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It is all too easy for literary critics to apply thcir. knowledge oflpSY'
choanalysis to literary texts by finding in those fictions the complexes



PSYCHOANALYTIC CRITICISM

assumes that psychoanalysis

of literary texts, a meaning
ore closely one exam-

that Freud described. Such an approach
possesses a truth that reveals nrn.Bn»:Em

that they themselves did not recognize. But the m: "
ines Freud and psychoanalytic practice, generally, the more one reauzes

that psychoanalysis itself tells stories, invents scenaros of development,
and guesses at meanings and events: it too deals 1n fictions and cannot

entirely rise above the bewildering complexity of the unconscious. Simi-
larly, the more one exami ture written before Freud,
9

nes works of litera
the more they seem to have been, in some strange way, already aware
of wmv\nrogm&@m or

of the unconscious.

It is best, then, to recognize that literature m.:a psychoanalysis are

on a continuumy it is as useful and interesting to interpret psychoanaly-

sis as a form of literature as to interpret literature with the tools of psy-

choanalysis. Each thus profits from the other without becoming com-
pletely subject to the other’s aut

hority. Together they demonstrate that
there is no discourse against which either must

be measured, no final
scientific or literary authority that reigns over all. Instead, they show
that there is a history of t

he psyche that takes part in many histories,
including those of the family, manners, sexuality, and the body. The
works of Freud and Lacan thus arrive late in a lo

ng tradition of texts
that trace the formation O

mir»ninn»:nrn cbnoamnwozm,nnxﬁwmr»ﬁ
might well challenge psychoanalysis to alter or expand its theories in
Bm:wmnnmm.

Psychoanalysis is vulnerable in its treatment of women: both Freud
and Lacan are notoriously phallocentric, interpreting the psyche with
reference to male development, castration, and the phallus. Thus psy-
choanalysis and literature can interpret each other fruitfully with a lit-
erary text that explores the woman’s place in the psyche —a text such
as Mary Shelley’s Frankenstein. Lacan’s theory of the Imaginary and
Symbolic orders makes apparent a pattern within the novel that pre-
Lacanian psychoanalytic readings missed: its persistent contrast between
the world of the mirror-image, or double (the Imaginary), and that of
kinship, language, and social life (the Symbolic). Yet the novel, in turm
demonstrates that the Symbolic order’s insistence on denying the Imag"
inary comes at the enormous cost of excluding the maternal body. As
Mary Shelley’s novel suggests that the situation Lacan describes is nev”
ther inevitable nor necessary, it opens up new directions for ﬁmv\nro»B.

lytic theory.

Frankenstein, the Monster, and the Imaginary Mother
Within Erankenstein the world is divided between the public R&m
n Victor and

and the private, almost delusional relation betwee
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monster: in Lacanian terms, be .
orders. On the one r»:a.u.&nnn ﬁﬂuwn__wrmmmnmwﬁwm_a and Imaginary
ther and E.amﬂ the families of the Frankensteins nmzns, dutiful fa-
the moMm__uEQ of Victor’s marriage with mmvan&.pm_n the De Laceys;
e Z Krempe; m:,.» the operation of law in nr.n t »_n nmvong.v_n "
Hrn. imprisonment n.vm Victor. All these exemplify, i r1 wm Justine and
social .oann rooted in patriarchal marriage, legali > 5»:<MQS.W anmnnnm,. a .
sexuality. On the other hand, there is the n:aozmwcﬁcamnnwm@rmwr»_rw
ous solitude or an,

e e s e

the monster, neither of which can’ever :
m»mmmsw.n.o: .,Sﬁr each other; m:Mm”%MM_.th_wmnwo M%»E;ﬁ their o:&nmm
their situation with anyone else, except of noEMn vano  Walton. (e
novel’s narrator. Victor’s solitude is so profound that EM :v<<»_.8=, ﬁ.:n
.ﬂrn monster and paranoid fear of him would amount nooBmMM_on e
it bom that another person, Walton, encounters the m acness were
novel’s m.:& pages. Victor’s obsession with this Imagin relprten
self, outside of society and lan T b
father, friend, and potential Smpmwmm\nmnnmww M &MTEB mo it

3 : . ‘er they threaten that self.
vﬁ%ﬁmwﬂﬂmﬂoﬁw@ hﬁwﬁuﬁ”ﬁm M\w_mﬁnwn,m Mw.:ﬂcao is made clear in the early
; olar, Victor studies “‘neither the -
MM_MM MM Wmm_w%nmwmmw MHMW noa.n OM mo«ﬁﬂ.san:? nor the politics omM M:ww.
8 > sociated with the Symbolic order, b h

nr.n physical secrets of the world”” (43 go_‘woén withi the physica
MM_MMM»N n/nbnnmom.. ?m:.m%nm an oEBomaa,v nﬁonnozmuumnnwﬁﬂm_ﬁwwﬁun“
fiance of his fat er’s prohibition, as if replaying the oedipu: -
WWMW:H his intellectual pursuits. In an cnom._%m_,w”wmmmn& :»Emn N\MMMM_.
ﬂrn_um»BM “Mno<o_. the mother that w».m been denied or forgotten in much
g ay as .nro .&nrnBV\ of Agrippa, Paracelsus, and Albertus Mag-
&»Bmm.m een dismissed g.\ contemporary science. A similar oedipal
Yy 18 VWQMMMB& after Victor arrives at the university. The ugly, for-
e g M. Krempe scoffs at the alchemists (49), but Waldman indi-
,S.E% nmmcmnm them m:.a describes modern chemistry in terms resonant
- aternal sexuality: the modern masters ““penetrate into the re-
ses of nature, and show how she works in her hiding places” (51).
Victor’s search for a substitute mother does not take the normative
Dmm;_m,.»._‘ ..m»nm. Typically, the son relinquishes his mother and desires a
person WHho. resembles her. Margaret Homans argues that in effect the
wwz gives up the physical mother and desires a figurative representation
W her, a substitute for her in the realm of language or social relations.
omans goes on to propose that Victor’s development is quite typical,
Unnmzmn he attempts to recreate his mother in his scientific, intellectual
project and thus in the realm of language (Homans 9-10, 101-2, 107).

e —
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ster;
But the authorized figure for the mother is m_ﬁ»vnn:.. :Mﬂ”_maﬂwnmw o,
her personality and biography almost duplicate Caroline Fraf o dlramn,
. . lete the oedip

as if she is in fact the perfect person to comp Elizabeth, leaves
Victor resists the seemingly inevitable marriage to rt man of
home, and chooses another, forbidden erotic object: the mystery

> . ot tery of the feminine
how nature works in “‘her’” hiding places — the mystery ¢ th cal
body. That is, he chooses to take exactly the opposite © the WM&
path, spurning the social realm in favor of the HB»mEmww y
mother, whom he attempts to recover by creating n.rn monster.

This relation between the mother and monster 1S made clear in the
episodes surrounding Victor’s going to the cs?naé..ﬂrn break m.o?
the family represents Victor’s entrance into the mccrn world ».:a his
separation from his mother. Thus her death WBB&SR._% before his _nﬁm
ing is highly appropriate; it represents <Fﬂoh$mw@m%
nrm _ommmnﬂwmnmwnsm on mmnnﬁn,:m"Em;w!_mmn;wmamﬁnimgcb. lic order. .Onu
spite himself, Victor must leave her behind, tell himself not to _grieve
over his loss (47—48), and go on to begin a career. Yet, mm.%m..rwmn seen,
once he gets to the university he refuses to partake in _authorized scien-
tific activities and falls prey to his longing for forbidden knowledge. He
identifies with his mother, recovering her-body in-his own bedy as_he
attempts to become pregnant himself, to labor in childbirth, and to
watch the child awaken, gesture, and attempt to speak (see 55=59). He
also attempts to recreate her by reassembling her dead body, as it were,
fiom ““bones from charnel-houses’’ (56), animating it;-and-looking up
at jf (as would a child at its mother) as he lies in bed (58). As Ellen
Moers has pointed out, this story ofonstrous creatiomis thus a *‘birth
myth®* built around Mary Shelley’s own experiences with pregnancy
and childbirth (Moers 90-99). It might also describe her attempts to
recover a relation to a mother who had always been for her a dead
mother; perhaps she, like Victor, is compelled to reassemble that impos-
sibly distant body.

In the midst of these depictions of the monster’s infantile and ma-
ternal attributes comes Victor’s dream:

I thought I saw Elizabeth, in the bloom of health, walking in the
streets of Ingolstadt. Delighted and surprised, I embraced her;
but as I imprinted the first kiss on her lips, they became livid with
the hue of death; her features appeared to change, and I thought
that I held the corpse of my dead mother in my arms; a shroud

enveloped her form, and I saw the grave S
folds of the flannel. (58) graveworms crawling in the

Here the normative shift from mother to lover is reversed: Elizabeth
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cransforms into the dead mother. For Victor, feminine sexuality can
pever be separated from the Imaginary mother he has lost; as soon as
he imagines touching her and taking pleasure in her body, the figurative
substitute for her turns back into her physical form. In effect, all women
are for him the dead mother, the all-too-physical person he left when
he went to the university. It would be impossible for Elizabeth to walk

in Hbmo_mﬁvan without seeming to be a visitor from the dead, a mon-

strously physical intruder in the world of masculine learning. Nor could
the creature whom he created as a result of his rapturous discovery of
<tthe cause of generation and life”” (54) awaken without _unnoaim a
monster.

Clearly, the turn from erotic ideal to grotesque body horrifies Vic-
tor; in this respect he is a responsible citizen of the Symbolic realm,
longing for Elizabeth rather than the mother. Yet this horror is so
strong, and this dream so necessary, because of his unspeakable desire
for the dead mother, for the secret of her body, for that element of her
that has no (Symbolic) substitute. Perhaps the real horror is that Victor
has learned to dread what he longs for; the only way to articulate his
desire for the maternal body is in the very terms that exclude her, much
as the only way of recreating her body is with the very tools acquired
in the university at the cost of her life. And in these terms, with these
tools, Victor cannot even recreate her as a female body: as if in retreat
from his mother even on the most primal level, he creates a male mon-
ster who resembles his own mirror-image more than the mother he
desires. As Luce Irigaray argues, from within the phallocentric regime
of the Symbolic order, a genuinely feminine body is inconceivable:
woman is either an inferior version of man, or she does not G%n. (In-
garay 11-129). Yet Victor is compelled to imagine this alien, ME.mmEmQ
mother who no longer quite exists for him. Accordingly, conceving of
woman as both like and unlike ““man,”” he produces a monster — »,mnn».
ture who is grotesque precisely because it is, and is not, a “‘man.”"

The Imaginary nature of his relation to the monster is further rein-
forced in the visual imagery of the passage: when <_n.8m miwwwzm, rm
sees, “by the dim and yellow light of the moon, as it *Q.nm.g its Mww
through the window shutters,” the monster, who fixes on Victor
eyes, if eyes they may be called. . . .’ A peculiar and intense sight dom-
inates in this passage: a haunting light cast on 2 ghastly figure 1o B
by the window, who gazes back with inhuman eyes. .,::w_ RM.@:%«.. w
the return of a deeply repressed mirror stage, 1n i.:% e hasize the
Victor’s own reflection in the window /mirror. As if to n._E.u:I. WS

. 5 . ' n to wnte: 1S RW
prelinguistic nature of this moment, Shelley goes ©
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i in wWrin-
opened, and he muttered some inarticulate mocmmf M\/wmmhmﬂcno:?
kled his cheeks” (58). The truly mirror-like quality o_ ere the nearly
ters with the monster is clearer elsewhere 1n the =o<m 2&0 © onster (<1
hallucinatory image recurs: at the destruction of the MB g
trembled, and my heart failed within me; when, on ooﬁz miﬁv_ ) and
by the light of the moon, the deemon at the nwmnB_Ms o nrm
most clearly, at the death of Elizabeth (164). In all tt nmo& p mmw > s
window represents the mirror, a framed surface on é_:ns. M,\@E%—uga
the nonspeaking face of the other, of the self’s .%aBoEn ouble. e
each time the monster only grins, even though in the later instances
is quite capable of speech.

; e.wr_munrm is 85%88& by Mary Shelley’s account of the moment
when she conceived the novel:

When 1 placed my head on my pillow, I did not sleep, nor could
I be said to think. My imagination, unbidden, possessed and
guided me, gifting the successive images that arose in my mind
with a vividness far beyond the usual bounds of reverie. I saw —
with shut eyes, but acute mental vision, — I saw the pale student
of unhallowed arts kneeling beside the thing he had put together.
. . . L opened [my eyes] in terror. . . . I wished to exchange the
ghastly image of my fancy for the realities around. I see them
still; the very room, the dark parguet, the closed shutters, with the
moonlight struggling through, and the sense T had that the glassy
lake and white high Alps were beyond. (Introduction 22-23)

Shelley’s emphasis on the haunting ““vividness™ of this “‘acute mental
vision”” locates it outside of ordinary, waking sight in the Imaginary
realm. And even her reference to ““the realities around” leads her to
further mental images, “sense[d]” through the closed shutters, of the
lake and Alps, or perhaps of the Alps reflected in the lake, another kind

of mirror; the intense seeing of the original vision (emphasized through
the repetition of the words ‘I saw

sce them still”). ) is repeated late in the passage (I

It is important that this visual imagery ; i i
both of creating (the novel. the m er) and ¢  illng (the fomal
: . onster) and of killi
c&%&%ﬁ Elizabeth): by tying together ﬂer ot B
» this imagery points to the fy
novel. Clearly, el

for both Shelle d
creation takes place nej Ao

¢ apparently opposite mo-
Imaginary coherence of the
aracter Victor Frankenstein,
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culine attempt to circumvent the maternal, to usu
life-giving power of feminine sexuality (Mellor 220-32). But the strong
wﬁ»:a_m of the two creation scenes suggest that Victor circumvents
Symbolic, married, genital sexuality with an Imaginary sexuality in
which the son or daughter can recreate the dead mother in 2 ?.n::wim.
tic, visual mode.

Such a reading of the creation scenes would also explain the murder
scenes. The female monster and Elizabeth represent not simply femi-
nine sexuality but its function within the Symbolic order: Elizabeth as
a married sexual partner blessed by the patriarch Alphonse Franken-
stein, and the female monster as someone who will join the monster in
creating a new society in South America—a new “chain of existence™
(127) which, as Peter Brooks points out, would be a new “‘systematic
network of relation” akin to the Symbolic order (Brooks 593). If we
apply this reading to Mary Shelley as author, it suggests that literary
creation is for her a form of matricide, of killing the Symbolic mother
subordinated to father or husband. Perhaps it is even a way to kill herself
as such a mother. Barbara Johnson argues this point, m:“_wr»wwww:m the
subtle link between the italics in the passages on the creating of the
vwow A:.s think of a story” [22, 23)) and the killing of Elizabeth (‘1
will be with you on your wedding-night’> [143, 158]) (Johnson 8-9). One
Wway to understand this point is to say that for Shelley, creating in lan-
guage threatened her role as a woman expected to create by means of

her mns_.ﬁ m.nxcm:ﬁ%. To take on the masculine role of author threatened
her feminini

e ty. But these passages might also suggest that creating in an
Maginary .&.ﬁ thus prelinguistic mode threatens the whole language of
marriage, filiation, and se

. xuality defined as the reproduction of the so-
cial structure, It threatens no

order that t »,05555 vE the patriarchal, Symbolic
Diegates and excludes the feminine body.

In mMMﬂo .&o%oﬂ have to distort the text to arrive at this interpretation.
S.Smﬁm m5 oth of the vwmmmmn.w to which Frzwos refers, the italics cul-
W .:»: 2 moment o%, hallucinatory creation or murder, 2 moment of
aoﬁmw._z Qr_snnn,_m_g. .HH 1s not female authorship as intrusion upon a male
il that kills Elizabeth but Imaginary authorship, a nonlinguistic
genital ngenital creativity. Victor/Mary murders the woman capable of
wind moxc.&_.Q In order to look up and see the %m:n.a mother in the

1O /mirror. It is almost as if simply by looking in the window/

Mirror, he /she murders the mother-wife: in this novel, looking in the
Murror can kill, The |

1p and destroy the

maginary pair — Victor Frankenstein and his mon-
MMM WNmQ Shelley and her story — kill all third parties and all systems

¢ father’s Law) built on the third party. If the Symbolic order




mm<n:O>z>:ﬁf

er (Caroline), these chil-

excludes and indeed kills the Imagi moth
ke lic mother in their turn.

dren will gain revenge by murdering the Symbo

The Monster’s Protest

By itself, however, this Imaginary revolt against the Symbolic does
not necessarily liberate such children; if anything, it would confine
them within the Imaginary order, which could be at least equally op-
pressive. Shelley makes the horror of this Imaginary entrapment .<_<a
in her account of the monster’s experience. By creating an Imaginary
figure, Victor gives birth to someone who does not, and cannot, belong
in the Symbolic realm. Wherever the monster gocs, people reject him

::Bn&mnﬁw because of his monstrous appe rance._It seems he will

g it This horrle appaion fom anothes pychic
space, this embodiment of What everyone represses in order to enter
society: the archaic, physical, nameless mother.

That he is this repressed body becomes clear in his version of the
mirror stage. Like Milton’s Eve, who looks into the pool when she
should be gazing at Adam and who is soon taught to set aside her love
of her own beauty in favor of the superior, manly strength of her mate
(see Gilbert and Gubar 240), the monster looks in the pool and sees

there an image that is alrea i

e D

Bopmmmmmw.wbzn@mwmfmamOS with ““‘the per-

At A A T TR TS A

P

fect forms of my cottagers” (101). The monster is an Eve who 1s never
given the chance merely to enjoy his/her own beauty; it is as if s/he
has already been taught to love Adam before s/he looks in the pool. As
a result, the monster’s mirror image is alien to him the first time he sees
it: ““At first I started back,” he says, “‘unable to believe that it was
indeed T who was reflected in the mirror. . .”> (101). Even worse, he
will soon discover that he is nothing more than what appears in the
mirror, as if he is the Eve that God and Adam reject, the image she
leaves behind on the water.

Of course, the monster does not accept his exclusively Imaginary
status; he longs to enter the social world, to belong to a family, to
converse, and to have a sexual partner. He wishes, in short, to enter
the Symbolic order. If Victor creates the monster in order to revolt
against the Symbolic, the monster protests against being caught in the
Imaginary. He understands his condition well: as Peter Brooks points
out, early in their conversation high in the Alps when Victor cries out,
“““Begone! relieve me from the sight of your detested form,’ >’ the mon-
ster replies by placing his hands over Victor’s eyes (91), mocking Vic-
tor’s Imaginary fixation on the sighz of his form (Brooks 592). In the
narrative that follows, the monster attempts to replace his appearance
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with his words (Brooks 593), just as he attem
sively dual relation between Victor and him
female partner who could offer him a social
end, of course, the monster’s appeal fails:
has not truly entered into | ;
his father Victor, and thu
B be story that th

e story that the monster tells Victor. primar : o
tion of language from the De Lacey famil _W:MMMMNMWMM? v
position in language. Crouching there in the lean-to next to ﬁ_w :mamsw_
cottage, rn. can listen to everything that people say but BE:M »E;.%.m
pate in Ew:. conversations. He can learn the words, but he S::ommwﬂ_o-
in the social exchange of words and must remain a silent, invisible _‘M_.n
ence unknown to the family. It is no surprise that the vEozm:% _MEH
the _mzmcumn. along with Safie, as if he, too, is both foreign and a
woman. Critics have remarked that he is thus placed in the position of
ﬂ.ro woman who, like Eve or Mary Shelley, eavesdrops on the conversa-
tions of men (see, for example, Gilbert and Gubar 238, Moers 94). As
a result, his condition is similar to that of woman in Lacanian theory.
As Jacqueline Rose puts it, “woman is excluded &y the nature of words™
but not ““fiom the nature of words” (Mitchell and Rose 49), on the
one hand being given a sexual and gender identity through the Symbolic
processes of language and on the other being excluded from _M.Smc»mﬁ
as it is based in the father’s name. Oddly enough, he becomes defined
g.\ _.mnmcmmo without receiving the name-of-the-father, in effect dram-
anzing the condition of women in Western culture, whose names come
from men and who thus remain in one sense nameless.

Yet Safie and the monster are not entirely alike. She is accepted into
the cottage, after all, while he must remain outside. If Safie represents
Woman as she is accepted into language and the family, the monster
Tepresents what they exclude. He is even more foreign than she, per-
rw@m what will always remain foreign, nameless, and threateningly femi-
nine in her.

Shelley emphasizes the disembodied quality of Symbolic langu2ge
When she renders the elder De Lacey blind. T his @%ﬂ seems to have
forgotten about the Imaginary and to live entirely within the world of
Words. Hardly moving from his place in the cottage, e _u_,\ . d the
listens to someone read, and teaches people words: like Safie »:9. fhie
monster, he too is a consummate listener, but because he is alread)

Master of the language and need not sec the objects t© s..rw: zdam”
tefer. In effect, he represents the blindness of language, its 3PP

Pts to cut across the o
. S€S-
self with his demands fora
M:M sexual relation. In the
though he can speak. p
mﬂm:»mﬁ never rms:m received the ﬂma,n om
$ he remains poised on the margins of lan-
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indifference to the body and to sight. This old man verges on being the
Lacanian father because he has almost ceased € be an actual father and
become the name-of-the-father, the father as nothing but names.

Although the father’s blindness might indicate that he 1s sO wrnc-
ated from the visual world he need no longer see it, the monster inter-
prets that blindness differently. Perhaps the old man, E_.»En to see the
monster, will accept him simply because he speaks. wgasomw to the
Imaginary may allow some tolerance for it. Of course, 10 the .nEQ&
moment of the monster’s attempt to be accepted, Felix rushes in and
violently ejects the monster from the cottage, and in the following days
the entire family, including the father, flees the scene. The monster’s
failure demonstrates that the father’s blindness represents not indiffer-
ence but hostility to the body, 2 determination to render the world
blank, as if Victor’s cry to the monster (“‘Begone!””) were the Symbolic
father’s cry to the entire visible world.

The monster cannot escape this condemnation by turning from the
De Laceys to books. Recognizing that he is “‘similar, yet at the same
time strangely unlike to the beings concerning whom?”” he reads in
Goethe, Plutarch, or Milton (1 12), he finds himself once again in an
oblique relation to language. Tf we regard books as language preserved
in print, then we can understand why the monster cannot find anyone
like himself in them. In these books and this monster we are given two
conflicting images of people: one that forgets their bodies and preserves
only their words, and the other that despises their words and pieces
together only their bodies. The monster embodies precisely what these
books have forgotten and buried: everything in human life that cannot
be put into words.

The stories that books tell also have a way of replacing the body
with words: Milton’s Paradise Lost, the myth of origins that the monster
reads, attributes origins not to physical nature but to the disembodied
<<oﬁ of God at the creation. Milton’s God is somewhat like 2 divine
version of the Lacanian father, who lacks any direct physical link with
the child and thus establishes his paternal authority through words,
claiming that the child belongs to him. But the Miltonic God goes even
further, dispensing with nature or any physical force and creating the
world out .Om his own Word, as if no mother of the world were neces-
sary. In nr_mu text, the mv.sdvo:n order substitutes the father’s words for
%_M%MM”:Q m voﬂ< as origin so B&.nm:% .ﬁrwﬁ the latter almost disappears-
&m.omn:w\ M at the monster finds in <_n8.~.,.w papers is, of course, very

. § tells of a bodily, maternal origin, as if the monster Wer
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roduced directly out of the mother’s :
anv as if she could create life without Hrw MMW&M:W%E her even having
we find the opposite of Milton’s myth of an Qw_zm_m\m_o? @.%Q. Here
gin: nnEumnn.v Amo.EmQ, exclusively maternal creation Hﬂ patriarchal orj-
finds his origins in a kind of anti-Symbolic story 5.& %m the monster
which confusedly tells how bodies come from bodies MM r»: aftit-story,
for sex, how no parent claims the child, in effect how H__M out the need
no origin worthy of the name. With such an anti-sto Wﬂn:&ﬁ has
the monster must 3.8&: nameless, for a name depen a%c :rw%oaaﬁ
that one originates in social and sexual relations, in E:mww MB%%
in language. ’ P, and thus

It is inevitable, then, that the monster is ¢jected from the
Safie is welcomed in part because she has a story to tell that awﬂ_ﬂmn.
her identity. Even though her story depicts the oﬁo:mm done to so_wsnn_”
in a feminist manner reminiscent of the novels written by Mary Shelley’s
mother, Mary Wollstonecraft, and therefore challenges sexist vi:&&
outright, it nevertheless remains coherent within broadly social and
Symbolic norms. The monster, however, is denied even this form of
protest; unaccountable, he has no parents or relations; only an unspeak-
able secret can explain him. His anti-story would serve to expose him,
even to the blind old man, as one who did not belong. Produced in
defiance of sexuality and kinship, he was forever cast out of the family
at the start. Thus his story, or rather this entire novel, challenges patriar-
ng.on an even more fundamental level than Wollstonecraft does, ex-
posing the prejudice inherent in the Symbolic order itself.

The monster’s most obvious difference from Safie, of course, and
the EHIE that epitomizes all the rest, is that he is a monster and cannot
sustain the invisibility of what the Symbolic order excludes. Simply by
showing himself, he loses even his tenuous access to language, because
people can see him only as an unspeakably alien figure. Excluded from
all *..»BEQ, he begins his journey through the world by exacting revenge
against the family. Little William taunts him with the words, “‘My
Papa is a Syndic — he is M. Frankenstein — he will punish you’” 2@
and displays his miniature portrait of his mother, in effect bragging
about his possession of the father’s name, the power of the Law, and
the figurative mother. The monster responds as if he is the literal mater-
nal body for which the portrait is the substtute, the wﬁ?mﬁmﬂh
B,.VEQ returned, as it were, from the dead to gain her revenge. .mwa .
William and then places the miniature On Justine, not merely in

. » lgl
to condemn her but unwittingly to demonstrate that she is already ©

-
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demned by such a picture to silence and death. In this act the monster
shows that he need not destroy the family, for it destroys itself; Wil-
liam’s mother is already dead, cast out sO that her son Victor could
become a man. Excluded from the family, the monster condemns it to
the condition of excluding him, of missing something he represents.
Very well, he seems to say; if you wish to live without me, your Imagi-
nary mother, you will forever lack precisely what you desire, and in

place of your women you will have only pictures of the dead.
Henceforth the monster is fated to define himself in relation to Vic-

tor, becoming Victor’s Imaginary double, the mirror-self that haunts
his every step. If, as Lacan suggests, the I is an other, then on some
level Victor is the monster, and the monster in turn is Victor. Indeed,
in the eyes of the law (which represents the Law of the Symbolic) they
are indistinguishable; witnesses in Ireland mistake the dark figure in the
boat for Victor (148), and later when Victor tries to gain the law’s help
in tracking down the monster, the judge assumes he is mad (167).
Caught in this relation to the double, each sees the other as his rival
self, attacking the other and getting revenge in an endless spiral of vio-
lence, each revealing in this way what Lacan identifies as the aggressive,
paranoid structure of the ego. Rivalry becomes a directly destructive
force, reducing everything to the opposition between the Imaginary
pair — an opposition that is never resolved by the intervention of a Sym-
bolic Law but which expires at last only with their deaths.

This Imaginary process of identification and rivalry with the double
takes over the novel, as if an anti-Symbolic tale must become an Imagi-
nary one in which one narrator identifies with another, who introduces
yet a third, in an endless regress of tale within tale, mirror within mirror.
I have no space to repeat here what critics have already discussed: the
many resemblances between the narrators Mary Shelley and Margaret
Saville (the woman who receives Walton’s letters, and whose initials are
also M. S.), Mary Shelley and Walton, Walton and Victor, Victor and
the monster, the monster and Safie, and Safie and Mary Shelley (see

Brooks @o,..wv Rubenstein 168-72). Nor can I review the ways in which
characters in the novel are orphaned and motherless (see Gilbert and
MNWMH mrmwww u%.mv, with the result that they tend to create an identity
. ing doubles of themselves in other orphans. I can only
point ko the psychoanalytic coherence of this duplication of narratives,
MMMM:_%M@HM “osm\mnzm m&o to SQQ. in %a heart of the novel, follow
oort anc return o Victor’s roﬁmm& gaze into the monster’s face. We
ories in the novel as if a hand is over our eyes, t0O, and
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at any moment it will be lifted and the novel will transform from some-
thing read into someone seen — perhaps someone seen in the mirror,

Frankenstein’s Implicit Critique of Lacan

In this essay I have argued that Victor Frankenstein desires the
Imaginary mother and that the monster, caught in the Imaginary,
wishes to join the Symbolic. Yet ironically, on a more general level,
Victor and the monster want the same thing: the recognition by the
mv:ﬁvo:n order of the Imaginary mother. The failure of the Symbolic
to recognize the mother drives Victor to create a substitute for her and
_wnz:w:n:n_v\ excludes the monster from the society he wishes to join.
The novel taken as a whole, then, challenges a very basic but powerful
negation of women. It seems that neither the Imaginary, which relies
entirely on a physical and/or visual relation to the mother, nor the Sym-
bolic, which subordinates her to the father’s Law, recognizes the
woman on her own terms. Neither provides a space in which she can
speak in her own right. Where might there be such a space? Shelley’s
novel suggests that it might appear where the Symbolic recognizes and
accepts the Imaginary, where it allows the body to speak, the nameless
monster to join the family, and the mirror image to be one element .Om
the beloved’s face. In such a space the mother would not have to die,
even metaphorically, when one enters language, but would n.nB&: pres-
ent in the elements of life that language cannot master and in the mE\m-
ical elements (sounds, disruptions, slippages) within language itself.
One would never have to create a monster, 2 substitute Imagnary
mother, because she would always remain accessible within the social
realm.

Shelley’s novel thus suggests a critique of Lacan’s separation of Sym-
_uofn and Imaginary. Even though Lacan argucs explicitly that the Im-
aginary remains important after the entrance into the Symbolic, %_o
:z.: they are both present throughout human experience, and %»m&.n. M
Mirror stage prepares the subject for Symbolic _ansn&nmcoﬁ._mm@nm e
w.w..wmv, his overall separation of the two realms tends to rein w? et
a_m.n_nn:nnm and blinds him to the ways in which EQ mﬂ.n_ Mmmswﬂ:.
Implj i e way in whic ya

Plicated in each other. Shelley exaggerates th Ty s problem, 3 i

bolic excludes the Imaginary in order to point el of

Mo Suggest, long before Lacan, that the very terms of het
ur entire dj i .
¢ discussion are suspect. ovel challenges

¢ disjunction, the n

SN;T HT. . . .
is critique of such a bast . .
: in this essay. For example, 1T OPENS

Many familiar dichotomies explored
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b
up the possibility of a story that attributes origins 1 cither to the f-'afr‘hehr ;
word alone nor to the mother’s nameless body alone but £ thL.';;t ;rl
and the mother together, recognizing thereby the ncccssarllbeOU o
physical dimensions of sexuality. Such a tale woulq have to lf _‘gngc,n
in a language that did not exclude the body but dChgh,ECd o . ¥ tﬁ‘s
nonsense: verbal excess, playfulness, cven “babytal k. Motfovc;-;t' o
novel also disrupts psychoanalysis itself, the cctalklng cu;'ck, P(l) tmg
out that in those private sessions the patient finds in the anasyst.han
Imaginary double as well as a version of the Symbo.hc f?t-l}cr. hUL a
disruption quite naturally extends to the psychoanalytic critic, Who may
find in this novel not merely another text to be 'al'laIYZCd but a curious
rival, perhaps double, of psychoanalytic theory itself.
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