


Before doing a play, dramaturgs always ask, “Why this play now?” I thought that 
it was time for a thoughtfully romantic and funny play like Arms and the Man 
because I think our intelligent, young students would benefit from its beautiful 
words and quick wit. 
 
For the first time in a while, the department is doing a mainstage with a small 
cast. This creates an amazing creative experience because we get to spend time 
with the language of the play. Our designers, Professors Susan Cox and Will 
Turbyne, have been realizing the buoyant world of the play, taking the exigencies 
of production in artistic stride. The efforts of the department through the actors, 
designers, and scholars have made this play a joy.
 
Shaw is such a thinker, which makes it great for the University of Dallas. He’s 
always playing with ideas; reality versus idealism in a witty dialectic. The answers 
are not as obvious as you might think. His lines are packed with impatience for the 
truth. But he doesn’t lose heart. Even though he’s constantly building towers and 
knocking them down, the play still pulses with feeling. Shaw is never too clever to 
feel. This play trusts its audience in a way that the UD community will love.
 
We’re so lucky that our OnStage writers, led by Maria Rossini, have been examining 
the fecundity of the play. Their insights into topics of heroism, marriage, glory, 
and the artistic process draw out the ideas in the work so you can watch the play 
in a deeper way.
 
Enjoy OnStage, and enjoy this wonderful play.

Stefan Novinski, Chair of the Drama Department
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In Arms and the Man, George Bernard Shaw repeatedly 
presents the heights of Romanticism—then exposes the 
impossibility of its realization. Many critics identify his key 
rhetorical device as anticlimax. However, Shaw does not 
mock people to defeat them. Rather, he offers a realistic 
path to virtue. By using the noble impulse of romance to 
enervate the serious side of life, Shaw shows that characters 
can truly achieve heroism. In the figures of Bluntschli and 
Nicola, Shaw does not aim to embarrass Sergius, but to 
offer to him and to the audience a way to achieve heroism 
by balancing the prosaic with the Romantic.

Sergius is truly tortured by his 
Romantic ideals, which dissociate him 
from himself; however, Bluntschli’s 
example and Louka’s boldness offer 
him an opportunity for integrity. When 
Sergius is left alone with Louka for the 
first time, he drops his guard enough 
to speak truly. He tells her as he seduces her, “What would 
the half dozen Sergiuses who keep popping in and out of 
this handsome figure of mine say if they caught us here?” 
(Shaw 31). Romantic expectations have splintered Sergius’ 
identity. He cannot act virtuously because his desires are 
misaligned with the ludicrous expectations placed upon 
him. With Louka, though, Sergius’ stubbornness has an 
outlet that aligns with his desires. In the last act, when 
Sergius and Louka become engaged, Catherine says, 
“Sergius: you are bound by your word to us,” to which 
Sergius boldly replies, “Nothing binds me” (Shaw 71). His 
ridiculous cavalry charge and affected romance exhaust 
him; his shocking engagement to a lower-class woman 

enlivens him. When Sergius casts off impossible ideals, he 
is able to become a hero more noble than his aspirations 
allowed.

Bluntschli, with his strategic ability and “low, 
shopkeeping mind” (Shaw 54), offers a vision of the 
heroic man in modernity. Bluntschli is realistic, honest, 
and prosaic—a living stereotype of his Swiss heritage. His 
wealth of experience in war and trade have cultivated his 
virtues of phronesis, or prudence. He knows war, and he can 
win it; he knows trade, and he can exchange bad horses 
for prisoners. But he does not know Raina. While Sergius 

and Raina are inexperienced in the 
face of the prosaic world, Bluntschli 
is inexperienced in the face of the 
Romantic world. In the last moments 
of the play, the audience learns that 
Bluntschli has been balancing the 
Romantic and the prosaic from the 

very beginning of the play, risking his very life to come into 
brief contact with Raina. Bluntschli’s prosaic wealth—not 
aristocratic wealth, but commercial wealth—allows him to 
secure his romantic dream of marrying Raina. Shaw shows 
his audience that Bluntschli is not splintered apart by the 
two impulses; instead, he integrates them to become both 
heroic and serious.

Shaw’s most surprising hero is Nicola, the middle-aged 
servant who accepts much abuse and humiliation and yet 
rises to heroism by helping Louka. The audience’s first 
glimpse of Nicola is when he is scolding his fiancée Louka 
for acting unmannerly, implying that he is simple and strict. 
However, he tells her to obey not for obedience’s sake, but 
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because, “That’s how you’ll make the most out of them” 
(Shaw 19). Nicola’s evaluation of the family is much keener 
than their evaluation of him. Though his ambitions of 
owning a shop in Sofia seem unromantic, his shrewdness, 
capability, and kindness show his heroism. Louka achieves 
her goal when she takes his advice that “the way to get 
on as a lady is the same as the way to get on as a servant; 
you’ve got to know your place...” (Shaw 49). After Nicola 

surrenders his engagement to Louka, Sergius says, “This is 
either the finest heroism or the most crawling baseness,”  to 
which Bluntschli replies that it matters not which, only that 
he is “the ablest man in Bulgaria” (Shaw 60). In the same 
way that Bluntschli lives out heroism by showing Sergius 
how to be a hero, Nicola lives out heroism by supporting 
Louka through his practical advice and example.

Shaw writes heroes that defy expectations, showing 
that heroism need not be grand and gentlemanly to be 
earnest and good. Louis Crompton writes, “In Arms and the 
Man repeated descents from the sublime to the ridiculous 
surprise us into bursts of laughter which are both an 
emotional and a moral release” (14). Shaw does not simply 
wish to blame idealism, but to release us from it. Heroism, 
he shows us, meets the needs of others and achieves noble 
happiness in one’s own life. ◊

Works Cited

Shaw, George Bernard. Arms and the Man. Mineola, NY: 
Dover Publications, Inc., 1990.

Crompton, Louis. Shaw the Dramatist. University of 
Nebraska Press, 1969.

Above:Louka, played by Bernadette Roden, smoking.
Below Left: Paul Bond and Dolores Mihaliak as Bluntschli and Catherine Petkoff. Below Right: Peter Shanley, playing Russian Soldier, sits beside Sam Chiodo, playing 
Major Petkoff.
Opposite: Ann Urbanski, playing Raina, reads while lounging.
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George Bernard Shaw gave his play Arms and the 
Man the provocative subtitle: “Anti-Romantic Comedy.” 
Shaw, famous for disrupting the theatrical conventions 
of his day, intentionally acts against Romanticism’s grip 
on popular entertainment—especially the old school of 
playwrights, including Yeats. Romanticism was just the 
sort of thing for Shaw to poke fun at. Shaw wanted to move 
the British theater away from the expected melodramatic 
play towards something revolutionary and different (The 
Irish Times). Arms and the Man wittily and playfully draws 
out the follies of Romantic ideals. Raina, one of the main 
characters of the play, begins the play steeped in ideas of 
heroism and love. When Raina and the other characters are 
freed from the constraints of Romanticism, they emerge as 
real people, which the great success of Shaw’s play. 

“A victory!” won by Sergius, Bulgarian soldier and fiancé 
of Raina, opens the play (Shaw 2). Raina, a “young lady, 
intensely conscious of the romantic beauty of the night,” 
gazes out in a reverie from her balcony, interrupted only 
by her mother Catherine who exclaims that Sergius has 
won a great battle. Raina and her mother cry with delight. 
“It proves that all our ideas were real after all,” exclaims 
Raina (Shaw 3). “What do you mean?” Catherine asks 
Raina. Raina admits that she and Sergius had talked about 
patriotic, heroic ideals before he left for the war. However, 
Raina was not sure that these ideals would really hold up 
after all:  “Real life is so seldom like that,” Raina explains 
to her mother (Shaw 3). From the start of the play, Raina 
is portrayed as a young woman enthralled with Romantic 
ideals. Yet, Raina is remarkably self-conscious; she realizes 
the instability of these ideals even as they enthrall her. Still, 

she prematurely cast aside her worries in the hopes that 
these ideals have been actualized through Sergius’ victory. 
Only as the play progresses will Raina’s self-delusion fade 
away; in turn, she emerges as a complex character with 
desires beyond her Romantic ideals. 

This opening scene is  a standard first act for a 
melodrama of the period. Shaw cleverly uses the 
conventions of the genre to undermine it, “demonstrating 
what wonders an old frame can bring to a new picture” 
(Welton). Sergius’ cavalry charge, the act of heroism Raina 
and her mother celebrate, is actually later revealed to be 
a blundering mistake. Here, Shaw’s use of melodramatic 
conventions allows him to work within a structure that he 
can then challenge. The introduction of Captain Bluntschli, 
a mercenary soldier who fights for the other side and 
carries chocolate in his pockets instead of cartridges, 
marks the breakdown of Romantic ideals for both Raina 
and Bluntschli. They “melt into real people, with dreams 
and ambitions and complications” (Welton). Shaw’s play 
delights audiences because of its ability to present people 
as they are. What at first appears to be shallow is given 
depth. Raina, though seemingly silly and flighty, is much 
more complex and interesting than she at first seems. 
Shaw sets two opposing characters up against each other, 
Raina and Bluntschli, so that they can reveal the fallacies 
and strengths of the other person. 

Shaw’s project was to clear away the cobwebs of 
Romanticism in theater. His straightforwardness and wit 
earned him both criticism and praise. Yeats said that he 
“listened to Arms and the Man with admiration and hatred” 
(The Irish Times). Decidedly, it was the first contest between 

Romanticism and Anti-Romanticism
by Madison Vielhauer
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the old school of playwrights and those revolutionary 
playwrights emerging on the scene. Oscar Wilde wrote that 
he “[liked] [Shaw’s] superb confidence in the dramatic value 
of the mere facts of life” and G.K. Chesterton described 
Shaw as “provocative” (The Irish Times). Shaw provided 
an antidote to the idealism pervading theater. Even so, 
Bluntschli reveals himself to be “incurably romantic” at 
the end of the play, begging the question whether Shaw 
actually aims to throw Romanticism out all together or 
show a balanced way to life a virtuous life. ◊

Works Cited 

The Irish Times. https://www.irishtimes.com/culture/mr-
shaw-s-profession-an-anti-romantic-comedy-1.287205 
(accessed September 16, 2019).

Shaw, George Bernard. Arms and the Man. Mineola, NY: 
Dover Publications, Inc., 1990.

Welton Jones “Shaw Wrestles Romanticism at the Old Globe 
Theatre.” Theatre Reviews. http://www.sandiegostory.
com/shaw-wrestles-romanticism-at-the-old-globe-
theatre/ (accessed September 16, 2019).

Right: Ann Urbanksi as Raina.
Below (Left to Right): Anne Schilling, the dialect coach, sits beside director 
Stefan Novinski. 
Opposite: Sketch done by Professor Susan Cox of Catherine Petkoff
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Romantic feelings abound in George Bernard Shaw’s 
Arms and the Man as characters assert their ideals and 
pursue the “higher love” (Shaw 28). And yet, the play ends 
not with Raina marrying Sergius, her betrothed, but in a 
series of engagements that none of the characters could 
have expected from the start. Shaw explores the idea of 
marriage throughout the play, drawing his audience’s 
attention to Raina and Bluntschli’s unlikely engagement, 
to Louka and Sergius’ still unlikelier one, and to Catherine 
and her husband Maj. Petkoff’s happy marriage. In doing 
so, he counters Romantic ideals by presenting marriage as 
the accommodating union of man and woman, wherein 
each spouse respects the other as a whole person. 

Instead of holding their loved one to an unattainable 
ideal, each engaged character gradually accepts their 
partner’s wants and personal eccentricities. Soon after 
Bluntschli draws upon his “[i]nstinct, and experience 
of the world” to challenge Raina’s Romantic facade, 
he admits that he’s “ like all the rest of them…[her] 
infatuated admirer.” Bluntschli remains taken with Raina 
even though he disapproves of her dramatic quirks, 
though he believes these quirks prevent others from 
taking her seriously. At the same time, he never presses 
her to change those quirks and seems willing to accept 
them as “part of your youth—part of your charm.” Raina, 
for her part, later puts aside her lofty ideals and welcomes 
Bluntschli, her “chocolate cream soldier,” with his 
unexpected practicality.

Similarly, Louka and Sergius’ relationship develops 
from a place of mutual acceptance. This is seen most 
clearly when Louka tells Sergius “[y]ou can withdraw if 
you like” after seeing his unenthusiastic reaction to her 
marriage proposal. Like Raina, she is willing to overlook 
an inconsistency in her loved one’s character. Though 
Sergius had rejected Louka before, he rises after she goes 
and draws her to him passionately. By accepting her, he 
discards the chivalrous image he cultivated for Raina and 
her family in favor of a more inclusive love. Sergius and 
Raina exemplify what director and drama professor Stefan 
Novinski describes as “each person getting over a certain 
Romantic idea of what love is…in a courageous way 
so that they can then be a suitable partner for another 
person.” Both learn to admire their loved ones as people, 
with their own eccentricities, instead of dismissing them 
as servants or scoundrels. Moreover, Louka’s acceptance 
of Sergius and Bluntschli’s acceptance of Raina naturally 
complement their respective partners’ personal 
growth. In this way, Shaw builds a mostly unidealized, 

accommodating vision of marriage.

Shaw develops Raina’s parents’ marriage as happy 
and affectionate, living out the  principle of mutual 
acceptance. According to Novinski, within the play’s 
setting “affection is very careful,” so “when they do hug 
it means a lot.”  Subtle details like the way Catherine 
and Petkoff “go into the house together affectionately” 
gain significance. The two move as an affectionate unit 
even after a quarrel. This shows the strength of their 
relationship and their ability to, in Novinski’s words, 
“humor each other’s foibles,” including Catherine’s 
passion and Petkoff’s obstinacy. Raina and Bluntschli and 
Louka and Sergius demonstrate a similar disposition when 
they become engaged to each other; even after their 
quarreling, they accept one another for the flawed people 
they are. Catherine and Petkoff’s marriage is stable and 
affectionate, which bodes well for the engaged characters 
who imitate them.

The accommodating view of marriage Shaw expresses 
in Arms and the Man comes as a mature alternative to 
various characters’ Romantic conceptions of it; on top of 
that, his nuanced portrait of Raina and Bluntschli, Louka 
and Sergius, and Catherine and Petkoff’s relationships 
suggests that happy marriage is a real possibility. ◊

Works Cited

Shaw, George Bernard. Arms and the Man. Mineola, NY: 
Dover Publications, Inc., 1990.

Stefan Novinski. Personal interview. 
September 2019.

Man and Wife
by Sean Jurek
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GeorGe Bernard 
SHAWby Katie Crnkovich

1856: George Bernard Shaw is born in 
Dublin on July 28th
1872: Shaw’s mother leaves her husband 
and takes his sisters with her to London.
1879: Shaw publishes his first novel, which 
was, like his subsequent novels, regarded 
as a failure.
1882: Shaw is converted to Socialism on 
hearing Henry George speak and becomes 
aware of the importance of economics. 
1884: Shaw becomes a member of the 
Fabian Society. He becomes one of the 
most prolific writers for this society.
1892: Shaw publishes his first play, 
Widower’s Houses. This play was notable 
for its unconventional treatment of 
romantic relationships.

1894: Arms and the Man by Shaw is 
premiered on April 21. 
1895: Shaw becomes a theater critic. His 
plays become more popular. 
1898: Shaw marries Charlotte Payne-
Townsend, a socialist political activist 
of the Fabian Society. They never have 
children because they never consummated 
their marriage.
1925: Shaw is awarded the Nobel Prize 
for Literature for works: marked by both 
idealism and humanity” and “stimulating 
satire… infused with a singular poetic 
beauty.” 
1950: Shaw dies at the age of 94.

“Though my trade is that of a playwright, my vocation is that of a prophet, with 
occasional lapses into what ancient people call buffoonery.”

           —Shaw, Malvern Festival Book, 1932

“Surely nobody expects a play by me to have a plot. I am a dramatic poet, not a plot 
monger.”

             —Shaw, Daily Telegraph, 7 May 1908

“[N]o man who is not an idiot can tell a story without shaping it in such a way as to 
move the sympathy of the audience by appealing to their moral ideas”

            —Shaw, “Ten Minutes with Mr. Bernard Shaw”, 
                 To-Day, 28 Apr 1894

Quotations 
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The Servo-Bulgarian war began in 1885 when Bulgaria 
annexed Eastern Rumelia, a province under Ottoman rule. 
The Serbian soldiers sent into Bulgaria initially thought 
they were going to help the Bulgarians fight off the 
expected Ottoman attack. However, the Serbian leaders, 
threatened by Bulgaria’s growing imperialism, declared 
war on Bulgaria (The Captains’ War, 6-7). Because the 
Serbian troops were confused by the change in their 
orders, morale was low, and the Bulgarians defeated 
them easily. The war only lasted from the 14th to the 
28th of November, with peace declared March 3rd of the 
following year. George Bernard Shaw’s Arms and the Man 
takes place during these months of war and subsequent 
peace.

Shaw himself did not care much about the historical 
context of his play: “[Arms and the Man] was nearly 
finished before I had settled on its locality.... I went about 
among my friends and asked if they knew of any wars...
Sidney Webb told me of the Servo-Bulgarian war...So 
I looked up Bulgaria and Servia in an atlas, made all of 
the characters end in ‘off’, and the play was complete” 
(Crompton 78). Shaw unabashedly admits that he finished 
the play before determining its context so that the 
audience can see the Servo-Bulgarian war is accidental to 
the concerns he raises within the play.

While in George Bernard Shaw: Man of the Century, 
Archibald Henderson writes, “Shaw is ready with 
authoritative citation for every incident in the play.” Shaw, 
as quoted, did not prioritize historical accuracy. On the 
Bulgarian characters in the play and their interactions with 
Bluntschli (a Swiss), director Stefan Novinski says, “In real 
life, if they spoke Bulgarian, and he spoke Swiss—they 
couldn’t understand each other.” In addition, there were 
almost no male servants in Bulgaria at that time, making 
the character of the servant Nicola fictitious (Novinski).

Adding insult to ignorance, Shaw appears to 
be mocking Bulgarian culture by exaggerating its 
stereotypes—whether it be through Major Petkoff’s 
proud belief in the health benefits of only washing once 
a week, Louka’s unhidden contempt for her employers, 
or Catherine’s insecurity that manifests itself partly 
through intense patriotism, and partly through her desire 
to decorate and dress in the latest Viennese (i.e., more 
Western) fashions. Unsurprisingly, Shaw faced backlash 
from those offended by his portrayal of Bulgarian culture, 
but responded with his characteristic dry wit: “The 
classical definition of [the comedian’s] function is ‘the 
chastening of morals by ridicule;...When the Bulgarian 
students, with my sincerely friendly assistance, have 

developed a sense of humor there will be no more trouble”  
(Holroyd, p. 297). The substance of his play, he argues, is 
not the context but the comedy.

Shaw’s characters behave as if they are in a British 
drawing-room comedy. “He’s writing about England. It’s 
a metaphor for England,” Novinksi says, who, true to 
the play’s original London opening, is having his actors 
perform with British accents. “This is a play about the 
English middle-class who are trying to act in a new way. 
They have a Romantic idea of who they are—what their 
heritage is.” Novinski thinks that Shaw, while seeming to 
mock the Bulgarians, is really mocking the British.

While the Servo-Bulgarian war is relevant to the story 
of the play, it is not what the play is ultimately about. 
Shaw dramatizes the much more universal struggle of 
living authentically in a world obsessed with appearance 
and idealism. Knowing his British audience would not be 
receptive to a direct attack on their beliefs, Shaw uses the 
setting of a foreign country to speak to his own; in doing 
so, he points to the universality of their shared flaw and 
the need for the play. ◊

Works Cited

Crompton, Louis, ed., Arms and the Man. New York: 
Bobbs-Merill, 1969. p.78.

Holroyd, Michael. Bernard Shaw, Vol. I: The Search for Love, 
1856-1898. London: Chatto & Windus, 1988.

Novinski, Stefan. Personal interview. 16 September 2019.

The Captain’s War: Bulgaria and Serbia 1885. Dawlish 
Chronicles. Retrieved from dawlishchronicles.com/
bulgaria-and-serbia-at-war-1885/. Accessed 22 September 
2017.

War of Identity
by Loretta Bond

Below: Raina shows Bluntschli a picture of Sergius.
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I had the pleasure of meeting with Professors Susan Cox, 
the costume designer and Will Turbyne, the set designer to 
discuss their creative processes for Arms and the Man. I also 
had the pleasure of talking to Stefan Novinski, the director 
to discuss his work on the play.

When designing for the show, what’s your source of 
inspiration?

Will Turbyne: A lot of times, it just becomes about 
what’s pretty and what’s playful and what creates the 
environment for each of the three acts. Each of the three 
acts is in a different location, which has its own challenges. 
That informs the technical choices, which then informs the 
aesthetic choices.

Susan Cox: This is his first really successful play, and you 
can see a guy finding himself in the play. Of course, research 
for me is always interesting. He has people wearing clothes 
that are two, three, four years out of fashion for the Western 
people. But who knows that anymore? We don’t know that 
the clothes they’re wearing are 1884 as opposed to 1888. 
There has to be another kind of signaling. 

Shaw gives a detailed description of the stage. How do 
you design so that it conveys what Shaw wanted but 
also doesn’t overwhelm our particular stage?

WT: We could create a museum-quality reproduction 
of opening night, but we don’t have an audience from 
1894 with the feelings that they have about Bulgaria and 
about chivalry and about honor and about war. There’s a 
breakdown of that Romantic notion that our audiences live 
with. What makes the play stand up is not an adherence to 
his stage descriptions. Having said that, I am playing to the 
quirkiness in the fact that it is, in many ways, two worlds 
colliding. What Eastern Europe was in the late 19th century 
was two worlds colliding.

How do you convey a character through their clothing?

SC: A lot of that has to do with the actor. Military uniforms 
in the first place were to signal which side people were on 
so you didn’t shoot your own guy. So, in this play, you need 
to keep the Serbians and Bulgarians in different colors. And 
then the ranking is difficult in this play because Sergius is 
such a blowhard. He’s a braggart capitano, like in Commedia 
dell’Arte, so you have to give him something bright and 
shiny. But as Stefan wisely pointed out, he can’t get a 
promotion, so he can’t be covered in medals. And Petkoff is 
a country guy. He’s higher in rank, so he’ll have a few more 
medals on, but he’s not going to be as smart-looking.

What has been the highlight?

WT: Normally, the design process works with a finished 

An Interview with the Director and Designers
by Katrine Christensen
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design that we bring into the rehearsal. And your shop works 
on that design. The rehearsal process and the build process 
work on simultaneous tracks, and when you get to tech, 
they converge for that final push. One of the things that’s 
been fun about this play, and it’s almost a total accident, is 
that there’s been some fluidity of us putting together the 
design as we’ve been dealing with other setbacks. Some 
changes that we’ve made that we otherwise would have 
been locked in to if we had finalized the design early.

Interview with Stefan Novinski

When working on a production, where do you begin?

I learn as much as I can about the world of the play and the 
playwright, and then I forget it. Because, even though Shaw 
places the play in the Servo-Bulgarian war, he admitted 
that he wrote the play and then looked for the war. The 
play isn’t necessarily about the war.

So, it’s set during the Servo-Bulgarian war. How do you 
expect students to connect to that?
Hopefully, not at all. For Shaw, this is a made-up world. We 
won’t connect to it. What we’ll understand is that there’s 
a war going on—interestingly, it’s almost a proxy war. It’s 

a war not of independence. It’s almost a war of identity, 
which is actually quite interesting, because we’re going 
to war to preserve the identity of Serbia, to preserve the 
identity of Bulgaria, and the play is taking place in a time 
in the Romantic era when nationality—the idea of an 
ethnicity tied to a nationality—is  becoming important for 
people in Europe. 

What do you see in Arms and the Man that you want 
audiences to see also?

What I love in the play and what we’re putting in the play 
in rehearsal is not what any critic says about the play that 
we can find. Everybody else is wondering about the war 
and anti-Romanticism; the play is about marriage. It’s 
about finding the person you are meant to be with, and the 
discovery that, once you find the person you’re meant to 
be with, you have to choose to be with them. To choose to 
be with someone is a great moment and a risky moment. 
I hope that the audience sees that these characters are 
adorable because they’re so confused. And we watch them 
suffer in a comedic world until they figure it out. The play is 
about watching people figure out how to be in love, who to 
love, what society lets them love, what their place is in all 
that. And it all works out. ◊

Opposite: Professor Will Turbyne and student work in the shop.
Above: Sketches done by Professor Susan Cox for the costumes of Raina and Sergius.
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Above: Ann Urbanski as Raina and Paul Bond as Bluntschli. Below Left: Robert Baxley, John Muncy, and Samuel Chiodo as Sergius, Nicola, and Major Paul Petkoff.
Below Right: Bernadette Roden as Louka. Opposite: Robert Baxley as Sergius lies back with his sword.
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I talked to Dr. Danze and Professor Lemieux about Arms 
and the Man. 

What do you think of the play?

Dr. Teresa Danze: I enjoy it. I think it’s a tightly-constructed 
comedy with philosophical tensions framing the play and 
unexpected, deeper themes one might expect from a 
comedy. 

Professor Kyle Lemieux: I’m thrilled we’re doing it. Shaw’s 
wonderful. He’s regarded as second only to Shakespeare 
as a playwright in the English language. This play is classic, 
iconic Shaw. He takes a topic that is very serious in nature 
and puts it on stage in the frame of a comedy, and through 
that laughter, he gets his audience to change their views or 
ways of thinking about things.

Why do you think this play was written?

TD: I think the deeper message of the play is related to our 
ideas of glory and what it means to have honor. If we go 
back to the Iliad, glory and honor are tied to success on the 
battlefield. That’s the background or precursor of action 
to this play. Shaw looks at different ways of handling the 
fear of combat. The chocolate soldier faces that fear and 
admits that his fear in battle was a fear that he could not 
overcome; Sergius plays up his bravery, but it’s all clearly 
constructed. Shaw hopes to make people realize and laugh 
at the fact that we are horribly imperfect in the face of 

what we conceive of as the greatest honor and glory that 
we can achieve. Some people cannot attain that, and that 
is something we must look at and laugh at.

KL: Shaw was very interested in the philosophy of human 
action, the way in which plays, writings, and essays are the 
way to change people’s mind. It subverts Victorian ideals 
and shows how hypocritical or unrealistic they are.

Why is the play titled Arms and the Man? Is this an 
Aeneid or epic that could only be told in Shaw’s times 
and his words?

TD: I love that idea. In fact, when I was thinking of this play, 
I immediately thought this is a kind of epic, an epic for the 
20th century.

KL: Do you think he’s satirizing that?

TD: Absolutely. I think he’s looking at the important themes 
of the Iliad and Odyssey. He asks, “What brings a man glory, 
and what is glory really?” The Odyssey is not about military 
glory, but he certainly gains glory by enduring his trials and 
winning the domestic battle to regain his home. Neither 
Odysseus nor the chocolate soldier, die on the battlefield, 
which should be the ultimate glory. Underneath it all, 
though, is the same question: how does one acquire glory 
in the first place?

KL: I think the implication of the title is to call to mind the 

Homeric Glory in the Modern World: 
A Faculty Roundtable by John Duong
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framework of those epics and then pull out the rug from 
under you. 

TD: Overall, Shaw is thinking about what it means to be a 
good human being and how to be virtuous. By the end of 
the play, he says a good human being is honest. Shaw pulls 
away from the military glory and examines how humans 
really feel.

KL: What’s interesting to know is that we’re talking about 
this, and that at that time, war was certainly a male event. 
But this play is all through the lens of Raina. Raina’s 
question, “Whom should I choose to be my romantic 
partner?” frames the action. She is the one who makes the 
journey from these Romantic, ultimately fictional ideas of 
what is warfare to a more honest reflection.

TD: Additionally, Sergius’ real love interest, who is a 
foreigner and a maid, ends up being the most industrious 
and entrepreneurial. This is a great play for women and 
almost feminist in a way. Both women have their moments 
of humiliation, of course. All the characters have to rethink 
their assumptions.

KL: I think for Shaw, that’s the ultimate virtue: the ability 
to come at a thing, see it for what it is, evaluate it, and 
actually change. The characters and the audience change 
their assumptions about what glory is. 

TD: Connected to this idea of glory is what it is at the root 
of love and relationships. The comedy evaluates what we 
find desirable in another human being, and it isn’t really 
military glory. It’s honesty and true principles. In this play 
is the triumph of romantic love. 

Do you have any words or advice for first-time viewers?

TD: My advice to anyone going to see an unfamiliar play 
is be open. Be open to the ideas presented, be open to 
laughing. Coming from someone who’s been on stage 
and involved with theater, I will say that the actors and 
the playwright are communicating a story not just for 
the enjoyment of the story, but for communicating with 
the audience. So laugh, make eye contact. The more you 
engage with the play physically, the more you will be able 
to engage with it intellectually.

KL: That’s a great answer. The audience has an implied 
obligation to participate in that performance in the ways 
Dr. Danze mentioned. I hope the audience will take away 
how timeless Shaw is, the delight in his language, how 
smart he is as a playwright. Not many playwrights are as 
pleasurable to read. It’s not a play that requires knowledge 
of its historical context. It’s just a wonderful way to spend 
an evening. ◊

Upcoming Events in Drama
Fall Senior StudioS
december 5-8, 2019 - drama building

Seven Menus
by David Ives 
Directed by Bernadette Roden

David Ives’ Seven Menus, a comedy of romantic follies, draws 
on inconstancies and missteps in romantic relationships. It 
follows a string of characters trying to find ‘the one’ while 
trying to side step their own imperfections. 

BE SURE TO LOOK OUT FOR 
THE EXTENDED EDITION 

ONLINE AT 
UDALLAS.EDU/DRAMA

Dogg’s Hamlet 
by Tom Stoppard 
Directed by Dolores Anne Mihaliak

Dogg’s Hamlet is a brisk British Comedy in which eight would-
be-thespians find themselves on opening night struggling to 
produce Hamlet, Prince of Denmark to an audience who do es 
not understand the English language.

Man For All Seasons
by Robert Bolt
Directed by Clare Lindgren

A Man For All Seasons is a religious drama that portrays the life 
and death of Sir Thomas More, who was beheaded by order of 
the King.

aFter HourS
november 15, 2019 - cHurcH oF tHe incarnation
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Above Left: Anna Nguyen working on the interior house design in the scene shop. Above Right: Janaee Wood preparing tile to be set for the floor of the set.
Below: Professor Will Turbyne discusses set design with Anna Forget and Janaee Wood in the scene shop.
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In late September, I had the opportunity to sit down 
and talk with some members of the cast of Arms and the 
Man: Paul Bond playing Bluntschli, Ann Urbanski playing 
Raina Petkoff, and Dolores Mihaliak playing Raina mother 
Catherine Petkoff. 

How have rehearsals been?

Paul Bond: Really good. The play is more challenging and 
exciting than I was prepared for, but in a good way.

Do you think that comes with Shaw? Or the play itself?

PB: It comes with being onstage with another human and 
having to actually say words to them as opposed to just 
reading them on a page. The characters are a lot more 
human than when I had first read the script. I don’t know 
about you guys, but I wasn’t hugely taken with Shaw when 
I read him, performing him is different.

Ann Urbanski: I definitely agree, especially with regards 
to my character. I remember reading this in theater 
history and I did not like Raina at all. I found her petulant, 
but I have since come to discover interesting things about 
her that I hadn’t noticed.

PB: Some of us still find her find her petulant, but…

AU: But that’s just a matter of opinion!

Dolores Mihaliak: I love Shaw, and I think the most 
challenging part of this play for me is that people often 
frame Shaw in terms of his political activism. Stefan has 
since the beginning framed this whole play in terms of 
marriage and the different marriages that are taking place 
and forming onstage. Discovering what marriage means 
has been challenging.

For Arms and the Man, is there something specific 
about the play that you’ve gravitated towards? Or 
something that put you off? 

AU: The language Shaw uses in Arms and the Man is 
current, unlike Shakespeare, but he’s got such a brilliant 
mind for language and story structure that you sense 
the richness as well as the freshness of the words. Stefan 
always tells us to ‘bow to the language’. As an actor, you’re 
never higher than the language.

PB: Yeah, you’re never better than the words that you’re 
saying. This character, for me, it’s the most unlike anyone 
else that I have done before, but also the closest to who 
I actually am, and how I actually do interact with people. 
[That] actually makes the job harder, but also a lot more 
exciting because the work is more personal. 

How do you think that view has changed or grown the 
more you get to work with the character?

An Interview with Cast Members
by Noah Crawford
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AU: Raina is self-acknowledgingly grand in her manner 
of speech and behavior, and it’s clearly a result of her 
lack of exposure to... anyone who would oppose her, and 
to suffering. She’s still the little princess of the family 
even though she’s 23 years old. But instead of letting 
her stop there, Shaw has these interesting and subtle 
ways of showing us that she has depth, even before she 
realizes [it]. In Raina’s case there’s something delightful 
underneath all of her indignant patriotism, and Bluntschli 
brings out her complexity.

Paul, did you have any major initial thoughts when you 
read Bluntschli for the first time?

PB: I think I underestimated at first the complexity of 
the relationship...between Bluntschli and Raina. My 
superficial understanding of it was Raina is the innocent, 
naïve ingénue character and Bluntschli [is] the realist 
[who] comes in and shatters her illusions. The reality of 
it is that they’re more evenly matched than that. In the 
same way that he brings out her maturity, she brings out 
his romanticism. 

AU: There’s nothing more fun than watching people who 
hate each other fall in love onstage. It’s so satisfying!

DM: Lucian has this great part when he writes about 
Comedy and Dialogue debating each other, and it’s 
funny to watch it play out onstage. On one hand you 
have Comedy, which is trying to bring joy and light and 
a slight bit of ridiculousness to every conversation, and 
on the other hand, Dialogue is trying to anchor you. 
These personalities are playing out on stage in a Lucian 
way, which is fantastic and speaks to Shaw’s excellent 
education.

What do you hope UD students and faculty will leave 
with after coming to see Arms and the Man?

PB: I think my advice for the audience coming in and 
going is not to make the mistake I made: don’t come in 
thinking you know what this play is going to be, because 
it’s not what it appears to be. Understand its complexity, 
and don’t allow your preconceptions to color it and make 
it something simple and sweet. Sweet it may be, [but] 
simple it is certainly not.

AU: Just today in class, Stefan was talking about how the 
experience of theater is delightfully goofy and funny and 
ridiculous, and then there’s just this profundity that sneaks 
up on you. I hope people leave feeling refreshed because it 
was so funny but also a little bit [surprised]. 

PB: It’s a crowd pleaser.

AU: It is.

DM: I think this play is about marriage. Although marriage 
in theory sounds like a great plan, “Two will become one 
flesh,” and will live together forever, there is so much 
complexity and human nature in that which makes it 
delightfully beautiful. I think if you watch this play you’ll 
get a deeper understanding of what marriage is. 

PB: Our goal is to have as many people get engaged 
during the show as possible. If no one is proposed to at 
intermission we will have failed.

DM: I’ll talk to the marketing department and see if we 
can sell ring pops at the concession.

Opposite: Dolores Mihaliak and Samuel Chiodo as Catherine and Paul Petkoff,
Below: Dolores Mihaliak and Anne Urbanski as Catherine and Raina.
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TO WHOM DOES A PLAY BELONG? Because theater 
is inherently a collaborative art form, the ownership of 
a single play or performance has been debated since 
Thespis’s first performance at the Dionysian festivals. 
Did such a play belong to Thespis, the creator? Or to the 
state, the funder? Or to the god Dionysus, who inspired 
the piece? Today, playwrights, producers, and performers 
still ask the question and passionately put forth disparate 
answers. Shaw, a playwright of wit, ideas, and language, 
thought that plays—at the very least, his plays—took their 
foremost inspiration from the script.

In Ancient Greece, the playwright was acknowledged 
as having ownership over the play; festivals were held for 
him and honors given to the best among them. During this 
period of Aeschylus and Sophocles, great advances were 
also made in democratic government. A playwright could 
influence public opinion and provide social commentary 
through their plays. But as time wore on, the state realized 
the playwrights possessed too much power for comfort 
and revoked the power of the playwright. When Euripides 
began writing his biting rebukes of the Olympian gods, the 
state forced him into exile and took stronger ownership of 
the theater.

The Roman Empire adopted this governmental 
control of theater, whose sensual and gory performances 
were designed to keep the citizens entertained while 
the politicians behaved as they wished. However, when 
Constantine came to power in 324 AD, he quickly outlawed 
it. Its untowardly manner was no longer useful to the state.  
From that year until 1303 there is not a single mention of 
theater performance is literature in the West. 

But in 1303, records show an Easter vigil that included 
a call and response during the Gospel reading. This simple 
action of participation in the word of God seem to send 
a spark across Europe: in under 50 years, attendance at 
such events grew to be a problem of space, and the Gospel 
narrative was taken from inside the Churches into the 
Church courtyards. 

These “plays” belonged to the Church as an institution, 
for the purpose of spreading the Gospel message. But 
soon, the guilds of the middle ages requested permission 
to put on pieces of the passion narrative and soon the 
stories of saints. These at first had the same flavor as 
those of the Easter vigil—belonging to the Church for the 
purpose of conversion of sinners. But soon, only the iron 
smiths would perform the Crucifixion in order to show 
off their excellent iron skills in the nailing of Christ to the 
Cross, soon only carpenters agreed to do Noah’s Ark, 
and soon the idea that the plays were for the purpose 
of converting souls, became much more useful to their 
producers as marketing stunts. From here, there were 
no holds barred: producers flourished in the theatrical 
landscape and plays, and both actors and directors were 
subservient to those that funded them. 

Shakespeare, in his genius, provided a brief respite 
from this, writing and directing his own plays which both 
served the state and served to make his point. But after 
his death, theater became much more about the stars that 
would perform. 

This idea of a “star” on stage climaxed with Henry 
Irving, a contemporary of Shaw, who was the first actor 
knighted for his “services to the stage.” It should come as 
no surprise that Irving and Shaw never got along. 
“I often quote myself,” mused Shaw, “I find it adds spice 
to conversation.” Ownership of his own words was never 
a question for George Bernard Shaw: he staked his claim 
that the set, lights, acting, and direction of a piece of 
theater should all be drawn from the script. He packed 
politics, social commentary, family issues and more into his 
plays. In this project he was soon joined by Henrick Ibsen, 
both of whom became giants of playwrights in the canon. 
Shaw wrote an extended essay called The Quintessence 
of Ibsenism in which he expounded ideas about realism 
and idealism, topics he addresses in Arms and the Man. 
For Shaw, the playwright was a person of ideas and vision, 
whose words could not be taken away by the state, the 
Church, or theater professionals.

The Corpus and Shaw
by Dolores Mihaliak
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