "all along.”
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The narrative of Stoker's Dracula is remarkably homogeneous (and
homogenizing). That of Lochhead's play, on the other hand, is decidedly plural. It admits
ambivalence, disagreement, and dissent amongst its protagonists, and welcomes
narrative contribution from the "monster" Dracula. It pluralizes Stoker's stable generic
context of the Gothic by juxtaposing scenes of "good" and "bad," a device which works
cumulatively to transpose the Gothic's precious categories of "good" and "bad." Where
Stoker's novel respects generic conventions of the Gothic, producing a linear narrative of
inevitability, those conventions and other dramatic conventions are disrupted in
Lochhead's play, producing a narrative of multiple possibilities.

Like a picture legitimated as art and protected from tampering by a frame,
dominant narratives of history secure their authority and inviolability--as well as their
audiences' belief--by setting themselves up in legitimating historical language and in the
protective frameworks of discrete historical eras. Presenting their truth as unalterable, the
only position of readership they countenance is one of agreement. History in Lochhead's
Mary Queen of Scots Is quite another matter. By emphasizing its own metaphors of play,
and by gesturing self-referentially to itself as play, Mary Queen of Scots reconfigures
history as play. Further, by emphasizing that its own story is mediated through the
definitely subjective narrator La Corbie, Mary Queen of Scots rejects the putative
objectivity of conventional history. In Lochhead's permeable, adaptable framework,

history's putative and solemn truths are rendered playful and debatable.

Countering Narratives

| would like to add that although Lochhead's plays considerably expand, or
"liberate," critical points of entry to and analysis of both their pre-texts and themselves,
they do not necessarily set up just another (spurious) master narrative of the “liberation of
humanity." Nor are the plays characterized by the defeatism or infinite pluralizing of which
postmodern counter narratives are frequently accused.* The plays' plurality is at least
partially circumscribed by both their own, directive focus on particular issues and Interests,
and by the very presence--and sometimes great power--of their pre-texts. And their
commitment to liberty is qualified by their repeated acknowledgement of liberty's limited
and vacillating accessibility. Indeed, through their simultaneous engagement with and
destabilization of master narratives, and through their explorations of the pleasures and
benefits as well as the abuses of various other forms of power, Lochhead's plays are
characterized by a distinguishable ambivalence towards master narratives, domination,

power, and even liberty. In this respect, these plays are probably more constructively

ra—

4 Whether or not postmodern counter narratives are guilty as accused is another matter.
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considered active, engaged countering narratives than static oppositional counter
narratives.

One might ask, why make this effort to negotiate and even, in some degree, to
recuperate master narratives? Theatre scholar Elin Diamond provides an instructive
answer to the same question framed around the feminist recuperation of patriarchal
mimesis:

Because it tends, | think, to recuperate us. It is better perhaps to

acknowledge certain mimetic [or narrative] desires, to militate for the complex;

the different referents we want to see, even as we work to dismantle the

mechanisms of patriarchal [and other hegemonic] modeling. (*"Mimesis" 62)
For Lochhead, ambivalent attitudes towards power are something she wants to explore: "|
think my drive is towards storytelling, recording voices, exploring ambivalences, trying to
be honest about the yes-and-no" ("Women's Writing" 72-73). And storytelling--or
narrative--is her preferred means: "Drama and storytelling are not the same, but it's the
storytelling aspect of drama that | like" (Lochhead in Clune 87).

It 1s partly because of their qualified and critical ambivalence that | find
Lochhead's plays politically, comically, sympathetically and aesthetically most engaging.
Studying this diegetic and formal ambivalence--not to mention Lochhead's own "split"
position on the borders of cultural categories of domination and subordination (as,
simultaneously, a Scot and a Briton for instance)--seems to me a progressive means of

nuancing current analyses of "dominant" and "minor"/"postcolonial’/"women's” cultures,

literatures, and dramas.®

n

In this respect, this thesis carries over an interest in the plural interstices of cultural
hierarchies from my previous work on Canadian playwright Judith Thompson and on
the Scots translations of the plays of Québécois Michel Tremblay. For my work on
Thompson, please see "Constructing Fictions of an Essential Reality or 'This Pickshur
s Niiiice': Judith Thompson's Lion in the Streets," and "(Im)Possibility: Fantasy and
Judith Thompson's Drama." And for my work on Tremblay, please see "The Real

Nation?: Michel Tremblay, Scotland, and Cultural Translatability.”



Chapter One

Blood and Ice
A Feminist Critique of Romanticism:

True love differs in this from gold and clay,

That to divide is not to take away.

--from "Epipsychidion” by Percy Bysshe Shelley

"A la victime"? It is not the fashion for all time .

--Elise in Blood and Ice

Much writing from the male-authored English Romantic canon demands to be
characterized as relentlessly seductive. Portraying its precursors, Enlightenment
rationalism and materialism, as spiritually and emotionally bankrupt, it offers instead
fantastically imaginative, winningly utopian, and brave revolutionary philosophies couched
In stories of successful seduction, textually enticing its readers into vicarious compilicity. In
the lines quoted in this chapter's first epigraph, for instance, a chief member of the
Romantic canon, Percy Bysshe Shelley, proposes a world in which "true love"--favourable
because spiritual in a Romantic economy which denigrates the material gold and (inert
"Man”) clay--not only fails to fulfil but contravenes expectations furnished by a physical
world. To divide the spiritual, for Percy Shelley, is to multiply it. What could be more
seductive than a favourably constructed "true love" proliferating endlessly in conditions
which, were it material, would diminish it, if not obliterate it entirely? Indeed, who would
willingly resist seduction by an ethos which infers the spiritual might overcome the
material, especially if the matenal is understood to include not only gold and clay, but
blood and ice, physical abuse and hardship, foetal miscarriage and cultural exile? Why, in
particular, might a woman resist Romanticism's seduction?

To answer my own rhetorical question, she might resist were she to consider

whether Romanticism really provides the utopian dividends of liberty, self-determination,
and the triumph of emotional and spiritual idealism over material adversity it so seductively

proffers, and if so, for whom. Of course, one feature which distinguishes seduction from

molestation is that the seducer ultimately wrests the consent of the seduced, but the tact

1 Elements of this chapter and its arguments are developed in slightly different ways In

an unpublished article | co-authored with Jane Sillars, " Frankenstein's Hideous

Progeny: Frankenstein, Blood and Ice, and Poor Things .’



Blood and Ice

that consent is not immediately forthcoming suggests the seduced is Inttially resistant and
reluctant--and perhaps with very good reason. Amongst other considerations. as Jane
Miller suggests, seduction has a curious way ultimately of vindicating the passionate,
romantic seducer, and of tainting--or worse, seeming simply to reveal the taint of--the
seduced.
The language of seduction spells out the ambiguities within an apparently
shared responsibility. The seducer tempts. The one who is tempted yields to
temptation. . . . Stealth and trickery and wiles--standard items in the
seducers’ arsenal--are bizarrely redeemed by the consent they have been
shown to elicit. Blame shifts and slips easily from the deceiver to the
decelived, for there can be no seduction which does not implicate the one who
IS seduced. (21)

Women are often both the object of Romanticism's address and its subject.
("Epipsychidion,” for instance, was both about and addressed to a young woman with
whom Percy Shelley became infatuated, Emilia Viviani.) Further, central Romantic
qualities--of sensttivity, spirituality, and emotion--are promoted as feminine by Romantic
poets and might understandably be so interpreted by others. Given femininity's and
women's multiple implication in Romanticism, feminist critics of Romanticism must echo
those key questions posed by feminist critics of the Renaissance, "whose Renaissance,
whose re-birth?", and ask, whose Romanticism?2 And, importantly, who's romanticized in
Romanticism's world-improving strategies, and at what expense? It seems feminist critics
might profitably resist Romanticism's seductive discursive strategies to interrogate just

what Romanticism offers, how and why, and whether it actually delivers on its pledges.

2 The question posited by Joan Kelly in her article, "Did Women Have a Renaissance?,’
can be seen as a crucial instigator of the recent and major re-evaluation of so-called
Renaissance literature and culture. This re-evaluation suggests, among other things,
that certain groups (such as women) were not suffered to be "reborn” in this period.
On the contrary, the period's resurrection of classical languages and literatures may
even have resulted in women's loss of some of the cultural freedoms they haa
previously enjoyed. With the term "Renaissance” and its implications increasingly
seen as problematic, the period and its literature have been variously renamed, the
most popular name being Early Modern. Far from being purely cosmetic, this
renaming is intended to promote a paradigmatic shift in the ways we think about the
period and its culture. | believe it is this kind of shift which critics like Anne K. Mellor

espouse for studies in Romanticism when they propose differentiating between, for

instance, a masculine and a feminine Romanticism (Mellor Romanticism and Gender).

10



Blood and Ice

It is precisely this inquiry which Liz Lochhead poses and develops In her first full
length stage play, Blood and Ice. The play dramatizes the life of Mary Wollstonecraft
Shelley,3 early nineteenth-century novelist, editor, biographer, and (as Michelene Wandor
emphasizes [8]) mother--and Iin so doing constructs an intellectually thorough and
iImaginatively potent critique of Romantic ideology. Although the play has seen various

(and sometimes quite different) incarnations through Lochhead's repeated rewritings, 4 it

3 | would prefer to avoid the sexist critical slip of calling women writers by their forenames
and male writers by their surnames. Thus, when | refer to such historical people as
Mary Shelley and Percy Shelley | shall attempt to use both their forenames and their
surnames (although, for verbal economy | will call George Gordon, Lord Byron simply
Lord Byron). When | refer to the characters in Blood and Ice, | shall generally use the
names employed by Lochhead, such as Mary and Shelley.

4 Due to Lochhead's numerous rewrites, the play exists in several versions and different
productions have used different texts. To clarify, | include an early production history
showing title, date of production or first show, theatre company and its location,
director, script availability and publication information, and the abbreviation | use to
refer to the versions | discuss in this chapter:

A. Mary and the Monster; 1981; Belgrade Theatre, Coventry; Dir. Michael Boyd;
script not published.

B. Blood and Ice; August 19, 1982; Traverse Theatre Club, Edinburgh; Dir. Kenny
Ireland: ts. available at Glasgow University Library Special Collections, STA H.O.
Box 10/2; published, Edinburgh, Salamander P, 1982; referred to here as B&/
1982.

C. Blood and Ice; February 27, 1984; Pepper's Ghost Theatre Company at New
Merlin's Cave, London; Dir. Joanna Proctor; published in Plays by Women:
Volume IV 1985: referred to here as B&/ 1985 or simply by page number.

D. Blood and Ice: 11 September, 1986; Winged Horse Touring Productions at
Harbour Arts Centre, Irvine; Dir. John Carnegie; ts. available at Glasgow
University Library Special Collections, STA J.d. Box 5/5; referred to here as B&/
1986.

E Blood and Ice: 16 August, 1988 (Edinburgh Festival Fringe); Pen Name (RSAMD)
at Harry Younger Hall (Traverse Theatre Club); Dir. Dave McVicar; ts./ms.

(version "D," above, with changes) available at National Library of Scotland

Archives. Acc. 10530, No. 7; referred to here as B&/1988.
Although | understand the 1986 Winged Horse script may now be Lochhead's

preferred text for performance, this text has not been published. The text | thus refer
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consistently examines Mary Shelley's life, her relation to several important Romantic
ideologues and their philosophies, and the ideological and autobiographical implications of
what she called her "hideous progeny," the novel Frankenstein.® Through each of these
examinations, Lochhead's play steadily exposes some of the hypocrisies, contradictions.
‘tricker(ies] and wiles" of the male-biased prevailing ideology of Mary Shelley's life and
time, Romanticism. It indicates that, for some, Romanticism offers not the spiritual
liberation heralded in this chapter's first epigraph from Percy Shelley's "Epipsychidion,"” but
rather the victimization identified in the second epigraph, "A la victime'? It is not the
fashion for all time," spoken by the maid Elise in Lochhead's Blood and Ice (1986 85).

The implications of Blood and Ice's reassessment of Romanticism are manifold.
for It Romanticism itself is partly a reaction to Enlightenment values, reassessing
Romanticism also means reassessing the Enlightenment. Romanticism's apparent
celebration of passion, emotion, inspiration, and imagination recommends it at first as a
healthy--and possibly women-friendly--corrective to Enlightenment rationalism, with its
apparent commitment to a philosophical and scientific reason which might easily be
labelled patriarchal. Blood and Ice's simple titular juxtaposition of passionate blood and
cool ice, however, suggests the story is not that straightforward, and Romanticism is not
necessarily undeniably preferable to Enlightenment rationalism.

Blood and Ice carefully compares Romanticism's auspicious self-definition with its
practice to evaluate the apthess of the former. It pays particular attention to
Romanticism's putative "femininity” and to whether Romanticism actually and generously
gives to women, or whether it arrogantly steals from them. It also implicitly re-evaluates
Romanticism's whipping-horse definition of the Enlightenment--a re-evaluation which is
resonant not only for what might be understood as the gendered characteristics of the two
ideologies, but also for what might be considered those ideologies' national identities.
While the early Enlightenment within Britain is widely associated with late-sixteenth to
early-eighteenth century Englishmen like Francis Bacon, Thomas Hobbes, John Locke,
and Sir Isaac Newton, the late Enlightenment within Britain is associated with eighteenth-
century Scots like David Hume, Thomas Reid, and Adam Smith, and is often referred to
as the Scottish Enlightenment. The Scottish Enlightenment, therefore, is the immediate
context within and against which the all-English canon of Romantic poets--Willlam

Wordsworth, William Blake, Samuel Taylor Coleridge, Lord Byron, Percy Shelley, and

to, unless otherwise noted, is the 1984 Pepper's Ghost version published in Plays by

Women: Volume lV.

5 In her 1831 introduction to the revised edition of Frankenstein (originally published in

1818), Mary Shelley wrote: "And now, once again, | bid my hideous progeny go forth
and prosper” (55).
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John Keats--were writing.6 And according to George E. Davie's The Scottish
Enlightenment and Other Essays, Scottish Enlightenment philosophy was characterized
by an attention to the spiritual and the democratic which--although it may not have been
equally characteristic of some continental European Enlightenment philosophies--certainly
did not have to be re-invented within Britain by the self-congratulatory English Romantics.
In an essay entitled "The Social Significance of the Scottish Philosophy of Common
Sense," Davie describes how the Scottish Enlightenment's strategy for economic
development, for instance, was governed by "the thesis that a sort of all-round spiritual
participation by means of educational democracy is the pre-condition of material advance”
(59). And in the foreword to Davie's collection, novelist James Kelman attributes to the
Scottish Enlightenment questions which the Romantics would no doubt like to see as their
own. He also suggests that these questions, which "derive from the primary problem of
how to reconcile [Scottish] economic expansion with the moral vitality of the populace,”
are relevant now, as they were then.
Do people have the fundamental right to freedom? By what authority does
one person, or group of people, control another? Is there a case for
assuming responsibility over the social and spiritual life of other adults?
When does "teaching" become colonization? Can one culture ever be "better"
than another? Is the attempt to deny your right to exploit me
“unconstitutional"? (Kelman n.p.)
Lochhead by no means resurrects a patriarchal Scottish philosophical tradition in Blood
and Ice, but she does reassess English Romanticism's supposedly revolutionary
advocacies and reforms, and the arrogance of its attitudes towards women, and, implicitly,
towards its precursor, the Scottish Enlightenment.

To effect its feminist critique of Romanticism, Blood and Ice employs two
complementary strategies. The first is primarily diegetic. The play focuses on, and thus
directs audience focus on, Mary Shelley, not her arguably more famous lover and
husband, Percy Shelley, or their friend, George Gordon, Lord Byron. It scrutinizes

Romanticism's conceptualizations of the act of creation as pre-eminent over the created

”P'“' - o .
6 Notably absent from this canon is the pre-eminent Scots Romantic writer Robert Burns.

As is the case with Percy Shelley, Burns's per;onal profligacies and their
repercussions for his wife Jean Armour and their family undermine his association
through his poetry with sexual and social liberation and social equality. Burns's
differences--in class and nationality to name two very important ones--from Percy
Shelley and Shelley's English Romantic brethren significantly distinguish Burns's

experiences and meanings from those of the English, however.
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product, of nature as innocent, of the individual as autonomous and Invincible, and of
women as simultaneously emblematic of wickedness (like John Keats's "belle dame") and
perfection (like Percy Shelley's "Epi-psyche"). It recontextualizes and grounds
Romanticism within material conditions rather than the thghts of fancy preferred by its
dreaming male poets. And it reframes Frankenstein to emphasize the iImplications of the
novel's parallels with Mary Shelley's life. The novel's "noble experiment" of animating the
Creature, for example, is juxtaposed with Mary and Percy Shelley's "noble experiment" of
attempting so-called "free love." And just as Frankenstein eventually scorns the nobility of
his experiment, Blood and Ice's Mary comes to doubt the freedom of hers. Similarly, the
novel's Creature is aligned at various times and in various ways with Percy Shelley, Lord
Byron, the Shelley children, and Mary Shelley herself. These alignments emphasize the
operation and effects of social exclusion, they examine the concept of monstrosity, and
they query the responsibility of the creator (be she or he poet, parent, or scientist) for his
or her progeny.

Cumulatively, this first diegetic strategy of re-examining and criticizing
Romanticism demonstrates why Lochhead's Mary Shelley chooses, as does
Frankenstein's sea-faring Walton, to "turn back," to reject at least provisionally
Romanticism's and specifically Percy Shelley's idealistic beliefs, because while these
beliefs may aggrandize the self, they neglect and may injure others. Importantly, this
aspect of the play also suggests that Mary Shelley's decision to "turn back" cannot be
"explained away" socially by the claim that she gradually grew more and more simply to
covet a certain level of bourgeois respectability and comfort, that she "sold out," a claim
which Muriel Spark suggests many of Mary Shelley's critics have perhaps been overhasty
to employ (x). Lochhead's play emphasizes that Mary Shelley's gradual disillusionment
with Percy Shelley's professed beliefs cannot be attributed so much to vague social
aspirations as to very real and trying cultural and material conditions.

Re-evaluating an ideology whose original and continued dissemination rests
crucially not just on its ideas but on how they are expressed--what textual wiles its writers
employ to triumph in their seductions-- Blood and Ice's second strategy for elaborating its
critique of Romantic ideology is primarily structural, focusing on how meaning is textually
produced. Manipulating narrative structure and scenic effect, and using metatextual
techniques, the play interrogates and problematizes Romanticism's discursive
assumptions, from its championing of the individual to its implicit claims to textual
innocence. The episodic narrative structure of Blood and Ice, moving back and forth from
Mary's past to her present, and back and forth between different degrees of psychological
realism. continually fractures temporal continuity and, effectively, audience engagement
and identification. Repeatedly pushed in and out, the audience Is not seduced to accept
unquestioningly the world view offered by the characters, as in much Romantic writing, but

alienated to evaluate critically the benefits and detractions of each expounded ideological
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attitude. The play's metatextuality further defuses Romanticism's seductiveness by
exposing Romantic texts as not innocent, unmotivated visions but as culturally determined
products, produced in potentially exploitative and certainly material conditions.

This chapter parallels the play's two strategic approaches to re-evaluating
Romanticism outlined here. It examines first diegetic aspects of Blood and Ice's critique

and then structural, metatextual, and scenic aspects to investigate how Romanticism may

be constructively de-romanticized.

Flimsy Impossible Women:
Blood and Ice's Diegetic Critique of Romanticism

Lochhead turns in Blood and Ice, as she will in Dracula and Mary Queen of Scots
Got Her Head Chopped Off, to material that holds mythic status in Western culture. Her
narrator and central character, Mary Shelley, reminisces and "flashes back" to examine
significant events, personalities, and relationships within the infamous social circle of Lord
Byron, Percy Shelley, Mary Shelley herself, her step-sister Claire Clairmont, and attendant
others In the years from Mary Shelley's inception of Frankenstein, 1816, to after Lord
Byron's death In 1824. And to varying degrees in the play's different versions Lochhead
revives and reconsiders Mary Shelley's wonderful story of Frankenstein and his Creature.

The history of the intellectual and creative enclave that met at Lake Geneva in
1816 has been dramatized by other playwrights, including Ann Jellicoe and Howard
Brenton./ However, while these playwrights use this material to examine, more
specifically, Percy Shelley, his short, dramatic life, and his revolutionary ideas, Lochhead
approaches the material as a means of considering Mary Shelley, her life, and her ideas.
Frankenstein too has enjoyed (or suffered) repeated dramatization, virtually since its first
publication. Again, however, Lochhead departs from common dramatic approaches to the

novel. According to Steven Earl Forry's Hideous Progenies, Mary Shelley's Frankenstein

7 Jellicoe's Shelley and Brenton's Bloody Poetry are both, in various ways, critical of

Romantic ideology (and certainly elements of Jellicoe's play are feminist). However,

by focusing on Romanticism's male writers, both plays regrettably perpetuate an

approach to, and an understanding of, Romanticism as a male domain. In Radical
Stages: Alternative History and Modern British Drama, D. Keith Peacock performs a

brief comparison of Brenton's and Lochhead's plays concluding, “In each case. .
history is employed yet again to explore concerns of the present, in [Lochhead's] case

not of politics but of gender" (161). By making this concluding distinction between
politics and gender, Peacock regrettably propagates and perpetuates an

understanding of the two categories as mutually exclusive.
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had seen ninety-six different stage dramatizations up to 1986 and over one hundred film
versions since 1931 (108). Forry notes that early dramatizations set important precedents
for future stage and film adaptations, crucially diminishing Mary Shelley's original complex
story. For Forry, Mary Shelley's original "secularized the Faust myth, combined the
technigues of romance and realism in one virtually self-destructing narrative, employed
the doppelganger theme to suggest that the created was the creator's double, presented
In Frankenstein a portrait of the Byronic hero-villain, and implied tragic analogues between
every character (each being both victim and victimizer)." Early dramatizations of the
novel, In contrast, "charged the tale with alchemy, developed solely the gothic (or
romance) roots of the story, abandoned the doppelgéanger theme in favor of a simplified
Byronic hero-villain (Frankenstein) tormented by a dumb show villain-hero (the Creature),
and simplified the plot by removing Walton's narrative, confining the action to twenty-four
hours, and reducing the major characters to four types: the hero, the villain, the
persecuted heroine, and the comical rustic" (x). Early dramatizations, thus, made of
Shelley's challenging, ambiguous story a well-made melodramatic moral allegory
criticizing "a simple hubristic overreacher" (Forry x). This conveniently simple precedent
has been re-deployed by dramatists since the nineteenth century, especially as film
versions of the myth have popularized many of the same elements. Forry does remark,
however, that a small number of Frankenstein dramatizations do "politicize the novel,"
particularly, for him, "Iin terms of apocalyptic observations of life in the modern age" (116).
This return to the novel's political implications is significant but differs nonetheless from
Lochhead's play. Blood and Ice, which is not included Iin Forry's catalogue, uses the novel
as a political tool, not to create a moral allegory on the potential folly of genetic
experimentation, but to examine the gender and class biases of Mary Shelley's situation in
the early 1800s, biases which are particularly disturbing given that so many in Mary
Shelley's immediate circle were self-styled champions of progressive social and political
reform.

In Blood and Ice, Lochhead shifts emphasis from other dramatizations of, and
thus from popularly circulating ideas on, Romanticism and Frankenstein. Her shifts impel
her audiences likewise to shift their perspectives. Anne K. Mellor, an important feminist
critic of Romanticism, argues that interpretations of Romanticism both have been and
continue to be profoundly shaped by a prevalent construction of Romanticism "based. . .
almost exclusively on the writings of six male poets (Wordsworth, Coleridge, Blake, Byron,
Shelley and Keats)" (Romanticism and Gender 1). Thus, even when Mary Shelley's life
and writings garner recognition, it is often within the context of elucidating Percy Shelley
and his work. "Her life," writes one of Mary Shelley's biographers regarding Mary and
Percy Shelley, "has been collapsed into his" (Sunstein 6). Admittedly, within the last
decade and a half Frankenstein has been the subject of a vast critical re-evaluation--and

resulting appreciation--heralded by George Levine's and U.C. Knoepflmacher's 1979
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collection of Frankenstein criticism. The Endurance of Frankenstein. But while Levine,

Knoepflmacher and others have keenly acknowledged Frankenstein's prescience,
intelligence, and acute social critique, they have remained conspicuously reticent about its
author Mary Shelley, and thus about attributing prescience, intelligence, and acute social
critique to her. "[F]or an author who had been persistently overshadowed by critical and
biographical attention to her illustrious husband and parents--Percy Bysshe Shelley, Mary
Wollstonecraft, and William Godwin--the irony of being obscured even by her own renown

Is especially mordant," conclude the editors of the recently published The Other Mary

Shelley: Beyond Frankenstein. ‘“lronically," they continue, "the canonization of

Frankenstein [In the 1980s] has institutionalized the marginality of Mary Shelley, throwing
her salient and central voice to the edges of Romantic discourse” (Fische et al 3-4).
Employing Mary Shelley as its central character, Blood and Ice emphatically
attributes Frankenstein's insights to her, recuperating her from the relative obscurity In
which literary history has cast her. Acknowledging Mary Shelley's unique position at the
apex of the English Romantic movement--a movement one biographer believes Mary
Shelley "literally embodied" because of her parentage (Sunstein 3)--Blood and Ice re-
focuses on Romanticism from her perspective. And selecting historical details of her life
as its plot, Blood and Ice refocuses on Romanticism from a materialist perspective, testing
the prevailing ideas of her time by situating them in material conditions. The play thus
effects a materialist feminist re-examination of some of Romanticism's favoured Issues
and tropes, reinforcing its criticisms by suggesting that Frankenstein may be read
symptomatically as an expression of Mary Shelley's frustration with, and even rejection of,
prevailing Romantic ideology. This level of the play's interrogation of Romanticism works
through a steady depiction of details which precipitate not only Mary's gradual disaffection
with her situation, but also, potentially, the audience's ultimate rejection of Romanticism.
The Oxford Companion to English Literature summarizes Romanticism3 in terms

which also convey how it is depicted in Blood and Ice and how it is considered in this
chapter:

[Romanticism is] a literary movement, and profound shift in sensibility, which

took place in Britain and throughout Europe roughly between 1770 and 1848.

Intellectually, it marked a violent reaction to the Enlightenment. Politically it

was inspired by the revolutions in America and France and popular wars of

8 J A. Cuddon notes that in The Decline and Fall of the Romantic ldeal, F.L. Lucas
counts 11 396 definitions of romanticism (Cuddon 813). | concur that the terms
romantic and romanticism (or, as | refer to them here, Romantic and Romanticism)
are multitudinous and nebulous. However, | also suggest that due largely to the
nfluences of canon formation, certain ideas about what Romanticism means may be

.dentified as widely held, and indeed dominant (Mellor "On Romanticism. . ." 8).
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Independence In Poland, Spain, Greece, and elsewhere. Emotionally, it
expressed an extreme assertion of the self and the value of individual
experience (the "egotistical sublime"), together with the sense of the infinite
and the transcendental. Socially it championed progressive causes, though
when they were frustrated it often produced a bitter, gloomy, and despairing
outlook. The stylistic keynote of Romanticism is intensity, and its watchword
Is ‘Imagination’.... Romanticism expressed an unending revolt against
classical form, conservative morality, authoritarian government, personal
Insincerity, and human moderation. (‘Romanticism’' The Oxford Companion to
English Literature)
Romanticism Is unabashedly idealistic, individualistic, and revolutionary. It celebrates
spiritual creativity and imagination. It proposes it possible to achieve the transcendental--
truth, wholeness, pertectibility--through "the agency of the poetic imagination” (Mellor
Mary Shelley 80). It values the creative poetic process over the created product, and it
reveres the creative individual, in apparently spontaneous inspiration, as a "poet-saviour”
with direct control over the material.® Finally, it celebrates supposedly natural behaviour--
including a rejection of social (not "natural”) rules of kinship, religion, governance and

ownership--as "true," desirable, and a means of achieving social equality and freedom.

Blood and Ice's Mary and Romanticism

Blood and Ice's diegetic deconstruction of Romanticism is complex and | have
chosen to map it in two ways: first, by following a narrative of Mary's gradual
disillusionment with Romanticism; and second, by examining in closer detail four specitic
subjects--women, creation, individualism, and freedom--their Romantic interpretations,
and some implications of these interpretations. Blood and Ice's narrative of Mary's
gradual disaffection with Romanticism begins with her criticizing first not Romantic tenets--
which, for her, are still unassailable--but their implementation, particularly when that
implementation abuses such Romantic virtues as "the natural.” "Shelley, how could
you...?," Mary demands of Shelley after he has disrupted her tea party, possibly
accidentally, by arriving naked from his swim, displaying what he calls "every iInch of
Percy Shelley, the whole natural man!" to her guests. He argues his right to natural--as
opposed to conventional--expression, claiming neither he nor she ever "cared for the
world's approval. Not in such... silly and private matters.” She retorts that he behaves the
way he does for by no means such an idealistic purpose as maintaining political integrity,

but simply to "outrage.” And she suggests that he goes "deliberately out of [his] way to

9 The term "poet-saviour" is Anne K. Mellor's. She uses It In both her introduction to the
collection Romanticism and Feminism, "On Romanticism and Feminism" (7), and her

book on Mary Shelley, Mary Shelley: Her Life, Her Fiction, Her Monsters (79).
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offend elderly ladies in such... silly and trivial ways!" (83-84). The Mary Shelley presented
In the play's first memory scene is prepared to defend Romantic beliefs--as she does later
In the scene to the maid Elise--but also to dispute their deployment when it needlessly
offends or hurts others. This is the youngest Mary Shelley we meet in the play, and she
appears already to be sensitive to Romanticism’s potential to display what Mellor has
called a "rampant egoism," where the Romantic considers his or her own behaviour right
and just and dismisses anyone else's contrary opinion ( Mary Shelley 79).

That said, this Mary Shelley is demonstrably smitten with Percy Shelley, and she
will go only so far in criticizing Romantic beliefs and practices, bound as they are with her
beloved and, indeed, her love, and implicated as she Is in them herself, having run away
with Percy Shelley despite his "conventional” marriage to Harriet Westbrook, and despite
her father's objections. But the play's audience may read beyond Mary Shelley's
criticisms of Romanticism in the scene. Mary Is apparently prepared to tolerate Shelley's
nakedness (or, as he would have it, bodily freedom) as a gesture of his commitment to
what she considers more significant forms of freedom. She explains to Elise:

You must not be surprised at anything Mr Shelley does, he is... | think you know

we are not... he is not bound by normal conventions, he cares nothing for them,

neither of us do! But he is a good, good man, he is against all viciousness, and

cruelty, and tyranny and ownership. What is nakedness compared to...
"Shrugging," Elise replies, "It's only nature, Madame" (85). Curiously, Mary's defence of
Shelley is marked by syntactical ambivalence and hesitation. Given that Romantic ideals
are familiar to Mary from both her mother's and her father's writings and work, this
hesitation cannot simply reflect an initiate's lack of confidence with a new found language;
instead, it must admit an ambivalence in Mary's desire to accept Shelley's interpretation
and performance of "natural," and an ambivalence in her desire to defend him. Ostensibly
dutifully, Elise grants Shelley refuge in his "natural,” but by repeating "nature” she perhaps
does so ironically, drawing attention again to "nature," to its claims to universal virtuous
meaning, and to the way Shelley uses it to vindicate his behaviour. By reiterating
"'nature,” Elise subtly problematizes its interpretation, suggesting that no act or belief Is
"natural," value free, or free of meaning, and that meaning may differ according to the
perspective of the interpreter, and indicating that some, ike Shelley, may intellectualize
the "natural" for "unnatural” ends.

Mary claims to reject ownership, particularly of people, since it entails curbs on
individual freedom. But what she believes to be her benevolent ownership may also limit
freedom, acting as cultural imperialism or a Lady Bountiful tyranny of niceness.
Immediately following Mary's speech condemning “cruelty, and tyranny and ownership,”
she gives Elise a hand-me-down dress in the two published versions of the play, and a
<hawl and bonnet in the Winged Horse version. In the third version a stage direction

notes. "ELISE isn't all that impressed looking with the bribery” (B&/ 1986 10), making clear
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Mary's abuse of her material domination over, and control of, Elise. Although Mary
denounces ownership for the freedom she sees it taking away, she apparently does not
question the power, and even tyranny, of ownership to bestow, reinforcing the
'possession's” position of indebtedness. ". . . Elise Is not my puppet,” Mary insists, "It is
my duty to educate her, enlighten her" (96). Simply by assuming Elise wants to be
‘enlightened” In the ways Mary thinks best, Mary fails to recognize how her benevolence
may be cultural impenalism, or, as Byron says, "tyranis[ing] the world by force-feeding it
freedom” (96). The audience can observe that Mary and Percy Shelley do not conquer
tyranny and ownership by preaching natural behaviour. They simply hold the privileged
position of defining these concepts for themselves in ways which may benefit them but not

others. Of Elise, Mary says, "l have not bought the right to abuse her. | ought to act

towards all creatures with benevolence," to which Byron replies,
Benevolence by all means, Mrs Shelley. Nicety costs nothing. But recognise
that where you are paymaster, benevolence is yours to bestow... or to take
away. (96)

A critique of Romanticism's projection of ideological iInnocence on to concepts
which cannot be ideologically unburdened accrues for the play's audience and for Mary.
As the play progresses, she no longer questions Romanticism's practices but its beliefs as
well, particularly those that apply to women and to the domestic operation of Romantic
ideology. In a long scene in which Mary, Shelley, Byron, and Claire debate Romanticism's
ideas, Mary identifies and communicates the ideological burden of violence invested In
Romanticism's images of women. Reciting from Coleridge's "Rime of the Ancient
Mariner," Mary is "sucked into her own fear," seduced by the Romantic text, and unable to
stop when the others become alarmed. "ls that a Death? And are there two? Is Death
that woman's mate?" Mary recites, continuing,

"Her lips were red, her looks were free,
Her locks were yellow as golq;
Her skin was as white as leprosy,
The Nightmare Life in Death was she,
Who thicks man's blood with cold.” (98-99 cf. Coleridge, "The Rime of the
Ancient Mariner," Il. 192-93 and 205-209)
At this point in her recital, "SHELLEY has [a] fit of hysterics and hallucination, [and]
screams." He begs,
Mary, stop. Don't look at me so. Mary! You're naked, Mary... cover
yourself... your breasts! Eyes, Mary, you have eyes for nipples. Don't stare
at me. Piercing. The eyes in your breasts are staring me down, piercing me
to the very soul....
As Byron points out, Shelley describes Mary as "The Lamia! Eyes in breasts, like a vision

from Coleridge's Christabel!" (98-99). Byron's compar<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>