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My research trips to Oxford and London were both rewarding sources in relation to my PhD thesis. 

As planned, my trip to Oxford helped to further rethink the authorship question of Frankenstein with the assistance of the librarian at Bodleian Library, Oxford. As a senior librarian (and collaborator with Charles E. Robinson on the latest edition of Frankenstein), Dr Bruce Barker-Benfield arranged an appointment with me for a detailed discussion of the manuscripts of Frankenstein. 
Barker-Benfield showed me some handwritten pages of the Frankenstein’s Drafts and explained what he had done with Robinson. Like Robinson, who claimed Percy Bysshe Shelley’s editorial assistance in the 1816-1817 Drafts of Frankenstein, Barker-Benfield also emphasised Shelley’s assisting role. This evidence was demonstrated in Robinson’s Frankenstein, or, The modern Prometheus: the Original Two-Volume Novel of 1816-1817 from the Bodleian Library Manuscripts, by Mary Wollstonecraft Shelley, with Percy Bysshe Shelley, ed. Charles E. Robinson (New York: Vintage, 2009). Barker-Benfield reminded me that the second part in Robinson’s book was a shadow version of Frankenstein. Facing my question that Mary Shelley would work as an assisting role, he meditated on this possibility.
My suspicion of the authorship of the 1818 Frankenstein is indebted to a few controversial critics, for example, John Lauritsen and Phyllis Zimmerman. Barker-Benfield, in particular, recommended that I read Zimmerman’s Shelley’s Fiction (1998). My thesis does not focus solely on the authorship of Frankenstein but, focusing on the Shelley circle’s philosophy of emotion and the mind (Frankenstein included), I aim to find the subtle connection between Frankenstein and Shelley’s works. They do have interrelationships and look highly similar. Combing through the last pages of Frankenstein’s manuscripts, I particularly recognised Shelley’s hand in the so-called Mary Shelley’s Frankenstein. Comparing the manuscripts of Frankenstein and its original publication (three volumes, now well reserved at Bodleian Library), I can at least affirm Robinson’s claim, along with those of others, concerning the co-authorship evidenced in the Drafts. After this research, I will arrange my findings and notes for further studies on Frankenstein’s authorship in the near future.
In addition to this investigation, I accessed some sources that tend to be confined to Bodleian Library and British Library. I used my University’s inter-library loan services, but almost all requests of UK PhD theses, without electronic versions, I made were rejected by the academic bodies. Taking the opportunity of this trip, I obtained easy access to those items. A few PhD theses published by the University of Oxford, including T.J.A. Clark, Michael O’Neill, and Roderick Sebastian Tweedy, all benefit my argument on the materiality of emotion. As regard to Edward Ellerker Williams’s Journal, British Library only presented two entries of Williams’s Journals in print rather than in manuscript, so I was unable to look at more Williams’s drawings and, therefore, to detect further ambiguous relationships between Williams and Shelley, which may be connected to Shelley’s Epipsychidion. There were no further findings about Williams at British Museum, even though the librarian provided amiable assistance. Most manuscripts, as told, have been returned to British Library since 1974, but Williams’ original Journal was not found there.
