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A MARXIST PERSPECTIVE
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““The Workshop of Filthy Creation®’.
A Marxist Reading of Frankensteiy, .

Hromnnn&.%éonw,wnnrmmmdonmcmnoﬁavrén& appearance
sents itself as an autonomous artifact bearing within it all thag j _wnmz.
sary to decipher the secrets that it seems to contain. A Marxist ﬂsa.m.
of a literary work begins with a refusal of this illusion of autonomy wsm
seeks instead to restore to the work that peculiar form of dependence
that its very structure is designed to mask or deny. For the literary text
is in no way independent of the historical moment in which it emerged.
It is not a closed, self-contained whole whose meaning would derive
from itself alone. On the contrary, it is no more than a ““node within a
network®® (Foucault 19). The work is bound both to the literary and
nonliterary discourses with which it coexists (and in relation to which
1 i d to the “non-discursive” social, eco-

alone it possesses a meaning), an e pirl
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s fri lerval, journeys to S :
by his friend Henry C » journeys to Scotland secking a re
in which he can c.,\on_n to fulfill his promise to create mwmnnsww Mnnmwoa
the monster’s terrible solitude. When they stop briefly in Oxford. o
kenstein records the following sentiments: >

As we entered this city, our minds were filled with th i
brance of the events that had been transacted there an_M ﬂﬁ” .
century and m.:m_.m before. It was here that Charles 1. had collected
his forces. This city had remained faithful to him, after the whole

nmaosrmamo_‘mmwgEmnmcmnnomoiﬁrnws:a»&%:
and liberty. (136) parhiament

mnnnwgmmnmbu.m B.n&n»ao: on the Revolution of 1642 in England
locates the narrative in the 1790s, placing it in the midst of the French
Revolution. It is indeed remarkable that the work refers to a revolution
that occurred ‘“more than a century and a half before” rather than to
the most important event of contemporary history. But the absence of
the French Revolution from the text is not the only surprising fact in
this passage. Its tone is unexpectedly sympathetic to Charles I, a2 mon-
arch typically regarded by Whigs (the moderates of the day), let alone
the Radicals of Shelley’s circle, as the very figure of a tyrant. His absolut-
ist policies, his refusal to base his rule on the consent of Parliament, his
abolition of religious freedom were all held to be the causes of the En-
glish civil war that began in 1642 and ended in 1649 when Charles was
executed by order of Parliament.

Two discrepancies have thus appeared: (1) the substitution of En-
glish revolution of a hundred and fifty years earlier for the French; V)
a brief commentary on the English civil war that is at odds with every-
thing we know of Mary Shelley’s _VO_ES._ mv\BﬁmﬂEam. But these dis-
crepancies are precisely what will allow us to proceed from the work to
the history on which it depends and which made it possible. For the
English and the French revolutions together were the most mnﬁ_ow&
and elaborate social and political “experiments” in modern history and
.coﬁr had ““failed,” both were attempts to create social .oana based on
Justice or (especially in the case of the French Revolution) R»mona%m“
had collapsed into tyranny or chaos. The movements that %m:owm sz
attempted to destroy) absolutist monarchies were usually led bY aa%:-
clites (the rural or urban bourgeoisie: landowners, Bnnnra_a_w»b -
anciers) whose access to political power was blocked by the 0 N nM.m-”— Q.n
In order to overthrow the old state and to create 3 SYSterm ¢ %8 e
»n.ﬁazmﬁnq represented their interests, the new lites énavww:& ). But
bilize the plebejan masses (peasants, workers, and the urban poor
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. <o they found that they had conjured up a monster thae
unleashed could not be controlled. It was widely m.o.F even by
hetic to such experiments, that the mass mobilizations ne
sympat 1d order effectively blocked the creation of th
to destroy the O :de had led the ney,
Unleashing the power of the mulafiee Hod = to anarchy, and to g
mnoEnBaos of EmﬁBnBEn an.BmS s that went far v@ona What wog
F ional or even “Cust” (according to the norms of middle-class revoly.
tionaries). The dreams of progress ﬁoéﬁd a rational .wﬁw.nn faded in the
face of what appeared to be the unpredictable, seemingly ““irrationa]”
character of the activity of the masses. The Enlightenment, far from
having led to the reign of reason, had mb_oomoa elemental forces deaf to
the appeals of the morality that had liberated them in the first place.
Accordingly, a general demoralization followed the close of the French
Revolution, creating an atmosphere in which the Enlightenment was
called radically into question and with it the notion of history conceived
as progress toward a world onmmauha on the basis of reason.

And the close of the French Revolution did little to resolve this
dilemma. Instead, it was displaced to England which, following the Na-
poleonic wars, itself entered a period of social crisis the character of
which only further underscored these questions. According to historian
E. P. Thompson, “‘it is as if the English nation entered a crucible in the
1790s and emerged after the wars in a different form>> (191). This cruc-
ble, often referred to as the industrial revolution, was anything but 2
period of smooth evolution. First, the era was marked by the sudden
emergence of new technologies whose origins seemed inexplicable
contemporaries, appearing to herald a world utterly unlike what had
gone before. As a contemporary commentator, Cooke Taylor, noted It
:.Xm“ “the steam engine had no precedent and the %.5:5@-%33‘ is
Mwﬁ“o%nﬂwwnw F ” %vm% sprang into sudden existence like Z_MM%

! piter”’ (qtd. in Thompson 190). Before the p2
Mm technologies created by human beings but whose nature mnn.é& .l
mmw M mes czaoags&.:m, the mind sought refuge in the familiar 120°

mw of mystery and miracle. i
s o oo neksalogion g the inglisia, 50T s
the laboring w% W_mmm less disturbing than their nm,nna. on the ising

pulation. Increased unemployment, falling wages,

_u:nnm&m& food and other necessities: these were the condition® o
WMM_O ongside the prosperity of the employing class. This €07 radictel
- Qmm“a“ﬂ.amm capitalism meant that the peace and socal b
insurm ith a rural economy had been replaced by the apP secn

ountable conflict of the industrial order: “‘the cotton-mill © m
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25 the agent not only of industrial but also social reye

luti .
not only more goods but also the labor movement tion, producing

Thompson, “the outstanding fact of the period GMMM_MMH ( _waaw For
»:a

1830 is %.n mo:.:mmwo: of ‘the working class’> (194), a social
scious of its Own interests as opposed to the interests of w orce con-
classes and which further began to act on the basis of :H ¢ dominant

The English working class had entered the wo_anﬂm_an ersts.
forms that could only appear monstrous to aosﬂnavowwpmnm but in
The first wave of this movement, from 1811 to 1813 8:&%8% _.wnm
mass action of workers bent on resisting the mnqoaznmo: of :asoﬁ ﬂ:a
nologies, wpanc._wa% into the textile industry. By reducing the =z:._wna -
of workers necessary to the production process, new industrial agn_oa
ments added to what was already a crisis of unemployment. This BocwH
.Bn:n amounted to a .n_pzanma:n army under the command of the mvth-
ical General Ludd (in fact no such leader existed). The *“Luddites”
mmn_.nna factories, and mbmUna the new ““labor saving machines.” As
their movement «nnnanm in the face of violent repression on the part of
nrn.wnﬁmr state, it was quickly succeeded by a wave of popular agitation
against high prices and rents. Mass demonstrations were common, vio-
lent confrontations with the state only slightly less so. It was a time
when talk of the threat or hope of revolution (according to one’s per-
spective) was common. At the very moment that Frankenstein was pub-
lished, the British state suspended various civil rights (including that of
wmd.om.a corpus) in order more effectively to counter the growing com-
bativity of the unemployed and the working poor.

Mary Shelley’s work is incontestably interwoven in this history: it
U.npa witness to the birth of that monster, simultancously the object of
pity and fear, the industrial working class (Moretti). A dense network
Om, resemblances appears to allow us to identify Frankenstein’s monster
inr the emergent proletariat. The monster s monstrous by virtue of
its being artificial rather than natural; lacking the unity of a natural or-
ganism, the monster is a factitious totality assembled from (the parts of)
amultitude of different individuals, in particular, the* Poor the F_nw.w:
”H”WWMP because it is a @:m:caw Bﬁﬁ than M:o—mw:«wmwwn_.,ﬁ_wmﬁn EQM
o s wm.mnm_w_.ﬂswno_: s “‘creation.” It _M 0 .:mno*, o onste
For Creation™ is used at all to describe t n,ommO: - cembled and
wowsnam DRSS T 4 pros it rather 3.»: mrn HM.nR ﬁmn case the mon-
ster mj CEmEher matso peh .g a man (if such. by science, tech-
n might be allotted a place in the order of things) as ) <abijects

ology, and industry. whose overarching logic subsumes and subjects
tven the R kenstein
greatest geniuses. In fact, Fran
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against Frankenstein the practitioner of mnmn:nﬂ and servant A.um techno-
logical progress only finally to prove no more than mm. unwitting instry.-
ment of this progress. In this way the very notion of progress, a centra|
ideological representation of the perpetual nnwo_meoa_zs_:m of the means
by which goods are Eo&.un& necessary to the development of capital-
ism, becomes problematic. Honr:o.yom_n& and Eazmn:»._ progress has
produced a monster, an artificial being as destructive as it is powerful.
The very logic of capitalism has produced nw.n means of its own destruc-
tion: the industrial working class, that fabricated collectivity whose in-
terests are irreconcilable with those of capital and which is thus rendered
monstrous in the eyes of its creators. The development of capitalism,
then, does not correspond to a logic at all, except perhaps a dialectical
logic capable of grasping the manner in which the production of wealth
engenders terrible poverty, and in which the greater the intelligence of
the machine the more stunted the mind of the worker.

But of course, Mary Shelley is not content to denounce *“the hid-
cous progeny’’ of the first phase of industrial capitalism. For the mon-
ster is no less contradictory than the process that created it. Far from
being simply the object of horror, the monster, so eloquent in describ-
ing his suffering and solitude, also elicits pity, if not exactly sympathy.
Shelley thus lends her voice to the voiceless, those who, bowed and
numbed by oppression and poverty, cannot speak for themselves.

The same ambivalence, the same combination of pity and fear is to
be found in “The Mask of Anarchy,” a poem by Percy Bysshe Shelley
for which Mary Shelley wrote an explanatory note. The poem was writ-
ten 1n response to the Peterloo massacre of 1819 and describes the
."m_mﬁéx of the “men of England.” Starvation, poverty, injustice, and
ma violence of the ruling class and its state will cause the masses to

Feel revenge/Fiercely thirsting to exchange/Blood for blood —and
MW:M. for wrong.” Shelley concludes the stanza with the admonition,
mn%«:mwhwﬂwouhns ye are strong.” Sympathy circumscribed by fear,
even in the voﬂsw an appeal to reason and law that is ::Q.U:S.:Dsm.
frain, “‘ye are Bm:m oé% terms, *“The Mask of Anarchy” with ' wﬂ
present possibili <M eney are few,” fears nothing so much as the &%
violence of the :n.<_ o the irational (although objectively determincd)
fon of the Tereor of np g 1 Biish working class and & (L
very %ocnﬁam presented as uwwm__wvwgo_:nos. Is not Frtnkeice®

nsiaered i : :
in turn %3“ _mmwwﬂﬂw&hmﬁko_, k assumes a kind of coherence %MM
ocation” of the author. Frankens”
ergence of the industrial working class asd
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cal and social force, seen in the light of the French and perhaps
ritish revolutions by the ““progressive’ artist: unable finally to
dentify with the ?.o_nﬂwamm. w:m to adopt m.nm point of view, even the
sadicals of Mary m.rwcn% s milieu are no:mﬁn.m_:na to regard it as a mon-
ter, If Manxist criticism worked this way it would resemble a kind of
decoding The critic R.@_mnnm the apparent with the real and the mytho-
_o%n& with the Emno:nmr the monster s the proletariat. History dis-
guised as the novel remains only to be unmasked by the reader.

But such a reading is too simple; to stop here would be to reduce
the literary work to a mere allegory structured by a set of symbolic
equivalences: the monster nms&m the proletariat. Conceived in this way
the work remains outside history, which is alluded to even as it is con-
cealed. But a Marxist reading demands a more complex conception of
the work. For Marxism is above all a materialism. All that exists, includ-
ing art and culture, necessarily possesses a material existence. From a
materialist point of view, the literary work cannot somehow exist out-
side of history and even less outside of reality. It cannot be collapsed
into or reduced to something ““more real” than itself, that is, history.
When we say that literary works are historical by their very nature we
mean that history is as present in them as outside of them, that we do
not leave the work in search of its historical meaning but seek the mean-
ing of its historical existence within it.

For Marxism, history is a struggle between antagonistic social forces.
Further, this struggle is inescapable: it is present in every cultural arti-
fact, every intellectual enterprise. But the struggle is not the same
M“_n_o:mrozﬁ history, it takes many mozdm and involves many actors. It

OWs no rules and obeys no logic. Literary works are not simply ex-
WMMMMM:WM_M some invariable, essential contradiction, they &Mﬁm&ﬁ.
formed b 1zations of a struggle whose character is perpetually trans-

Thus Y mnm own activity. o itk
it, this E,wﬁ we are to mwow the signs of the r_mﬂBQQ nm the smwn- g? n_ﬂ:
This con EMzﬂQ will inescapably be present in the 3:5 of a rom~ o
content of nw owever, is not Bn...n_% or even _u:Bm:.: rvanE il
EnBQ Work < éo:ﬁ._uc.ﬂ Bn.rnn in the very ._n:ﬁ. of the Hn,ww, o
by their for s have, since Aristotle, been anr.za.a by their co :d, ,g .
Marxism mm_msﬁ resolution of internal r.osﬁaa_mnomm and &.gm,ﬂ,m_.dz_ma AM
thar haye nm us to understand them on the basis of the spectiic r,.c: _rq,.
ently nornmd”n_.mﬂna them and that every work, no B.,:maq how ..wzmﬂuﬂ.
Most often Eﬁ nSan_nm. and perhaps transforms but L,_SQ ?: ™
steaq the ese contradictions are not what the work 18 97::.. -

Y constitute symptomatic antagonisms that disrupt the umey

wor.&
even B
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that the text appears to display. From a Marxist .wowsn of view, an ade.
quate reading of Frankenstein will therefore refrain from the enterprise
of establishing correspondences between the apparently parallel worjg,
of literature and history and will instead seek to grasp the way in which
history is present in the text as force or motor (“class struggle is the
motor of history,” as Marx and Engels wrote in The Communist Map;.
festo). History sets the work against itself and splits it open, forcing it o
reveal all that it sought to deny but cannot help revealing by the very
fact of this denial. We will begin by posing the question the answer to
which we have already begun to formulate: What are the contradic-
tions, discrepancies, and inconsistencies that the work displays but does
not address or attempt to resolve?

This question brings us immediately into conflict with the form of
the work. For Frankenstein’s life, at least as he narrates it from his
deathbed, possesses an absolute coherence. His every thought, word,
and deed are revealed to have been steps toward a destiny that awaited
him from the very beginning. He is able to see that he has always lived
according to laws of whose existence he had been unaware, seeking
without knowing it an end that would mean his destruction: ‘‘Destiny
was too potent, and her immutable laws had decreed my utter and terri-
ble destruction” (46).

But his destiny is neither personal nor individual: Frankenstein has
been the instrument of science. A seemingly chance encounter with the
works of Cornelius Agrippa, his father’s too casual dismissal of Agrippa,
the reduction of a tree to splinters by lightning, the decision to attend
the University of Ingolstadt: each of these moments was a ruse of scien-
tific and technological progress, realizing itself through him but without

his knowing it. His life as it is narrated assumes a :wmrnawamr coher-
ence; every experience, sensation, and feeling was a step On the road to
his damnation. Although he once dreamed of creating a race that would
worship him as master, he realizes as he lies dying that his relation t©
science ought rather to be described as a state of servitude. The ironi
reversal of Frankenstein’s position is perhaps clearest when his creatio™
far more powerful than he, calls him ““slave.”

Trony is natural to this dialectic of science, the essence of wh
as manifest in violence as in peace, in destruction as in creation. Indiffer-
ent to human law and morality, science finally counterposes its OW"
order to that of humankind. Frankenstein thus rejects the most funda-
mental myths of the Enlightenment, the notion that scientific and ..wnm‘
nomic progress will continually improve the condition of humanki"®
the idea that once the barriers to knowledge are pushed aside, the <O
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for wn%nmﬁm_ peace and a universal harmony will have been es-
OI® 1, Once We have stepped away from the false supports, the dog-
Sc__mrna mo:sc_ as that wnﬁ\n:moa us @.05 ﬂ?:_c:m on our own, once
pave € aken as our creed w:n Kantian motto sapere ande, ‘‘dare to

s (Kant 1970), we will .:om have .mnr_nﬁn_ the freedom we
4 of but merely a new kind of .mQ.SEmo. For knowledge has a
lgic of 5 own, within which r:B»ME%a may play os_v.\ an instrumen-
ol role. There is n0 longer any such thing as progress in the singular;
el plurality of progresses, some m:ca.rncnm_ to others. No longer
does the progress of science and, by extension, reason necessarily entail
an improvement of the human no:n__no.sm. .mnz.u:cmn and technological
progress does not w:osmﬁ.rn: v:sﬁ: institutions by reaffirming the
community of free and SQO:&. individuals but instead introduces sepa-
ateness, division, and antagonism into the social world. From the mo-
ment Frankenstein wsn.n:moa to the ““enticements of science he is
irrevocably divided from his family and friends. Even the University of
Ingolstadt fails to provide anything like an academic community. It is a
world of separate, solitary scientists. Krempe and Waldman seem
scarcely to know cach other. Upon entering the portals of science, Fran-
kenstein experiences a solitude matched only by that of his creation.
ﬁg%ﬂﬂﬂ”ﬂ” Mmm_m M_MH.M is _Mon so mEnr the creation that Franken-
Fequent roconse to msoo_ %nm&zmﬁ the product Ow reason. In fact, the
stein in the position of a tra mnn omn H:M:w_omw Aé._Bn_.. o mn.»:_nn:-
tayonce sgain be regarded W mm who _.m.nrn prisoner of vnoSans.nnv
Feankensteis bas i olf o VS%HOB” it :.5&6 &n extent to which
histen the realiation, of n created, hailed into existence in order to
Reason js sboraysit the a reason érown.asam are unknowable to him.
wellinvolye (Lo i nmwogmm of becoming real and its realization may
by the inhumay, e Hwo: of monsters or a displacing of the human
other thap history itself % process, which in its largest sense is nothing
mqsmnﬁ achievement Bm% M.HM:MAEQ Is in no way central. Humanity’s
wnsﬁn%wwnmwﬁu i Py boe | MMJ to hasten its own destruction.

Y “the workshop of Flthy n_wMMmequ to the threshold repre-

vawﬂmo:ﬁé chamber, or rath o
o ﬂ& from ajl Em b mnn cell, at the top of the rosw.n, and

hEe workshop of partments by a gallery and staircase, I
1

t .
T socke m_nT% creation: my eye- e iapl
dissec ts in attending to th y eye-balls were starting in

Ung rog

Mat, ; m and

?h:.um, and often HH__.M m_m:m:
Y Occupation, s_awﬂ

¢ details of my employment. The
ter-house furnished B.m:< of my
uman nature turn with loathing
still urged on by an eagerness which



MARXIST CRITICISM

308

perpetually increased, I brought my work near to a conclusiop

(56)

The narrative pauses at this threshold; nrn. nnma.Q. is ot conducted jpy,
the “workshop.”” At this point the narrative digresses into mora) com.
mentary until Frankenstein ::nrmannmmmn_om:% refers to the Presence of
Walton, his listener: “Your looks remind me to proceed.” But hjs nar-
rative does not begin again from where it left off. Instead it begins Wwith
his work completed: ‘It was on a dreary night of November, thy; I
beheld the accomplishment of all my Hom_mwu (87). Utterly absent from
the narrative is any description or explanation of the process by which
the monster was created. The sequences so central to the film versions
of Shelley’s tale, in which the mystery of technology is reaffirmed
through iconic figures of electric arcs and bubbling chemicals, have no
place at this point or any other of Mary Shelley’s narrative. The process
of production is evoked but never described, effectively presenting us a
world of effects without causes. In this sense, Victor’s capacity for de-
nial, his ability to forget after the initial shock that his creation runs
amok, resembles the movement of the text itself, which ““turns away”
at certain key points, omitting every description of the technology so
central to the tragedy of Victor Frankenstein and his creation.

In no sense can this omission be regarded as mistake or failure on
Mary Shelley’s part. On the contrary, the omission recurs throughout
the work with a regularity that renders it integral to the work as a whole.
At the same time it should not be dismissed as an authorial choice,
an intentional abbreviation of the narrative for the sake of brevity of
coherence. For as was evident in the sequence described above, this
omission appears as a gap in the narrative that is filled in or no.su&
over by a digression that is marked as a deviation by the narrative _an_.m
Hnn.r:o_omw and science, so central to the novel, are present o.n_v\ in
their effects; their truth becomes visible only in the face of their hideous
progeny and is written in the tragic lives of those who serve %nBr.nw

Ifwe now return to the passage above, we may see the way 11 ,M_“_ -
ﬁ.:n Systematic suppression of the scientific and the Rnr:o_om_nm_ the
:o.:m at an even more primary level. The passage begins by n<w_m_:m8Q
solitary separateness of Frankenstein’s labor, He works in 2 mo:_o_a
chamber,” a term of description that is replaced by the apparently ™ "
accurate “cell.” The textual movement from chamber to cell 18! mp
tant. For if ““cell is a synonym for “‘solitary chamber,”” i
associations that link Frankenstein’s solitude to that of 2 r of the
monastery or a prisoner in prison. We understand the metaph©
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. mn»:_nnsmnnws has always been a prisoner, and perhaps most
prison ﬁ&__u.n lieved himself to be free (of familial and social obligations),

when he ject of whose ultimate meaning he remained

on a proj
@R& Hﬁo W_WMM shortly after this passage, he compares himself to ““one
mmnoas . ’

to toil in the mines’ (57).
doomed __guw MMMNW\. a monk’s cell presents more difficulty insofar as it is
But £ .MF with Frankenstein’s scientific activity. The kind of discov-
B_SBE% by monks in the closed world of their cells were precisely
eries made DY ippa, the fantastic, exploded systems that were

Cornelius Agr : .
ﬂ__“MMM”MQ Mmmmosm of deluded minds. But this coupling of the religious
t

and the scientific is far from E:Hmsw_ in the text as a ,wcro_n. For just as
the narrative cannot describe any mn._nmamn mncﬁaa S0 it cannot mvn»_n. of
the scientific without first clothing it in theological terms. The narrative
thereby protects itself from the reality that it aamnzw.nm J\ casting a veil
over that reality: it must continue to cover that which’it reveals.

In this way, the stark heterogeneity of the phrase ‘‘workshop of
filthy creation” is placed clearly in relief. Here, the incompatible worlds
of industry (workshop) and theology (creation) collide. The material
activity associated with the workshop, the work of manufacture, is im-
mediately supplanted by the immateriality of creation as the text itself
turns with loathing from the images that it produces. Like the dissecting
room and the slaughterhouse, the ““details of his employment’’ are too
frightening to reproduce. As Victor speaks, his “‘eyes swim with the
remembrance” and he frequently turns away from the reality of his own
MMMSQ Thus the technology so central to the Promethean drama is in

HM_HM:::Q? absent m.oE. the work. .
author g M\n %nmcna that this absence is neither a fault for E.U_nr the
of scien amm t be reproached (for QBBEP Mary mrw:@ was ignorant
Stylstic nro%MoW&E.n and the ﬂoar:n.._o.muam of r.Q time) nor m_:%.:\ 2
10 the narraei, (for example, the descriptions are in no way “‘essential
Mic, it js o M and would at best be superfluous) but highly sympto-
at the ﬂrﬂnmro_am_ﬂw_% Wnnmzwn the narrative :mE.S,_Enm: and digresses
5 doubjeq of the workshop of filthy creation.” For this _»Ummmnn
habits i so% another: the world that this ““modern Prometheus’” in-
Ndustry, EM_SQQ: at m= Frankenstein’s world is a world without
 Which nog 5 - World dominated by scenes of a sublime natural beauty
Eﬁrocmr Fey. Msm_n trace of Blake’s “‘dark satanic mills™ is to be found.
a&o:mr he n mnsm:u: 1s reared in Geneva and educated at Ingolstadt,
e ng &m&mw: Qo?m._ visit London, Oxford, and Edinburgh, there
Match g o -1t descriptions of the urban world, none certainly to

€ m.a U .
quent portraits of natural vistas and rural scenes. London,
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at a time of explosive growth and development (cf. Wordsworth .
ment of London in the Prelude), is not described at ali althoy mﬁr
and Clerval passed “‘some months” there (135). Further, there Mn he
workers or work. The peasants who appear intermittently through no
the novel are either engaged in various forms of recreation or, 5 EoE
out to be the case with the De Lacey family, they are not vn,ummuaqmw
all.

The effect of this suppression of the urban and the industrial is ¢,
render Frankenstein’s labor as well as the product of that labor, the
monster, all the more incongruous. He is the sole embodiment of the
industrial in an otherwise rural world, and this is the source of his mon-
strousness. At one point, the monster makes explicit his identification

with the working class:

I learned that the possessions most esteemed by your fellow-crea-
tures were high and unsullied descent united with riches. A man
might be respected with only one of these advantages; but, with-
out either, he was considered, except in very rare instances, as
vagabond and a slave, doomed to waste his powers for the profits
of the chosen few! And what was I? Of my creation and my crea-
tor I was absolutely ignorant; but I knew that I possessed no
money, no friends, no kind of property. . . . When I looked
around, I saw and heard of none like me. Was 1 then a monster,
a blot upon the earth, from which all men fled, and whom all
men disowned? (106)

It is at this point that we sce most clearly the associations that :%ar
the image of the monster to the industrial proletariat: an :::»EBM ol
ing, singular even in its collective identity, without 2 mnsnﬁwmv.mwwm s

longing to no species. Its tragic fate is all the more pitiable 10 TR0\
necessary, and 1n the grand scheme of things, just and proper- ©
nrermediar’s

proletariat speaks (like the monster always through an i
the reader, like Frankenstein and Walton, must resist !
““hear him not” (174). At the same time, however, Fran llev’s
monster is finally not identified with the working class of Mary m_wm chat
time but with its absence. For the narrative precisely suppresses Jented:
is modern in order to render this being inexplicable and unprece na. If
a being for whom there is no place in the ordered world of :»ﬂ& 0
the modem (the urban, the industrial, the proletarian) Were £k alon¢
appear, the monster would no longer be a monster; no longer ©.
but part of a ““race of devils,” his disappearance would chang®
HanﬁnrEnauﬁwmnacn&ﬂonrnmgo_cnnmm:mc_n:
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+« creation, which is therefore not so much the sign of the proletar-
in’s Cr 2

stetn S © c:nn@nnmn:SUEQ. o .
he notion of a postcapitalist order (a society ruled

Witten before t : .
orkers themselves) could be articulated but at a time when the
by the M\\n and dehumanizing effects of capitalism were all too obvious,
oppres®! than to turn backward toward a time of

tk can do no better . \
if unequal) obligation, to a time before the creation of monsters

the industrial order, a time when the human was regulated by the
EEB_ But if a certain historical reality is inscribed within the work as
- to be expelled into “darkness and distance’” (just as Franken-

the WO

mutual (

ter . . .
MHMMW:RR ““forgets” his *‘hideous progeny”’ immediatcly after bring-
ing it into this world), the act of repression can only postpone its inevi
table return. nevl-
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