ABSTRACT

Title of dissertation: MARY SHELLEY AND UTOPIAN DOMESTICITY

Melissa Jo Sites, Doctor of Philosophy, 2002

Dissertation directed by: Professor Neil R. Fraistat
Department of English

In her seven novels and other writings, Mary Shelley critiques traditional
restrictive domestic ideology while developing a feminist utopian vision of domesticity.
She begins with Wollstonecraft’s prescription for women’s education and adds Godwin’s
ideas of simplicity, frankness, and forgiveness. Domesticity fosters these very
conditions. Emnst Bloch’s theory of the utopian function within ideology shows how the
false consciousness of domestic and Romantic ideology can bear a utopian impulse.

To provide a historical context of domesticity in feminist and reform thought, I
discuss the emphasis on education, the importance of community, and the life of the mind
in companionate marriage in Mary Astell, Sarah Scott and Margaret Cavendish; I then
show how Adeline Mowbray by Amelia Opie and The Empire of the Nairs by James
Lawrence illustrate the effects of putting Godwin's and Wollstonecraft's theories into
practice. I look at Shelley’ s exploration of Romantic ideology in Frankenstein while
countering prevalent critical misreadings of its nascent ideal of utopian domesticity. I then
explore how Mathilda, Midas, Proserpine, and Maurice, or the Fisher’s Cot develop
contrasting ideas of utopia and dystopia around isolation and community. In her political
novels, Valperga, The Last Man, and Perkin Warbeck Shelley developed

Wollstonecraft's feminist theories and focused on women's relation to political power.



Valperga's Euthanasia exemplifies the powerful Wollstonecraftian citoyenne and
Shelleyan Romantic hero. The Last Man illustrates the priority of personal over public
concerns, while Perkin Warbeck questions the legitimacy of political ambition. In her
domestic novels, Lodore and Falkner, Shelley creates utopian domesticity by modifying
Godwin's political system and by revising the Byronic Romantic hero; in Falkner, she
rewrites Godwin’s Caleb Williams according to a feminist idea of social justice. I
conclude by looking at Persuasion by Jane Austen, Records of Woman by Felicia
Hemans, and Helen by Maria Edgeworth, which demonstrate awareness of the potential

benefits and drawbacks of domesticity, but were less concerned than Shelley with

feminist critique.
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example. Such virtuous examples of utopian domesticity affect not only their fictional
surroundings, but serve the Godwinian purpose of illuminating the truth, thereby
educating readers and gradually improving the real world.

One of the hallmarks of patriarchal culture is the attempt to restrict women to
domesticity. Shelley saw that a perfected human society could be developed around a
model of domesticity, but she was also well aware of the pitfalls of the restrictive
domesticity prevalent in her day. Restrictive domesticity posits the home as a feminized

haven in which idealized women provided a relaxing retreat for men who strive in the
hectic public world.? This idea of “separate spheres,” which by the Victorian period had
strongly taken hold, is reinforced in restrictive domesticity: women are denied entry to the

public world, while men are supposed to excel outside the home.> In her earlier career,

2 For a succinct description of restrictive domesticity, see Marlon Ross (117). Eve
Tavor Bannet argues that Matriarchal feminists, such as Hannah More, used the
supposedly restrictive ideology of domesticity to further their own feminist goals: “with
their studied conventionality and their cautious, step-by-step and sphere-by-sphere
approach, [Matriarchal feminists] often succeeded in carrying points which had originated
among the more impatient, openly ambitious, and sweeping revolutionary Egalitarians. . .
. and successfully implemented every plank of the seventeenth-century egalitarian
platform” (9). Although Shelley used the concept of domesticity as her basis for reform,
she followed Wollstonecraft in its egalitarian implementation.

3 Jane Aaron succinctly sums up critical understanding of Victorian separate
spheres ideology as follows:
According to Davidoff and Hall, this developing segregation had become
entrenched by the 1830s: ‘it was recognised that men would be preoccupied with
business, and domesticity had become the “woman’s sphere” rather than . . . a
way of living for both men and women’ [Family Fortunes: Men and Women of
the English Middle Class 1780-1850, 181] . . . . Mary Poovey, discussing the
same polarisation, argues that it was strengthened and in part brought about by the
need to retain a sacrosanct area of personal relationship within increasingly
impersonalised methods of production: ‘as competition and confrontation replaced
the old paternalistic alliances of responsibilties and dependence, women . . . as
exemplars of paternalistic virtues . . . were being asked to preserve the remnants
of the old society within the private sphere of the home” [The Proper Lady and the
Woman Writer, xv]. (12)
Aaron concludes that “In Mary Shelley’s own society, too, women were excluded by an
enforced passivity from bringing the values of love and relation - left to them to maintain
in the domestic sphere - into the public domain” (20). This, of course, is exactly the
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Shelley provides many scathing examples of the ill effects of restrictive domesticity, both
on the men who find themselves forever alienated by and excluded from the feminized
haven, and on the women who are trapped within it, powerless to affect the public world
which nevertheless impinges upon their lives. As her career proceeds, Shelley continues
to condemn restrictive domesticity in her narratives, even as she develops the seeds of
utopian domesticity present in her earliest work. As a feminist, Shelley investigates
domesticity as a utopian social model in order to revise away its patriarchal
restrictiveness, not only for women, who were expected to maintain ideological control
over the house, children and servants so that the husband would be presented with a clean
and well-ordered universe when he returned from his day of important work in the real
world, but also for men, who were excluded from human relationships by the expectation
that they should single-handedly achieve worldly success. Shelley’s ideal of utopian
domesticity is not based on the modern nuclear family but depends on the ability to
recognize others as community/family members and to consolidate their rights and
responsibilities as part of an extended community.

Utopian domesticity entails the formation of a community in which equality,
responsibility, simplicity, and forgiveness determine the actions of its members. Shelley
was influenced by the political theory of her parents in the development of this model for
social reform. She takes from Wollstonecraft the pivotal idea that women should be
educated to the same high standard as men so that women may become productive
citizens, and she argues that men must respect women as autonomous individuals and as
respected partners in marriage and in the larger community. From Godwin she takes the

idea that such a social revolution could only be achieved through gradual educational

problem that Shelley critiques and that spurs her to create a counter-model in her own
writings.



ef foxts,4 when each person realizes the importance of responsibility towards others

instead of personal ambition and individual rights. Shelley’s idea of the perfect
community depends on three basic elements laid out by Godwin in Political Justice:
simplicity of lifestyle, perfect frankness, and forgiveness towards wrongdoers.

The ideological dangers of domesticity must be acknowledged in order to
appreciate Shelley’s transformative contribution to feminist thought. Joan C. Williams
has theorized that the self-sacrificing mode of domesticity was constructed as a
complementary and oppositional ideology to self-interest. Shelley modifies the ideas of
Wollstonecraft and Godwin to develop a position on liberal, Lockean natural rights that
does not favor the male over the female, because she understands the importance of the
presence of both sexes in both the public and domestic spheres. The radical
Wollstonecraft insists on the liberal concept of “natural rights” in her work, but,
ironically, her demand for women’s rights operates as a parallel to the self-interested
liberalism which some men of her day were already using in their favor. According to
Wollstonecraft, the woman’s natural right to education enables her more perfect
citizenship, thereby making her a more perfect wife and mother. The duties of the mother
to the child are explicit and the ambitious distanced husband is implicit: thus domesticity
supplements liberalism. As men progressed forward by natural right, women could
easily be left behind in the restrictive domestic sphere, from within which they were to

support the man and provide a haven for him from the competitive world. The natural

4 In propounding his theory of justice as it gradually manifests, Godwin states,
“Every community of men, as well as every individual, must govern itself according to its
ideas of justice. What I should desire is, not by violence to change its institutions, but by
discussion to change its ideas” (784 [Political Justice, Book VIII, Chap. X,
“Reflections™]). He further states that “the progress of truth is the most powerful of all
causes” and that “That which we can be persuaded clearly and distinctly to approve will
inevitably modify our conduct” (791 [Book VIII, Chap. X]). According to these
precepts, Shelley writes novels that illuminate political philosophy and advance the cause
of Godwinian reform.















husband and by her mother’s example, Shelley transgressed the cultural dictates of her

prescribed gender role by participating in literary production to effect political outcomes. ?

Her transgressive gender position distanced Shelley from Romanticism, placing her in the
role of “outsider within” and allowing her a clearer critical perception of Romantic
ideology than men, who were not thus distanced from it. For example, writing novels
rather than poetry (a more acceptable activity for women) led Shelley to deeper
exploration of her women characters than her poet counterparts. The alignment of gender
with cert~*~ cult " activities should not be taken too far, however. It is tempting to
assign, as Mellor does, certain valorized belief systems, such as an “ethic of care” or
“belief in community,” to the feminine gender, but the concept of “separate spheres” was
eroded for Shelley not only by the ideas of Wollstonecraft, but also by the contributions
Godwin and P. B. Shelley. And of course, Shelley responded to the issues raised by
Romanticism and domesticity with critical thought, not merely in a manner det~~*1ed by

her gender. By gaining a fuller understanding of how women (Shelley, Wollstonecraft)
and men (Godwin, P. B. Shelley)!° contributed to the construction of both Romanticism

and domesticity, we can come to an understanding of these terms that allows us to

theorize an ideology as complicated as Shel _’s while remaining fully cognizant of

9 Reviews of Frankenstein, for example, _1ed fr__atl
Godwinian politics ¢~ toward t ient of the novel a thic prc &
author” once Shelley s gender was revealed. As Betty _ ....._tt note: |

the contemporaneous critical reception of Mary Shelley’ s works largely eradicated her
reformist sociopolitical agenda” (“Not this time” 16). Not Shelley’ s participation in novel
writing per se, but her attention to political concerns in her novels, was tran~~—2ssive and
therefore overlooked by critics.

10 Romantic-period writers Amelia Opie and James La se (in Chapter One)
and Jane Austen, FeliciaHem  and Maria Edgeworth (inCh: ~ ™ ht)v ™ " >be
considered in my study of domesticity and  1inism.









herself largely fashioned through her editions of his poetry. 13 The description of this type
of hero as “Shelleyan,” then, appropriately blurs the distinction between the two Shelleys
whose ideas commingle in its creation.

Mary Shelley’s visions of the perfected Romantic hero do not differ so much from
Percy Shelley and his creations as they differ from the “Byronic hero”--a more robust,
willful, self-destructive type, mad, bad, and dangerous to know, who does not even
attempt to “cannibalize” female attributes, but simply treats “his” women as he likes--and
in Shelley’s works, he suffers “ :con v Shelley did not simply reject
Romanticism or the masculine Romantic hero; instead she presents iterations of male and
female Byronic and Shelleyan characters, attempting to investigate both the effects of the
Romantic ideology and gender on characters in different configurations, including her

explorations of the processes necessary for men and women to transform themselves to
achieve Shelleyan perfection.!*

Critical narratives currently attempting to theorize Shelley’ s work have fallen
mainly into two groups. The first group, exemplified by Mary Poovey and Anne Mellor,

identifies Shelley’s early work as her best, and sees her later work as increasingly

conforming to a socially orthodox, “separate spheres” domestic ideology.15 These

13 For more on Mary’s creation of an idealized Percy through her editions, see,
for example, Neil Fraistat and Mary Favret. See also Annette Cafarelli’s excellent
discussion of Percy Shelley’s feminism as well as its shortcomings.

14 The problem of associating Mary Shelley’s critique of Romanticism with her
critique of prescribed gender roles is taken up by David Vallins, although he continues to
follow Poovey and Mellor in the belief in Sheliey’ s “loss of youthful optimism” and her
“moral and political conservatism” (166).

15 As Kate Ferguson Ellis summarizes, “ . . . the feminist attention that has been
directed to Shelley's later [domestic] novels has found in them too little, rather than too
much rage. Mary Poovey sees in Mary Shelley’ s later fiction an accommodation to the
constraints on women summed up in the figure of the ‘the proper lady’ who suppresses,
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scholars, although sympathetic to Shelley, assert that social pressures made Shelley back
away from the bolder political stances of her intellectual circle. But by constructing a
critical narrative in which Shelley’s work devolves from Frankenstein, the masterpiece,
into later work lacking in originality or philosophical integrity, these critics do little justice
to the complexity of Shelley’s thought: regarding the domesticity valorized in Lodore and
Falkner as a conservative retrenchment treats Shelley’s complex processing of disparate
ideologies as a simple concession to monetary needs and societal pressures.

A second group of scholars, still mostly focusing on Frankenstein, have identified
Shelley’s critical attitude towards domesticity, as opposed to her adoption of the domestic
ideology. Susan J. Wolfson, for example, reads Frankenstein’s restrictive domesticity as
a critique of “the liability inherent in women’s domestic role” (my emphasis). Susan Allen
Ford also identifies Shelley’s negative critique of domesticity in Mathilda, while Kate
Ferguson Ellis attends not only to Frankenstein but also Lodore and Falkner. Finding no
hint of the utopian, Ellis claims that Shelley was aware of the isolating and stultifying
effects of the retreat from the world to the domestic haven, arguing that even when
marriages in Shelley’s works end happily, the characters become casualties of
domesticity. This critical narrative has the advantage of granting Shelley more agency in
developing the ideas expressed throughout her work. However, in identifying only the
negative critique in Shelley’s work, such critics neglect her efforts to construct a theofy of
her own.

An alternative to these critical narratives has been suggested by Betty T. Bennett.
Responding to Poovey and Mellor, Bennett writes that “even today Mary Shelley is often

depicted as a victim of conventional expectations for women, the inherent dissonance of

perhaps even annihilates, the radical impulses that animated the author’s younger self.
More recently, Anne Mellor has continued and developed Poovey’ s narrative, exploring
what she sees as Shelley's ambivalent idealization of the bourgeois family, the
constitutive institution of the proper lady” (220-1).
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her works glossed over as ambiguous subservience or psychological affliction”
(Introduction 121). As early as 1978, Bennett had suggested that Mary Shelley does not
diverge so widely from the radicalism of Wollstonecraft and Godwin as has been

portrayed, a claim with which I agree.!® Shelley chose at an early age to align herself

with the radical elements of her society. Following the revolutionary precepts of her
mother and father, Shelley disregarded the decrees of custom and acted according to her
own conscience. Living openly with a married man outside wedlock (from the
elopement, 28 July 1814, until their wedding, 30 Dec. 1816, after the suicide of Harnet
Westbrook Shelley), and penning the audacious Frankenstein (1818) aligned “the
daughter of Godwin and Mary” with her parents’ 1790s style radicalism. Although time
took its toll, leaving her with only one child after five pregnancies and without the

husband she had loved, outcast from respectable society, and dependent on a hostile
father-in-law for monetary support for her son until 1844,!7 Shelley continued to write

according to her original reformist philosophies, but she wrote within generic
conventions (the historical novel, the roman d clef, the domestic novel) that may disguise
her reformist program.

Bennett explores the close connections between Shelley’s work and that of her
parents: “Mary Shelley modeled her life and works on her parents’ belief in the power
and responsibility of the individual to effect change [and] on their own activist and risk-
taking engagement with their society” (Introduction 2). Bennett posits that Mary Shelley

adheres to her parents’ philosophies and to what she calls Percy Shelley’s model of

16 See especially Bennett' s enumeration of Shelley’s adoption of Godwinian and
Wollstonecraftian ideals in the education of Euthanasia (“Political Philosophy” 360-61).

17 At that ime Sir Timothy died and Percy Florence inherited the title of baronet
along with the heavily indebted estate.
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universal Promethean love. The idea of love, in this context, is rational and Godwinian
in its emphasis on justice and forgiveness. The concept of mﬁvefsal love, however, is
somewhat vague, sometimes seeming to be closely connected to romantic love. I wish to
focus attention more strongly on the ways in which domesticity works as a perfected but
concrete social structure, as often associated with friendship and filial love as with
romantic love.

Shelley’s refusal to adopt the doctrine of “separate spheres” for men and women,
a doctrine that grew stronger into the Victorian era, is key to her reform of the ideology of
domesticity. Jurgen Habermas has provided terminology for the discussion of separate
public, private, and intimate spheres. The most basic model of the public sphere, as
Habermas defines it, was a political sphere within which property owners, the
aristocracy, were empowered to make decisions about government. This public sphere of
politics and government was affected by two other sorts of public sphere, the sphere of
public opinion and the sphere of sphere of letters and the press.

The private sphere for Habermas is the sphere around the home, but it is also
associated with economics and trade. Habermas gives the term “intimate sphere” to the
ideological structures surrounding the inter-relations of members of the (patriarchal)
bourgeois conjugal family: he describes the “family’ s self-image as a sphere of humanity-
generating closeness [and] the ideas of freedom, love, and cultivation of the person that
grew out of the experiences of the conjugal family’s private sphere” (48). Habermas
states that “In the intimate sphere of the conjugal family privatized individuals viewed
themselves as independent even from the private sphere of their economic activity--as
persons capable of entering into ‘purely human’ relations with one another” (48). He
argues that intimate, private and public spheres are inter-related and help to support one
another ideologically. Whereas the private sphere has its public face, such as the salon or

family room, even the intimate sphere can negotiate the public through, for example, the
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because he identifies egalitarian marriage as a precursor or model in miniature of utopian
socialist society (Principle of Hope 1,325-27), thus helping us get beyond the traditional
Marxian critique of marriage as a bourgeois institution in order to understand Shelley’s
own insistence on the utopian, even radical, power of a revisioned domesticity to serve as
a new model for society and basis for societal change.

After historically situating the linkage of utopian feminism, reform, and
domesticity in Chapter One, as outlined below, I explore in Chapters Two and Three how
Shelley exploits the figure of the isolated Romantic creative genius to give her works
passion and impetus. This creative genius, isolated from family and community, provides
a locus for Shelley’ s double critique at the intersection of Romantic and domestic
ideology. Itis easy to identify the utopian function (that is, the desire to work toward a
perfected society) within the Romantic ideology as Shelley develops it in Frankenstein
(1818, rev. 1831), Mathilda(c. 1819), or The Last Man (1826). Victor Frankenstein
seeks to grant a great boon to humanity by overcoming the spectre of death. Mathilda,
writing in her lonely hut, seeks to find the meaning of her suffering and to transmute it
into literature as great as that of Dante. Adrian and Raymond seek to marshall their
powers as political leaders for the good of their country, and eventually, Lionel Verney
seeks simply to survive as a repository of some of the lost greatness of humanity (or at
least his own western culture). These Romantic narratives exemplify a faith in the power
of the word to convey its meaning, to survive the storyteller, that is at the heart of the
Romantics’ ideological belief in the timeless and transcendent power of literary genius. At
the same time, such faith carries a utopian moment of genuine hope in its own power to
convey meaning faithfully and to survive.

In tragic works such as Frankenstein and Mathilda, Romantic ideology tempts
characters to reject or restrict domesticity in order to achieve greatness alone, and this

restricted domesticity cannot deliver the better world it promises. In these works Shelley
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develops a well-recognized negative critique of domesticity, demonstrating the flaws of
an ideology in which she nonetheless recognizes a utopian potential. In Frankenstein,
these flaws primarily spring from the persistent tendencies of exclusion which define
traditional domesticity: patriarchal exclusion, in which women are both protected and
stifled by their immersion in the home, as well as exclusions of “others” based on class
and race. In Bloch’s terms, Shelley refuses to accept an abstract utopia, in which such
flaws are glossed over by mere wishful thinking, and subjects her utopia to the demands
of the concrete--would the utopia survive an exposure to the real, or dissolve under its
pressures? Chapter Two focuses specifically on Frankenstein, in which Shelley looks
closely at the destruction brought about by the ambition of the solitary genius, and the
effects of a restrictive domesticity upon those who are confined and/or excluded by it.
The De Lacey household is Shelley’s first portrayal of domesticity with utopian potential,
but because the De Laceys perceive the Creature as an intruding monster rather than a
fellow outsider, this potential is destroyed. In Chapter Three I look at how Mathilda,
continuing Shelley’ s examination of Romantic self-involvement, demonstrates the
outcome of a domesticity warped by solipsism and the unnatural idealization of the female
and deepens Shelley’s critique of gender tensions operating within the Romantic
paradigm. I also consider here some important shorter pieces written around 1820,
including the mythological dramas, Proserpine and Midas, and the recently uncovered
children’s story, Maurice, or the Fisher’s Cot, in which Shelley first fully imagined the
effects of an unrestricted, utopian domesticity on individuals and their community.

Shelley’ s feminism and growing commitment to female characters across the span
of her career impels her to confront the feminine-gendered, separate sphere of
domesticity. But Shelley refuses torestrict either the female to domesticity or domesticity
to the female. After her initial period of works constructed primarily around Romantic

topoi (Frankenstein, Mathilda), Shelley’ s historical/political novels form a cohesive
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“middle period” in her career: Valperga (1823), The Last Man, and The Fortunes of
Perkin Warbeck (1830). In Chapters _ ur, Five, and Six, I ¢ ider Shelley’s focus on
the ambition for power and its effects in these novels and her exploration of how power
may be wielded in the public world according to a revised, feminist model of utopian
domesticity. Shelley focuses a new harshness on the masculinized public sphere, holding
up domesticity as a model for the public relations for all citizens, male and female.

In her political novels, Shelley compares the model of utopian domesticity with
other political models, especially tyranny (in which a solitary leader seeks personal glory)
and chivalry (in which men seek military glory while upholding women as angelic
ideals). In Valperga, Shelley describes several examples of utopian domesticity, while
contrasting the rational and benevolent Euthanasia, a Shelleyan Romantic hero, with the
hyper-masculine ambition and treachery of Castrucchio and the ultra-feminine, vicitimized
Beatrice, both examples of the passionate Byronic hero. While Valpergaand Perkin
Warbeck investigate a domestic model for civil authority, The Last Man occup  a pivotal
moment of transition between a continued (elegiac) engagement with Romanticism and a
concentration on the artificial divide between the feminized domestic and masculinized
public spheres. In The Last Man, Shelley emphasizes the critical importance of
interpersonal connections above all other human cultural constructs, and continues to
study the contrast between the disinterested benevolence of the Shelleyan hero and the
passionate genius of the Byronic hero. In Perkin Warbeck, Shelley finally condemns
chivalry, individual patriarchal rights, and the concept of the “just war,” holding up the
ideal of domesticity while closely exploring the requirements necessary to make
domesticity utopian.

Chapter Seven considers Shelley’s last two novels, Lodore (1835) and Falkner
(1837). In these domestic novels it is especially clear how utopian domesticity is to be

realized by the perfection of both male and female Romantic heroes and the establishment
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The Convent of Pleasure (1668), laying out the terms for utopian male/female
partnership. Mary Astell (1666-1731) emphasized women’s education and independence
in her polemics, A Serious Proposal to the Ladies (1698) and Some Reflections on
Marriage (1700), regarding a single, chaste life as preferable to the married state, and
advocating above all the life of the mind for women. Sarah Scott (1723-1795) explored
the importance of community in her feminist utopia, Millenium Hall (1762), in which she
portrayed communal living and good works as crucial. I continue in Chapter One by
looking at two responses to the philosophical theory of Wollstonecraft and Godwin:
Adeline Mowbray, or, the Mother and Daughter (1804), by Amelia Opie, and James
Lawrence’s Empire of the Nairs (1811). Lawrence, who idealized Wollstonecraft,
focused on free love and matrilineal property inheritance in his chivalric utopian tale.
Opie, arealist, critiqued the hypothetical effects of Godwin’s and Wollstonecraft’s tenets
were they to be acted out in contemporary life, arguing that it is naive to assume that
society will laud an individual because she maintains her integrity and her philosophical
principles.

In order to relate the feminist/reformist nature of Shelley’s work to the standards
of her own time, I conclude in Chapter Eight by comparing her with her direct
contemporaries, Jane Austen, Felicia Hemans, and Maria Edgeworth. In Persuasion
(1818), Records of Woman (1828) and Helen (1834), these well-regarded women
writers demonstrate the potential benefits and drawbacks of domesticity with sympathy
and depth. They were less concerned than Shelley, however, with a thorough critique of
social systems and more willing to imply that individual circumstances were sufficient to
ameliorate the potential hazards of traditional domesticity. Their differing levels of
engagement with feminist and reformist critique highlight Shelley’s own career-long

project of imagining the revolutionary effects of a perfected domesticity.
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helps us to identify the potential for utopia which forms the core philosophical thrust of
Shelley’s diverse work.

Later explorations of domesticity by Amelia Opie and James Lawrence focus on
the problems of marriage and theories of marriage reform in response to the work of
Mary Wollstonecraft and William Godwin. Whereas mid- to late-nineteenth-century
feminism would take upisst  of political representation and suffrage, at this time the

education of women and the revision of marriage and property laws were considered the
most importan” ‘- sues in the betterment of women’s lives.? Opie, placing the theories of

Godwin and Wollstonecraft in conversation, demonstrates the tragic outcome of applying
Godwin’s antimatrimonial theory in an unreformed, prejudiced society, but she also
demonstrates the applicability of some of Wollstonecraft’s most important theory
regarding woman’s place in family and society. Lawrence promotes a utopian vision
based on the absence of marriage, also including many of Wollstonecraft’s ideas about
the education of women, but he retains retrogressive political and economic structures
(especially ideas of chivalry and masculine military glory) which undermine his accuracy
in reflecting Wollstonecraft’s ideas. Shelley’s strong commitment to a feminist reform
vision is illuminated not only by the contrast of her reform ideas with Opie’s more
conservative feminist response to Godwin and Wollstonecraft, but also with Lawrence’s
chivalric misreadings of Wollstonecraft, which influenced even Shelley’s feminist-
tending husband, Percy Bysshe Shelley. By looking at how early feminists and reform

thinkers up to Shelley’s day understood domesticity as it affected women’s position in

2 The Infants Custody Act of 1839 was the first law that went onto the books
giving women some rights within marriage. This legislation was passed two years after
Shelley wrote her last novel. Shelley’s friend Caroline Norton led agitation which led to
the passage of the Infants Custody Act. Other rights within marriage, such as rights to
property and to divorce, were not gained until much later. For more on the progress of
nineteenth-century legal reform, see Joan Perkin, A. James} on, and Mary
Lyndon Shanley.
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Newcastle, is portrayed as utopian. The Duke and Duchess have such a good partnership
based on excellent conversation that it easily expands to accommodate the Empress.
When the Empress and the Duchess travel to visit the Duke, they actually enter into his
body:

... and then the Duke had three souls in one body, and had there been but some

such souls r -, the Duke would have been like the grand-Seigneur in his

seraglio, only it would have been a Platonic seraglio.

But the Duke’s soul being wise, honest, witty, complaisant, and noble,
afforded such delight and pleasure to the Empress’s soul by his conversation that
these two souls became enamoured of each other, which the Duchess’s soul
perceiving, grew jealous at first, but then considering that no adultery could be
committed amongst Platonic lovers, and Platonism was divine, as being derived

from the divine Plato, cast forth of her mind that idea of jealousy.

Then the conversation of these three souls was so pleasant that it cannot be

expressed. (319)
The conversation of the three friends is not exclusive, exemplifying one of the most
important features of utopian domesticity. The friendship of the Empress and the
Duchess survives the Empress’s attraction to the Duke and, likewise, the marriage of the
Duchess and the Duke is hospitable to the Empress. It is key that both her marriage to the
Duke and her friendship with the Empress are based on their respect for the Duchess’s
intellectual powers. Cavendish hints that the Duke, if he were less “wise, honest, witty,
complaisant, and noble” might take advantage of his situation, like the sultan of a
seraglio; in this manner, she gently reminds the reader that men must exhibit qualities like
the Duke’s so that utopian domesticity may come into being.

For marriage to be utopian for Cavendish, the wife must be regarded as an

intellectually equal partner. Both Cavendish and her husband considered her literary
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output to be an important contribution to their marriage, and Cavendish, seemingly with

her husband’s support, explicitly states that her writings were to be considered as her
offspring.* Cavendish used her literary work to speak in public on her husband’s behalf.

Her fictional counterpart, the Duchess, asks the Empress to arrange for a trial in the

Blazing World, and the Duchess uses the opportunity of the fictional trial to exonerate the
Duke.> Cavendish also produced a literary biography of her husband, which (until new

critical attention turned her way) was v arded as her best literary output (Shaver 7).
Cavel ™ h’s defense of her husband reveals her own intellectual powers, proving her
equality within marriage and also contributing to the household economy.

The utopian potential of marriage shown by Cavendish in The Blazing World is
balanced by her understanding of the dystopian possibilities faced by married women in

{1 eventeenth century. In her play The Convent of Pleasure, Cavendish presents a

4 Tn Poems, and Fancies Cavendish writes, “. . . of these Nine Months . . . [I]
wrote this work. . . . being so fond of my Book, as to make it as if it were my Child”
(“To the Reader,” np). The epitaph written for Cavendish by her husband states, “Here
lyes the Loyall Duke of Newcastle and his Dutches, his second wife, by whome he had
noe issue; her name was Margarett Lucas, youngest sister to the Lord Lucas of
Colchester; a noble familie, for all the Brothers were Valiant and all the Sisters virtuous.
This Dutches was a wise, wittie and learned Lady, which her many Bookes do well
testifie; she was a most Virtuous and a Loving and carefull wife, and was with her Lord
all the time of his banishment and miseries, and when he came home never parted from
him in his solitary retire—~1ts” (qtd in Ferguson 311). Ferguson responds unfavorably to
the epitaph, noting that Newcastle gives “pride of place” to the fact that Cavendish is the
Duchess “by whom he had noe issue” (311). An equally valid response is that the Duke
had come to terms with his lack of heirs by the Duchess, allowing him to openly
acknowledge that fact and to place equal considerat. ... on the valuable contributions she

did make to his estate and to his happiness.

5 Newcastle had been regarded as a traitor to the royalist cause for leaving the
country after his men were slaughtered at the battle of Marston Moor in 1644 (Mendelson
19). In November 1651, Cavendish unsuccessfully petitioned Parliament to receive the
sales proceeds of her husband's sequestered lands (Miller 37-8). Her bashfulness may
have prevented her from actually speaking in the courtroom (Rose 253). In Cavendish’s
narrative, her husband’s case is convincingly presented, but even in the fiction, no ruling

is given.
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separatist female utopia in which the rich Lady Happy declines to marry and decides to
retire with as many other women as her fortune can sustain, to live together, pursuing
comfortable, pleasant lives in a utopian domestic setting free of men. Cavendish uses an
“anti-masque” or series of dystopian scenes to educate the Lady Happy and her friend the
Princess about the negative ramifications of marriage for women. Central to Cavendish’s
philosophical work throughout her career is her commitment to the presentation of a
variety of plausible arguments for any question. Throughout Cavendish’s work is the
dynamic dissonance between women’s imagined freedom and their constraints in reality.
For Cavendish, power lies in personal intellectual freedom and imagination. True to
form, in The Convent of Pleasure Cavendish sees utopian possibility in potentially
dystopian marriage by destabilizing the gender definition of “man.” Cavendish
recognizes the mutability of gender roles and suggests that men, properly educated, can
also change.

The Convent of Pleasure embodies several contradictions: on the one - -— 1, it
depicts a utopian domesticity--a free association of women who establish a home together
based on likemindedness--that is free of the inequalities faced by women in marriage; on

the other hand, that utopia is dismantled by the marriage and perhaps the silencing of the
heroine at the end.® The revelation that Happy’s beloved Princess is really a Prince in

disguise destroys the women’s utopian Convent. Lady Happy marries the Prince, and
although the Prince promises to keep the convent open, Lady Happy no longer qualifies
to live there as a virgin. Although the separatist women’s utopia that Cavendish created is
brought down, utopian possibility may survive in the hope that the Prince has received a
feminist re-education during his time in the convent. Through the character of the

disguised Prince, who is successful in his effort to woo Lady Happy, the play

6 Editor Anne Shaver points out that Happy speaks less and less as the play closes
(13-14).
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investigates the potential for men to be reformed by women’s critiques of marriage and,
in this way, points to the potential for a utopian domesticity that includes men and
marriage.

There are three possibilities indicating utopian potential in Happy’s relationship
with the Prince(ss). The first lies in Lady Happy’s personal inclination toward the
Prince(ss). Even though “she” turns out to be a Prince, Happy falls in love. Cavendish
writes of herself, “though I did dread Marriage, and shunn’d Mens companies, as much
as I could, yet I could not, nor had not the power to refuse him [William Cavendish], by
reason my Affections were fix’d on him, and he was the onely Person I ever was in love
with” (Natures Pictures 375). Like Cavendish, Happy also “shunn’d Mens companies”
yet finds a mate who seems unlike (other) men. By relying on her own intuitive desires,
Lady Happy has a chance to be as fortunate as Cavendish was in her own match.

Second, the Prince(ss) is successful at his disguise until a messe: ,_r arrives who
reveals the secret. That Lady Happy is to marry a man who is successful at adopting the

traits of a virtuous lady surely bodes well for him in a story that valorizes a feminine
ideal.” Dolores Paloma points out that in several of her other plays, Cavendish writes
about women disguised as men, revealing their capacities outside prescribed gender roles.
Cavendish’s emphasis on the power of the imagination to determine reality and her
willingness to destabilize the idea of gender are undoubtedly linked. With the Prince(ss),
Cavendish tries to strip away the dichotomy between gender roles, leaving an ungendered

subject with the best characteristics of both sexes who is restricted by the prescribed roles

of neither.

7 Convent of Pleasure editors Sylvia Bowerbank and Sara Mendelson emphasize
that “in the play, one man -- the Prince as the Princess -- does perform woman in subtle
and instructive ways” and urge the reader to ask such questions as “Has the Prince
changed in any substantial way, given the range of gender-bending experiences he has
undergone during the play?” (20), a question Cavendish seems intent both upon asking

and leaving open for argument.
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Third, perhaps most importantly, the Prince(ss) witnesses the didactic play-
within-a-play and lives among the women for some time before he is revealed. Cavendish
attempts to educate not only women, but also men, about the restrictiveness of their
gender roles and the necessity for justice. The Prince is initially resistant to the
argumentative thrust of the antimasque, but politely conforms his opinion of it to Lady
Happy’s, and eventually, concludes that he and Happy have merged toward a union of
minds. Happy argues that her relationship with the Prince(ss) is different from the
fickleness " “scontented marriages of other courtly or pastoral lovers. The Prince(ss)
concludes that, “We shall agree, for we true Love inherit, / Join as one Body and Soul, or
Heavn’ly Spirit” (IV. i. 157-8). Though Happy still thinks of the Prince(ss) as another
woman, this scene (IV. i. 148-158) functions as a wedding ceremony. By the end of the
play, then, the two lovers are one, and are figuratively merged in the person of the
androgynous Prince(ss). Sophie Tomlinson alerts us that the dramatis personae, printed
at the end of the play, reveals that the Prince is to be acted by a woman (157). This
further complicates the valences of Lady Happy’s absorption by the Prince. Because we
cannot see “him” as wholly masculine at the end of the play, we must admit that “he” is at
least as feminine as masculine--perhaps posing a figural enactment of the very joining
together of male and female that is heterosexual marriage.

In these utopian writings, Cavendish insists upon respect for women'’s intellectual
powers and for women’s equality in human relationships, and places women on center
stage in reimagined domestic situations. An empress finds it possible to run a world
based not only on the rational progress of philosophical enquiry, but upon the advice of
her woman friend. A husband and wife find it possible to admit a third party into their
relationship by ignoring the preconceived notions of gender that would create enmity and
discord. A prince becomes a princess and receives lessons on how to be a better husband.

In all these situations, traditional ideas of domesticity and gender are reimagined to create
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the possibility of utopian domesticity.

Mary Astell
Astell made the advancement of women the subject of two pioneering feminist

tracts: A Serious Proposal to the Ladies for the Advancement of their True and Greatest
Interest, by a Lover of her Sex (1694) (followed by Serious Proposal Part II in 1697),
and Some Reflections upon Marriage (1700). The women’s community Astell strives to
create is, like Cavendish’s, modeled on a utopian view of what marriage should be like: a
newer, better kind of marriage, in which women are not bound with unbreakable vows,
not forced to bear numerous offspring, and not required to obey tyrannous husbands. In
A Serious Proposal to the Ladies, Astell imagines a domesticity in which women live
together in religious and academic retreat, and argues that ladies who did not wish to
marry be allowed to withdraw from society to be given “an ingenuous and liberal
Education, the most effectual means to direct them into, and to secure their progress in the
ways of Vertue” (145). Astell believes in women’s ability to influence larger realms from
within a domestic women’s realm, expanding outward to affect a wider public circle.

Astell and Cavendish had in common their belief that women should be free to
obtain a thorough education, but Astell worked to found the utopian separatist
communities that Cavendish plays with in her fictions. Astell’s most important difference
from Cavendish is her belief that women can achieve power not only over their own
minds, but through intellectual and charitable work, over the world as well. Although
Astell found that worldly power was difficult and perhaps inappropriate for women to
obtain, Astell agreed with Cavendish that gender had no bearing on a person’s intellectual
or spiritual potential--the realms Astell considered of preeminent importance.

Astell recognized from the beginning the social construction of women’s

supposed inferiority: “The Incapacity, if there be any, is acquired not natural. . . .
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Women are from their very Infancy debar’d those Advantages, with the want of which
they are afterwards reproached, and nursed up in those Vices which will hereafter be
upbraided to them. So partial are Men as to expect Brick where they afford no straw”
(Proposal 143). Astell described herself as “a lover of her sex” and recommended that
women exceed the boundaries of prescribed gender roles. Astell thought that power lay
in training the body, mind, and soul to a life of intellectual and spiritual devotion. Aste]]
blamed men for distracting women with trivialities such as dress and entertainment,
keeping them from attaining their full intellectual and spiritual potential.

Astell describes her utopian retreat in religious terms, but also stafes that it was to
be primarily “academical.” Astell argues that only by giving women adequate allowance
for spiritual and intellectual growth could their full potential in society be realized. Astell
insists that the development of a woman’s individual soul is of the utmost importance, but
she also claims that women who are well-educated can be of greater use to society and in
the raising of children. For Astell, domesticity--woman’s intimate sphere--is only
restrictive when defined by the vows of marriage. From Astell’s utopian retreat,
women’s influence would expand into the public sphere, and the excellent example
provided to the rest of the world by godly women would materially improve the nation.

Alessa Johns argues that Astell’s utopianism is forged from the desire to create a
community of woman, each of whom is a reflection of the glory of God, and that the
conflict between loving earthly creatures and loving God was one the primary factors
which led Astell to develop a system of utopian thought. Freed from the distractions of
men, women together in a utopian setting could conduct lives devoted to God, emulating
one another in holy love. Astell’s single life gave her a clear-sighted vantage point from
which to assess men’s authority over women. Not tempted by the practicalities of the
marital state to forgive the faults of a husband, she advised women not to marry, stating

that they “need not be confin’d to what they justly loath” (Proposal 150). By avoidin g
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marriage in Astell’s “Religious Retirement,” at least for a while, women would be more
fit “to attend the great business they came into the world about, the service of GOD and
improvement of their own Minds” (150), two ends that were one and the same in Astell’s
understanding. Astell describes the triviality of the sacrifices women would make in her
Retirement: “You will only quit the Chat of insignificant people for an ingenious
Conversation; the froth of flashy Wit for real Wisdom; idle tales for instructive
discourses” (150). To Astell, men are “insignificant people” or worse, “bold importunate
and rapacious Vultures” (165), whereas women approach the epitome of Christianity in
their friendships, because in the Retirement, women friends are able to “look into the very
Soul of the beloved Person, to discover what resemblance it bears to our own, and in this
Society we shall have the best opportunities of doing s0” (164). In this way, Astell
progresses from advising against marriage to questioning the very possibility of
friendship with men, while emphasizing the utopian qualities of true friendship among

women, who live together in a retired, domestic state.

In theorizing a utopia for women, Astell is not at all concemed to include men
within it. Still, she includes in her treatise a practical and patriotic (while religious)

motivation to win other people’s (men’s) support: her Retirement would be “a Seminary
to stock the Kingdom with pious and prudent Ladies, whose good Example it is to be
hop’d, will so influence the rest of their Sex, that Women may no longer pass for those
little useless and impertinent Animals, which the ill conduct of too many has caus’d ‘em
to be mistaken for” (152). In her attempt to convince men of their own self-interest in

women’s improvement, Astell prefigures (or perhaps influences) what would be

Wollstonecraft’s central argument in the Vindication, writing that it would “go a great

8 Eve Tavor Bannett c_las§iﬁes Astell among the “Matriarchal” feminists, who
believed in the virtuous superiority of women over men, as opposed to Egalitarian
feminists like Wollstonecraft, who believed in men’s and women’s equality (3).
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way towards reclaiming the men, [since] great is the influence we have over them in their
Childhood, in which time if a Mother be discreet and knowing as well as devout, she has
many opportunities of giving such a Form and Season to the tender Mind of the Child, as
will shew its good effects thro” all the stages of his Life” (167).

Astell has great respect for vows, and because of this, supports the absolute
authority of the husband within marriage: “A Woman that is not Mistress of her Passions,
that cannot patiently submit even when Reason suffers with her, who does not practice
Passive Obedience to the utmost, will never be acceptable to such an absolute Sovereign
as a Husband” (Reflections 115). She therefore warned women not to undertake to marry
unless they were able to submit their will entirely to that of their husband. In The Wrongs
of Woman, or, Maria, Wollstonecraft explicitly condemns the unavailability of divorce.
Astell seems to describe the situation in which Wollstonecraft places Maria when she
writes:

To be yok’d for Life to a disagreeable Person and Temper; to have Folly and

Ignorance tyrannize over Wit and Sense; to be contradicted in every thing one

does or says, and bore down not by Reason but Authority; to be denied ones most

innocent desires, for no other cause but the Will and Pleasure of an absolute Lord
and Master, whose Follies a Woman with all her Prudence cannot hide, and

whose Commands she cannot but despise at the same time she obeys them; is a

misery none can have a just Idea of, but those who have felt it. (Reflections 90)
Astell and Wollstonecraft agree in their assessment of how bad marriage can be, but
disagree when Wollstonecraft urges women to consider a bad marriage breakable. An
important facet of Astell’s utopia was that women would not have to make irrevocable
vows to become members of the community. The omission of vows not only signifies a
difference between Astell’s religious retreat and more traditional nunneries or

monasteries, it also provides a point of extreme contrast with the state of marriage. The
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lack of vows indicates Astell’s respect and acknowledgement for women’s need for self-
determination. Instead of the steel-trap method of irrevocable vows, women’s rationality
and pious devotion would attract them to her retreat for as long as they needed it.

Astell strongly believed in women’s intellectual powers and argued forcefully for
the establishment of social institutions that would provide women with rig - jus academic
and religious educations. Astell argued that marriage as it existed in her day subjected
women to tyranny, and she reimagined women’s intimate sphere in terms of a separatist
utopia in which women could explore their own potential among friends, without the
stricture of unbreakable vows. Astell argued that were such a utopian cc nity

established, women would not only improve themselves, but that society at large would

feel the beneficial effects of its newly empowered women citizens.

Sarah Scott
Sarah Scott’s Millenium Hall (1762) closely adheres to the Christian values

promulgated by Astell, but is rather more flexible and secularized. Millenium Hall
features a utopian community set up by gentlewomen who, rather than marrying, choose
to expend their fortunes in the service of other women who lack the resources to make
their own way in the world. The atmosphere of Millenium Hall is one of order,
usefulness, cooperation, leisure, learning, and charity. The community of Millenium
Hall provides an alternative education for women of varying ages and of several different
social orders and allows them to learn sobriety and industry; for example, industrious
girls from the neighboring commurﬁty are trained in order that eventually they may
manage a house or children. Scott reinforced many of the expected eighteenth-century
gender roles for women, holding up as ideals the well-managed household, charitable
pursuits, and regimented time well-spent, but her women require no supervision by a

husband, father, or other masculine authority. Her utopia was a reprieve for single
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women (unmarried women or widows) who wished to combine their resources with
other gentlewomen. Millenium Hall builds a utopian model for society based on women'’s
living together in friendship; most importantly, they use their combined resources to
better one another’s lives and actively engage the community around them. Scott argued
that men would do well to follow the example of the ladies of Millenium Hall, arguing
that the charity practiced by the ladies was not specific to women.

Scott’s under " -~ding of power was at once idealistic and exceedingly practical.
She held that women who were independently wealthy could direct the courses of their
own lives. Scott’s utopia was created by wealthy women who wished to share their
economic privilege with those around them through enlightened charitable projects.
Scott’s analysis of the proper uses of economic power is identifiable as feminist, because
in her work, women combine resources, lessen inequality, and work to better one another
across class lines. The ladies of Millenium Hall have dedicated their financial means to
secure a good home for themselves and for many other women. Not only do they provide
a means for women with independent fortunes to leave the world; they also provide that
haven for those who are interested in a temporary respite.

Hierarchies are not broken down in Scott’s utopia, but are, rather, strictly
enforced; however, women share their resources across social rank but are educated
according to their rank in order that they might attain economic self-sufficiency.

Although the lower classes might seem to absorb all the benefit but transmit none to those
above them, Scott demonstrates that if it is better to give than to receive, those who
receive confer the greater benefit to their benefactors by giving the benefactors a chance to
do good works. The hierarchical structure of the ladies’ society is closely tied to
economics. In general, women could not, legally or informally, exert sufficient control
over their economic situations to enable them to flout the social order. Scott’s idea that

Jadies who had independent wealth should pool that wealth for the communal good was a
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virtuous or vicious, virgin or whore. Scott counters this patriarchal assumption by
painstakingly demonstrating how the women of the novel are educated by their friends
and by experience, showing that women are not “naturally virtuous” but that their virtue
must be achieved. Furthermore, Scott complicates and derails the virgin/whore dichotomy
by showing that the sexually “fallen” woman can be redeemed: Mrs. Selvyn’s mother,
though “fallen,” is rewarded (after a lifetime of repentance) by her eventual reunion with
her loving daug’ *~ (166-174). Scott demonstrates her understanc” ; of the social
construction of virtue by showing that the women’s society is run by conscious, rational
action. Far from merely restricting their actions to example, influer ~ or indirect power,
the women’s entire way of life is explicitly under their own control. Their sphere of
influence reaches throughout their neighborhood and continues to expand at the close of
the novel.

The ladies’ good domestic management soon becomes public, as it begins to
influence the surrounding countryside and, through the male narrator, the real world (see
Spencer xi). The estate soon becomes a shining example, and the neighborhood nearby is
transformed. Soon neighboring estates are taken into their sphere of influence, first when
the ladies decide to acquire a second manor for gentlewomen, and later when Sir George
Ellison follows up on his intention, statec  the end of Millenium Hall, “to imitate [the
ladies] on a smaller scale” (207). Ellison’s later actions are related in Millenium Hall’s
companion novel, The History of Sir George Ellison; as Vincent Carretta points out:
“Inspired by the example of the Hall, Ellison decides that . . . the feminine standards of
benevolence and virtue should prevail, and to institute [similar] reforms” (318).

“Influenc[ing] men towards good by her example” is Scott’s goal for her novel.
Influence could be understood as indirect power, but Scott demonstrates that influence,
specifically in terms of ideas arrived at through philosophical or spiritual study, is a

powerful guiding force in society. The reformation of Lamont, the young coxcomb, is
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seems clear. In his list of basic principles for Political Justice, Godwin states that “Justice
requires that I should put myself in the place of an impartial spectator of human concerns”
(76 [“Summary of Principles”]). As Dunne shows, Scott not only places her characters’
lives under the scrutiny of the inquiring male visitors, but she, in a sense, allegorizes the
mode of spi “1itor ' " 1 by including within her utopian compound a settlement of
“monsters”--dwarves and giants. The word monster is derived from the Latin monstrare,
to show. Godwin’s conception of the public realm extends down into the private, as does
Scott’s, because the things that are private are nonetheless available for show. Although
their privacy is guaranteed, the monsters agree to be seen (21). There is a strong
connection between the monsters, who had previously been immured in cages and
displayed for profit, and women in general, who are trapped in marriage without control
of their own econ___ic resources. In Scott’s utopia, the monsters are given the decision,
and they choose to be shown--as in Godwin’s utopian sys.-., in whic] will not
attempt to hide their actions or their assets from their neighbors.

Life on the country estate, as it was imagined by Sarah Scott in the mid-eighteenth
century, may appear nostalgic or even naive by the 1820s and -30s, when
industrialization had begun to undermine the system of country estates such ea ™ :r
utopias are built upon. Davidoff and Hall assert that rural cottage life is anachronistic and

unattainable by the 1830s, but they also point out that some thinkers, like landscaper John
Loudon, were beginning to reconceive the cottage ideal in the suburbs (180).12 But the

reliance of early feminists like Scott, Cavendish and Astell on the aristocratic holding of

property as a source for women’s self-determination is carried over into early-nineteenth-

12 Loudon writes in The Suburban Gardener, “We shall prove in this work that a
suburban residence, with a very small portion of land attached, will contain all that is
essential for happiness” (8; qtd in 189). As Davidoff and Hall note, “Initially he had
assumed that all would seek the joys of country life and that the working household
?houlc(i&pge)rate in a rural setting” but “he soon realized that rural life was possible for

ew” .
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century middle-class thinking, with dreams of small holdings of property, a “small

»13

comfortable house and a good-sized garden,”"” which would provide middle-class

individuals with enough independence to insulate them from the struggles of the
workings classes without conveying the sense of waste and luxury they condemned in the
upper classes. In class terms, a retreat to country life indicates the desire for a closer
connection between production and consumption. The lives of utopian characters, as long
as they retain enough leisure for study, are enhanced by their close connection to bucolic
nature, as well as by a reasonable measure of productive labor. Men and women who
choose a simple, natural life may find abundance, serenity and beauty in nature. In gender
terms, the picture of the utopian cottage, well-managed by the careful housewife,
valorizes woman’s traditional skill at creating a comfortable home and maintaining ties of
community, as Scott shows.

Scott frames her utopia around women’s friendship and shared commitment to
community benevolence. By pooling their resources, women are empowered not only to
help themselves, but to help others in similar situations, as well as those at different class
levels. Scott subtly adjusts the philanthropic focus on “fallen” women, arguing that if
given sufficient resources, women can re-educate themselves. She reiterates this point
with her portrayal of the monsters’ enclave: these extraordinary individuals are able to live

satisfying lives once they are freed from restrictive social expectations about their intrinsic

13 Qtd in Davidoff and Hall, 17, from James Luckcock’s Sequel to memoirs in
humble life (Birmingham, 1825), 28. After leaving his business as a jeweller, Luckcock
retired to a “modest white stuccoed house, on one side attached to its neighbour. . . . in
Lime Grove, in the residential suburb of Edgbaston” (17). Other example of the appeal
of the cottage are found by Davidoff and Hall, who argue that the wide appeal of Princess
Charlotte, the heir to the throne who died in 1817, was connected with “her pleasure in
simple domestic duties, charitable activities, and the creation of a beautiful home and
garden for herself, her husband and her prospective child” (153). Davidoff and Hall also
call to attention Cowper’s “central themes” of “the humility, comfort and peace to be
found in the whitewashed cottage” (157), or “pretty little cottage” of lesser-known Mary
Ann Hedge (My Own Fireside [Colchester, 1832], 44, qtd in 178). Cottage themes are
also important in the poetry of Felicia Hemans, as I explore in chapter three.
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natures based on their external appearances. Scott applies principles tothen 1
of the country estate, explicitly linking the welfare of the privileged to those they assist.
Even those with greater resources benefit from the community created by their friends,
and the beneficial effect of the establishment of such a community radiates outward to

affect the world at large.

Amelia Opie

Adeline Mowbray; or, the Mother and Daughter(1805) is Amelia Alderson Opie’s
contribution to a debate about marriage that was begun by her old friends William
Godv * 1 Mary Wollstonecraft in the 1790s. After Wollstonecraft’s reputation was
destroyed by her husband’s revelatory posthumous memoirs (1798), overt ferninist
argument was sanctioned by cultural conservatives, and the debate about "~ jage might
have been thought clc L ButOpie at npts a fair evaluation of © New ™ “»sophy
through her fictional character’s attempts to put Godwin’s and Wolls ft’s ideas into
practice. Tragic, dystopian, but thorough and even-handed, Opie’s novel places
Godwin’s and Wollstonecraft’s theories side by side in philosophical conversation,
demonstrating the value of some of their radical theories while at the same time =, ling
against their naive application. Godwin and Wollstonecraft themselves had revised their
opinions regarding marriage before the birth of their child, the future Mary Shelley. Opie
had seen Godwin marry twice by the publication of her novel (as Roxanne ""erle points
out, 127). The change of heart which led to Godwin’s and Wollstonecraft’s marriage
does not come soon enough for Opie’s radical heroine, Adeline.

Throughout Opie’s novel, various characters argue that what may seem alluring in
theory may be pernicious in practice. Whereas Godwin, in his Political Justice (1793,

revised 1796, 1798) held that “The abolition of the present system of marriage appears to
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him a right to appropriate the fair treasure to himself, - because it sanctions and

perpetuates the dearest of all monopolies, and erects a sacred barrier to guard his

rights, - around which, all that is respectable in society, all that is most powerful

and effectual in its organization, is proud and eager to rally. (38-39)

Opie redefines Godwin’s “worst of monopolies” as “the dearest of all monopolies” and
changes his “odious selfishness” to “a sacred barrier.” What Godwin calls the “despotic
and artificial” prejudice of “positive institution” (his anarchist term for non-situational
law), Opie sanctions as that “around which, all that is respectable in society, all that is
most powerful and effectual in its organization, is proud and eager to rally.” Toward the
beginning of the book, the narrator is able to attribute such glowing praise to the
subconscious dreams of Glenmurray, whereas toward the end, such uncomplicated
panegyric (though precise in its response to Godwin) would sound much less
convincing.

Although Opie is generally suspicious of reform theory, she supports
Wollstonecraft’s argument that women must be well-educated if they are to be fit mothers
and wives (see Eberle 128-9). The relationship between mother and daughter is
foregrounded by the subtitle and central to the plot of the novel. It is Editha Mowbray’s
faulty handling of her daughter’s education that gives root to Adeline’s philosophical
opinions. As Rachel Pemberton, a sympathetic Quaker moralist, states, “Thy daughter’s
Jfaults originated in thee! her education was cruelly defective . . . . Thou ownest that thou
didst openly profess thy admiration of the sentiments which she adopted . . . she set thee
the virtuous example of acting up to the dictates of conscience” (257, 258).
Wollstonecraft has predicted as well the source of division between Adeline and her
mother: “The mother will be lost in the coquette, and, instead of making friends of her
daughters, view them with eyes askance, for they are rivals--rivals more cruel than any

other, because they invite a comparison, and drive her from the throne of beauty, who
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has never thought of a seat on the bench of reason” (VRW 49). Although Editha did
study philosophy, her rivalry with her daughter over Sir Patrick O’Carrol, whom she
matries, 0' /P »alsh 7 thave had, and blinds Editha
from the possibilities of retrieving her daughter from the brink of disaster. Opie presents
Editha merely dabbling in philosophy, rather than considering the full ations of its
application, as problematic throughout the novel.

By the conclusion, Adeline has repented of her philosophical stance against
marriage (although her eventual recantation has clearly been tortured out of her), and in a
letter to Colonel Mordaunt, an erring suitor, she outlines her new defense of —rriage
~13-4). Adeline puts Godwin anc v vllstonecraft at odds, 1 ____g arguments similar to
Wollstonecraft’s from A Vindication of the Rights of Woman to counter Godwinian
ideas, asserting that marriage is necessary to preserve the social structure, primarily for
the sake of chilc_... Adeline argues that marriage “has a tendency to call forth and
exercise the affections, and control the passions” and that “it is on the cultivation and
influence of the affections that the happiness and improvement of social life depend”
(243). Amelia Alderson had had conversations with Godwin in which she found his
understanding of the affections lacking; she wrote to describe Godwin’s ______se that on a
visit, she remained with relatives in Southgate instead of residing in London:

at last I told him I had not yet outlived my affections, and that they bounc ... to

my family at Southgate. But was I to acknowledge any other dominion than that
of reason? - ‘but are you sure that my affections in this case are not the result of
reason?’ He shrugged disbelief, and after debating some time, he told me I was
more of the woman than when he saw me last. (a letter of Sept. 1794, qtd in St.

Clair 148)

Opie is sure that reason and the affections can and must work side by side harmoniously,

while Godwin is stalwartly prepared to subordinate the affections to reason no matter
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what the cost--he must always save Fenelon and sacrifice the chambermaid.

Echoing Wollstonecraft’s more complicated arguments about passion, reason, and
sensibility (which eventually influenced Godwin as well), Opie invokes affection as a
keyword for the strong but calm social attachments to which both passion and reason are
subordinated. Having already observed “that whatever is likely to induce parents to
neglect the education of their children must be Aurtfil to the welfare of the community,”
Adeline sounds most Wollstonecraftian when she asks,

“What then, in such a state of society, would be the fate of the children born in it?

- What would their education be? Parents continually engrossed in the enervating

but delightful egotism of a new and happy love, lost in selfish indulgence, the

passions awake, but the affections slumbering, and the sacred ties of parental
feeling not having time nor opportunity to fasten on the heart, - their offspring
would either die 1 victims of neglect, and the very existence of the human race
be threatened; or, without morals or instruction, they would grow up to scourge
the world by their vices, till the whole fabric of civilized society was gradually

destroyed” (244-5)

For Opie, affection is a kind of social glue which binds people together in community
when fickle passion or cold reason cannot. To an extent Godwin agrees; he alludes to
affection in his defense of marriage based on friendship:

if by friendship we understand that affection for an individual which is measured

singly by what we know of his worth . . . . Friendship therefore may be expected

to come in aid of the sexual intercourse to refine its grossness, and increase its
delight. All these arguments are calculated to determine our judgement in favour
of marriage as a salutary and respectable institution, but not of that species of
marmiage in which there is no room for repentance and to which liberty and hope

are equally strangers. (763-4)
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inconveniences rather than let him forfeit, for her sake, his pretensions” cause Dr.
Norberry to compare her with “a Malabar widow, who with fond and pious enthusiasm,
from an idea of duty, throws herself on the funeral pile of her husband” (93). Just as
Falkland, a murderer, be__ys“~ bette. " rebyper ~ ~  Caleb because of his love
of his own good fame, so does Glenmurray betray his better nature by failing to act
wisely with regard to Adeline--eventually leading to her recantation and sorrowful death.

Eventually, Glenmurray changes his tune, but with reservations, and too late for
Adeline: “I will own that some of my opinions are changed . . . as the mass of society
could never at once adopt them, they had better remain unacted upon, than that a few
lonely individuals should expose themselves to ¢ ... distress, by making them the rules
of their conduct” (153). Glenmurray’s position leads to a kind of stasis, in which the
bravery of social pioneers (like Adeline) is seen as futile. Nevertheless, Godwin’s own
sentiments on marriage, obviously, had changed, resulting in his marriage to
Wollstonecraft, as his 1797 letter to an unknown corresponc__._inc___tes: “I___the
prejudices of the world in arms against the woman who practically opposes herself to the
European institution of marriage . . . I found that the comfort and peace of a woman for
whose comfort and peace I interest myself would be much injured if I could have
prevailed on her to defy those prejudices” (9 May 1797 b229/1, qtd in St. Clair 172-3).
Godwin, not so foolish as Glenmurray, protected the legitimacy of his lover’s offspring
through marriage, but he was less circumspect in his publication of the Memoirs which
were to be used against the cause of women’s rights for years afterward. In the first case,
Godwin was willing to subordinate theory to his concern for his beloved, but in the latter
case, he was blinded by his convictions into assuming that the public would accept and
even admire the controversial life Wollstonecraft had led.

The ideas of openness and sincerity, the willingness to subject oneself to public

scrutiny, are among Godwin’s most basic principles in Political Justice. Part of his
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private a central point in Adeline Mowbray. Editha’s dabbling in philosophy, although
she does not act upon her ideas, damages her reputation in society, as people are shocked
by her ideas and her willingness to associate with philosophers such as Glenmurray.
Adeline, who does act on her ideas, is even more shocking. Adeline’s most intimate
relationships, such as with her mother, her oldest friend Dr. Norberry, her well-wishers
Rachel Pemberton and Mrs. Beauclerc, and even with her eventual husband Berrendale,
are riven because Adeline applies her beliefs before the eye of an unaccepting public.
What - “3ht be considered Adeline’s private beliefs about the conduct of her own life are
in fact radicaily public.

Throughout the novel, Opie supports the idea that Adeline’s virtue is genuine.
However, Opie’s comparison of Adeline with religious enthusiasts (37, 94), although
favorable, may lead the reader to feel that Adeline’s inspiration may have been mistaken,
as the not entirely positive term “enthusiast” indicates: “Who that had seen her
countenance and gesture at that moment, could have imagined she was calling on heaven
to witness an engagement to lead a life of infamy? Rather would they have thought her a
sublime enthusiast breathing forth the worship of a grateful soul” (37). In fact, as with
her example before Mary Warner, her goodness is deceptive, for it obscures her error:
“What a glorious champion would that creature have been in the support of truth, when
even error in her looks so like to virtue!” (93).

Adeline has no footing to regain personal power because she is cut off from
family and society by her actions. Society denies her power because she refuses to
capitulate to its demands. Adeline depends on her associates for monetary support; she
receives money from Glenmurray, Glenmurray’s publisher, the Norberrys, Berrendale,
and even Savanna, who purchases presents of good food for Adeline with her own
money (184). The affecting scene where Adeline insists that Langley, the insulting

lawyer, keep his fee is an example of her refusal to be drawn into an illicit economy (178-
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devotion to their female relations, and to women in general. Their zeal for a heroic
reputation is fed by their attacks on the neighbouring Mahometans. Upon assumption of
her status as princess, Osva (formerly Camilla Harford, who had grown up in England
unaware of her true lineage) encourages the Nairs to attack the Mahometans, and “a
thousand swords darted from their scabbards . . . Who could describe the indignation of
the Nair army at the sight of a seraglio? The sight of the bastille would not have filled a
Briton with greater wrath” (book x, 6, 8). Lawrence echoes the very moment in
Edmund Burke’s Reflections on the Revolution in France which epitomizes the
passionate tenor that Wollstonecraft mocks so harshly in her Vindication of the Rights of
Men:
I thought ten thousand swords must have leaped from their scabbards to avenge
even a look that threatened [the queen] with insult.--But the age of chivalry is
gone. ... The glory of Europe is extinguished for ever. Never, never more,
shall we behold that generous loyalty to rank and sex, that proud submission, that
dignified obedience, that subordination of the heart, which kept alive, even in
servitude itself, the spirit of an exalted freedom. (Burke 89)
Wollstonecraft, using Burke’s own words, condemns chivalry as a system of “romance
and folly” (VRM 25). Far from adhering to the heroic, chivalric behavior asserted by
Lawrence, and alluded to nostalgically by Burke, Wollstonecraft expands her critique
from chivalry to the military mindset in general, asserting that “A standing army . . . is
incompatible with freedom; . . . A spirit inspired by romantic notions of honour . . . can
only be felt by a few officers” (VRW 17).
Lawrence insists that men in his society should be freed to do great and heroic
deeds. Wollstonecraft directly contradicts this idea, quoting Francis Bacon on the

detrimental effects of family on great men as a negative example:

When I treat of the peculiar duties of women, as I should treat of the peculiar
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the public treasury, according to the number of her children” (97). Despite the utopian or

romantic nature of Lawrence’s story, the economic self-sufficiency he describes seems

dangerously fragile, as men in his narrative retain political and military power. '8

Although Lawrence creates a utopia in which women own property, are well-
educated, and are universally respected for their care of children and establishment of
well-run homes, Lawrence’s belief in chivalry and masculine glory leaves the division of
gender roles unque *  d. His antimatrimonialism creates a world where mer ">y the
benefits of sexual relations without bearing the consequences. Women maintain their
domestic duties without becoming full citizens or gaining any power in men’s political
and military systems. Without any real shift in the ideological systems dividing women

from men--systems which center power in masculine structures of politics and war--

women have only maternal influence and the ideals of chivalry to rely on.

From open feminist utopia to more cautious feminist critique of society to mere
chivalry and antimatrimonialism, the narratives described here illustrate over a century of

attempts to reimagine domesticity in ways that would benefit women. Writers of feminist

utopia run the gamut from imagining the possibility of utopian marriage, to decrying
marriage as tyranny, to cautioning that women should be well-prepared to find marriage a
less than perfect situation. Cavendish, Astell and Scott all insist, regardless of their
opinions on marriage, that women’s intellectual powers deserve respect and that women
should have the opportunity for thorough education. In different ways, these three writers
also agree that improving the situation of women will improve society generally:
Cavendish argues for the active rehabilitation of men by freethinking women; Astell

18 In actual fact, Nair women in what is now the state of Kerala in India did
possess most of the land, which was, and to a large extent still is, inherited matrilineally;

see Neff, 204-5.
69






































































































































































































domesticity does not require heterosexual pairing or strictly male/female gendered
coupling: in Proserpine, utopia is established among mother and daughter and their
community of women; in Midas, utopia is recognized when Midas and his men reco gnize
the value of simple pleasures in preference to power or gold. Bamet and his wile made a
happy home, but so do Barnet and Maurice.

Bamet sees a chance to create a new family by welcoming a homeless boy. As we
discover, Maurice has belonged to several households. His origin, as a child of wealthy,
loving parents, has been lost to him. He leaves the couple who raised him because the
father beats him. He has little better luck with his second master, who works him too
hard so that he falls ill. He is rescued by a poor woman, but she is to0 poor to maintain
him for long. So the boy has already had a string of placements before he finds a real
home in the fisher’ s cot. Barnet thinks to himself:

“I have no child upon earth: my only relation is a brother who disdains a poor old

fisherman like me. My name is dead, and I am alone without anyone to help me if

I am sick or to say a cheerful, ‘Good bye, God send you luck!” when I goa

fishing. Surely this boy seems sent by heaven to me, and it seems to me that I

love him already as il he were my own son. He shall stay with me; I can maintain

him as I maintained my poor wife who is gone; he can put my cottage in order,
mend my sails and nets, and on windy evenings who knows but he may be able

to read the bible to me as my dame used.” (82-3)

Thus arrangement works out well, and since the young boy is more spry than the old
woman had been, the cottage is better maintained than it had been before. The boy takes
up the woman’s charitable dutes in instructing other young children to read. He is
“always ready to do a good turn for the poor as well as the rich” (83).

To an extent, the boy is feminized by the old man’s treatment of him as a wife.

There is a certain parallel between his case and that of Mathilda’ s in that both fathers
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attempt to create surrogate wives. But in Shelley’s narratives, the acceptance by men of
lives of “womanly” service is seen as wholly positive. The Shelleyan revised masculine
hero is always willing to serve others, and often his service takes place within the realm
of domesticity, as is the case with Guinigi, the warrior turned farmer in Valperga, or
Neville, the young Shelleyan hero in Falkner. To further differentiate their cases, the old
man is frank about his intentions to employ the boy in wifely duties, in strong contrast to
Mathilda’ s father’s deep harboring of his dark secret. The boy and the old man combine
their resources: the oid man provides a home and an income while the young boy
provides labor, in a domestic economy that, for example, the Creature would have
envied. Their shared leisure activity, reading the Bible some nights, is also familiar from

the utopian scene viewed by the Creature, and is a very basic example of the Godwinian
principle of using leisure time to pursue intellectual improvement. 29 Old Bamnet’s

frankness and Maurice’ s willingness to be useful both exemplify Godwinian aspects of

Shelley’ s utopian domesticity.
To answer the questions of the Traveller to whom Maurice’s story is revealed, the

landlady of the local inn describes Maurice as “a kind of servant or apprentice” (77),
focusing on the economic aspect of the arrangement. A young countryman, who is more
familiar with the situation, identifies Maurice as “the best creature in the world” (77),

implying that the arrangement between Maurice and Barnet grows organically out of

29 In this instance there is little sense, as there certainly is in Frankenstein, that the
reading material being perused leads to a highly skewed outlook. In Godwin’s utopian
ideal, sharing property and labor prod_uces the leisure for intellectual improvement: “If
superfluity were banished, the necessity for the greater part of the manual industry of
mankind would be superseded; and the rest, being amicably shared among the active and
vigorous members of the commmunity, would be burthensome to none. Every man
would have a frugal, yet wholesome diet; every man w_ould g0 forl;h to that moderate
exercise of his corporal functions that would give hilarity to the spirits; none would be
made torpid with fatigue, but all would have leisure to cultivate the kindly and
philanthropical affections, and let loose his faculties in the search of intellectual
improvement” (730). For discussion placing this quotation in the context of Shelley’s
treatment of class difference, see Chapter Five on The Last Man.
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natural goodness. The countryman, without recognizing the irony of his own neglect,
relies on this intimation that good will naturally come to the good when he speculates
regarding Maurice’s fate: “I do not know; but he is so much loved that I do not think he
will come to want. For my part I am now leaving the country for a few weeks . . . but
when I return the first question I shall ask is what is become of Maurice” (84).
Somewhere between these two is the opinion of old Barnet himself. Barnet identifies the
boy as a worker, but recognizes as well the benefits he can confer on the boy. Seeing in
him a potential heir, Barnet thinks of him “as if he were my own son.” Barnet
understands the complexity of an economic relationship but also the potential for love to
transform the relationship beyond the economic. Within the old cottage Barnet and
Maurice forge a family relationship based on mutual choice, mutual benefit, and love:

utopian domesticity.
The revision of the family based on association by mutual free choice is central to

Shelley’ s utopian domesticity. Eve Tavor Bannet, in her study of enlightenment
feminisms, argues that egalitarian feminism, such as that for which Wollstonecraft is the
best known representative, usually features a revision of the family centering centering on
“marital partners [who] make their contract freely and as a result of rational choice™ (51).
Bannet presents the egalitarian feminist family as modeled on “a voluntary compact
between people of equal worth to enter into one community for mutual assistance and the
good of all [with] governors [who] only govern with the consent of the ruled and for ag
long as they fulfilled their trust” (51). In this egalitarian model of the family, “men and
women live together as persons of equal sense, who have the same right and authority to
direct each other’ s conduct. Both sexes exhibit the same human nature--a compound of
‘masculine reason’ and ‘feminine softness’--and obey the same models of conduct” (51),
When Shelley focuses on heterosexual relations, this model is reasonably similar to hers

1+ uroughout her work, Shelley certainly upholds the idea that men and women have equal
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As Maurice and the Traveller talk, another utopian scheme is outlined. This one is
Introduced by the Traveller, and is based on the radical principles of Shelley’s family and
circle (simplified for a children’s audience). They talk “of the beauty of the little birds,
and the cruelty of those who kill them,” which partially reflects the Shelleys’
Vegetarianism. They talk of an agrarian lifestyle of healthy exercise, reflecting the utopian
ideal foretold by Godwin in Political Justice. They also discuss reading “entertaining
books, telling them of how the earth is cultivated, and how various countries bring forth
various fruits: of the sea, and how different voyages and discoveries have been made on
it: of the sky, and how the beautiful stars which we see at ni ght move, and the signs they
make of winter and summer” (96). These books of scientific knowledge and exploration
are very similar in topic to those which influenced Shelley to create Frankenstein. The
Traveller goes on to describe “books more delightful than these which told of what good
and wise men had done a great many years ago; how some had died to serve their fellow-
Creatures, and how through the exertions of these men everyone had become better, wiser
and happijer” (96-97)--in a nutshell, a simplified account of Godwinian necessity and
Perfectibility. The Traveller then offers to share this way of life with Maurice.

The Traveller is a happy revision of the wandering poet of Alastor. “The son of a
professor of mathematics at the University of Oxford,” the Traveller is very well
educated. He is full of the poet’s love of nature, but also sl.__ s Victor Frankenstein’s
scientific curiosity without his corrupting alienation. His love of the beautiful old temples
of antiquity prompts him to become an architect: “my kind father sent me abroad to Asia,
Italy and Greece to visit the remains of the old temples that still exist, and I passed five
Years in this happy manner, dwelling among foreign nations, often in desert places”
(102). Unlike the Alastor poet, the Traveller returns home, marries, and has a son. Thijg
son, again with shades of Frankenstein, is lost from the care of a nurse who has fallen

asleep, and the Traveller has spent eleven years looking for the boy. After relating how
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forging of a loving community, the possibility of making choices about family
relationships and taking a hand in the creation of one’s own identity, and in these ways it
is the very opposite of the pessimistic story of Mathilda. The gender differences between
Maurice and Mathilda are important, but Shelley lessens these differences by making
Maurice a child, and one incapable of hard physical labor. Whereas Mathilda remains
entrapped by the lessons of her gender, Maurice has not imbibed these restrictive lessons-
-but neither is he empowered by his masculinity, which remains unformed. Despite the
beatings received at the hands of his false father, Maurice has not lost the ability to forge
new relationships as Mathilda has. Suffering the grief of loss in the old cot (as Mathilda
suffered in her retreat), Maurice determines to overcome his idleness and remain useful.
Through this resolve he is reunited with his true father. The possibility of utopia which
had been so precarious given the isolation and crippling power structures of Mathilda are

reaffirmed by Shelley and brought to completion for the first time in Maurice.
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Foundations of Utopian Domesticity in Valperga

Utopian Domesticity in Shelley’s Political Novels:
Valperga, The Last Man, and The Fortunes of Perkin Warbeck

“The writer of romance is to be considered the writer of real history,” wrote

Godwin; Percy Bysshe Shelley, in his letter to Charles Ollier concerning Valperga,
Suggests that it captures the “romantic truth of history.”! For Mary Shelley as well, the

importance of history is not located in bare facts, but in the creative act of the author,
Whose setting forth of the feelings and motives of historical actors has the capacity to
effect readers’ moral and political edification. In Shelley’s political novels, the lessons of
the past are interpreted through the lens of the present, and set forth for the good of the
future. Although Valperga (1823), The Last Man (1826), and The Fortunes of Perkin

Warbeck (1830) are all tragedies, Shelley explores in them, as in her other works, the

idea of utopian domesticity as a vision for social reform.
In her political novels, Shelley contrasts utopian domesticity with the more

conventional political systems of republicanism and tyranny. Utopian domesticity, with
its foundation in family, home and the local, is antithetical to the absolute sway of the
authoritative tyrant. Yet Shelley insists that violent overthrow of the tyrant is to be
avoided. In Valperga, Euthanasia offers Castruccio a truce, swearing that she will not
allow her fortress to be used against him. Even after he has betrayed her, she only joins a
plot against him in order to save his life. In The Last Man, Raymond’s military campaign
against Constantinople, though it brings about universal peace, inspires Lionel to a sick
contemplation of his quick enthusiasm for military glory. And in Perkin Warbeck,

Richard’s just claim against Henry VII, portrayed as a cold, cruel, and unforgiving

1 Godwin, in his essay, “Of History and Romance,” qtd in Rajan, “Romance” 90;
P. B. Shelley, PBSL 11, 353, qtd in Rossington 104.
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As Shelley’s first historical novel, Valperga inaugurates her open discussion of
the intersections between domesticity and politics. As the fictionalized history of a real
prince of Lucca, Valperga does not restrict itself to reporting the facts about the corruption
of a tyrant, but lends emotional impact to extolling the virtues of an imaginary woman
Republican. Euthanasia, the heroine of Valperga, is a politically empowered woman ina
struggle against tyranny. Utopian domesticity is manifested in Euthanasia’s conduct
throughout the novel as the antithesis of the tyrannical power embodied by her corrupted
lover, Castruccio. Although, ultimately, tyranny prevails in Valperga, Shelley uses the
work to present several important models of utopian domesticity as imagined but
attainable social ideals.

The first depiction of utopian domesticity in Valperga, the education of Euthanasia
by her father, contains both the elements of free, voluntary association and the necessity
of freedom from gender assumptions in education. The depiction of domesticity adopted
by Castruccio’s friend, Guinigi, shows the importance of a simple life--its association
with the pastoral, but especially its rejection of military glory--and the formation of an
alternative model for masculine virtue. Euthanasia’s care for her subjects and her
understanding of the County of Valperga primarily as a home yields further dimensions to
Shelley’s portrait of utopian domesticity. Finally, the relationships between Euthanasia,
Castruccio and Beatrice allow Shelley to explore the true meaning of “love” as it
contributes to utopian domesticity and to further refine her treatment of gender roles and
her depiction of the Shelleyan and Byronic Romantic heroes.

As early as 1978, Betty Bennett argues that Shelley, like her husband, should be

read in terms of her reform politics.2 Bennett argues that, especially in Valperga and

Perkin Warbeck, Shelley uses the concept of “Promethean” universal love as her ideal, in

2 Bennett recaps her 1978 article, “Political Philosophy,” in her 1998 monograph,
Mary Wollstonecraft Shelley: An Introduction, 54-61.
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“Shelley was already committed to the idea of domestic responsibility and one’s
accountability to others” and that “Shelley initiated a fundamental criticism of . . . the
F "> myth” (54). Shelley’s ability to see the problems of revolutionary thought and

of Romanticism should not be confused, however, with the idea that “her real vision of
human potential is dark and pessimistic” (54). Tilottama Rajan notes that Valperga

“evokes the deferred utopianism of more ‘radical’ histories by Percy Shelley and
Godwin” (62-3), yet she concludes that Shelley’s “darker vision is the unconscious of
Percy’s increasingly qualified idealism which, in turn, remains the mobilizing force
behind her pessimism” (61). Shelley is unwilling to gloss over harsh realities and often
explores the tragic ¢ iquences of societal injustice, but she also suggests ren___ies in her
fiction. In Valperga, Euthanasia does die, and she has made mistakes, but the reader is
made to approve continuous efforts to effect what she feels is justice.

The education of Euthanasia by her father is the first depiction of utopian
domesticity in Valperga. Although Euthanasia and her father are blood relatives and
bound together by family ties, the true ties of utopian domesticity are voluntary, not
social, legal, or even familial in the traditional sense. Euthanasia’s association with her
father is of a voluntary nature: her tutelage is not enforced as a c... lition of his love for
her, for example. Shelley makes this clear in the implicit contrast between Euthanasia’s

willing and active participation in helping with her father’s studies, and the story of
Milton, whose daughters are mere amanuenses.’ Shelley also contrasts Euthanasia with

her brothers, who have been sent away to school, and her mother, who is uninterested in

8 Blumberg calls Valperga “the darkest and most profoundly pessimistic novel
that [Shelley] ever wrote” (76).

9 Katherine C. Hill-Miller contrasts Euthanasia to Milton’s daughters in her study
of father-daughter relationships in Shelley’s work; Hill-Miller concludes that Euthanasia
does benefit from her father’s tutelage, stating that she “acquires . . . intellectual vigor, a
taste for abstract learning, and the ability to act decisively” (130).
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study: it is Euthanasia -*- e who undertakes to assist her father in his blindness.

Shelley here disagrees with some of the views put forward by Godwin in Political
Justice. Godwin is suspicious of cooperation and cohabitation, preferring the sincerity
which operates between strangers as more open, free, and likely to lead to improvement.
For Godwin, humans should strive for self-sufficiency and should avoid the “thwarting,
bickering, and unhappiness” that result when peosle who naturally “vary in their habits,
preferences, and views” (77" [B : VIII, “Of Property,” Appendix, “Of Co-Operation,
Cohabitation, and Marriage”]) attempt to cooperate or cohabit. But even Godwin admits
that “conversation, and the intercourse of mind with mind, seem to be the most fertile
sources of improvement” (760-1). Godwin admits as well that even the self-sufficient
may find pleasure in the “luxury” of society, friendship, and love (761). For Shelley,
however, social connections are a basic necessity, never a luxury, and the withdrawal
from society into isolation is always negative. Still, Godwin’s suspicion of cooperation
leads Shelley to emphasize the critical importance of the voluntary nature of association. It
is because Euthanasia and her father enter into their association with similar goals, both
intending the good of the other, that their association is positive, even utopian.
Throughout Shelley’s works, utopian domesticity is formed by the voluntary association
of likeminded individuals who bond together to seek one anott __ s improve

Euthanasia’s education is free of gender restrictions, according to the precepts of
Wollstonecraft.! Euthanasia does not perceive any impropriety or difficulty arising from
her gender in her study of classical knowledge. Arguing that she would enjoy and benefit

from reading to her father, she states, “I think I should be able to understand these

difficult authors” (18 [I. 28]). Her father “forgeis” her age (and sex) and pours out the

10 As William D. Brewer notes, .uthanasia is the kind of rational that
Wollstonecraft, in Vindication, hopes will become the norm when women are given
proper educations” (“Triumph” 113).
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“high strains of that ennobling spirit which he felt in his inmost heart” (19 [I. 29, 30]).
Because no restrictions are placed on her, Euthanasia soaks up knowledge and becomes
an inspired utopian: “Her young thoughts darted into futurity, to the hope of freedom for
Italy, of revived learning and the reign of peace for all the world: wild dreams, that still
awake the minds of men to high song and glorious action” (19 [I. 30]). This description
of the young and hopeful Euthanasia is a clear example of the difference between concrete

utopian thought and mere “wishful thinking” as defined by utopian Marxist philosopher
Emnst Bloch.!! Euthanasia holds in her mind a vision of perfected society--a utopian

vision--and it is this vision which inspires her and others not only to create utopian art
(“high song”) but to actively engage in working toward the creation of utopia (“glorious

action”). 12

Euthanasia is the first of Shelley’s characters actually to benefit from her studies.
The fruits of utopian domesticity are not confined to the immediate domestic circle, but
rather spread out into the larger community and into the world. Unlike Victor
Frankenstein, who studies in order to gain unique knowledge that will set him apart from
the rest of humanity--even though he intends to use that knowledge for good--Euthanasia
understands her own position in the world to be relative to the efforts of many others and
subject to continuous change over time:

The effect of this education on her mind was advantageous and memorable; she

did not acquire that narrow idea of the present times, as if they and the world were

the same, which characterizes the unlearned; she saw and marked the revolutions

11 See my discussion of Bloch in the Introduction.

12 This passage is cited by Bennett as evidence of the Shelleys’ shared utopian
vision: “Euthanasia reflects the Shelleys’ cyclical view of history that, as in P. B.
Shelley’s Prometheus Unbound, can bring a new era of social justice depite temporary
setbacks” (Introduction 56).
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that had been, and the present seeemed to her only a point of rest, from which
time was to renew his flight, scattering change as he went; and, if her voice or act
could mingle aught of good in these changes, this it was to which her imagination
most ardently aspired. She was deeply penetrated by the acts and thoughts of
those men, who despised the spirit of party, and grasped the universe in their
hopes of virtue and independence. (18[I. 28-9])

Euthanasia’s study of history leads her beyond “politics” to “perfectibility”--the

Godwinian desire to gradually effect positive change in the overall state of humankind,

rather than to place one’s own group--or one’s individual self--in a position of powe:r.13

Euthanasia’s position is the antithesis of tyranny.

In this context the source of her name becomes clear. “Euthanasia” represents the
Godwinian falling away of government as responsible citizens increase overall good and
decrease the need for rule. According to the footnote provided by Nora Crook,
Euthanasia’s name comes

from the Greek, with overtones of ‘noble death’, ‘good death’; also so used by

Godwin when urging that with the annihilation of ignorance and blind

subservience would come the demise of the state and thus ‘the true euthanasia of

government’ (Political Justice, I, 111, vi, ‘On Obedience’; PJV, p. 114. 281);

Godwin here engaged against David Hume, to whom the ‘true Euthanasia of the

British constitution’, would be its replacement by absolute monarchy (Essays and

Treatises on Several Subjects (1753-6), pt 1, vii). (16)

Lew’s derivation of Euthanasia’s name from sentiments in Hume leads him to follow

~ 13 As Michael Rossington indicates, Shelley’s choice of historical novel allows
for this sort of transhistorical musing on Republicanism.

159



Anne Mellor in asserting Shelley’s “disdain for  1fear of the lower classes” (162).14 On

the contrary, Euthanasia struggles to use her power responsibly, both to benefit and
protect her peasants and to preserve the good she perceives in Castruccio. Her refusal to
bow to the wishes of Castruccio as he becomes a tyrant represents “the annihilation of
ignorance and t lind subservience” referred to by Godwin. At the same time, however,
the overtones of absolute monarchy which come to the name from the source in Hume,
while not representing a full picture of Euthanasia’s nature, have important resonance in
the problems the novel explores. As a Countess, Euthanasia is burdened with a
responsibility to her subjects similar to that of an absolute monarch--her decisions to a
large extent determine the welfare of her subjects.

The second depiction of utopian domesticity in Valperga is Shelley’s account of
the lifestyle adopted by Guinigi, the retired soldier friend of Castruccio’s father, to whom
Castruccio goes after he has been orphaned. Guinigi exemplifies one of the central
concepts of Shelley’s utopian domesticity: that domesticity, as opposed to concern for
worldly power or glory, is the ideal for everyone, men as well as women. Guinigi’s
utopian character as a masculine role-model provides a vital contrast to the hyper-
masculine Castruccio. In Machiavelli’s story of the historical Castruccio, Guinigi
“teaches him the art of war” (Nora Crook 22, footnote), but Shelley pointedly refigures
the character, who attempts to dissuade Castruccio from warfare by showing him the
contentments of the simple life and the pointlessness of the ravages of war. Rather than
seeking to reverse the fortunes of his party, or seek revenge as Castruccio will, Guinigi

attempts to contrast his peaceful and simple pastoral existence with the chivalric glory and

the way of the soldier that Castruccio plans for himself.

14 Unfortunately, Lew did not locate the source of the n____e in Godwin, and
stated that “Shelley derived her cou’r’ltess’s name from Hume’s Essay 7, which she had
read December 12, 1817 (MSJ, 87)” (162). James P. Carson persuasively coun s this

assertion.
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Shelley describes Guinigi as 2 man who has completely left behind his former
warlike pursuits: “The sparkling intelligence of his eye was tempered by gentleness and
wisdom; and the stately / mien of the soldier had yielded somewhat to his late rustic
occupations; for, since his exile he had turned his sword to a ploughshare, and he dwelt
with much complacency on the change” (24 [I. 45-6]). Guinigi does not necessarily defy
expected gender roles, but he does act the role of a loving parent to his son, Arrigo, and
he has abandoned the “hyper-masculine” aggression of the soldier for the peaceful
masculine role of the farmer. "’ At the same time, Shelley’s providing Guinigi as an
example of utopian domesticity should challenge our habitual conceptions of domesticity

as exclusively feminine. !9 Shelley has Guinigi acknowledge the differences between

Castruccio’s enactment of gender and his own, which lie primarily in Castruccio’s
attraction to the glory of chivalry:

“you come to the dwelling of a peasant who eats the bread his own hands have
sown; this is a new scene for you, but you will not find it uninstructive. To my
eyes, which do not now glance with the same fire as yours, the sight of the
bounties of nature, and of the harmiess peasants who cultivate the earth, is far
more delightul than an army of knights hasting in brilliant array to deluge the
fields with blood, and to destroy the beneficial hopes of the husbandman. But
these are new doctrines to you; and you perhaps will never, like me, in the deep

sincerity of your heart, prefer this lowly cottage to yonder majestic castle.” (25 [I

15 James P. Carson correctly identifies Guinigi with utopia, usi
“radical agrarianism” O characterize the belief Shelley shared wIi)th ’C'ilosg;gll:lh © lem
Wollstonecraft and historian Sismondi, in which labor on small independen’t farms is

celebrated (170).

16 For example, Daniel White asserts that Guinigi and Arri
considered representatives of the “feminine” (84, 91) begclause theygac;es l;ﬁglvsnbteo inhabit a

peaceful domesticity.
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45-6]).
Guinigi’s eyes do not dance with the hyper-masculine “fire” of joy in warlike trappings.

Shelley also emphasizes Guinigi’s Godwinian sincerity--his attempt to convince
Castruccio of the rightness of his own moral creed. Shelley employs the authority of the
narrator to describe Guinigi’s society as “characterized by a simple yet sublime morality,
which resting on natural bases, admitted no factitious colouring. Guinigi thought only of
the duty of man to man, laying aside the distinctions of society, and with lovely humility
recognized the affinity of the meanest peasant to his own noble mind” (25 [I. 48)).

Shelley’s emphasis on the peasant’s way of life that Guinigi has adopted is part of the
Godwinian nature of this example of utopian domesticity.17 Guinigi’s adoption of a

simple, peasant’s way of life becomes an infinitely replicable model--a model which
could (assuming an equal distribution of resources, an admittedly tall order) be adopted
by all of humanity.

Guinigi explicitly views the pastoral countryside as utopian: “When I would
picture happiness upon earth, my imagination conjures up the family of a dweller among
the fields, whose property is secure, and whose time is passed between labour and
intellectual pleasures” (27 [1. 53]). Shelley’s utopian vision, like many feminist utopias
(especially as exemplified in Sarah Scott’s Millenium Hall, discussed in Chapter One),
often includes an environmental or pastoral element, focusing on the Edenic bounty of
nature rather than the perfected commonwealth often seen in male writers’ utopias:

“What a Paradise is this!” he said. “Now it is bare; but in the summer, when the

17 Editor Isaac Kramnick has noted Godwin'’s “rural nostalgia and the longing for
the simplicity of a frugal economy and a faqe-to—face society” (31), themes which are
confined to neither radicalism nor conservatism. As Adela Pinch notes, “It is easy to
imagine what a popular novel of the 1790s might be nostalgic for: a landscape different
from the changing countryside of agrarian capitalism; .. . rather than a countryside in
which relations between classes displaced and threatened many; . . . an idealized,
unanxious leisure. ... Nostalgia [is] not simply a conservative, Burkean sentiment. . . .
Nostalgia is a cultural practice that has no detemninate content” (118).
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comn waves among the trees, and the ripening grapes shade the roads; when on
every side you see happy peasants leading the beautiful oxen to their light work,
and the sun, and the air, and the earth are each labouring to produce for man all
that is necessary for his support, and the ground is covered with vegetation, and
the air quickened / into life, it is a spot, on which the Creator of the world might
pause, and be pleased with his work. . . .” (26-7 [I. 51-2])."®
This utopian pastoralism first appears in Shelley’s writings around 1820, in the children’s
story “Maurice, or the Fisher’s Cot” and her two mythological dramas, Proserpine and
Midas. A later example may clearly be seen in the peaceful garden and cottage created by
Alithea’s mother and loved by Rupert Falkner in Shelley’s last novel.

Guinigi’s utopian Paradise is threatened by the warlike activity Castruccio longs
for. Castruccio, a creature of party spirit, longs to revenge the exile of his political party
and seeks glory and power through the actions of war. As Bennett notes, Castruccio
“begins as a sensitive, caring being” but becomes politically corrupt because of his exile
as a Ghibelline and his service with military conquerors (Introduction 55). Even in
philosophical discussions, Castruccio is self-aggrandizing and aggressive:

When Guinigi and Castruccio became intimate, the youth would reason with him,

and endeavour to prove that in the present distracted state of mankind, it was

better that one man should get the upper hand, to rule the rest. ‘Yes,” said

18 Jt was in response to such ideas as this that Coleridge and Southey formulated
their Godwinian Pantisocracy, intending to found their utopia upon the banks of the
uehanna. Godwin had claimed that “Half an hour a day employed in manual labour
mber of the community would sufficiently supply the whole with necessities”
stice 746 [Book VIII, “Of Property,” Chapter VI, “Objection . . . from the
Allurements of Sloth”]), and Percy Shelley echoes this claim (Queen Mab, Note to Canto
V, “And statesmen / Boast of vs_zealth!”), but gives the necessary time as two hours a day.
Mary Shelley’s portrait of utopia does not speculate upon how land would be
redistributed in order to make such a vision reality, but instead seeks to paint a
philosophical picture of the attractiveness of a simpler life to a reader already well-off in

Susq
by every me
(Political Ju

means.
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Guinigi, ‘let one man, if it be forbidden to more than one, get the upper hand in
wisdom, and let him teach the rest: teach them the valuable arts of peace and
love.’

Guinigi was a strange enthusiast. Men, like Alexander and other
conquerors, have indulged the hope of subduing the world, and spreading by
their triumphs refinement into its barbarous recesses. Guinigi hoped, how
futilely! to lay a foundation-stone for the temple / of peace among the Euganean
hills. He had an overflowing affection of soul, that could not confine itself to the
person of his son, or the aggrandizement of his country, or be spiritualized into a
metaphysical adoration of ideal beauty. It bestowed itself on his fellow-creatures;
and to see them happy, warmed his heart with a pleasure experienced by few.
This man, his imaginative flights, his glowing benevolence and his humble
occupations, were an enigma that Castruccio could never solve. (26 [I. 49-50]).

Guinigi’s utopian vision centers around domesticity: love for his son, contentment in the
simple tasks of a farmer. He has already tried and rejected the paths of warfare and
conquest, and now concentrates his actions on local efforts, centering around his cottage
and farm, which he hopes will become “a foundation-stone for the temple of peace.” The
primary thrust of the passage is to compare Guinigi’s desire that “wisdom . . . peace and
love” be taught to all, so that the effects of his actions will not be confined to the love of
his son, or country, or even abstract ideals. Shelley herself attempts to teach the virtues
of Guinigi’s system to all through the distribution of her “historical” novel. But
Castruccio is unable to sympathize with Guinigi’s contentment outside the system of
political and military rank. And it is because of Castruccio, and others like him, that
Guinigi’s hopes for a peaceful Italy are futile; Shelley’s calling him “a strange enthusiast”
indicates at least a measure of skepticism as to the practicability of his ideas. It may also

be that Guinigi’s retired lifestyle does not allow him enough influence to affect change, as
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OPposed to the Wway that Euthanasia wishes to add her voice and action to the side of

Change for good. But Guinigj’s “imaginative flights” are clearly meant, like “his glowing

benevolence and his pleasure at others’ happiness, to be admired by readers as a good

- €Xample,

The third depiction of utopian domesticity in Valperga lies in Euthanasia’s care for
her Subjects and her understanding of the the County of Valperga as primarily a home
Tather than Merely as a political district or power base for herself. As Rajan notes,
“Euthanas;g functions effectively as long as she practices a local and domestic form of
governmen¢” (“Romance”100). Valperga is portrayed as Euthanasia’s personal
birthﬁght, inherited from her mother and governed wisely because of the patrimony of
education received from her father. Euthanasia’s conduct is indicative of how utopian
_ domesﬁCit}’ works as a model for political action in Shelley’s novel. It is both her private

home and her public concern, functioning as an autonomous community knit together by
ties of duty. Buthanasia vows to place her duty to her subjects first in all her actions; she
Spends her tax money for the good of the community (even, at one point, in pageantry,
Which she claims will rouse a beneficial feeling of civic pride in the peasants). In
Aecordance with the theories of Wollstonecraft and Godwin, Euthanasia rules with a
Justice based on her thorough education and knowledge of her own rational powers. In
Order to maintain the independence of her people, Euthanasia must refuse to align her
holding with either the nearby city of Lucca (under the control of Castruccio, a Ghibelline
Paxtisan) or the farther off but politically sympathetic Republican city of Florence. The
Guelph party, to which Euthanasia owes her allegiance, represents the principles of
*ePublicanism, as its cause was local administration of smaller, independent states, as
OPPosed to the Ghibelline party, who fought for larger alliances under centralized rule.
The content and well-being of tiny, self-contained Valperga is in marked contrast to the

Confusing, fluctuating boundaries of the empires and city-states negotiated by Castruccio

165



in his ambitious rise to power.

Shelley acknowledges the contradictions inherent in Euthanasia’s Republicanism
and her continuing as an hereditary Countess holding dominion over her subjects.
Euthanasia obviously benefits from the inheritance of an independent holding:

... her mind acquired new dignity, and the virtues of her heart new fervour,

from the entire independence of her situation, and the opportunities she possessed
of / doing good. There was none to gainsay her actions, except the rigid
censorship of her own reason, and the opinion of her fellow-citizens, to whose
love and esteem she aspired. Most of her time was now spent among her
dependents at Valperga; the villages under her jurisdiction became prosperous;
and the peasantry were proud that their countess preferred her residence among

them to the gaieties of Florence. (71 [1.169-707)

Shelley sets Euthanasia up as a woman with independence and power, and tells the reader
that Euthanasia’s priority is to do good. While showing how a woman could function
admirably as a citizen if given the opportunity, Shelley is not concemed with the source
of wealth in this novel, but uses simple inheritance to grant Euthanasia independence.
Likewise, Shelley does not explore class inequality, but merely describes Euthanasia as a
ruler who attempts to merit the benefits of her inheritance by attending to her
responsibilities. Shelley’s project is not so much to show how a woman could become
Euthanasia, as to show that women would be capable of comporting themselves as well
as she, given the opportunity. Despite being a woman, Euthanasia is considered one of
the “first citizens” of Florence. Besides following the dictates of “her own reason,”
Euthanasia attempts to merit the “love and esteem” of “her fellow citizens”--she atternpts
to balance what she has determined to be right with the opinion of others she respects, in
accordance with Godwinian principles. In this manner she transforms an autocracy--an

“absolute monarchy” in miniature--into a type of republic by applying the Republican
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Her infant feet had trodden its pavement in unreproved gaiety; and she thought for

a moment that she saw the venerable form of her father seated in his accustomed

place. But she proudly shook the softening emotion from her, and looked with a

tearless eye upon the hearth, round which the soldiers of her enemy stood,

profaning its sacredness by their presence. The inner court of the castle was filled
by a/ number of women and children, the wives of the peasantry who depended

on her, who, as they saw her advance, raised one cry of grief . . . (218-9 [IL

271-2])

Shelley contrasts Euthanasia’s happy memories with her painful present by focusing on
the hearth and the inner court, clearly evoking the theme of the utopian domesticity that
Castruccio’s soldiers have destroyed. The women and children, her most vulnerable
subjects, most need Euthanasia’s protection and sanctuary in Valperga’s inner court.
Since Valperga has been breached, Euthanasia must carry within herself any chance of re-
establishing utopian domesticity, and she seems to absorb the utopian aura from the inner
court of Valperga in this scene.

The fourth depiction of utopian domesticity in Valperga--and the most
complicated, as their relationships evolve over the course of the narrative--takes place
within the love triangle formed by Euthanasia, Castruccio, and Beatrice. The relationship
between Euthanasia and Castruccio is depicted as a childhood friendship that should have
developed into a utopian marriage but is thwarted by Castruccio’s fall into depravity as a
tyrant. The relationship between Castruccio and Beatrice depicts all the worst aspects of
romantic love due to Beatrice’s ignorance and superstition, and Castruccio’s willingness
to take advantage of her. Utopian domesticity springs up in the unexpected quadrant of
the relationship between Euthanasia and Beatrice: Euthanasia sympathizes with Beaﬁice,

cares for her, and gives her a loving home in an attempt to help her recover from the
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™any betrayals she has faced, 2 Beatrice benefits from Euthanasia’s care, and Euthanasija

benefits, not only from her recognition that their shared betrayal by Castruccio unites
them, by also from her own charitable feelings toward Beatrice. Creatii  a home for
Beatrice in Lucca, Euthanasia in effect creates a home for herself after Castruccio has
taken her from Valperga, and Euthanasia and Beatrice unite in friendship despite worldly
CXpectations:
Since her days of happiness had ended, Euthanasia’s enthusiasm had become
Tnore concentrated, more concealed; but Beatrice again awoke he; to words, and
these two ladies, bound by the sweet ties of gratitude and pity, found in each
other’s converse some balm for their misfortunes. Circumstances had thus made
friends of those whom nature seemed to separate: they were / much unlike; but the
wild looks of Beatrice sometimes reflected the soft light of Eutl...isia’s eyes; and
Euthanasia found her heart, which was sinking to apathy, awake again, as she
listened to Beatrice. (248 [III. 59-60])
Although Euthanasia fails to save Beatrice from madness and death, her attempts win the
Teader’s approval and serve to demonstrate unquestionably the superiority of v.uthanasia’s

Practica] philosophy to that of the self-involved Castruccio.
As Euthanasia’s negotiation of the perilous triangle of relationships in Valperga

demonstrates, utopian domesticity involves a certain kind of love; it is important to

investigate exactly what kind of love that is. Betty Bennett identifies the centrality of a

“Promethean” universal Iove to Mary Shelley’s goals as a reformer, distinguishing

between “personal Jové” and “universal love”:

————
20 As Stuart Curran notes, “It is Euthanasia, refusing to be thrust into erotic

tition, who comes to Beatrice’s aid and comforts her with undemanding affection,

COInpe
Perga, while one woman succors the other, the men betray them both and one

In Val . . N
another” (xviii). Tilottama Rajan asserts that “Euthanasia’s bond with Beatrice is the

affective core of Mary Shelley’s novel,” (“Mathilda” 64) f‘tf’l,ca most compelling part of the
Novel” (63); see also Lokke 164 and Brewer, “Therapeutic.
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overtly political overtones, and flags itself as a critically precise term. Neither Beatrice’s
nor Castruccio’s love create “utopian domesticity”: Beatrice’s love, though good at heart,
is based, due to her ill-managed education, on her superstitious belief in her own special
powers as a prophet, and Beatrice is deceived by Castruccio’s good looks and charming

manner into thinking him honest. Beatrice’s love is a fairy tale, or as utopian philosopher

Ernst Bloch would say, “wishful thinking.” Castruccio’s love is based merely on his
physical attraction to the beautiful Beatrice, and perhaps in self-flattery that the
charismatic and famous prophetess would “sacrifice her virtue” to him. Castruccio’s Jove

is selfish and conforms to worldly wisdom rather than consideration for Beatrice.

Euthanasia’s love, however, is full of the potential for utopian domesticity. Her
romantic attraction to Castruccio could be described as mere “personal love,” but it is
based on long-standing friendship and on the belief that the two are well-suited for one
another. Euthanasia’s growing recognition of Castruccio’s destructive ambition, her
determination that he reform, and her willingness to forgive him if he does reform, all

exemplify a love that is no less “personal” for being well-considered and part of a utopian

plan of action. Shelley seeks to show that tyranny is invested in a person who wields it;
Euthanasia’s love for Castruccio represents the necessity to act toward the tyrant with
justice rather than revenge. The model of utopian domesticity describes a willingness to

love and to forgive, a mode of justice which joins members of a household as family and

extends in ever-widening circles into the larger community; this model describes
o Castruccio’s aggression as well as her urge to protect him by

Euthanasia’s resistance t
she has ceased to “love” him--or at least, no

joining the conspiracy against him even after
longer considers him her betrothed.
s to remind the reader that the novel cannot be broken down into a

Beatrice serve
simple gender dichotomy (as, perhaps, feminine Euthanasia is good, while masculine

Castruccio is bad). Castruccio, Beatrice, and Euthanasia represent three different
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gendered modes of being. Castruccio represents an ultra-“masculine” mode of desire for

glory, military conquest, and tyranny, embodying all the worst aspects of chivalry,23
Beatrice represents an ultra-“feminine” mode of bad education, superstition, excessive
emotion, naive trust in love, and victimization at the hands of men. Euthanasja represents
4 non-gendered attempt to achieve justice by balancing reason with personal generosity,
and to seek peace within a conflicted community without sacrificing political autonomy,
As such, Euthanasia is the first fully-fledged example of the Shelleyan Romantic herg.--
that is, she represents qualities valorized by both Mary and Percy Bysshe Shelley. By

portraying Euthanasia with the Shelleyan qualities of erudition, reason, love and

forgiveness, Shelley revises not only the model of the brilliant but destructive genius of
Castruccio, the Byronic Romantic hero typified by Manfred, but also Beatrice, the female

Byronic hero and ultra-feminine improvisatrice typified by Germaine de Stiie]’s

Corinne.? Euthanasia’s passion is no less deeply felt than these other Romantic models;

23 Perkin Warbeck, Shelley’s last historical novel, qxangines a character who, b
contrast, embodies all the best aspects of chivalry, yet who is still led astray by its

militarism and emphasis on personal fame.

24 Kari Lokke also makes an interesting exploration of the three primary women
characters of the novel--the witch Fior di Mandragola, Euthanasia, and Beatrice--as
“embody[ing] three different responses to male domination . . . explicit challenges to
patriarchal literary, religious and political traditions (161). In my opinion, Mandragola’s
presence in the novel serves to block easy expectations that men are the oppressor and
women the oppressed. Mandragola has been the victim of injustice but is nevertheless a
monster of hatred, revenge and simply mischievous evil. Her masculine counterparts in

the novel include the superstitious and somewhat enigmatic albino, Bindo; the miser,
Pepi, who disgusts even Castruccio with his self-interested behavior; and worst of all, the

sadistic priest, Tripalda.
25 Elizabeth Nitchie, among others, identifies Castruccio as a Byronic hero,
alongside Loldore and The Last Man’s Raymond (qtd in Blumberg 84); see also Lokke
e Byronic Castruccio and the androgynously Shelleyan
not only the correlation between

158. Rajan identifies “th
Euthanasia” (“Romance” 88-89). Lokke explo / :
Corinne and Beatrice, but between Corinne and Euthanasia. Blumbe,rg“also associates
Beatrice with the figure of the Romantic poet presented in Coleridge’s “Kubla Khan”
(104).
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her urge to use her genius to good effect and to leave a mark of change upon the world js
also strong. But her acceptance of Godwinian gradualism as well as a Wollstonecraftian
understanding of women'’s role in community transmute Euthanasia into a distinctly
Shelleyan utopian hero, in line with P. B. Shelley’s Prometheus but also culminating in

the heroes of Lodore (Cornelia, Lady Lodore, and Horatio Seville) and Falkner (Elizabeth

Raby, Gerard Neville, and eventually, Rupert Falkner).?

Castruccio represents an ultra-masculine mode, in which strength and conquest
are preferred to trust and peaceful coexistence. His role as warlord is a stereotypically
masculine one, but he chooses it over other, equally viable paths traditionally gendered as
masculine. Though he begins innocent and beautiful, his ill-schooling and the desire for
revenge corrupt him. He seeks absolute political control of his surroundings and
subordinates all other considerations to the shoring up of his own position in Tuscany.
He considers Valperga a threat and has it destroyed because he refuses to trust that
Euthanasia would not betray him. Castruccio rejects the role of farmer, a masculine role
held honorably by Guinigi, and fails at the role of courtier, even in England, away from
the corrupting influences of the feuding Italian factions. These rejected options are
significant because Castruccio’s identity as a man does not determine his career as a

soldier and warlord; his career is not a reflection upon manhood as such, but instead,

26 The “Shelleyan” hero is to a certain extent based by Mary on an idealized
version of P. B. Shelley himself. As Bennett reports, the language Mary used to
describe Euthanasia’s death in her 1823 fiction is very.sumlar to the language she used to
describe P. B. Shelley’s death in her 1839 edition of his poetry (Introduction 58 and

note). »
) Katherine C. Hill-Miller states that Euthanasia “is the first female character in
is utterly competent in worldly terms” and compares her with the

enstein’s Elizabeth Lavenza and Fanny Derham of Lodore. Heroes

nly recognized as a Shelley stand-in in The Last Man) and

the Creature (when viewed as potential heroes brought down by
rk in Frankenstein) also represent variations of Shelley’s

hero and her revision toward a Shelleyan hero.

Shelley’s novels who
1818 version of Frank
such as Adrian (commo:
possibly even Victor and
the tragic complexes at wo
exploration of the Romantic
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He forgot each word he spoke was false. He personated his - sumption of

innocence even to self-deception. . . . He spoke with pride; he felt injured. . . .
He had sinned against his own honour, by affirming, swearing to, a direct
falsehood. . . . His passions, always his masters, acquired fresh strength, from

the long sleep in which love had cradled them. (98-99 [1. 265-66], 100 [1. 270,

271]
The narrator condemns Raymond for deceiving Perdita, but Perdita is also condemned for

her inability to forgive Raymond. Her devotion is understood by the narrator to be
CXcessive: “I own that I did not see her misfortune with the same eyes as Perdita,” says
Vemey ; “At all events methought that the wound could be healed; and, if they remained

together, it would be so” (112 [I. 309]).
Vemey’s perception of the excess of Perdita’s emotions is Shelley’s way of

critiqlling the weaknesses of such overly sentimental characters. The Plague is a

- Mechanism of cruelty, showing the futility of a mother’s worry over her children, who
wil] always be subject to mortality. The fate of Perdita, however, is a direct result of her
OWn total dependence on her husband, and on Raymond’s corresponding inability to
control his own self-centered passions. Perdita’s excessive devotion to Raymond is first

shown as destructive when she awaits the outcome of his bid to become Lord Protector.

Her emotions vacillate wildly between despair at leaving England should Raymond be
defeated, and joy at the thought of consoling him herself:
Perdita had arrived with her child at Dartford, weeping and inconsolable. . .
[She] passed several hours in acute suffering. Sometimes she hung over her

child, tracing her resemblance to the father, and fearful lest in after life she should
display the same passions and uncontrollable impulses, that rendered him
unhappy. . . . She figured to herself their life in the Greek isle . ... her task of

soothing him, her care for the beauteous Clara, her rides in his company, her
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dedication of herself to his consolation. The picture then presented itself to her in
such glowing colours, that she feared the reverse, and a life of magnificence and
power in London; where Raymond would no longer be hers only, nor she the
sole source of happiness to him. (83 [I. 216-17])
Perdita’s devotion to Raymond takes a possessive tumn, as she begins to prefer having
him aJ] to herself. She does not imagine herself as a political helpmeet but fears that
Ra}’mond’s political life will divide them. Although this need not be the case--a marriage
of €quality would be up to the task, and Perdita could develop her own role in public

affairs--she turns out to be right.
Raymond’s arrival is accompanied by a sad example of the inability of the lovers

to Communicate effectively, a portent of their future estrangement:
That he should come to her alone, wetted by the storm, careless of every thing
except speed, what else could it mean, that, vanquished and solitary, they were to
take their way from native England? . . . The knowledge of his success had
become so much a part of himself, that he forgot that it was necessary to impart it
to his companion. She only felt in his embrace a dear assurance that while he
possessed her, he would not despair. . . . He kissed her brow, but the wayward
girl, half sorry at his triumph, agitated by swift change of thought, hid her face in
his bosom and wept. He comforted her; he instilled into her his own hopes and
desires: and soon her countenance beamed with sympathy. (83-84 [I. 218-19])
Raymond is cruel and careless with Perdita’s emotions, making her wait alone for news
Of their fate. Shelley’s dry tone in stating that Raymond “forgot that it was necessary to
impart it to his companion” emphasizes his carelessness and his lack of sympathy with
her hopes or fears. Raymond then “instilled into her his own hopes and desires” so that

Perdita becomes less and less her own person and more a mere reflection of Raymond.

Audrey Fisch also points out that while Raymond’s inability to communicate effectively
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With Perdita does not point to any immediate inability to lead the country, ultimately his
'nability to handle his domestic affairs does lead to his abandoning his post (274).2! Ip

such sceneg Shelley develops her criticism of patriarchal domesticity, showing how mere

Tomantic Jove s unequal to the task of creating utopian domesticity when equality and

~€spect are absent,
Wollstonecraft spends much of her Vindication of the Rights of Woman deplorin g

the way women are educated only to please men. Perdita describes her own character

formation in language Wollstonecraft would have recognized:
“I was a poor, uneducated, unbefriended, mountain girl, raised from nothingness

by him. . . . I devoted my self to him. . . / One only return did he owe me, even

fidelity. I earned that; I deserved it.” (113 [I. 309-11])
He, she thought, can be great and happy without me. Would that I also had a
career! Would that I could freight some bark with all my hopes, energies, and
desires, and launch it forth into the ocean of life--bound for some attainable point,
with ambition or pleasure at the helm! But adverse winds detain me on shore.
(126 [L. 351))
Melior, in quoting these passages, points out that the women characters of The Last Man
exist strictly in relation to male characters, “never self-centered or self-sufficient” (155-6)
Perdita’s character has been developed from childhood as intelligent but wary and
Sensitive; her impoverished upbringing, largely separated from her brother, was more
difficult for her than for him because she was kept more confined due to her gender and

her employment in domestic service. Thus a seemingly unhealthy bent toward

\
20 Bicnl. : , that it is the insularity of England that Shelley
ey ierestingly suggaelslés naatlion run by ambitious men, whose “splendid

brings down b i

o288 y the Plague--an isl g

1solati : : i ty and a dangerously false and chauvinistic
on... is a specious assertion of sba;ﬁit ;onto an exemal and hence “different’ group”

attem tt . .
27 7)%) o displace danger and responsi
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introSPecl:ion was fostered in Perdita, and she did not develop the love of books adopted

by Lione] after Adrian befriended him. Shelley clearly shows how Perdita’s childhood
and education are woefully mismanaged, resulting in her overwhelming identification

With her role as wife,
ntha Webb compellingly argues, Perdita resists Lionel’s attempts to

AsS--
interegt her in scholarship. According to Webb, Perdita’s refusal to be educated by
Lione] “Iarks the limit of that educational process and denies him the authority he needs
t0 succeed in his project. In this way, Mary Shelley calls into question any totalizing
Process or epistemology that offers a ‘panacea’ for individual or social ills, be it
edllcation, ‘civilization,” domesticity, or love” (127). While not entirely taking into
account Perdita’s restrictive background as a domestic servant (while Lionel freely
Toamed the hills), which must in Godwinian fashion have formed her character at least in
Part, Webb’s argument acknowledges Shelley’s sophisticated understanding of the
Standard solutions usually proffered by progressive ideologies. Michael Eberle-Sinatra
quotes Perdita’s response to scholarship; “her own character, which formerly she fancied
that gshe thoroughly understood, became the first in rank among the terrae incognitae, the
Pathless wilds of a country that had no chart” (1234, qtd 104); he goes on to describe
Perdita a5 “a Byronic heroine to whom love is ‘woman’s whole existence’ and this is the
Cause of her death” (104). Neither Webb nor Eberle-Sinatra note that while Lionel finds
(masculine) companionship among the great thinkers of the world, Perdita is unable to
Telate her own self-knowledge to what she finds in books. Perdita’s gendered-ness repels
her from study, and this repulsion creates a vicious circle that genders her further.
Perdita wishes that she had “a career” but she does not see that her complaint is not a
WOHStonecraftjan desire for public utility, but is perilously close to that which led Evadne

to destruction--the use of her powers for “ambition or pleasure.” Finally, Shelley holds

Perdita to a Godwinian standard, demanding that she offer Raymond forgiveness rather
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than Tegarding her relationship to him as utterly destroyed. Eventually, Perdita does
fOrgive Raymond, but not long before both are killed--Raymond, by an explosion during

an ill-advised victory ride through Constantinople, and Perdita, through suicide after she

is taken away from Raymond’s burial place.?

Buth Perdita and Idris suffer greatly from the fear of being separated from their
loved opes, by the Plague or by other circumstances. Idris’s emotional intensity is,
unforcunately, a direct result of Lionel’s own directives, demonstrating that his desire to
keep his Wwife safe (not just for her benefit, but for his own and his children’s) supersedes
her charitaple outreach to others:

Maternal affection had not rendered Idris selfish; at the beginning of our calamity

she had, with thoughtless enthusiasm, devoted herself to the care of the sick and

helpless. I checked her; and she submitted to my rule. . . . she at length agreed
not to go beyond the inclosure of the forest. Indeed, within the walls of the

Castle we had a colony of the unhappy, deserted by their relatives, and in

themselves helpless, sufficient to occupy her time and attention, while ceaseless

anxiety for my welfare and the health of her children, however she strove to curb

or conceal it, absorbed all her thoughts, and undermined the vital principle. (215

[I1. 2434])
Lionel plants the seeds of worry within Idris that ultimately Jead to her wasting death,

though he does not mention this until after he has begun describing Idris as sick with
Worry. Further, he “checks” her community-building impulses, so stifling the dimension
of utopijan domesticity, which depends on openness as opposed to exclusion, indicated

———

22 Perdita i f The Last Man's main characters to commit suicide,
and muyst refx;%fiatﬁeﬂrleeaglglryo(fxll\?f:thilda’s father, who also drowned himself as a result of
overly passionate love. Drowning deaths had a biographICi:J getsogfgce ‘l‘;lth li?sds’m: and
ITational; ’ t twice attempted to drown herself due to

nality for Shelley. Mary Wollstonecraf Harriet Westbrook Shelley,

love affairs ’s first wife
gone bad, and Percy Shelley’s 11rs A '
OWned herself, with rumors that she was pregnant at the time.
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by the Castle’s hospitality to victims of the Plague, though as stated earlier, it is left

unclear how open the Castle really is.
Forgiveness is a central theme to utopian domesticity, for Evadne, Perdita, and

Raymond, but another figure who earns forgiveness is the mother of Adrian and Idris,
known as the ex-Queen. Angry with her husband for leaving the throne, angry with
Lionel becauge he, instead of the ambitious Raymond, marries Idris, the ex-Queen treats
Idris harshly, refuses to meet Lionel, and scomns Adrian for his lack of ambition to regain
the throne for himself. When Idris dies without reconciling with her, the ex-Queen is
Spurred to acknowledge her mistakes to Lionel as they stand by I&ris’s corpse:
- - . She placed her wrinkled hand on my arm, exclaiming with tremulous accents,
“Lionel Verney, my son!” This name, applied at such a moment by my angel’s
mother, instilled into me more respect than I had ever before felt for this
disdainful lady. I bowed my head, and kissed her shrivelled hand. . . .She said,
for excuse, “How did I treat her? Wounding her gentle heart with savage
coldness; I had no compassion on her in past years, does she forgive me now?
Little, little does it boot to talk of repentance and forgiveness to the dead ...” . . ,
The overpowering knowledge, that love and life were the true emperors of our
mortal state; all, as a tide, rose, and filled her soul with stormy and bewildering
confusion. It fell to my lot, to come as the influential power, to allay the fierce
tossing of these tumultuous waves. . . . She turned to me. The hard, inflexible,
persecuting woman, turned with a mild expression of face, and said, “If our

beloved angel sees us now, it will delight her to find that I do you even tardy

justice.” (280-282 [II1.100-106])%
e e
» . . _ but interprets it as making the ex-Queen “suffer
Jane Blumberg cites this scene the :%-of-life conversion of the ex-Queen

for her crime” (125). Blumberg d t

i g does not see _ . .
as signj This i st one instance in The Last Man which belies what
gnificant. This is, however, at lea ity’s inevitable failure to achieve happiness

Blumbefg calls “Shelley’s certainty of humani
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Several influences are at work in this scene. On the biographical level, this scene
undoubtedly represents Mary Shelley’s fantasy of seeing Sir Timothy Shelley, her
dead husband’s inflexible, condemnatory parent, chagrined and repentant. But the
scene is more important to the understanding of the characters and Shelley’s
theory of justice in utopian domesticity. The ex-Queen comes to realize that her
Priorities should not have been focused on worldly ambition all these years, but
on love for her children and fellowship with their families. The ex-Queen had
been so harsh to Idris as to attempt to drug and ship her to Austria, there to be
married against her will. Her acceptance of Lionel is a profound change of heart,
and leads to a measure of happiness for her and for her surviving family, even

though Idris is already dead. Even more important, the scene represents Lione] in
a shining moment as an example of the ShelleyanF.. . 1tic hero. Seeing his

mother-in-law’s true repentance, he puts aside the years of mistreatment he faced
at her hands and even focuses on her resemblance to his beloved wife (281
(II1.104]) rather than holding a justified grudge over the pain she had caused Idris
all these years. Lionel cheers the old woman by reminding her that her son Adrian
and grandson Evelyn are still alive, and, as Euthanasia does for Beatrice, does his
best to create a family circle for her. Although utopian domesticity barely exists in
The Last Man, and is elusive even in Lionel’s blissful marriage due to the lack of
roundness in the character of Idris, the qualities of justice, forgiveness and re-
education required for utopian domesticity do exist here.
As I indicated earlier, some critics interpret Shelley’s tragic narrative and
€Xploration of the weaknesses and strengths of various iterations of the Romantic hero as

her abandonment of the radicalism and/or Romanticism of Percy Shelley. Mary Poovey

et
Or live up to an ideal” (140); though it is 2 small-scale and qualified happiness, it is an

Mportant achievement in terms of justice.
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couches The Last Man unequivocally as Shelley’s “final abandonment of Percy’s
aesthetic ideals” ( 146), arguing that “the disappointment and grief that characterize The
Last Man actually condemn his political and personal optimism” (149) because the fate of
humanity is “a hideous equality before death” rather than “the political equality Percy

dr Lof” (152). As Poovey acknowledges, “like all of her early novels, The Last Man
dramatizes the way that egotism threatens domestic harmony” (149). Poovey is right to
focus on the threat to domestic harmony in the b--". Shelley is careful to show how
Perdita, Raymond and Evadne are destroyed not by the Plague but by their inability to
Establish utopian domesticity. The “hideous equality before death” faced by Lionel and
his friends js understood by him not in political but in personal terms. The deeply
Personal loss of loved ones, especially the hope of being survived by children or other
famﬂy members, seems immeasurably more consequential than leaving behind great
Writings or public works (both of which are specifically found lacking in Vemey’s final
Pages). But this is not necessarily a refutation of Percy Shelley’s “dreams of political
€quality”--political equality is shown to be a necessity even in the last days. In fact, the
use of the Plague for political ends by the False Prophet in Paris is portrayed as the most

mMonstrouys sequence of events in the novel.?* Here, political equality must be taken in
Percy’s terms as the destruction of tyranny, but not as the levelling of class differences,

Which Shelley seems to be at some pains to preserve.
The most glaring example of Shelley’s preservation of class difference is her

Portrayal of servants still assisting their masters to cross the Alps after humanity has

dwindled to a few dozen. At the most basic level of narrative, this portrayal serves her

i i f the irrelevance
2 the episode of the false prophet as proof of t va

Of “the r el?gi%ﬁg’;frilgig:%e(sl 18) agd as a further stab at Godwin, whose early religion
ey’s study of millennium In The Last Man focuses more

had be, i inism. Pal s i
On the ?ilt)ezriaslgl;l rcés(g#a}’llgézrgf millennium than on the political, and does not delve into on
the local utopia of domesticity.
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Purpose of emphasizing the importance of fidelity and the preservation of human ties...

€ven when those ties are based on economic disparities and class differences which
should have become meanin gless.25 Critics who have made connections between

Shelley’s philosophy and Burke’s have identified her preservation of class differences
and her focus on aristocracy as the most conservative elements of Shelley’s utopian
dOmesticity. On the one hand, her preservation of class derives from her Godwinian
Commitment to gradual change through education instead of sudden or violent revolution,
On the other, her focus on aristocracy may derive from the fact of the aristocracy’s
control of material resources in the form of land (if not capital) which enables them to

Provide the necessities of life for their dependents. As Godwin argues in Political Justice,

the fact that property is concentrated in the hands of a few is an evil that could be
2§ on to argue that property

o->

* improved only by an intolerable violence.?® But Godwin

OWners “hold their wealth only as a trust, that they are strictly accountable for every atom
of thejr expenditure, that they are merely administrators, and by no means proprietors in
chief;” he also asserts that it is not enough for them to dispense “clemency and charity”
instead of adopting “a system of justice” (708 [Book VIII, Chap. I, “Preliminary
ObServations”]). Godwin believes that eventually, society will generally acknowledge

25 Pau] Cant d others have noted Shelley’s comfort with valoq"zing an
;ﬁStocratic nlllodeagf(l);f:l}n The Last Man, but as Ca?to; rez%lzeghltﬁs only totthe %xtent
at an arj i the model of a family, Shelley seems to endorse
aristocracy can be conceived 021 ypse of Empire” 203). Cantor states of Shelley’s

its leadershi and f life” (“Apoc . \

Utopian dom%sﬁcjt;:v ﬁ’act) “For S(hellgy, the ultimate human good is to be found in the ,

{*lugnﬂy , Or at least in a small circle of human beings who genuinely care for each other
9).

2% . that “property, with all its inequalities, such as it is ,

SanCtionedCE;thl:ang%?gr:zldizns: ol"p thepgaembegs of any state . . . should be defended”

(717 [Book VIII, “Of Property,” Chap. IL, “Principles of Property”].
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Superfluity to be a crime,?’ resulting in an equalized distribution of property and general

Societal improvement.28 The utopian domesticity portrayed by Shelley in her novels

Comprises a Godwinian project of “general illumination”?--an attempt to convince

Teaders of the desirz* ity of Godwinian simplicity as a component of utopian

dOmesticity.
In her portrayal of the cottage way of life, Shelley demonstrates the value of

simple agrarianism as opposed to the luxury attached to aristocracy--even though her

Characterg (like her audience) are generally members of the middle and upper classes.3°

e

27 Godwin’s utopian ideal, resulting from an equal distz:ibutior} of property,

I€sembles Shelley’s in its agrarian simplicity: “If superfluity were banished, the necessity
be superseded; and the rest,

Or the greater part of the manual industry of mankind would .
y shared among the active and vigorous members of the commmunity,

being amicab]
Would be burthensome to none. Every man would have a frugal, yet whq]esome diet;
oYery man would go forth to that moderate exercise of his corporal functions that would
£1Ve hilarity to the spirits; none would be made torpid with fatigue, but all would have
leisure o cultivate the kindly and philanthropical affections, and let loose his faculties in
€ search of intellectual improvement” (730 [Book VIII, Chap. III, Benefits Attendant
On a System of Equality”]). Godwin does not go into the bases for community
reformation focused on by Shelley.

. 28 Godwin claims that equalized distribution of property would result in more
leisure for the laboring classes: “Half an hour a day employed in manual lal?qur’py every
Member of the community would sufficiently supply the whole Wlf;f’l necessities” (746
[Book VII, Chap. VI, “Objections . . . from Allurements of Sloth”]). Godwin repeats
this claim 2 few pages later (753 [Book VIII, Chap. VII, “Objections . . . from Benefits
? If SLuxm'Y”D, and Percy B. Shelley refers to it in a note to Canto V of Queen Mab

13).

29 Godwin writes that “The motives for a rich ma?a;o live atsh if he wetrlfi a p%o_r one
2re very inferior now to what they would be when a general sympathy upon this subject
d taken place, and a general illumination had diffused itself” (738 [Book VIII, Chap.

ha,
Iv, “Objections . . . from the Frailty of the Human Mind”]).

308 ters of Shelley’s who might be deemed working-class include Old
a ﬁs%lggrf:nir?rco;s Maurice, gr the Fisher’s Cot; Guinigi, warrior turned farmer ip

gama, d mariner in Perkin Warbeck: and
alpergq, han tumed warrior and mariner 2ck; an
anny 3 er}I;IaE;ilT,1 ?glgle;a;gﬁg:ip but scholarly daughter of a deceased clergyman in Lodore.
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Such a tension was for Shelley carried out somewhat in her own life: she had married
Percy Bysshe Shelley, himself a member of the landed aristocracy, who had something
of a blind spot concerning his own biases in favor of his segment of society, as what
Donald H. Reiman terms an “agrarian reactionary.”>! Still, Reiman argues, P. B. Shelley
advocated for reform which would ensu.e the necessities of life for members of a
currently “wretched populace;” his utopian scheme of reform is sketched, for example, in
The Mask of Anarchy (Reiman 12-13). The ideal of the English freeholder, with a
Cottage and a small plot of agricultural land, is at the root of Shelley’s vision of perfected
society throughout her works and is common to the early nineteenth century middle
Classes, as Leonore Davidoff and Catherine Hall have shows. James P. Carson theorizes
as “radical agrarianism” the idea that valorizes “independent peasants, who labor on small
farms thay they either own outright or hold on long and secure leases” (170). This ideal,
as Reiman perceptively notes, is a complicated mixture of nostalgia and utopia (14)--
Teactionary and radical at the same time. A similar tension is reflected in the contrast
between Shelley’s aristocratic characters and the laboring peasants referred to by
Godwin, Authors like Godwin, Wollstonecraft, and the Shelleys tended to resolve this
tension, for good or ill, by aiming their critique at middle and upper class readers, in the
hopes of effecting reform through a beneficial “trickle-down” type of effect. Shelley is
less likely to portray “levelling” as a result of revolution and more likely to show

Characters voluntarily adopting a simpler lifestyle, usually in conjunction with other

elements of utopian domesticity.
The plot of The Last Man, especially the figuration of the Plague as a destructive

force of Nature and Necessity, resonates strongly with Percy Bysshe Shelley’s Laon and

31 After P Shelley’s death in July 1822, Shelley’s portrayal of the necessity
of landowners io 22‘3 justly %ith their dependents may also have been prompted by her
Severe treatment at the hands of Sir Timothy Shelley, who tried to control her actions by
atening to withdraw the maintenance necessary to her and her son, Percy Florence.

222



Cythna, or, the Revolr of the Golden City (1817). In it, the attainment of utopia is

Contrasted with the horrors of tyranny, and the direct result of tyranny is the spread of

P lague. The first canto of Laon and Cythna depicts a battle between the forces of good
and evil for supremacy on earth, and the reader learns that supremacy is held by evil, in
the form of an impressive eagle, which has forced good to be taken for a serpent. In the
Temaining cantos, the visionary of the first canto is told the story of the two heroes,
brother and sister, who try to overthrow the power of the tyrant of the Golden City. They
achieve 3 momentary success, but the people’s fear of the tyrant destroys them. Laon and
Cythna are executed on a pyre by the order of the tyrant and a hideous priest, who
accuses them of spreading the Plague which was clearly a result of the tyrant’s
b100dthirstiness. Laon and Cythna do not experience the agonies of the pyre but instead

are transmuted to paradise, where Laon relates their story to the visionary.
Mary Shelley’s novel invokes Laon and Cythna in several key themes. The contrast

of childhood innocence with the depredations of tyranny and Plague are present in Laon
and Cythna, and the culpability of superstition, masking as religion, in perverting human
Dature in times of stress is also common to both works. The scene of the death feast
ncountered by Lionel, a terrible parody of domesticity, calls up the horrific scene in
Laon ang Cythna in which a mad woman has arranged a pile of moldy loaves as a feast
for a roomful of dead babies:
I returned to the first chamber, wondering what sightless host had spread the material
for my repast, and my repose. I drew a chair to the table, and examined what the
viands were of which I was to partake. In truth it was a death feast! The bread was
blue and mouldy; the cheese lay a heap of dust. 1 did not dare examine the other
dishes; a troop of ants passed in a double line across the table cloth; every utensil
was covered with dust, with cobwebs, and myriads of dead flies. . . Tears rushed

into my eyes; surely this was a wanton display of the power of the destroyer. ... I
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had hoped in the very heart of despair. . . . (351 [II. 315-316]
In Zaon and Cythna, the comparable scene (canto 6, stanzas 46-53) is included to
Hlustrate the horrors of tyranny in deranging the peasantry from their wholesome nature,
But in Shelley’s scene, the empbhasis is on the horror Lionel derives from his imagination,
Which tries to convince him that he is not alone. The death feast is a horrible substitute

for the companionship (companion literally meaning someone with whom to break bread)

for which he longs. Blumberg reads the scene & minder of “the false security the

Comfortable family offers” (133). To the contrary, the scene yields such torture precisely
because the domestic scene would successfully have rendered the comfort the Last Man

S0 desPf>rately seeks.

The key difference between Mary’s story and Percy’s poem is that nothing directly
Causes the Plague, per se, in The Last Man. English society has become a Republic, far
from tyranny, governed by predominantly well-meaning and capable men. After the fall
of Constantinople, the world knows universal peace for the first time. But the Plague
appears anyway, carrying with it the grim and inescapable fate of death. Mellor has
concluded that Shelley uses tl:e Plague to emphasize the ultimate inutility of all ideological
belief systems, Similarly, Jane Blumberg, in an interesting exploration of Burkean
P hﬂosophy , concludes that neither Percy Shelley’s style of radicalism nor Burkean
Conservatism could hope to withstand the calamity of the Plague (134-5; 140-147). I
Would argue, along a slightly different line, that the Plague collapses all belief systems,

bﬁngl'ng them to the same level so that comparisons can be made as to what is really most

important 32 Cye arly, it is the centrality of human relationships that is crucial to human

e ———
) “does indeed contain a series of
2B hn oints out that The Last Man “do .
Critiques , , ﬁ?m?roj:g?s gf reform dear to her father William Godwin and her .
husbang Percy Shelley but there is no relation between these critiques and the train
ceey the devastation of the Plague cancels out the trials of

of events” (264). In other words, -
reform Phils)sopaly offered by the political actions of the charactets.
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Chivalry and Utopian Domesticity in The Fortunes of Perkin Warbeck

In The Fortunes of Perkin Warbeck (1830), Mary Shelley revisits ideas from her
Political novels of the 1820s, Valperga and The Last Man, but expands her exploration of
utopjan domesticity as the ideal social structure by situating it alongside the code of
Chivalry. Utopian domesticity contrasts vividly with the horrors of war and reveals the
hollownegs of the chivalric virtues of honor, ambition and glory. It is not that the code of
chivalry celebrates only bankrupt virtues, but it valorizes hollow ideals (such as military
glory for men, or a stainless reputation for women) that inspire men and women to try to
Protect their fame rather than to further human advancement; Shelley follows Godwin in
her condemnation of this kind of love of fame.! In this novel Shelley portrays Richard,
Duke of York (historically known as Perkin Warbeck, a Dutch pretender to the throne,
but according to Shelley, the uncrowned Richard I'V), as the ideal chivalric hero. Richard
Is a good man and is acknowledged to be the rightful heir to the English throne, but his
Quest is shown as unendurably destructive at both the national and personal levels.
Shelley contrasts political ambition not just with personal happiness, but with the national

Well-being of England, Ireland, Scotland, and parts of Spain and France. The destructive

e S
1 : his reputation, in a similar framework of
dowin showed how the lovel(l)iiszv, asd explains how the love of fame is a

chivalry, destroys Falkland in Caleb Wi |
Mustake in Polz’t?cal Justice: “The love of fame is no doubt a delusion. . . . _\t&i’?uelther the
enefit which is added to the common flock proceed from you or me1s a pi l
Stinction. . . . It js impossible we should want motives, so long as Wg Sfef clearly how
Multitudes and ages may be benefited by our exertions, how causes an of ects are
Connected in an endless chain, so that no honest effort can be lost, but wi operate to
. grave” (748, 749 [Book VII, “Of

i - i igned to the =
£00d, centuries after its author is c:on.s;ﬁ‘g’,r:;g1 O O ls Of Sloth”])

Property,” Cha “Objecti ineati
, p. VI, “Objections . . ding delineating Shelley’s
William D. Brewer gives an excellent close reading
; and Wollstonecraft on her thoughts
and the influence of Godwin than she really is:

©Xploration of chivalry : hi
chivalry, but presents Shelley as more ambivalent about chivalry She nevermey 18

o ithi hivalric system
though showing Richard as a virtuous man within the chtv ystem,

h

Mmonstrates how chivalry functions to pervert men from benevolence to a search for
glory, ambition and personal honor.
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Personal ambitions of the virtuous Richard are pitted against the beneficial peace that has
begun to heal war-torn England, even though the source of that peace is a king portrayed
4 personally cruel and politically merciless, even tyrannical.

Like The Last Man, Perkin Warbeck is a tragedy of attrition, and as such, it
Portrays utopian domesticity as fragile and evasive. Richard’s marriage to Katherine
Gordon js Jess a portrait of utopian domesticity than an idealized pairing of romantic
lovers, In a kind of second chance, Katherine forms a relationship with Richard’s sister
that has more of the hallmarks of utopian domesticity: it is a bond of true, disinterested
fn'endship; it is formed by affinity, not by ties of blood or politics; and it reaches out into
the Community to do good--Katherine hopes her influence will benefit Prince Arthur, the
S0n of her friend Elizabeth of York and her husband, Henry VII.

Another possible site of utopian domesticity centers around Hernan de Faro and
his daughter Monina, who take Richard in and become his devoted supporters. Monina
de F aro, reminiscent of Beatrice especially in her inspirational speech, is passionate but
Vifginal, remaining chastely devoted to Richard until death. Hernan de Faro, her father, is
an intriguing cross-cultural figure. Born a Moor, he is raised by Christian monks in
Andalusia, and marries Madeline Warbeck, a Flemish woman who shelters the fugitive
Prince by offering him the identity of her deceased nephew. Though a mariner, De Faro
bears important resemblances to Guinigi, the utopian farmer of Valperga, and his ship,
the Adaliq, represents rescue, freedom, friendship and even hope itself, a kind of mobile
Utopian domesticity. The loving father/daughter relationship of De Faro and Monina is a

Close partnership that provides a revealing contrast with De Faro’s chivalric allegiance to

Richard,
In Valperga and The Last Man, Shelley explores the contrasts between the

Shelleyan and Byronic Romantic heroes and pursues how such characterizations enact

gender. In Perkin Warbect, Shelley’s exploration of how the Romantic hero is gendered
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is overshadowed by the gendering effects of the code of chivalry. Shelley continues to

Use comparison to drive her characterizations, developing and contrasting Richard’s
Character with those of his allies and enemies, but while Richard incorporates many
Positive featyres of the Shelleyan hero, including mercy, fellow-feeling, and a capacity
for selfless love, his warlike nature and insistence on his right to be king detract from his
Shelle}’an potential.> The loyal Edmund Plantagenet, who tutors Richard in war, and the
Imprisoneqd Warwick, Richard’s cousin, are virtuous adherents of chivalry, not exemplars
of Shelleyan philosophy; Frion, Richard’s secretary, and Robin Clifford, his childhood

friend, are studies in treachery and degradation, yet lack the noble ambitions of the
Byronic hero. Shelley creates an impressive range of women characters in Perkin
Warbeck, though they do not reach the Shelleyan ideal of Valperga’s Euthanasia or the
Byronic Passion of Beatrice or The Last Man’s Evadne. In Richard’s wife, Katherine
Gordon, Shelley creates a woman who embodies domestic perfection-—even to the extent

that she threatens to become a model for the restrictive, traditional domesticity Shelley

8enerally criticizes.* Shelley balances her portrait of Katherine, the ideal wife, with

e ———
. . . . i i alls
2 Lisa Hopkins, in her discussion of characters and their opposites, ¢
§helley’s contrastp of virtuous and degraded figures in Perkin Warb_eck a o
characterological chiaroscuro” (263). Jane Bluml?erg notes how Rlchar’c’l S samt-.h!ce
character shines in comparison to Henry’s corruption, cruelty and greed” (217). Lidia

arbi : “Shakespearean prototypes” (153). Robin Clifford
1N recognizes many cgﬁfﬁz combinaft’fon of light-heartedness and sickness at

Seems especially Shakes ’
heart; he I;I S0 re}s’embles 5;3 duplicitous Orsino from Percy Shelley’s markedly

Shakespearean drama, The Cenci.

' i ' indicate Richard’s flaw: his
3S al trait of the Byronic hero to indicate
ere “gﬁliltftzl}e,: gﬁ?e?i,t);paf we say in pride, or by what more gentle word can we name

]i s 14
a%ee‘ﬁfng of self-elevation and noble purpose, joined to benevolence and sweetness?” (76
(L. 180]).

4 The descriptions of how Katherine consoles Richard after g%mﬁy 2]83563 (274
(1. 15-16]) and considers her destiny as irrevocably tied thhhhxs( 76 [ - 20- _1]%‘ '
invoke ideas of the Victorian “angel in the house,” a \yoman]g ose primary duty in life is
O create for her husband a haven from the hectic public world.
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Monina, the ideal sister, with whom Richard spends his youth and who becomes his
Mmost avid partisan, even though she suffers personally for his political goals. Shelley
demonstrates the high costs of traditional domestic arrangements and how these
arrangements are politically freighted, in the persons of Princess Elizabeth of York, who
becomes wife of Tudor Henry VII, the novel’s arch-villain, and the ruined and repentant
Jane Shore, forgotten mistress of Edward IV, Richard’s father. In Monina, the Yorkist

Partisan Lady Brampton, and Richard’s aunt Margaret, Duchess of Burgundy, Shelley

Continues to portray women’s involvement with political ambition.

The relationship between Katherine and Richard is idealized, but in chivalric
Tather than utopian terms--that is, it represents a system which may be idealized but which
Teaders already understand to be flawed and outmoded rather than a new system which
Offers the potential to reform society.’ Richard and Katherine experience great happiness
in their union, but they do not form an open family which welcomes others or which
SCrves a greater community for good.6 Initially theirs is a marriage of political
CXpedience, consolidating Richard’s power by allying him by blood to the Scottish king,
James Iv, Richard immediately acknowledges Katherine’s great beauty and her many

virtues, jn true chivalric fashion, and treats her with the respect due a lady, as a true

knight should, Though Richard’s love for Katherine is portrayed as ideal in chivalric

——————

5 Lidia Garbin. in her comparison of Perkin Warbeck with Scott’s Ivanhoe, notes
that both nov:1s, ;rb;:ﬁ:ar.lncg;,c“arf set in a remote past and rglate the adventures of a
Young man who is dispossessed of what is his own by right” (154). Garbin also notes
that Richard of York has “a chivalrous and naive nature” and is “the representative of an
Obsolete chivalry” (155). In its idealization of the past and its close connection with the
gente of the romance, chivalry is always already obsolete. Its standards of perfection are
mpossible to attain, making adherence to its code appear either naive or ironic.
«Katherine simply suggests total abandonment of
a love ideal which is personal and restricted

6 As Betty Bennett states,
fficient for him as it would have been for

Richard’s public role, thereby offering him
Tather than general; an ideal which is as insu

Shelley” (367).
233



terms, their marriage is based on political maneuvering, and never seems more passionate
than his earlier attachment to his foster sister Monina.

As in Valperga, Shelley concentrates the reader’s interest not on the title character,
Richard, but on the women of her story. Katherine, then, becomes a central witness as to
the nature of utopian domesticity in Perkin Warbeck. Katherine’s fidelity is her greatest
virtue, both according to the expectations of chivalry and in Shelley’s own estimation.
Katherine is loyal to Richard to the end, comfo: *** 31~ when he is in the stocks and
visiting him in prison (365-7 [IIL. 257-63], 392-4 [III. 331-38]). Unfortunately, this
virtue stifles her pacifist (and domestic) response to Richard’s ambition:

It was strange that a girl of royal birth, bred in a palace, accustomed to a queen-

like sovereignty over her father’s numerous vassals in the Highlands, should aim

at restricting the ambitious York to mere privacy . . . . The Lady Katherine saw a

vain mask in all the commonplace pomp of palaces; she perceived that power

failed most, when its end was good; she saw that in accomplishing its purpose in
the cottage, or in halls of state, felicity resulted from the affections only. It was
being an actor in different scenes, to be a potentate or a peasant; the outward garb
is not the livery of the mind: the refinement of taste, which enables us to gather
pleasure from / simple objects; the warmth of heart which necessitates the exercise
of our affections, but which is content when they are satisfied; these to her mind,
were the only, but they were the complete ingredients of happiness; and it was
rarer to find, and more difficult to retain them, among false-hearted, ambitious

courtiers, and the luxury of palaces, than among simple-minded peasantry, and a

plain natural style of living. There was some romance in this idea; Katherine felt

that there was, and subdued herself . . . (290-1 [II. 59-61])

Accustomed to power, Katherine judges that “f city resulting from the affections” is

superior, whether “in the cottage, or in halls of state.” She further argues that a peasant
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PUrsuit woyq pe a greater good than to continue. But Richard will not be persuaded,
AgUing that he mmust recover his good name, though he will relinquish his claims upon
the throe He promises that once this is accomplished, they will retire peacefully to his
adopted hopme in Andalusia. But this, of course, never comes to pass.

The most stinging rebuke to Richard’s ambition comes when he seeks an ally in
Lorg Surrey, an o1d Yorkist. Surrey acknowledges Richard’s claims,” but rejects
Chivajric Systems of allegjance by refusing to take part in his cause. Both Jane Blumberg
(217-18) and Willjam b, Brewer (198-199) recognize Shelley’s own pacifism in Surrey’s

s
Peech. Clearly evident in Surrey’s defense of his pacifist position are the tropes of

Utop:-~- . . . .
op domestmlty, which he privileges over chivalric power hierarchies and the love of

“h on Ollr”:
“+ - My lord, the Roses contended in a long and sanguinary war, and many

thousand of our countrymen fell in the sad conflict. The executioner’s axe
accomplished what the murderous sword spared, and poor England became a
Wide, wide grave. The green-wood glade, the cultivated fields, noble castles, and
Smiling villages were changed / to churchyard and tomb: want, famine and hate
Tavaged the fated land. My lord, I love not Tudor, but I love my country: and
now that T see plenty and peace reign over this fair isle, even though Lancaster be
their unworthy viceregent, shall I cast forth these friends of man, to bring back
the deadly horrors of unholy civil war? By the God that made me, I cannot! I
have a dear wife and lovely children, sisters, friends, and all the sacred ties of
humanity, that cling round my heart, and feed it with delight; these I might
sacrifice at the call of honour, but the misery I must then endure I will not inflict
on others; I will not people my country with widows and orphans; nor spread the

\
. »s kinswoman, attests to the fact that Richard is
> Duchess of Norfolk, Surrey’s kin hter in a childhood wedding.

Wh 7Th
0 he claims 1o be, as he had married her daug
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Plague of death from the eastern to the western sea.” (195 [II. 146-7])

S
helley cajjs “P tropes and images from her previous political novels, Valperga and The
” leeadly

Lq : .
St Man, to Hlustrate Surrey’s condemnation of war: “want, famine and hate,

ho ’ @ . . s
TTOTS,” and “the Plague of death” are all the fruits of war, in comparison with the

Pastora] image Surrey presents of England. Surrey’s bucolic images of “the green-wood

8lade, the cultivated fields, noble castles, and smiling villages™ are a standard happy

description of England;? his devotion to “a dear wife and lovely children, sisters, friends”

'S 2 similar ly standard chivalric attitude. But when Surrey focuses on the “cultivated

fields» and peoples the pastoral landscape with “friends, and all the sacred ties of

humanity, that cling round my heart, and feed it with delight” he begins to suggest the

foundaﬁons of utopian domesticity that the benevolent Richard, despite the legitimacy of

his chivar .
Chivalric claims, cannot refute.
In 7, Last Man, Shelley creates a similar picture of the survivors’ last winter in

f8land, in whch she connects chivalry and “patriarchal”® simplicity (Last Man 240 [1I.

318197, In both cases, the simple life she pictures is contrasted with horrors—-in The
Last Man, With the Plague, and here, with civil war. In The Last Man, Shelley was
"8 t0 suggest that chivalry, even with s restrictively gendered and hierarchical
SPpects, Tight play a part in such simplicity. But in Perkin Warbeck, she argues that
Chivah-y Can be only destructive to peace. Marguerite, the wife of Godwin’s St. Leon,

Often T®8arded as a tribyte to Mary Wollstonecraft, argues that the simplicity of peasant

life, jf “ombined with refinement of taste and intellectual study, is superior to luxury and
\
: i ’ “The Homes of
) See for ex imilar language in Felicia Hemans's poem, I
England,» pub lishegr?xfllgei{gfd?;f W%,m%n (1828), and discussed in Chapter Eight.

* not so much to Qescn'be a
blance to the social structures of early

iopar Shell “natriarchal’
hierarop: o CHEY seems to use the term “p ]
Chical socja] to indicate its resemblance to the social ,
l_f;lutlllllan history, G, OsCitr\:/li(;]a:]r:ésbtlge term “patriarchal simplicity with similar connotations
© Speech of Marguerite quoted below.
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Chivahy:

“Let us at length dismiss artificial tastes . . . Here we are surrounded with sources
of happiness, Here we may live in true patriarchal simplicity. What is chivalry,
What are military prowess and glory? Believe me, they are the passions of a mind

d“v‘Praved, that with ambitious refinement seeks to be wise beyond the dictates of

Sentiment or reason! . . The splendour in which we lately lived has its basis in

OPpression; and , . . the superfluities of the rich are a boon extorted from the
hunger ang misery of the poor! ... How cumbrous is magnificence! The
Moderate man is the only free. . .. I put in my claim for refinements and luxuries,
but they are the refinements and purifying of intellect, and the luxuries of

#ncostly, simple taste. . . . There is no character more admirable than the patriot-

Yeoman, who unites with the utmost simplicity of garb and manners an

Understanding fraught with information and sentiment and a heart burning with
the love of mankind.” (85-87)10

Marguen'te argues against military prowess, glory and ambition, and for the cultivation of
knoWledge in an environment conducive to a simple existence. In this passage, Godwin
Seeks to €ncapsulate the positive aspects of domesticity he felt were re vealed to him by
Mary Wollstonecraft; and this lesson is well-learned by Mary Shelley, as exemplified in
SuTey’s speech,

Even the dowager queen, Elizabeth Woodville, Richard’s mother, who tutors him
With her final instructions to seek the throne of England, yearns for the kind of simplicity
advocated by Marguerite: “Ah! were I a cottager . . . I should collect my young ones
“oung e, and forget sorrow. I should toil for them, and they would leam to toil for

\_

10 Breyy i s speech in his discussion of Shelley’s attitude
;rogv o Chiv °Bii?‘ﬁi 1?;32‘;’ nthg: It\lduasr;ﬁzﬁte, though condemning chlv:ilg%, gggfﬁts
M the r espectful attitude toward women that it engenders in St. Leon (199-200).
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e. How Sweet the food my industry procured for them, how hallowed that which their
Maturer strep 8th would bestow on me. I am the mother of princes. Vain boast!” (46 [I.
102)). Woodville’s speech reveals the most basic structure of utopian domesticity--the
bonds of love that unite individuals in selfless, shared labor--but in this instance, perhaps
due 1o her deeply entangled political past, her labor is less selfless than Shelley’s ideal,
and she describeg more of a reciprocal, almost contractual, agreement. It is this sort of
tutelage that ensnareg Richard, through the chivalric bonds of honor and respect, to
Making pjg claims for the throne, even though the majority of the “friends” whose wishes

for Yorkist king he attempts to fulfill, are killed as a result. After his disastrous alliance

With the Scggg - hard realizes the mistakes of his upbringing: “Oh, my mother, my too

king friengs, Why did ye not conceal me from myself? Teaching me lessons of
hurnbleness, Tearing me as a peasant, consigning me to a cloister, my injuries would have

died witn ne; and the good, the brave, the innocent, who have perished for me, or

trough e, had been spared” (258 [11. 316)).
Richard’s answer to Surrey, perhaps his most damning moment, exhibits the

Worst Principles of chivalry:
“By my fay!” he cried, “thou wouldst teach me to turn spinster, my lord: but oh,
Cousin Howard! did you know what it is to be an exiled man, dependant / on the
bounty of others; though your patrimony were but a shepherd’s hut on a wild

Namelegg common, you would think it well done to waste life to dispossess the

usurper of your right.” (195-6 [II. 147-8])
10 his answer, Richard insists that his “right” would even justify “wast[ing] life”~-he
0€s not SPecify whether he means others’ or his own. His “right” would justify such a
Waste ot only in the case of the ruling of a kingdom, but even if his inheritance were
Merely «q shepherd’s hut on a wild nameless common”--an echo of the savage state of

lone] Vemey who lived as a shepherd and rogue before his restoration to civilization by
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Adrian, Richard also unconsciously refutes the benefits of the common--he must control
fis pr OPerty solely, not share it with others in community. Even his oath, a degradation
of “by my faith,” is inferior to Lord Surrey’s heartfelt “by the God that made me.”
Fiﬂally » he implieg that to be a spinster or a dependant--that i, to slip from the masculine
Positiop demanded of him by the rigidly gendered chivalric system--would be unbearably
degradjng, Throughout the novel, Richard blindly refuses to accept his lack of real
POWer, and wastes life in repeated futile attempts to seize the throne. His horror of his
oW “feminized» position prevents him from acknowledging the truth to himself, thus
Pelpetuau'ng his ambitioys schemes. Shelley usually portrays cross-gender characteristics
as req] Strengths in her characters (for example, the mothering tendencies of Adrian or
Gerarg Neville); such a refusal to contemplate his slip from a traditionally masculine

Sender position may be Richard’s greatest weakness.
After his Scottish allies lay waste to several English villages near the border,

Richard begins to repent of his designs on the throne.
It ranks among the most painful of our young feelings, to find that we are justly
accused of acting wrong. Our motives - we believed them disinterested or
justifiable, | , | Richard would have stood erect and challenged the world to
accuse him - God and his right, was his defence. His right! Oh, narrow and
Selfish was that sentiment that could see, in any right appertaining to one man the
€Xcuse for the misery of thousands. . . . His track was marked by ruin: the words
of Lord Surrey / were fulfilled. (252 [II. 299-300))

Richard’s idea of right here is painfully destroyed, as Shelley vividly bears out her

husband’s interpretation of the ramifications of the English Revolution in A Philosophical

Viey, of Reform: « ‘A man has no right to be a King or a Lord or a Bishop but so long as it

is for the benefit of the People” (968). Richard’s progress across the border is conflated

With the Progress of War jtself--it even becomes unclear whether the pronoun “his” refers
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0 War or ¢ Richarg,

In a scepe Immediately following, the Monk who reared Richard’s cousin,
Edmyp,

dp lantagenet, is found in a church in one of the ruined villages, and in an echo of

Evadne-
T€'s curse upon Raymond in The Last Man, curses Perkin Warbeck as a destroyer
* Englang; “the i

. -Nurtured Perkin, to whom God in his wrath has given such a show of
Hght. . Gog of my country, oh curse, curse him and his cause” (253 [1L. 303]). This
Curse “uttered by the murdered man was even then breathed before God, and accepted”
(253 [, 303 D). In these passages Shelley radically destabilizes the idea of God by
deploying it with multiple meanings. Richard’s concept of God is deeply embedded in the
code of chivalry, which ensures him that his right to the throne is God-given; Richard
5€es God in terms of his own justification. Lord Surrey, on the other hand, sees God as a
“Teator, o Whom he owes responsible stewardship of his subjects; this God supports a
Peacefy), Utopian England, but also allows tyranny to remain unchecked upon the throne.
The Monk, ironically, has the most negative vision of a wrathful God of curses; a
Orkist, he had killed his own twin brother in civil war and become a monk to expiate
this Crime. Hjg religion, then, is one of penance but also of partisan scheming. Later,
though Tepentant, Richard stil] perceives God as part of the chivalric code that demands
his Tight: Prince may not palter with the holy seal God affixes to him” (258 [II. 317]).
This Multiple deployment of the idea of God shows how Shelley refuses to align herself
With the conservative notion of an ultimate, supposedly divine arbiter of right and wrong,
Ad s o Subtle sign of her prevailing alliance with radicalism.

Katherine’s friendship with Richard’s sister, Elizabeth of York, is a second

ch . . -
ance for her to develop utopian domesticity. 1 Tndeed, it is her practice at providing

\

. A , « . ins these wo

0 an a]i:n 1 M. Frank Wake recognizes that “female community sustain men
perc . » 1M
(“S evaS Ka

> : : is political.” Wake also
personal environment in which their only role is po :

a therine’s lov! for Elizabeth, but submerges this motive nealéh c:tger gg a(ljs
ve face, remain in Henry’s court without shame, and, importantly, protect her dea
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Another Point of similarity between the friendship of Euthanasia and Beatrice in
Valper, 84, and that of Katherine and Elizabeth, is Elizabeth’s bitterness at having lost her
tTue love, the Earl of Warwick, and having spent years married to the cold and cruel King
Hem}’- Elizabeth, echoes Beatrice’s Paterin heresy when she says,

“God has delivered the innocent into the hands of the cruel; the cruel to whom

MeTCy is as unknown, as, methinks, it is even to the awful Power who rules our

Miserable lives. . . . It is a bad world . . . ] am not pure, not innocent; much you

Mistake me . | . Wicked, impious thoughts harbour in my heart, and pollute my

Soul.. . Sometimes I hate my beautiful children because they are [Henry’s];

SOmetimes in the dark hour of night, I renounce my nuptial vow, and lend ready,

Willing ear to fiendish whisperings which borrow [Warwick’s] voice. . . ” (387

[1I1. 316])
Elizabert has the advantage over Beatrice that her mind has not been destabilized by

“UPerstition, but the disadvantage that she is linked for life to a cruel husband who has
POWer over her and her children. But Katherine has the power to console her. By
conver Sing and finding fellowship with Katherine, Elizabeth’s bitterness is poured out:
Tt was 3 if she emptied a silver chalice of its gall, to be refilled by Katherine with

heaven]y dew” (346 [205]). Although Elizabeth’s bitterness recurs, and her predictions

of Henry’s refusal to be merciful are accurate--Warwick and Richard are indeed put to

death"Kathen'ne refuses to desert her, and still hopes that some good may come of her

Presence i the Tudor court.
Before Richard’s execution, Katherine and Elizabeth visit Richard in jail, and

Eﬁzabeth asks Richard to grant her Katherine’s company as his last boon:
“Years of peace, almost of happiness, in exchange for a life of bitter loneliness

and suffering. You, my dearest Lord, know the celestial goodness of that fair

. : 1 "
White Rose; in adversity and peril you have knownit; - amidst the cold deceits
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of a court, She has vowed never to return to her native land, to bear a questioned
flame among her peers; or perhaps to be forced by her father to change it for one

abhorred, Though she must hate me as the wife of her injurer, yet where can she

better be than with your sister?. .. On my knees do I implore you to bid her not

to leave me, 4 dead-alive, a miserable, bereft creature, such as I was ere I knew
her love.” (393-4 [111. 335])
With this Speech, Elizabeth rewrites the tragedy of Beatrice. Instead of repining over the
Wreck of r, Omantic love, Elizabeth relies upon female friendship. Katherine does not
"eSPond in worgs to Elizabeth’s request, but gives her hand, as in token of marriage;
Elizabeth Tesponds, “you are mine forever” (394 [III. 336]). Despite Euthanasia’s loving
fﬁendshfp, Beatrice suffers insanity and death, unable to recover from the many betrayals
 A0d abuseg she has suffered. Elizabeth, however, survives. Shelley notes that “The King
Underrateq the talents of Elizabeth. This hapless woman had perceived that contention
Was Useless: she therefore conceded every thing without a struggle. Her energies, spent
Upop €ndurance, made her real strength of mind seem tameness; but Katherine read with
Cleare, €yes” (346 [II1.207]). Elizabeth gains a friend in Katherine of far greater worth
than husbang o lover: Elizabeth notes than even her true love, Warwick, would expect to
fing Someone she no longer resembles, while Katherine recognizes her strengths and
Consoleg her for her weaknesses. Furthermore, Elizabeth grants Katherine a boon of her
oW In begging Katherine from Richard, Elizabeth provides her with a home and

emoyeg her from the masculine exchange economy--she will not be given by her father

0 a ney, man 12
The relationship of Katherine and Elizabeth within the code of chivalry embodies

a . . -
“Ontradiction that Elizabeth has to negotiate: as sisters-in-law the customs of chivalry

er to return to Scotland, where she would put

12 :
Katherine has already vowed nev o b tored away to another” (303 (TIL. 911).

herseje ;
€lf into her “ambitious father’s hands, to

244



©Stablish them ag kin, giving them the right to associate, but they should be regarded as
Cnemieg according to those same customs because Elizabeth’s husband is the mortal
enemy of Katherine’s. The code of chivalry breaks down, and Elizabeth formulates a new
bond, the terms of which chivalry does not dictate, based on the older (patriarchal) mode]
of Marriage. But this 5 new, re-envisioned marriage predicated on the bond of woman-to-
Woman friendship, a freely chosen bond of affinity which overturns chivalry to establish

“opian domesticity,
Once Elizabeth and Katherine are joined, Shelley significantly revises history to

imply Htopian possibilities, some that in reality never occurred. ™ The friendship enjoyed
bY the two Women crucially expands to effect good for the larger community in which
ey live--the nations of England and Scotland as well (through the union in 1503 of
Eﬁzabeth’s daughter Margaret with Katherine’s cousin James IV as noted below). The
istoricay Katherine Gordon remarried three times after her first marriage to Perkin
Warbeck’ but this Katherine will not--she belongs to Elizabeth “forever.” Katherine
eXplains in the fing) chapter that she feels her nature to be divided between grieving for

€r lost husband, and continuing to do good while she lives. She states that, though it
Might be Perceived as a weakness, or as merely due to her “woman’s education,”
sympathy with others is the most sacred human duty: “Call it love, charity or sympathy, it
1 the be, the angelic portion of us. . . . The more entirely we mingle our emotions with
those of Others, making our well or ill being depend on theirs, the more completely do we
Cast away selfishness, and approach the perfection of our nature” (398 [IIL. 348]).
Katherine remains with Elizabeth and sympathizing with her, becomes  kind of co-

Parent;

\ .
ide 1 Utopian feminist writers often use the rea_lm of sqien_ce g%grfgﬁ?g 1:;3 their
knoas’ and in SF this type of divergence from historical reality 18 €

WD as “alternate universe” fiction.
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fepeatedy offers refuge to Richard, in order to “atone” for her affair with Richard’s
father. ane’s hovel on the Shore of the Thames seems to appear almost magically when
Richarg twice seeks refuge after escaping from the Tower (190-192, 352-59). Although
e has deeply internalized her sense of wrong-doing, these intervals are most
Significan; because Monina and Lady Brampton offer no accusation to her for her offense
A8ainst Richarg’s mother, a form of forgiveness Jane craves.

Jane’s hove js also significant as an ironic comment on the ideal of the English
Cottage..hers is the only English hospitality Richard can rely upon. It acts both as a site of
Hopian domesticity--a place where Richard’s adoptive “family” of supporters, mostly
Women, cap meet in order to plan and carry out the ideas which they believe are best for

England"and a mockery of the very concept: because Richard has no real support in
Eﬂgland, the schemes of his supporters to place him on the throne threaten to upset the
Stability ang Peace of England to no good effect. Utopian domesticity is represented here
S an achievapje ideal--it would be possible for Richard to devote his talents to social
£00d, were he to renounce his ambitions and rely on his friends for support outside the
Country, But the bonds uniting his friends are politically motivated and tenuous--they
Tely on the Very misplaced hopes that fashion Richard as an ineffectual figure--corrupting
the utopiay Scene in its very heart.
Monina de Farg js by far Richard’s most active supporter. Devoted to Richard’s
Cause, she is willing to sacrifice her own deeper feelings for him in order that he may wed
Kathen'ne to advance his political hopes. Monina travels, arranges meetings, and
Constanﬂy hazards her own safety for Richard, throwing into question the gendered
“SSumptions of chivalry regarding women'’s need for protection. Like Lady Brampton,
She takeg political agency into her own hands, but this serves only to encourage Richard’s
mbitiop,

R ’ H u t
The character of Monina exists not just to act as Richard’s partisan, but to reveal
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the differences between Richard and Clifford. Clifford resembles Castruccio in his false

Altempts to win the innocent maiden: 6 “What such men as Clifford feel is not love: he

had no real friendship for the innocent girl. ... she spoke ... of his duties to God and
Tnap, violated byt not irretrievably, and with soft persuasion entreated him to spare those
Whose Jiyeg hung upon his vord” (169 [1I. 76]). Monina resembles Beatrice in her

Cthusiagtic Speech: “let me be a voice only,” she says to Clifford as he attempts to woo

her with the semblance of courtly love.!” Monina’s resemblance to a prophetic oracle

Makes Clifforg painfully aware of her spiritual truthfulness, causing him to feel the

Oracular effeq s himself: “The melodious voice of Monina, attuned by the divine impulses
Of her Spirit, as the harp of the winds by celestial breezes, raised a commotion in his
Ming, Such as a prophetess of Delphi felt, when the oracular vapour rose up to fill her

~ With Sacred fury” (151 {II. 26]). Although Monina is gentle, the corrupted Clifford feels
Attered by her virtue, which is at Jeast part of the goad that continues to drive him in his

OWnWard spiral. The sacred fury of the oracle should remind Shelley’s readers not only

of Beatn'ce, but also of the Sybilline frame of The Last Man, as well as Evadne’s

associations wig, the oracular when she prophesies the Plague.

It is key to Shelley’s political system that Monina offers Clifford forgiveness and

4 Change ¢, repent, but instead he attempts to carry her away by force. After this, she

. 18 Clifford also resembles the corrupt priest Orsino ‘E’Eier:ﬁ ngﬁz pi)g égy > The
et CSpecially in his attempt to leave his identity behind: “Like ok confosson and
Pemons, he had'no idea of purging himself from the foul stain by o 80 whete hieng.

trefo-rmaﬁom his project was to begin a new career in a new country: to g
18hed reputation was unknown” (198 [II. 155).

i ’ c ad ances: “Monina
dIeW baC na ICSpOHdS gen y V

é : d conspirator for a cause, whose
, TE ‘I am the partizan, the vowe .
Adherepyg wdﬁlﬁnfx:e%e/ngﬁ’t}fmagzi-brogd bridge spanning an un;athtggn?g:&ggltg llladiesIof
Peseect YU, as you are a gentleman, reserve your fair SPC?Ch?f)r(;'%ur use through a
YOur natjye land. I will be a beacon-light to guide you, ac ueI am; let me be a voice
only 52 Jandmark to point your way; meanwhile forget me as I am;
"y (142 111, 4.5])
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Tefers to him a “unworthy man” (169 [II. 77]) and “that bad man”: when Clifford
Altempts ¢o blackmail the conspirators into giving him both gold and Monina, she
answers’
“My father wij] make my ransom good. . . . Answer that bad man . . . thus:
Monina will wed death, rather than crime and treason. . . . It were enough to
drive a poor girl to eternal vows and a convent, to dream that such words are
SPoken of her, and if T do not take that refuge, it is because I will not desert my
dear, fond, bereaved father.” (199 [11. 157-8])
Under the code of chivalry, Monina must be protected by some man or another and relies
Upon her father; Clifford mocks this system of protection by using it falsely. Although
Richard hateg Clifford for his insults to Monina, he is not her protector. Because of
~ Politics g0 can be no more to Richard than his partisan. Monina attempts to equalize the
benefit she Teceives from her father’s protection, creating a partnership with him and
reafﬁrrning their bond of love by providing him with her companionship; of course, the
only other choice chivalry offers her s the decidedly less attractive “refuge” of “eternal
YOWs and 4 convent” or even death.

In the love between Richard and Monina, Shelley recapitulates the Romantic
fascination with sibling love, but this love is quelled because of politics: “They had lived
like Dear relations from their childhood; that were sufficient to raise the flame that shed so
bright 4 light over her soul: that he was a prince, and she the daughter of a Spanish
man'ner, forbade their union” (145 [II. 13]). Under the code of chivalry, Richard is
Preiseworthy for overcoming his love for Monina and subduing it to his political goals.

Though she assents 1o this, Monina is nevertheless shown to suffer;“living like near
Telationg» ; S a stronger argument for love, in Shelley’s eyes, than politics are against it
Becayge of her unrequitable love for Richard within the chivalric code, Monina is a

PerpetuaJ maiden, and her self-image denies physicality, even to the point of prophesying
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Ber owy death if Richard should die. In her oracular speech and her passionate love for
Richarg, Monina resembles the Byronic heroes Beatrice and Evadne, and in her suffering
and prophesies of her own death she resembles Mathilda in the role of improvisatrice, But
Unlike these characters, Monina submits her love to the controls of reason and is not
8iven OVver to madness, Monina’s death is indirectly reported and left in a degree of
doub; this chance for her survival is perhaps because she has never suffered outright
abandonment Or betrayal by her beloved. To this extent, Shelley allows, chivalry

$ . .
fuctures Soclety sufficiently to allow a passionate attachment that does not end in the

w e )
oman’s Victimization and complete destruction.
The love between Monina and Richard, though based on a sibling-like bond, is

gjadngl)’ One-sided and susceptible to defeat by mere ceremony, while the love of her
father offers a measure of partnership. Although Monina travels alone all over Europe,
caving herself into and out of perilous clandestine plots, De Faro recognizes that his
Yaughter is “unprotected” and fears to leave her behind in Scotland when he attempts to
VOyage wegt (207 [11. 178]). Monina would prefer to remain with Richard, but convinces
hersejs that she might find happiness journeying with her father. Focusing on her service
to her father in giving him “delight,” Monina promises herself the rewards of his joy:
“Ishall give delight to my dear father by accompanying him over the untrod
Watery deserts . . . . The name of De Faro will be added to the list of those who
bestow a new creation of supernal beauty on our out-wom world. He will call me
the partner of hjs glory: and, though that be a vain word, his dark eyes will flash
With joy. My dear, dear father! Should the Prince succeed and ascend his rightful
throne, more impassable than that wide sea would be the gulph which ceremony

Would place between us.” (207 [II. 180])
" Contragt to the condiﬁdnal and unreliable nature of Monina’s relationship with Richard,

the Ianguage linking De Faro and his daughter repeatedly denies the possibility of
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desertion, 18 While chivalry generally accords power to the man, who protects the

*oman, ang De Faro certainly makes his love for Monina concrete by daring rescues in
addition to caring attention, Monina also figures herself in a position of power in their
relat’.‘mShip by asserting her own volition in accompanying her father for his benefit.
Hernan de Faro resembles the warior farmer Guinigi in his enlightened love of
Peace and pig devotion to a simple, hard-working way of life. De Faro, a Moor reared by
Christian monks, has a horror of civil war and refuses to fight: “more humanity than
elonged ¢, that age, warmed his heart. He remembered that he was a Moor: whenever he
Saw g Moslem Prisoner in chains, or a cavalgada of hapless women driven from their
fative towng to slavery, the blood in his veins moved with instinctive horror” (88 [I.
209)), The De Farog’ home, Alcala-la-Real, is a mountain stronghold in Andalusia
depicted by Shelley as a natural paradise and something of a haven from the fighting
betweep, Christians and Moors in Spain. Alcala-la-Real remains a possible site of utopian
Telreat in Richard’s eyes, but jts utopian potential is undercut by the training in war
Richard receives in Andalusia, under the tutelage of his cousin Edmund Plantagenet, and
Y the death of Madeline de Faro who is killed when fighting suddenly intrudes there.
Unfonunately, De Faro is convinced to swear a chivalric oath of allegiance to
Richarg, taking up his sword in Richard’s defence (82 [L. 195]). In his bloodiest moment
De Faro appears at Richard’s side in the attack on the Irish city of Waterford:
A blow was struck at Richard which felled him; he lay stetched at De Faro’s feet.
Ere it coyld be repeated, the head of the assailant was cleft by a Moorish scymitar.
With furious strength, De Faro then hurled his weapon among the soldiers; the

i insensible form of Richard with
Unexpected act made them recoil; he lifted up the / insensible fo

\

¢ ilt not desert me; we will leave
18 After his wife is killed, De Faro states, Th‘;g t%ly father on the less barbarous

thig fated o wi
» SPot: and thou, Monina, will sail for ever
Sea” (95 (1. 229)),
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the power of an elephant; he cast him into the near waves, and leapt in after. . .
He reached the Adalid . . . his own men raised Richard revived, now, but feeble,
to her worn deck; and he [De Faro] on board her well-known planks, felt superior
to every Sovereign in the world. (286 [IIL. 47-8])
Despite e bloody nature of the passage, De Faro’s primary function here is to rescue
Richarg, and De Faro comes to represent retreat from war even as he is understood to be
an awesome, irresistible warrior, Using his large size, power, and uncanny swiftness, De
%10 makes three important rescues striking in their similarity. First, De Faro saves
Monin, from Clifford as he attempts to kidnap her, and second, he rescues Richard from
the defendi“g forces at Waterford. The third time, attempting to save both Monina and
Richarg from Clifford’s treachery, De Faro successfully rescues Monina but not Richard.
These *ePeated rescues emphasize that Monina and Richard occupy a similar, protected
Positiop Within the codes of chi valry--the very position of dependancy Richard
expostulates against so vehemently in his response to Surrey. In the end, De Faro’s real
Ove for his daughter outweighs his chivalric oath to Richard. The oath itself has
ironjcaﬂy Overshadowed the fact that De Faro is actually Richard’s foster-father--a

Chivajre bond undercutting and weakening the utopian potential of a bond created in
Sy mpathy. 19

De Faro’s ship, the Adalid, represents a nearly ever-present option of retreat,
‘Shlighting Richard’s stubborn insistence upon striving for his goal and his strange
oPtimism that success is somehow near. De Faro and the Adalid appear time after time to

Save Richard, to bear him or his supporters away. The Adalid appears as a beacon of

Salety ‘I have ever found best safety on the wide ocean sea” states De Faro (289 [III.

\

i de necessary by his
idenyj " The De Faros’ harboring of Richard was of course ma

- line Warbeck de Faro’s
ty as the _for Prince, but was made possible by Made
sympathy o sought-for Prince, bu

. I the homeless and hunted boy, who reminded her of her deceased nephew
Ose 1dentity he assumed.
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56])-. -
D though it js Sometimes fleeting and evasive.?’ The sea has always before in

Sh ,
elley’s Novels been linked, if not with outright death, then with troubled uncertainty,?!

u
the Very dangers Shelley associates with the sea emphasize the peace and
c S
Ompanlonslup offered by the Adalid in contrast to Richard’s constant warmaking. De
ar0 Createg 5 Utopian respite in the Adalid that is always threatened by the hostile

element’ Yet always survives. The Adalid offers safety and comraderie, but is most often

Si . -
Tply an ©Scape route. This is not to suggest that the utopian domesticity represented by

the Adaljg is “escapist”--to the contr , the ship represents an “out” for Richard, offering

hi .
M an alterative 1o war that he persistently misuses.
The fate of De Faro and Monina is uncertain. Though Monina decides to trave]

"ith De Fr O, they return to England because she falls ill. Their final departure takes
\

ichael When Katheri its news of Richard’s Cornish campaign on Saint
g{:f hael ,oount, Mtgnglr;eailv;’\%tss o: “tshg safety-laden Adalid to bear her to the shores of
unfogundy " (333 [1I. 172)), or to Beaulieu, where Richard lies in sapctqagi( but
by Hrtuna,tely 2 sudden wind drives the caravel out to sea and Katherine a}S : tlfn Xg:lqger
Whey Y S men. Katherine openly states the safety and utopian potential of the Adali

emggri?mpar ed to the doomed Cornish campaign upon which Richard is about to

“The narrow 4 der caravel were, methinks, a kindlier home [than
nglandj: mayevitsg%fg;? Znﬁrpmsper; but, if we fail, my Lord will pardon / me, if
I'welcome the day when I embark again on the Adalid; to find, wherZ,thzeg\g'lde
;Srgllpro%s false, safety and happiness on the free waves of ocean.” (295 [1I1.
Even Richs D : images most firml
. chard fina) i : “The Adalid and safety are imag y
u : y gets the picture: NG § :
“glfed M my mind:” he begs Monina to find Katherine if he fails and allow the Adalid to

® her home ang refuge” (304 [II1. 94-5]).

21 Victor Fran in perishes aboard ship, and. the Creature vanishes in

his 1088 and distance Ixcr? Itllslfee Xlrgﬁc Ocean, promising to immolate _h:glz.self on : t%};rz on

S 1ce floe, while Walton is met with mutiny and disappointment in ﬁ;‘;fl £in the sea

X1 Sea passage. Mathilda’s father commits suicide by drowning h ocalin the sea

ast ro1asia is exiled to an island but drowned in a storm en route. bllc'm'on ormey loses h
for o O Companions to a sudden storm, and then disappears 1nto O lwunrefonngd P
Bor 2 Sea voyaoe, Lord Lodore, though not threatened by the seaﬁ ar; unreformed
Wgeo:.}lc figure whose passiona’te nature is reflected by h;mg:ckfi’m pft,gchis fatal duel,
Falkn allin the Lake District; Niagara Falls figures as 2

er loses hjs beloved Alithea to the tides.
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Place after they fail to make good Richard’s final escape attempt, and the only further

1'nformation We learn about their fate afterwards is based on hearsay. Indeed, Shelley
TePOIts the fate of the De Faros twice, once before Richard’s death and once some time
ater. Shelley shrouds the circumstances of Monina’s death in mystery and casts some
doupt Upon its occurrence. Katherine is told by Edmund Plantagenet that a sailor told him

that he Was “shown an humble tomb, half-defaced; her dear sacred name is carv * upon

't and hajf the date, the 14-- . . . She could not have / survived our Prince many months;
prObably she died before him, nor ever knew the worst pang of all, the ignominy linked
With hig beloved memory” (397 [II1. 344-5]). The fact that the year has not been filled in
Ca5ts a great deal of doubt on the reality of Monina’s death. Monina has certainly suffered
because of her enforced separation from Richard and avowedly longs for death (374 [III.
282D), but Edmund is perhaps too quick to believe the report of Monina’s death, because
of his Complete subscription to the code of chivalry. For him, Monina’s existence must
*Urely come ¢ a close along with that of her Prince, her foster brother, whom she loved.
But a4 Lisa Hopkins reports (271), the tomb of the historical Katherine Gordon was built
in Swansea even though she was never buried there; and Shelley herself had experienced
® Mystery of graves when she had attempted to have her husband’s ashes interred with
the remajng of her son William in Rome, and those remains could not be found.
De Faro is “almost forgotten” but is reported to have “sailed for the Westem
Indies, and was never heard of more” (397 [I1L. 344]). His search for the West Indies
Parajjeq the desire of the Creature to create a utopia in South America, and the description
Of the islands jg distinctly paradisical, in contrast with the strife in England: “What more
hag the Moorish mariner and his daughter to do with this miserable, guilty island? [De
Faco] ; esolve[s] finally to quit the eastern world for the golden islands of the west” (374
i 271]). De Farg’s desire to explore is in accord with his original claim to fame, as an

“Plorer iy Diaz: “De Faro’s whole soul was set upon becoming one of those immortal
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Ploneers who opened new paths across the unexplored West” (207 [II. 178]). De Faro’s
association wigh colonialism casts a shadow of suspicion over his character, as does his
daughters interpretation of his voyages with the desire for glory. Monina attempts to
TeCuperate e Faro’s mission by linking it with missionary zeal, to spread her religion

and to “soften, as best I may, the cruel Spaniard, and save the devoted people from their

barbarity” (374 [11. 272)).2 B y referring to the colonizers as “the cruel Spaniard”
Monina Unwittingly associates them in the reader’s mind with her father. Metaphorically,
helley Connects De Faro with the elephant, as though she wanted to link him with this
Powerfy] Natural inhabitant of the India he sought. As both Moor and Spaniard, fierce
Wartior ang tender parent, colonizer and mute (animal) native laborer, De Faro is a bundle

of “Ontradictions, and one of Shelley’s most fascinating characters—-certainly the most
Colorfu] of pe; characters to embrace many (though not all) of the tenets of utopian

domesticity,
In Periin Warbeck, Shelley presents her most nuanced response to the challenge

Posed by tyranny to those advocating gradual reform. Shelley agrees that Richard’s

Struggle for the throne is technically legitimate, but she uses her narrative to convey the

mess,age that even Je gitimate claims to power may corrupt. She complicates her novel by

Portraying Henry VII, Richard’s rival, as cold and cruel--more so tk.. historical records
SUpport, Iy Pitting Richard against Henry VII, Shelley pits an apparently virtuous hero
against 5 apparently vicious tyrant. But Henry’s policies, though vicious, do not create
the havock and turmoil around the country that Richard’s do. Shelley might seem to argue

that Peace is worth any cost, even the endurance of tyranny. But as Percy Bysshe Shelley

Wrote in A Pkilosopkical View of Reform, “war, waged from whatever motive,

®Xtinguigheg the sentiment of reason and justice in the mind” (1 063). In her novel,

\ ) | N
tax to cast some doubt on whether “barbarity” is

. 22 Shelle confuses Monina’s syn L 3o
* it of the “de‘?:)ted [doomed] people” or of “the cruel Spaniard.
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She”e}’ Suggests alternatives to war that can prevail against tyranny. The response of
Katheﬂ'ﬂe and Elizabeth, mediated by the restrictions placed on them by the gender roles
of the time, j o attempt to create utopian domesticity within the very household of the
Vrant-a 1 eSponse familiar to us from the laudable example of Euthanasia, who attempted
the same Wwith her friendship with Beatrice after the fall of Valperga. The response of
Herap 4, Faro, mediated by his training within the code of chivalry that urges its

adherens toward war, is a position of defense and ready flight. He is pledged to serve

Richard and does so loyally, but in general he retrieves Richard from warlike aggression

Tather than €ncouraging him in it. Richard’s own actions, based on his belief in his
Persong) Tight to rule as king, rather than in response to the will of the English people, are
Portrayeq 4 both futile and ultimately wrong. Katherine’s attempts to restrict Richard
vento mmerely private domesticity are seen as preferable to his continued dedication to
Warfare-pog for his intimates and for the public at large. Surrey, who recognizes the
legitimacy of Richard’s claim, refuses to join him, basing his public policy on local,
Ntimate concerns recognizable as the foundations of utopian domesticity.

Utopian domesticity has its basis at the local and intimate level. As such, it is
Often on 4 different scale from the problem of national tyranny and may seem like a retreat
from Public involvement, or like an unduly passive, rather than pacifist, response to

Untenap]e social conditions. And clearly, the home, no matter how idealized, is

Susceptibe to violent destruction, as Richard learns to his dismay when his Scottish allies
"age the English villages near the border. But utopian domesticity is not painted in

; : i . er it i
rkin Warbeci as merely a conservative reaction to revolutionary change. Ratheritis a

Tejection of both Richard’s and Henry’s petty schemes to power, and a system that
OVertumg the ideas upon which chivalry is based. At the intimate level, Elizabeth’s quiet

®Ndurapee of Henry’s cruelty and coldness exemplifies the sufferings of women in

icti . 1 the introduction of
"estrictive dOmesticity. Her passivity 1s markedly relieved by
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Kathen‘ne into her world, and the utopian domesticity they form allows her to find new
Sttength ang pey hope that she may be able to effect change. Henry remains a tyrant, but
his powe; does not quell the possibility of improvement fostered by the two women in
their Bopes to rear in Arthur a more just successor. At a more public level, Surrey retreats
from War not because pe supports Henry, but because he wishes to act for the good of his
People, He does not believe Richard would be a better king than I ry simply because

Bis clajm 5 fechnically superior. He has witnessed the ravages of civil war and sees no

800d reasop for such destruction to begin again.
Shelley is also willing to explore in Perkin Warbeck the possibility of a utopian

dOInesticity based not on a traditionally fixed idea of the home, but on the itinerate
Fmblings of the mariner De Faro and his daughter. De Faro, a Christianized Moor, is

“imoore from his national origins and refuses to take part in the Spanish wars. Even

as the ch; valric values of his age shape him into a warrior, he refashions himself as a
figure of defense, and his interventions pull Monina and Richard back from the brink of

destruction several times. The Adalid, though threatened by the dangers and hardships of
the S€a, suryjyes and Monina and Hernan de Faro, in another alternate universe, become

Hgures of Potential hope, possible intercessors between the Western people and the

Spaniard, Whose familjar cruelty they might be able to soften, or prevent.
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heHey » Percy Bysshe. A Philosophical View of Reform. Transcribed and edited by
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“ter Fran  \stein: Essays in Honor of the Bicen: rth.

Ed. Syndy M. Conger, Frederick S. Frank, Gregory C .24, . asst. Jennifer

Yocum. Madison, NJ: Fairleigh Dickinson UP, 1997, 235-59.
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Utopian Domesticity as Social Reform in Shelley’s Domestic Novels:

Lodore and Falkner

Mary Shelley’s last two novels, Lodore (1835) and Falkner (1837), are the
Clearegy ©Xamples in her canon of pian ¢ 'y. Over the course of her career,
Shelley developed , complex understanding of the utopian potential of domesticity,
Clitically adapting and expanding upon the theories of Wollsto:  ft and Godwin, and

Tevis;
Vising the Romantic jdeals, including the ideal of universal or Promethean love,
e _— -
*emplified in the works of Percy Bysshe Shelley. Through utopian domesticity,

Shelley Models a society in which both women and men focus their energy not toward
“Mbition ang public power, but toward responsibilities within communities based on
Persona] felationships. Shelley rejects the idea that men and women should move in
“sep arate spheres” of power and influence, with men’s influence and ambition directed to
€ public Sphere and women’s influence being contained with the home. Using this

reform ideal, Shelley countered the restrictive patriarchal ideas of traditional domesticity,

nd the Personal ambjtion, alienation and narcissism of masculinist Romanticism, while
S ) . . 2
howmg how these ideological con . :xes may be revised to create utopia.

Shelley demonstrated her understanding of the problems of traditional

dornesticity in tragic works such as Frankenstein (1818) and Mathilda (c. 1819). She

My understanding of the importance of Marv Shelley’s engagement with Percy
S;;gi‘?y’s idea] of Prt:;?tﬁ:n ]oSe1 z'ggleavﬂy infl____ dby the v,vofrg c;(f) x?cilnyNE;, E]igrfnt(ti’
book,lauy €I article, “The Political Philosophy of Mary Shelley’s His

Mary Wollstonecraﬁ Shelley: An Introduction.

2 Ernst Bloch. in hi ental study, The Principle of Hope (1959), revises
utg aditiona) Ma&clgi ::leig:;surengr{l Eigpia to theo)xlize that ideologies m?gi’ contax(r)l althfz seed of
Socpla' Utopian thought surpasses mere “wishful thinking” by me:ie nlg a g(such T
Rop.Y 10 Work toward, Such utopian thought may exist within oy i matic an d
Une teism or domesticity), even though the ideology contains Ola€r p

Xamined elements.
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©Xpanded hey critique to investigate the conflicts between domestic responsibilities and
Public ambition for both men and women in her historical novels, Valperga (1823), The
fast Man (1 826), and Perkin Warbeck (1830). In the 1830s, as the Victorian ideal of the
angel in the house” was gaining cultural hegemony, Shelley used the radical theories of
Wollstonecraft and Godwin in her last two novels to revise domesticity in order to Create
4 Utopian Model for society. Close 1 - lings of Lodore and Falkner will show how
Shelley transforms the ideologies we now identify as domesticity and Romanticism in

Orde . . .
710 bring about a perfected society with utopian domesticity at its core.

Altho“gh Mary Shelley studies have enjoyed tremendous growth in recent years,

Lo .
dore anq Fallner have only begun to receive critical attention.” Many critics have

disregarded Lodore and Falkner as conventional domestic novels, perhaps due to a

. Prevalen; Perception that Shelley abandoned the radical challenges to contemporary beliefs

that ®haracterize her earjier work. For example, in his 1990 Approaches to Teaching -
Tankenstejp, Stephen C. Behrendt gives the following synopses for Lodore and Falkner:

Lodore, ., . o sentimental and loosely autobiographical novel written, apparently,

to illustrate, within the workings of a social circle that includes recognizable

Members of Mary Shelley’s own set, the author’s stated view that the primary value

of human life js to be found in “the genuine affections of the heart.”
Falkney., . . Another jllustration of the primacy of the affections of the heart, the

Novel traces the history of a would-be suicide and the six-year-old orphan girl who

Prevents his self-destruction through a series of adventures in which natural
benevolence triuinphs over personal guilt to lead to separate, but related, lives for

d (Pickering, 1996) and Lisa
more critical attention.

\

3Th i jona Staffor
A\ e excellent editions of Lodore by Fiona
argo (Broadview, 1997) have already begun to encourage
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both Principal figures, (12-13)*

B , .
ehrendy’ SYnopses portray Shelley’s final two novels as less than exciting, even

sub-jj - ine i
b-lter ary. Mary Poovey initiated modem critical discussion of Falkner, seeing it as a

confj

T™Mation of Shelley’s eventual conf 1ity to the propriety of the Proper ™ - *y, while

ac . _ o
kno“dedgmg the resistance and subversion 1el _'isable tc 1" "1the novel;

she does Not discuss Lodore, Pamela Clemit, in her study of the Godwinian novel, does

not dj . .
Ot discygg Shelley’s later novels, asserting that they “show an increased conformity to

S0 .
Ocia] anq financial pressures” (139 note). The four most recent collections of essays on

Mazy Shelley contaip nine articles between them discussing Lodore or Falkner, five of
these feaching publication in 2000.5

Uﬂfonunately, Lodore and Falkner have often figured as endpoints in a critical

Nammative of Shelley’s devolution away from radical intellectual engagement and toward

Ofventionality ang conservatism. In this narrative, Percy Shelley’s influence was vital to
the ragicy) content in Frankenstein, as well as to some extent in Mazhilda and Vaiperga,

hd later noyey became more and more conservative as time passed after Percy Shelley’s

\

*In his f 1 o’s Broadview edition, appearing on the back cover,
Behre.“dt TCVisesr;l%kegrr;J:: s(t)a{t;,rflfe%t: “Not the one book author that 'Fr?inken'zetl]’:i .
wh Mes makes her seem Mary Shelley was a complex and com;mtt% . stoq ' :Ir
OS€ novels reveal her deép concern with the impact of the emerging Vic o:an soci
€ Upon the lives of women . . . This exceptional edition will alert readers anew to

e compleXIty and sophistication of Shelley’s mind and art.”

> The 1993 collection entitled The Other Mary Shelley: Beyond Frankenstein

Containg f,, : ich (by Barbara Jane O’Sullivan and Kate
FerguSon Eﬁgegiggiezzglr}; towrc}*%fl‘/c»nvglr? ngba}ll'lene E. B_unneH, Who.hlas alsgé);;) hsheg
I‘f}sﬁWhere on Lodore (see Herrera et al, eds., 1997), contributed an article on 1 al:e ar;
Ukner to the 1997 collection, Iconoclastic Departures. Lodore 1s CO? f}l;lclléouisySh Sﬁen
om the 2000 collection of eséays drawn from the 1997'conferen§e onettethe:: -nelley
. ss0.01at1'on of America Mary Shelley in Her Times, while Betty e?s 2000 collection
Moan'y EZZ; an article that attends to Falkner. t%glg;ﬁﬁggfgag:w attentionto
’s Fictions: rankenstein A
i?leelrlley,s la?e novgﬁ?’xittf xv'g Zticles about Falkner by Julia Saunders and Graham

» and three aboys Lodore, by Richard Cronin, David Vallins, and Fiona Stafford.
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eNuine . e .
EChuine tigg of atfection, freed from the constraints of divisive and artificial gender roles

and the Prescribed socjetal norms of luxury, appearances and self-serving ambition.5

As Betty T. Bennett has stated, “Mary Shelley cannot be properly read or

Understood withont Tecognizing the pivotal role that politics play in all her novels” (qtd in

Vargo 12). sp-» 'y read and reread the writings of her parents, and they influenced her

developing concept of utopian domesticity.” Shelley follows Wollstonecraft in believing
in Woman’s right to become an enfranchised citizen by becoming well educated.
ollstonecraft, however, only hints at what the citoyenne would do: she mentions
Several Potential careers, but demonstrates to her primarily male audience the benefits they
Will receive from women’s becoming better wives and mothers, promising that educating
Women Would result in a happier, more efficiently managed domestic sphere. Shelley

fleshes oyy Wollstonecraft’s profile of the citizen’s duties by responding to the ideas of
Godip, Whose plan of societal simplicity implies a domestic mode of life based not on
individual rights byt on personal relationships and responsibilities within community.
Acquisition of wealth, one of the primary factors which spurred the Victorian man to

feave his angel safe in the house, is condemned in the Godwinian system. The

\
p its categorization among silver-fork novels, .
odore may have suffered mlg} the agzistocracy and were considered escapist.

Which descrip,
X ed the d i
S Fiona Stafford shfﬁnifg Vggvelr)?%dwafd Bulwer, who was a leading a_uthog of the
Sllyer-fork novel, argued ih at the genre “was by no means frivolous escapism, but rather
3” inherently political genre” (“Present” 185). Shelley, indeed, uses éhe g:gr;:r(t)?n hie
aglsltlggstr?te her utopian system, in that thg lxi;e‘ tofi Lgvrtg {éogggéjggrfvlfg?ejec 5 the values
.--Tatic and chivalri i , is forfeited, A
of high Society, fshl ;ﬂ%gg’ﬁ;fg: gtnabﬁshment of a new community with her daughter

and ney husband

's Vindication of the Rights of Woman (1792)
gz%‘ﬁls]zy;?zge (1793). Shelley was also, strongly
ally the novels: Wollstonecraft’s

of Woman, or Maria (1798), and
Caleb Williams (1794) and St.

" I'refer primarily to Wollstone

;nf?ug odwin’s Enguiry Concerning Pol J

unfin: o4 bY her parénts’ other works, especi

Odnl-sh?d’ Posthumously published The Wrongs

Leo v-vm S Things a5 They Are; or, The Adventures of
" A Tale of the Sixteenth Century (1799).
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G . . . .
Odwinjan attitude toward wealth and the Just distribution of resources is key to

un . . . . .
der Standing the significance of Cornelia’s actions in Lodore.

loa’ore
In Shelley’s late domestic novels, the values of domesticity within community bring
a .
bout Personal happiness and demonstrate society’s improvement toward utopia.

Cvertheless, Shelley retains her awareness that utopian domesticity is precarious.
Mam age ; . . T . 8 For d tici
8¢ 15 easily ruined, and mere domesticity is not utopian.® For domesticity to

achjeve ; . , ,
Chieve jt Utopian potential, women must benefit from Wollstonecraft’s paradigm of

Practica], thorough education. If women continue to be educated according to a different

Standard from men (what Shelley calls a “sexual education”), a marriage--or a society--
3sed on mutya] understanding and respect could never occur. Lodore follows several

c
haraCtel‘S, both men and women, as they progress toward a more complete

inder, Standing of the utopian potential of domesticity, based on shared community

\
8 Shelley doubtless drew on Wollstonecraft’s unfinished novel, The Wrongs of

Woman, or pa>: - f domesticity. In
s ria ding of the dangers of domesticity. .
J‘DVoHstOnecmft’s o t;f;rl’hg;ggge?f::dsrég the madho%xse, and even the sympathet;c}over

A dam.f‘)rd seems finally to betray Maria. As I discuss in Chapter One, Amelia Opie’s

G elm_ Mowbray (1805), responding directly to the theories of Wollstonecraft and
Odwip, was another ¢ au'ﬁonal-y tale in which the heroine is destroyed because she loves
One man Outside the bonds of marriage and is betrayed within marriage by another.

9 « ion” of Ethel in Lodore (218 [III. 21]).
e B e e
the following quotation from her Vindication of the Righis of Wo’”‘:g‘ ith
ith respect to women, when they receive a careful education, U ‘Ly ?raig!e °r
Made fine ladies, brimful of sensibility, and teeming with capn::licr)ess and lhas\" o
Iere notable women. The latter are often friendly, hone:Stt;:nzl‘;aoften Tender thiza
mose - Kind of good sense joined with worldly D menta lady, though they
more useful members of society / than the Hflfhzejntellcc tual world is shut against

POssess nej of mind nor taste. . , ,
em. ?élgztg‘elr \gri?)ugzzivations on the State of Degradation to Which Woman is

Redy - ” 66). , .
According to%ﬁﬁ;fgf:; (;3:;6: ’“cargﬁﬂ education” falls short when it is bound by

8ender €Xpectations,
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"8 sacrificed g jf, Lyzinski is a somewhat startling mirror, writ miniature, of

Conelj’ ability to survive her own unfortunate attachment to Lodore.
In Contrast to the passionate Lodore, Horatio Saville represents a significant
Tevision of the Romantic ideal. Horatio represents the Shelleyan hero, still very much a
Romangc hero, but 2 utopian one: “Horatio Saville was a being fashioned for every virtue
and dis’jﬂguished by every excellence . . . He was one of those who seem not to belong
to this World, yet who adom it most; conscientious, upright, and often cold in seeming,
because pe could always master his passions . . . His desire was knowledge; his passion
truth” (113 o1, 20, 21]). Horatio has not been purged of a passionate nature, but has
Mastered it. pss Passion is truth. In his virtue and excellence he represents a utopian
CXample fo, the rest of society to follow. In the figure of Horatio, the grosser elements of
1 Romang figure are purged away, to leave a moral ideal: “he added the living spirit of
Poetry to thejr Sensations, and associated the treasures of human genius with the sublime
Uty of nature, He had 5 tact, a delicacy, a kind of electric sympathy in his disposition,
that ndeared him 1o every one that approached him” (169 [1I, 189]). His upright moral

ualities are Combined with a physical appearance somewhat resembling Percy Shelley
and associated with sensibility. > Horatio’s penchant for self-sacrifice is high, and

indeeq despite his good intentions, leads to complications within the novel. Horatio is
Willing 1 sacrifice his own happiness for Comnelia’s welfare by sending Villiers as an

emj . e ia may be reunited with
ISsary to Lodore to attempt their reconciliation, so that Cornelia may

\_

Is association of Horatio’s hectic flush with
Sensib;jjs .Sejssﬁrfgoﬁiiﬁ(%fei’cgﬁh:}shal1 noted in 1889, “Most Olfgl;ﬁﬂfly tsl.:‘;vef
Pmsent the contrast .Of the SheHeyarl and ByronjC types” (qtd lp VargOI s hlacal s }ZI) S
Of the Omantic poet who have either devoted themselves to higher PIE oso%e d org(v)vhi’
And present ag ﬁgjl ethereal, and otherworldly, as Shelley was Fgenwjjs.cb%jng’of their
lth ug, devastatingl’y handsome, are self-destructive, careless o the ersona. David

Oved opeg and overwhelmed b’y passions, like the mythic Byronic %.od re.is valuable in
Vallj ’s e;cploration of Coleridge’s and Wordsworth’s mﬂuenCI‘e 93 . raother than as a
o detail, pyg nevertheless misidentifies Saville as a figure of Colenidg
Shelleyay, figure
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her cp; .
ild. Even Horatio’s marriage to the tempestuous Italian, Clorinda, represents his

W' .
Ulingness ¢, attempt to fi a

nd happiness in compromise,

Mary Shejle Y portrays three important female characters in Lodore: Cornelia,
L.odom’s Wife, Ethe] Fitzhenry, their daughter, and Fanny Derham, Ethel’s philosophical
Tlend, By fepresents both an idealized portrait of a loving father’s gift of thorough

€ducatjop, to his daughter, and the dangers of the gendered nature of that education.

Un ,
der Lodore’s tutelage, Ethel receives a “sexual education,” as Shelley overtly states
(218 [HI‘ 21])]7

Reared in the isolation of the American wildemness, Ethel focuses al]

her devotion upon her father and is molded to satisfy his every whim: “Fitzhenry drew
his chief ideas from Milton’s Eve, and adding to this the romance of chivalry, he satisfied
IMSEIf hqs his daughter would be the embodied ideal of all that is adorable and estimable
- M her oy (18 [1, 38]). As noted by editor Fiona Stafford, Shelley’s reference to Eve is
designeq o call to mind Wollstonecraft’s “attack on male tyranny” in the second chapter

Of her Vindication (18 note b). Shelley also criticizes Lodore’s education of Ethel overtly:
\

Clorj S BeHeVing that Cornelia cannot be his, Horatio tries to find happiness with
M2, whom he rescues from a convent: .
- - - Clorinda was shut up in this convent through the heartless vanity of her
Mother . . . to wait there till her parents should ﬁnq some suitable match, which
She much instantly accept, or be doomed to seclusion forever. . .. He‘dec_lared
1at his love for her was not an absorbing passion like his first, but a mingling of
PIty, admiration, and that tendemess which his warm heart was ever m?dy to
©stow. He described her as full of genius and sensibility, a creaIl_Iture of ﬁn;1 / and
Power, but dimmed by sorrow, and struggling with her chamfj. e v1sllltedf er
again; he tried to comfort, he offered to (sfaeShFIrf .1.7.4h§]<;ou1 rescue her from
AN Unworthy fate, e her happy. (164-5 [II, 174-21)
ls\lqni?ﬁ;’:ﬁers have ﬁcffeg tﬁgii%kaﬁty betvggg;l scrigﬁg;hé a;(;i rfan;gi ;’é?;x; d:ysog élzie
. (v} M .. . : . '
guah ties aﬂdtf";’o}?;teigpsekzlads (111):'11:1 flgl;il;nitce?;‘;ﬁ?;dviscd) intentions reflect interestingly on
( lesrcy Shelley’s attachment to Viviani, for whom he wrote the passionate Ep_lp.s?ilchldzon
21). Shelley is sympathetic to both parties, but favors the refined anc:j rg\l/:)sé:nda
antic figure (the Shelleyan Horatio) over the passionate, ungoverne .

171 ; . ’ ent: “Ethel’s education is a
Prodycy oflélsa Vargo succinctly glosses Shelley’s statem obelley would have It

tof acyj ate men and women;
otheI'Wme” (35).ture that would separ:
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Plrging away his sav

. age aspects, turning his energies from self-destruction to active
Oodne
N 55. We see most closely into his psychological workings, learning of the
$

88

1
€S he goes through as he attempts to re-adjust his belief systems away from the
WOI'IdIy COde, and tow

ard justice, even when this shift affects him in the most personal

ump

hs as a Shelleyan Romantic hero because he is able to allow his

"Sulting i 1.

Cnsibility, genius, and Jove” to come to the forefront and rule his c} icter,
capacity

> Wtopian union with Elizabeth, the real hero of Falkner. In achieving the
for forgiveness, Neville understands true justice and is enabled to help create
Utopiay domesig; f.
b Falkner, Wwho begins like Lodore, Victor Frankenstein, Castruccio, or Raymond, as
B yDer-maSCUh.ne’ aloof, pained, defensive, and self-destructive—a Byronic Romantic
el‘0~~undergoes 10t only a mental but a physical transformation from the Byronic to the
She”ey AN type:
He 8rew, Indeed, paler and thinner - till his handsome features stood out in their
T €Xpressive beauty; he might have served / for a model of Prometheus - the will
Nconquereq - his mind refusing to acknowledge the bondage to which his body
a8 the prey. (242 1. 128-9))
. alksl Physjcq; ransformation of Falkner at first seems parallel to the physical wafti'ng of
and jp Calep Williams--but with the invocation of Prometheus, Shelley explicitly
e 5s the laudably reformeq Falkner by paying tribute to her husband’s poem. By the

nd .
Of the Dovel, Falkner’s wild and tempestuous youth, even savage at some points and

leag: . . .
dmg to tragedy, has been atoned for and forgiven. His sufferings, like the sufferings
of PI’Om

Stheus, have pared away his harsher emotions, leaving him a creature of
Dey,
Olence and goodness.

. The reformation of Falkner must not be understood as a punishment of the father.
HStea d

> 1t must pe seen alongside the reformation of Neville (and even the deathbed
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Tepentance of iy Boyvill) as exemplifying the potential for forgiveness, justice, and
Godwinjan perfectibility. The ability of masculine heroes like Falkner to purge their
‘Mpetuoys, chivalric, and essentially selfish belief-structures, and instead to embody the

gentler virtyes traditionally associated with women, is key to the possibility of social

reform modeljed ip utopian domesticity.
Shelley tea  out the possibilities for social improvement hidden by the ideologica]

formations of Romanticism and traditional restrictive domesticity. By revising

domesticity, Shelley is able to couch her ideas for reform in an existing, real-world social

Structyre, Every individual, she argues, benefits from creating bonds of love to form
famﬂy and community. She emphasizes the possibilities of education as a way of

gradually reforming the world, especially by casting aside the restrictions of gendered
behavior for men and women, and denies the validity of worldly opinion (especially

Yaditiona]jy masculine notions of honor, glory, and chivalry) placing the priority of
"ndividual judgment within the boundaries of responsibility and duty. Unchecked selfish
Passions Jeaq to disaster, whereas reformed passion, harnessed by reason, leads in
WOHstonecraftian fashion to improvement and benevolence. These ideas are made
Manifest i the contrasts between the unreformed Byronic Romantic hero and the
Teformed ang perfected Shelleyan hero as they are portrayed in the men and women

Characterg of Lodore and Falkner.
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Austen, Hemans, and Edgeworth:

Contemporary Views of Domesticity and Feminism

Some of the works of the most well-regarded women writers of Shelley’s day
May reveal how Shelley’s contemporaries understood feminism, domesticity, and the
Possibility of utopia, Jane Austen, Felicia Hemans, and Maria Edgeworth all published

Uring the $pan of time in which Shelley’s own novels appeared. The works chosen for

this discussion reveal at least some degree of feminist engagement with the fate of
Women, Serving as a useful point of comparison with Shelley’s own feminism,

£r ankenstein was published in 1818, the same year in which Austen’s last completed
Nove], Persuasion, posthumously reached publication. Persuasion offers a tantalizing hint
°f Utopian domesticity in a novel that can be read as feminist because of its respectful
Portraya of one woman'’s socially-sanctioned sufferings within a polite, upper-class
Social miljey, Persuasion does not, however, offer a program for social change that
Vould allow women to escape such sufferings. Felicia Hemans published her extremely
Well-received voly me of poetry, Records of Woman, in 1828. Records of Woman
“Xplores the private and public lives of women from around the world and across class,
showing how women suffer from men’s control of culture. Hemans valorizes domesticity
in her Work, but in a way that largely reinforces domesticity as an escape from a harsh
World, rather than as a alternate, feminist model for social life. Maria Edgeworth’s last
novel, Helep, appeared in 1834, before the publication of Lodore in 1835 and Falkner in
1837, Helen shows the education of two young women who learn just how strictly they

Wil be judged by socicty for the smallest failures. Although Edgeworth favorably
beside her husband in the public scene, the novel

Portrays awe  p who takes her pl..
48 a whole provides a rhetoric of punishment for deviation from strict rules women need
Obey, Unlike Edgeworth, Hemans, or even Austen, Shelley is unwilling to forgive
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Societ _
Y or to allow women to be browbeaten, punished, or broken, without condemning

Such ; . :
a society and Contrasting it to a feminist utopian alternative.

erSuacing,. -
Uasion,. Feminist, but not Utopian

As the history of utopian projects has shown, a utopia is not necessarily feminist.
leewise, a feminist project is not necessarily utopian. Feminism takes the critique of
Injustice towards women as its subject matter, while utopianism would suggest the

IuePn'nt of a reformed society which would solve the problems women face. Shelley’s

Compjex of reform ideas, which I describe as utopian domesticity, is one such blueprint.
Her treatment of marriage (only one possible form of utopian domesticity)! demands that

Women’g education prepare them to be independent and respected equals of men. Women
Must be allowed 1o rely upon their own judgment, not cater to the dictates of others. In
Un, men mugg be open, not isolating themselves in pursuit of ambition or glory.

Finauy » Men and women must work together to the benefit of their community, which is
“Onsidereq an extension of the home. Like-minded individuals who choose to link
CMselves ip bonds of friendship and responsibility form utopian domesticity.
Utopia--the imagination of a perfected human society--is usually systematic in

Natyre, By following the program of the utopia we should be able to get there from here.

‘OPianism, however, does not necessarily have to produce a roadmap, as long as it

\s_

Utopiy - “Although romantic heterosexual matches do figure p mm;ggﬁﬁ:?x i?%igats)em
w§0p1an Parratives--the match of Cornelia with Horatio in [?:;il? T < well as the
di i Villein Falkner—familial love and the love of frier IL)l’ally as importantly, and
so;‘;terested benevolence of philanthropic charaae;s;ftﬁ;ufgveeqcompletdy in order to
remai: aracters, such as Euthanasia, must reject 1o

€ 10 their utopian ideals.
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Prod :
Hices a feeling of possible betterment, as Ernst Bloch has theorized.? The utopian

"Mpulse ¢an be loose] y defined in terms of four principles which Sarah Webster Goodwin
3 extracteq from Bloch’s work:
1. The imagined utopia, the hoped-for betterment, need not be real or realistic in
4Ny narrow sense, but it must be possible.

2. Utopian discourse does not necessarily present a paradigm or a program; it may
also be a Stance, a mode, or even something as diffuse as a feeling dispersed
through a given context.

3. Although the utopian is a hopeful mode, it may also be a skeptical one.
Indeeq, jt js most likely to be effective in realizing the possible if skepticism and
hope form complementary aspects of it.
4. Although utopia typically is apocalyptic, an imagined end, it may also be
Visionary, a continyal process. (4-5)
“feralizing from her study of Victorian feminist utopias, Nan Bowman Albinski comes
0 the conclusion that “British women utopians are reformist rather than revolutionary
anq, despite their outspoken socialism, are less likely than men to suggest the overthrow
Of the CXisting order” (51). The reformist nature of these utopias makes them less
Progrannnaﬁq and more in line with the more diffuse utopian impulses described by
Bloch,
It is according to such broad principles that Persuasion seems most utopian. In
e"Suasz'on, Austen’s Jast completed and most nearly utopian work, the happy ending
Chieveq by Anne and Wentworth is both realistic and possible, fulfilling the first
Pl‘iHCiple. In terms of the second principle, however, the predominant feeling of the

. o , g
Novey, j5 fense and depressive. The extent of Austen’s realistic detail, carefully execute

\

? See my discussion of Bloch in the Introduction.
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Narratjye . .
tive inexorability, and subtle, often ironic tone, threatens the feeling of utopia; a

0 .
Peful, Utopian feeling is achieved only after the sought-for reconciliation.? As to the

third Principle, Persu:zsz'on is both skeptical and hopeful: it argues against hope, even as it
Cventuajyy Tewards it. The structure of marriage in Persuasion is likewise described in
S skeptica] yet hopeful. It is not that Wentworth and Anne Elliot end up in 2 marriage
that belies 4 Utopian ending; it is that the promising future readers look forward to for
Nne ang her husband, though based on the Crofts’ idealized union, is not systematically
SeCureq, The ending of Persuasion is notoriously ambivalent: although it does not close
dowp, Anne’s future with an “apocalyptic” finality, neither is the path life lying before her
cleaﬂ}’ Mapped oyt i 4 “visionary” way. Austen’s grasp of contingency and timing, her

m
astery of Narrative tension and suspense, makes the reader aware of so many near

Misses i Anne’s recovery of Wentworth that we feel that in this particular instance all has
4 y
80ne Well--but it is a felicity to which we are not, in general, assured.” Austen’s mastery

of Tealism jg qQuite different from Shelley’s use of Jess-rounded character types. Over the
Fourse of her career, Shelley developed a cast of characters which bear strong
Smblances to one another and which often fall into the categories of Byronic
(Passionate, doomed) and Shelleyan (enlightened, benevolent) heroes. Her project of re-
enVistm-ng the Romantic hero, emphasizing the need for the Byr onic hero’s
h'ansfonnaﬁon into the Shelleyan, is a key part of her critique of Romantic-era culture in
Senera], Austen’s well-rounded characters, falling less into type categories, align
Cinselyeg less distinctly with aspects of cultural ideology in need of revision. In this

\\

S As Mary Poovey has stated, “The conclusion of

: i an au
&ven o0ted, does ot promise general social reform,

4ppiness ever after’ for one loving couple” (234).

Persuasion, as many critics
thoritative system of values, or

: i . 0e an “act of faith” but one which
hag inte4 Laury MOoneyham White terms their marmmage

Malized “ip 5 sense, the ‘threat of divorce’” (80).
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Way,

reali .
. alism a5 4 technique of storytelling may be more likely to produce a narrative that
IS mop, : .

© Specific to individyal characters and circumstances and less applicable to the

“Hitique of general societal patterns--that is, less utopian.
The €xtent to which Persuasion may be thought of as utopian, then, hinges on the
degree of Perfection that is felt to be waiting for Anne and Wentworth in their marriage,
artiage has been a central issue for many utopian women writers. For example,
harlotre Perkins Gilman focuses on marriage and domesticity in her writing, and as
Orothy Berkson points out, although Gilman had identified “the traditional marriage . . ,
and Single family domesticity [as] the foundations of women’s oppression,” she held up a
Iargely domestic society as an ideal for women and uses marriage to unite the women of
Herlapg 1 the backward young men from the United States--uniting revolutionary ideas
- With the Society she hopes to change (108-109). Using a word coined in Women and
Conomjeg (1898), Gilman attempts to “maternalize” men through marriage, helping them
to “reach a new and higher humanity by learning to serve and love” (Berkson 113, note
2). Caroj Farley Kessler has shown that “of some ninety-five utopias written by U. S.
Womey, before 1970, all included the marriage relationship, while 74 percent made it a
Centra] jsgye (80). Since 1970, Kessler has observed that the emphasis on marriage has
‘Changed’ Such that the compulsory heterosexuality identified by Adrienne Rich and
Comp Ulsory behaviors” such as heterosexual marriage have been ameliorated by “a
Variety of lIndl'ViduaHy selected alternatives” including both heterosexual and same-sex
bOnding, 3 well as societies envisioned without exclusive pairing. This expansion of
Yomen’s Options beyond the “marriage plot” of the i netcenth-century novel (including .
Wof Austen’s novels) makes it harder for modern feminists in search of utopia to
enify j Within the marriage plot.

e s “ hasis on or idealization of
Berkson points out some feminists’ fear that “an €mp

Womep s cultures could backfire and create an ideological climate that could trap women
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OHCe again : .
SaIn in the Private, domestic sphere” (112), and elaborates on the need for

Understan i <
anding women'’s culture’”:

T think our best chance of a truly feminist future arises precisely from an

Understanding of women’s past and present experiences. Women’s culture is a
Complex phenomenon. Some parts of it--those which repress or deny power to

Women or Jimit oyr sense of our own possibility--we all wish to reject. It is
abs"l“tel)’ necessary, however, that we bring forward other aspects of women’s
©Xperience and demand not only that they be acknowledged as valid, but also that
they be seen as [better] models for human behavior and the organization of society

. (113)

“Minists Who take Berkson’s exhortation to heart should also be aware of the dangers of

8enera1izing a Universal “women’s culture” from a tiny sample (for example, the white

rnl'dd]e‘cklzss United States women’s culture--which even within it has many variables,

Such a5 Sexua] orientation, age, specific cultural background, etc.), nor should universal
genera]jZaﬁons be drawn from Austen’s limited milieux. Mary Poovey has argued that the
Tomangj, Nature of the marriage plot helped to perpetuate a structure of powerlessness for
Women’ compensating them with the reward of love: “in the absence of institutions that

actua”y link the private and the public spheres, romantic relationships, by their very

fature, Sannot materially affect society” (237). However, Julia Prewitt Brown has

recenﬂ)’ argued from Lawrence Stone’s work that “personal choices in marriage did have
80cig] Meaning” (Review 306). Poovey discounts the idea that women’s validation within
fese elationships migh provide them a power basis for other feminist activity, but the

“Omantj ’s novels did focus
Mantjc Telationship can act, not as a tool, but as a resource. Austen’s novels

° i ' n’s lives and
" e liveg and mental activities of certain women, revealing such wome
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Propje
05 to the Male-dominated culture of the time*-~a legitimate feminist activity which

AUthor .
Zed the subjectivity of middle-class British women. The recognition of Austen’s
8reat [ .
hteral}' Inerit celebrated the realistic portrayal of women’s lives as a worthy subject

t‘ . .
or artistjc €ndeavor.

Sally Mijer Gearhart presents a more demanding definition of “feminist utopian

fiction o that which

4. contrasts the present with an envisioned idealized society (separated
from the present by time or space); b. offers a comprehensive critique of
present values/conditions; c. sees men or male institutions as a major
cause of present social ills; and d. presents women not only as at least the
equals of men but also as the sole arbiters of their reproductive functions.
. (qtd in Libby Falk Jones 116, from Women in Search of Utopia 296)
_ "Verging from Gearhart’s first principle, Austen does not present a portrait of an
dealizeg Society in Persuasion. The world of the landed estate is slowly changing; this
Worlq is Iampooned in Sir Walter’s continual fawning over the Baronetage. As Gary
elly Points out, one of Austen’s most strongly feminist positions is her stand “against
the S0Cial, legal. ang economic injustice of male primogeniture, restriction of women’s
Property Tights, and female economic dependence” (1995, 24). The reader is made to feel
thig Injustice many times in Persuasion: at the sacrifice of Anne’s yearly gift (15), the
“Msal g Carry her to London, the spendthrift ways over which Anne’s wise suggestions
ave no effect, the almost certain inheritance of Kellynch-hall by a cad and perhaps a
¥oman Who has scheried to become his wife. But even Anne’s mother, beloved of
Inemol.y,

' ing her family to
does not present a facet of an idealized society, as her entrusting f y

the Care of her begt friend Lady Russell has not produced exemplary results: Elizabeth is

’ i Oﬁty
1 Its 1 Ie’ Susal] L W. AUSten S Stl'Ong narrative au
A anser Sho S that ” ( ). V ﬂl

TIne’s argument against “men’s literary &
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Vail] and .
Spoiled, Mary is hysterical and pathetic, and Anne’s life has gone awry. The

wOI'Id 0 . .
y f Bath i despised by Anne, and the world of Uppercross is satisfactory, but not
1dylic,

Able to distinguish between aristocracy and meritocracy, Anne comes to view the
Tenting

t of Kellynch-haj by the Crofts as a good thing: “they were gone who deserved not
O stay,

and that Kellynch-all had passed into better hands than its owners’” (119), but

ew
Orld of the nayaj officers, which seems to be taking precedence over the world of
th

e] .
Anded gentry, is not presented as idealized either. On the one hand, Monica Cohen

ak
°52g00d case that the Naval officers in Persuasion have adopted the values of
domesticity,

Which is portrayed as a change and an advance over the old gentry way of
life 6

HarviHe’s neat home in the boarding house, Wentworth’s well-run ship, and the
CrOfts» g0od man

agement at Kellynch-hall all demonstrate the positive effects of what
Cohen cay

‘professionalized domesticity.” Further, Cohen makes a link between
WentWOrth ’S

1 domesticity and his attempts to act on behalf of Mrs. Smith’s rights to her
ate h

h isband’s Property. Still, although navy life seems cheerful, practical and

onorable, its pitfalls are made clear: risky economic status, separation of loved ones,
8Cr to Jife and limb, over and above the adoption of military hierarchy and war as a

:Vay Of life, In order to enjoy the benefits of such a life, Anne must sacrifice security and
.Pay the tay of quick alarm for belonging to that profession which is, if possible, more
stinguished in its domestic virtues than in its national importance” (237). The

PSticity of the naya] officers aligns them with women in their appreciation of a well-

€ .
Pt home, but it does not reform the society in which they move. They reman men who

Ust a¢¢ at the behest of a nation run by men. The men’s adoption of domestic behavior--

Home: Austen and Professiopal
thzgzljhiv}ll/z'ctoﬁan Novel (12-43), a version
Forum on Fiction.

Domes e Cohen’s chapter 2, “Persuading
CISm,” in her Professional Domesticity
11 1996 article appearing in Novel: A
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primarily indicated by their ability to keep a neat house--even runs the risk of edging
women out of their last bastion of professional expertise, as the nineteenth century

progresses and middle-class women are seen more and more as unfit for work and in

need of protection.’

Gearhart’s remaining principles are not quite meteither. Anne’s world is
thoroughly critiqued (as in b), but it is held up to existing ideals, not necessarily visionary
ones. Society is shown to be less than it imagines itself to be, but it is not compared to a
revolutionary standard of improvement. Men and male irstitutions (c) are not particularly
the focus of a stunning critique in Persuasion. Although the Baronetage and the
patriarchal values it represents are shown to be less than perfectly wise, the Navy,
another male institution, is held up as a good example for society to follow. Finally,
women are presented as equal in powers to men, but their reproductive freedom is
limited.®

Butler, in Jane Austen and the War of Ideas, seeks to define Jane Austen as a
conservative writer, which by definition would put Austen at odds with the utopian
project as outlined by Bloch or Gearhart. Butler explores Austen’s conservatism through
the generic conventions of the novelistic forms of her day: the sentimental novel, the
gothic, the “Jacobin” novel, and the “Anti-jacobin.” Butler finds that the sentimental and
gothic techniques of interiority and the pitting of a superior heroine against a corrupt

world were adopted by the Jacobins for the ideological/political expression of

7 The idea that middle-class women should not work, including the idea that they
should employ servants for housework and childcare, grows stronger throughout the
nineteenth century--a central point of Davidoff and Hall.

8 This particular criterion of Gearhart’s may not be fully applicable to pre-
twentieth-century utopian schema. Mrs. Croft has enjoyed her years at sea with her
husband due to childiessness, but it cannot be determined if this was by choice (with birth
control in those days being unreliable, outside sterility or complete abstinence).
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reVOhltionary sentiments; she opposes this to the Anti-Jacobins’ suspicion of high-
Minded Philosophical strangers and their chastisement of characters who buck their place
in Society, coupled with their reward of characters who fit properly within their societal
Stations, According to these definitions, Butler places Austen within the conservative
bastions in this war of ideas: “The heroine who is fallible and learns, and the heroine who

is Christian and exemplary, are the standard heroine-types of reactionary novels of the

1790s. In Jane Austen’s novels they confront, equally typically, the villains of the anti-

Jacobin period--plausible, attractive strangers, penetrating a community from abroad”
(294). Butler’s assessments support the conclusion that in Persuasion, Anne Elliot never
really changes, nor would it be right for her to change. As a Christian, infallible heroine,
her original decision not to marry Wentworth was an act of “common prudence” (275),
and it is his eventual understanding of his own mistaken ideas that lead to their
Ieconcilement.

Poovey argues that Austen presents a great deal more dissatisfaction with Anne’s

Society than Butler allows, avowing that “the social and ethical hierarchy superintended

by the landed gentry is in a state of total collapse” (224). This is taking it a bit far;
although there would be no Uppercross for Anne, the state of society there is largely

unchanged--perhaps somewhat foolish, but not in ruins. The conservatism identified by

Butler may resolve into a graceful acceptance--even an embrace--of benevolent social

zation to active reform.® Mrs. Croft, with her

wasion, ¢ isno

i wels
lern

e

9 Claudia Johns( ..

Written in the ‘war of ideas’ are more compli ' _
Commentators have represented. It does not suffice to denominate Writers as

conservative’ or ‘radical’ according to whether they were ‘for’ or ‘against’ the French
Revolution” (xxi). Julia Prewitt Brown’s argument that society in Per_su‘fzs{on has”
become fragmented into a “series of disparate parts” (137)--that Anne is alienated” from
her own home and family and must find some new place to belong (138)--supports the
1dea of different elements in society rising to replace others. Gary Kﬁlly interprets the
Slippage of the gentry’s privileged position and their replacement b),/’ ths novel’s model
Professional people--the naval officers and their wives and fiancées” as “a reconstruction

s with ¢
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the patriarchal control of property lies at the root of Anne’s problems, Austen treats this
problem as a fact of life and supports Anne’s deference to practical considerations in
terms of Wentworth'’s inability to support her. Yet Wentworth realizes that he would have
been accepted by Anne if he had returned with his small fortune in the year six (233), and
that it has been his own grudge against her that has protracted their pain for so long.
Even if Anne was wrongly persuaded by Lady Russell, whose own judgment was in fact
faulty, Wentworth nevertheless must respect Anne’s decision.

Although Austen’s sympathetic unders*  ding of Anne’s interior conflict indicates
a feminist understanding of women’s plight in that society, nevertheless it is a plight
through which Austen decrees Anne must struggle. Wentworth’s conversion does not
signal a utopian moment because the societal rules Anne and he obey have not changed.
Their m~—1ge remains within an established social scheme. Utopia, about the
envisioning of a perfected society, is implicitly at odds ....h Austen’s conservative vision
of a society which, though flawed, is already progressing satisfactorily.

Can there be a conservative utopianism? No, for the idea of utopianism posits the
reorganization of a corrupted society into a perfected one--even if the basis of the utopia is
drawn from the society’s long-held beliefs. Can there be a conservative feminism, then,
that although not utopian, valorizes women'’s experiences, ideas, and beliefs without
positing them as revolutionary? Yes, even if that feminism is largely satisfied with the
unperfected world, rather than | .____. otive of ap ___=cted society to come.

Austen’s non-utopian, conservative feminism, as seen in Persuasion, con____3
with Shelley’s work in that Shelley attempts to create a utopian blueprint for change.
Shelley’s blueprint for utopian domesticity is based on values of home, family and
women’s traditional sphere, of which Austen would approve. Austen would probably
also approve of certain of Shelley’s feminist critiques: for example, one imagines that she

would have been sensitive to the plight of Elizabeth Lavenza, who is fatally shut out of

322



Victor’s life. Shelley’s fiction communicates a desire for radicc:)al societal change, whereas
A "ten relates the personal difficulties and growth of her characters without suggesting
that society should be reformed. Shelley includes portrayals of characters who forward
her reformist program, even in her most tragic narratives. A reader may glimpse the
potential for utopian dome ity exemplified by the selfless, loving family life of the De
Laceys, yet, at the same time, condemn their injustice of their exclusion of the Creature.
Readers who mourn the socialization processes that lead to the Creature’s exclusion, or

who empathize with his hope for a utopian domesticity with a mate in the wilds of South

America, have grasped the heart of Shelley’s utopian project.

Records of Woman: almost Feminist, not quite Utopian
Felicia Hemans strove to ___ate and publish poetry about male-dominated public

affairs and about women who moved primarily within domesticity, while pointedly
demonstrating the interconnectedness of home and empire.12 Her poems express the lack

of power held by women and show how women’s lives are sacrificed to men’s rules--
with, however, a marked lack of anger, so that her poems appear with acceptably
feminine resignation before the eyes of her maéculine reviewers (see Virginia Blain 256-
259). In Records of Woman, her 1828 volume, Hemans seems to argue that women are
capable of effecting public change, but that this should always be as a last resort; further,
she naturalizes domesticity as women’s proper realm, and shows death as a result of
women’s straying from the home. Her portrayal of domesticity as an idealized realm that
empowers women falls short of utopian because it is static and unchanging, and does not

move towards betterment of society. Likewise, her feminist belief in women’s power is

12 See Tricia Lootens. Although Nanora Sweet argues that Hemans destabilizes
imperialism by her insistence of the aesthetics of the beautiful, transient, evanescent and
fragmentary, British imperialism is so naturalized in Hemans’s work that if it is not
wholly supported, neither can it be seen as strongly undermined.
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Forest Girl,” a young girl saves the life of a captive English soldier and pities him
because she had lost her brother, and in “Costanza,” an anchorite nearly saves the life of
her long lost love, and gives him her forgiveness--but a peaceful domesticity is not
established, and Costanza and the Forest Girl are left alone with their sense of
satisfaction. As Anne Mellor notes, Hemans is divided between belief in a domestic ideal
and a recognition that that ideal is extremely fragile (Romanticism and Gender 124-43); it
is this division that tips the balance between life and death in the fate of her poetic
subjects.

The blessedness of a faithful death is a problem for modern skeptical readers,
who are not convinced by the assurance of eventual rewards for moral rectitude.
Materialist critics who believe that “religion is the opiate of the masses” find Hemans’

emphasis on death to be unhelpful, because it does not suggest a means for women’s
material improvement. 16 The lack of hope for social improvement resulting from this

prevalence of death also lessens the utopian potential of Hemans’s portrayal of idealized
domesticity. The reliance on death in Records of Woman does, however, express a deep
dissatisfaction with material reality as it is reflected in the poems. The deaths of the
women in Records of Woman do not serve as exemplars for other women to go and do
likewise; instead, they provide tragic examples in which women have had to sacrifice
themselves because the world has left them no other choice. This aspect of feminist
critique in Hemans’s work is tempered because although Hemans could envision
women’s effective action in the public world, and was certain of their reward in the
afterlife, she found it difficult (but not impossible) to imagine a woman who could effect

public change and survive. Hemans’s attitude differs from Shelley’s, whose exemplary

16 For example, Anthony John Harding fears that Hemans “historically
epitomizes the way in which the temptations of self-sacrifice were exploited to persuade
women that motherhood and self-denial guaranteed them significant lives--but only in the
transcendent hereafter” (144).

327












Shelley is unlike Hemans in that she avoids Hemans’s strong split between an
idealizeq domesticity and public life, nor does Shelley portray her heroines’ emergence

from dOmesticity as fatal. While Hemans's portrait of home is glowing but somewhat

Vague, Shelley presents a utopian domesticity that, Bloch’s terms, is concrete: she

Outlines particular conditions which, if met, should lead to a more perfect society. Shelley
aCknowledges that her ideals may not always prevail against worldly wrongs, but these
ideals are always portrayed as enduring in their superior virtue, even in instances when
they have been overcome by evil. For example, Euthanasia, Shelley’s most politically
involveq character, bears a surface resemblance to Hemnans's women heroes in that she
dies as a result of her involvement with politics. Her determination to save the life of her
former Jove and political enemy Castruccio requires that she join an intrigue against him;
because she Jjoined the plot, Castruccio exiles her and she drowns. Shelley does not posit
this, however, as an effect of her leaving the protective haven of domesticity. To the
Contrary, it s an effect of the corruption of Euthanasia’s political environment. Her own
Politics are seen as superior, even when she is forced to choose from among several

unappea]jng options. Euthanasia stands by her values, which are represented in the nove]

as virtuous and right, even though she fails to protect her fortress, Valperga, and fails to
Save herself or Castruccio. Euthanasia’s attempts to befriend the tormented and

disillusioned Beatrice also fail--Beatrice succumbs to her madness--but Shelley’s

Principles of utopian domesticity ring true nevertheless. In such a way, Shelley’s fictions

“arry out her reform project of introducing a superior social model to her readers, leading

%o the gradual but real improvement of society.

Helep,. Neither Utopian Nor Feminist
sel, Helen (1834), is a didactic novel focusing on

Maria Edgeworth’s last ..
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domesticity, marriage and the marriage plot.'® Its moral thrust is twofold: the necessity

of Complete truthfulness, and the confidence which must exist between husband and wife
in order to ensure a happy marriage. Shelley’s two domestic novels closely follow the
Publication of Helen: Lodore in 1835 and Falkner in 1837. Unlike Shelley’s reformist
nd sometimes utopi n portraits of domesticity, Edgeworth’s domesticity is a product of

the ideology of the gendered separation of public and intimate spheres, an ideology of

Which Edgeworth approves.!® While Edgeworth’s women retain a sense of moral
i"dependence--they are expected always to act correctly--they do not have a great deal of
Power, Opting instead for the more ferinine “influence.” Edgeworth supports
conservative, traditional values, rather than innovation; her narrator’s description of
Genera) Clarendon also applies to Edgeworth herself: “The march of intellect was not a
favourjte march with him, unless the step were perfectly kept, and all in good time”
(106). Although the novel ends with all things set to right, the sense that the characters
have al] been soundly punished for their actions is too strong to feel a sense of the
Utopian: the code of truthfulness upheld by the novel is nearly impossibly strict, with the

fesult that the emotional and psychological welfare of the characters is too precarious.

Colin B. Atkinson and Jo Atkinson argue that Edgeworth’s politics can best be

described a5 paternalistic, involving an emphasis on duties rather than on rights, within

e

18 The marriage plot need not always be restrictive, though _in this case.it is;_ see
for €Xample, Julie Shgffg-’s investigation of empowered women prior to the Victorian
deal of the Angel in the House. More generally, Eve Tavor Bannet argues that women
she describes as Matriarchal feminists created the idea of women’s separate sphere in
Order to Strengthen women’s cultural authority and used this authority successfully to
achieve feminist goals.

19 As Andrew McCann argues, at least in her much earlier Belinda (1802),
Edgeworth demonstrates “the segxgegation of private and public sphe”res, on the one hand,
and the positive unreality of utopian conjugal fantasies, on the other” (74).
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an Authoritarian, hierarchical, organic, and pluralistic society.”?° They show that both
rad; . ’ [T, :

adicals anq conservatives had a similar interest in women'’s education: “both radicals and
C‘)nServatives Proposed but one suggestion to remedy women’s inferior status: a better

Sducation, one more concerned with developing a girl’s mind than with
accornph‘shments”’ (112). They further argue that both liberals (including Mary

Wol]stonecraft) and conservatives (such as Edgeworth and her father) “took it for

Eranted, a5 did. .. all but a minute number of ‘feminists’, that woman'’s destiny was

domestjc» (114). While Wollstonecraft did argue that women had domestic duties, she

denieq that domesticity was women'’s only possible destiny, whereas, in Helen,
Edegworth’s political agenda is clear: women should be implicitly trustworthy and
educateq 1, be useful to their husbands. The extent to which Edgeworth can be shown not
to Participate in Jibera or progressive politics is clear from her other novels, especially
from he, portrayal of a Judicrous Wollstonecraftian woman, Harriet Freke, in her novel
Belinda. 1t is not so much in her attention to duty that Edgeworth varies from her more
libera) Contemporaries, but in her insistence on the subordination and limitation of women

0 prescribed domestic roles.
The novel focuses on five central characters: Helen Stanley, her friend Lady

Cecilig Clarendon, Cecilia’s mother Lady Davenant, Cecilia’s husband General

Clarend(,n, and Helen’s beau, Granville Beauclerc. The two men of the novel
OPPOSI'ng types: Clarendon an older man with an unbending, strict moral code, and

Beauclerc, his ward, generous, impetuous, and romantic. The three women represent
three different stages of virtue: Helen is naturally good but untested, Cecilia is good but
her Character js flawed, and Lady Davenant, over time, has overcome mistakes in order to

Sttengthen her virtue. Each woman must learn to adapt herself to societal codes of

\
115s, 2 The Atkinsons cite David Roberts, Paternalism in Early Victorian England,
Sfn.
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onduct in order ¢ ensure her happiness in life. Helen’s orphan status, and the recent
decease Of her guardian, leave her as a kind of tabula rasa for the absorption of the
Nove)’s lessons. Helen strongly loves her friends and is too willing to sacrifice herself for
their happiness, which is seen as a flaw, but an amiable one. After her guardian’s death,
Helen £0¢s to live with her childhood friend, Lady Cecilia, who has recently married
Genera1 Clarendon. Cecilia’s flaw is a lack of strict truthfulness, and she is afraid of the
CCnsures of her mother and husband. Cecilia does not reveal the entire truth about a
TOmantic jnyo] vement she once had with a Captain D’ Aubigny before her marriage to
Clarend‘)n, entangling herself and Helen in a web of deceit. The punishment and
Tepentance of Cecilia for her lack of truthfulness is the main didactic thrust of the nove].
Three marriages are described in the novel: the Davenants, the Clarendons, and
the Courtship between Helen and Beauclerc that ends in marriage. In all three marriages,

Certain morg principles are at stake: confidence between husband and wife is essential;
TeTiting her husband’s esteem is vital to a wife’s peace of mind;*! a woman may demand
0 be trusteq but only if she fully merits that trust; mistakes can be redeemed if only
admitteq truthfully; and, the man has the last word. In Edgeworth’s novel, women are
Understood to pe independent moral agents, but a woman'’s relationship to her husband is
NOt one of equality. A wife must “look up” to her husband; he must be felt to have a
Superior understanding.?? In addition to conforming to the best interests of her husband,
8 Woman’s wider social reputation also depends on her strict conformity with a severe

¢0de of conduct, Women's fulfillment in life is tied up in the extent to which they can

———————

21 Tain Topliss points out that Wollstonecraft and Edgeworth share the tenet “that

CSteem is as essential to marriage as love” (24).

22 As Elizabeth Kowaleski-Wallace says of Lady Davenant, “she finds inner

Peace only when she submits to her husband’s supervision” (Fathers’ Daughters 189).

334



c . . . .
onform to a mode] predicated on men’s happi - while unmarried women are to face

their Jot with uncomplaining stoicism.
Helen and Beauclerc have a relationship based on friendship. The trial of their

rdationship comes when Cecilia forces Helen to conceal the authorship of letters Cecilia
Wrote to D’Aubigny: Cecilia will not admit she wrote them and makes it seem that Helen
did, Helen is willing to sacrifice herself to save her friend, but she does tell Beauclerc
that she j innocent of any wrongdoing and convinces him to trust her. Clarendon,
althO“Eh he protects Helen’s reputation, is disgusted by dissimulation and sends her
aWay with his sister--but Beauclerc continues to trust her, forming the basis for a solid

relatiOnship between them. Marilyn Butler regards Beauclerc’s character as “out of focus™

and more “immature” than brilliant (Edgeworth 470) but Beauclerc’s impulsive behavior

Stems from, generous impulses. These same generous impulses are what allow him to rely
on Helep’s trustworthiness: the unfinished nature of Beauclerc’s character gives him
leeway to respond to Helen’s needs in a way that Clarendon, as a mature and fully
formeq masculine character, can do only with great difficulty--Clarendon yields to
Teconciling with Cecilia only after the dying Lady Davenant on her knees implores him to
do o,

The marriage of Clarendon and Cecilia is based on strong romantic love, a love
Which is shown nor to be proof against Cecilia’s penchant for fudging the truth.
Clafendon, in response to two friends whose wives had betrayed them (26), had sworn
that he woulg never marry a woman who had previously loved another: “love and honour
bei“g with him inseparable, the idol he adores must keep herself at the height to which he
has rajseq her, or cease to receive his adorations. She must be no common vulgar idol for
CVery passing worshipper” (29). Butler notes that Clarendon “in his awe-inspiring

feserve strongly resembles Lady Davenant” (Edgeworth 476), but whereas Lady
Davenant is more tender toward Cecilia than she thinks, General Clarendon really is quite
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CXacﬁng in his expectations. In order to satisfy Clarendon’s marital requirements, Cecilia
convinced him that she had never thought of another. In reality, she had written love

letters 1o D’ Aubigny. Thus, their marriage is tainted by the element of deceit, which
brings them to the point of absolute separation, Cecilia’s denials being compounded and

her truthfy' - gg progressively eroded until her final confession is prompted by her

Mother’s expected death, Lady Davenant is finally able to convince Clarendon that

Cecilia’s confession ensures her new allegiance with the complete truth and the couple are
Tunited, Although Cecilia has repented and is rewarded with the return of her husband,
Helen ;5 shocked by the severe mental strain Cecilia has undergone, and she is never
Shown ¢o recover from the “change” effected on her by her sorrow. The novel insists that
this sufferjng is deserved, by providing a justification of Clarendon’s requirements (See
KOWaleski-Wauace, Fathers’ Daughters 190-1), and by Lady Davenant’s emphasis on

Cecilia’s newly attained virtue. Cecilia’s good intentions, for sparing small pains to the
People around her, are portrayed as destroying her marriage: compare Cecilia with
Austen’s Emma, whose meddling is much less harshly rewarded. Butler praises the
PSychological tension of the novel as the situation becomes progressively worse for both
Cecilia ang Helen; but as Kowaleski-Wallace states, the suffering of the two women is
"eXCruciating” (191), a portrayal of “impossibly high standards imposed on innocent
Women” despite Edgeworth’s intention to support the trial as beneficial to the women’s

Characters (190). Edgeworth’s novel supports women’s conformity with societal

Standards, no matter how exacting or torturous they become.
Mary Jean Corbett, in her fine discussion of Edgeworth’s The Absentee (1812),

delineates how Edgeworth’s familial politics reflect those developed by Edmund Burke in
Tesponse to revolutionary ideas. Corbett explains how Burke’s central theory of cultural
inheritance depends on masculine control of females: “Burke’s confidence in the security

of hefeditary transmission depends . . . on the tacit assumption of marital chastity among
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Women, who act as the unacknowle ~ ¢ ~vound for familial, economic, and political

legitimacy. ., p principle of transmission can be fully secure if feminine fidelity is not
Maintained” (880).% Although twenty years passed between the writing of The Absentee

and Helen, Corbett’s argument applies just as readily to this latter work, especially when
the ©Xtremely harsh behavior of General Clarendon toward the fearful Cecilia is wholly
condoned by the novel. Corbett shows how in his Reflections Burke regards French
TeVolutionary women as monstrous, and makes explicit the connection between Burke’s
theory ang Edgeworth’s fiction: “Like the Reflections, The Absentee promotes the family
as the mainstay of the orderly society. . . . like Burke, Edgeworth understands the
Tegulation of sexuality--especially female sexuality--to be the linchpin of social order. . . .
ANy and all jrregularities in women's sexual and social identities present serious
: imPediments both to the practice of domestic life and to male virtue” (882, 883). Cecilia’s
Ommitment to truthfulness is tested on the basis of an old love affair, which, though
innocent, could have prevented her marriage to the General had she revealed it. It is the

hint of a connection between Cecilia’s “honesty” and her “chastity” (two words closely

COnnected) which causes Lady Davenant to fall into a fit:
‘Suspect!--wrong!’ cried Lady Davenant, starting up, with a look in her

eyes which made Helen recoil. ‘Helen, what can you conceive that I suspect

wrong?--Cecilia?--Captain D’ Aubigny? What did you mean? Wrong did you
say?--of Cecilia? Could you mean--could you conceive, Helen that I having such

a suspicion, could be here--living with her--or--living anywhere---—-"And she sank

down on the sofa again, seized with sudden spasm--in a convulsion of agonising

pain. (292)

\
23 This concept is also central to Lawrence’s Empire of the Nairs, discussed in

Chapter One.
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Lady Davenant’s pain centers around her heart--a pain emblematic of her motherhood, %
Cecilia’s fajlyre at complete verbal disclosure implies that her chastity might also be
Suspect, Though Lady Davenant denies that this could really be the case, her near
Bysterical Tesponse reveals that this is indeed her worst fear. This sort of reliance op the
family a5 an Organizational tactic for controlling wemen is far from Shelley’s project in

the revision of domesticity to expand its utopian potential,
The marriage of Lord and Lady Davenant, the novel’s exemplary marriage, is a

Working partnership, and Lady Davenant is shown throughout the novel assisting with
her husbanq’s affairs. Butler describes Lady Davenant as “a powerful political and
intellectyq women who is as much at home in foreign capitals as in London. . . . her

fone s that of 5 highly intelligent, reasoning and feeling woman, . . . a forceful

personality. - .. Her manner is that of a woman who has become accustomed to
authority” (Edgeworth 469). While Lady Davenant does maintain an important role in her

husband’s political career, her activities are narrowly and conservatively defined. Lady
Davenant takes care to explain to Helen that while she is thought by some to control Lord
Davenam, this is not the case, and she relates how early in her married life she attempted
to use her influence inappropriately (to secure money for a project of her mother’s) but
Lord Davenant’s disapproval taught her the error of her ways (72-87). A well-respected
Woman of real geniys, Lady Davenant is shown by Edgeworth to demonstrate true
Wisdom becayse she assists her husband but does not interfere. In that Lady Davenant
always Participates in her husband’s political activities, Edgeworth does not exactly
festrict her women characters to a private domestic sphere, but the interpenetration of the
domestic ang political realms is demonstrated in a way consistent with conservative,

Waditional beljefs about women and their talents: women’s roles are not significantly

\
24 Thj tic pain is much like the pain of Lady Delacour’s “bad breast
ed by lligl\ijlgllg;nk?—‘gfguace in her work on Belinda (“Home Economics” 251-253),

discugs
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exPanded, nor is the treatment of women in the novel progressive or reformist. Lady
b avenant leamns not to feed her own ambition, but to support her husband’s politica]
8oals: « learned, if not to be less ambitious, at least to show it less. . . . D— had once
Said thay ‘every public man who has a cultivated and high-minded wife has in fact two
Selves, cach holding watch and ward for the other’” (87); to paraphrase the legal theory of
Coverture, in Politics, the two are one and the one is the man.

Lady Davenant's early interest in politics, when she desired to have power,

caused her to neglect Cecilia, and Cecilia’s faults are supposed to be the results of this

Neglect 25 Lady Davenant says, “I did not attend sufficiently to Cecilia’s early education:

ngrossed with politics, I left her too much to governesses, at one period to a very bad
One. I have done what I can to remedy this, and you have done more perhaps; but I much
fear that e early neglect can never be completely repaired” (87). Mitzi Myers praises as
“feml'nocentric” the concentration on the relationship between mother and daughter in

Edge""C’Iﬂl’s Rosamond series.?® In Helen, the mother-daughter relationship is still

Central, doubled by the mirror daughters (Kowaleski-Wallace, Fathers’ Daughters 189) of
Cecilia ang “surrogate daughter” Helen to the mother, Lady Davenant, and mirrored again
in the relationship between Cecilia and General Clarendon, whose forbidding personality

Is Very similar to her mother’s and which sparks in Cecilia a similar fear of their harsh

J'“dgement of her.?’ Edgeworth intended that the moral for Helen should be “that
\

.. % As Kowaleski-Wallace points out, Lady Davenant identifies her relationship
With her own mother as also bcset%y problems (Fathers’ Daughters 188-9).

.26 In her discussion of the Bildungsroman aspects of Edgeworth’s Rosarqond
Serles, Myers writes that “Edgeworth replaces the usual heterosexual romance script
using female self.definition with relations between the sexes by a mother-daughter
educational narrative thematizing domestic realism and enlightened choice” (71).

284 27 Butler notes Cecilia’s “two stern mentors, her mother and her husband” (RES
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Mothers talented mothers [sic] should take care not to make their children afraid of them
80 as to prevent them from telling the truth & trusting them with their faults and secrets _
- In short the moral of Lady Davenant’s characters is that talents should make themselves
Objects of Love not fear” (Maria Edgeworth to Lucy Edgeworth, 6 Jan 1836; qtd in
Butler, Edgeworth 476). Although the novel is “feminocentric” in that it fully explores the
de"eloping personality of the main character, and prov; *  engaging studies of the
“UPporting characters Lady Davenant and Cecilia, Helen demonstrates that a focus on
Women does not by itself guarantee that a novel will be feminist. Instead of empowering
the Women, the novel’s lessons constantly hem them in. Edgeworth’s attention to the
formative effects of education on Cecilia’s character is similar to what Shelley’s would
be, but Edgeworth uses society’s condemnation as a tool of punishment to correct
Cecilia, rather tha attempting to improve her own internal judgment. This is not a utopian
Portrajt of domesticity or a feminist one: while respecting Lady Davenant as a strong
Character, Edgeworth does not try to expand the boundaries of her realm but instead has
adopted a position which supports women’s activities only as far as society condones.
Edgeworth devotes several passages to the difference between women’s power,
inﬂuence, and interference. In the first passage, Clarendon makes clear that women’s
POWer must be constrained to influence:

“Female influence is and ought to be potent,” said the General, with an
emphasis on influence, contradistinguishing it from power, and reducing the
€Xaggeration of omnipotent by the short process of lopping off two syllables.

“So long as ladies keep in their own proper character,” said Lady
Davenant, “all is well; but, if once they cease to act as women, that instant they
lose their privilege--their charm: they forfeit their exorcising power; they c__ no

longer command the demon of party nor themselves. . .” (272)

The narrator gives Clarendon the ability of “lopping off” women’s power, like an
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amputatior or, more politically, a beheading. Lady Davenant’s speech is riddled with

Degat ves--“cease--lose--forfeit--no longer.” Her somewhat mysterious remark about
acting as Women” is illuminated by Wollstonecraft’s injunction in A Vindication of the

Righzs f Woman: “This desire of being always women, is the very consciousness that

de - . : ;
8rades the sey. tcepting with a lover, I must repeat with emphasis, a former

Obsery ation,~it would be well if they were only agreeable or rational companions” (99),
In WoHstonecraft’s argument, “acting as women” is to act constantly in a socially
Predetermined sexual or gendered manner--which masquerades as natural--without
Consciousness of being as rational as men. Edgeworth argues that women should

influence through their charm and from their existing, socially determined positions.
Edgeworth, while not advocating a reformist stance, does allow that some change
in the Place of women in the political sphere has taken place since Wollstonecraft wrote.
Lady Davenant advises Helen that life has become too complicated for her to consider that
Politics is no concern of women’s:

“Let me observe to you that the position of women in society is somewhat
different from what it was a hundred years ago, or as it was sixty, or I will say
thirty years since. Women are now so highly cultivated, and political subjects are

at present of so much importance, of such high interest, to all human creatures
who live together in society, you can hardly expect, Helen, that you, as a rational
being, can go through the world as it now is, without forming any opinion on
points of public importance. . . . Depend on it, Helen . . . that when you are
married, your love for a man of superior abilities, and of superior character, must
elevate your mind to sympathy with all his pursuits, with all the subjects which
Claim his attention.” (276)
Lady Davenans’ s advice devolves from the position that women should understand

Society because they are rational creatures, to the idea that they should be able to remain in
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Sy Mmpathy with their worldly active husbands. It is a shift from women’s political action
in its owp right, to fulfill their duty ss citizens as Wollstonecraft argues, to the idea that
Women’s duties as 2 wife demand this new ability from them--an idea that Wollstonecraft
SUpports in order to bolster her larger argument for women's intellectual and political
freedom,
In the end, Lady Davenant draws a line between public and private involvement in
Political affajr that neither Wollstonecraft nor Shelley ever draws:
Of the public dangers and private personal inconveniences that may result from
women becoming politicians, or, as you better express our meaning, interfering
with public affairs, no one can be more aware than I am. Interfering, observe I
say, fo ~ would mark and keep the line between influence and interference.
Female influence must, will, and ought to exist on political subjects as on all
others; but this influence should always be domestic, not public—the customs of
society have so ruled it. (277)
Edgeworth explicitly makes the distinction which genders the division between public
and domestjc spheres, and ordains that the domestic sphere be subordinate to the public,
Rather than advocate the full involvement of women in politics, Edgeworth strictly warns
Women against interferin g, and leaves the final decision in politics, as in personal
felations, with the men,
In conradiction to Wollstonecraft’s claim that education and intellectual activity
Will make women berter wives and mothers, Lady Davenant’s involvement in politics has
Partially estranged her from her daughter--she spends more time with papers than with
her daughter, causing Cecilia to fear her as aloof and instigating her downfall. Although
Helen jg always ready to go to Lady Davenant for advice, Cecilia is too afraid. In one
Instance, Cecilia attempts to assist in the affairs of her parents (an ambassadorial mission

to Russia has been delayed) by throwing a party for political friends and enemies alike,
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Sure that amity will reign (245-275). In describing Cecilia’s party, the narrator focuses on
the disturbances that occur between Lady Davenant and the other women guests. As to
the mep ’s business, the narrator pleads ignorance:
The politica) conferences were held in Lord Davenant’s apartment: to what these
conferences tended we never knew and never shall; we consider them as matters
of history, and Jeave them with due deference to the historian; we have to do on ly
with biography. Far be it from us to meddle with politics--we have quite enough
to do with manners and morality. (269)
Akho‘*‘gh the political and the domestic clearly mix, at least in the case of the husband-
Wife team of the Davenants, Edgeworth does not wish to expand the province of the
domestic novel in order to investigate the political side.
Cecilia’s Plan to restore her parents’ political fortune does not pan out. Lord
Davenant’s setback has in reality been due to an information leak, and Lady Davenant js
SUspected, Thys information leak has an important parallel in the slanderous publication of
Cecilia’s Jetters o D’ Aubigny--in fact both sets of papers are copied by the same
duplicitous page, Carlos. The Portuguese page boy is doubled by another spying
1.mmigl”ant, the French maid Felicie. The two foreign spies represent an invasion of the
domestjc Space, an erosion of trust within the very home. Lady Davenant had taken the
Young Carlos in off the street, and his betrayal is explained only inasmuch as he was
Offered Mmoney to copy the information. Felicie’s betrayal receives even less of an
®XPlanation--only that she has never seemed sincere, with her flattering French maid’s
Ways. Again any potential for a utopian domesticity in Edgeworth is undercut: her
domesﬁdt}’ is a precarious space, susceptible to misunderstanding or to outright betrayal
for reasons that seem arbitrary and insignificant.
Although Edgeworth shows Lady Davenant to have certain flaws of ambition and

Perhaps t00 strict a method with her daughter, her portrayal of Lady Davenant is flattering
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O the whole, Lady Davenant’s opposite is Lady Katrine Hawksby, an annoyance
throughoy, the novel and finally publicly denounced as a villain (she had attermnpted to
*lander Ceciliz and Helen with a locket from the D’ Aubigny affair). In a scene involved
With the slanderous publication of the letters--which have been fluffed out with even more
shocking material which Cecilia never wrote--Katrine is described by her sister as
“blue”(that is, overly intellectual):
“Deep blue! Shocking: and this is a blue breakfast, and all the people at it are blue
bores, and a blue bore is, as Horace Churchill says, one of the most mischievous
Creatures breathing; and he tells me the only way of hindering them from doing
Mischief is by ringing them; but first you must get rings. Now, in this case, for
Katrine not a ring is to be had for love or money.” (379)
InsPired by Madame de Stael, and with “the notion . . . of being the English Corinne,”
Lady Davenant had once indulged in salon behavior, but had quickly retreated when a

friend “repeated those two provoking lines-- ‘New wit, like wine, intoxicates the brain, /
To0 strong for feeble women to sustain’” (75).%8 Katrine, however, is never described as

“arTying out any useful intellectual activity, but instead is at the heart of the publication of

the slanderoys letters, and her description as “blue” indicates that she only pretends to
intellect, unlike the now-wise Lady Davenant. Katrine is also unmarried, and hates Helen
for her engagement to Beauclerc. Edgeworth does not argue that that the only fate for
Unmarried women is to become as bitter as Lady Katrine; she argues instead that it is a

Matter of strength of mind how an unmarried woman regards her own fate. Lady
\

28 The lines are from George Lyttleton’s poem, “Advice To A Lady,” (1731)
from Poerms (1777).
Or make to dangerous wit a vain pretence,
But wisely rest content with modest sense;
For wit, like wine, intoxicates the brain,
Too strong for feeble woman to sustain;
f those who claim it, more than half have none,
And half of those who have it, are undone. (31-36)
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Davenant deplores the universal belief that all women should marry:
dancing-masters, music-masters, and all the tribe, what is it all for, but to prepare
young ladies for the grand event; and to raise in them, besides the natural, a
factitious, an abstract idea of good in being married? Every girl in these days is
early impressed with the idea that she must be married, that she cannot be happy
unmarried . . . . it requires some strength of mind to be superior to such a foolish,
vain, and vulgar belief . . . Look at Lady Katrine; strength of mind on this one
subject would have saved her from being a prey to envy, and jealousy, and all the
vulture passions of the mind. (194)

Edgeworth balances her portrayal of this savage old maid with the somewhat more

favorable spinster sister Esther Clarendon--but Esther is also portrayed as brusque

throughout most of the novel, only coming into a favorable light when she offers Helen a

home while she is under suspicion. Esther and her Aunt Pennant have a home of their

own in Wales, where Esther’s punctilious behavior can offend no one. Her spinsterhood

is regarded as her own choice, for at one point she admits that she abruptly left the

Clarendons because she was beginning to feel an unrequited attachm __:toI  iclerc

(453), in direct opposition to Katrine’s behavior.
In Helen, Edgeworth provides skillful interpretations of the characters of women

and explains how they must adapt to survive in society. Helen’s financial situation, given
as the reason she must dwell with her friends in the first place, is a fitting metaphor for

the lesson of the book: a woman’s restraint is proof of her good moral natute.

Emphatically not utopian, Edgeworth’s final book does not support the feminist reform of

society, nor even does it point out society’s flaws: just the opposite, it points out

women’s own flaws and demands their punishment and remediation before rewarding

them with marriage.
In her own domestic novels, Shelley carries out a very different project from that
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of Edgeworth. Her characters are situated within the environments and educati onal
circumstances that shaped them. In Godwinian fashion, the characters are responsible fo;
their own successes and failures, but the social realities that shaped them bear a he avy
weight as well. Additionally, rather than dwelling on punishment, Shelley almost always
emphasizes the opportunities for improvement that lay before the character. In Lodore,
for example, she shows how Cornelia is able to re-educate herself after the failure of her
marriage to Lord Lodore. Shelley shows Cornelia’s suffering from her separation from
her daughter, but not in order to punish her; rather, Shelley tends to emphasize Cornelia’s
faulty education. Her mother manipulates her, and Lord Lodore marries her when she
was too young then fails to get to know her or to adapt his own behavior and expectations
to his young wife’s needs. Eventually, Cornelia reforms her own values, and instead of
acting according to the precepts of the worldly society through which she moves so
easily, she gives up her wealth in order to come to the aid of her daughter. In her final
lesson, she learns that she need not isolate herself because of her noble act; she is taken
back into society, reunited with her daughter, and marries Horatio Saville, a virtuous man
who has also learned from the mistakes of his own impulsive marriage. In the re-

education of such figures as Cornelia, Shelley shows how society may be redeemed by

the principles of utopian domesticity.

Throughout her work, Shelley demonstrates her commitment to social reform by
developing an ideal Ive called utopian domesticity. Shelley’s program for domesticity is
feminist because it condemns the restrictions of traditional domesticity that confine
women in the home and exclude men from it, and utopian because it lays out a set of
conditions that could create a perfected society. Shelley revises the traditional idea of
domesticity to emphasize women’s capacity to effect public good, as well as men’s

responsibilities within the home. Above all, Shelley uses the idea of domesticity to
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emphasize the importance of interpersonal human bonds: individuals, whether male or
female, must turn away from isolation and ambition for personal glory and toward
responsibility, justice, and friendship.

Other women writers, contemporary to Shelley, confronted the idea of
domesticity without seizing on its potential as a model for utopian feminist reform,
Austen explores the troublesome situations of her well-rounded characters with
complexity and depth, but without attempting to critique or change the societal structures
that place her characters in such situations. Hemans demonstrates through numerous
examples that women can leave the domestic haven in order to affect the larger political
world, but she tends to portray this move as fatal. Neither Austen nor Hemans, although
they understand and sympathetically portray women’s subordination by the power
structures of the world at large, attempts to influence those structures through their
fiction. Edgeworth, on the other hand, argues that women should in fact be held to strict
standards of conduct and brought back into line when they devi-*~ Edgeworth denjes that
women should do any more than influence the decisions of men who move in the public
world and chastens their “interference.”

Over the course of her career, Shelley explores many different configurations of
domesticity with a critical eye, revealing not only the negative effects of traditional gender

uctures, patriarchy and chivalry, but also domesticity’s utopian potential. In

ankenstein, SI “ley demonstrates her f  inist critique of the negative effects of

restrictive domesticity by exposing ** : the marginalization of female characters and
critiquing even the De Laceys’ potential utopia by condemning its patriarchal exclusivity.
In Valperga, the rational, benevolent leadership of Euthanasia is a good example,
contrasted with Castrucchio’s cruelty, treachery, and violence; Shelley carefully explains
the educational systems that produced these two leaders, as well as their deluded religious

counterpart, Beatrice. In The Last Man, while focusing on the central importance of
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human connections, Shelley critiques the gendered roles which restrict the lives of
women in the book and undermine their potential for fulfillment even before the advent of
the Plague. In Perkin Warbeck, chivalry, patriarchal legitimacy, and the concept of the
“just war” are condemned, and women’s role in the public sphere is again explored. In
Lodore, Shelley critiques the passionate, L. >fc 1 ic character of the
eponymous’ , whose estranged wife takes center stage by re-educating herself: she
abandons wordly priorities in favor of the values of utopian domesticity--res  1sibility
instead of personal rights, simplicity instead of luxury, unself-interested benevolence--
and by devoting herself to the benefit of her daughter, reunites her fz "1y and gains a
new, like-minded husband. In Falkner, Shelley provides utopian domesticity as a frame
tha _al e the C f justice demanded by Godwin in Political
Justice and Caleb Williams.

Shelley explores women’s own R¢____ntic desire both for personal fame and glory
and for public benevolence, showing how either men or women may become ambitious
Byronic heroes or benevolent Shelleyan heroes. She investigates women’s engagements
with power in the public sphere and in the sphere of interpersonal and community
relationships, while she also valorizes  :n who become more involved with family and
community instead of y - " gz political or military power. As a disciple of
Wollstonecraft, Shelley consciously demonstrates the effects of e ion on w____3n and
men characters, insisting on women’s full education and their rights to become full
citizens alongside men. As a follower of Godwin, she sees domesticity as the site where
human interactions, at their most basic, have the greatest potential to effect revolutionary
change. As a Romantic woman writer, whose fictions appeared between 1818 and 1837,
Shelley investigates the powerful ideologies of her *~ ', exposing the weaknesses of
Re____nticism and domesticity even as she reveals the possibilities they bear for 2

human interactions.
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