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Abstract
The aim of this thesis is to amalgamate philosophy and history of scienaith literature
to achieve an overviev of changing ideas of the animal/human divideduring the
nineteenth century. Drawing on the ideas of Jacques Derrida, Friedrich Nietzsche, Julia
Kristeva and Giorgio Agarben.| consider this divide and its contents often regardedas
anabyss. The study is written like a time line, starting at the beginning of the nineteenth
century and finishing at the end. | split the nineteenth century into foutime periods
centred aroundthe emergence of Darwinian theory, considered by this study to be the
single most prolific scientific event to have occurred during the nineteenth century.
These tme frames arethe pre-Darwinian, the early Darwinian, the late Darwinian and
the postDarwinian. The study is split into four chapters which coincide with these time
frames, covering four different novels which exemplify contextually relevant ideas of the
abyss. These ard-rankensteinby Mary Shelley,Moby-Dick by Herman Melville, Crime
and Punshmentby Fyodor Dostoevsky andrhe Island of Doctor Moreaby H.G. Wells.
During the course of this study | consider various ideas applied by the authors about the
abyssal limits and what they consist of. These include considerations on reason, society,
morality and spirituality , all ideas usedin various different manners to attempt to
explain the abyssFrom these variousdeliberations | formulate a conclusion which takes
ET O AAAT O1 O OEA OAOET OO 1 OAT AAO xEEAE

formulations of the abyss.
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Introduction

The implications of# EA Ol A O tBedrpof Eatu@lBelectionare humbling
considering how religion and Cartesian philosophy had previously elevated the
human spedes. With his revolutionary On theOrigin of Specie$1859) Darwin
produced viable evidence fora theory that had been inscientific discussion for
years but neverpublished as a single studyy Humans according to Darwinian
theory, could no longer be considered the favoured specied a supreme being.

Sigmund Freud smmarizes this conceptin An Infantile Neurosis

In the course of the development of civilization man acquired a
dominating position over his fellow-creatures in the animal kingdom.
Not content with this supremacy, he begn to place a gulf between his
nature and theirs. He denied the possession of reason to them, and to
himself he attributed an immortal soul, and made claims to a divine
descent which permitted him to break the bonds beteen him and
the animal kingdom . . We all know that little more than half a
century ago the researches of Charles Darwin and his contributors
and forerunners put an end to this presumption on the part of man.
Man is not a being different from animals or superior to them; he
himself is of animal descent, being more closely related to some

species and more distantly to others.

1 Charles Darwin,TheOrigin of Species, By Means of Natural Selectiamdon: HarperCollins
Publishers, 2012Subsequent page references in text.

2 Sigmund Freud An Infantile NeurosisLondon: Random House, 2001 (14®ubsequent page
references in text.
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&OAOAB O AOC that Avhad sefaifat®sErDr@anity from the animal is
evolutionary success alone, yet arrogandead allowed humansto imagine a gulf
between themselves and other creatures. What Freudlludes to when he

i AT OET 1 Qis A cotxepfubl Agma in philosophy that is desbed as an
OA AUIDI® & concept approached by various philosophers in antampt to
explain the distinction between the animal and the human. During the
nineteenth century, with the introduction of Darwinism, more philosophical
considerations of the dfference between animal and humankind were produced,
AO EOI /AlhcE id thé World was considered increasinglymore dubious.
According to Gillian Beerwhose seminal$ A O x E 1 &igpirédi tHisGdy:
O)1T O6AAAhR ET $AOxETEAT 1 UOEh OEA EEOOI OU 1
network which takes in barnacles as well abees, an extended family which will
never permit the aspiring climberman-NOE OA O & OCA®&WhBREO 1 1 x1 U
had been a clear, yawning divisiorbetween human and animal, wasiow in a
state of flux, depending uporwhether you were a conservative cretonist, a
radical evolutionist, or somewhere in between. Darwinism effectively
problematized the abyss, openig it up to a discussion that still seems unlikely
to ever be resolved. That discussioran be found embedded in much of the
literature of the nineteenth century. The purpose of my study is to examine how
approaches to the abyss changed and developed throughout the nineteenth
century, so | can effectively demonstrate how Darwinism changed tHeerary

DAOAADPOEIT T stlelaioristip wiH the Ghnal.

3 Gillian Beer,$ A Ox ET §Gamididgé: Odinbridge University Press, 2009. Subsequent page
references in text.
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Few philosophers would argue that there is absolutely no abyss sepating
humanity and animality. Fa example, inThe Animal That Therefore | Adacaes

$ AOOEAA A @bihak Beldr biblie@diA €bheOhgmodenous continuity
between what cdls itself man and whatheA A1 1 O 4Aurthdrnfoie &cientists
still actively research and discuss what constitutes the difference between
human and animal, for example, neuroscientist V.S. Ramachandran, in his

bestsellingThe TeliTale Brain(2012) neuroscientist V.S. Ramachandraargues

that:

There is no region or structure that appears to have been grafted into
the brain de novoby an intelligent designer; at the anatomical level,

every part of our brain has direct analogue in the brains of the great
apes. However, recent research has identified a handful of brain
regions that have been so radically elaborated that at a functional (or

cognitive) level they actually can be considered novel and uniqie.

Ramachandrandemonstrates that although the brain is more devebped in

humans, each part of itsstructure can be traced back to our simian origins.

Although Darwinian theory is generaly accepted today in the scientific

community, the philosophical implications are still under scrutiny. During the

nineteAT OE AAT OOOUh $AOxET 80 OAiAihaiE E8EA OAOT I
many of these questios. Once the theory of the separate creation of humanity

could be considered void there was anecessity for a new explanation of our

4 Jacques DerridaThe Animal that Therefore | AmTrans. David Wills, New York: Fordham
University Press, 2008 (30). Subsequent page references in text

5V.SRamachandran, Th&ell-Tale Brain London: Windmill Books, 2012 (22) Subsequent page
references in text.
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individuality as a speciesEOAT O$ A O x E ThbrGas AedryHuxiely ©pund
difficulty explaining the difference that was evidently there. He demonstrated
this whilst lecturing at the Royal Institution by saying of humans, gorillas and

baboons:

Now | am quite sure that if we havehese three creatures fossilized
or preserved in spirits for comparison and were quite unprejudiced
judges, we should at once admit that there is very little greater
interval as animals between the gorilla and the man than exists

between the gorilla and thebaboon. (3)

( 61 A UG GlerivhsOdied ioiv, leven as a devout Darwinian convert, he still
struggled with the concept that man is inherently closer to animals thatéamay
have originally seemed. kit attitude was shared by a variety of intellectualsand
not just those workingin the field of science. On a wider, cultural level, Darwinian

theory took some time to be acceptedBeer suggests that

This revolution must take place not only in the minds of scientists but
in the beliefs of other inhabitants ofthe same culture if the theory is
to reach its full authority-an authority which rests upon an accepted

congruity between theory and nature (3)

Beer highlights how for a tleory to be widely accepted, it sbuld not only appeal

to scientists, but must alsde acknowledged culturally. Literature is an excellent
gauge for this cultural acceptance. My study aims to analyse how throughout the
nineteenth century the contents of the novel were affected by Darwian theory,

that is, how can long prose fiction be iterpreted in ways that demonstrate a
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change in public perception of the animal human divide-ocus is placed on the
philosophical O A A Udd thé space that sparates man from animal. lanalyse
four novels showing how scientific progress at thetime in which they were
written inspired their authors to consider the theme of the human condition and

how we differ from animals.

My introduction aims effectively to commence this study by outlining some of
the key principles concening the difference between huma and animal. My
discussion will further introduce the abyss, investigating how it functions in
philosophy to intellectually engage with the difference between animal and
people. | include a discussion on the philosophically constructed abyss and the
contents within, involving an outline of the ideasof Derrida, Nietzsche Agamben
and Kristeva.lt must be noted that not all of the philosophers under discussion
xAOA AAOGEOAI U ET £ Ol AA AU $AOxET EOI 8
on animal phenonenology to reconsider the effects of DarwinisniThe aim of this
section is to provide a clear view of the different philosophical attitudes towards
the abyss, sothat | can regularly refer to it during the course of my thesis.
Furthermore within this int roduction | provide anexample of howstories can be
used to explored the difference between animal and mafhe ancient Greek

i U O E Thesés énd the Minotaubexemplifies a way ofreading of the liminal
space within literature and how it can be conceivedlhe next sectionconsiders
writers who have already explored this area of study; what thy have discovered,
and how my study will contribute to the debate. This section will serve as an

introduction to Literary Darwinism and other works of literary criticism that has

)T OOA
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focused on #milar subject matter. Finally, | provide an outline of the study

detailing the literature considered in each chapter.

Yawning Ghasms

In recent years, neuroscientists have pinpointed specific developments in the

human brain that have catalysedaccelerated development. Ramachandran

argues that research has demonstratta development of the cortex(he tabula

(far from) rasa where all our highest AT OAT AO0T AOETT O .AOA AAO

Ramachandran arguesthat the cortex is the reason for the development of

mirror neurons, and thus culture:

By hyperdeveloping the mirror-neuron system, evolution ineffect
turned culture into the new genome. Armed with culture, humans
could adapt to hostile new environments and figure out how to
exploit formerly inaccessible or poisonous food sources in just one or
two generations-instead of the hundreds or thousandsf generations
such adaptations would have taken to accomplish through genetic

evolution. (23)

Ramachandran pinpoints the area of theébrain that scientists believe to be
responsible for thevoid between animals and humans, and summarizes what we
now believe to be the reason for our advaced development. Scientists including
Ramachandran argue that this hyperdevelopment is a product of evolution,
thus it exemplifies the constant reiterated veracity of the theoryof natural
selection. Ramachadran is only one of manyauthors in recent years who have

published works for public readershipl T OEA OOAEAAO 1T & EOI ATEO
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9 00AIT . 1 ASapi¢nd @ Bi@EHis@ry of Humankifthas proven a best
seller, and Brian Cox helped promote the subject in hiduman Universé Both
books, as well as many more approach the question of what defines us as a

species, demonstrating the current enduring popularity of the subject.

However, in the nineteenth century evolutionary theory was only recently

AT 1T OEAAOAA A OAOEI OO OOOOPAO 1T &£ OEA 1 OECGEI
difference to superior creation by a deity. Before Darwinism, religious

explanation of the dramatic contrast betweenman and animal was the most
OAOPAAOAA OEATOU T &£ T AT80 1 OECET 08 2A1 ECE]
than animal because God created him as an intrinsically higher ing. In both

Genesis 1:12:3 and Genesis 2:42:24, humanity iscreated superior to anmals.

In the first chapter, humanity wasA OAAOAA ET ' ThAdéninhalEso asCA A EOA
to rule over O E A IAdd G&d said, Let us make man in our image, after our

likeness: and let him have dominion over the fish and cattle, and over all the

earth, and overevery creeping thingttAO A OAA DA OEsIi the s€eend AAOOE 8
chapter, humanityis made prior to animal, but his status as auperior being is

OA E O A ®AdDtAeALgrd God formed man of the dust of the ground, and

breathed into his nostrils the breathof life; and man became a®ET C *THe O 8 6

AAT EAZE ET CstphortSthefexpBEnatipn ddihddidual creation; an idea

supported for centuries by philosophers likeReneDescartes, whose argumes

6 Yuval Noah HarariSapiens: A Brief History of Humankindondon: Vintage, 2015
7 Brian Cox,Human UniverseLondon: HarperCollins, 2015

8 Genesis |: 26

9 Genesis II:78
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"E1T AAOO 2UI AtheQdgiAdiOelGh O EA O OE%DescaktdsEET Ao
argues that:

For, examining the functions which might in accordance with this

supposition exist in this body, | found precisely all those which might

exist in us without our having the power of thought, and consequently

with out our soukthat is to say, this part of us, distinct from the body,

of which it has just been said that its nature is to thinicontributing

to it, functions which are identically the same as those in which

animals lacking reason man be said to resemblesift

Descartes writes that humans differ from animals because we have the faculty of
reason, available because &alone have soulsa view that isstill held today by
many religious groups. Many of thee groups are influenced by religious
published Genesis Flooish an attempt to use science to reaffirm literal reading of
the Bible12 As Darwinism is widely accepted within the scientific community, the
opinion of the vast majority of scientists differs from the fundamental religious
view, creating a sudden, and dramatic divide between empiricists and

spiritualists.

Religious principleis a primary reason that evolutionary heory was hetl back

for so long. AsEdward J.Larson has shownit took Darwin twenty years to

10 Gilbert Ryle, The Concept of the MindLondon: Penguin Books, 2000)

11 René DescartesA Discourse on the Methods and the Meditatipfisans. F.E. Sutcliffe, (London:
Penguin Classics, 1968) p.16001 Subsequent page refences in text.

12 Morris and Whitcomb, The Genesis Flood, The Biblical Record and its Scientific Implications
(New Jersey: Presbyterian and Reformed Publishing Company,1961)
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publish On theOrigin of Species3 Aware of the adverse reaction that his ideas
would most likely receive, Darwin strove b perfect his theory over those two
decades whilst keeping in constant communication with Charles Lyell who
eventually persuaded him to publish his findings (7071). Tosummarize, Larson
argues OEA)OI AGAAR ' T A AAAAT A 110A OEAT OOBPAO
emerging view of originsHe became problematic. At the very least, the theory of
evolution dispenses with the immediate need for a Creator to shape inddual
OPAAEAOKh ET Al69 AThdrefre, Ecdnbideding this dramatic step in
science, the nine¢enth century became a periodvhen the question of humanity
and our origins was revolutionized. The established theory that comprised of the
Odci A 1T £ OEA CEIT Owas mdre thik jist thrdafeted it Avas
usurped by a particularly brutal new conept. Such was tke anxietythat makes

4 AT T U@l Medmddiam particularly interesting as a poem that responds to
scientific ideas; Tennyson grieving for the untimely death of his friend Henry
Hallam, poetically emphasized the doubthat evolutionary ideasinspired within

the Victorian mind:

Are God and Nature then at strife,
That Nature lends such evil dreams?
So careful of the type she seems,
So careless of the single lifé
4EA NOAOGOEIT T 1 £ E Giovbledeeted atiteistEdieAtiEtOdE hed A1 EOU

era, who lackedan explanation for this seemingly great void,so much so that

13 Edward J. LarsonEvolution: The Remarkable History of a Scientific Thedqiyew York:
Random House, 2004) Subsequent page references in text.
141 ord Alfred Tennyson, Jn Memoriam London:W. W. Norton & Company, 2003
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AOGAT $AOxEIT 60 GCOAAOAOO OODPDPI OOAOO AAI EAOA,
factor that accelerated human evolution. According to Larso®OAT $AOxET 80
bulldog, Huxley, envisioned evolution proceeding in jumps (rather than
incremental steps) and believed that civilized humans could overcome natelin
OEADPET ¢ OEAE @001104). CoAsBqnently] althdughOn theOrigin of
Speciedbecame the primary theory to explain our origins, even the most fervent
supporter could not fully attest to how it changed the relationship between
human and animal. The conceptual space that divides animal from human
seemingly narrowed, what was generajl considered a yawning space now
seemed to fluctuate in shape; the uncertainty of this space caused a lot of anxiety

for many people, who struggled with seHldefinition.

It is the abyssal space that separates animal amdan that | focus on in my study,

| have selected literary works from acrosshe nineteenth century that respond

01 OEA AAOGATTPIATO T &£ AOGI 1 OOETTAOU OAEAT A
natural selection. The study of literature has always been a particularly vital way

of understanding phiosophies and trends of thought that define an era&hrough

critical readings | aim to show how the introduction of Darwinian theory

changed perceptions of the abyss.

Minding The Gap

So far, | have discussed the issues concerning the differermween arimal and
man in a general sense, whilst briefy alluding to the abyss. Inow further
AAIT1 OOOAOA Ei x OEA AAUOO EAO AAAT OOAA O
with animality within philosop hy. The primary philosophers which I discuss in

this context are Jacques Derrida, Friedrich Nietzsche, Julia Kristeva and Giorgio



Tabitha Karl9

Agamben whose concepts can allow us a glimpse of what this abyss may

represent. | also briefly mention John Gray, whose approach hedorm my

conclusion.In a longer studyl could perhaps diguss further philosophers, as

there are varied approaches to the abyssiat could be considered. For example,

Martin Heidegger argues thathe abyss separang animal and man is extensive.

Heidegger considers the animal to bépoor in the worldd  x E fdn & @orl®

that speak is as large if not larger than that from the lifess stone to the living

A A E 16 gedégger imagines a clearly defined abyss, which separates humanity

from animality with a yawning expanse. On the opposite side of the argument,

Gilles Deleuze andFelix Guattari discuss the metamorphosis of humannto

AT EIT Al h A DOl AAOK RAIAAT A&\ 2LORALBokieth g dd OEAO ¢
State need animal characteristics to use for classifying people; natural history

and science needharacteristicsin ordertocd AOOE AU OEA AIT®EI A1 O OE
There is a transformation that occurs, which decimas the sepaation between

i AT AT A Thér€i$ nb lomger ®an or animal, since each deterritorializes

the other, in a conjunction of flux, inaco@ET OO1I T £ OAOADOEAI A EI
Man and animal becoménterchangeable the abyss, can therefore berassed by

both parties.

Despite therelevance of these approachegshe authors | have choseto focus on

have been selectedpecifically to demonstrate the complexity and scope of the

15 Martin Heidegger, The fundamental Concepts of Metaphysics: World, Finitude, Solitude,

trans. William McNeill and Ncholas Walker, Bloomington:ndiana University Press, 1995 (177)

- AOOET (AEAACCAOR (EI AAOIET O O AOi ATEAT &8 OT A Os$AO
+1 1 OOAOI ATTh pwynqh BP8xuvh NOT OAA EilAnimaA OOEAx # Al AOAIT
PhilosophyLondon:Continuum, 2004

1708 $A1T AOUA AT A &8 ' O#nind Ridstphyddndod ContiBidurg, 2004 ET1 Al & h
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abyss. They also exemplify different concepts of the abyss from diffegn
perspective; | have included a modern philosopher (Derrida), a nineteenth
century philosophy (Nietzsche), a gychoanalytic perspective (Kristeva) and a
Human Rghts angle (Agamben).
$AOOEAA6 O EAAAO AOA AAOGAA 11 OBEMlthdl EI A1 60
abysswithin the eyes of the animai
As with every bottomless gaze, as with the eyes of the other, the gaze
AAT T AA OATEI AT G T E£EAO0OO OI 1T U OECEO OEA .
inhuman or the ahuman, the ends of man, that is to say, the
bordercrossing from which vantage man dares to announce himself

to himself, thereby calling himself by the name that he believes he

gives himself. (12)

Derrida argues that humanity canot understand itself unless itseeks definition
from an outside sourcethat is, through the eyes of an animal. It is only when we
cross over from animal to human that we can understand ourselves as a species.
When discussing the difference between man and anirhbe declares that there
EO 11 OOET Cl 81)8arstéal, OasStaidsAl A 1 ET Ao
The discussion is worth undertaking once it is a matter of
determining the number, form, sense, or structure, the foliated
consistency of the abyssal limit, these edges, this plural and
repeatedly folded frontier... one attempts to think what a it

becomes once it is abyssal, once the frontier no longer forms a single

indivisible line... (30)



Tabitha Kar2l

Here Derrida describes an abyss separating man from animal, which has no
definite limits; it is ambiguous and indefinable. Derrida therefore argues that
there is no particular element of humanity that divides us from animal, but
instead we have a multifaceted and complex relationshipwith non-human
species He critiques hg predecessors; Descartes, Heidger, Lacan and Levinas,
as only observing the animal hemselves and not acknowledgingthat they
themselves are also being looked at. Nevertheless, he is adamant that there is a
separation between animals and hurans, although itsnot one that can be
understood A A O Brbr thdt ve®y reason, it can never be lifited to a single trait
(propertiesofi AT @ AT A EO E 6)H GAWelsDexdoret thifcdndepto
in some depthin his fiction; as an outspoken Darwinist, he believed in the
mutability of humanity, using ideas that can be linked to an ever chang

T AAEET EOA AAUOO8 $ A e Edhdicered asbtheEdefhe@li DEE A O
framework for my complete study, as it demonstrates the fluid, changeable

nature of our division from animals.

A s s o~ N

discussing. InThus Spoke Zarathustrhe conceivesman as an intermediay stage
AAOxAAT AT EI AT AT A OEA O- BAdd philoophero 1 0 O
writing in the wake of Darwinian theory he demonstrates the more immediate

effect of Darwinismon philosophical perspectives of the abyss. He discusses how

humanity is just a stage in the processf evolution and will be overcome by

Oil I AOEET ¢ COA AM@Ai®a rdpk dtretthédbétwleénghe @nimal and

18 Friedrich Nietzsche,Thus Spoke ZarathustraWare: Wordsworth Editions, 1997
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the SupermanA OT DA 1 OA @8). hierdstindlyd Ni€iLche considers

humanity as a bridge above thisonceptual chasm; whickdivides animality from

an improved human being. When Nietzsche discusses the Superman he
considers an ideal version of what man should be, and what our species e

reeAEAA MAMIOJEQGD OT I AGEET C(6)OHere, ANfetzsth® 8Bt OO A A o
ACOAARAET ¢ xEOE s$whithxsighedt@ ma@r& rAridanredichange in

A - L o~ S

graduated improvement of the species.

Perhaps however, the idea of homogenous continuity which Derrida contests can

AA £ OTA AiliT¢ .EAOUOAEAGO I AOAPEI OEAATI O
AAEET EOQOETT 1T &£ OEA AAUOO8 7 bnfal ZardtiushA OOOET ¢
makes this damning statemé OYg haYe made your way from worm to man, and

much within you is still worm. Once were ye apes, and even yet man is mae

AT ADPA OEAT A®b) UhelcoffentS Bf Ahe dbfsd &deSperhaps part of

humanity, rather than separate from it The choice of the ropeas the

metaphorical deviceto cross the abyss rather than a bridge demonstrates a

journey across the abyss fraught with danger. Nietzsche conceives of the path

towards the Ubermensch as being precamusly balanced over animality. He

suggests that we need to bable to see into the abyss, talso overcome it.

The abyss therefore is the gulf we must cross the reach super humanity. It
containsWOEET EO OEA OAdphsh &nd pribr fmkssdine animélO U &
not a goal: what is loveable in man is that he is aver-goingand adown-going8 0

(8) Nietzsche therefore complicates the matter by defining a difference between
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crossing the abyss and decending into the abyss. We might conclude thahe

person who descends into the abyss is the Promethean character, who attempts

to further humanity by excavating our animalistic history, like- AOU 3 EAI 1 AU6 O
Victor Frankenstein. Itcould also, however, béhe criminal character, who seeks

to defy their own natural course to attempt to reach the other side, like

Dostoed O E Rb§koInikov.

&OT 1 A DPOUAET AT AT UOEA DPAOOPAAOEOGARh * Ol EA +
inform an approach to Darwinism and the literature in questiont + OE OOA OABS O
OEAT OU 1 /[ cab Aldo dpfontldtd adpicture of the abyss. fie abject

describes the part of ourselves that whictso disgusts and horrifies us that we

must displaceor expel it; we moveit elsewhere:

There looms, within abjection, one of those violent, dark revolts of
being, directed against a threat that seems to emanate from an
exorbitant outside or inside, ejected beyond the scope of the possible,
the tolerable, the thinkable It lies there, quite close, but it cannot be

assimilated. (1)

Kristeva refers tothe abjectA8 &0 | AOEET ¢ OAEAAOAA AOI I xEE
part, from which one does not protect oneself as from an object. Imaginary

uncanniness and real threat, it beckon©®i OO0 AT A AT AO 4pb AT col .
Therefore, it is possible to consider the abject as a way of postulating the

distinction between animald A | AIEQ BAAEAAO x1 OI A OEOO AA

primal repressior8 (@.2).

19 JuliaKristeva The Powers of HorrofTrans. Leon SRoudiez, (New York: Columbia University
Press, 1982%ubsequent page references in text.
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Kristeva considers the abject as alding in a liminal space. Thais where how |

can link the abject to the contents of the abyss:

If, on account of that Other, a space becomes demarcated, separating
the abject from what will be its subject and its objects, it is because a
repressionthatold | ECEO AAI 1 OPOEI Al 8 EAO AAAT |
springing forth of the ego, of its objects and representatiorf10-11)
The abject can be used to explore the contents of this liminal space with
reference to the difference between man and animal as anpaf ourselves that
we reject from ourselves. The products O EEO OADAOAOETheinAOA OEAC
betweenh OEA Al AECOIT O@ Melpiuly el Olived iHebtiia3 Andl 6
explores the link between abjection ad the human/AT Ei A1 AEMRET OT | Uq
Derrida does, Kristeva finds another animal lurking behind the origins of
humanity, a darker, more frightening beast, our dependence on we disavowadn
AAE BAsO8 & OAO A @bl A EtheGdsult AfAhe Aelu@ BfirdpresBed@ O
ambiguity or ambivalenceET EAOAT O ET OEAOA OAOACEI A8 A
prAAAOET OO0 AO OEAU AOA 1 AAA @uekton sheénjix ypq ! AA
a disavowel of the animal pedagogy at the heart of humanity, or at least at the
center of the human sances, including psye | AT A (282)0rr Eférence to the
abyss, then abjection is the process in which we reject reminders of our animal
origins into a conceptial space. The abjeatepresents the contents of this abyss,
which itself contains the abjected aspects of humanity. If these elements ever

return, it has the effect ofcausinghorror and revulsion. The classic gample of

20 Kelly Oliver,Animal Lessons: How They Teach Us to Be Hurhmaw York: Columbia University
Press, 2009282) Subsequent page references in text.
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this processis embodied in& OAT EAT OO A E thé dhimadied AckpOréad A h
being that represents the physicalitybut, not for Victor Frankenstein, the soul)
of humanity. Herman Melville also uses concepts of abjection in padularly

poignant waysto develop the link between Ahab and Moby Dick.

"ET OCET | CA isid todeépt ohthemahirhaland the humato inform

his approach to biopolitics and human rights. He discusses a fundamental

dif AOAT AA AAOxAAT OEA ' OAARE OAOI O OGUIT 66 AT A
The Greeks had no single term to express what we mean by the word
Ol EEZAG88 4EAU OO0 ABughGradeabl©th @icdnmdadE AOh Al O
AOGUiTi1TCEAAI O1T1 O0h AOA OAI AT GEAAIT T U AT A
which expressed the simple fact of living common to all living beings

(animal, man or gods), and bios, which indicated the form or way of

living proper to an individual group. (1)

By considering these two terms, Agamben demonstrates a tisction between

xEAO EA AAlahd@olited Betelles RedvifgArdgroundwork of Michel

Foucault: Michel Foucault, who discusses the way that man was conceivedtie

Al AGOEAAT AOAN AO OBAAEOE!T £ A1 Bi BEOCKAEDE L
| CAi AAT60O0 OEAx 1T &£ OEA AAUOO OAAI O Al AAOI U
side, and bios defines the human de. Humans are therefore definedy their

capacity for political life.

However, Agamb@& recognises that the distinction of this separation is
impossible, because although the two may be conceived of as separate entities,

bare life has always been part of politics:
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Instead the decisive fact is that, togethewith the process by which
the exception everywhere becomes the rule, the realm of bare life
which is originally situated at the margins of political ordergradually
begins to coincide with the political realm, and the exclusion and
inclusion, outside andi OEAAhRh AET O AT A Ui 6h OECEO Al
zone of irreducible indistinction. (9)
Therefore, there is an intersection between the two conceptsf humanity and
animality which results in a blurring of the boundaries. He then discusses the

OET i T ;@Aiduk ®am Roman law who was allowed to é killed, but not

sacrificed. That figurewas therefore both excluded and included from the law:

The sacred man is the one whom the people have judged on account
of a crime. It is not permitted to sacrifice th§ man, yet he who Kills
EEIi xEIT 11710 AA ATTAAITAA £ O EIiil EAEAAS(
for a bad or impure man to be called sacred. (71)
The Homo Sacer is representative of this divide, and how it is inherently flawed.
He is rejected from the law, yetalso included, a paradox that represents the
fundamental problem with the abyss. As Agamben himself notices, the division
between human life and animal life includes an overlap in whiclthe boundaries
that are meant to be kept separate are inherently blued. Therefore, the division
between animal and man is necessarilgroblematic, as it is created specifically
Ol 1 AET OAET OODPAOET OEOU8 /| EceAbelinkéedDAO ET x
x EQOE + OBmEGAcaladabygs bétween man and animal is proded by
abjecting animalitU  A£0T I OEA AT 1 A28 Ghelfusherfexplaidsi EOU 8 6

how:
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47 ' CAI AATh (AEAACCAOSO Al i PAOAOEOGA AT Al
another example of the anthropological machine in action: humanity
is produced by excluding animaliy, against which it defines the
human as precisely notanimal. In this way, the human becomes the

exception, the exceptional animal who is not really an animal at all.

(233)

Agamben therefore suggests that humanity finds meaning primdy in its
exclusion of animality. Humanity transforms itself by ignoring and rejecting its
animal origins. The abyss, therefore, is e¢inely conceptual, based on rejection.

I CAT AAT 60 AT 1T AADO $H @ OA Aididie GaiGAisAndent E 1
which deals with the concept of Homo Sacein the form of the criminal.

A fifth philosopher who is very relevantis John Gray, whos&traw Dogg2003)
reflects on the difference between animal and man. To Gray, there is no abyss.
Or, if there is, it ismerely a social construct created by humanity through its
belief in its own individuality. As he rejects concepts of the abyss, his
philosophies are not particularly conducive to my central argumentHowever,
his ideas are helpful in drawing a conclusionTherefore, | explore his work in

greater depth in the final stage of my study.

Fundamentally, what | have establishedrom my focus on these philosophers is
an abyss that represents the conceptual space that divides humanity from
animal. The abyss has nanderstandable shape that we may visualize, assit
boundaries are unknown,Derrida considersthem multi-faceted. Yetwe can use
the idea of an abyss to consider theo-called O E O O E Tth@at whighfaflsd

between man and animal. What my study is interestl in is how various authors
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perceived the contents of the abyss and what the bridge over the abyss is formed
of; in other words what makes us human, and what perverts the boundary

between people and animals.

Theseus and the Minotaur

To introduce the appraach of this study, | have used an ancient Greek myth

z A -

demi T OOOAOA OEA OI PEA8 Oid mykio A@wplifidatioA OEA - E

that demonstrates how a narrative can explore the nature of humanity in relation

to animals. There are various versionsof the myth, for exampleRobert Graves
includesthe story in his narration of myths in The Greek Mytk(1955). However,

| haveused* | OADE #AiI PAAT 180 Al AAO AT A xATI
Metamorphosedor the purpose of my thesi®! As Campbdl  x O Eebgfos, O
philosophies, arts, the social forms of primitive and historic man, prime

discoveries in science and technology, the very dreams that blister sleep, boil up

A s L s o~ o~

froi OEA AAOEAh | AQ®ACanpkelf@® DD T BIUMEOE I

controversial; many philosophers look for answers to the most elusive questions

within mythology.:

The story is told, for example, of the great Minos, king of the island
empire of Crete in the period of its commercial supremacy: how he
hired the celebrated artistic-craftsman Daedalus to invent and
construct for him a labyrinth, in which to hide something of which the
palace was at once ashamed and afraid. For there was a monster on

the premises that which had been born to Pasiphaé, the queen.

21 Joseph CampbellThe Hero with a Thousand Faced ondon: Fontana Press, 1993).
Subsequent page references in text.

1T AOO
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Minos, the king, had been busy, it is said, with important wars to
protect the trade routes; and meanwhile Pasiphaé had been seduced

by a magnificent, snow white, sea born bull. It had been nothing

xT OOAh OAAIT 1 Uh OEAT xEAO -ETT1 08 1
- ET Tm6tBer was Europa, and it was well known that she was
carried by a bull to Crete. The bull had been the god Zeus, and the
honoured son of that sacred union was Minos himsetiow
everywhere respected and gladly served. How then could Pasiphaé
have known that the fruit of her own indiscretion would be a
monster: this little son with human body butthe head and tail of a

bull? (13)

Whilst Campbellis most interested in Theseusas the archetypal hero, | am
particularly interested in the minotaur; a monstrous ceature that represents the
space between man and animal.The narrative demonstrates classic anxiety
towards the human/animal divide being crossed. The minotaur only acts as an
example; other monsters of Greek myth such &agons, Harpies, Centaurs and
Sayrs are allexamples of hybridizationrepresenting a perversion of the liminal

space separating man from animal
- E 1 Tlabyi@h is built for one particular purpose:

So deceptive was the invention, that Daedalus himself, when he had
finished it, was scacely able to find his way back to the entrance.
Therein the Minotaur was settled: and he was fed, thereafter, on
groups of living youths and maidens, carried as tribute from the

conquered nations within the Cretan domain. (14)
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The labyrinth is synonymouswith the abyss; it is a complex structure, as Derrida

suggested which is mainly in place to keep something horrific and rejected

ET OEAAnh T EEA +OEOOAOAGO AAEAAO8 41 A@bl AEI

we must consider how the Minotaur relatesto this idea. The abject is the
monstrous-it embodies what isrejected, like the Minotaur. The labyrinth is the
liminal space into which the abject is discarded. Those who enter this space are
sent to certain death; unless, of course, they appear in tisbape of a demigod,
who resembl AO . EAOQUOAEAG O -0AIAMA BAAdq) AdreBeusA O

Daeddus, the creator of the labymth, is aso aparticularly poignant character

within the story;

For centuries Daedalus has represented the type of the artist
sdentist: that curiously disinterested, almost diabolical human
phenomenon, beyond the normal boundaries of social judgement,
dedicated to the morals not of his time but of his art. He is the hero of
the way of thoughtsingle-hearted, courageous, and full fofaith that

the truth, as he finds it, shall set us free. (24)

Daedals s a vital character whilst considering the abyssAs the scientist who
believes himself above morality for the sake of what is empirically evident,
Daedalus buildsthe abyss, but als provides the rope that allows Theseuso
traverse it. Therefore, Daedhls represents philosophers who conceived the
abyss and scientists who havereated the tools to explore it. 1 is possible that
Darwin could be seen as the Daedias of the nineteenthcentury. His theories
transgress the moral boundaries that were a vital component of society of the

time. Additionally to this, in the way of scientific discoveries, and relationships

AT AO
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with monsters, Victor Frankenstein could also be considered an updated version
of Daedelus;l explore this further in the first chapter. He creates his monster,

then rejects it.

Within this story of Theseus and the Minotaurthere are faur elements in

particular than are directly relevant to my study. There isthe ayssal labyrinth,

the monstrousabject contents, the heroic superhumamvho conquers the abyss,

and the ambiguous character of the scientist. Campbell does not need to

elaborate on what happens next; the heroidheseus saves the population of

Crete by slaying the creatureThe myth provides a clean, simple solution to

EOI ATEOQUS8O OAI AOET T OEEDP xEOE AT EI Al EOU8 (1
thesis, the relationship between man and animal is more complex, andetimovels

studied show how Darwinian theory complicated that relationship.

Previous Work in This Field

To place this study in contextl now identify some publications that have

examined simlar topics. Literary Darwinism is a school of literary citicism that

reads Darwinian theory in relation to literature. JOADE #AO0O0I 118680 x1 O
important as he is the founder 6that approach. HisReading Human Nature:

Literary Darwinism in Theory and Practiceffectively demonstrates application

of evolutionary theory to literary studies as | shall show?2 Carroll argues that

Ghe central concept in both evolutionary social science and evolutionary

I EOAOAOU OOOAU EO OEOI AT 1T AOCoKmcH of CAT AOEA /

OEA EOI AT (4).0w mAgfudylsofoased on elemental human natureit

22 JoseplCarroll, Reading Human Nature: Literary Darwinism in Theory and Practioedon:
SUNY Press, 2011
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shares somecommon ground within the school ofLiterary Darwinism. However,

this branch of theory, as Carrdl A1 AET Oh EO ET OAOAOOAA ET OE
OEA A4 Qideéary Darwinism primarily demonstrates how literature

functions as an evolutionary element of human nature that aids our progress as

a species, so that in his textiterature, Science, and a New HumanitjeSottschall

argues that research methods should be applied to the study of literature to

investigate this phenomenoid. This study will differ to this as it is focused on

how the Theory of Evolution affected the literary repesentation of the link

between animal and human.

Another aspect that moves mystudy away from Literary Darwinism is its

interest in poststructuralist theorists. Carroll claims that by coiningthe term

Literary Darwinism he endeavoured to move awayfrom poststructuralist

OE AT Sirdd)l cadld not accommodate myself to poststructuralism, my only

alternative was to formulate a ompletely different basis for literary study and

to set that new basis into active oppositiT xEOE OEA DOAHAEI ET C B
This study in particular is inspired by the ideas of manypoststructuralist

theorists including Derrida and Kristeva. Poststructuralism, therefore, is

inherently central to this study. Nevertheless as' | OOAEAI 180 AOCOI
emphasizes Literary Darwinism is an interdisciplinary approach to literary

exploration of human nature and Darwinian heory. My study is also aimed to be

effedively interdisciplinary, so it may cohere well with this school of literary

criticism.

23 JonatharGottschall Literature, Science, and a New Humanitisw York: Macmillan 2008


http://www.amazon.co.uk/s/ref=rdr_ext_aut?_encoding=UTF8&index=books&field-author=Jonathan%20Gottschall
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Additionally to this there have been various journal articles published on the

subject of Darwinism and its influence over literature during the nineteenth

century. Charles S. BlindermanA O C O A ®ampidella; @arwin and Count

$ O A A that thé character Dra©l A OADOAOAT 0O AT AOT 1 OOEIT A
Ghus, Dracula presents a contest between two evolutionary options; the

ameliorative progressive, Christian congregation, or the Social Darwinian

supermAT ET OEA A& Oi 2. BimA DT OhO! s OARAOIRE6$AADOGC
&OAIT ET ¢ OEA S3AEATAROEINAU OOIAOCOBAROBAGOON 1|
demonstrates how Verne, whilst embracing scientific theory ofhe day rejects

Darwinism in his portrayal of prehistoric man2s8  $charciyOand Compensation

in Moby-Dicka, James Hetch observésw Melville attempts to grapple with ideas

of extinction.26 Thesearticles are representative examples that investigate how

nineteenth century writers use fiction to address attitudes towards evolution.

"AAGBAOXET 60 011 006N %OI 1 OOETTAOU . AOOAOQGEOA
Nineteenth Century Fictiombserves how the heory of evolution and Darwinism

affected the literary imagnation of nineteenth century writers278 " AA O8O AT T E |
closestto the topic my thesis, and demonstrates an excellent example of how

literature can be interpreted using Darwinian theory. My study, however adds to

Beer® book and the articles discussed in théocus on the abyss; by moving

forward to synthesizethe literary -scientific treatment of Darwinian theory with

24Charles SBlinderman 6 Vampur el CaunbDabDwaouaad, The Massachus:
21:2 (1980) p.428
S pAllenA.Debus 6 Reframing the Science in Jules Verneds 0.

Science Fiction Studies, 33:3 (2006) pp.4ZD
% JamedHecht 6 Scarcity amMdbyTioamp& nshheé oMas4doONsetts Revi

pp.113:130
27GilianBeeh $AOxET 80 011 00d %Oi 1 OOEI T AOU . AOOAOEOA ET
Century Fiction (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1983)



Tabitha Kar34

philosophical interpretations of the space that separates man from animal. Like

"ARO8O OOOAUR AT A AOEI AET ¢ 1 1 myaésearcrOAT ET Al
aims to achieve a contextual map of literary approaches to Darwinism; unlike

"AARO6O OA@Oh OEA £ AOO EO 11 OQ&dtheAEOOET AO
conceptual gulf or abyss that remains

+ AT 1 U AnimalQds€00662D09) takes into account the philosophical abyss,

she discusses the diérent philosophical approaches, andsystematically

AOGAT OAOAO OAOET OO b PBlér iiseslavaiidtyOoDfourddEtd x D1 ET OC
discuss how animality, rather that dividing us from our humanity, contributes to

it. Similarly, in Surface Encounters: Thinking with Animals and A&011), Ron

Broglio approaches the relationship between humans and animal$itough an

artistic lens28. He argues that it is because we are only able to achieve surface

encounters with animals, that we are separated from them, and demonstrates

how this division is represented throughart. | share this philosophical focus with

Oliver and Broglio. Therefore, my thess approaches a prevalent topic, combining

a number of angles.

Structure of the Thesis

In the last section | discussed previouyg published work, and clarified how my
thesis aims tocontribute to the current discussion. | will now discusshow |
intend to achieve this objective Throughoutmy thesis, four canonical novelsvill
be swudied, one from each of the following subcategorieghe pre-Darwinian

period, the early Darwinian period the late Darwinian period, and the post

28 Ron Broglio, Surface Encounters: Thiing with Animals and Art University of Minnesota
Press: 2011
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Darwinian period. Therefore, the novels studied will beboth from the Romantic

and the Victorian. This provides aconceptual mapwithin which to plot how

attitudes towards the abyss transformed over such grolific period of change

considering the progress of industrialization, science, politics and philosophy.

The pre-Darwinian period | am defining as predating any publication byCharles

Darwin, but following Georges# OOE A 08 O p x wol 4hk éxisténteA | AT O

a world previous to ours, destrdaJ AA AU OT 1 A EEI@. ThemarlA AOAODOI
Darwinian period consists ofliterature published before the publication of On

the Origin of Speciebut after the publication of The Voyage of the Beag(#838).

The late Darwinian period | define as following the publication o©On theOrigin

of Speciesbut pre dating the publication of The Descent of Man The post

Darwinian period is defined as aftethe death of Darwin. The novel | have chosen

to represent the post-Darwinian period, though written after Darx ET 6§ © AAAOEh
was still written Victorian era therefore maintaining contextual relevance.The

four novels chosen sparhe century in which the theory of evolution was finally

championed by scientists. Mgtudy createsa varied but also focused view on the

literary response to the question of human nature.

The novel that will be studied from the preDarwinian period is- AOU 3 EAI 1 AUd O
Frankenstein{1818)2°. It is a novelthat actively engages with science tonpduce

A OEOEITT 1T &£ 1 A1 60 inalityOhd £di0dt (hd I stOdle@Ro@AET C Al
the early Darwinian period is Herman Melville focusing on his noveMoby Dick

(1851)30. Within the novel Melville, explores the interaction between human and

2% Shelley, Mary W. Frankenstein: Or “The Modern Prometheus': The 1818 T2808: OUP
Oxford.
30 HermanMelville, and T. TannernVioby Dick 1998: Oxford University Press.
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animal, andshows how by warring against the natural world, humanity also
attacks itself. For my late Darwinian novel$ T O O1T A Crihé& &hd Punishment
(1866)31 demonstrates a dark introspection into the nature of the human soul
The post Darwinian novel hat  AEOAOOOAA EThe Islantd & Dactdrl 1 ©06 O

Moreau (1895)32, which demonstrates assimilationwith Darwinian concepts at

the end of the nineteenth century.

My study isdivided into four chapterswhich include subchapters| begin every
chapter with a detailed analysis of the contextual background in which the
novelist was writing. Following the focus on contexf | turn my attention to close
reading of the novel assigned to the chapter in questiomand how it integrates

theseideas into discussion of the difference between animal and man.

31 Fyodor Dostoevsky Crime and PunishmenfTrans David McDuff, London: Penguin, 2003
32H. G. WellsThe Island of Doctor Moreau_ondon: Penguin, 2005ubsequent page references
in text.
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68 Al AT EIAL AOC AiipiAg BEAI kRUADAOAODI &PATE

creature to explore humanity, animality, and the in between

Since Hesiod'sTheogenythe Promethean mytthas functioned to warn humanity

against overreaching3. Part trickster, part scapegoat he represents the dangers

of furthering human knowledge. In rebellion against the Gods he brings

humanity knowledge that it wasnever meant to acquire. Prometheus paradis

Satan, who also brings forbidden knowledge to humanity as an act of rebellion

against God. JohiMilton, who used his seminal workto "justify the ways of God

to men" seems to also justify the ways of Satan to méh Paradise Los{1667)

was an important inspiration, not only for the literary figures under discussion,

but for scientists as well, exemplifying the influence that literature had over

scientific discussio8 ) T OAOAOOET ¢ci Uh AO "AAO 11 OAOh - E
most important inspiratiol O xEAT AT 1T AAEOET ¢ OEA OEAT OU 1
gone unremarked is that it (evolutionary understanding) derived also from his

reading of the one book he never left behind during his expeditions from the

Beagle:The Poetical Works of John Milt8nd )jOv EO AOOET 66 O1 11 OA
discovery of evolutionary theory may in some manner mirror the fall of man.

Furthermore, as potentally a Promethean figure, he may have even seen himself

within the character Satan, as he imparted knowledge conceived aorrupting

the innocence of humanity Often acting as the protagonist, Satan's ambition led

him to challenge God, and is banished from heaven as a result:

He trusted to have equalled the Most High,

33 Hesiod, Theogeny and Works and Dayisondon: Oxford UniversityPress, 2008
34 John Milton,'Paradise Lost' London: Penguin, 2002(line 26, 3) Subsequent page references
in text.
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If he opposed; and with ambitious aim
Against the throneand monarchy of God
Raised impious war in Heav'n and battle proud
With vain attempt. Him the Almighty Power
Hurled headlong flaming from th'ethereal sky
With hideous ruin and combustion down

To bottomless perdition, there to dwell(line 40-48, 4)

Mary Shelleyused Paradise Losts one of her primary literary influences whilst
writing Frankenstein or The Modern Prometheds Within the novel she directly
links the creature to Satan. ¥t considering how Victor Frankenstein's character
resemblesthe Promethean he couldalsobe consicered a Satanic figure alsan
this manner, he isinherently linked to his creature. The relationship between
Frankenstan and his creature resembleboth the pinnacle of humanity and the
nadir. No matter how Frankenstein tries, he cannot detach himself from his
doppelganger; a symbiosis that resembles the relationship between Dr Jekyll and
Mr Hyde. Frankenstein's genius is always matched with his primitivism,
demonstrating how humanity can never challenge the laws of God and nature.
Furthermore, as Satan is sent to the physical abyss of hell, Frankenstein's
experiments lead to an exploration of the philosophical abyss that my study
focuses on. The first noveR @1 T OAA xEOEET OEEO OEAOEO
novella Frankenstein as this is the only novel under consideration written by a

female author it will provide a unique insight into the romantic perspective of

E (
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evolution. Being so young yet surrounded byhe radical personalities of Percy
Shelley and Byron, Mary Shelley demonstrates a watiformed unique approach

to the question of life and the human form.

Mary Shelley observes the scientific problems with the principles of human life

and the soul in the same way that her primary narrator Walton digests

&OAT EAT OBGAET 80 1 AOOABGEOAR AO Al 1 OOOCEAAO

AEAOAOA8 7A1 01T 180 OOAOAT AT O 11 OEA AT T 1 AT Z

consideringwhat he findsi  OOEA 1 AT A x B & dfirig © Gnexblordd OT 1
OACEI T Oh O OOEA ;buAlishall Kill # albdfras§) thérdfofedoOT 1 x 6
TTO AA Al AOi A@0). Aéreashdllay diedy A£G td Samuel Taylor

#1 1 AOEACASO bPi Aih O4EA @®8) AhidhdepiGEtde | T AEAT
disastrous consequences of humanity upsetting the natural ordéf. Both novel

and poem warn against detachment from nature and God; by killing the albatross

the Mariner demonstrated a lack of respect for both, and consequently causes

the death of his crew. The novel demonstrates a clear general feeling of
apprehension with regards to science becoming a force that separates man from

nature and God. Withirnthe following discussion Idemonstrate how Shelley uses

these apprehensions to considethe consequences of this potential divide. By
considering possible scientific advancements, Shelley uses the creature to
conceive a being that resides in the abyss between animal and man, linking us to

animality and dividing us from God.

36 Samuel T. ColeridgeThe Rime of the Ancient Mariner and Other Poert892: Dover
Publications.
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There is consideA Al A & AOO 11 OEA OI1 A 1T &£ OAEAT AA

contemporary criticism, and much of that work provides contextual readings of
science in the early nineteenth century. Melinda Cooper, in her explanation of the
significance of deformation, birth defects and monstrosity in the Romantic
period, discusses howt is no doubt more than a historical coincidence that
Mary Shelley composed and revised her classic novel, Frankenstein, over the

very same period that the modern life sciences were developgaformal theory

I £ OEA 13 NdQpauiisbed in the samebogk 1 1 AT +8 ( O1 OA06 0O

iIT &OAT EAT OOAETI 60 AOAAOOOA AO A AADPEAOEI

humanity, a concept which will be developed in greater detail later in this
analysis38 Alan Rauch in his discussion of the novel takes a metaphysical
perspective, considering instead the nature of knowledge itself. Rauch
contends that it is the misuse of knowledge, rather than the knowledge itself
which made FranlA T OOAET 68001 AAA GESAAE AT OOAET 60

for pragmatism in science parallels his lack of sensitivity to the pragmatic

I AAE

proAOAO 1T £ EEO OOARBRAOAET ADBOERDI &EAO & OAI

private, product-driven science is the evil of the novel, nothe science itself.
There are many more instances where the scientific influences of the novel are
discussed; as the novel is so scientifically focused, it is an important aspect of the

novel to consider.

37 Melinda Cooper,Monstrous Progeny4a EA 4 AOAOIT 1 1T CEAAT 4 0AAEOQEIT I
Frankenstein's Science: Experimentation and Discovery in Romantic Culture;-1830, ed. C.K.
King, C. Knellwolf, and J.R. Goodall. 2008: Ashgate Publishing. (87)

ET

3A

/

BAK. HunterO%OT 1 000ETITGOET T AT A &OAT EAT OOAET 60 #OAAOOOAOD:

Experimentation and Discovery in Romantic Culture; 178830, ed. C.K. King, C. Knellwolf, and
J.R. Goodall. 2008: Ashgate Publishing.

39 Alan Rauch,The Monstrous Body of Knowledge in MaBhelley's "FrankensteinStudies in
Romanticism, 1995.34(2). Subsequent page refernces in text.
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This chapter is focused on the effects that the ience of the era had on Shelley

which led to the production of hernovel, and how she use these ideas to

guestion the nature of humanity and its complex relationship with animality.

However, although the first section will focus on scientific background rad

context, the following sections will be more philosophical, concentrating on

various interpretations of the novel attaining to he human/animal division. |

focus specifically on the creature, whose particular liminal attributes make him

an important element of my study. Following this discussion, loutline the

A OA A O Gefad bntinality ET@Is section leads to a further discussion ofhree

differing ways of viewing him and how these affect our determination of

humanity. The primary argument considers Cartesian dualism, and how it

pertains to FrankenstE 1 6 © AOAAOOOA AO AandrdaBon FaOEAO EA
man, but lacks the divine essencé he second argumengstablishesthe creature

as a sociamonster, or as humanity without societyin view of ROOOAAOSE O O/ OECE
I £ )1 AR GFhaNE Odddsider a psychoanalytic eading of the nove)

specifically focusingpn+ OE OOAOASG O OEAT OEAO OEAO AEOAOOC
My third argument considlesOEA AOAAOOOA AO EOI AT EOQUBO AE
part of ourselves that we have attmpted to discount. | arguethat the monster

AT O1T A AA OAAA 110 111U AO &OAT EAT OGAET 80

herself.

The second part of the chapteransiders the creature asa symbolic residentof

40 Jean JaqueRousseau, and J.T. Scofhe Major Political Writings of Jeadacques Rousseau:
The Two Discourses and the Social Contré®12: Universityof Chicago PressSubsequent page
references in text.
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the difference between animal and man in not clear cuand in many ways

i O1 OE AATRA dsBubsipn i© worth undertaking onceit is a matter of

determining the number, form, sense, or structure, the foliated consistence, of

this abyssal limit, these edges, this pluralah OADPAAOAAIT U M) EAOAA A
SEAIT 1T AU8O AOAAOOOAS O Ai AECOT OO cinteritse T Al EOU
of the abyss that Shelley evokes, and hence the variety of ways she uses the

creature to demonstrate the uncertain separation of man from animal. The first

part of the argument begins by observing @ easily definable split between

animal and man vwhere the monster resides considering the attribution of souls

to humanity. In the next section, when | discuss the social needs of humanity and

the creature, the difference between man and animal is not quite so definite. The

final argument narrows the abyss to a greater degree; the creation of the

creature from dead flesh reminds us of our corporeal mortality, the part of

ourselves that demands animal requirements and inherently disgusts us.

Prior to a close examination of the avel, it is necessary to rlect on the

contextual influences thatOOE CCAOAA 3 EAIT 1 AUdO AT T AADPOET T ¢
be created throughout this thesis of the differing responses of literature to the

guestion of humanity, how and if we are different from animals from the

beginning of the Nineteenth Century until the end. It is therefore necessary in

every chapter to consider the contextual background in which the novelist was

writing .

It is important to mention current debatesDAOOAET ET ¢ OiF 0AOAU
involvement with Frankengein. There has been extensive discussion recently as

Ol 0AOAU 3EAITTAUBO EIT OI 1 ORdnkehseingrarees OEA x O
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Robinson daims that Percy Shelley made ovefive thousand chamges to her

original draft. Robinson assertsthat Percy3 EAT I AU O E riiig@AT AA E1
Frankensteinis vast and he would have therefore had extensive input into the

ideas that were proffered duringthe writing process about the principles of

humanity4r 217 AET O1T 160 AT Al UOEO OOAO afts ©®ECET Al
Frankensteinto demonstrate how Percy Shelley participated in the writing

DOl AROGO AU AAEOETI ¢ AT A OAx1T OAET C - AOU 3EAI
there are two versions of Frankenstein the one which had been written by Mary

Shelley alone, ad the one that was edited by Percy Shelley. Robinson therefore

suggess that Percy Shelley shouldbe credited for the novel. The debate is not

new; it has been approached by a variety of thinkers like David Ketterer and

Germaine Greer. John Lauritsen everaims that the novel was written by Percy

Shelley2s &1 O OEA DPOOPT OA 1T £ OEEO OMAOAU 0AOA
acknowledged, therefore Sharon Ruston's Shelley and Vitalityinforms my

discussion greatly43 However, the novel is stillconsidered a creaion from the

mind of Mary Sheley. It is reasonable to suppose thatMary Shelley was

influenced to some extentby her husband even if only through the level of

discussion that would take place within a marriage of intellectualswhich iswhy

0OAOAU 3EAITAUBO AOEA EIT OAOA @GéisimportantA OOOAT 0.

However, the novel is and will be still considered an original work by Mary

41 Shelley, M.The Original Frankenstein2011: Knopf Doubleday Publishing Group.

42 JohnLauritsen, The Man Who Wrote Frankensteir2007: Pagan PresSubsequent page
references in text.

43 Sharon RustonShelley and Vitality London: Palgrave Macmillan, 200Subsequent page
references in text.
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Shelley to focus effectively on the novella itself as a product of uncertainty in

view of the origins of humanity.

Evolution, Galvanism and Vitalism; Mary Shelley and the Principles of Life

Frankensteinneed not be defined as either gothic horror or science fiction, as the

novel represents an integral part of both genres. With the classicanes of terror

in the charnel houses and the Alps, and the demonic apgéns of the monster

it is exemplary of the gothic literary tradition. Yet science was evoking

uncertainty during the romantic era, especially for prominent figures likeSamuel

Taylor Coleridge whase faith wascontradicted by Erasmus Darwin's concepts of

evolution. His refusal to accept Darwin's ideagnspired him to write his own

O4 EAT OU atltheEsamettimd that Mary Shelley was writingrrankensteirf4,

Science fiction is a genrehat considers the effect of potential futire scientific
developments; the uncertainty felt towards future scientific advances can be

easily perceived in She 1 AUB O x1 OE8 @xémplied digrusi ahdd AT OEAC
concern over the most recent advancemenisPercy Shelley discusses the

potential ofthescielAA EA xAO AAIl El E AdFrarkérGtBiB® EEO OO0 C
event on which this fiction is founded has been supposed, by Dr. Darwin, and

some of the physiological writers of Germanyas not of impossih A T AAOOOAT AA6
The insecurities divulged in Frankenstein towards perceived potential

consequences of science can also be found in more recent science fiction novels,

for example,more modern fears of the process of cloning, envisioned in Kasuo

) OE E QNevel L&@tvle G(2005)45, or anxiety towards artificial intelligence,

44 samuel T. Coleridge 'Theory of Life' in Miscellanies, Aesthetic And Literary To Which Is Added
The Theory Of Life2005: Kessinger Publishing.
45 Kazuolshiguro, Never Let Me G&R009: Faber & Faber.
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and |, Robotare each written to philosophically engage with questions of
humanity and the rights of man. Asnov does this by attributing Cartesian ideals
of humanity to a robot, which further invites debate considering what it is to be
alive, and what it is to be human. Ishiguro instead uses the press of cloning to
guestionthe potential moral problems of a umanity that is not born, but grown.
Both novels use scientific issues that were current at the time of publication to
discuss and explore the nature of humanity. Liké=rankenstein no definite
answers are given, and the novels are used as open questionsetogage the
reader philosophically. Frankenstein could therefore be consideredas the
progenitor of these novels. They query whattte outcome would be if there were
another being with our facuties of reason, and whywe are so troubled by the
idea. TheZEA A ®layingE O teddins an inherent query of the arts as science
has developed, so has the literature. From Shelley to Ishiguro, these novels
demonstrate the failings of scientific progress when left in thehands of
humanity, and how, when given thetools to create life, wededroy it instead. In
this way, Frankensteindeals with an ever present and reoccurring theme, and

though the science has changed, the philosophical question has not.

Shelley was inspired to pursuethe novel after considering potential future
scientific advancementamagined atthe tail end of the Enlightenment. According

to Ruston, &From the 1790s onwards the body had come to be seen among
scientists as a mass of diseases heading steadily towards death, while the

~

0011 AOOWAI 1A1 xXIEXAE EAT A OEA Al Agded®i CAOEAO

46 |saacAsimov, |, Robot 2004: Random House Publishing Group.
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AA OEA COAAQ@AwarGurthetdisEoletad 8f électricity and the effect

it had on the human body, the findings of scientistE T A1 OAET ¢ ( Oi PEOAU $
Benjamin Franklin and Luigi Galvani were both en vogue and abhorrent.

Al OATESO AGPAOEI AT OOh xEEAE AT 1 OEOOAA 1T £
xEOE A1 AAOOEAEOUh AT OPI AA x-Enipted thesedDi OO0 $AC
his Grandson, and Jeah ADOEOOA , Al AOAEGO DPOEI AOU OEAT ¢
inspirations for Frankenstein.James Rieger considershese influences in his

discussion of Dr Polidori as an influence foFrankensteirt’:

On the respectable side of this enquirynito the nature of a subtle,

universal fluid became the researches into galvanism and electricity

of Sir Humphrey Davy, whose Elements of Chemical Philosophy

(1812) Mary Shelley got around to reading in October, while

composing what is probably now Chapte® of Frankenstein It is also

Al T OAT U OAT AGAA O %OAOI OO $AOXxET 80 AgbA
and electro-chemical tropism. Finally, of course, animal magnetism is

linked with the name of Benjamin Franklin, who headed the French

royal commission whichET px wt A@bi T AAA - AOI A0O6O OEA

Studies into the effects of electricity on the body, animal magnetism, and
evolution simultaneously are suggestive of the natural as opposed to divine
I OECET O 1T £ 1 EEA Al AGddlikd doweA ThAsetivolabpeas DT OAT OF
of the sciences had divergent effects; primarily, ideas of human evolution

diminished man so he becomes uncomfortably close to the animal. Ruston

47 James Rieger. Polidori and the Genesis of Frankenstestudies in English Literature1500-
1900, 1963.3(4): p. 461-472. Subsequent pageeferences in text.
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continues to describe howBy the year 1800 a new concept of life had emerged,
likening animals to human and even plant life. For the first time, life was
considered a universal state, and the political ramifications of this idea are seen
clearlyii OEA 1 EOAOA O@)dife, as Rust@neXplaiis Avagnowhs@en
as somehing we share with arimals. The potential of science to allow humanity
control over nature, however, lifted the scientistto a seemingly unnatural god
like status. Through smaller discoveries science had begun to make alarming
progress. Within FrankensteinM. Waldman discusseshe matter in a positive
lighth PAOEADPO [ EOOTI OET ¢ O0AOAU 3EAITAUBO 1 x
revolution:

Ghe alMEAT O OAAAEAOO 1T £ ObpkisedOAEAT AAhd

impossibilities and performed nothing, The modern masters promise

very little; they know that metals cannot be transmuted, and that the

elixir of life is a chimera. But these philosophers, whose hands seem

only made to dabble in dirt, and their eyes to pore over the

microscope or crucible, have indeed performed miracles. They

penetrate into the recesses of nature, and shew how she works in her

hiding places. They ascend into the heavens; they have discovered

how the blood circulates, and the nature of the air we breathe. They

have acquired new and almost unlimited powers; they can command

the thunders of heaven, mimic the earthquake and even mock the

invisible world with its own shadows.6(30-31)

The potential outcomes of scientific exploration were exposed to Shelley on a

daily basis by her husband and his friends Polidori and Byron whilstisiting Villa
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Diodate where the novel was originally conceived® An environment of scientific

dialogue was not unusual for Shelley; as Marilyn Butler explains, she was used to

I EOOAT ET ¢ GQIE AH A\ AEGRANMIEOskukleviEdp Addthdt OOOA Oq (¢
stay in the room when he talked with his intellectual friends, who included

Coleridge, Holcroft, Lamb, and Haslitt, listehiC OAOEAO OEAT WOPAAEET C
Shelley was constantly exposed to intellectual philosophical discussions; a

unique expeience for a female child of her generation. Her radical father,

William Godwin, and outspoken mother, Mary Wollstone@aft are the reason she

was giventhel DPBT O0OOT EOU8 wds aidded byhdk Qdihard Edady

ET OEA £EAIT A 1 Ach wblbtdoéctaiOdisCugsguatdeddth ircAE

Vindication of the Rights of Womefi Her mother was a mythical figure to Mary

Shelley; having died in childbirth she never knew her, but would sit by her grave

reading during her adolescence. Godwin did not fullattest to the methods
DOAOAOEAAA ET VvindicationOodtihé didlskade A@ry Of her ideals

AAT 60 x1T 1 AT 80 OECEOOh AT A CAOA -AoOuUu AT 0160
I 1 OET OCE perAcbtUrade folAd drastic transformationin lifestyle, the

change ofintellectual environments from her childhood to her married life was

notdramatE A8 ! AAT OAET ¢ OI1 " O @vlFfadkengdin PErdyO0 O) 1T OOI
SEAI T AU6O ET OAOA OO n&df lifednadast@e) annfords8ed] £ OEA |

itself upon his wife:

48 JamesBieri, Percy Bysshe Shelley: A Biography : Youth's Unextinguished Fire;1B2 2004:
University of Delaware PressSubsequent page references in text.

49 Mary Wollstonecraft, A.K. Mellor, and N. Challary Wollstonecraft's AVindication of the
Rights of Woman: And, The Wrongs of Woman, Or, Ma@07: Pearson Longman.
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Along reading list fortheyears 18130 wypx AAT AA AOI 1T AA A&EOT I
letters, the footnotes to annotate works like Queen Mab, and Mary
SEAITTAU6O *T O0OTAI N EO T OCAT EUAO EOOAI £
scepticism (Hume, Voltaire, Volney), anthropolog(Buffon, Rousseau,

Monboddo), and the secalled French Materialists, Holbach as author

of The System of Nature, and from the Frenetevolutionary period

Condorcet, Cabanis, and Ldgce. (xvi)

0AOAU 3EAITAUBO AAOAET AOGET TddevElGpedfrad EAT AA A
a young age, but his friendship with William Lawrence particularly inspired it. It

was therefore a primary part of many of the conversations Shelley had with

Byron and Polidori in Villa Diodati; as a secondary participant Mary received a

mo T &£# OAATTA EATA EIT & Oi AOETT8 , AxOAT AAG
$AOxET 80 4EAT Ouh AT A EEO EAOA xEOE *TEIT I,
archetypal debate between materialism and spiritualism. Whilst Abernethy

argued for a superimposed lifeforce separate from the corporeal body,

Lawrence argued the opposite, writing in his controversialLectures

Life has its origin in that of their parents. From these parents they
have received the vital impulse; and hence it is evident in the present
state of things, life proceeds only from life; and there exists no other
but that, which has been transmitted from one living body to another,

by an uninterrupted successiort?

S0william Lawrence, An Introduction to Comparative Anatomy and Physiology: Being the Two
Introductory Lectures Delivered at the Royal College of Surgeonsher21st and 25th of March,
1816. 1816: Callow.(141-142) Subsequent page references in text.
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In this context, Lawrence became the rebellious voice of materialism. Ruston
observes tha @ AAOT AOGEUGO DAOOEAOI AO AOAT A T £ OEC
dominant ideology of the Romantic period, with Lawrence as the dissident voice,
cEAIT T AT CET ¢ AT A (6) Qdv@AcE fuitheriwgtes,Gd co@dradict
Abernathy:
It seems to me that tlis hypothesis or fiction of a subtle invisible
matter, animating the visible textures of animal bodies and directing
their motions, is only an example of that propensity in the human
mind, which has lead men at all times to account for these

phenomena, ofwhich the causes are not obvious, by the mysterious

aid of higher and imaginary beings. (174)

Lawrence explicitly contradicts accepted Cartesian theory with the implications

I £/ EEO x1 OAO AT 1 OEAAOETI ¢ OAIT ECEITT AT A OEA
superimposed life element. In view of Cartesian philosophy, the implications of

his rejection of the superimposed element are astute when questioET ¢ - AT 86 O
divine superiority. Butler draws attention to the importance of the conflict

between materialism ard traditional religious ideas, focusing on how they

affected the writing of Frankenstein She argues that the novel was perhaps an

encodeA &£ Of 1T &£ OEA) HOGOOANAOT EQGOARAEDHOODOEOET C
contribution to the ghost-story competition to some degree acts out the debate

between Abernethy and Lawrence, in a form close enough for thosehw knew

OEA AAAAOA (X&) CobsfidihgGHe Boels preoccupation with the life

principle, and the implementation of an overly materialistic praagonist, Butler's

assertion is well founded.
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In the novel there are parts where Mary Shelley explicitly highlights the
contextual relA OAT AA8 0 A @liusion & Ehd WdrkAoUstiéntists in the
00 O A sereghddéws less obviouseferences within the novella. r example,
Shelley mentionsexperiments used to create a vacuurby scientists including

Robert Boyle:

The natural phenomena that take place every day before our eyes did
not escape my examinations. Distillation, and the wonderful effects of
stead, processes of which my favourite authors were utterly ignorant,

excited my astonishment; but my utmost wonder was engaged by
some experiments on an airpump, which | saw employed by a

gentleman whom we were in a habit of visiting. (24)

The air pump eperiment has been previously integrated into art by Joseph

Wright of Derby in a painting titted An Experment with a Bird in an Air Pump

JosephWright, An Experiment on a Bird witlan Air Pump, Oil on Canva$768
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Wright was a member of the lunar society; a group of individuals including

Erasmus Darwin and Josiah Wedgewood who were devoted to learning and

current advances in science and technology. Wright was an enthusiast, a trait

that the painting demonstrates, hevever it also reflects the concern and doubt

over the perceived brutality of science. The painting itself shows a scientist

asphyxiating a bird by depriving it of air for the purposes of the experiment. A

woman looks away in horror whilst a small girl watted with concern. A pensive

older gentleman looks on whilst the scientist looks directly out of the painting at

OEA OEAxAOh AO EZ£ Ol DPAOAAEOA OEthat T AOGAOOA
(he curious observers offer a window into society. Theyexperience this

scientific demonstration with various emotions: awe, fright and anxity but also

AAT EOAOQET 715t Fehlidk fulhlerladydest is within the scientist® power

to decidewhether the bird lives or dies. The ambiguity exemplifies the concer

over morality and also the brutal aspects of sciencthat caused anxiety in the

era.3EAT T AU8O ET AI OOETT 1 &£ OEEO OAEAOAT AA EE
developing sciences that was felt by many. Although the painting depicts an air

pump experiment, it could metaphorically be closely linked with the reaction to

EAAAO T £ AOiI 1 OOEI T h AOPAAEAITU AT 1T OEAAOET G
The scientist is therefore not only in control of the life of one individual bird, but

Al 01T EOI Al Bod &f 8fe The iktddudtiintof evolutionary theory was

viewed as an asphyxiation of moral and religious values by many. In this sense,

Frankensteintakes the place of the scientist in the painting

51 Tamar Schlick,The Critical Collaboration between Art and Science: "An Experiment on a Bird in
the Air Pump" and the Ramifications of Genomics for Socie¢pnardo, 2005.38(4): (323)
Subsequent page references in text.
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Similarly, the question of the origin of life isexplicitly mentioned in the novel,a

definite nod towards evolutionary theory:

One of the phenomena which had peculiarly attracted my attention
was the structure of the human frame, and, indeed, any animal
endued with life. Whence, | often asked myself, did therinciple of
life proceed? It was a bold question, and one which has ever been
considered as a mystery; yet with how many things are we upon the
brink of becoming acquainted, if cowardice or carelessness did not

restrain our inquiries. (33)

Evolution during the final stage of the Enlightenment was an uncertain theory,
supported by as much evidence as that which stood againit. Allan K. Hunter
mentions this by pointing out thatd, It i©crucial to note that at the turn of the
nineteenth century, evolutionary theory was not a single, coherent concept but,
rather, the result of a wideranging discussion amongst materialist philsophers
AT A CAT Ol Al A{135)phidcavdrids ®EGadrges Cuvier and Georges
Louis Leclerc, Comte de Buffon encouraged the grovgnspeculation, and in

ZoonomiaErasmus Darwin asked:

Would it be too bold to imagine, that in the great length of time, since
the earth began to exist, perhaps millions of ages before the

commencement of the history of mankind, would it be too bold to
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imagine, that all warmblooded animals have arisn from one living

AEIT AISAT 08
The matter was controversial and progressive; a radical idea gaining momentum
as pdaeontology verified the process of extinction, and geologists like James
Hutton demonstrated the mechanisms of the slowly changing Earth. In light of
OEEOh 7A1 AT AT8O x1T OAO O &OAT EAT OOAET AATC
in science were pertinent during this time of pogression that led from the
Enlightenment to the Industrial Revolution. The scientific revolution was a
AEOOOOAET C DBOT OPAAOh AT A &OAT EAT OOAET 60
consequeAAO 1T £ OEEO A WBsAHad bedh th€stuByfakdi désiregpf O
the wisest men since the creation ofthe T O1 Ah xAO 11 x (MEOEET 1 U
Frankenstein conjugates aranswer to the questions that scientistavere asking.
Once Frankenstein finds a practical use for his understanding, he demonstrates

the dangerous poential of unchecked knowledge.

Shelleyd O 0 O A O Athe®@ByEsBl Dilide inFEankenstein

In the previous section | focused on the contextual environment in which Shelley
wrote Frankenstein to provide a background knowledge that will help
understanding of the conceptual history of the novel. Flbwing this
concentration is focused onclose literary analysis. Idivide this part into two
sections; the firstdiscusses the liminality of the @eatur e, and demonstrats how

he isconsidered a boundary residing figure between man ahanimal. Following

52 Erasmus Darwin,Zoonomia; Or, the Laws of Organic Life: In Three Pat®03: D. Carlisle.
Subsequent page references in text.
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this is a longer sectionconsisting of three parts thatfocuses on the different
interpretations that can be applied to the Creature whilst approachinghe

guestion of what it is that separates man from animal.

The Monsterofthe AW OON 3 EAI T Audd , Ei ET Al #OAAOQEI I

SEATTAuUdso OTTAIAA AT A O AAEET AA 111 00AO0 EO
which has been regularly analysed by critics, and many may arguhat because

it has been so well studied all angles have been covered with regards to analysis.
Rauch verifiesOEEO D OT Al Al Adw pekdpektivds Bri Fgnkedsiein O O
AOA EAOA @P27). Adwévar, PAaulSherwin argues that the creature as a
plentiful analytical source because of liminality and flexibility of interpretatiorp3.

The creature as diminal being falls within the void that separated man both from
animal and from God. Hissummary draws attention to how the antagonist is
interpreted by critics in a variety of ways within various schools of literary
readings of the creature that all contribute tothe dubious question of what
humanity is as a species. Sherwin demonstrates why this is when Hescusses

the reason forsuch a variety of readings attributed to the creature:

Frankenstein never speaks more truly thanwhen he calls the
# OAAOO@ANMJEE®D O | AOCET Al 1T 0 A1l 01 AAOU AAET
a powerful representation of our uncertain lot, suspended as we are

between knowledge and power, nature and supernature, objectivity

and subjectivity. Conceiving the creature as a genius of liminality, a

53 paul Sherwin, Frankenstein: Creation as CatastropieMLA, 198196(5): p. 883-903.
Subsequent page references in text.
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typel £ AOOS6O AODPI EAEOI OO0 ET OAODPI AU 1T £ OA
restores his virtuality, which is betrayed as soon as he comes to

signify something determinate. (891)

Sherwin reads the creature as a creation of the unknown. Fitting distinctly
between the krown and the unknowable, the monster is a boundary figure that
divides man from animal; the theories and potential consequences of science,
and the natural, supernatural, and unnaturail OE CE1T O | fouRd hyddlfd O
similar, yet at the same time strangelynlike the beings concerning whom I read,

and to whose conversation | was a listener. | sympathized with, and partly
understood them, but | wasunformed in mind; | was depend&t on none, and

OAlT AOAA (@33-108)iHerd #é creature is shown to be unige as a
marginal boundary residing, and therefore is able to personify the Otherness

discussed by various schools of thought:

If, for the orthodox Freudian, he is a type of the unconscious, for the

Jungian he is a shadow, for the Lacanian an objet #r one

211 AT OEAEOG MAOOQRENMR AL @ AT T OEAO A "1 AEAA
EA A1 O EAO AAAT 10 AAT AA OAAA A0 2I]
Wordsworthian child of nature, the isolated Romantic rebel, the

i EOOT AAOOGOT T A OAOGI 1 OO6ETTAOU @i BOI OAh - A
baby self, her abandoned babe, an abhorrent signifiedjfference or

as a hypostasis of godless presumption, the monstrosity of a godless

nature, analytical reasoning, or alienatindgabor. (890)

Sherwin argues that the key to discoveringhte ml T OOA 06 O OECT EZAEAAT A/

see him as one particular signifier, but instead to envision him as a liminal
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creation, which is by nature undefined due to his state as a number of united

dichotomies; good and evil, life and death, man and animal. It isettefore the

creature's abyssal residence that makes it such an important literary creation.

7EOE AT 1 OEAAOAOEITT 1T &£ OEA EI Bl OOAT AA OEAQ
liminality, the purpose of this section is to demonstrate potential readings of the

novel regarding animality and humanity, and how the creature becomes a

representative of both, and neither.

s s N £ oA s as

The position of the mon®A 08 O T AOOAOEOA EECEI ECEOO EE

O\

s s X £ oA s as

SEAI T AUudO AOAI AA 1T AOOAOEOA OAQdMcbweA O Al

>
>

experience when we inquire into our own origins. Beginning on the narratives

surface with the account of an objective outsider, Shelley takes the reader deeper

into the novel by introducing the account of the protagonist scientist, who

endeavours to discover immortality by excavating the abyss. He does this

through his experiments with the corporeal human bodyConsequently,Shelley

uses the framed narrative to take the reader into the heart of the novel to

AEOAT OAO EOIi ATEOUOOOARABOOARKEOUARAOOEAEADA AT O1
of the novel could be strategically placed to emphasize the abyssal descent of the
OAAAAO8 4EA EET Al OAOOOEAAET ¢ AAAE EIT O 7A
the abyss, and this cautionary story serves to gpmasize the danger of boundary

crossing.

The appearance of the creature juxtaposes that of Frankenstein. Primarily, we
seethecrd OOOA AO A OODb Akpé&deided a lbw carfagl ey O
on a sledge and drawn by dogs, pass on towards the north tlae distance of half

a mile: a being which had the shape of a man, but apparently of gigantic structure,
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satinOEA OI AACAh AT A2y Ore At AviewOdt the mohs@O 6
demonstrates both his human aspects but also his inhumanity. The creat@red

ambiguity is offset B & OAT EAT OOAET 6 OreserbbRdwhadd AWdsAAh x E E /
conceivedtobethedi T AAT A 1T £ EOI AlHe ®ds Ack 6s@d dtheA ET CN O
traveller seemed to be, a savage inhabitant of some umsdobvered island, but a

%001 DA Bhel AUB®A REDOET 1T 1 Asadagelinhdbitahf@@A O AO A
OiT i1 A O AEOCAT xh®dDA OEOIAATIAd EAT AT 1T AADPOO 1 &
OOAEOQI AT A Argibc@vered4sk AA fidm which Walton suggests he

originates symbolically recounts the potential animalistic history of humanity

yet to be discovered, whilst Frankenstein is ditinguished as the pinnacle of
OAEOEQEARMMAGU AT A EOI ATEOU8 4EAdWIBAAODOOAS O
APDPAAOAT AA AT 1 OOAOOO xEOE &OAT EATWOAET 8§ 0N
AT El A1 EOOEA Allwas, hdditds, dadowed with a @igure hideously

deformed and loathsome; Iwasnof OAT T £ OEA OA(9). WhistOOOA AO
the monster is described as hideously ugly, Walton lays empisis on

& OAT EAT O0A BNha &glofichsicée@nwelmusd he have been in the days

of his prosperity, when he is thus noble and godlike in ruin. He seems to feel his

worth, and the greatness of his fla (189). Immediately the comparison between

Frankenstein and Milton's Satan is evident. Despite the fall, Franks&ein is

described as angelic It is therefore possible that Frankenstein is the
representation of humanitU OOOAOAEAA AWhehlrefectEd@thel EI EOOG
work | had completed, no less a one than the creation of a sensitive and rational

creature, | could not rank myself with the herd of commo® OT E A £180) @ 08 6

comparison, the creature signifies an inherent fundamentalism of theuman

condition that Frankenstein finds abhorrent, potentially because serves as a
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reminder of the animalistic being that lies underneath social conventions and

religious belief.

Frankenstein and Walton are both characters attempting to conquer the abyss

and rise above humatt OEAO 1 Ei EOOh 1 EEAGNdBAIEDAEAS O O
- AOCAOAOh AT ) 110 AAOGAOOA i) wAlkdlin | D1 EOE
DAOOEAOI AO 1T AOGAOOAO &OAT EAT OOAET ET OEEO |
creature in his better days, beng even nowinx OAAE O1 AOOOAAOEOA Al

j pvQ8 7jduin€yrépieg@nts this attempt to better humanity as he

physically @A AT AO OT x A OA Ol trdii v&in to be@édtiadedithiatAhg, O

pole is the seat of frost and desolation; it ever gsents itself to my imagination

asttA OACEIT 1T £ AG&AWaldd andl Frankehsteln BafhEatieanpt

to further themselves and the human race, by narrowing the gabetween

humanity and God The only outcomes possible are an admission of defeat, o

destruction. By creating the monster, Frankenstein attemg to reach a God like

excellent natures would owe their beingt  A(@6BYet he dies bitter and alone,

having caugd the destruction of everyone he loved.

Not only AT AO &OAT EAT OOGAET OAQhithik Am BEA O- AAOI
discover him, and to elevate humanity to a new phe of evolutionary existence:

@AOO xEAO CciliT OU x1 Ol A AOOAldkeaselrdintheE OAT OAOL
human frame, and render man invulnerd1 A 07T AT U AQOO@3\ OET 1 AT
&OAT EAT OOAET 60 A@PAOEI AT O EO AEI AA AO OEA
ways he achieves this goal. The monster has supleaman skills of strength and

speed;he is also portrayed as immune to destruction. Hunter, in his discussion
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of evolutionary science inFrankensteih AOCOAO OEAO & OAT EAT OOAE

success, suggesting that the creature is the next step in human evolution:

She responds to the theoryof evolution formulated by Erasmus
Darwin in Zoonomia (1794), The Botanic Garder(1795) and The
Temple of Naturg1803) and conceives of a situation in which human
agency and imagination have made possible the next evolutionary
step. The creature is a new species that threatens to supplant the
supremacy of man, not out of evil intent, but simply by enacting the

natural process described by Darwin. (134)

AO AOGCOAO OEAO %OAOIi OO $AOxET 860 OEAI

O

( O

~

AT 1Al OOET1T OEAO EO AOAnnp sedtdnde MENR Rrefdcé: ¢ 3 EAT |
(he event on which this fiction is founded has been supposed, By Darwin, and

some of the physiological writers of Germany, as not of impossible occutréA A 6

(3). Hunter focuses on the importance of the creature, primarily as an

improvement on the humanA OO 1 AOAO A D iTHe Abndié sinot OOOODPAO
simply the sumof reanimated body parts, but an improved and unique species

OEAO 6EAOT O AAEEAGAAOOEI0O] A QRN B@uedAl A O1T OO0
that, further to this, the creature shows a full improvement of the human form,

Al T1TTxET C %0OA Oticila®idedsiotan Evbldtich candtadtly striving

for improvement and betterment:

As an improved design, this new species is the product of what
Darwin believed to be a set of natural laws that operated in a
perpetual drive for improvement. The creature iseight foot tall,

stronger, more agile and possessed of a more highly developed
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physical survival mechanism that regular humans. He can scale
glaciers with ease, subsist on acorns and berries and he demonstrates
his superior intelligence by learning to rea Milton, Plutarch and
Goethe just two years after his birth. (140)
( 01 OA0O6O0 AOCOi AT O EO PAOOOAOGEOA ET OEA

I £ AOT 1 OOET 18 3EAITT AUBO Eipe-AnpB 0k MYOET 1

AEO

OE/

EAOUOAEAG Gut@BodieA GIADIAG O POI Al Al xEOE AOGCA

i ATh T O AA 1 1(088). HOovedel, a fukheracomplication of the
argument is the brutal and animalistic form of the creature. The greater strength

and agility of the creature is associated more witla regression into animality

rather than aEOOOEAOET C EI1 Bebided the skdddeindduderof then O
AT ET AT xT1 01 A Al (&yAWellsAurther wiitd ©ab he Goterdtial of

this regression in The Time Maching1896), in which he describes tle de
evolution of humanity into more animalistic creature, an element of the novel

that will be discussed in the last chapter. Charles Darwin approaches this
concept inThe Descent of Maf1871), in which he argues that whilst most animal

develop strongerDEUOEAAT AOOOEAOOAOG 1 OAO OEI An

reason renders physical evolution less necessary than mental progress:

Mr Wallace, in an admirable paper before referred to, argues that
man, after he had partially acquired those intellectual and oral
faculties which distinguish him from the lower animals, would have
been but little liable to body modifications through natural selection
or any other means. For man is enabtethrough his mental faculties

to keep with an unchanged body in harmony wh the changing
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O1l EOAOOAB4EA 11 xAO AT EI AT Oh 11 OEA 1 OE/
bodily structure modified | order to survive under greatly changing
conditions. They must be rendered stronger, or acquired more

effective teeth and claws, for defence against meenemies; or they

must be reduced in size, so as to escape detection and danggi52)

Here Darwin argues that humanity has the ability to adapt because of improved
mental functions rather than bodily traits; he further claims that whilst animals
with changesof climate and environment needo grow fur or become equipped
with sharper claws, man makes clothes or develops tools. He suggests that
humanity does not need to develop bodily because of our higher ental
A£O01T AOET T 08 4 EE O HintelsyBeAtéthat titeArédtute Gepré&seénts 6
does not correlate with the Darwinian principle of human evolution; rather it is
suggestive of animal evolution. Itis consequenty @OE AT A OEAO Al OEl OCE
creature might resemble the next stage in evation, he also could demonstrate

a regression. Furthermore the two concepts are not necessarily mutually
exclusive. The next stage in human evolution could mean a step back to the
animalistic; a step that Frankenstein did not anticipate. Frankenstein wodl
therefore resemble Wellss§ Time Traveller as a genius who, despite his
knowledge, miscalculated the future of humanity. This step into the animalistic
reminds humanity of its origins, and presents the more randomied evolution

that Charles Darwin sugges, as opposed to the directed evolution conceived by

Erasmus Darwin, a difference that Hunter further examines:

54 CharlesDarwin, The Descent of Man: Selection in Relation to 3884, London: Penguin
ClassicsSubsequent page references in text.
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In On the Origin of Specie@859), Charles describes a divergent
course of change that expands outward and lacks any sort of

purposeful direction. Erasmus, on the other hand, draws upon a

O

AOT AA OATPA 11T %l 1 ECEOATI AT O EAATTTCU
exists in a state of perpetual improvement by laws impressed on the
atoms of matter by the great cause of causes; and that world may still

be inits infancy and continue to improve for ever and ever. (135)

The narrative presents the contrast in the evolutionary product conceived by

Erasmus and Charles Darwin Erasmus Darwin conceived an optimistic

evolution, which achieved an eer improving form o&£ E O AThus ®wogjld O

appear all nature exists in a state of perpetual improvements by laws impressed

on the atoms of matter by the great causer of causes; and the world may still be

inits infancy and contintA 0T EI BDOT OA Au3) TRoOgh Shelley A AOAOS
is inspired by Erasmus Darwin, her narrative resembles and potentially pre

Al POO #EAOI AGG6O Al TAAPOO Al 1 OEAAOET ¢ OE
experiments. Frankenstein attempts the next stage in evolution with the

intention of creating a greate humanity, and instead unearths a more primal

being that resembles the missing linkFurthermore, Al OET OCE OEA AOAAC
study of Milton, Goethe, and Plutarch demonstrateimproved intelligence, it is

more conceivable that they are used aslierary device to explainthe ©OAAOOOAS O
AAETI EOU OF OPAAE AT A OAAAnh AT A O1 Al Ol EEC
inspirations for the novel. Therefore, the creature, Would argue, albeit potential

O- AAOI Ai$ axcAcktdil of animalistic and human featas. Sklley therefore



Tabitha Karb4

highlights the ugliness of evolution through the creation ofan exemplary abyssal

resident.

In light of this both Frankenstein and Shelley seem unsure of whether the
creature is animal or man. On the one handehis described like alAT E [ IAdb ¢ O
not doubt that he hovers near the spot which | inhabit; and if he has indeed taken
refuge in the Alps, he may be hunted like the chamois, dulestroyed as a beast

I £ D@EdUB creature is uncatchable because of his animalistic speadd

strength combining the most advantageous strengths of animality against

humanity:

| would willingly afford you every aid in your pursuit; but the creature
of whom you speak appears to have powers which would put all my
exertions to defiance. Who candllow an animal which can traverse
the sea of ice, and inhabit caves and dens, wher® man would

venture to intrude? (169)

Once again Shelley demonstrates the contrasts between the human Frankenstein

and the animalistic creature. There is acknowledgemertiere of the creatures
animalistic traits by Frankenstein and the Magistrate, however the creature
himselfalsorecd1 EUAO OEEO A Dmadlkda vildbeaktEhbt®ddl £g9 O
broken the toils; destroying the objects that obstructed me, and ranging thugh

the wood with a stagl EE A O x(ELA®Ie desrfib@sda kind of peace that he

found whilst abiding in the natural world, and an affinity towards animals like

birds:
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Some years ago, when the images which this world affords first
opened upon me, wen | felt the cheering warmth of summer, and
heard the rustling of the leaves and the chirping of the birds, and
these were all to me, | should have wept to die, now it is my only

consolation (190).

The descriptions of his natural durability and ability to live off the natural
subsistence in the forest arealso suggestive of animalistic hardinessas well as
anA ££ET EOU O1 ONyAood ihndtEnhatdfimar i dOrotiddstra) the

lamb and the kid, to glut my appetite; acorns and berries faird me sufficient

1T OOEOEIipAkinfGB 63 EI EI AOIl Uh OEA AOAAOOOAGO 0OOD

and agility are widely attributed more to animals that to humans. For example

when considering humanity Jear AANOAO 21 O0O0O0AIAd anatiBaDA O OEAQ

less strorg than some, less agile than others, but, all things considered, the most

advantageolOl U DEUOEAAI I UopQ8ARP EOBAAAES &1 AAOAOE

perfectly attributed to Frankenstein, who although weaker, is beautiful in
appearance and mentally dted, which according to Rousseau is the unique

quality of humanity. The monster, instead, is not a creature of prime physical
organization. He is, nevertheless a more powerful creatucg! w@s more agile

than they, and could subsist upon a coarser dietbore the extremes of heat and

cold with less injury to my framel | U OOAOOOA AM6). TRadAAAAO
creature is more brutish, as he can survive in a harsher climate, and more

extreme environments, whilst having developed an affinity with nature. Ma in

comparison, does not require the strength of this animality to thrive due to his

ability to reason.

E

e
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Yet the monster also has a capacity for reason. The monster describes his human

attributes, and his ability to do this suggests that he is a rationakasoning being,

and consequetly perhapsE O 1 A Thd, piofure | present to you is peaceful and

human, and you must feel that you could deny it only in th@antonness of power

AT A A Q8)] shdlley presents an image of a rational, speaking creagyr

which pertains to humanity according toa variety of philosophers. When
$AOAAOOAOGO AAZET AO OEA DPOEIi AOU AOOOEAOOA
James Burnet demonstrates humanities development of language to form

society:

The inquiry becomes the moe interesting, as well as of greater

curiosity, when we consider, that it leads us back to what may be
called the origin of human race, since without the use of reason and
speech we have no pretensions to humanity, nor can with any
propriety be called men;but must be contented to rank with other

animals here below, over whom we assume so much superiority, and
exercise dominion chiefly by means of the advantages that the use of

language gives u$®

In his dialogue with Frankensteinthe creature showsnot only that he has
skills of speech and rationality, but that he has become master of them, and
speaks with surprising eloquence considering previous ghotlke
descriptions. It is here that the creature succeeds in demonstrating that he not

only has asense of reason, but also of morality:

55 JamesBurnet, On the Origin of LanguageVol. 1. 867, Menston: The Scholar press Ltq1-2)
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This trait of kindness moved me sensibly. | had been accustomed,
during the night, to steal a part of their store for my own
consumption; but when | found that in doing this | inflicted pain on
the cottagers, | abstaed, and satisfied myself with berries, nuts, and
roots, which | gathered from a neighbouring wood. (88)
4EA AOAAOOOAGO AAEI EOU OiF OUi PAOEEUA xEO
goodness, albeit one that is warped due to ill treatment. The monster, in atldn
to this, has a sense of sedwareness, exemplified when he sees his own
reflection; a moment which couldbet T OEAAOAA ET EAAdfi&tl U , AAAT
admired the perfect forms of the cottagergheir grace, beauty, and delicate
complexions: but hav was | terrified, when | viewed myself in a tansparent
D1 T (90) By discovering his reflestion, the creature experiencesis own birth
into self-awareness Even Frankenstein at certain pointsalso recognise him as a
i A1 d| caddeived the idea, and ecutedOEA A OAAOE1B0).Th& A | AT &
creature certainly bears an uncanny resemblance to a human being despite
deformity, and is perhaps, so terrifying because it portrays an unflattering

reflection of ourselves.

Nevertheless, the creature cannot beead as a fully human being. His crimes,

though understandable ae nevertheless portrayed as beingoo dark to be truly

EOI Alwgs finly convinced in my own mind that Justine, and indeed every

human beingr xAO COEI Ol A @6D) Fraken&idd E6G0 |1 CBOBAAEG 81 6
presented as mistaken. The act of fanticide is used to presenta chilling

ET EOI ATEOGUR AT A A£O1T AGET T O O OAPAOAOA OEA

crimes are portrayed as being neither animal, nor human, but something perhaps
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supernaturally driven; Many times | considered Satan as the fitter emblem of

my condition; for often, like him, when | viewed the bliss of my protectors, the

bittAO CAT 1T T & AT O@0503 ORI IxAEWEET OA ABBAT AA OI
Satan demonstrates adll of the creature into liminal territory; and like Satan,
&OAT EAT OOAET 60 AOAAOOOA Al O AAEEAOGAO Al A
a force of wrathful vengeance. The abyss can possildhe considered as the gap

between morality, associated with humaity, and amorality, associated with

animality. If this is the case, then the space in between morality and amorality is

immorality, the knowledge of what is ethical but @fiance against it.1is possible

that the monster falls into this category, ase understands morality, but chooses

to purposefully act in an immoral manner.

The creature, after being rejected from humanity falsely assumes he has the

choice to become defined as animal or human, and pleads with Frankenstein to

allow him an animalesque exstence with a female version of himself in South

| f AOEAAd 0691 O POI pi OAhd OAPI EAA )Yh OO61T A
OET OA xEI AO xEAOA OEA AAAOOO i &£ OEA EEAI A
4EA AOAAOOOAB O DI Aefent Hrge tokod didéihell OVBichAs alboE AT ET
signified by the desire for a female like him to be created, so that he can be

liberated from isolation. Yet Frankenstein recognises that the creature is more

than an animal, and realizes that although the monsteraiims to be satisfied with

an animal's existence, he cannot speak for an entire species. The human attribute

of the creature which allows him rational thought means that Frankenstein

cannot allow the creature to choose, consequentgbandoning him to limindity:

(e had sworn to quit the neighbourhood of man, and hide himself in deserts;
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but she had not; and she, who in all probability was to become a thinking and
reasoning animal, might refuse to comply with a compact ade before her
A O A A @1B8) Tha patential for free will in the creature forces Frankensteinto
abandon himdue to the potential for evolution, which threatens to usurp the

human race:

Even if they were to leave Europe, and inhabit the deserts of the new
world, yet one of the first resultsof those sympathies for which the

daemon thirsted would be children, and a race of devils would be
propagated upon the earth, who might make the very existence of the

species of man a condition precarious and full of terror. (138)

This passage demonstrate a fear at the concept of extinction, a theory recently
approved by Cuvier who suggested that races were finiteThe potential
consequences of extinctionapplied to the human race caused anxiety
demonstrated by Shelley here, and further imThe Last Manin which the entire

human race is destroyed by plague:

Will the mountains remain unmoved, and the streams still keep a
downward course towards the vast abyss; will the tides rise and fall,
and the winds fan universal nature; will beasts pasture, birddyf and
fishes swim, when man, the lord, possessor, perceiver, and recorder
of all these things, has passed away, as though he had never been? O,

what mockery is this! Surely death is not death, and humanity is not
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extinct; but merely passed into other shaps, unsubjected to our

perception 56

With this fear of the extinction exemplified in the later novel, Shelley

z A -

AAT 11T OOOAOAO AT 1T AAOT 1 6GAO OEA EOI AT OAAA

Qu
O\

animalistic corporeal mortality. When Frankenstein decides to deroy the
female creature Shelley alludes to the potentlafor extinction caused by
usurpation by a stronger race. By deciding to destroy the cature, Frankenstein
revealsan inherent fear of bothevd OOET T AT A | AltideGreatuteOOAT EQU

represents.

In this section | have reflected on how the creature functions as a liminal being,
whose literary power lies in its lack of definition. | have demonstrated how he
contrasts to the character of Frankenstein regarding the two limits of humanity,
and havefocused on the animal/human dichotomy in the monster. By doing this,

| have shown how the monster represents either animal nor human, but
incorporates elements of both. He is too human to be animal, too animal to be
human, and its immorality gives it an &tra element of inhumanity. Hence, as a
liminal figure, the creature can be read as a literary interpretation of the abyss
that separates man from animal. My demonstration of the unceain nature of
the creature now allows meto explore the implications ofthis liminal figure;
xEAO EO OAIT1 O 6060 AAIT OO -AOU 3EAI T AUBO AECA

how she used this to explore what man is.

56 Mary Shelley,The Last Man2004, Ware: Wordsworth Classic£330) Subsequent page
references in text.
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The Significance of the Monster aan Abyssal Resident

| have examined he abyssal haldation of the creature in the previous section, so

now | move on todiscussthe significance of this in consideration ofrgument

Aobil 1 OET ¢ EOI AT EOUS O Odnd AdEtiisl répregested x EOE Al
within the novella. Primarily, I consider Cartesian philosophy which suggests

that dualism is the quality of man that separates sifrom animals,a duality that

the creature lacks. Secondlyexaminesociety as the principle that divdes animal

from man. The creature craves society but is entirely isolated and therefore

abjected from normal human life. Finally] discussthe creaure AO OEA OET EOI AT
part of humanity, psychologically as the animal part of the humapsyche that is

abjected. luse these arguments to demonstrate how Shelley digested concepts

of man being a divine creation or a corporeal nachine.

The Monstrous Body: Matter without Meaning

Primarily, my discussion explores and examineg&leas that suggest the monster

represents a soulless humanity Kristeva writes of the corpse as an
exemplification of the abject,as it is neither subject nor objet, it abides in a

liminal spaceA A Ox AAT  @bddy vitkoltgoulOa nonbody, disquieting

i AOOAOh EO EO O1 tékoryla@ilis o Aidspedsd(109). ' T AS O
&OAT EAT OOAET 60 AOAAQBBA pditdof vatobsAdorfsas £0T 1 O
reanimated to createa live being. The creature is both a body and a nelmody.

The creature consequently can be considered a reanimated corpse, and
OACAOAET ¢ +OEOOAOAGO OEAT OEAO 1T &£ AAEAAOQETI
it defies the boundary limits of self and matterWhen considering how often the

OO1 A Ark Aised as fictitious antagonists in literature and media, Kristeva's
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principle of abjection becomes important. The creatureepresents the opposite

of a ghost; rather than spirit without a body, he is a body withau spirit,

conxequently Shelley preempts the twentieth and twenty first century

fascination with a zombie apocalypse. The creature could be the progenitor of

this new evolutionary race that is evidentin so much current media. Rcent

examples include the awwrrAT O BT BDO1I AO OAI AOEOET 157, OAOEAOh
AT A O EVilorld®¥aD i58. I88helley had combinedfrankensteinwith The Last

Man, the product would have mat likely becomea much more literary imagining

of a similar zombie apocalypseTherefore i is viable that through this narrative

Shelley epitomizeshe liminal space separating human and animdly creating a

creature whose chthonic origins make him entirely abject. In the novel there is

no explicit mention of the creature being without a soulTo the contrary, in one

instance ODAT EAT OOAET | AHis@&ulisa®helksk &3 hi©for®, ifulof O

treachery and fiendl E E A [ (1/8) Eléwkwero despite this there is a strong

Ei bl EAAOCETT ET OEA 11 O0AIT A OEAO OEA AOAAOC
being created by man, and not by God, and consequently lacking the divine

essence of humanity.

According to Butler, & OAT EAT OOAET 860 OOCCAOOEIT OEAOQO
essential life element mirrors Abernathy O  OdeFRabikéristein the blundering

experimenter, still working with superseded notions, shadows the intellectual

position of Abernathy, who proposes that he superadded lifeelement is

~ A N s o~ s A N =

parody of Abernethy who proposedthe presence of electricity as the life force

57 Walking Dead, dev. Frank Darabont, feat Andre Lincoln and John Bernthal, (AMC, 2010)
58 World War Z, dir. Mark Foster, feat Brad Pitt and Matthew Fox, (Paramount Pictures, 2010)
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that drives the body; Frankenstein assumes that by imbuing the eature with
electricity he can give it life force, Wi anxiety that almost amounted to agony,
| collected the instruments of life around me, that | might infuse a spark of being
into the lifeless thingOE A O 1 AU (38PDIt i$, bowekdr, Ssdygestedvithin
the novel, that though electricity is used to give animation to corporeal matter, it
cannot be used to create an exact replica of humanity. The creature fails to meet
&OAT EAT OOAET 60 AgPAAOAOEIT T O8 &O1T I OEA 111,
inexbl EAAAT U OADPOI OEOA AAOPEOA &OAT EAT OOAET &
His limbs were in proportion, and | had selected his features as
beautiful. BeautifuFGreat God! His yellow skin scarcely covered the
work of muscles and arteries beneath; his hair as of a lustrous black,
and flowing; his teeth of a pearly whiteness; but these luxuriances
only formed a more horrid contrast with his watery eyes, that seemed
almost of the same colour as the dun white sockets in which they

were set, his shrivelled compgxion, and straight black lips. (39)

The ugliness of the creature can be attouted to the absence of a soul, the latter
being something that can only be given through divine natural cre#@n. As the
creature is purely a product of man and science, Shellsyggests that there is an
important element absent from the creature thatinspires automatic repulsion:
@\ flash of lightning illuminated the object, and discovered its shape plainly to
me; its gigantic structure, and the deformity of its aspect, more habus than
belongs to humanity, instantly informed me that it was the wretch, the filthy

AAATTT O1T xET I )(56)ETh& hidgobsdesd of theee®hire is
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juxtaposed with the beauty of the human fom specifically to highlight the

inhuman aspect:

| had admired the perfect forms of my cottagerdheir grace, beauty
and delicate complexions: but how was | terrified, when | viewed
myself in a transparent pool! At first | started back, unable the believe
that it was indeed | who was reflected in the mirror and when |
became fully convinced that | was in reality the monster that | am, |
was filled with the bitterest sensations of despondence and

mortification. (90)

The pleasing appearances of human characters like the cottagers are usedas

contrast, evoking the abhorrence of the eature. Thetrope is used similarly by

Robert LouisStevenson in his gothic horror novellalrhe Strange Case of Dr Jekyll

and Mr. Hydé&°. Hyde is physically repugnanto all those who encounter him.

*AEUI 1 8 O /E événis heDdvéald thak thisid becalse®yde is a creature

driven by pure evil, unliked U T OEAO 1 £ OEThis, BsOiakklt, wBDAAEAO(q
because all human beings, as we meet them, are commingled out of good and evil:

and Edward Hyde, alone in theanks of mankind, was pure evibj v W@ ( UAAS O
repulsiveness stems from an absence of goodness that Jekyll argues is an integral

part in all humanity. In this case, it is not goodness that the creature is missing,

but the divine essence of supernatural creatio. It is therefore complex as to

whether Shelley is parodying Abernethyli OEA £A1 OA AOOAI PO O

59 Robert Louis Stevenson, and R. Mighallhe Strange Case of Dr Jekyll and Mr Hyde and Other
Tales of Terror 2002: PenguinSubsequent page references in text.



Tabitha Karrs

A1 Al Jfshelsinstead perhaps suggesting that the theory is validbut that the
dife el AT Ai$ dHsomething controllable and conceivable bjumanity like
electricity. Potentially, she suggests that electricity is poorer synthetic form of
ideas to considerCartesian ideology ofthe divine soul. Theabsence of this
component part of humanity brings the creature closer to animality than
humanity. Shelley therefore also perhaps parodies Lawrence, who suggests that

humanity is entirely corporeal.

Cartesian dualism suggests that the reason for the divide between animahd
human is the presence of a soul. Thereforalthough the creature is made of the
component parts of a human, hdacks its essence. It could be, in this way, a
product of the abyss, as Rene Descartes explains in Biscourse of the Method

(1637):

For, examining the functions which might in accordance with this
supposition exist in this body, | found precisely all those which might
exist in us without our having the power of thought, and consequently
without our soul-that is to say, this part of us, ditinct from the body,
of which it has just been said that its nature is to thirdcontributing
to it, functions which are identically the same as those in which

animals lacking reason may be said to resemble 6%.

The creature, unlike the Cartesian animahas the faculty of reasao; of thought

AT A  OA O Ridithis Hogshbt gner€ly show that the brutes have less reason

60 Rene. DescartesE.S. Haldane, and G.R.T. Ré&y Philosophical Writings1997: Wordsworth
Editions, Limited.(100-101) Subsequent page references in text
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than men, but that they have none at all, since it is clear that very little is reqei

ET T OAAO OI (208). Haweleh thaelis nOway tBedcreature could

possess the soul that Descartes suggests endows humanityh rational thought.

To do that would be tantamount to suggesting that the creations of men are equal

to that of God, a concept thanost Christians living in the regency period would

abhor. Descartes describes how the soul can onlyA OAZPOAOOI U AOAAOA
whichca T 11 U AA AAE EhAddlidséribed bfterAhis thd ratidriaigoulO

and shown that it could not be in any way derived from the power of magt, like

the other things of which | had spoken, buttAO EO | OO0 AA AZPOAOOI
(109). The creature is therefore in an inherently problematic position; being

imbued with human rationality but not human essence.

According to Cartesian dualism, althogh fundamentally conjoined in many
ways, there are two separate aspects of humanity; the corporeal and the

incorporeal:

| showed, too, that it is not sufficient that it should be lodged in the
human body like a pilot in his ship, unless perhaps for the aving of
its members, but that it is necessary that it should also be joined and
united more closely to the body in order to have sensations and
appetites similar to our own, and thus form true man (109).
) O EO &OAT EAT OOAET 6 O the@AriaieadpecEoEtheGdul £ OT EI
within the mortal body that disfigures the creature. However, with the discovery
of the immortal body, the absence of the soul is distinguished. It is evident
OEOI OCE OEA AAOAOEDOEITT 1 £ & @ridiueAlatOOAET 60

he only concentrates attention on the physical necessities of the creatui@fter
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days and nights of incredible labour and fatigue, | succeeded in discovering the

cause of generation of life; nay, more, | became myself capable of bestowing

AT EIT ACET T ObI 1 (34). Migdkenky Grankdn#elh Odi€vés that all

EA 160060 AT O1 A1 OOOA 1 AT60 Eiil T OOAT EOU EO
Cartesian principle, once the body has died the soul separates from it; as
Descartessaid himsefon hisdeatA A AN, xO 1 U O1 61 h OGms OEI A Ol
The souls thatsupposedly inhabited the body partsused to create the creature

would therefore be absentin the new form.

Shelley useghe circumstances in which the creature is @atedto highlight this
point, AO 0AOI 3 E AThe éppresév@ldbieDapvelping tomb world
into which he descends is a selingendered abyss that discloses what our finite

bodily ground looks like from the heights to which the spirit has ascende2(896)

o
O
>
p>]

Sherwin reflects on juxtaposiionA AOOAA AU &OAT EAT OOAET &

s A A N £ oA o~ oA

OEA AEOET A AOOOEAOOA 1T & EOI ATEOUR x

O

o

—

EE
to physically descendnto the chthonic8 4 EA A O AiArcén@aktd dreclyOA A O
with divine human creation. Shelley could perhaps have formulated a
comparison between divinely created humanity, and humanity created through
evolution. Evolution allows little direct potential for the creation of a soul.
Therefore the creature can be consideredherely a mirror of humanity, created
through natural (or in this case unnatural) selection. Burton R. Pollin discusses
this in his nineteen sixties analysis ofthe various influences of May Shelley,
ET Al OAET ConQiné B5AShaldy andER AT T OA O Qdndiplet AT OO O

whether manwastobe ET OCEO | AOAT U At pririal sdtiiceo® OO1 AT Oh
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life, Erasmus D& x ET 6 O OEAT OE AsOuhE AA TEAA AAA TTOR TTEAGT 8AAET C
ET OO 0O 0d sddgedtive of the fear of corporeal humanity. Shellehas taken
this idea of an instrumental body of humanity, and created a monster. Trhe Last
Man Shelley demonstrates a similar fear of the corporeal mortality of humanity:
7A EAA AAT 1T AA 1 OOO0AI OAddd @ Bdwe@B AOACT T 1T £
quintessence g AOOO868 7A OAPET AA OEAO OEA DUO/
OEA Ai AAT T AA AT AU 1T £ OEAEO AOEI AAO8 1 AC
straw we pass on the road, contained in its structure the principle of

greater longevity than the whole race of man. How reconcile thisad

change to our past aspirations, to our apparent powers. (318)

Here Shelley demonstrates doubt about the incorporeal nature of humanity,
conceiving a mutable idea of humanity that H.G. Wells develops in his later works.

However later in the novel sheoverturns this pessimistic view of humanity and

O

argues that there must be a higher eleme®EAO AOET ¢O OmeattAl T OAO
is a vast portal, an high road to life: let us hasten to pass; let us exist no more in

this living death, but die that we may IO A (83D) Shelley convinces herself as she

attempts to convince her reader that the body is merely a vessel for our
incorporeal selves. Though she explores the concept of purely corporeal
humanity, she is not able to attest to it completely, and insteadedhonstrates a

spiritual need for dualism. By attributing this aspect to humanity, she creates a

problematic being who lacks this further element.

61 Burton R.0 | 1 PHildsopKical and IE OAOAOU 31 OOA A @onipaEatieeOAT EAT OOAET &
Literature, 1965.17(2): p. 97-108. (98) Subsequent page references in text.
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The concept of the marmade creature is problematic for the creature himself,

who is fully aware of his origirs, and is resentful of divinely created humanity:

Like Adam, | was created apparently united by no link to any other
being in existence; but his state was far different from mine in every
other respect. He had come forth from the hands of God a perfect
creature, happy and prosperous, guarded by the especial care of his
Creator; he was allowed to converse with, and acquire knowledge
from the beings of a superior nature: but | was wretched, helpless,
and alone. Many times | considered Satan as the fitter enaiph of my
condition; for often, like him, when | viewed the bliss of my

protectors, the bitter gall of envy rose in me. (105)

The creaturelaments his creation at the hands of a man rather than God; the
insinuation is that man is in an inherently favourabé position because he was
divinely created. As a noPAEOET A AOAAOEIT 1T OEA AOAAOOOA
essence:
Cursed creator! Why did you form a monster so hideous that even you
turned from me in disgust? God in pity made man beautiful and
alluring, after his own image; but my form is a filthy type of yours,
more horrid from its very resemblance. Satan had his companions,
fellow-devils, to admire and encourage him; but | am solitary and

detested. (105)
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Here Shelley explicitly demonstrates how man cannot 20T AOAA ' 1T A8 O AOAA
The imperfections T £ | AT60 AOAAOETT O AOA AEOOET COE(

established by the ugly features of the creature.

)

TheAAOAT AA T &£ A O1I 061 EO Ai1 &£ZEOi AA AU AT OE
and perhaps also by his acties, which he claims were primarily well intentioned,

although Frankenstein only directly experiencesE A AOAAOOOAB O AOEI A
Mlothing in human shape couldEAOA AAOOOT UAA GOE®HE® AAEO A
creature, whose perspective we are shown, confess¢o a primary goodness in

his intentions, yet these are overturned by his crimes later in the novel. Even

though we are forced to sympathise with the creature through his experiences,

his wrathful acts outweigh the good, and he demonstrates an inherent daness

that, considering the Romantic positive outlook o human nature, seems

ET E OI Mdrimwa®on the face of the monster; he seemed to jeer, as with his

fiendish finger he poinA A OT xAOAO O AT @&OAkromi £ [ U x
&OAT EAT OOAET 60 PAOOPAAOCEOER EABAOR AEAERAIDAA
appearance. We see ugliness and brutality intertwined, dpite the moments of

OUI b A @&dpproached; his countenance bespoke bitter anguish, combined

with disdain and malignity, while its unearthly ugliness rendered it almset too

ET OOEAI A £l @76)Btdsl thede mAnerisGuBan the creature is most

O1 O EHe@ dhe division between man and animal is defined by morality. If

humans are considered moral bimgs, and animals are amoral, then immorality

falls in the gap between, defining the abyss. The creature knows morality, but is

purposefully defiant of it.
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For those who Frankenstein has lost, there is hope in the afterlife, demonstrated
through a passimate entreaty by Frankenstein in which he pits materialism

against spiritualism, shadowing the argument between Abernathy and
Lawrence. In this scene Frankenstein demonstrates disbelief that Henry Clerval

can be truly lost through death:

And where does henow exist? Is this gentle and lovely being lost
forever? Has this mind so replete with ideas, imaginations fanciful
and magnificent, which formed a world, whose existence depended
on the life of its creator; has this mind perished? Does it now only
existin my memory? No, it is not thus; your form so divinely wrought,

and beaming with beauty, has decayed, but your spirit still visits and

consoles your unhappy friend. (130)

The creature, however, has no new home to which his spirit can ascend. He is

entirely chthonic and thus death would render him norexistent. Furthermore

his act of selfimmolation demonstrates a desire to eradicate his bodily remains

as well as his conscinsness; an act that demonstrates the importance attributed

01 OEA AOAAOOOABO Al ObPi OAAI i Oi 8 $AAOE EO
and though he sees it as a potential option to relieve its miserghe uncertainty

O A O O E £H AviéhedEsBnietitnesGo shake off all thought and feeling; but |

learned that there was but one means to overcome the sensation of pain, and that

was deatha state which) AAAOAA UAO AHI6-97). HAwev®] AAOOOAT
despite this primary aversion to death, by the endf the novel the creature

embraces mortality,
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| shall die. | shall no longer feel the agonies which now consume me,

IO AA OEA POAU T &£ EAAITETI ¢cO O1 OAOEOAEAEAAN
ago, when the images which this world affords first opened upon me,

when | felt the cheering warmth of summer, and heard the rustling of

the leaves and the chirping of the birds, and these were all to me, |

should have wept to die; now it is my only consolation. Polluted by

crimes, and torn by bitterest remorse, where can | fid rest but in

death? (190)

The creature reminisces about why he feared death previously; because the
pleasant bodily sensations of life would be lost to him, but as such pleasures have
become impossible for him he seesahth as his only escape fromrmmense guilt
and loneliness At no point does he consider a part of himself that would exist
after his death, a strange attitude considering much of his education came from
- E1 OPatadisd Lost He knows that there is no heaven or hell for him, and
oblivion can be no worse than the hell he has had to experience alive in solitude.
He chooses to lose his sefwareness so as to escape his existence. According to

# AOOAOEAT DOET AEDPI AOh EA OEAOAA&EI OA xi1 OI A A

soul to be sent to he next life.

In this section | focused on the corporeal nature of the creature, and how that

represents a division from humanity accordng to Cartesian dualisntypical of

the religious attitude towards humanity within the Regency period. In the

following argument, the relationship between animal and man becomes more

complex, and within this analys®O x EOE OAODPAAO OiF 3EAI T AUBO

the narrowing of the abyss.
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The Social Monstrosity

In the previous section | demonstrated how the mammade element of the

creature sets him apart from humanity. He is therefore born outside of society,

a0 A OADPAOAOA hButOwas g2fdcti nacdaibréd Grithdowr®, and

1 AOCA AOOAIT Al AICIAG8 TAEA AAGAAOOOAGO 1 AAE T £ (
be the element that separates him from humanity. Even scientistéike

Ramachandran as previously discussebelieve that humanity is definedby a

need for society. Theodore Ziolkowski claims that the novels primary concern is

the effed that science has orOT AEAAOY © ErfahkerAteiidepresses

O1l AEAOUBO AT TAAOT AO xEAO EO DPAOAAEOAA Oi
with nothoug O &1 O E OO OlsAUAdellyingtoth@ kcdfckrAaBdutl O 8 6
concepts of evolution, there was the apprehension that it would cause a social

upheaval, redefining approaches to the law, religion, and the social contract.

Butler argues that it is for this rea®n the scientific machinations of the day were

rejected by many who could notstandtd T T E T 1 OEAEOwWhedr AAOOOAI

. AOOOAT - A1 APPAAOO ET OEEOhimEéiblwlindtd O | EAOC
CEOA E E(kxxi.[Similady to natural man, the creature is not given alpce

in society, and consequently, like evolutionary theoryhe is expelled by those

who are inherently repulsed by his existence

The creature, as a represemtive of the abyssal divide, embodiea form of

humanity that may have existed prior to societyln certain parts of the novel the

62 Theodore Ziolkowski,Science, Frankenstein, and Myfrhe Sewanee Review, 198B9(1): p.
34-56. (40) Subsequent page references in text.
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readerEO OAI ET AAA 1T £ POEI EOEOA 1 Al EI EEO
me from my nearly dormant state, and | ate some berries which | found hanging
on the trees, or lying on the ground, | slaked my thirst at thbrook; and then
VET C AT xT h xAO 1 @0 edusséad codsidertild statd & better
form of human existence compared to corrupted social man:

Now, if one compares the prodigious diversity of educations and ways

of life that prevail in the different social orders of the civil state with

the simplicity and uniformity of animal and savage life, in which all

feed on the same foods, live in the same manner, and do exactly the

same things, it will be understood how much less the difference from

manto man must be in the state of nature than in that of society, and

how much natural inequality in the human species must increase

through instituted inequality. (88)

Rousseau denounces society as avil that haslead humanity from a simpler,
noble existerceinto one thatis deceitful and vain. However, society is also the
explanation Rousseau gives for the progress of humanity. Darwin similg

AOOOEAOOAO | OA Evoldtiofary EsGctess! t& @sUdevelopment in

society:

It deserves notice that, as san as the progenitors of man became
social (and this probably occurred at a very early period), the
principle of imitation, and reason, and experience would have
increased, and much modified the intellectual powers in a way, of

which we see only traces irthe lower animals. (154)

T Az
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The creature attempts to enter into the human social contract. However, he is
rejected at every potential opportunity for integration, possibly causinga
reversion to a more primal state of humanity. The creature could represent
humanity without the nurture of society, consequently markinga departure
AOT I 21 OOOAADGG O AlitiveAhdrrOnatiréEand suggdstngiatd D1 O
to flourish humanity requires civilization. It could also show how a lack of society
leads to regression into a more animalistic form of humanityMarilyn Butler
AT 1 OEARAOO OEA 1 DPpPi OET ¢ EAAA O 271 OOOAADGC
A OA A O OdblAragbrin@itglin the woods is unnatural:
4EA OECTEZEAAT O PIETO T &£ -AOU 3EAITAUBC
rearing in isolation from humanity is that it makes none of the
AT T1TT ABACCAOAOAA Al AEi 08 4EA #OAAOOO!
neither superior, nor even natural; it is not introduced as evidence of
the existence of a sukspecies, whether now or in a remote past, nor
iE£ 1AT60 AEEEI EOU xEOE OEA DPOEIi AGAO8 -
cautious view, and could even be evading or excluding the
evolutionist perspective both Erasmus Darwin and Lamark had

advanced, that all forms of life had evekd from single cells33

Here Butler suggests that Shelley purposefully avoids the subject of evolution
and its implications. In this point, | disagree; it is evidenthat ideas of evolution
DAOIi AAOA 3EAI 1 Au6O OEETEET C xEAT AT 1 OEAAOE

Butler does suggest an inherent difference between humanity and animality that

3. AOEI UT " 001 AOh 0O) 1 GarkendeinOdt IThedModerh Bromethéud: iThe A U h
1818 Text 2008: OUP Oxford.
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the creature embodies. Humanity is defined by development of the individual

xEOEET EOI AT OI AEAOUR xEAOAAO OEA AOAAOGDGO

woods. His divide from humanity is inhuman and his abandonment by
Frankenstein could be argued to be the primary deciding factor as to the monster
he becomes. The events followindnis abandonmentforce the creature to resort
to criminality; as he is not accepted by society he rejextivilizations constraints
ET Al AAO Iide8@arélievedaktingivar adaingdthe species, and, more
than all, against him who had formed me,ral sent me forth to thisinsupportable

i E O A@LW)6It is not until the creature facegejection multiple times that he
becomes the malevolent force that haunts Frankenstein until his death. Primarily
within the creature we therefore recognize a potentiafor humanity that is not
nurtured by the bonds of a social systemilt is therefore possible that Shelley
adheres O 217 OOO0AW 08sbme @keht| andthat the creature is

transformed into a monster, as opposed to being bornasoge * Al AO /

~

(0]

21 OOl

idAT OE£ZEAA OEA 271 OOOAAOAAT DOET AEPI A0 AAET ¢

a less derivative way than has previously been explored:

The central enigma of Frankenstein is the evolution of this benign
creature into a childmurderer, and in sketchingthis development
Mary Shelley uses Rousseauean principles, but she shows an even
more fluid transition between the attributes of the natural man and

the social being than Rousseau did in his Discoursés.

64 James O'Rourki"Ndthing More Unnatural": Mary Shelley's Revision of Rousse8&LH,Vol.
56, No. 3 (Autumn, 1989),(550) Subsequent page references in text.
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fluid manner, allowing the creature only a short amount of time to be

transformed from natural man to fiend.

Beer provides a potential explanation as to why the creature is excludddbm
human society. She suggests that it is because he is manufactured rather than
born, and thus the mani AAA DOET AEDBPI A OAI AET O OAIl AOAIT
method of creation denies the creature the opportunity to grow:
When Mary Shelky came to describea monster in Frankenstein she
shows a creature denied the experience of growth. He is fabricated as
if he were a machine, but out of organic bits and pieces. There is a gap
between concept and material. Though he is a creature capable of
undergoing the ful cultural development of man, he is excluded from
humanity because he has never partaken of the primary experience

of human kind: that of physical growth(103)

Beer argues that he is denied thédundamental experience of humanitythat of

childhood, which means that he is forever barred from huma companionship.

Beer further explansOEAO OEEO EO OEA OAAOITT A& O OEA
absence of a mother in his creation is a possible additional factor to this

consideration of manufacture, and a olse link between the creature and Shelley.

The cottagers function as the first form of human society that the creature
experiences; they demonstrate the importance of social acceptance and
il OA OA Aepatiarghal@ves of my protectors caused these impressions to

take a firm hold on my mind; perhaps, if my first introduction to humanity had
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been made by a young soldier, burning for glory and slaughter, 1 should have
been imbued with different sensa€ | 1(104). Rejected by society themslves
they represent a microcosm of patriarchal civikation. The family model
represents civilization on a grander scale; the patriarchal head served by the
children. The De Laceys symbolizean idealized version of his system, and

representthe civilization that the creature obsenes.

| admired virtue and good feelings, and loved the gentle manners and
amiable qualities of my cottagers; but | was shut out from intercourse
with them, except through means which | obtaied by stealth, when |
was unseen and unknown, and which rather increased than satisfied
the desire | had of becoming one among my fellows. The gentle words
of Agatha, and the animated smiles of the charming Arabian, were not
for me. The mild exhortations of the old man, and the lively

conversation of the loved Felix, were not for me. (97)

The creature, as a rational being desires approval, representiragturning point

in the novel. F he had been accepted by the cottagers, from everything we have
learnt from the creature there may have been potential for him to have entered
into some form of societyand perhaps he wouldthen have not become deast

® learned, from the views of social life which it developed, to admire their
virtues, and todeprecate theOE AA O 1 A(102AThé&deehtdraSd®velops an
understanding of the fundamental components of societyas he attempts to

emulate Felix in his work:

| discovered also another means through which | was enabled to

assist their labors. | found that the youthspent a great part of each
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day in collecting wood for the family fire; and, during the night, | often
took his tools, the use of which | quickly discovered, and brought

home firing sufficient for the consumption of several days. (88)

4 EA AOAAO Qanding 6f sddiety\ahdd@sire to integrate are inherently

human traits. Shelley emphasized the goodness of the creature as he strives to

become a part of the greater unit. When he finally speaks to the older De Lacey

the creature appeals to this fundamenthtrait of humanity that allows a society

to form as factions grow larger. The sightless De Lacey does nategtion the
AOAAOOOA B Gs witdit Aid abidtdeint appearance, the creature shows

every aspect of a man through his reasoning and higmapathy, traits which

inspireel DPAOEU ET $A , AAAUud O00) Ai DHIiTOh AT A A
bl AAGOGOA O1F AA ET AT U xAU OAOOGEAAAAI A Oi
perhaps speaks falsely when he discusseshe superior moral feeling of

EOI ATEOUh xEEAE EA AIi PEAOEUAO EO £&£O01 AAT Al
indeed to be unfortunate; but the hearts of men, when unprejudiced by any

obvious selfinterest, are fullof brotnerr U 1 1T OA AT A AddapsBodU866 j pn
OAAT O 1T AadbAn UAO EO AT O1I A AAET 21 OO0OAA0GBEO0
asserts that before being endowed with social feelings, man is inherently good,

and it is society that makes him cruel. De Lacey may proclaim the inherent

A o~ e o~

s A N £ s N o~ N N

the children, representative of the citizens of society, cannot be swayed by the
AOAAOOOA B O ugliheSsihidhtls thandto EsFprential for humanity. The

creAOOOA EO OEOT 11 A0, Adhparde®ed As afidngeEtOtheSocial
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unit. The creature is treated cruelly because he is an outsider, and therefore a

potential threat. It is this division between sameness and othernesshat is

inherently human andalso necessarily cruel. Humanity is not humanity without

01 AEAOUh OEAOAAZEI OA 21 OOOAAOEO0 AT 1 AAPO 1 £
something more primal than humanity. Hence, perhaps it is notonly

monstrousness that is found within the abyss, but also goodness. This, however,

conflicts with notion of morality belonging to humanity, as previously discussed.

The creature only begins to achefariously after he isrejected, first by burning

the cOOACAORG BEABT AU | OBelidkedie] Rpankerstein: EAT ¢ O
was benevolent; my soul glowed with love and humanity: it am | alone,

i EOAOAAIT &8).Ahelapplagance of the creature now has no bearing on

his separation from humanity; even Ustine who was accused of his crime was
seenastooterrAl A OT AA ET Alicdld dofcorisdnt taQlieddathR U q O
any human being; but certainly | should have thought such a creature unfit to

remain in the OT A E A O U (71).A&ccbrding @o this perspective the creature,

rather than being born an abyssal monster, has instead become submerged in

the abyssal liminality that has made him a fiend, and despite his ugliness, his

actions make him an abhorrence to society. Justine was cast out of socibty

death; the creature can never be punished for his actions as he was never part of
civilizationanditslaws.) T OEEO | AT 1T AOh ! CAI AAT 80 Al 1T AAD
could be considered relevant. The creature is not acknowledged by society, and

therefore cannot be considered human in terms of political life, only bare life. It

is perhaps his treatment in this manner which causes him to commit criminal

acts. As he is shunned as a criminal, he behaves like a criminal. Shelley could
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therefore, in this manner, criticise certain societal institutions which help create
the anthropological machine.Shelley insinuates that without even the most
fundamental of socialincOOET T h OEA 111 OOAO. Yeledeh&tAO OEA
this stage the creature appeals to certaiattributes of human society:

The guilty are allowed, by human laws, bloody as they may be, to

speak in their own defence before they are condemned Listen to me,

Frankenstein. You accuse me of murder; and yet you would, with a

satisfied conscience, desby your own creature. Oh, praise the

eternal justice of man! (78)
(EO OOAOGAT AT O EO EOITEAN OEA AOAAOOOA EO O
OOEAI 6h AOO A1 O EAOAOG AT U OAI Al AT AA 1T £ OF
The morster is therefore conflicted, he loathes human society but also prescribes

to it.

The creature demonstrates in other ways his subservience to civilization; for
example by showing religious understanding; hating and lording Frankenstein
in equal measure, allowing himself @ be ruled by his creator. Shelley shows
religion to be an nherent part of a social beingt is natural for the creature to

worship Frankenstein as well as loathe him, which is why he is so resentful:

Remember, thou hast made me more powerful than thyseliny height
is superior to to thine; my joints more supple. But | will not be
tempted to set myself in opposition to thee. | am thy creature, and |
will be even mild and docile to my natural lord and king, if though wilt

also perform thy part, that which thou owest me. (77)
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his isolation more unnatural. Again, he fits between humanity which
understands and is included in civilisation, and animality which does not

understand it and is not included. A being that knows society, but is not included,

could also be considered a rendering of the abyss.

In The Last MarShelley demonstrates the effect of loneliness on civilized man;

6 AOT AUGO EOI T AOEI T OOAT O A&belnd resentbling thee T OT A |
A O A A O Bek Has lizcome nearly greymy voice, unused now to utter sound,

comes strangely on my ears. My pson, with its human powers and features,

seems to me amor®@OT OO A @A OA OA@BR)AVerndy &pdrighc@©D A 6
regression due to the dramatic isolation of the protagonist. This novel published

eight years after the first edition of Frankenstein coulddemonstrate the

transformation from human to monster, and thus how closely we resemble the

creature when we are deprived of social order. Shelley is not alone in using

isolation as a zoomorphic tool. InThe Rime of the Ancient Marindl798) the

i A OE TisAl@iénGnduces him to find affinity with the animals of the sea, and

even after he is saved he leads a singular, nomadic existence. Later in the century,

H.G. Wells places his protagonists in positions of isolation from the rest of

humanity, which in turn makes them into more animalistic beings. These

examples are discussed in more depth later in this thesis.

) EAOA DPOAOET 601 U AOCOAA OEAO OEA AOAAOOO
demonstrates a desire for definition, if not as a human, as an animastead.

Furthermore, the requestcould representthe desire to begin a new society; if he

is unable to become a part of humanity, the creature looks to create his own
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societyin31 OOE ' i AOEAA QGniauk reisEvihet®Al fuit forkeder O
the neighbourhood of man, and lead a harmless life, or become the scourge of
your fellow-creatures, and theAOOET O 1T £ UT OO0 (19% RauchbAAAU O
AOCOAO OEAO &OAT EAT OOAET 60 ET AAEI EOU O1 Al
findings leads to the esuing tragedies. Te creature demands the mate to
attempt to verify hE O A @E O O A 1BAtAhe @dt AfEha matterds that the
monster, in asking for a mate, is merely trying to find a sodiaontext for his own
AGEOGAJ BA®8 & OAT E Afithes pobehtial & Oriveh Ayl tHe Aesire to
preserve his own species from the potential threat of these stronger yet rational

beings. It is another societal drive; Kill, or be killed.

Shelley insinuates that humanity is formed through our saal interactions.

&OAT EAT OOAET 60 AOAAOOOA EO AAOOAA £EOI I Ol
OAT CAEOI 3 AOAParadie Ldst | hdwd mdvibudlyddiscussed how

although the creature directly links himself to Satan, Frankenstein can also be

considered akin b the biblical antagonist. In equal measures, Frankenstein can

be considered Godike, and the creaturesatanic. Like Satan, the monster is

banished by his creator and instead inhabits a place so undesirable it enlarges

the animosity towards Frankenstein& 1T O & OAT EAT OOAET 80 AOAAOGOD
of being rather than a physical place A EAAO OE AéradisdlAdpitsAUS O OO
intoDAOODAAOEOAL Al monistér hidadelf réflex@ @hat Gel) is @n

internal condition, which is intensified,if N & BHBOI AOAAAh OEOI OCE |
(104). The creature was not born into the abyss, but was reduced to it due

neglect. Hunter asserts that the creaturevas created by a lack of familial

z A £ A 2 N

influenceAT A OEA OOA A EShéll§yperdonfied@n’ cdbfaton ih O
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creature that was a product of Enlightenment materialism, without the morality

formed from familial connections or aOAC Ol AOET ¢ OAIl F1@5ET 00 PDPEEI
Hunter argues that Shelley demonstrates a concern about scientific progress

beingx EOET OO0 O1T AEAT AT 1 OA@b8 (O1 OAOGO OOAOAI
purely corporeal body of man, and the implications it has on society. The

corporeal body is separated from society by ideas of natural creation and

evolution which undermine the structure of civilization built on a specific dogma.

The creature is a productwhat is conceived to be this uncivilised, inhuman

pursuit of knowledge that strives to undermine the foundations of society.

Through this argument a creature has been discussedtidt is much closer to
humanity than that which has been previously considered. In the next argument
the gap will be closed and the creature will be demonstrated to be a

personification of the part of ourselves that represents our link to animality.

The Monster of the Mind

3EAIT T AU6 O Arhkengdinwas EeXplerepdtential consequences of

recent theories of life. However, it wasalso her intention to explore human

nature itself; as Pollinnotes in his discussion of her philosopical and literary

ET £l O/hefhbréetf apOU x O1T OA 11 &AADGA@ddesstyvh p Pcg ¢«
descend into the remotest caverns of my own mind, carry the torch of self

knowledge into its dimmest recesses (107). The creature could therefore be

used as a reflection of baman nature, and our abhorrence at the corporeal,

animalistic motivatET T O OEAO AOA &I 01T A xEOoforrl OEA O/
primitive minds. Inspired by concepts of evolution that link humanity to other

forms of life, she most likely felt various doubt&nd insecurities pertaining to the
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individuality of humanity. These doubts perhaps led to an interpretation oftie

animalesque part of humanity that includeshow it could be conceived and what

EO xI O A 1 AAT 8 ( AO,wdtteh S0dd af@dhe publicafion AIOEET AA G
Frankenstein demonstrates her desire to explore thelark drives of the human

psyche. EA OAOOI O xAO OEA 1T AOOAOEOAGO ET AAOOODI
the story being banned for over a hundred yeafs. Shelley certainly used her

writing to explore darker psychological themes especially onsidering a

Freudian approach to narrdive pertaining to the Electra @mplex. My final

interpretation conceives| £ OEA 111 OOAO0O AO OEA &OAOAEAI
OE A 0O O] rdpredentitg@ninherent dichotomy that resides within the mind.

The creature is consequently troubling because he stirsithin ourselves the

D01 EAEIT 1 E AefanjliarGtiaAgér. E Oh

+ OEOOAOAB O EAAAOOAKE AREAADEI ODAAAEAAAOAAOODO
of primal humanity. Kristeva writes that the corpseis something inherently

abjectbecause it neitherrepred T OO0 1T OO OA T O Aaddhin that abser@& A O1 OEA
of selfhood, neither life, nor death. The corpse is therefore a synaically

pertinent tool whil st consideringthat abhorrent part of ourselves that we cannot

fuly AAOAOOh AO + Omhedodrpse, AeerfvBtinlit &adl adiputsidie of

science, is the utmost of abjection. It is death infecting life. Abject. It is something

from which one does notpart, from which one does not proect oneself as from

AT T A(B ApBcOr8indg to this principle, a creature made of seconband body

parts is invoked to stir horror and revulsion. He is the epitome of death that has

infected life, as life has infectechis dead body parts;this principle stirs an

65 Mary Shelley Matilda, London: Penguin, 1992
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inherent revulsion within the psyche of humanity. Tle creature embodies a
dichotomy that encourages us to reflect on what we are; the principles of death

and thecorporeal matter of which human beings are formed

& OAT EAT OO A BslabhGrred\far Ridlididaditd-he serves as a reminder of

our corporeal selves separated from the spiritual. anuch of our corporeal self

is psychological mther that materiald 3 EAOxET AAOAOEAAO &OAT EA
as not beng corporeal, OO DOUAELOACEANRADQAD®I 80 AOOI 1T EOE
achievement, in Freudian terms, is the construction of a primal repression,

whose constitutive role in psychic development is to structure the unconscious

as an articulate erotogenicUT T jApweq8 3EAOxET AOCOAO OEAO
creature represents anembodiment of the id. Once again the creature is

ET EAOCAT O U 1 ETEAA O OEA AT OACITEOO - 08 (
(UAA AT A &OAT EAdrexediens 6f Scierist Auliddabdut the

nature of mar8 ! AAT OAET ¢ O1 3EAOxET 80 AOCOi AT Oh
OAEAT OEOOO AOOCAIi PO O AEOAT OAO OEA PDOET AEH
psyche into its component parts. Bydentifying the part of them that is primal,

the animal part of the human, their reaction is horror. They find a being that is

neither subject nor object, neither self nor other, the perversion of this boundary

is abhorrent. The scientists discover the contents of the space that separates man

and animal, and compulsively reject their findings.

The creature is nowconsidered not as a separate entity from man, but an

Ou
O\

inherent principle part that is rejected by society and EA OAIl £8 3 EAI 1 AU
against the products of ambition does not only point taconcern over our roots

as animals, but also to that inherently animalistic part of ourselves, which
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remains unacknowledged by society and the self. My argument considers the

psychological implications of the creature, and the ways in which he is used to

explore the unchartered terrain of the mind. Thefinal part of this chapterbegins

by considering this revelation of an animalistic other of humanity as a collective.

&1 11T xET ¢C OEEO OEA AT EI Al EOOEA 1 OEAO OEAI I
psyche, a A OOAOANOAT O1 U AEOIBEAI OAVAOABDOBDEBERIT Al
have thus endeavoured to preserve the truth of the elementary principles of

human nature, while | have not scrupledtoliT T OAOA OBPI 1T OEAEO Al |/
j o8 3EAI T AUd O discovéenEodtau®ttimannatard O OE A

1O OEEO DIEITOh -AOEIUIT "O0I A0BO AOCOI AT C
creature could be seen as the animalistic git of humanity that society

AT AAAOT OO OAbOE allltAerésAnfsdhe Gttempt of an ovecivili zed

elite to reject its real past and its membelBEED 1T £ A xEAAO AT EIl Al
(xlv). The novel could suggest the consequences of the rejection of this

animalistic part of ourselves as we attempt to play God, and the abjgmtoduct

I £ OEEO Yol fedkXdd Enbwledige @nd wisdom, as | once did; and |

ardently hope that the gratification of your wishes may not be a serpent toisig

Ji Oh AO | E@A FeaAkénstdirdwhingdagainst scientific investigation

because it inflicts pain. However, amrding to this perspective, the Promethean

scientist is not punished by the Gods, but by his self.

The creature himself, as discussed previously, through his own action and
appearance remind us of our own corporeal selves. However, as a rational
outsider he also has the ability to judge humanity himself; a technique Shelley

uses to allow him the ability to verbalize and rationalize his response to the race:
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Was man, indeed, at once so powerful, so virtuous, and magnificent,
yet so vicious and base? He appeed at one time a mere scion of the
evil principle, and at another as all that can be conceived of noble and
godlike. To be a great and virtuous man appeared to be the highest
honour that can befall a sensitive being; and to be base and vicious, as
many on record have been, appeared the lowest degradation, a
condition more abject than that of the blind mole or harmless worm.

(95-96)

The creature demonstrates the two sides of man; the noble, rational, virtuous
side, and the blood thirsty, aggressive, violdrside. Objectively he witnesses the
goodness of man through observation and study, but his owpersonal
experiences reveal another, darker side of humanityHege then | retreated, and

lay down, happy to have found a shelter, however miserable, from the

~ 2 oA X - TN

in this regard. Shelley uses her creature, which represents neither man nor

~ A 2 s S

animal, to verbalizeAT 1T OOOEAAO8O OEAx 11 OEA EOI A1 0Oy

Shelley also demonstratestte duality of man through the words of Elizabeth
, AOAT UAh xET OA OAODPITAO O OEA AOAAOOOAGO
of man:

Before, | looked upon the accounts of vice and injusg, that | read in

books or heard from others, as tales of ancient days, or imaginary

evils; at least they were remote, and more familiar to reason than to
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the imagination; but now misery has come home, and men appear to

me as monsters thirsting foreacd OEA O8O Al T T A8 | xpQ
Yyl T ATU xAubh OEA OAAAOO O OEA AOAAOOOAG
more to the treatment of Justine by the justice syste8 * OOOET A6 O 1 Al A E
AO OEA AgPAOEAT AAO Al AgOOAI A AWNaDOEACA 1 4
Shelley demonstrates the brutality of AT h ET x AO A thksifbri AAOE OA
A1 T TinAesponseto crime. Elisabeth vocaliseshow on the surface societal
doctrine like the law is based on wisdom and justice, yet underneath it is driven
by the primal instincts of man to seek retribution. When removed from the
brutalities of humanity, a positive view of human nature may be maintained.

However, when the brutality of human nature is experienced, a more realistic

notion of humanity is revealed.

Not only is the creature representative of the dual aspects of man as a general

concept, but also of Frankenstein himself, who is on many occasions
demonstratedtoAA DOUAET | 1 CE Bdnlydu wondef, thabdrddtiheE 1 ¢ O

a kind of insanity possessed me, dhat | saw continually about me a multitude

of filthy animals inflicting on me incessant torture, that often extated screams

AT A AE 00 A123).@wi téthisdte @reation of the creature was driven by

his own mental instability when faced with the death of Caroline Beaufort, which

caused his fear of human mortality. The dream that he experiences after the
creaDO0O0AG O AOAAOEIT 1 , phegehtinghis BwhHifichties &ith theEA A O O
corporeal nature of humanity: G shroud enveloped her (Car@g 1 A8 0q &I Oi h AT
saw the graveworms crawlil ¢ ET OEA &£l | &0 The érecatdreid A1 AT T A

OAAl h OAOEZEAA AU 7A1 OAOG6O 1T x1 AQGDPAOEAT AAn
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he is perhaps A A&l Of O1 ACEIT 1T £ &OA1T EAT OOAETI 60 EI
narrative Frankenstein is the only chard OAO xET AAAOOAfeE O1 AOO O
passing several hours, we returned hopeless, most of my companions believing
it to have bAT A & O AT 1 E OQ@E6AThe dveatirdJcoulAd A U 8 6
interpreted as a mental fornulation of Frankenstein; although shown to be a

physical creation he is often connected to Frankenstein as more than this. In

numerous ways Frankenstein and the creature become interchangeable.

This principle is evident when Frankenstein attributes thecrAAOOOAG O AOEI AO
E Ei OAdth&dentry of past misfortunes pressed upon me, | began to reflect

on their causethe monster whom | had created, the miserable daemon whom |

had sent abroad i®T OEA x1 Ol A /(168). Asthe Arda@OoDteA OET 1T 6
creature the murders are caused by OAT EAT OOAET 60 AAOQOEIT 1T ONn 1
OPAAEO AO EZE£ EA xAO OEA |1 OOAAOAO AEOAAOQI U
deprived you also, my dearest Henry, of life? Two | have already destroyed; other

victims await their destiny, buy you, Cleval, my friend, my benefactor(148).

4EA AOAAOOOA AAOO AdG aBkedHord dut obthehégleded, T xT (U
destructive facets of human nature], Withlam, Justine, and Hennthey all died by

my E AT A136). The inherent connection between Frankenstein and the

creature is highlighted specifically when& OAT EAT OOAET OAEAOO O1 Et

OAIl b modkindwledgement that the creature ipossessed by hi®wn spirit:

| considered the being whom | had ast among mankind, and
endowed with the will and power to effect purposes of horror, such

as the deed which he had now done, nearly in the light of my own
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vampire, my own spirit let loose from the grave, and forced to destroy

all that was dear to me. (57)

Here Shelley demonstrates both the abject and the uncanny; the creature is
neither Frankenstein, nor an outside force, as if he has let loosdHgde-like part

of his self that camot be controlled. Shelley determines the problematic
principle of life infected with death, that which the creature embodies; a personal
compunction for selfdestruction and the problematic relationship between the

spirit and the body.

The creature becomes a mirror ofthe scientist, as Frankensteinexperiences

elements of the creture® life despite the surface mpression of being

E O @ O A B ba@ Anngurniduntable barrier placed between me and my fellow

men; this barrier was sealed with the blood of William and Justine; and to reflect

on the events connected with those names d myOT O1 xEOHK13AT COEOES866
, EEA OEA AOAAOOOAh xEOE OEA AAIEOA 1T &£ EEO
AAOCET T O &OAT EAT OOAET Al 01 AACET O O1 OOE&EEAO
and that of the creature become inherently intertwined.The creature follows

him and murders his family, the situations are then reversed, and Frankenstein

becomes the vengeful pursuer, following the creature through the Arctic. The

delight of the creature at thechase shows that the dismised element is now

it ATT U £O0I 1 U AAETT xI AACAA8 &OAT EAT OOAET 60
creature symbolize the conjoining of these two unnaturally separatedlements

of Frankenstein

So far, | have demonstrated that the creature personifies that animalistic,

unconscious ignored part of ourselves. | now further develop the argument to
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consider the novel as a platform of introspection for Mary Shigly personally, as

she struggledwith her own psychological concerns Anthony Baddamenti writes

about this aspect of thenovel, focusing on how the creature can potentially

depict a psychological representation of the problematic relatioghip between

EAOOAT £ Ahus, the Addsiedig he@ decoded as what Percy did to the

love beOx AAT EEI[ OA%. Eaddldméntimake® titherous comparisons

between the events of the book and the events in the lives of the Shelleys

AATT1T OOOAOET ¢ Ei x OEA 11 O0A1T AAT AA OAAA AO
AT T OETT AT OOOITEI 8 &itsGo Skatahd, hé &dues,8aE AT 1 AUG O

OEIi EIl AO O &OAT EAT OOAET 60 OOED OI AOEI A O
DAOET A T &£ OEA 11100A0 1T EOOI OO OEAO 1T /&£ -AO
Mary was pregnant, and therefore working on a creation of her own (428).

Badalamente argues thathe novel is an expre® ET 1T T £ - AOUBO AT CAO
(he eightfoot monster complains that not only is he alone, he is unique in the

world and rejected by it. He accuses his maker of abandoning him, a feeling deep

ET - AOU 3 EAIT T AU O felerc&td Pefch, a welt &3her mdnerA 1 U OA

AT A AEALQH.AOiI$ more poignant, however, to consider the book a
demonstration of anger at herself; the mortified, unloved creature, who is
encouraged both to be hated and sympathetic. During the years leadiag to the
creation of the novel Mary Shelley had many reasons to be plagued with guilt and

mortification, as Butler notes:

In the four and a half years from 1815 to miell819 she was to lose

the first three of her four children. Her suffering over their egkaths was

56 Anthony F Badalamenti Why did Mary Shelley Write Frankensteid®urnal of Religion and
Health, 2006.45(3): (420) Subsequent page references in text.
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complicated by her first realization that her own birth had caused the
AAAOE T &£ EAO 11 OEAO8 - AOUBO AAPAAEOU £ C
exercised by two pathetic and from her point of view reproachful
suicides in the autumn of 1816: those o& AT T U )i 1 AU-h - AOUS6O E
OEOOAOh 11T w /AOI AAOh AT A T &£ (AOOEAOD j 7/
in November-December. (xiii)
If she was to believe that her own creation and subsequent life was the cause of
all this death, it is natural that she would crete a creature to represent heiown
feelings of selfl T A O BA&$ | hen a@onster, a blot upon the earth, from which
almenif AAh AT A xET 1 A|96). Thefslicidd & BdrrietiShelieg, 6
EAO O1 OOAARAOOAEOI DPOACT AT AE AGhve iAdduckd EAO 11 ¢
ARAAT ET €O, ndticcdeeddiiii OR AEAAOh xAO @B AhDBOOA [ OO4
considering the emotional turmoil inflicted on Shelley it is evident that there are
various parallels between the creature and herself. Potentially, she regnises
the animalistic side of herself that resembles the creature. The monster may
represent, rather than a mere abstract concept, the gtithat she felt and must
have subsequently atempted to ignore8 2 AOEAO 1 EEA & OAT EAT OOAE
abjection to his monster, Shelley rejects herself in an imaginative liminal space.
The reason why the creature is so sympathetic is because she sees herself
reflected within him. Therefore the more shameful nstincts of the human mind

that we attempt to represscan befound within the abyss
Conclusion

The primary purpose of this chapter has been to demonstrate how the

undiscovered and unsettling principles of humanity have been exploredh
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Frankenstein In the first part of this argument, | focused on the contextual
history of the novel, and how it relates to concepts of the abyssal divide
separating man and animal. | further continued to discuss the liminality of the
creature, envisioning him as a liminal being between animal and mamnd
therefore an abyssal residetn Throughout the second part of this argument |
specifically focused on how the concept of the abyss can be considered in light of
the novel. Primarily, | argued that the novel demonstrates a gaping abyss that
separates man from animal, using Cartesiameas that stress how man is both
corporeal and incorporeal, whilst the creature, like an animal, is purely
corporeal. The gap narrowed however, as | further consider the perspective that
social structure and civilization is what separated man from animal he creature
had a human yearning for civilization, but was denied it; he therefore cannot be
considered fully human. Yet this yearning demonstrates how he differs from
animals, sathat he once again fallsnto a liminal space, which his time is slightly
narrower . The third argument considered a bridging of the abyss, as the creature
was conceived as an abjection of humanity. With the emergence of the theory of
evolution, this rejected part of ourselves pertains to our animal origins.
Therefore throughout the argument the gap between animal and man has been
narrowed. | have also demonstrated that underneath traditional dogmatic
opinions of the difference between man and animal, there is a fundamental doubt
10O NOAOU AAT 0O EOI AT EOUGNG ousstived ab witoly U h
separate.

Perhaps when Shelley introspects, she sees a different way of conceiving man as

separate from animal. Within the nove] higher feelings like prejudicejoathing,

Al
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and society are seen as fundamentally human. It is possikleat she imagined
these as restraints from an easier, simpler, more animalistic life, in which feelings

like guilt and loneliness had no place:

Alas! Why does man boast of sensibilities superior to those apparent
in the brute; it only renders them more neessary beings. If our

impulses were confined to hunger, thirst and desire, we might be
nearly free; but now we are moved by every wind that blows, and a

chance word or scene that that word may convey to us. (75)

In this sense, it seems that Shelley lamedt EOI AT EQUS O | AAE 1T £ AT EI
i AEET ¢ OEA 21 00 OAnaibral nanAntd@ (pertnen® Sheliey

del TT OOOAOAO bDi OAd @daknesk lat ofir Odxdubidn Odd Ghe

animalistic agects. Shelley also observethat higher human feeling causes

human existence to be more problematic than the life of an animal. Perhaps,

therefore, she is envious of the more natural life of an animal, spared from guilt,

morality, and grief.
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A grin at thee, thou grinning whaléthe blurring of boundaries andanimal Will

in Moby Dick
)yl OEA PDPOAOGETI 66 AEAPOAORh ) AEOAOOOAA
ideas pertaining to the origins of life, evolution, and the abyss. Shelley
demonstrates, through the medium of her novela myriad of doubts and
insecurities. Newideasseemed to undermine an older form of knowledge, which
caused the Shelley to question the place of man in her literature. Although
Herman Melville was writing many years later these doubts and insecurities
remain evident in his work. They may everbe more pronounced, as the ideas
OEAO xAOA OOE itime hadddsveldpéd by theAimdhelwasd vditing.
Like Frankensteimh ( AOT AT Mol+DiékEL85M)As@ Qrimary example of
A 1T AUl AT 680 OA A&Qtedry in the earlf Ddrvin@iOtine frame.
Although not a scientst himself, he actively engaged wittmuch of the scientific
writing of the era, and famously acquired a copy ofoyages of the Beagla
184767, On theOrigin of Speciefl859) was yet tobe published, butscience in the
1850s was on the cusp of the revolutionary breakthrough that would transform
much philosophical and religious thought. The atmosphere was primed for the
publicatol T £ $AOxET 60 | Thér®wa® dath&ihgAmomentimO E 8
behind theories of natural selection, but they were still yet to be effectively
communicated, leading thinkers like Melville to consider ad doubt the origins

of humanity. The debate on the origins of life were likel a great partof his

s o~ N

- AOU

4

inspiration whil st writing Moby-Dick AOEAAT O xEAT ElorrideAOAOEAAOD

vultureism of earth! From which i O OEA [ ECEOEA@®) HsEAI A EO

87 CharlesDarwin, E.J. Browne, and M. Nev&he Voyage of the Beaglk989: Penguin Adult.
Subsequent page references in text.
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statement revealsa pessimistic aitlook on concepts of evolution;- AT OEI 1 A O
attitude is uncannily similar to Tennysord O ho pubkshed In Memoriam(1849)
justafewyearsearien ET xEEAE EA AAOAOEAAOS] AOOOA C
Their writing is indicative of a widespread philosophical insecurity over

EOIi AT EOUB O DI AA kingdomnOTEikisobsénialdle inkthe 2012\ film

In The Heart of the Seia based on the true story offhe Essethat inspired Moby-

Dick®? During a conversation between Captain Pollock and Owen Chase, Pollock
AOOAOOO O7A AOA OOPOAI A AOAAOOQABgsi AAA EI
whose business it is to circumnavigate the planet bestowed to us. To bend nature

O1 1 Oan responde,8Chse questionsOEEO AA1I EA&Ed 091 O OAAIT I
AAOOEI U EET Ce 7A80A OPAAEORh AOOO86 "U ETAI
attel OETT O1T EI x AT OAO OOO0OOI O1 AET ¢ EOI ATEOUS
individual within the early Darwinian period.

There have been various authors who have approached th&fluence of Darwin

I OAO - Al O.EticiWAsénOhowelved Bsserts that much of previous work

s/l AOOAA 11 -Al OEIT1A80 OOED Oi OEA ' Al APAC
Ol $AOxET §OHisl treatmer® OfEtiRe question of man and animal,

therefore, has perhaps not been explored to its fufotential. James Hecht writes

OEAO O8-AI OEIT A ETAx O i1 AOEET C 1T &£ OEA AOII
after all, rationalizesthe origin of species and dispenses with thenythosof divine

A O O Er@PIA Ridville as a religious man, yet alsoscientific and philosophical

68 Alfred, Lord Tennyson, In Memoriam London:W. W. Norton & Company, 2003

69 In the Heart of the SeaDirected by Ron Howard, Birbank: Warner Bros, 2015

0 Eric Wilson, Melville, Darwin, and theGreat Chain of BeingStudies in American Fiction, 2000.
28(2): p. 131Subsequent page references in text.

7 JamesHecht Scarcity and Compensation in MeBjck. The Massachusetts Review, 1996(1):
p. 113130.Subsequent page references in text.
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thinker was aware of the conflcts caused by evolution and how it affected the
relationship between science and faith This could partially explain how the
novel is written like Hamlet; Ishmael left as Horatio, the only survivoafter the
devadation caused by the pursuit for vengeance @ dubious hero’2. The ideaof
the world being billions of years oldis a notion Melville found engaging, but also
tragic, leading to confused and somewhat contrary ideas of the whale. Withineth
novel he suggests that the whale predates man, which is indicative of the idea

that man represents a short part of history:

When | stand among these mighty Leviathan skeletons, skulls, tusks,
jaws, ribs, and vertebrae, all characterized by partial reselntances to
the existing breeds of seanonsters; but at the same time bearing on
the other hand similar affinities to the annihilated antichronical
Leviathans, their incalculable seniors; | am, by a flood, borne back to
that wondrous period, ere time itselfcan be said to begun; for time

began with man. (408)

4EA ATl &£ OOET ¢ AT A 1T OAAOAA OEAT OU 1T £ O4EA
compromised by' AT OCA O # O OfFEektindidd, céupldd Avih Charles

, UAT 160 OAOU OAAAT O fédvbubof idrAafianien®OThe AOGCOIT AT
O' OAAO # E Ak anlidda thattaBhie@d particular prominence during

the Enlightenment, depicting a hierarchy that represented order and harmony in

creation, implemented by divine forces. Concepts of evolution disturbethis

harmonic order, demonstrating flaws with initial theories of creation.

2William Shakespeare, and G.R. Hibbarémlet 1998: Oxford University Press.
73 CharlesLyell, Principles of Geology: Or, The Modern Changes of the Earth and Its Inhabitants
Considered as lllustrative of Geolagd872: John MurraySubsequent page references in text.
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This chapter issplit into five parts. The first of these consides the context in

which Melville waswriting. Following this | begin the main body of the argument,

in which humanityd © OA1T AOGET 1T OI AT Ei Aiffeke@iiayE O AT 1T OE/
The first of these is a focus on whaling and the objectification of the animal body,

xEEAE ET OACOAOAO | OAE IamlysispEtiedvé) A&cd OEAT OE
on the abject is then extended into the next section in which | consider the
blurring of boundaries and integration of bodes, specificdly of Moby-Dick and
#ADOAET ! EAA8 ) OEAT OOO1T 1 U AEktheories O A
OEAiT Oou T &£/ OEA 7EI1 AT A Ei x OEAOA AAT AA OO
with animality. Finally | consider a more optimistic reading of the novel, which
interactswiOE 21 OOOAAOQOEAT Al 1 AAFOBthdse®ledddntd O. I Al A

| draw a conclusion.

Eons of Doubt; Melville living on the brink of scientific revolution

Within his Journal of a Visit®@ London and the Continentiocumenting a trip
which took place from 18491850, Melville describes one of his hds, Mrs.
Lawrence asA A1 1 1 1¢ thé dategOry of the female sex there are no words to
express my abhorrence of, | hate her notl only class her among the persons
made oE OADOEI AO AT & Alhaddghxwiitieh pmotoEsk I MeIdIE 6
explicitly describes Mrs Lawrenceas a bwer class of life. Melville wrote thisvery
close to the time that he acquired a copy ofoyages of the Beaglendshortly
before he started writing Moby-Dick. By including this link between animal and

AT h -ATOGEITA AAITT O0pdididd wéhK viagat thé x $AOXE

74 H. Melville, and E.M. Metcalfournal of a Visit to London and the Continent: 184850. 1948:
Harvard University Press.
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forefront of his mind, and how it inspired him to consider the relationship

between human and animal.

It is important to note that, at the time in which Melville was writing, the

scientific community was being primed for Darwird O O E @r t@ ©Agh &f
Speciespublished in 1859 followed the publication ofMoby-Dick by only eight

years, however$ AOXxET 60 xI1 OE OITE EEI OxAl OU UAAO
although On theOrigin of Speciesxs AO DOAI EOEAA AAOAO - Al OEI I
x]T OEh EO xAO AiTAAEOAA 1T ATU UAAOO DOAODET «
scientific career, there were a variety of advancements that made it possible for

him to introduce the theory of natural selection CharlesLyell, for example, was

ITA T £ $AOxET 60 COAAOAOO EIT & OAT AAOGS "U
uniformitarianism, he became one of the most well established scientists of the

early Darwinian period. Another important figure to publish at this time was

21T AROO #EAI AAOOh xEIT ATi 1 O EAAOCAA A OPAAO
own, yet without the scientific credibility.

Uniformitarianism is a concept necessarfor the acceptance oideas of evolution

because it allows for the immense time frame requéd. It argues against ideas of

catastrophism proffered by William Buckland that explain the findings of Cuer

by suggesting that a serig of great world events caused the mass extinction of

previous species. Buckland, by offering this explanation, effectivedxplained the

existence of fossils without upsetting traditional biblical ideas® As John

O Ai AOI OABGA xAO

Qu

1 01 060TT ¢ 17 OAOR " OAET AT A

75 John R. Armstrong@William Buckland in Retrospecti PSCR2 (March 1990): 34-38.
Subsequentpage references in text.
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interest was in preserving ChE OOE AT AT Cci A8 " OAEIthd A6 O OEA
biblical AOAOEOU 1T £ OEA %AOOESO ACA AT A AOAT 0O
been one of these catastrophic events. Uniformitarianism, however, argues for a

Oll xAO POI AAOGO OEAO xAO AOEOAT AU EAAO OT A
had previously explored tie conceptin 1785, when considering heat as an agent

in geology.Patsy A Gerstner, however, illustrates how his ideas werismissed

by many scientists of tA AOA xEAT EAAO xA@ardtdidDEAAOAA
substance’! O ' AOOOT A Oarghrdedtd dydirst®i&ttArcantinOed until

the time of Charles LyeB 361) When Lyell was writing, however, science had

dramatically shifted and his work cemented theconcept as the true mechanism

which formed the world. Lyell, a student of Buckland, deveped concejts

proffered by Hutton, and made them acceptable withithe scientific community.

Roy Porter writes that in his autobiographical accounLyell considered himself

OEA OOPEOEOOAI 7 (PAr@EirtieOarguekthad Ael fredd €cigiice

Grom the old dispensation of - I O A(@1) to some extent. The heretical

implications of this theory are clear; by allowing for a longer timescale, Lyell

revealed the more dissenting inferences of an extensive time frame. Furthermore

Porter argues that this extended time period of the earth forced humanity otiof

the centre of the creation. Bing a relatively new addition, humanity was no

longer the centre of the worldanymore:

0 AOOU ! 8 4'EROQAIARGER 16001 * AT A0 (00601 T a1e OOA T £ (AA
British Journal of the History of Scienc®:4, 1971, pp. 353862 Subsequent page references in

text.

77 Roy Porteth Chéles Lyell andthe Principles of the History of Geolog§The British Journal for

the History of Scieng®:2, Lyell Centenary Issue: Papers Delivered at the Charles Lyell

Centenary Symposium, London, 1975 (Jul., 1976), pp.-203 Subsequent page references in

text.
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For Lyell, so many theories of the earth had been scientifically useless

because he earth had been conceived anthropocentrically and

AT OEOTI BT I 1T OPEEAAT T U8/T1TU OEA 1 AOOOA T AO
courage to stare resolutely into a world of infinite space and time, and

to admit squarely that man is not the sole end of existence. (%8})

Lyell was, perhaps, the most important contributor to the theory of evolution
before Darwin. His theories of uniformitarianism laid the groundwork neeed
for the acceptance of the theory of natural selectiarit gaveCharlesDarwin the
necessary timescat that he needed to develofis theory. Despite the eudent
implications of his work, however, Lyell was not keen to associate his work with
OEAT OEAO T &£ AOI 1 OOEiI 18 01 OOAO AIi PEAOEOAO C
towards the wider implications of his work:

Lyell sought to preserve the dignity of man at the same time as freeing

the earth for geological science. But Lyell's distinction between man

and geology was, however, formal and superficia defensive reflex,

specifically to reading LamarckRight from 1830 Lyell was trapped in

that web of religious and humanistic projections upon the earth for

which he was so eager to ridicule and rebuke others. (94)

The situation was difficult for Lyell. Despite his ardent desire to progress the field
of gedogical sciences, he was wary of concepts of evolution. He was particularly
ardent to maintain distance from thinkers like JearBaptiste Lamark, whosehad

A .-

outlined his own theory T £ AOT 1 OOET T A Aih IPHildsoph, AT AOEE (
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Zoologique(1809)78. Hisidea, despite being acknowledged as a forerunneior
evolution, wasAE Oi EOOAA AU OEA CAT AOAI OAEAT OEZEEA
were not unreasonable for despite targeting the right area of study, LamaiE 6 O

explanations of evoldion seemed to lack credibility. He rightly observes

adaptations ofanimals, but wrongly attributes them to changes that occur within

OEA AdIEed Al Kh xOEOET ¢ OEAOd O4EA ET &£ OAT AA 1
of fact is in all times and places operative on living baes; but what makes this

influence difficult to perceive is that it effects only become perceptible or

OAAT CT EOAAT A j AOPAAEAT T U ET "MtHeighhedq A EOAC
attributed the change in species to eons of time, the mechanism he sudgges
farcical, perhaps even creating a sback for concepts of evolutionEven Darwin,

when writing to Hooker in 1844 described LamacE 6 O x| @eltabld O O

entertain concepts of evolution.

, UAT T OAEAAOQOAAPofresE DAD QA ORKET BDEAT dhid £ T OCAT
Principles of Geology(1830-1833).81 He made reference specifically to the

incomplete nature of ewvdence-how despite the discovery of new evidence, we

have yet to have achieved enough knowledge to infer such a thing as the

progression of species.

78 JeanBaptiste Lamark,Philosophie ZoologiqudEditions Flammarion:1994

1 AAT " ADPOEOOA |, Al AOAE hLite@aturie And ScleAcOiA thelNindiéedth OEA 0AOOG |
Century, Oxford: Oxford World Classics, 2009. Subsequent page references in text.

80 Charles Darwin in correspondence with Joseph Hooker, November @11t 1844

81 Charles Lyell Principles of GeologyProject Gutenberg: 2010,

http://www.gutenberg.org/files/33224/33224 -h/3 3224-h.htm Accessed 20 March 2015
Subsequent page references in text.
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Our knowledge, therefore, of the living creation of any given period of
the past may be said to depend in @reat degree on what we
commonly call chance, and the casual discovery of some new
localities rich in peculiar fossils may modify or entirely overthrow all

our previous generalizations. (146)

Lyell further argues that just because we do not have evidena# a certain
species being alive within a certain era, does not mean that they were not. He
explains that the acquisition of evidence is purely a matter of chance, and we
have no way to infer certain generalisations when we are also missing much
more evidence that may ormayn® AA ET TneEddddrholsiad, thad
contemplated by the geologist may multiply exceptional cases till they seem to
constitute the rule, and so impose on the imagination as to lead us to infer the
non-existence of creatues of which no monuments ABDPAT O (14BA1 AET 86
Lyell suggests that many creatures may have existed previously without us
having any remainng evidence of their presencelLyell therefore relies on our
ignorance as a species to justify arguing against piciples of evolution. This
movement against the idea by a man so well aware of the evidence demonstrates
the aversion felt by many when faced with the concept of evolution. Bgjecting
the progressive development of specigsLyell subscribed to popular béef,

whilst also demonstrating his own insecurities about evolutionary theory.

Lyell summarises his position, by demonstrating that though adaptability of the
earth is evident, adaptability of life cannot be proven. According to Lyell,

inorganic changes ee certain and evident, but adaptation of life is far from likely:



Tabitha Kari16

From the earliest period at which plants and animals can be proved
to have existed, there has been a continual change going on in the
position of land and sea, accompanied by great fluctuans of climate.
To these evervarying geographical and climatal conditions the state
of the animate world has been unceasingly adapted. No satisfactory
proof has yet been discovered of the gradual passage of the earth
from a chaotic to a more habitable stte, nor of any law of progressive
development governing the extinction and renovation of species, and
causing the fauna and flora to pass from an embryonic to a more
perfect condition, from a simple to a more complex organization.

(146)

After justifying his inability to cohere with concepts of evolution, Lyell then

tackles how this translates to concepts of the origins of human life:

If, then, the popular theory of the successive development of the
animal and vegetable world, from the simplest to the mosperfect
forms, rests on a very insecure foundation; it may be asked, whether
the recent origin of man lends any support to the same doctrine, or
how far the influence of man may be considered as such a deviation
from the analogy of the order of things preiously established, as to
weaken our confidence in the uniformity of the course of nature.

(147)

Lyell rejected the ideathat humanity was relatively new, and derived from other
animal species. He established this by arguing that species may have outlivieel

land on which their fossils are foll A @erre3trial species, therefore, might be



Tabitha Kari17

older than the continents which they inhabit, and aquatic species of higher

antiquity than the lakesAT A OAA O x EEAE (138 AHé explanatiorD AT D1 A8 6

given by such a intelligent, well informed scientist seems absurd now, that
species can be more permanent than the land on which they live. Yet, in a time
when evolution seemed so unlikely, and scientists had been scHed in the
Christian faith, it perhaps appearedthe more likely possibility. Lyell further

concludes:

If this be admitted, it would not follow, even if there were sufficient
geological evidence in favor of the theory of progressive
development, that the creation of man was the last link in the same
chain.For the sudden passage from an irrational to a rational animal,
is a phenomenon of a distinct kind from the passage from the more
simple to the more perfect forms of animal organization and instinct.
To pretend that such a step, or rather leap, can be paot a regular
series of changes in the animal world, is to strain analogy beyond all

reasonable bounds .(148)

These remarks were made in the ninth edition of Principles of Geology
Throughout the first nine editions printed of the book, he remained loyald his

initial evaluations pertaining to evolution, despite being in regular conversation
with Darwin. It was not until his tenth edition, that he finally made an allowance

for evolution.

) O EAO AAAT 117 OAA OEAO $AOxEIT 6tCetieAdel AADO

Geoffroy Saint( E1 AGBAOGDOT gphrbaBhéd=cOntepts of evolution from

s o~ e =

an environmental effects perspective. Jeah ADOEOOA |, Al AOAEGO

A
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similarly considered the transmutation of species an e§AO T £ OEA AT EI A
environment-AO AEOAOOOAA DOAOEI 601 U xEOEET OEEO
x AOA AT 1T OEAAOAA EAOEAOAEAA AT A OEAEAOI T O00¢
came closest to those of DarwilA A &£l OA ' 1 £ZOAA 2000A1 7AI 1T A
Vestiges of Natural Creatio(iL844) was published anonymously, and it was only
AEOAO EEO AAAOE OEAO OE® Rihal Yeb Odscibek AAT OEOL
the importance of his work, regarding adaptation of species, and furermore
Eil x EO ADDI IEApde obliis cfitididmdof Jdan Bapste Lamarck,
Chambers' work revived the prospect of a connection between science and
materialism, an association which had political implications in the aftenath of
OEA &OAT AE & Fdktheinio®,OrEd rlot8sdhow crucial it was for the
scientific commOT EOQU O1 OAEAAO #EAI AAOOGSE EAAAO Oi
relationship between religion and science:

But by associating science with controversial materialist ideas in a

work of popular circulation, Chambers threatened the rationale of

this strategy and the harmony of science and religion it represented.

In order to restore this alliance, and to preserve the religious and

social respectability of science, it was crucial to show not only that the

theories in the book were false and dangerous, but thétie work itself

could not be classified as "scientific." (11)

82 Robert Chambers, T.C. Savill, and J. ChurcM#stiges of the Natural History of Creatio©844:
John Churchill, Princes Street, SohBubsequent page references in text.

83 Richard Yeo, Science and Intellectual Authority in Mitllineteenth-Century Britain: Robert
Chambers and "Vestiges of the Natural History of Creatid¥ictorian StudiesVol. 28, No. 1
(Autumn, 1984), (10). Subsequent page references in text.
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The book was a best seller, and reached a wide readership, but despite an
AogAAT T AT O 1 AUIATG6O0 EITIT xI AACA 1T &£ OEA
recognised by the scientific community. Nevertheless, within his book, he does

outline a theory which demonstratesuncanny similarities to Darwinism:

It has been already intimated, as a general fact, that there is an
obvious gradation amongst the families of both the vegetable and
animal kingdoms, from the simple lichen and animalcule respectively
up to the highest ader of dicotyledonous trees and the mammalia.
Confining our attention, in the meantime, to the animal kingdonit
does not appear that this gradation passes along one line, on which
every form of animal life can be, as it were, strung; there may be
branching or double lines at some places; or the whole may be in a
circle composed of minor circles, as has been recently suggested. But
still it is incontestable that there are general appearances of a scale

beginning the simple and advancing to the complicate192)

Similarly to Darwin, Chambers notices that species are developed, but more
particularly that their development is not linear, using the image of a branch
instead to explain his hypothesis. The concept of a branéhrther lends itself to
the illustration of the entangled bank that Darwin discusses at the end Gn the
Origin of Speciesin this manner, Chambers anticipates Darwinian theory, and
demonstrates how concepts of evolution had already been surfacing and
developing. By discussing adaptatio, Chambers identified the incremental

adaptation of speciesas a slow process,
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Starting from the primeval germ, which, as we have seen, is
the representativeof a particular order of full-grown animals, we find
all others to be merely advances from thatype, with the extension of
endowments and modification of forms which are required in each
particular case; each form, also, retaining a strong affinity to that
which precedes it, and tending to impress its own features on that
which succeeds(192-193)
Chambers theories were dismissed as unsdil OE £ZEAh AO 2 EWREAOA 9AIl
Vestiges, as it came to be called, met with a deluge of criticism. The charges
brought against the author were serious ones lack of practical research, secend
hand knowledge, and ésregarA | £ DOl PAO OABARhisGpemBpE | AOET A

because, as Yeo further discusses:

Men of science were not differentiated from other educated groups
by formal training, and the status of science was not secured by an
institutionalized career structure such as that which characterized
the legal, medical, and clerical professions. This situation supported a
general discussion of science but it also meant that men of science
were compelled to defend the claims of science in a public forum
against pwerful opponents such as the clergy. (9)
1O 9AT  A£O00COFEkidnbsts had B dstaljsh he domain of natural
knowledge as their own, and monitor the boundaes between science and
OA1 E.Q¥ Theré was a form of anarchy within the scientific commmity; any
man could become a man of science, and yet because of this, their authority

would always be questioned. Robert Chambe@s@ork was highly controversial,
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therefore any weakness in evidence would hae been taken advantage of, which
is why Darwin took so long to publishOn theOrigin of SpeciesBeing fully aware
of the scrutiny that his work would be subjected to, Darwinknew that the
evidence he needed to provide should be infallible. Darwin recognised that
Chambers did much to ready people forik forthcoming theories, and after his

death in 1871, he wrote to his daughter Annie Dowie explaining how:

Several years ago | perceived that | had not done full justice to a

scientific work which | believed and still believe he was intimately

connected wth, and few things have struck me with more admiration

than the perfect temper and liberality with which he treated my

conduct84
OAOEADPOh OEAOAME OAh #EAI AAOOGG xI1 OE xAO
It is important to note that, like ChambersMelville was a layman with a marked
interest in science Chambers, as a layman with a particular interest,
demonstrates how the general public wasble to asimilate the science of the
time. Similarly to ChambersMelville, as an active thinker and partigant in the
scholarly atmosphere can be considered an exemplary wedlducated recipient
I £ $AOxET 60 AAOI U xOEOET CcOs8

William Howarth illustrates the parallels in life choices made by Melville and

Darwin, who were equally charged characters forcedtorefl@O 1T 1 [ AT 60 DI

nature through their individual experiences8> Howarth identifies similarities

84 Charles Darwn in correspondence with Annie Dowie, March 24, 1871
85 William Howarth, Earth Islands: Darwin and Melville in the Galapagdswa Review, 2000.
30((30:3)): p. 95-113. Subsequent page references in text.

OEC
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AROxAAT $AOxET AT A - Al OEiIl A8O OEEDDPEI ¢ Ol

Galapagos:

Charles Darwin called at the Galapagos in 1835 and Herman Melville
arrived in 1841. Both men were in their twenties, on global voyages
with similar agendas. Their principle work was to forage: Darwin
remained a month to gather specimens and notes for the HMS Beagle,

a ship outfitted for research but also secretly inspecting $mish

AT1TTEAI AAEAT AAO8 - Al OEI 1 A80 xAT O AOET C

for the Acushnel, a New Bedford whaler. (99)

Considering these similarities it is evident why Melville was attracted to
$AOxET 80 IhieAMoyadge oltkel Beaglddis own observations of the
Galapagos as he took a similar journey would have engag®telville on a
personal level when family misfortune left him questioning philosophically
many life truths that he had taken for grante@. Howarth divulges a number of
similaritie s between the two men, whose querying seleflection was fed by
thAEO AT 1 OET CAIiBGh yAutiorded tackd disdpprdyingXathers, and
both rebelled by running away to sea. There they found second lives, gaining new
visions to replace paternalvalh 08 $AOxET 60 AAI 1T 1 AU EI
a new way to see Creation. Melville discovered thendigenous people of the

0 A A BB AHbwever, as Howarth further argues, the similarity ends when
considering how the two men processed their n& information and experiences:

Marwin seized science and moved toward it. Melville rebelled against Scripture,

86 Elizabeth Hardwick,Herman Melville London: Paguin, 2000 Subsequent page references in
text.

Ol AL
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yet never escaped it. He was stuck in an old narrative, the creationist story of
GenesO AT A 1 AT 60 F£E@QAD. INAtED inghded Bikilaibies 8 6
between Melville and Lyell can be drawn, through their reluctance to accept
evolutionary concepts., UAT 1 6 0 OAAAOQEITT BHOT OAO OEAO
intelligent a thinker might be, it was difficult for any individual of the time to
attest to the concepts of evolubn, which inherently linked humanity to animal.
Though both Darwin and Melvillehad similar experiences at sea, their differing
personalities led them to pursue varying thesis on the matter of life and
humanityd © DBI1 AAA E TrwinfafeE @@ Add Adnsiderdtidn coined a
theory that consolidated his findings in the Galapagos, whereas Melville used
creative means as catharsis to explore his doubts. According to Howarth, whilst
using the clinical scientific method Darwin creates soething new, whereas

hindered by doctrine Melville only founddivergence:

Although Darwin often notes inThe Voyage of the Beagthat birds

roost or nest to sustain feeding habits, Melville sees this special order

as a malevolent hierarchy. In his island$irds dive upon fish or infant

turtles, sea lions battle for mates, species constantly prey on others

or compete against their own. Darwin eventually calls such behaviour

natural selection, but in Moby-$ EAE - Al OE1 Ihdribl©AAO EO
vulturism of the earth@ a destructive voracity that holds all creatures

in thrall, even the mighty whale. (107)

. AOAOOEAT A @ndihgs fforh e Gala@ados had their own unique effect
on Melville, whose own personal tragedies and hardships had given him a less

than rose tinted view on life.

AO
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In the novel, Melville often writes like a naturalist, perhaps imitating Darwin and
hiscd OAT DT OAOEAOh &£ O AgAi pi Ah OEA AACETTET
Now the various species of whales need some sort of popular
comprehensive classification, if only an easy outline one for the
present, hereafter to be filled in all its departments by sukequent
laborers. As no better man advances to take this matter in hand, |
hereupon off my own poor endeavors. (117)
4EA A@OAT OEOA OA Adbthd whald id writ@iiA a sfyle Aladsti A A 6
like a textbook, which is relevant considering the Ishma¢d © BHDAOO AO A
schoolteacher, mirroring that of Melville himself. It is apparent that Melville
considers the whaling ship a place for amate observation scientificallyd, Fo©
many years past the whaleship has been the pioneer in ferreting out the
remotest and least known parts of the earth. She has explored seas and
archipelagos which had no chart, where no Cook or Vancouver hAdOA O OAEIT AA86
(97) Melville here announces through the voice of Ishmael the element of
exploration which he attributes to whaling.It could be argued that Ishmael in the
novAl [ EOOT OO0 OEA bl ah&@Ene bhip, pdin@ifd&idu@OEET EAOG
like the fictional Ishmael and his creator, Melville, in the same category as Darwin
on his voyage withThe BeagleAlthough a layman,and not an expert of science
of cetology, the desirefor knowledge and phiosophical pursuits would make

Melville feel an affiliationto a sea born naturalist.
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David C. Leonard suggests that Melville adhered to Cartesian @&eabout the

vortex suggestedm his unprinted book The World’. These ideas tainted his view

on the world with a nihilistic scepticism which would have had a profound ééct

IT EEO OAAABE greslltaf his knowdade gf Clrtesianism, Melville

views nature as an impersonamechanism thd runs without human or divine

ET OAOOAT OET 18 4EAOAAEI OA - A1 OEI 1 A0 AEEETEO
the main currents of nineteenthA AT OOOU OOAT OA Kb AnlikeAl OET OC
Mary Shelley, who drew on Descartes fairly conservate views on dualism,

Melville, according to Leonard, was inspired by Descartes dissenting concepts. In

AAAT OAAT AR xEOE , AT 1T AOAGO x1 OEh es Al OEI 1 A
problematized certain ideassuch as concepts of Christianity and God. It also

undermines the concept of the Great Chain of Being, a prevalent and accepted

idea that dates from Plato and Aristotle that was about to be overturned b®n

the Origin of SpeciesThe concept was developed during the Renaissance by a

variety of philosophers, butspecifically by Leibniz, explored by Arthur Lovejo§g.

The Ei D1 EAAQGEI 1T 1T £ 04 EAs thaDtBebeGs andefidie lalt | £ " AET
encompassing hierarchy for everything within a continuous chain linking the

lowest common denominator to God. The notion wathreatened by the idea of

extinction, which suggested thaspecies are not continuous, further insinuating

that there must therefore be a breaking of the chain. Catastrophism, however,

was seen as a way of perhaps consolidating this idea with Christiamdatrine,

suggesting that the reason for extinction was a catastrophe like the Flopdr

87 David C. Leonard The Cartesian Vortex in MoHyick. American Literature, 197%1(1): p. 105
109.Subsequent page references in text.

88 Arthur.O. Lovejoy, The Great Chain of Being: A Study of the Histofyan Idea 2009: Transaction
Publishers.
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multiple catastrophes thatwiped out certain species. Yet it was not untiOn the
Origin of Specieshat this theory of existence was scientifically toppled, although
the work that was being forwarded by other scientists did start to show cracks
in this Great Chain. The breaking of the chain, according to Wilson in particular,

was influential on Melville, and within his writing of Moby-Dick.

Tyrus Hillway is scathing E - AT OET1 1 A0 OOAAOI AT O 1T £ OAE.
amateurish8 ( A OOA ORAEE WEMOOAAOCET T ET OA&AT AA xAC
OEAI OUOOAIT AQE M11) Billway B dinéWGaE digmissive of

-A1T GE1T 1 A0 OOA 1T £ OAE dourAabdid ndt edtddntoieC xEU  $ /
POI T ETATOI U ET EEO 11 0AI h xEEI OO0 EECEI ECEO
A History of the Earth and Animated Naturg774)9° and his incorrect ideas of

science, for example, the refusdb accept Linnaean conceptghat estalish the

whale as a mammal. Yet this approach, if it is amateurish, only adds to my insight.

The absorption and understanding of evaltionary theory by the layman isnot

always perfect, and many misconceptions are common, even today. It
demonstrates, evenf mistaken, one way that scientific evidence was absorbed

by the writer in the nineteenth century. In many cases, there would be widely

OEAOAA T EOOT AAOOOAT AET C 1T &£/ OEAT OEAOG8 ) £ |
education was indeed incomplete, it is nbnecessarily rarmful for this study, as

| am still able to glean understanding of the perception of science at the time.

Contrary to Hillway, Eric Wilson discusses instead how acute and subtle

-AT OET 1 A8 O COAenE was] despité pexhEps Bohalving @he most

8 Tyrus Hillway, Melville's Education in Scienc&exas Studies in Literature and Language, 1974.
16(3): p. 411425.
% QOliver Goldsmith,A History of the Earth and Animated Naturé ondon: Caxton Press, 1824
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impressive grasp of contempoA OU O AMtioligh Melvillddwas not deeply

read in evolutionary science Moby-Dick (1851) prophetically details the great

OAEAT OEZAZEA OPEAAOGAI 1T £ pyuvw®Pnd&edigmd®dAl EAAOE
Specie8(H31) Wilson argues that the contrast between Ahab and Ishmael

exemplifies the outdated ideas of the Great Chain of Being, and the new science

that more accurately described the universe. He further argues that Melville pre

empted many of the ides Darwin communicated inOn theOrigin of Species

xEOEET OEA 11 0AiI 8 7EI Oi1 60 -fdiched,jahauBlOEO EO B
Al Ei BT O0OAT O AOCOiekptiansof Palin@rk Mhedyd © DOA
improbable as his grasp of science was unlikely to [s® astute; nevertheless, the

argument Wilson proffers highlights some interesting and uncanny moments of

relevance to Darwinian Theory.

| have Al AOEEAZEAA OEAO OEIT OCE -AlI OGEI1A80 ETT xI .
scientific matters were within the forefront of his mind, and definitely influenced

his writing. The zeitgeist in which Melville was writing was one of academic

tension, as recent scietific work was building to the Darwinian climax. Now |

shall considerhow his absorption of ideas affected his writing withinMoby-Dick,

specifically focusing on his portrayal of humanity, symbolic use of the whale, and
characterization of Ahab, to explorénow his writing of Moby-Dick can be read as

A AT 1 OAI Pl AGEIT T &£/ 1 AT80 p1 AAA ET OEA xIi Ol

Whaling and theObjectification of the Animal Body

One of the most marked aspects dfloby-Dick is the presentation of the whale.
Before any other considerséion of iAh ' T Ah  Asiplce b e Adri OU 8

Moby-Dick is a novel about the practice of whaling, a profession that inherently
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links the human with the animal body. From the resources harvested from

whaling, humanity was furthered throughout the industrial revolution. It is a

discipline that profits from the mutilation and disassembly of an animal body to

drive human endeavours; afact that might have beenforemost in MelDET 1 A3 O
thought whilst he wrote. Humanity, throughout the industrial revolution of the

nineteenth century, was accelerating faster than ever, yet much of the success of

man was reliant on the use of natural resoures, like the whale. Therefore, within

the novel there is an inherent undertoneOE OT OCET 0O OEAGs | AOEO E
OAT EATAA 11 OEA 1T AOOOAI x1 01 A8 4EA xEAI A6
integrated into society. The whale is part of humanities develapent, and in this

way it contributes to any advancements.Philip Armstrong discusseshow the

industrial revolution problematize d the relationship between the animal and the

human:

That the animal, dead or alive, should figure at the center of these
historical and economic shifts is no surprise. Over its twhundred-
year history, industrialization has produced, among its other effects
urbanization, degradation of the economic status of women,
redefinition of labor structures, environmental depredation-a

radically altered relationship between humans and other animal$?

This radical alteration of the rdationship between animals and humanityis vital
to considerwithin my study. Armstrong argues that modern farming techniques

have succeeded in creating disince between humans and animals. In this

91 Philip Armstrong, "Leviathan is a Skein of Networks": Translations of Nature and Culture in
Moby-Dick Author(s): Source: ELH, Vol. 71, Né.(Winter, 2004), 1040
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manner, the gap beveen humans and animals hasvidened. No longer do we

nurture or kill the animal ourselves.! O | O OO OT 1 GeoAraphi€EahdOA Og O
psychological gaps have widened between an increasinglybanized human

bl DOl AAA AT A (loDEAO OPAAEAOS8SG

The novel is written with a number of distractions from the primary narrative

that focuses on the body of the whalesaa specimen. Laura Barratt explores

-AT OET 1 A8 O 1 Amdherassesdinknt dildeGibj€dtOv@hin the novel:

voby-Dick exults in descriptions of bodiesof a variety of speciesand bodily

fluids, but those bodies ard T OA 1T £O0AT | O O¥Hakad dpdaks@E AT 11 O8
human and animal bodies and the emphasis on their physicality throtligmorbid
AAOAOEDPOET T8 (1 xAOAOh "AOOAOOS6O AOCOI AT O 1
I AEAAOEAEAAOEIT AT A AEOOAAOEIT 1T A& OEA xEAI
body. Armstrong further focuses on the whaler; how he functioned as a figure in

nineteenth century society: (is experience routinely alternated between

dangerous encounters with the vast materiality of the living animal and its

reduction to dead and partial resources, a commodity to be measured by the

barrel, reified by the factory ship's techmwlogical procedures a&d its

OPAAEAI EUA Qub4d0y4 B AE G OMAG QD & @spedalyEnportandib 6

this context. By focusing his attentions inthismannén  OEA xEAI A8 O Al AU [

AAEAAO xEOE OAIlI AOCGEI T OiThePonEe® G Bddéde6 O OEAT OU

92 | aura Barrett "[T]he ungraspable phantom of life": Incompletion and Abjection in MobyDick
and HousekeepingSouth Atlantic Review73:3 (Summer 2008), pp. 4Subsequent page
references in text.



Tabitha Kari30

Similarly Melville includes chapters that explore the process of dsembling the

whale. After observing the biology of the animal we are invited to observe the

process of harvestingits nadd OA1T OAOT OOAAO8 )1 Ishniadl AEADOAC
describes how the blubber@nvelopes the whale precisely as the rind does an

orange, so it is stripped off from the body precisely as an orange is sometimes

stripped by sb E O A 1 H278) isignad&agandikens the animal to an object that

can be disnantled. The process of deblubbering may seem grotesque to the

AOAEAT AAh UAO EO EO xOEOOAT ET A EAAOOAI I
therefore adds to the concept that the animal is an automaton.

AnotEAO T £ OEAOA AEADPOAOE GHiAdniOA B dpictddt EA 7 EAI
as a food source, s A O / 1 E GAirdals Ae@ssuieAu®thadif we can eat

them, we are human and not animals. That is, they die like animaig that we can

I EOA A0 (226) ivet W@ the whale isfinally ingested by the human

consumer it stops being an object and instead becomes the abject; neither part

of the human body nor outside of it, making it a liminal feature that Ishmael

actively addresseswhen he notes], Thét mortal man should feed upon the

creature that feeds his lamp, and, like Stubb, eat him by his own light, as you may

say; this seems so outlandish a thing that one must needs go a little into the

EEOOI OU AT A PEEIT Ol PEU | the uksétbng, mprigidp wq - A1 O
concept that the animal you areeating is also lightt ¢ UT OO | AA1 8 4EA x
body is particularly abject, asit becomes part of the subject who consumes it,

whilst also beingan object in the same room used by the same man. The horror

I £/ OEA AT 1T 00I POETT 1 £ élEMough thddefadiodroAi AU EO

T oA o~ A A =

OEA OEAOEO AO OE /s MeilleAvritéaoBrvasGhidbdheonly A A
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AAT NOAOGAO 11 OEA xEAI A6O &£ AOE OEAO T EGCEOS
mastications, thousands on thousands of sharks, swarming rounthe dead
leviathan, smaAEET C1 U ZEAAOOAA j thboqeOO - EFAOERDAB O
representation of the sharks both demonstrates the abject nature of the
carnivore whilst also aligning Stubb with the sharks that similarly dine on the
whale carcass. The relonship between Stubb and the sarks at this time is
evident also in the private musings of the cookwho says that he, Wiéh, by gor!
7TEAT A AAO EEIi 8 OOOAAA 1T £ EEI AhaRdarEAT A8 ) «
- AOOA 3 E A (68) EhE GoOkAnkréE@aws attention to the relationship
between Stubb and the whale. Stubb demonstrates his mastery over the whale
by consuming it, yet the reader is also alerted to the fact that the whale could also
just as easily eat Stubfthis is poignant ashe whaleisu OET AOAT U 3 00AA80 2
Therefore Stubb is aligned with the whale as well as its consumer, and the
boundaries between man and beast are blurred, making thebmth temporarily
abyssalresiden08 41 Ai PEAOEOA OEEO 300AA &0 OAI AO,
SEAOE EEA ORIliABCREA OMadsasERAAQMEN iAsimBE®] An O
the way he would rekr to Stubb himself. The fish is anthropomorphisethrough
the cook® mutterings and the human is zoomorphic, making both parties abject.
BarreOO8 O &£ AOO 11 OEA 1 OOENohyDEKisiclearwlienAT ET AT A
-Al GEIT 1T A AAOAOEAAO OEA OEAOEO8 OAAAOQEITO
Pequod. The viciousness of animality is demonstrated; a pure hunger that leads
the creatures to cannbalism and even selconsumption when Melville writes:
@GEAU OEAEI 6061 U O1T ApPAAR 1106 TT1U AO AAAE
flexible bows bent round, and bit their own; till those entrails seemed swallowed

over and over again by the same mouth, toeboppositely voided by the ame
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xT O @®). The AAOAAOEOU 1T &£ OEEO 11T ATO EO OOOA

surreal description. The sharks are representative of Uruboros, the self
consuming serpent; a symbol of chaos. An inherently animal image it represent
the barbarity of the animal kingdom;a stark contrast between the sharks in the
water and the humans on deckMan is in a place of safety; elevated above the

sharks on the Pequod. Their position of safety, however, does not last as Moby

Dick destroys theman-i AAA AT OT AAOU AAOxAAT EOI AT Al

crew in this way become victims of the abyss.

The attempt to reduce the animal body is thwartedy the symbolic significance
of Moby-Dick, therefore demonstrating how humanity fails to widen the abyss
through the objectification of the animal body. The irony of this particular
section is that Melville demonstrates how by objectifying the whale to elevate
humanity we become intrinsically linked with the animal. The further use of
Moby-Dick as a symbolidorce which transcends humakinds use of the animal
body demonstrates that whilst humanity uses natural resources such as the
xEAl A6O Ai Auh EO EO 110 A COAAOAO bPi xAO
Moby-Dick becomes a symbolic presence withirthe novel, transcendingthe
reduction of the animal. This is because, primarily he is symbolic of the abject;
the unknown-as Kristeva argues:0he writer is a phobic who succeeds in
metaphorizing in order to keep from being frightened to death; insteadécomes
to life again in O E C (38) 8/élville uses the whale to create a signifier which
channels his reaction of abjection towards Darwinian theory. The symbol of the
whale becomes the axis mundi around which the narrative revolves. R.E. Watten

x OEOAO 11 OEA xdadyicdnsiderin@theisidnifitaica of hd whale
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to be ambiguous and multifaceted, rather similarly to how Sherwin argued that

&OAT EAT OGAEGA0O EIO A I- EICEIOA IE OO H G10E AEARGRg, AR Al
own intention to invest his great symbolic levathan with a plurality of

i AAT E B thémysterious quality of the whale lends it symbolic potenay AsO

yet, however, the sperm whale, scientific or poetic, lives not complete in any

literature. Far above all other hunted wlales, his is an unwritten lifed (117) A
AOAAOOOA OEAO E Gs dplkethora®di unEd@ddterial; theAEA 6
monstrousness of the creature is almost mythicallThe whale was an animal of

the unknown, whose history seemed unfathomable. It is natural that this element

of the creaure would create discomfort within the human doctrine of

anthropocentricity.

The whale represents a variety of things; animalistic power, the brutal force of

nature, and the uncontrollable wrath of God as Ishmael stateg Th@&white whale

is their demigoO C T ({1%0). The symbolic power of the whale is explicitly

explored more by Ishmael within the novel. Forexample, the character Gabriel,

a mad stowaway from the Jeraboam became something ofa prophet for the

crew, imploring them not to chase he deified animald, 8 OAAOEAT O1 1 Al 11
warned the captain against attacking the White Whale, in case the monster

should be seen; in his gibbering insanity, pronounced the White Whale to be no

less a being than the SHARA O ' T A E 1 (88A)OGifledtk Aihdur with

immortality, Moby-Dick becomes something more than marhtough his ability

01 OO0BMEOAY xEAIT AT AT OET O1 Ar qperstiodET1 1 £O0O

declaring Moby-Dick not only ubiquitous, but immortal (for immortality is but

% A.R. Lee Herman Melville: Modern readings: Typee, Omoo, Mardi, RedbWhite- Jacket,
Moby-Dick. 2001: Helm Information.
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ubiquity in time); that thou gh groves of spears should be planted in his flanks, he
x| OT' A OOEI 1 OxEI (188x AHg¢ supréniady of i Mbly-Bidk is
emphasizedin the first sighting. The eventual revelation of the whale only occurs
at the end of the novel, rather like at the endf life, potentially placing emphasis
I £#/ OEA xEAI AGO CiI Al EEA AOPAAOD(
A gentle joyousnessa mighty mildness of repose in swiftness,
invested the gliding whale. Not the white bull Jupiter swimming away
with the ravished Europa clinging to his graceful hornshis lovely
leering eyes sideways intent upon the maid, with smooth bewitching
fleetness, rippling straight for the nuptial bower in Crete; not Jove, not
that great majesty Supreme! Did surpass the glorified White Whale as

he so divinely swan. (484)

The deification of the whale is used to problematize the animal. On the one hand,
as Starbuck continually asserts Mobyick is merely an animal, and is therefore
below humanity according tothe Great Chain of Being.t lupsets the balance
which keeps humanity onsuperior footing. Instead of a liminal creatue, here we
have one that sits atride of the human race, incorporating animality and divinity
in a way that defies hunan rationality. Yet in this mannerthe whale embodies
liminality that mirrors humanity, or specifically, captain Ahab himself. Ahab
represents aliminality between animal and god which therefore makes him an
intriguing mirror to humanity 8 4 EA xEAI A8O DOT Al Ai AOGEA
observedby its given nameMoby-Dick. A seemingly human nane if the reader
approachesthe novel from a fresh perspective they may perhapike surprised to

find that the eponymous antagonist is an animalln appearance the whale seems

O0A
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to represent European humanity, considering his white colouring and large
forehead. The whale therefore, becomes anthropomorphised, and embodies the

boundary figure of the abyss. tonsiderthis further within the next section, when

) AEOAOOO OEA -T AU $EAEGO EOI AT NOAI EOEAON

them both products ofboundary perversion.

The Blurring of Boundaries and the Integration of Bodies

When Ahab first encounters MobyDick, his leg is taken, and swallwed by the

whale. Ahuman part has been integrated into the mimal body. Ahabreplacesthe

leg with a part from the whale in an act of compensatod 9 AO AAODPEOA
reason for using the whalebone in this manner, it serves in the novel as a literary

z A -

AAOGEAA O1 AAIT1 OO0OAO0OA Al ET AT

Moby-Dick incorporates apart of Ahab, and Ahab in attempted retribution
incorporates a part of the whale. Because MobRick took within himself a
human part, there is a symbolic humanizing of the whaleé&\swe know nothing
specific of him previous to his encounter with Ahab, théterary device is useful

to explore the human qualities that can be sought in animality. Similarly, the
madness Ahab experiences after losing his leg becomes physically manifested in
the whale bone leg that he has createdr himself. In this manner he &periences

a zoomorphic transformation which allows him to become partially animal

himself, and therefore inherently abyssal.

Within the course of the novel many characters attempt to logically separatbe
whale from themselvesin order to put acomfortable distance between man and
beast. During the Cetology section Ishmael pointedly separates the whale from a

mammal: @e it known that, waiving all argument, | take the good old fashioned

I OPT OAOQEIT 1

I E

A
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ground that the whale is a fish, and al upon holy Jonah to back W §119)

) OEi AAT 60 OAEAAOQGEITT 1 &£ OEA  afiirdpededd OUOOAI
an attemptto widen the gap between animal and human. The disagreemenith

this ordering reveals much about the ambiguitywithin the novel as to whether

the whalei0 A OAOET T Al  OAT ¢cAEOI AOAAOOOAR 1T 0O |
separation seems to suggest a human necessity to believe the whale a far

removed entity, in a different category of existence to humanity. Yet whether

Melville actually disagrees with the Limaean systemis questionable. Although

as Heht argues Melville read Goldsmith extensively and used him a source

material, it is not known whether he agreed with his assessmertonsidering the

whale. Armstrong instead, believes that Melville uses the whalto demonstrate

the crossing of borders between animal and huma®will argue that "leviathan,"

as understood by Melville and his contemporaries, also crosses back and forth

between the human and the nonhuman domains in ways that demonstrate the

inextricable interimplication of these apparently dscrete and opposed

AEIT AT qB#1) Svsibher Melville believes that the whale is a fish himself,

revealing the difficulty he foundconsidering the whalepart of the same group as

humanity. Or, Melvile OPAAEZAZEAAT 1T U OOAA ) OEIi AAT 8O0 DPAO
ET OAAOOEOU 1 OAO 100 OAI AOET 1 OEEDP xEOE OEF
declaration reflects disbelief at this attribution of the whale to ourselves.

Similarly, Starbuck continuously attempts to argh A CAET 00 ! EAAGO NO
placing emphasis on Moby$ E Adfatugas ameréd I E | \iehgdand® on a dumb

AOOOAAG AOEAA 30AOAOAEh OOEAO OEIBIU OiT OA

To be enraged with a dumb thing, Captain Ahab, seém Al AOD E4E).T 006
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Starbuck attempts to forcibly create a gap kbeveen Ahab and the whaleby
emphasizing the anima lack of trought, but also by reminding Ahatf his own
humanity. In places, it seems that Starbuck is correct in his belief that Molick
is indeed, merelya whale. For example, when they finally encountavioby-Dick
he is depicted swimmingaway from thePequodwhen he could have caused more

N s s s s s N oA xS oA .

damage, StarbuckemBAOEUAO OEEO DEA#ABPAAED APEBEA4 ©0
OTT 6 011 1 AOA tBI@ day,GohdeshktOFed! MdbPick seekd Ehde
not. Itis thou, OET Oh OEAO | AA®GOY). Mobys EBEG® EE ALIEEROA
however, disappears when thd?equodcontinues to pursue him. Ishmael, who is
portrayed as an unbiased passive observer of the debatetices certain aspects

of the whale when they attempt to capture it.

But soon resuming his horizontal attitude, Moby Dick swam swiftly
round and round the wrecked crew; sideways churning the water in
his vengeful wake, as if, as if lashing himself up siill another and
more deadly assault. The sight of the splintered boat seemed to
madden him, as the blood of grapes and mulberries cast before

' T OET AEOOGO Al APEAT OO ET OEA

I TE T &£ - A#

The swimming pattern of Moby Dick in this scene is indicate of a calculated

manoeuvre. During the confrontation there are multiple incidences that

z o~ e = V-

A~ A A X

i AT AT A OEIi BUSOKereva dek Mdbyick at his most terrifying;

the uncanny otherness of the white forehead teamed with the pure malevolence
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of his countenance. It is fathis moment that it is certain that thePequodand its

crew are doomed.

) O OEAOAEI OA OAAI Oh fEOI -Dickjis@dE mekeh b Ghdle, AAAT OT O
but instead thinking, reasoning being, which means that he becomes a symbol of

the destruction of the Great Chain of Being. Man was given his place near the top

of the chain due to his faculty for reason. The presence of a reasoning beast

undermines this chain. The reason Ahapursuesthe beast is vengeance for his

taken leg. But whilst the animal seem# have achieved reason, Ahab lacks this

faculty. It therefore seems evident that Ahab not only wants justice for his stolen

leg, but also his stolen humanitythe reason that elevates him above the beast.

Moby-Dick, in ingesting the leg, took within hims# part of Ahab, and the sentient

reason that is natural to Ahab as a man becomes part of the whale instead. It

seems that Ahab, in his desire to thwart Mobyick, also endeavours to retrieve

hisreasorB 4 EOOh AAAT OAET ¢ Oftheldéaid ok Bldby-DiEk A x AA OA,
would symbolically return to Ahab that which he lost psychologically when he

lost his leg.

Qu

It follows that whilst Moby-$ EAE OAOAT A1l AO EOI AT EfatUh ! EAA
mirror animality; Moby -Dick therefore can be considered the totem of A#ad O
self-loathing. What MobyDick gains in human reason, Ahab lacks in madness.

Frequently Ahab is described as an animalfor example, when Starbuck thinks

mutinously, he considers Ahab lIR AT O1 OAT AA sAihkeaved AACAA(
pinioned even; knotted allover with ropes and hawsers; chained down to ring

bolts on this cabin floor; he would be more EAAT 0O OEAT A AACAA Ot

j tTouv g8 ! ElikeAghadtieshale’cdn@antly referred to throughout by all
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characters: @ut you must jump when he gives aorder. Step and growl; growl
andgothAO6 O OEA x1 OA x8B)(FhrthermoeeGtarBuclc OEARET EIT 1
of Ahab is clarifiedwhen he voices his opinions on the mission, simultaneously
suggesting hat Ahab resembles Prometheus whilst also being devouteby an
animalistic forced, Ga@l help thee, old man, thy thoughts have created a creature
in thee; and he whose intense thinking thus makes him a Prometheus; a vulture
feeds upon that heart for ever; that vut A OEA OAOU AO@RAAYODOOA EA
Here there are discernabldinks OT | EAA8O 00T i AOEAAT AOOT CAIl
also highlights how Ahab is plagued by an animalistic spectre that dominates his
mind. The image is gruesome and parasitic, as if Ahab is allowing the beast within
to feed from his human self. Physically, Mooy EAES O Al OAAAU OAEAT O
Ahab. Mentally, he still feeds @ his mind, and consequentlyAhab has retained
someanimalistic qualities.
| EAA8O AT EI Al EOU E Oesé h fotn@fbéikphtriovediola EEO | AZ
lack of reason

All that most maddens and torments; all that stirs up the lees of

things; all truth with malice in it; all that cracks the sinews and cakes

the brain; all the subtle demonisms of life and thought; all evil, to

crazy Ahab, were visibly personifiedand made practically assailable

in Moby Dick. (164)

O I AATAOO EO AT 1 OET OAT 1 U AOOGAOOAA OEC

Qu

Il EAA
inexplicable desire to kill MobyDick. It is an aspect of himself thahe even
recognizes], Bubhe drilled deep down, and M OOAA Al 1 1T U OAAOITT T «

(149) The attribution of reason to an animal is, ironically, seen as fundamentally
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unreasonable; a concept that noational man would adhere to.The two primary

antagonists therefore become liminal symbols of the confusion diween

animality and humanity. Both cross borders into the empty liminal space
OAPAOAOET ¢ OEA Oxi OOAOAO 1T &£ AAET C8 - A1 OE
body becomes partof Mobs8 EAEh AT A OEA Ox1 OEAOAA&E OA AA
of the whalebone & a leg places emphasis on the intermingling of animality and

humanity:

It had previously come to me that this ivory leg had at sea been
AAOEEITTAA &£OIT i OEA bDIi1TEOEAA AiTTA 1T &£ OE!
could one look at Ahab then, seated on that tripod ofdmes, without

bethinking him of the royalty it symbolized? For a Khan of the plank,

and king of the sea, and a great lord of Leviathans was Ahab. (113)

However, the whalebone leg is merely an appendage to Ahab, a replacement for

a true body part. Stubb deronstrates this whenhe relays his dream to Flask:

GEUS8 OEETEO )h OxEAOG8O OEA Oixe )080 1160
the mighty difference between al EOET ¢ OEOI b AT A13)AHeAAAA OE(
further continues to declare that E A O 6 éy n&vFbDt alcanea whalebone

¢]

Qu

AAT Apptqs (AOA -AIT OEI T A EECEI ECEOO ! EAA
whale. The whaldone leg is merely an appendagbg takesi 1T A T £ OEA AT EI A
strength. The substitution is a weak addition.

However, theET OACOAOET T 1 Moby-CHcA A different, Arficait e O 1

further experiAT AAA A0 DPAOO \hile | 9vad Oaltekiny ake@ & thé ¢ O
pyramid, a sort of badgerhaired old merman, with a hump on his back, takes me

by the shoulders and slews meir OT A8 xEU OEOT AAO Al EOAR 1 Al
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stuck fullofmad ET OPEEAOh x E QE4) Th&derniah, Eom@i®age, OO 8 6
hump, and the fact that there are many marlinspikes embedded in his back, is an
anthropomorphism of Moby-Dick. Within the dream, 8ubb experiences the
whale as a mythical speaking rational creature, whereas Ahab is a silent
particip ant supported by a pyramid. Melville heredemonstrates the distinction;
Ahab is merely a crippled man; a human deprived of the whol&loby-Dick
instead has become an amalgamation of human and animal. When Mebyck
OAEAO 'EAABO 1 Ach EO60O0 A Al TdnédalptOET 18 4EA
Moby-Dick, and as a result human attributes become a part of the whale. The
change to Ahab is instead diminutive. Wdit makes MobyDick become more
powerful weakens Ahab. MobyDick has gained something whilst Ahab has lost.

Moby-Dick as the reasoning animatounteracts Ahab as the reasonless man.

Ahab is not the only character in the novel to be crippled because of théhale.

Captain Boomer of theSamuel Enderbylost his arm in a similar prevous

encounter with Moby-$ E A/ith hiivory arm frankly thrust forth in welcome,

the other captain advanced, and Ahab, swoffish blades) cried out in the walrus

x A U 8381). Yet tis is where the similarity between the captains ends; Captain

Boomer is cheerful, and lacks resentment towards the whale. He does not share

| EAA3 O A laridiwAen heGefcountered MobyDick a second time after

losing his arm, he did not attempt to cag®@ OA EEI ACAET g 00" OO AT (
O$EAT 80 xAT 6 OF OOU OIin AEI 60 TTA TEIA A
between the circumstances of the loss of limbs that separate Ahab from Boomer.

"TTT A0O8O 1 EIi Ah OTI1EEA | EAA GtbkenohGsiti 1 O ET C;

became septic from a gash caused by the attempt to capture the whale. The limb
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was not taken by the whale, it was merely lost as a result of the attack on him:

OO6!'TA EA OITE OEAO AOI 1 £&h AER§g®RANed8 O! UA
The difference between the captains demonstrates the importance of the

ingesting of the limb by MobyDick. Symbolically, Boomer lost something, but not

to the animal appetite of the whale. Therefore his human part, his reason, is still

intact. The fact that the whale ingested EAA8O 1 AC EO OEA O1 OOAA

The concept of the integration of humarty into the animal is mentioned by

-A1T GET T A AAOI EAO ET OEA T1TOATh AOOEIT C &AOI
biblical story of Jonah andte whale. In the storyJonah attempts to separate

himself from God, and is punished b A AET ¢ AAOAT x HhehJonaAU A xEA
DOAUAA O1T 61 OEA ,1TO0OA 100 1T £ OEA EEOEGO AAI
weighty lesson. For sinful as he is, Jonah e® not weep and wail for direct

deliverance. He feelsthaE EO A OAAA £O01 pP@1).Bl@pimdrysh EO EOOO
that Jonah commits that Father Mapple highlights is pride. By attempting to

separate himself from God, Jonah demonstrates Promethean arrogandehe

separation is an attempt to find autonomy from God, and perhaps demonstrates

an attempt to scale tle Great Chain of Being. Asunishment God commits Jonah

to the belly of a fish. The act is meaningful, as instead of achieving a separation

from God, dnah is integrated into the animal; becomes part of the whale as

punishment. dnah effectively becomes part of the animalHowever, as he

becomes part of the animal he learns humility. He accepts his position and thanks

God for allowing him the insight. Beause of this, God does not allow the whale

Ol AECAOO *11 AeamiOARA T OBA * kEAEA 0@4).71 OEA A

According to the story, Jonah is allowed to be separated from the whale, but only
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when he acknowld CAO EEO b1 OE ONad How pledsindtd@BwaS T Aqd O
this conduct in Jonah, is shown in the eventual deliverance of hinofn the sea
AT A OEA x Ehelindlion of thispchapter is used to demonstrate the
relationship between God and humanity, and animal and humanity. The
integration of the man into the animaldemonstrates the close relation humanity

has to the animal, and this can only be redeemed throughethumble acceptance

I £ E OisAhobt&réiebthan Promethean arrogance.

Ahab acknowledges the animal fury with which he hatieen hunting the whale.

This is his most lucid insight into his own life and flaws. Here he relieves himself

of the arrogance and professes the madA OO0 1T £ EAYE | wildw@edthee Oq O

poor girl when | married her, Starbuck; and then, the madness, tHeenzy, the

boiling blood and the smoking brow, with which, for a thousand lowerings old

Ahab has furiously, foamingly chased his presnore ademonOE AT A(47B)AT Ao

The claim that he is more like a demon than a man is meaningfuThe

amalgamation of animality into his person has turned him into a subhman

AAET C8 4EA OOA | siggdSE hat this §dbioticdnjoiniig of

the animal and the man has created something monstrous; more monstrous

perhaps than MobyDick himself. The use of this word § reminiscent of
FrankensteininwhichOEA AOAAOOOA EO Ofoveke diBdnly OT AO O,
in appearance that the creature is daemonic initially, though when he becomes

morally corrupted the phrase is more meaningful. nEA AOAAOOOABO AAO/
pEOAOA Oif dskd diedto his hideousappearance, and the a lack of

morality. The word is attributed to Ahab because of his lack of reasomhe word
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O dmond can therefore be attributed to a person who lacks sme aspect of

humanity. It isthesedemons that reside in the abyss.

SAEI DPAT EAGAO AT A OEA OOOOCCI A T &£ 7EI10d !E

Thusfar, | have applied my focus téhe role of the body inMoby-Dick, both animal

and human. Like Shelley, Melville was driven to consider the corporeal elements

of humanity, and how thesereminds us what we have in common with the

animal. Within this section, | move on to consider ArthO0 3 AET DAT EAOAO0S O Ol
of the Wi, to demonstrate the potential difference between animal and human

that Melville proffers®4. | demonstrate how Melville represents rationality as a

weak weapon when attempting to conquer animal instinct. According to Eric

Goldmartsh - AT OE 1 IBilySBGdd 1924 Aritténfover thirty years after

Moby-Dick was published explores the implicatiors of Darwinian Theory more

thal AT U T &£ - Al OEI | A% Goldnénkvkes EABOBRT T AIOAXxT @BC
more generally preoccupied with the philosophical implications of a Darwinian

perspective of human being; in particular, Billy Budd broods over thshrinking

possibility of free will in the apparently deterministic universe unveiled by

DA O x E4B19. Billy Buddis a postDarwinian text that Melville started writing

ET pyygyh OEQ® UAAOO AZEOAO $AOxET 860 AAAOES

$ A O xsHhedescent of Mgrdemonstrates, as Goldman argues, a dichotomy

present within humanity of animal instinct and human free will. Billy condemns

94 Arthur Schopenhauer Essays and Aphorismfrans R.J. Hollindale, London: Penguin Classics,

1976 Subsequent page references in text.

% Eric GoldmanO" OET CGET ¢ / 0O OEA "AAOGO ET - A1 OEI1A80 "ElIl U
(TTU ,AGEATT 11 " stididdin tiemdveNolA37,INE B (wdtari2@8) pp.

430-442 Subsequent page references in text.

% Herman Melville,Billy Budd and Gher Stories Ware: Wordsworth Classics, 1998ubsequent

page references in text.
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himself to death because of his unescapable urge it Claggart thatkills him.
The action represents the brte instinct within Billy; silenced by his stutter, the
only reaction that seems possible for him at that mom# is to lash out violently.
The absence of speech simultaneously represents animality alongside his act of
aggression. However, as Goldman suggsstthere is also the ambiguous
pi OOEAEI EOU OEAO AO OEA AT A 1T &£ EEO |1 EZAR
animal instinct to twitch during his hanging:
7EOQOE "EIT1UB8O Z£ET Al h OAAI thicdetiabcei EOAAOQI T OC
of his autonomic refexes themselvesMelville preserve thepossibility
of transcendent free will in a looming, deterministic universe where
PAT DI A OAAI COEAAA 1 AOGO AU OOEA & OAA |
OEA OAOOOA &I OAAS 1T &£/ OEAEO AT EI Al ET OOEI
- AT OEIT 1 A h&noveEllaAs®® huiadn nature overcoming animal instinct

and the ambiguity as to whether this is actually possible:

Yet inMoby-Dickh - Al OEI 1T A A@bl OAO AO ' EAAGO 1 AA
OEA AAQGEITT O 1T &# A AOI A AOOOA AOOAAEEIT C 1
somehow evil. InBilly Budch OEA OAIlI ET AAOO E1T OOET AOG | A&
merges with human nature when characters such a Claggart suddenly

reveal a core animal nature that they are helpless to resist. Such

devolution, or what Darwin frequently referred to &@®© OOAOAOOET 18 Ol

primitive forms, occurs time and again to both high and low

characters in the novel. (436)



Tabitha Kari46

Goldman here arguesE AO ET - Al OEI ER 6 OE AAICATERDA & T ©AA
ET OOET AO6 OEAO 1T OAOOITE "EITU xtEd&tl EA ATI
symbolically transposed it on the whale that Ahab seeks to destroy. Similarly,

Steven Herrmann offers a psychoadaU OEA OAAAET CMeMlBAE QAOOET C
Oui AT 1 T &£ OEA 7 EE Odlanimagé of thé Selbthat skdsse$tBeA E 6

3 Al AGdle iA Avial that most of the major religions of the globe hdv T 1T 06

97, Herrmann argues that the Whale represents a more nefarious part of the

humAT DOUAEAR AT A AAODdndehvAvk ® marg thd @vo OAOET 6
arguments of Herrmann and Goldmanusing AET DPAT EAOA OBeWillAT T AADPO

to demonstrate how Moby$ EAE OAOAI A1 AO OEA AT EI Al xEOEI

Symbolically Ahab seeks to assert human i power over the animal instinct in

the emblematic klling of Moby-Dick. The difference in narrative devices that

Melville usedin both texts to explore the same concept is notablen Moby-Dick,

the symbolic war between instinct aaxd human will on the surface issery distinct

as it occurs between two separate bodieghe human and the whale. Until one

begins to closely examine the zoomorphic/anthropomorphic devices in the

novel, the whale and Ahab arepposing antagonists. In his later novel, Melville

has disposed of this pretended separation, and demonstrates how the contention

between animal and human is smething that can be observeck EOEET | AT 8 O
individual psyche. Billy Buddtherefore draws out and exemplifies the central

message oMoby-Dickthat pertains to the difference between animal and man.

97 Steven B. HerrmannMelville's Portrait of SameSex Marriage inMoby-Dick,Jung Journal:
Culture & Psyché/ol. 4, No. 3 (Summer 2010), 67
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"T1 AT AT80 AOCOIi AT O OEAO ) ifelatontoMBOYOOEAO A @
Dickis inherently inEAA O1T 3 AETI PAT EAOGAO8O EAAAO 1T £ 00
force that presides over life. The difference must be distinguished between

PN

3AET PAT EAOAO0G O AlthatORD B ORAE OOEDHEAEIIN

AT T OO0 I
AAAAAAA A

I EARA AT EI Al ET OOET AOh AT A xEAO '1T1AI AT OA
is used to describe the human strength of mind over brute instinct. The word

OxEI 16 AAT OEAOAAZEI OA AA OOGAA OI AAOAOEAA I
used with caution. For thisOAAOT 1T xEAT ) AEOA@@OStoOEA OEODI
human ability to overcome instinct through the use of hought, and when |

AEOAOOO YOEBEMITIEIAA OAEAOOET ¢ O 3AET PATEAO
nature. The Will is seen by Schopdmuer metaphysicallyas the driving force

behind everything:

Because everything in nature is at oncappearanceand thing in itself,
or natura naturata and natura naruratans, it is consequently
susceptible of a twofold explanation, ghysicaland ametaphysical
The physical explanation is always in terms afause the metaphysical
in terms of will; for that which appears in cognitionless nature as
natural force, and on a higher level akfe force, receives in animal and

man the name will. (56)

Schopenhaue argues that the Wl is a force that animals and humans share, and
the only aspect that humans havd OAO AT Ei A1 O E® in@edA ET QA1 I
remarkable how, through the mere addition of thought, which the animal lacks,
there should have been erectedn the same narrow basis of pain and pleasure

that the animal possesses so vast and lofty a structugd human happiness and
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i E OA QasB Schopenhauer argues that the magnitude of humaritdo not
DEEI | Ol PE EThA redt live their Aiks,awdy in ths dream not very
different from the animals, from which they are in the end distinguished only by

their ability to D OT OEAA £ O A (2B)He émbhatiz@ly dediaked A 8 0
Mow very paltry and limited the normal human intellect is, and how little

lucidity there is in human consciousn® O §1&3). Ahab in his symbolic quest to

quell animal instinct with his human intellect intends, in Schopee AOA 06 O OAOI Oh

to overcomethe WEI I AU OOEIT ¢ EEO EOI AT EOU OI
mission to widen the gap between the human and the animal by asserting the
dominance of hs human will above the natural Vill of the whale, demonstrating

himself as part of a higher species that can usurp animal instinct.

As Captain heconsiders himselfto be the pinnacle of the humanity aboard the
ship, and works doggedly to maintain his superiority throudp his incessant
pursuit of Moby-$ EAE8 %OEA 7EI OI1T AAI EAOAO OEAO
to maintain the Great Chain of Being whilst scaling it simultaneously:
On the one hand, he yearns for a static scale of nature, in which
hierarchically grouped animals and men are utterly fated to be what
they are, moving with the regularity of machines. On the other, he
wishes for himself to progress, to evolve, to the very topf the chain,
from which place he will hold the other species below him. From
either position, he maintains, violently, the shared assumptions of
both pre-Dawinian chains of being: anthropocentrism, hierarchy,

design. (135)

OOAZ
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Wilson describes Ahab activelyputting human intellect over the unstoppable
force of the WIl. As David C. Leonard argues, Ahab becomes a symbol of

Promethean arrogance:

A more significant basis for the challenge is provided when man feels

within his own intellectual or moral nature a superiority to the gods

as he has been taught to believe in them. The stories of Prometheus

may show such development. Prometheus continued his defiance

because he felt he was on solid moral ground, even though Zeus held

the superior power. Eventually suchchallenges lead to a rejection of

i AT60 1 AOGOAO AAIT EAZEO AT A A OAAE Oi AGET T 1
, ATT AOA Al AEI 6 OEAO 'EAAGO o001 i AGEAAT NOA
humanityto sSAAT A OEA ' OA A Gtaddidt Byime,IbvEstand ihdeC d, O
me, whoever you are that will now help Stubb; for Stubb, too, sticks here. | gri
AO OEAARh OET O (506D Bdrel AhabCGevealghis pli§h @ elevate
himself above humanity and look the whale in the eye. Leonard woulaerhaps
argue that this is a direct dallenge to Godthat Ahab endeavours to look into the

eyes of God as an equal.

However, unlike Leonard | would argue instead that the Whale, rather than
symbolizing God, represents nature as a force of power that usurps diminutive

EOI AT EOQUS8 4 Hallure GoAdVeicbrded MbbyDick and final demise

represents the helplessness of paltry human rationality against animal instinct.

It demonstrates the power the unconscious, uncontrollable mind has over the
comparatively weakerACT 8 ) O OA OA AWl odrBdmingrdasda, A OA 08 O

and animality drowns human higher understanding. Humanity is forced to
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acknowledge its humble place and is unable to stretch to the Godly heights that
would allow it to usurp animality. The assessment can be explicitly seen

mentioned in the novel:

But as the mind does not exist unless leagued with the soul, therefore

EO |1 600 EAOA AAAT OEAOh ET ' EAAGO AAOAnN

fancies to his one supreme purpose; that purpose, by its own sheer

inveteracy of will, forced tself against gods and devils into a kind of

self-assumed, independent being of its own. (181)
-A1T OET 1T A OOA Go deserdbe hisihGan vdlixak & degarate entity. It
AAOAOEAAO ' EAABO AOOAI PO O AAOGAAE EEO 1 x1
will shared by the animal; the Will to live. Thelight of Ahab to govern the animal

is fuelled by the pure resolve of his rage. It is not his intellect that drives his quest,

but the determination to assert his human dominance over the whale.

Yet in this way Ahab is a contradiction in himself; as previously discussed his
animal instincts and insanity are fundamentally the reason for this desire to
overcome the beast. It is Starbuck who uses reason to attempt toejLthe power

I £ ' EAAGS dl thatiditvieshhim against the whale. And at only one stage
within the novel does Starbuck almost succeed. When this occurs, Ahab has one
moment of lucidity, where he recognises the sugrior humanity in Starbuck;
(Tlose! Stand close to me, Starbuck; let me look irgduman eye; it is better than

togazeintoseaorskl AAOOAO OEAT (43 At Qidpdidt AaBIS T ' 1T A6
Al 6O0O0Ah AT A 1 AO 60 AxAUA 3ARAARA OKEAAALI DA OAEW:

I'T OERMBOERAQ ADO Eilbthat davedAhimyn; Bpurring him to defeat
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the very part of himself that steers his course. Ahab seeks to conquer the animal,

but it is the animal within himself that drives him to do so. Herdae admits to this:

What is it, what nameless, inscrutable, unearthly thing is it; what
cozening, hidden lord and master, and cruel, remorseless emperor
commands me; that against all natural lovings and longing, | so keep
pushing and crowding, and jamming mgself on all the time; recklessly
making me ready to do what in my own proper, natural heart, | durst

not so much as dare(481)

The nameless power that drives Ahab is his instinctual need to recapture his leg.

His will to recapture the part of himself tha the whale took overcomes the

reasoning that tells him that the mission to overcome Mob¥ick will end in his

death. Reason tells Ahab at this point that if he continuesshcourse, he will die.

Yet his Wl to dominate the whale overcomes this, and his mment of insightful

reflection is momentary. He mistakenly assumes thatis undeterminable drive

to kill the whale comes from Godandheusesit AO EOOOBEEAAOERT ¢ AAT
this one small heart beat; this one small brain think thoughts; unless God e®

AE

that beating, does that thinkilCh AT A0 OEAO | E®pBiqcB OAICAORE®
POl OAOOAOCETT O AOA xAAE ACAET OO0 ' EAA8O OACA
weakness of rationaity against the potency of the WI, and it becomes apparent

to Starbucktha® OEA T 11 U x A Uil i®ih anfe df hnimalityEsAIfA 8 O 7

to kill him. However he refrains as it would undermne his own humanity, and

thus sacrifices his life and the lives of therew to preserve himself. In Starbuck

- s A s~

because of that he perishes.
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Wilson discusseshow Ahab, through his atempt to usurp the animalistic WII,
fails to reinforce the arrogance that humanity holds over the animal:
Aprimary OOAOA@O 1T £ - Al OEIl | Ad-OaniniamAl EO OEA
anthropocentric thought, espoused by Ahab, and the inauguration of
A OAOOGEITT T&£ $AOXxET S0 11 O0A AATTTCEAAT AO
7TEOE ' EAAGO AAI EOMandihiah befieshat @dn] AOAA DOA
through his rational facilities, sits atop and controls the great chain of
being; that civilized man is fundamentally different from the savage
AT A OEA ATEIATh TTA COEAAA 11O AU A TET
famous phrase, by an inextricableveb of affinities. (131)
Ahab, as a crippled man represents human will, ironically considering his
madness, and the whale remsents the unstoppable animal W, therefore
undermining the Cartesian idea that rational thought can overcome namal
instinct. Rationality only serves the W, sinceit cannot combat it. For this reason
perhaps MobyDick seems to be a rational creature. He coulde symbolic of
3AET PAT E Ml @itkiDaduBelvés, aided by reason but driven bythe will to

live.

s N X £ Az oax

Within Moby-Dick, Melvill A ET AT OAAO A 1T AOOAOGEOA AAI 1T AA
which somewhat resembles that oBilly Budd The framed narrative involves the

inclusion of a character named Steelkit, who resembles Billy Budd, in that he i

TTAT AR UAO Alstelki wds Rvildoteth brik Aadd wilkocean

jealous mate, and like Billy Budd, Steelkit has to comb#te Will within himself

which inspires him to react violently:
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But as he sastill for a moment, and as he steadfastly looked into the

i AOA6O 1T ATECTI ATO AUA AT A DPAXEAAEOAA OEA
heaped up in him and the slowmatch silently burning along towards

them; as he instinctively saw all this, that strange forbearance and

unwillingness to stir up the deeper passionateness in any already

ireful being- a repugnance most felt, when felt at all, by really valiant

men even when aggrieveehis nameless phantom feeling, gentlemen,

stole over Steelkit 23).

Steelkit is riled by the mate, yet his human reason quells the instinctual need to

retaliate. At this moment, Steelkit is heroic because he has the unusual ability to

guell his Will. Steelkit momentarily is able to stave off his animal instincts using

human temperance. Yet wherRadney escalates, it is as if Steelkit is possessed.

His next actions are described not as his aw but as an impersonal event:

Ommediately the hammer touched the cheek; the next instant the lower jaw of

the mate was stove in his head; he fell on the h&tspouting blocA 1 EEA A xEAIT A
(224). The event runs almost parallel to the altercation between Billy Budd and

Claggart. Claggart unreasonably antagonizes Billy, like Radney did with Steelkit,

and similarly to Billy Budd, Steelkit reacts violently. This cases mutinous

trouble, and then violence on the ship. Radney reacts towards Steelkit, and

Steelkit plots revenge on Radney. Yet revenge is not necessary, asTtbhen Ho

encounters MobyDick, and MobyDick kills Radney. The death is sgbolic; Moby

Dick represents omnipotent Wil,L3 OAAT EEO8 O AT Ei A1 EOOEA 7EI I
The story fundamentally describes Moy EAES O DT xAOh UAO EO Al C

z A 2 A ~ A oz

I OAOxEAI T ET ¢ OOOAT COE T &£ ATEI Al ET OOET AOOS8
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is so powerful it manifests itself as MobyDick. Melville, through this gory

demonstrates the power ofanimal instinct over humanity.

4EOI OCE OEA OOA 1 A& tafAHeiwib Ak ithis AddthOihave AT 1T AAD
established a concept proffered by Melville that though humanity holdshe

power of reason that could potentially elevate them above animality, it is weak

in comparison to animal instinct. For Melville, the abyss is worryingly small and

AAOEI U OOAOAOOAA8 - A1 OEI 1T A OOAO ' EAAGO EI B
doubts andinsecurities about the superiority of humanity.

The Noble &vage: the optimistic portrayal of human nature ifVioby Dick

Through readings of Schopenhauer and Kristeva, | have so far demonstrated a
rather pessimistic reading ofMoby-Dick, with regards theabyssal separation of
animal and man. However, there is a Rousseauian element that also requires

consideration. Yet unlike Shelley, Mek 1l | A ADPDPOT AAEA @ ndblIEA AT T AA{

OAOACAS ET A |1 Qduradis@igues el beford DarwinQre

# EAET 1 Mecordidrtd agd)turél tradition that preceded Darwin, the move

from savage to beast was just one step down,small slide alongA AT 1T OET OOi 86
(487) This is, however, a psition that Melville disagreeswith, as heportrays the
OOAOACAS8 xEOEET OEA 11 0A1 AO EECEI U [ EOOI

humanity.7 EAT AEOAOOOET ¢ DERT BAAAAT EADAAOACADOA
own voice most poignantly. Howarth notes that during his time as a whaler he

spent some time with the natives in the South Pacific before returning home,

which is most likely where he received such a positive view on thiedigenous

b1 B Ol ARYE indnttjslat@r he reached the Marquesas, jumped ship to live
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with natives, then rejoined the frigate United Statesdr a homeward cruise in

1843-1 1 (002). Therefore, throughoutMoby-Dick Melville actively endeavoured

to demonstrate a controversial, progressive omion on the matter of so called
OOAOACADOEBI 1 AGO OAOPAAO A& O EITAECATT 6O b
OEOI OCEI OO OEA AZ£EOOO DPAOO 1T £ OEA 11 06AI8 )G
to challenge prejudices that were present in the nineteenth Centuryshmael

begins by portraying Queequeg as a threatening chaster, adhering to

OOA OAT Youw Bhlidfjered as you gazed, and wondered what monstrous

cannibal and savage could ever have gone a dedthrvesting with such a

EAAEET ¢h EIT OOE @O)E Ye€ wheni 1IEnmdel Hedir® o talk to

Queequeg, he explicitly rejects his former prejudices, recognizing the arrogance

oE %OOT PAAT EAAARBADEOOADPDADEEODYADOOO ) EAOA
thought | to myselfOEA | AT 80 A EOI Al ePB I & mEcHOO A0 )
reason to fear me, as | have to be afraid of him. Better sleep with a sober midal

OEAT A AO0OT E®) He#itOGueQuUedhdthaadindred spirit and a

figure of mysterious power and wisdd d, BuOsavages are strange beings; at

times you do not know exactly how to take them. At first they are overawing;

their calm seltcollectedness of sild1 EAEOU OAAI O A453ThA OAOEA x
I PETETI I £ )OEIi AATd6h AT A ETAAAAR - Al OEIl
conception of ideal humaniy, the noble savage. Melville implies that if you strip

a man of his society he becomes a far better creature, and potentially closer to

god:

Men may seem detestable as joint stoeBompanies and nations;

knaves, fools and murderers there may be; men médnave been mean
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and meagre faces; but man, in the ideal, is so noble and so sparkling,
such a grand and glowing creature, that over any ignominious
blemish in him all his fellows should run to throw their costliest

robes. (102)

In this sense, Melville depits humanity as a higher form of being, but only when

stripped of those appendages that Rousseau suggestskadumans higher than

AT E| Ahe@de 94t his very indifference speaking a nature in which there

lurked no civilized hypocrisies and bland decei® §45). At this stage, Melville

OAAT O O1T OOOAU AEOT I 271 OOO0A Aicedthe vallekni I O DEE /
AT1TAAPOO 1T £ OOQitskems th®@ 1 BEA OADAQADT O AT T OEAAO
progression as a symptom of society. Instead, he considers man uatly noble,

in his more simplistic form.

For this reason, slavery is problematic in the eyes of both Melville and Darwin. If
the more fundamental, pure form of humanity is superior, then slavery entirely
family of abolitionists, mentioned the effects of slavery on humanity iWoyage of

the Beagle

While staying at this estate, | was very nearly being an eyewitness to

one of those atrocious acts, which can only take place in a slave

Al 01 6ous) OEAI1T 1TAOGAO &£ OCAO T U EAAI ET C
shame, at seeing a great powerful man afraid even to ward off a blow,

directed, as he thought, at his face. This man had been trained to a

degradation lower than the slavery of most helplss animals. (6263)
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$ A O >sHnbight into slavery offersa view on humanity within the slave trade.
Darwin speaks of a strong man placed below animality in his degradation;
Al T OEAAOCET C -AIT OGEIT1ABO 1 PET ET 1rilegiols EOI AT EO
perversion. Slavery was implementedor the purpose of forwarding western and

European concerns, by creating annjust hierarchy between men. It therefore
OOAOGAOOO OEA 11T AEI EOU ET EOI ATEOU O1 AAOT AA
life a monetary value, aractthat MA 1T OET 1 A | AT OET A OA kT 8 OEA A O
to lose whales by the likes of you; a whale would sell for thirty timewhat you

x1 O1 Ah 0 E b [37@.1Stullb tompale$ thedcost dhe young black cabin

boy Pip to the cost of the whale, anduggests the whale to be worth more,

AATTT OOOAOET ¢ OEA OOAOGAOOEITT 1T &£ O0EDPSO EOI A
threat, which left him alone in the ocean revealgshe result of considering

humanity something of iR Al xT OOE8 4 EA HiDaAi®AatsdEal 1 1T £ OF
loss of his own humanity due to a lack of compassion from those who should

have shown him mercy. Melville therefore establishes the slave trade as a system

that undermines the nobility of humanity, both within the white masters, and the

African skhves. We are invited to empathig with Pip; who, as a mere boy was

exposed to the harsh realities of the world. You could perhaps argue, that the

novella Benito Ceranccontradicts my reading as a work of fiction based on the

slave mutiny of Tyrall in 1805%8 (1| x AOAOh ) xT O1 A AOCOA OEA
in fact, supports this assessment. Within the novella, Delano, tipeotagonist,

A @Dl E A E OAhUthisGsaery BréedsCudl DAOOET 1 O ET 1 Al

8
(129). Here Melville highlightsthereasb &I O OEA [ OOET Uun OEA 0O06¢C

w( AOI AT - Al OEIT 1 ABilly Budddahdgothkr Storfed&vAré: Waordsworth Classics,
1998
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slavery breeds in man. These are the very passions that sent Pip m&enito
Ceranoemphasizes the drastic measures that the desperate are forced into,

regardless of how illogical their success may seem.

WithnPEDS6 O | EAOT 1T AOOAOEOA - AT OEIT A AT 1T OEAAO
of a humanity that would otherwise exceed and flourish over other forms. The
three harpooners, Queequeg, Tashtego and Dagoo represent the pinnacle of
humanity; out of all the crew hey are the characters thatoverpower the whale
through their strength and their skill. The presence of the three harpooners may
represent the holy trinity, demonstrating the association between pure, raw
humanity and godliness. Pip, however, counteracts thesharacters in showing,

as a child, what happens when human spirit is perverted by Western ideas of
EOIi ATEOUSO x1 OOES

According to Philip Armstrong, Melville was writing at a pivotal time, conerning
more thanE O 0O O 8EAhdALd6d, th®©yearduring which Melville wrote

his novel, were the years of the doomed compromise between oppents and
POl BT 1T AT OO (1034 Mahadl O.Bertiad@rgues than narrative style
Moby-Dick resembles the American Slave narrative. Berthold argues that My
Dick in narrative style resembles the works of Solomon Northrup and Frederick
Douglas. He draws attention the whale symbolically usedithin the debate over

O1 A O Befote gynd Guring the Civil War, the whale itself was a popular symbol
ofslaveryaddE OO D OT D E A OE ®ALE5) GivelthesignfiGaice of Bi

symbol and the time in which the novel was written, MobyDick as a symbol of

99 Michael C. Bertholdh Maby-Dick and American Slave Narrativé The Massachusetts Review
Vol. 35, No. 1 (Spring, 1994), pp. 13548
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the eradication of slavery cannot be ignored. His eventual triumph over the
Pequod and Ahab demonstrates morehan just a disruption of hierarchy of
human over beast but also of human over human. The whale functiorteere as a

signifier of political unrest in America at the time.

Conclusion

There is a reason why the whale is considered symbolically both the embodemt
of God and brute force. The omnipotence of animality over humanitysi
something that frightens Melville, and in their abilty to usurp humanities
rationality in the form of sheer force, God and animality seem to be inherently
linked and similar. In comparison human rationality seems to be a weak and
pathetic. Melville regards human rationality as a factor that separates human
from animal, but it is demonstrated to be comparatively weak. Unlike Descartes
and similarly to Schopenhauer, Melville does rigout reason on a pedestal above

the animal as a superior force, but rather as a flimsy addition.

Yet the novel is not entirely pessimistic in regards to humanityBy regarding
characters like Queequeg, and the other harpooners, Melville demonstrates a
respect, and deference towards humanity that is more untainted by civilisation.
By doing this, he approaches a more spiritual, holistic interpretation of religion

that would have been regularly regarded during the nineteenth century.
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3O0DAO 10 36PAOAI 61 6O -AIln $1 060601 ABOEUBS O

animal/human divide in Crime and Punishment

7EAT AEOAOOOEIT ¢ &UI AlAmna $chud KaladidDiOr&feybt® x OE OE 1
Dostoevsky as a scientist himself, partaking literary experiments, writing in

xAUO OEAO xAOA TAx AT A A@gbil OAOI Oug O) 0 EO
a century now students of Dostoevsky continue to see him as something of a

scientist himself and to draw a parallel between his novelistic method and

experimental OAE AT AA 1T £ ©OEAme arid iPdniianest! (1p66) is a

primary example of this experimentation; hailed by many as the first

psychological thriller, Dostoevsky uses the novels protagonist to explore

concepts of criminality. Yet when science threatens the sanctity of religious

discourse, Dostoevsky bcomes inherently protective; it is this drive that

inspired him to write his masterpieces.

Within this chapter IAEOAOOO OEA ET £ OAT AA T £ $AOxET EO
Crime and Punishmerdnd how it alteredhis philosophy regarding the difference

between animal and man. Similarly toprevious chapters context is initially

discussed Contextual examination is particularly important within this chapter,

as the novel was written soon after the publication oDn theOrigin of Species

The introducton of DAOX ET 6 0 OAI ET Al x1 OE AAOOAA A 0OOI
community, the effects of which affected the entirety of societyollowing this |

examine three elements of the noveThe first sectionis®£l AOOAA 11 O3OEAOQEC

wi 17T A 3AEOO +A1 AAET OE O/1 e¢3O0OEAEET ¢ O OEA &AAOe A
AT A OEA 3 AE AThdRosERnRevieBHJull 20D6), pp. 41-A38 Subsequent page

references in text.

101 Fyodor Dostoevsky Crime and PunishmenfTrans.David McDuff, 1991: Penguin Classics

Subsequent page references in text.
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and pays particular attention © the role of the criminal within Dostoevsk) 8 O

TTOAI 8 &ilTlI1TxET ¢ OEB0iscuséed An ireiedumlloeat O1T 00 1 A
who becomes a sociabutcast. larguegOEAO xEEI A OEA OOBPAOA&EI O1 OO
transcend his own animality, he instead becomes a resident of the abyss. Finally

$1T 00T A®OEAAGEG EQ E A O Oaiel discbsSe, | whiEhbareActnéerned

with how man transcendshe AT Ei Al  ET  $ iloSopiyAOOEUG O DE

Dostoevsky and the Effects of Darwinism

When Dostoevsky published his psychological masterpieceCrime and
PunishmentEO EAA AAAT OAOAT UAAOO OBhthed OEA D
Origin of Specie$1859) in English but only two years since & publication in
Russian(although Dostoevsky would have certainly read it in English)The ideas

that were developing whilst Melville was writing had become scientifically

plausible.4 EA AT AOCAAT AA 1T £ $AOxET EOI AAOAI UOAA
writing, in which he focused on the more universal message of his fiction tackling

many concepts inherently linked with the emergence of Darwinian theory. The

following section will be split into two parts: part one will consider the science

relating to man and animals prevalent at the time including the rise of

Darwinismh AT A PAOO Oxi 1T ££A0O0 A AOEAAE AGAI ET A

with reference to his philosophical ideas about humanity.

Scierce at War: The Immediate consequenced On theOrigin of Species

In this first section | discuss scientific ideas of the 1860s and 1870s, and how the

radical materialist movement in Russia was inspired by Darwinism. By 1866 the

—
(@}
m

AT1TAAPO T £ $AOxET EOI h xEOE EOO A& AOO i
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of natural selection, was firmly within the public domain. The emergence of

Darwinian theory almost exactly corresponds with the great change in

$1 001 AOCEMBIOC xOEAO *1 OAPE &OAT-FiveAthd 1 O O4 EA
magnitude of the response to théOn theOrigin of Speciest is unlikely that this

development is coincidental®2, The publication ofOn theOrigin of Speciedself

was catalysed by a strong reaction from Darwin to a pape by Alfred Russel

Wallace that treatedevolutionary science similar to his own theory ofspecies

development. Thethreat of being beaten to publication shocked Darwin into

action, leading both scientists tocollaborate on a paper presentedto the

Linnaean Society on July 1st 18983. Thereception to the paper is marked as

ironic, as Richard England observes:

In 1858 Thomas Bell, president of the Linnean Society, uttered the
words that would make him the fool of a hundred histories: the year,
he said, "has not, indeed, been marked by anyf those striking

discoveries which at once revolutionize, so to speak, the department

of science on which they bea#% (267)

"AT 160 OAI AOE AAIT71 OOOAOAO OEA AOAI ACEAAI I
theory that led to a decade of academic conflict. Natursts, as England argues

wAOA CAT AOAT T U didmised @OoA aiddhk iddalthat sgizcies

102 Joseph FrankDostoevsky: A Writer in his Tim@009: Princeton University PressSubsequent

page references in text.

W EAOI A0 $AOxET AT A 'l £FOAA 2 Opbdedtb formAadrietidssA Ah O/ 1 OEA
ATA 717 OEA O0AOPAOOAOGEIT 1 &£ 6AOEACEAO AT A 3PAAEAO Al
presented at the Linnaean Society of London or#tuly 1858)Neither author was present as

$AOxET xAO AO EEO Oi 1 60nBaMéoATOMphperA efe giveAfoth AA x AO OO
Linnaean society by Lyell and Hooker, and presented by the secretary J.J. Bennett.

w2 EAEAOA %l ¢l AT Ah 6. AOOOAT 3A1 AAOGETT AAAEI OA OEA /O
to the Darwin-7 A1 1 A A A JdurAddk eHistory of Biologyol. 30, No. 2 (1997), 26290
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might transmute into other species. Their job, as they saw it, was to determine
EOOO xEAO Al 1 OGrm9.0mhe mechAnisnsEoA dvelulicd dwere
generally regarded as dubiousand although Lamarckand Chambers had
previously made attempts at proving something similar,the majority of the
scientific community did not take it seriously Darwin had succeeded in
suggesting a theory of evolution that cold be accepted by many scientists who
had originally dismissed it. The repercussions for theology and philosophy are
well known: evolution required a dramatic reassessment of ideas about what

constitutes humanity, particularly when considering our relationship to animals

and God.

Yet the fact that Wallace and Darwinreached similar conclusions around the
same time exemplifies how important the midVictorian years were for the
development of natural science. Darwin writes of the uncanny synchronicity®
never saw a more striking coincidence. If Wallace had my M.&e&h written out

in 1842 he could not have made a better short extract! Even his terms natand
AO (AAAO T A§|tthereferd dpiears) hat the theory was merely
waiting for the right time, and the right scientists to be verified.The theory that
he and Wallace proposed is described by Davidull as being as@ompetitive,
individualistic and dog-eat-dog as Victorian society because of DarwinO
experience in Victorian England3i®6. Society in the mid nineteenth century was

often seen as callous and rationalistic exemplified by some of the seminal literary

105 Charles Darwin to Charles Lyell on the 8June 1858, Darwin Correspondence Project
<https://www.darwinproject.ac.uk/entry -2285> Subsequent page references in text.

106 David L. Hull ®econstructing Darwin: Evolutionary Theory in Contex@Journal of the History
of Biology, Vol. 38, No. 1 (20055ubsequent page references in text.


http://encore.essex.ac.uk/iii/encore/articles/C__Sdarwin%20wallace__Orightresult?acc=434745701&con=JstorXML&lang=eng&link=http%3A%2F%2Fencore.essex.ac.uk%3A61080%2Fjstor%2Fstable%2F10.2307%2F4331924%3Fref%3Dno-x-route%3Ae79dc8244bd337b0bdeaadd01df43105&suite=cobalt&title=Deconstructing+Darwin%3A+Evolutionary+Theory+in+Context
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works of the decac like $ E A E Bdrd5 Times (1854)107. Perhaps this is the

reason that a theory as brutal as Darwinism could benore readily accepted.

By the late 1850s the concept of evolutiowas gaining momentum.As discussed

in the previous chapter,2 T AAOO # NéstigdsfoDtheONatural History of

Creationism (1844)108 although not scientifically respectable gained ideas of

AOGi 1 OOEITT DI bpOl ACEOURh AT A #EAOI AO , UAT T 6«
Principles of Geology1830-1833)19° was widely accepted and acclaimed in

scientific circles like the Linnaean SocietyAccording to Hull, external factors

including the social mood of the time affected the acceptance of Darwinian

Theory. Malthusian theory of economics was being applied to anthropology of

England, as{ O1 1  x\@HerODadviy) rebrned from his voyage, twomillion

people lived in London and its immediate environs. Before Darwin died, the

populaOET T EAA COI x1 (18d) TheEdrén@tic chérige thatHulB 6

highlights shows the acceleration of society during the years in which Darwin

was working. In turn, it led to new and radical ideological thinking about

population management, with a divergencdrom existing religious and moral

ideas. Malthusian theory was popularly characterized by a dismissal of moral

sympatt UN OEA DOET A BiHsdywlE AORO COHABDI EEDIGAO | £ 0
(1834) suggests that disease and death are natural controls on population

growth.110 In this way, it was perceived that Malthusian theory applied the way

we treat animals to humanity. Similarly, the implications ofsocial Darwinism

107 CharleDickensHard TimesVorsdsworth Classics: 1995

108 Robert Chamberg/estiges of Natural Creatip©ambridge University Press: 2009

109 Charles LyePrinciples of Geologyenguin Classics: 198tibsequent page references in text.
110 Thomas Robert MalthusAn Essay on the Principle of Populatiddxford University Press:
1999
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were taken to imply a need for utility over morality, evident through the

ET 00T ACGAOGCET T 1T &£ ODPI T O 1 Aocxhérsh thatoieAniight( O1 |
suspect that they were devised to make poor people strive even hardes free
themselves £0T | DT [@R)OIAytaded on society was the concept of
OOOOOEOAT alrgadyOBalwinigei via®ahIyi0ad progression in science

that seemed to reflect the zeitgeist.

The environment was prime for Darwinism to gain a strong following, as James
Moore asserts:(onverts were won, alliances formed, and within a few years
Darwinism became notorious as much for the friends it ket as for its political
AT AT B1A38%). Moore ackhowledges the most influential of the Darwinian

converts as being central to the theories kudos:

Charles Lyell, a geologist, was his fathesuperior in science; Joseph
Hooker, a botanist, was his oldest and closest friend outside the
extended family; Thoma Huxley, a zoologist, was chief among the
"young and rising naturalists” whom Darwin was determined to get

on "our side of the questionof the mutability of species."(366)

Considering the publi€ OU 1T £ $AOx EIT E Dwas Hukléy@ldne whOE OA O q,
ocaupied the limelight for several years, baiting bishops, settling old scores with

scientific bigwigs like Richard Owen, and generally using Darwin's book as an
ideological x A A B 1(369). In 1860 Thomas Henry Huxley, also known as

O0$ AOx ET 6 Gentered Intb Aid h3tbric debate with Albert Wilberforce112,

1113ames MoorgDeconstructing Darwinism: The Politics of Evolution inltie 18608Journal of
the History of BiologyVol. 24, No. §1991)

112 Thomas Henry Huxley and Albert Wilberforce (30 June 1860 to the British Association for
the Advancement of Science at Oxford Science Museum)

AA


http://encore.essex.ac.uk/iii/encore/articles/C__Shuxley%20wilberforce__Orightresult__X0?acc=434745701&con=JstorXML&lang=eng&link=http%3A%2F%2Fencore.essex.ac.uk%3A61080%2Fjstor%2Fstable%2F10.2307%2F4331187%3Fref%3Dno-x-route%3Ae7e48f6f3246b6d1ce7239c3f85223f6&suite=cobalt&title=Deconstructing+Darwinism%3A+The+Politics+of+Evolution+in+the+1860s
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Edward J. Larson observes that whereas Darwin preferred to shun publicijty
Huxley became a spokesman for Darwinisnin effect, he was the public face of
evolution, engaging in public discourse and founding the evolutionist journal the
Natural History Review The debate with Wilberforce was characterized by
(01 AUBO ADPPI EAAOGETT 1T &£ Al AAOGhAADGE ODAAGDAI
dogmatic and poorly rationalized perspective. Supposedly, according to J.R.
Lucas when Wilberforce joked: s it on your grandfather's or your
grandmother's side that you claim descent from a monke§Huxley retorted that

he would rather be degended from a monkey than from a bishop that obscured
the truth113.The debate did much to raise the profile of the theological problem
were humans created especially by God or did we descend, like everything else
from animals? If Darwin was the authorof evolutionary science, Huxley was his

publicist.

Huxley also engaged in a dispute with Robert Owen in which they discussed the
anatomical differences between humans and animals. Owen was one of the
primary biological scientists of the nineteenth centuy, having helped found the
British Museum of Natural History and superintending the Royal Society.
However in his Anglican philosophies and resistance to evolution, he was
unswerving, especially considering the question of the human/animal dividél4
Owen agued that the main difference between humans and animals was the
presence of the hippocampus minor, a part of the brain that according to Owen

is unique to the human; he concluded that because of this humans cannot have

m* 828 , OAAO O7EI AAOAI OAA ATl The Kisho@dal AdumalViol 22. ACAT AAOU %
No. 2 (1979)

114 Christopher M. Owen, Hippocampus Minor, Calcar Avis, and the Huxleyven Debate,

Neurosurgery Vol 65, No.6 (2009)
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descended from aped?!s After extensvA OAOAAOAEh ( 0@l AU AEOOAAC
in a lecture of hisown to the Royal Institutel16, Other scientists that rallied to

$AOxET 60 AAOOA EIT Al OAA #EAOI AO +ET Ol Auh !
whoin 1964 firO0 Al 01 AA x E A X#0 ©BHBAghoup detlidatddito tiRE A O
promotion and defence of Darwinism (376). The group collaborated in 1869 to

found the journal Nature, one of the most prominent sientific journals today

x E E AikabaghedlyD OT | T OAA $AOx ET K10d). Edwhrd EaGitb DACAOS
Al PEAOGEOGAOG *1 OAPE $AI1 OI Tn the TatcEpfaaxd @f COAAOD

$ A O x E 1 Huddy eyas ¢he publicist who wrote reviews and debated clergy;

Hooker was the politician who operated in the circles of power, a little less visible

and much less vociferos thal ( O @1 AU AOO EDE@%3) MttougiE | BT OOAT «
Hooker was not aspublicly vocal in his support of Darwinism he was a constant

source of support of the theory; it was, for example, within a letter to Hooker that

Darwin revealed his new scientific leaings. Between them, Caudill refers to both

(001 AU ATA (TTEAO AO S$AOXxET SO COAABGAOGD OF
consR AOO OEA OE A OlIB@tbie ehdf tife ASBOs FHe Babwinians®ad

won. The victory was not absolute, but it did not need tdbe. Hooker became

president of the British Association for the Advancement of Science in 1868,

followed by Huxley's ascend T AU O OEA OAIi4Bs-465pmieA A ET py

# AOAET 1 OA AARG refefringAo séebtificdadd pOblicdacceptance of

152 7 A A OO Oh thelClagsifiction and Geographical Distribution of the Mammalia Being

OEA , AAOGOOA 11 B3EO 21 AAOO 2AAAAE0 &1 OT AAGEI T h $AT E¢
the Senate( | OOAh - AU pmnh pyvwd 47 7EEAE )OO ! AAAA Al | DDA
EdOET AOET T AT A 4 OATL6rddhBArAtE House,iMay 1BIBEA.AEA O8 06

116Thomas Henry Huxley"On the Theory of the Vertebrate Skull", the Croonian Lecture, The
Royal Institution, 17 June 1858

1A x AOA # A OA E IEatérs: The Bulllicity Ea&aidgn for Darwin and on the Origin of
3 b A A Jodn@dohthe History of Idead/ol. 55, No. 3 (1994)
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the theory. The fact that it took a whole decadéor the theory to be accepted

demonstrates how controversial it was, and hownuch resistance there was

$AOxET AEA 110 1 AT OETT EOI AfTie®eséedt of OECET O
Manin 1872. However, the implications for human evolution were evident inOn

the Origin of SpeciesThe popular media exploited public uneasiness over the

possibility that humans might be related to animals Darwinian science was

ridiculed in popular publications like the American( AODA O6 @arAhd E1 U

British Punch19, Sone cartoons explicitly highlighted how strange the idea of

human-animal connectedness seemed by questioning it. For example, this

cartoon of a gorilla from the May 1861 edition oPunchdepictsan ape wearing a

notice that asks a rhetorical question:

MONKEYANA.

The cartoon explicitly refers to * T OEAE 7 A Aliphienistl sfodad to
emphasize the blurring of boundaries between humanity and animalitywithin

1860s in the United States the question of who was human and who was animal

8 Harpers Weeklidarper and Brothers: 1857916
<http://onlinebooks.library.upenn.edu/webbin/serial?id=harpersweekly
119pPunch 18412002 <http://www.punch.co.uk/>
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was being fought within the civil war. The question of slaveryconsidered
whether slaveswere property or deserved basic human rights. Consideringhe
guestionsinspired by Darwinism concerningthe relationship of all humanity to
animalsthis is particularly poignant. The abolitionists strove to raise the slave to
an equd position within humanity. Evolutionist humbled humanity by

demonstrating its animal origins.

This attribution of man to animal was furthered to Darwin, so as to apply what
they believed to be the implications of his theory tdhe scientist himself. The
image below from The Hornet20in March 1871 is particularly typical of these

images, which became popular after the publication dfhe Descent dflan.

In these images the human is lowered to the status of a beast so as to satirize this
blurring of boundaries, thus within the publication of these magazines the abyss

is excavated theoretically in the form of humour to demonstrate the presence of

120 The Hornet<http://www.ucl.ac.uk/news/ucl -views/0809/orangutan>
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specific parations ofthe species. This boundary blurring is also ridiculed when

the ape is elevated to human status.

The cartoon from Punchentitled (The Lion of the Seasodpublished in May 1861
demonstrates the use of anthropomorphism as aveapon against Darwinian
Theory. Similarly to the cartoons ridiculing Darwin, the blurring of boundaries
accentuates the ridiculousnessof evolutionary theory as perceived by much of
the Victorian population. A similar method used to ridicule the theory was
cyclical caricatures, for example this one by Charles H. Bennett of a barrel and a

goose transforming into a man.
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Janet Browneexamines this meD E T T E T The <biff towardOthese circular

images of evolutionary progression is interesting when compared with Darwin's

more linear branching tree. InOn the Origin of SpeciedDarwin took pains to

emphasise that evolution was neither progressive nocirculA OBréwne uses

these images to demonstraté¢he level of misunderstandinginOl AEAOU | £ $AOxE
ideas, anda misconception that is applied even todayBy many Darwinian

Theory was severely misunderstooda crucial factwhen considering literary

attitudes toward evolution.

This excessive development in society within Western Europe affected the
Russian consciousness. M. Gordin and D. Hal A O C OThe gérieration obthe
pwonO OOAT O4& Oi AA OET OAT 1 ECAT OOEA6 ET O A
discourse, cementing its association with revolutionary patics? and with

T AOOOAI 21(GuiiA and Hab argue that the intelligentsia of Russia in the
1860s amalgamated natural sciences and politicsDarwinism infected
philosophy and politics in Russiasoon after the publication ofOn theOrigin of
SpeciesDaniel P. Todes draws attention to the immense popularitgf Darwin in
Russia: For the great majority of Russian intellectuals he became a highly
prestigious figure-the embodiment of modern natural science, the author of a
powerful argument for evolutionism, and the discoverer of an important factor
in evolutionh T AOOOA 122, pkdvek AOdish drghies that the primary

problem the intelligentsia found with Darwinian theory was the concept of a

121 Michael D. Gordin and KarlHallh Intéligentsia SE AT AA ) T OEAA A]JoBiis/ OOOEAA 200
Vol. 23, No. 1, Intelligentsia Science: The Russian Century, 18850 (2008) Subsequent page

references in text.

122 Daniel P.TodesDarwin's Malthusian Metaphor and Russian Evolutionary Thought, 1859

1917, 1sis, Vol. 78, No. 41987) Subsequent page references in text.


http://encore.essex.ac.uk/iii/encore/articles/C__SDarwin%20Russia__Orightresult?acc=434745701&con=JstorXML&lang=eng&link=http%3A%2F%2Fencore.essex.ac.uk%3A61080%2Fjstor%2Fstable%2F10.2307%2F231917%3Fref%3Dno-x-route%3A8c349f3bd4997cf57ee43f44533bd5eb&suite=cobalt&title=Darwin%27s+Malthusian+Metaphor+and+Russian+Evolutionary+Thought%2C+1859-1917
http://encore.essex.ac.uk/iii/encore/articles/C__SDarwin%20Russia__Orightresult?acc=434745701&con=JstorXML&lang=eng&link=http%3A%2F%2Fencore.essex.ac.uk%3A61080%2Fjstor%2Fstable%2F10.2307%2F231917%3Fref%3Dno-x-route%3A8c349f3bd4997cf57ee43f44533bd5eb&suite=cobalt&title=Darwin%27s+Malthusian+Metaphor+and+Russian+Evolutionary+Thought%2C+1859-1917
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was troubling when applied to Christian ideas abot morality. Todes allows that
('hese thinkers generally admired Darwin, and very few thought that this flaw
justiicA  OT OAT OAE A A@GB) Vet the assdei&tion withBvilths Was
a problem, mainly because it did not prove itself in the great expanse of Russia,
but also because of its dubious morality. EveNikolai Chernyshevsky, thinker,
evolutionist and author of the contentiouswWhat is to be Don€l863) took offence

at this alignment with Malthus123

Aside from the Malthusian problem, however, radical thinkers like
Chernyshevsky accepted evolutionary theoryvith enthusiasm. The association

with radicalism became detrimental to Darwinism acording to James Allen

2 1 C A &dlayingOthe assassination attempt of Dmitri Karakozov against

Alexander Il in 1866, the Tsarist government revealed its belief that there was a

close connection between revdd OET T AOU OET OCED®48A)IThe $AOXET E
conflation of revolution and evolution led to a temporary ban ofOn theOrigin of

Speciesand an association with violence. The book was therefore highly

contentious; to many it represented an accumulation of Western ideas which

somewere open to more than others.

Dostoevsky: Life, Inspirations and the Miraculous Years

Having considered the wider contextual landscape in the 1860s pertaining to¢h

acceptance of Darwinism Inow discuss Dostoevsky, and how his experiences

123 Nikolai Chernyshevsky What Is To Be DoneCornell University Press:2014 3
124 James AllerRogerdiRusian Opposition to Darwinism in the Nineteenth Centu@isis, Vol.

65, No. 4 (1974)Subsequent page references in text.


https://www.google.co.uk/search?tbo=p&tbm=bks&q=inauthor:%22Nikolai+Chernyshevsky%22&source=gbs_metadata_r&cad=6
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effected hiswriting thematically. It is vital to consider the traumatic experiences
of his life; these experiencemspired his need to preserve the sanctity of man
through religious fervour. Freud considered Dostoevsky a geniysgriting of him
inhisessay0$1 OOT AOOEU :ATA 0AOOEAEAAS
Dostoevsky's plae is not far behind ShakespearelThe Brothers
Karamazovis the most magnificent novel ever written; the episode of
the Grand Inquisitor, one of the peaks in the literature of the world,

can hardly be valuedtoo highly. Before the problem of the creative

artist analysis must, alas, lay down its arm&>

Freud wasdeferential to Dostoevsky as a writer but was also interested in the
psychology behind his writings To understand the motivation behind his
| EOAOAOOOA EO xAO EIi DI OOAT O A1 O &OAOA 0O1 ¢
4EARA OOOAU 1T £ $1 6001 AOOEUSO AEEI AETT A AT A 0O
within his literature these influences are easily reognised. It is therefore
necessary to consider these earlgtimuli.) D OEI AOEI U OOA *1 OAPE &«

and extensive biography, which represents argudp the most recent and
thoroughAT T OEAAOAOQETT 1T &£ $1 001 AOOEUSO | EAAS
As well as a creative genius, Freud recognized Dostoevsky affasved moralist:

('he moralist in Dostoevsky is the most readily assailable. If we seek to rank him

high as a moralist on the plea that only a man who has gone through the depths

of sin can reach the highest summit of morality, we areeglecting a doubt that

253 ECI OT A &OAOAR A OB e AdddEd Edifon df thedComplete
Psychological Works of Sigmund Freud, Volume XXI (28231): The Future of an lllusion,
Civilization and its Discontents, and Other Work$928) 173-194 Subsequent page references
in text.
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AOE Q)8 OO0T AOOEUG O AAOEAOR ET OO0AAWn I £ AAAI
father, became a medical practitioner. Although iB professional career
privileged science over spirituality, his personal life was still greatly affected by
his religious faith. & OAT E 1 @@ In Bi§ Ve® darkést moments, when no
earthly succour seemed available he took refuge in the conviction of his virtue
and rectitude, and in the belief that God was on his side againsthastile and
ET AEE£EAOALNG T OIOOADD&EUSGO AZAOEAO OAx OOOOE E
that can be garnered from the ideas Darwin was later to proffer, yet assuaged
this cruelty he saw within nature and mortality with religion. It was in this

religious environment that Dostoewsky developed his deely complex

relationship with religion .

T EEO AEEI AEITA $71 O0O1T AOOEUSO Z£AiI EasU DOOAEA
a country retreat. There Dostoevsky developed his respect for the rural people

and peasants It is likely that it was his time in the country that inspired his

support of the O P fivAnnichestvo principlesy according to Frankd, Thi®

untroubled boyhood relation with the peasants certainly contributed to shaping

$1 00T AOOGEUGO 1 AOGAO O1T AEAT EAAAOGN TTA T AU ¢
national scale, the same harmonious unity between the educated classes and the

peasantry that he remel AAOAA EAOET C E(6) Phése phikiplds AEEIT A86
which | later discussin depth, consider the nature of humanityand how higher

thought must be united with a purer way of living. In this stage of his life,

Dostoevsky integrated with asimpler form of life.
&OATE AO@GEAO IGEXO EAG b1 OOAT O AOGAT O ET $1 001
years at the academy was the deajniT O OEA [ OOA A@3) Althegighe EO £A OE
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$1 OOT A OOE Ws Ostride AManEhvas urdoubtedly loved and respected

by his childrens & OAOA AEOAO OEA [ OOAAO 1T & $1 001 AO

neurotic trigger for psychosomatic epilepsy (The most probable assumption is

that the attacks went back far into hicchildhood, that their place was taken to
begin with by milder symptomsand that they did not assume an epileptic form

until after the shattering experience of his eighteenth year the murder of

his £A O E A%B Blowever, as Frank asserts FreOA8 O A OE Ahlsl AA
insinuaton EO x AAEd QhaEReudCadthde éan be shown to be
extremely dubious at best, and at worst simply mistakes; the case history Fréu

AT T OOOOAOAA EéobO Bl idpsaioanytic@rms & purely

/EE A O H45E NeQetilieless, the violent death of Dosto® E UG O AEAOEAO
had an effect on him Heincreasingly clung to the religion that comforted his

father.

$17 00T A OOE Wnes éxild ardABBarcéraBOWES extremely troubled; due to

a financial crisis hebecame involvedwith a circle of utopian socialists, and
following that with the Petrashevsky circle$ T OO0T AOOEUG O 1 AEI
that he was faithful enough to maintain his belief in Gadut intelligent enough

to question it nevertheless. The Petrashevsky circle s denounced and
Dostoevsky was accused of reading heretical banned works. The members were
sentenced to death, bufor Dostoevskythe punishmentwas waved just before
the execution. Instead he was sent into exile in Siberia for eight years, a samte
that was halved eventually. His time in Siberia inspired the semk

autobiographical House of the Dedé. The years following this did not show

126 Fyodor DostoevskyHouse of the Deadlrans. Jessie Coulson, Oxford World Classics: 2008
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i OAE EIi DOi OAT AT O ET .30 OAI AEZOBIDOT ADOBOB HO
like his gambling, were seHinflicted. Others were just bad luckFrankd O AT T AEOA
summaryof OEEO OEI A ET $1 O0O1T AOOEUBO 1 EEA AgAil bl

Beset bydebts and creditors and importunate relatives,in chronic

bad health in spite of his robust constitution, a victim of frequent and

AAAEI EOAOET ¢ APEI ADOEA AOOAAEO AT A A CAI

reached their lowest ebb in 1864 (the year of publicatio of Notes

from Underground) with the death of his brother and business

partner Mikhail, the death of his closest literary collaborator, the

brilliant and eccentric Apollon Grigoryev, and the inopportune

closure by the government of his main source of incoe, the journal

Time-a series of catastrophes eminently worthyf a novel by Sue.?)

Yet out of all this pain and misfortune Dostoevsky was able to create somehié

most important works, perhaps becausée clung tohis faith through a period of

difficulty . Although he was aware of the weaknesses in his faith, it served as

comfort in a time when Dostoevsky could find little elsewhere Works like

$ A O x Btlde Origin of Speciesalong with many other seminal philosophical

endeavours feltlike an attack on this faith and hdound it imperative to defend

it! TTA 3AEOO +Al AAET OE OO G AapErénhobdegpi OOT AEOL
religious conviction, Dostoevsky mistrusedthe claims of science and doubts the

power of human reason that arrogates to itself the right and the ability to solve
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the "ultimatA ¢ N O A2ORekgioh véas, for Dostoevsky, arsgect of his life that

waseverD OAOAT O OEOI OCET 60 AOAOU EAOAOEED EI E
on religion, by suggesting that man was nothing more than an animal, was

AOOT I AGEAAT T U AAET OOAT O &I O $1 001 AOGOGEUs8 (A
to God, the @struction of this would decimate his own sanity.

FOAOA8 O DPAOOITAI ITPETEIT T &£ $1 001 AOGOEUSO ¢
negative; he suggests thaalthough as a writer Dostoevsky excelledhe could

have had a more profound political anghilosophical input. Freud believed him

to be crippled by his need to conform to Russian ideas about spirituality:

After the most violent struggles to reconcile the instinctual demands

of the individual with the claims of the community, he laded in the

retrograde position of submission both to temporal and

spiritual authority, of veneration both for the Tsar and for the God of

the Christians, and of a narrow Russian nationalism

aposition which lesser minds have reached with smaller effort. Tk

is the weak point in that greatpersonality. Dostoevsky threw away

the chanceof becoming a teacher and liberator of humanity and made

himself one with their gaolers. (177)
7EAQOEAO T O 110 &OAOAGO AEOADPDI ET OIi AT O EAO
DostoeDOEU EO Al T OEAA O Avast impodantineelishsEahdhis | O1 Ad O

works address great and important problems. Yet one may conjecture what

127 Anna Schur Kaladiouk@n "Sticking to the Fact" and "Understanding Nothing": Dostoevsky
and the Scientific MethodThe Russian Reviewpl. 65, No. 3 (Jul., 2006jpp. 417-438.
Subsequent page references in text.
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would have happened if Dostoevsky had a less religious upbringing, if his father
hadiT T O AAAT O AOOOAI T U i OOAAOAAh EZ EA EAA
radical thinking.

According to Ladislav Kovac, when considering his attitude towards Darwin,

Dostoevsky was willing to allow that humanity had evolved from the ap&s8

However,heAl O xAO OT AAT A OF AT 1 O0EAAO 1 AT A Oi
V. A. Alekseev sentf7June 1876:
By the way: Recall the current theories of Darwin and others about
i AT60 AAOAAT O &EOI I OEA ApAs 7EOEITI OO0 Al
Christ announces strgght out that in addition to an animal world,
there is also a spiritual world in man as well. Well, and difference does
EO | AEA xEAOA 1T AT AAI A EOITjEO8O0 110 AO
how God sculpted him from clay, took it from the earth), but on the
oOEAO EATA '"T A AOAAOEAA 21 O0I EEI OEA AOA
Larson mentions that this was the way many of the intelligentsia dealt with
concepts of evolution; by amalgamating them with their faith (221).
$71 001 AOGOEUGS O Awgbi AT AGET 1 eémvawndhdaniodis | £ OEA
spirituality. Furthermore in this letter to Alekseev he mentions the diffeence
AAOxAAT EOI AT 4ERASADEI ADgQEAAA AT OI A T11U

mankind, but Christ knew thatyouch 6 O OAT Ax [ AT x2B3)kor AOAAA Al
Dostoevsky, you cannot merely appeal to people material needs as you can with

animals. You must apply to their inherent spirituality primarily, for then they can

128 | adislav+ T O Dawin and Dostoyevsky: twind/ol. 11. 2010. 81815
129 Fyodor Dostoevsky etter 18721877, Ed. and Trans. David A. Lowe, Ardis:1991 (286).

Subsequent page references in text.
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overcome all hardships, like Sonja irCrime and PunishmentAlthough he was

willing to admit some truths in the theory Dostoevsky was regularly scathing of

Darwin because of the link between his theories and materialism, in particular

within his non-fictional The Diary of aVriter (1873-1881). In his diary he writes:

®lease note, gentlmen, that all these high European teacherspolight and our

hope-all those Mills, Darwins and Straussesometimes consider the moral

obligations of modern man in a most astonishing mén A € 6Ronald D. LeBlanc

Al 01 AOCOAO OEAO $i Odesd foweE Dardinsnd® ArA OEET ¢ A
ET EAOAT O EincCinte @ndPuni€nbend gEI00 ET OOAT AAh $AOxEIT
AOA EiIi PIEAEO EIT 2AO0EITTEEI 060 Ai AEOCEIT O
OABOOAT Gnak WHoOuglongs t A  OOPAOET O OARA T &£ | /
DostoeMOEUS O DOT Al Al xEOE $AOxET EOI OEAOAA&EN OA
the implications when considering religion and morality, which shall be

discussed within the remaining part of this chapter.

Svidrigailov_: The Human Beast

Within the last section | established the context in whictCrime and Punishment
was written. Having considered the scientific and personal elements that

contributed to the themes of this novel, | can now focus on the novel itself. In this

OAAQGET1T $1 001 AOGOGEUSO PEEITOIPEU 11 OEA AO
focus on the charater Svidrigailov who embodies the criminal drive through the

novel as that of wanton hedonism and a disregard for morality.

130 Fyodor Dostoevsky,The Diary of a Writer Trans." T OEO " OAOI 1 #EAOI AO 3 AOEAT A

131 Ronald LeBlancSlavic Sins of the Flesh: Food, Sex, and Carnal Appetite in Ninet&amttury
Russian FictiotUPNE: 2012
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In her critique on the relationship between the law and the individual Colin
Dayan writes on the metamorphoses of a person into a spirit/animal/object in
The Law is a White Ddg(2011). She considers in particular Guantanamo Bay
and the exiling from persontood that occurs, writing:
Yyl OEA 1117 C EEOOI OU T &£ xEAO ) AAlI1T OTAc«
slaves, animals, criminals and detainees who are disabled by the law.
Legal thought relied on a set of fictions that rendered the meaning of
in law and criminals asdead in law or in the perpetual recreation of
the rightless entity. (xii)
$AUAT AEOAOOOAO OEA thehdc@® b A dyesfthe dvVA OOT T ET 1
Ol A A OE kréatioA bffa sp@died of Gepersonalised perboO @89 The
criminal is placed in a state of liminality where they are a human physically yet
not socially. There is a special category developed for the criminal, outside of
regular human society but not entirely excluded; controlled bodily like an object
rather OE AT A OOAEAAOh Al As$ AQWRAGOEI AT AAIPDE A
OA AP A OO lddmeristfatdhow a person can be placed in the abyssal space
between human and animal through rejection of a conventional social ctract.
$AUAT 80 OEAT OU AAT AA ETEAOAT OI U ETEAA OI
AT OE ET OEAA AT A 1T OOOEAA 1T &£ AEI Oh TO PI 1 EOE
AAEET EQGET 1T O AEOAOOO EEidq O4EA OAAOAA T A

judged on acount of a crime. It is not permitted to sacrifice this man, yet he who

132 Colin Dayan,The Law Is a White Dog: How Legal Rituals Make and Unmake PerBoinggeton
University Press: 2011
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EEIT O EEI xEI1l 110 AA ABIEAAITAMOA UEAIGO BIAIUZ
AAPDAOOI T Al EOAA DPAOOT T Oh OEA O(Ti11T 3AAAOS
organism, but not in terms of his politicalbeing, as he is effectively stripped of

his human rights. This idea of the criminal can also be considered with reference

Ol +OEOOAOAGO AT+HOELEDR OAE OO RAD POARBRRAEODT AOE
Agamben and$ AUAT 6 0 OEAT ouh AO OEA APPIEAO EAO
@!'TU AOEIi Ah AAAAOOA EO AOAxO AOOAT OEI T Ol
premeditated crime, cunning murder, hypocritical revenge are even more so

because they heighterthe displaU T &£ OO A &) TheOahj€ctioh Bf Orin@ 6

that Kristeva discusses must further be applied to the criminal; he or she

AARAAT T AO A TEIET AT AAETCch A 117710001 00 OEO

Qu

animal. Considering the treatment of Dostoevsky as a ceninal before the

publication of his seminal novels these theories areiseful when discussing

criminality as a transformative process which changes the criminal from human

to subhuman abyssal residers $1 OOT AOOEUG6 O AGEI A AT A AAA
him with a unique view of the treatment of the criminal, having inspired him to

write  House of the Deadn the subject, he experienced this process of

depersonhood himself. 1 is therefore possible that Dostoevsk had first hand

experienced the abyss himself priord writing Crime and Punishment

| argue that the criminal is stripped of part of his identity due to a lack of morality,
I O OPEOEOOAT OAT OAh AAEAOQOET C O $1 001 AGOEL
The criminal, in his rejection of morality is deprived ofhis humanity and
becomes a form of sukhumanity, demonstrated particularly in the use of the

T Al A O3 OE adaactér wholin@ié treatment of Dunya and others shows
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himself to be almost entirely void of moral feeling throughout the novel with only
occasional moments where his conscious reanimates. The name is used to
represent the criminal andthe subversive within the novel.Svidrigailov becomes
more than a nameto represent an individual character and instead signifies the
sordid criminal mind, established primarily when Raskolnikov attempts to chase

a man with nefarious intentions away from a girl who is intoxicated®ey you!
SVidiCAET T OA 7EAO AT59)WithGughihieiseualpredailiresimot j
actually Svidrigailov, the use of his namm this context implies an application of
his identity on all subversive characters within the novel. Raskolnikov, by using
EEO TAI A ET OEEO 1 ATTAO EAO OAEAT 3 0OEAOE
manipulated it to become a uniform term to describe all crirmals. It is this loss

of identity that is dehumanizing, and lowers the criminal from a status as an

individual to an abyssal resident.

Svidrigailov is a gauge of criminality as he is the character who can most be
AAOGAOEAAA AO OAOEnk wio, udliReOnary Af the Othels lik@T OEA 1
Raskolnikov and Marmahdov, OA AA OO O EBEABAY AIAA GEOI Al
AAET ch AO TEEEI EOI AT Of 8 El gafiracted adfdllmg OEAO ) |
ET 1 (386A ™ declaration of humanity contrasts greaty with the claims of

animality by Marmalodov, who fratNOAT O1 U OAEAOO O EEI OAIl &
OOXxEBADD dih ) 1660 pOO EO 11T OA OO60OITCI U
but dare you, as you look upon me in this hour, say beyond all shadow of a doub

that | am notA O x HIH9)Almmdically the most base character is the one who

claims ownership of humanity, and he does this by referring to the more

sz A ~

AT EI Al EOOEA AODPAAOO i &£ EOI ATEOUNn 10008 )i
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crime is a lack of guil that is maintained through most of the n@el. He reasons
that instead of being a criminal he is merely a $terer of the human condition:
BAI I TAOOAO 1T 0 Al ) (3B6) Thsicldim lasesOiednddE | ¢ 6
considering the crime we learn that he comnits; driving a young girl to suicide

after sexual assalt:

She had a distant relativea niece, | think it was living with her; this

girl was a girl of about fifteen, or possibly even only fourteen, a deaf

[ OO0A8 /1A AAU OEA CE OhticHbrGeat®iva®] A EAT CET C

adjudged to be suicide. After the usual legal proceedings the matter

was dropped, but later on someone made a statement to the police

OEAO OEA AEEI AU BOMAD AMA AU BOEGROAIECAT 1 0856

) O EO 3 OEAOE C A Egnise@itngIf 45 b irdngdodt tDall maRds hi@ A A T
so nefarious and therefore the archetypal criminal and abyssal dweller. It is
frustrating for the reader that Svidrigailov throughout the narrative entirely

evades the reach of the law and therefore retains higentity as a human within

society; perhaps this is the reason for his vehement claims of humanity. Yet it is

the nature of his crimes that makes Svidrigailov stand out as the animalistic
AOEI ETAI 8 )1 30OEAOECAEIT 080 mMmihduicideOAAT A
where the law has nottaken his personhoodfrom him, he instead relinquishes it

himself. DostoevskyfOOA O 3 OEAOECAEI T 08 OthaOtheEchig AA  OfF
alternative outcome of criminality to incarceration is selfdestruction. The self

must be relinquished to the social contract, otherwise eradicatechltogether.

Dostoevsky insinuatesthat this is also the decision Raskolnikov will eventually

have to make; the choice between suicide and submission to the ladccording

i
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to R.E.Richardson (Porfirii Petrovich is the police magistrate who in

2AOEI 1 61T EET 660 1T ET A OAPOAOAT 6O OEA xAU
expiation. Porfirii is the path to a return to conservative law and order and

normal social AT T OAAO xEOE 1 OR RicharGsch afgu@s that EOU 8 6
Raskolnikov can either face the effects of the law or be driven to madness and
consequentially death. Dostoevsky insinuates that it is impossible to live as a

human without the appropriate moral sense. Humanity cannot function with the

guilt. Therefore a sacrifice must be made, and Richardson clarifies that
Raskolnikov can either submit to Porfiry, or transform into a creature

resembling Svidrigailov.

Richardson believes that Svidrigailov is a victim of some form of mythmaking;

although nefarious he argues that his crimes have been extremely exaggerated

by the members of the rural Russian countryside. He argues that we cannot draw

a distinction between Raskolnikov and Svidrigalov, claiming that Raskolnikov is

a hypocrite, equally indulging in ks animalistic qualities through his own crime:

@\t any rate he apparently begins at this point to believe the stories and accuses
Svidrigailov of indulging his sensual appetites and of behaving monstrously. The

obvious irony here is that Raskol'nikov's apetites are, while purely intellectual,

even more monstrous. How dare Raskol'nikov acse anyone ofselE T AOI1 CAT AA86
(547) In many ways, Richardson is right; Raskolnikov admits himself to Sonja

that his reasons for murdering Lizaveta were purely selfish:

133 R. ERichardsonCsvidrigailov and the "Performing Self;'Slavic ReviewVol. 46, No3-4,
(1987) Subsequent page references in text.
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| simply killed; I killed for my own sake, for no one but myself, and the

NOAOOEIT 1T &£ xEAOEAO )B8A AAATIT A OITTATTA

Qu
o\

life like a spider, drawing people into my web and sucking the vital
juices from them, was a matter of complete wfference to me at that

71 AT a08) }

His confession demonstrates that Raskolnikov shares many similarities with
Svidrigailov in his criminal drives. He $ therefore not the Napoleonic
OOAAOQI AhatbdHomed to be, and is instead a more base, aninssil form
of humanity. The rejection of moral sense for their more bestial urges places
them in the abyss that separates man from animal. Raskolnikov also identifies
with Svidrigailov, demonstrating the unwanted link the characters have:
(Raskolnikov gavehim a gloomy lookd! ®OOAT 1 Uh ) Oitetyfar UT 08 OA
AOT T AAET C A |AJend thidk hat ol may A€aingan @ very good
society, or at any rate you can on occasionBeA OA 1T EEA A AAAAT O EOI
(339). Gary Cox, who discusses theelationship of tyrant and victim in
$71 O01 AOOEUSO xi OEh AAIT7T1 OOOAOAOG EI x 2AO0EI
example of the @stoevskian psychopath similarto Svidrigailov:
The Dostoevskian psychopath begins where the where the dreamer
does, alienated from tle society of men because, in his insecurity
about his personal identity, he dares not define himself as part of that
society. Cut off from others, he becomes absorbed completely in his
own internal reality. Like a philosophical solipsist, who denies the
reAl EOU T £ OEA xT O A 1T OOOEAA EEO [ ET A8 4F

by society, or, more precisely, having rejected himself on behalf of
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society, responds only passively, but the psychopath character

responds aggressively#4
#1 260 AOOAG@GITAIGH AIO® EERAAefine<RAkdENikey AtReO
OAiT A EETA 1T &£ AOAAOOOA AO 3O0OEAOECAEIT Oh 1
argument. Raskolnikov is unable to look past his own mind, and his inability to

function in socigty leads him to his immoral actiors.

However, despite this argument | cannot entirely agree with Richardson.

Svidrigailov, unlike Raskolnikov delights in his monstrosity, joking about how he

allows himself to follow is base animalistic urges. Raskolnikov uses rationality to

explain his adions as a morally greater act, interacting with utilitarian ideas. In

my opinion, this places Raskolnikov in the similar, bumore problematic

AAOGACT OU 1T £ O GHienAvid BEl dBdugddd inithA hedt lsection. And

despite his principles Raskolnilov feels the effects of his moral transgression
immediately. Svidrigailov stands for nothing, he allows himself complete

devi OET T O1 EEO meashn id after Gll, t0esErVad OIOF BAOOEIT T 8
(336) He lacksguilt until the end, and his final ations can be arguably conceived

AO EIi i 1T OAT AT1T OEAAOET ¢ OEA sAto@hRGOEUSO / C
Dl OO0AUAA AO He isOtgeA tharhcled thadt 6s most animal,
demonstrating how the criminal can be conceived as a liminal creature between

animal and humanity.

The concern Raskolnikov has about his criminality and how it affects his

personhoad is described by Svidrigailov:

134 Gary CoxTyrant and Victim in DostoevskySlavicaPublishers: 1983
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| understand the kind of problems that are currently on your mind:

OEAUBOA 11T OAT 1T1TAOh AOAada®adifedrUe 0 OT Al Al
Oh, put them to one side; why should you bother with them now? Hee

EAAA "AAAOOA Uil 680A OOEIT A T AT AT A A A
Ul 6 OEI OI AT60 EAOA bPiI EAA UT 60 11T O0A ET OI

11 EC

(@]}
Qu

TT CITA E£E Ui OOAT x8 OEENRABx 7AT 1T h Ui
yourself; but perhapsyoudd 8 O £AAT EITSRKHET AA Ol e juxuy

Svidrigailov here refersto2 AOET 1 T EET O 6 He sighesidithat bpraving A

such a sense, he finds himself questioning his place as a man asdagpart of

O1l AEAOU8S $AUAT 60 OEAITOU T &£ 1 AT ET O AEAO

Raskolnikov is torn by his moral sense. He has not yet been convicted, and

therefore in the eyes of the law is still a man with all the respective rightsas

opposedto! CAT AAT 8 O O.(Hbwever, lsfad&idn®make him a criminal,

just one that has not yet been identified by the law. Dostoevsky therefore

demonstrates that this relationship between humanity and criminality

transcends the power of the law. He establisbs here that humanity lies

ET OOET OEAAT T U xEOQOEET 1 AT80 OATOA T &£ 11 O0AIE

caught, as a human he feels the weight of his actions nevertheless, leading him to

two options; confession or seHdestruction. Dostoevsky therebre emphasizes

that what defines a criminal as human is the inability to live with their actions.

They are selfmotivated to either commit themselves to the mercy of the law, and

thus lose their civil rights for a brief time. Or they must destroy themseh&

Considering theAT T AAPO 1T £ OEA OA Sadhigaiov thkds o6 OAA DAO

some inhuman qualities in the novel, becoming a caricature and a madman.



Tabitha Kari89

SOEAOEGCAEI T 0660 EAATTEOI AT A 1 AAE 1T £ EOI AT |
ways, allowing him a moreDionysian presence within the novel. His appearance,
Raskolnikov notes, is disturbingly unnatural:

&1 O AAT 660 A T ET OOA EA OOOAEAA 30EAOECAI

earlier occasions he had always found startling. It was a strange face,

and almost resemblel a mask: white and rubicund, with rubicund,

scarlet lips, a lightblond beard and blond hair that was still quite

thick. His eyes were somehow excessively blue, their gaze excessively

heavy and immobile. There was something terribly unpleasant about

this handsome andz if years were anything to go byface. (558)

He is eerily inhuman in appearance, and with his red lips and extme youth

OAAT O OAI PEOEAS8 ottiskyeOAp@ricOidly ibtable] ad Biue is

representative of purity and innocenceET 2 OOOEAh xEEAE EO xEU 3
also this colour. So althougtCrime and Punishmenis not a supernatural novel,

there is something superhuman about Svidrigailov. The attribution to the

supematural is also notable when he claimgo see and convese with Marfa

0OAOOT O1 AGAI CEIl 064560 AAAT O OAA T U OEOAA
saw her was on the very day of her funeral, an hour@A O xA8A DOO EAO F
C O1 013428 Bhe connection Svidrigailov claims to have with the dead is

double edged. On the one hand his claimed abilities represent a place of

liminality; the ability to talk to the liminal exemplifies his own boundary crossing

/A A AGD@3tg ar€) so to speak, shreds and fragments of other worlds, their

source and oE C E([B48)0This extenuates the supernatural quality of his

APPAAOAT AA AT A | AE kd@somhighiight$ HisOnAdnesd, dHich O 6
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Michel Foucault also attributes to animality, an aspect which will be discussed in

more depth in the next section'3> Additionally he is constantly giving sinister

looksAT A OPAAEO ET 8AMITTABKNEAITEI Ux AU ARAEAAA UI
COAAOG El &l OAT AA 11 ERAOMNxphiafodi ® Heehe® 01 1 1 EC
E A A959). Primarily, however, it is the delight he seems to taki his lechery

that emphasizes his base criminality. These features leave the reader as well as

Raskolnikov repulsed}, Hi®suspicions of Svidrigailov had been confirmed: he

saw him as the most empty andwoE | AOO OEI | AET(56®Despite | OEA x|
VAAEI EO . AATETI 660 AEOOAET A O $1 001 AOGOEU
Svidrigailov resembles and perhaps inspired his most villainous character

Humbert Humbert in Lolita j p wov 8 . AAT ET 06O bDAIdAT PEEIT EA
charming and seductive. Both authors ustheir characters fascination with the

nymphet to excavate the depths of human depravity, making them quintessential

creatures of the abyss.

EOCAT EA # E A OE A O Ddé3thevshhimbeli Ee@er ait&mptéd tddefine

humanity because he deeply appreciated the immense complexity of a quest to

comprehend humani AOOOA AT A OEA 1% @4) Ndvertideleds hREOET 1 806

EAO AT I PAOEOI T AAOxAAT $1 001 AeimOriStiatesAT A + AT O
how, in agreementwith+ AT Oh $17 001 AOOGEU AAI EAOGAA ET A C
Qike Kant, Dostd OOEU x AT 00 O1 AAi Echidshnethitsmd 11 OUAC(

that the innate sense of good never dg@bAA OO xEOET 00 4MAAOET ¢ A

CheOEAOI OAGO0 AOOAOOI AT O T A& $1 001 AOOEUGO AQ

135 Michel Foucault Madness and CivilizatiomA History of Insanity in the Age of Reason,

Psychology Press, 2001
136 Evgenia Cherkasov®ostoevsky and KanRodopi:2009
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encourages investigation into the place of the criminal within his theory of
ethEAON A AEOI EOOAI 1T £ OEE Owodld thueldwerti@AT OAd6 1 O

z A s A 9~ oz

OOAOOO0 T £ Gm&kityAOEI ET AT 80 E

#EAOEAOI OAGO AOOAOGOI AT O iportand ddfinktbinisO  E 1 $T ¢
AAOx AAT  O.A0n BiheEehdAdf Bé spectrum Dostoevsky places Sonja.

Although she is not considered a criminal lawfully as prostitution was legalised

at the time in Rusia, she is still shunned and rejected from society, proven by

the treatment of her when Luzhin attetd OO O1 AOAI A &odktGer £ O OO0A
Barmherzige!) Al xAUO ET Ax O@%A). AthoGgh €né AsAbtET CA 6
refuting the law, she is still seen socily as a criminal and evicted from society

Oi O1T i1 A AgOAT 68 9AO xEAT AiT T £01 1T OAA xEOE 2
to turn himself in. Sonja may B seen asubhuman by society within the novel,

but because of hesensus morali®ostoevsky presents heas most humanSonja,

OEAOAZEI OAnh AT OI A PAOEADPO OADPOAOGAT O AT Al ORA
Not officially condemned but socially shunned shsignifies the taboo, rejected

figure from Roman law. Yet she also remains an entirely sympathetic chatac

On the other end of the spectrum, Dostoevsky places Svidrigailov, a man who

seems to have littlesensus moralisf any at all. During the novel Raskolnikov

moves between these extremes, filld ZA£A1 | ET C @Hen he tohfésded O OE A A
and bows to her. As a resultboth Sonja and Raskolnikov arexiled from Russia

into Siberia; a temporary rejection from society and symbolic of their residence

within the abyss. Yet Dostoevsky presents this as a requirement; a chance to

cleanse and regain their humanity3 OEAOECAEI 1 660 OT ET 1 U AAAOE

a permanent deceminto a very different abyss.
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$1 O0OT AdHeEnbvélOfrom this period similarly deal with the relationship
between criminality and animal sensuality. InThe Idiot (1869)137 the corrupt
sensualist Rogozhin, similarly to Svidrigailov is driven by his more animalistic
urges which leads him to the seduction and eventual murder of Nastasya
Filippovna, an outcome that Myshkin predicts. Myshkin perhaps expects this
outcome as he oberves the animalistic tendencies of Rogozhin. However,
Rozoghin, like Raskolnikov, is allowed to atone for his actions when he is sent to
Siberia. However, inThe Brothers Karamazo(1880) 138 there is a departure from
this characterization. Dmitri is charaderised in a similar way as Svidrigailov and
Rogozhin; he is sensual and volatile, having suggested previously thetwould
murder his father over his love of Grushenka. However, it is revealed that
Smerdyakov, who is the illegitimate child of Fyodor Kamazov, is in fact the
murderer. Although he is merely a servant he is more characteristic of the
OOPAOAEI 01 OO 1T AT AO 1 PPI OAA O OEA OAT OOAI
rationalism to murder his father. His adherence with atheism allows him to reject
his moral sense and murder Fyodor. Therefore, although Dostoevsky considers
the animal urges of humanity to represent criminality, he also considers the
higher forms such as reason and ideology to result in it also. It is, therefore, the
abandonment of sprituality and religious feeling that results in criminality. The
animalistic facet of the human is present in great sensuality and great rationality
when it usurps moral feeling within the soul of a man. The man is therefore
robbed of his humanity inone o the two ways discussed; either through the law

or by his own hand. Dmitri, innocent of the crime yet guilty in the eyes of the law

137 Fyodor DostoevskyThe ldiot, Trans. David McDuff, Penguin Classi&004
138 Fyodor DostoevskyThe Brothers Karamazoy, Trans. David McDuff, Penguin Classics: 2003
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is sent to Siberia; he is exiled temporarily from humanity through this

banishment. However, because he never did actualbpmmit the murder he is

rescued and repents, thus regaining the humanity he was temporarily deprived

I £8 31 AOAUAET Oh EI xAOAO OAEAO 3O0OEAOECAEI T
Norman Shneid AT A O O AThesQicid® & Snierdidkov is for Dostoevski not

ITTu Al AOOEOOEA 1 AAAOGOGEOUR EO EO Al O1 Al
undeOOOAT AET ¢ T £ OE® jichQOOA AARATS®HOE 3EI
asessment; the suicideA T AAD O O1 A O A Ophibdoghyddn Aé xaitilg 610

man. Accorning to Dostaevsky, aman cannot commit a crime and continue living

as a validated human; the act is animagnd therefore the punishment must

therefore involve committment to the abyss.Either the criminal surrenders

himself to the law, or commits an act of selflestruction. To Dostoevsky,

humanity is hinged on morality, without it the criminal shares the same rights as

an animal. This, may would agree, is an extremely harsh assessment. But

considering his terrible experiences in Siberia that shaped his work, | could

perhaps suggest that such an uncompromisingttitude towards the criminal

comes from a place of selbathing created by years of mistreatment.

&AEOE £O1I O $AUAT 60 AOOAOGOI AT O 11 EOI AT EOU
must surrender to the law and experience a form of depersonhood to atone for
their actions. Yet further to this, consideringt EAOEAOT OA8 O AT Al UOEO

morality within Do stoevsky, the problem with depersonhood and the criminal

reaches further than this. Myshkin withinThe IdiotA O O A O GDOmpagsidnivasO

1.8 100 Al 3EIAEAI AT O- 6O0AAO Aj A 3O0EAEAA ET 4EA " O
2AAAT T ETT 1 £ 0Do€dkiski &l theHiiriaA EdnditiorhafteCentury,
Greenwood Press: 1986
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the chief and perh® O T 11 U 1 Ax 1T /£ @03) Péreforlk @oE OOAT AAS
Dostoevsky what makes a human is his sense of morality and his ability to be

kind towards others. One that lacks this, therefore, is subhuman, and if they do

not find their humanity through submission to the law they are bound to seilf

destruction.

The Superfluous ManHumanity Without Purpose

In the previous section criminality was considered as a form of subhumanity,

with particular reference to Svidrigailov. | consider acomplex character

archetype unicque to Russian literaturein thisT A@0 DAOON OEA; OOOPAOE
a character who simultaneously considers himself the pinnacle of humanity

whilst also partly exiling himself. Furthermore,| discuss how Raskolnikov can be

considered the superfluous manand how Dostoevsky uses this archgpe to

explore the boundaiies dividing human and animal.

It is difficult to find anA GAAO AALEET EOQOEIT 1 1,4 Jaadke O OD A O £l

Gheith explains:

It is perhaps even detrimental to attempt a strict definition of this
motif as it represents a monent, an attitude, a fluctuating mode in
Russian literature and culture. Superfluous men represented, among
other things, varying forms of opposition, but the specific contours of
this opposition shifted with the times and danging political

developmentsi40

140 JehanneM Gheith The Superfluous Man and the Necessary Woman: A “Rision"
Russian Revieywol. 55, No. 2 (1996pubsequent page references in text.


http://encore.essex.ac.uk/iii/encore/articles/C__Ssuperfluous%20man%20dostoevsky__Orightresult?acc=434745701&con=JstorXML&lang=eng&link=http%3A%2F%2Fencore.essex.ac.uk%3A61080%2Fjstor%2Fstable%2F10.2307%2F131838%3Fref%3Dno-x-route%3Ae81af074c85f7e1a1778caa7cfe15665&suite=cobalt&title=The+Superfluous+Man+and+the+Necessary+Woman%3A+A+%22Re-Vision%22
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The superfluous man, as Gheith suggestgsbeen used in a variety of ways by a

variety of authors. Alexander Pushkin used it to demonstratéhe futility of the

outcast in Evgenii Onegittth xEAOAAO $1 AOI O : EEOACI EI
eponymous novel is ckebrated for his superfluityl42, Gheith does, however,

furnish us with a generalised ded OEDOET 1T 1 £ 85D A OA DDA O A 1
share a radical alienation from society and an inability to take personally

meaningful or socially useful action. These chacters also usually demonstrate

talent or promise that remains eternally potential; finally, central to all
superfluous-man texts is a romantic relationshipAT A OA D ABA GlEEd T 8 6
Chances offers a similar but also differing asses&mt of the superfluaus man as:

~ X

OAO AO TAAO xEOEBS8AOQI

P
C/

Gn ineffectual HEOOI 8

~

EAOD
OET OAT 1 AAOBAT ET AAPAAT A T &£ AAOGEIT T A

E

On

6h Al
to social and ethical problems, but who fails to act, partly because of personal
weakness, partly because of political and social restins on his freedom of

A A O B4 (118)&hances, | would argue offers a more negative definition of the
superfluous man, focusing on his inability to act. The gperfluous man therefore
resembles Hamlet as anmtellectual figure whose ability to reason is a hindrance

more than a help. Similar feature can, however, be determined from both
#EAT AAOGEGAO AAOGMEGDT AT OO T T, hesmAinteldetal O £l OT OO
outsider who holds many opinions of the worldbut rarely acts upon them. He

could be considered the pinnacle of humanity according to materialists, as he

often appears as the extreme rationalist. However, he is exempt from the social

141 Alexander PushkiMm%@C AT A /1 ACET 8h O0AT COET 4 ¢nno

142 Boris Pasternak,Doctor ZhivagoyVintage Classics:2002

w390l 1 AT #EAT AAO O4EA 30bPAOAEMERAQMRIge Bdmpagibnt? OOOEAT |, EO
Russian Literature Routledge: 2002
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Russian Orthodox beliefon community this makes him more animalistic.

$1T 001 AOGEUGO 1100 AOAEA OWbA 1 O 50 ODAGRGE) 100 10/0  -i
unnamed narrator of his novella Notes from the Underground1864). The

051 AAOCOI B kvilentiallyla duperfluous man from the first half of the

novella, in which no action happens. Instead the narrator explains his internal

conflicts and thoughts, demonstrating the character to be an intellectual, who

holds many opinions on the world anl yet does not act upon them. This aspect

of the character is exemplified when he describes how he comforts himéelith

feelings of superiority:

That was my ruin, for when | was in the mud | comforted myself with
the thought that at other times | was a hm, and the hero was a cloak
for the mud: for an ordinary man it was shameful to defile himself,
but a hero was too lofty to be utterly defiled, and so he might defile

himself. (39)

Here Dostoevsky presents the beginnings of the character he extends and

explores in Crime and Punishmenwith Raskolnikov. The Underground man

AATT1T OOOAOAOG A AAI EAAE OEAOcanhdt beQdéflel 117 Al AO
because they aregreater than common man. The character separates and

isolates himself from normal men, demonsated particularly in the description

of a meeting with his old school friends. The scene is painful to read; it is evident

that these other characters wish to distance themselves from the Underground

Man, and with his erratic behaviour it is clear why. fie Underground Man

embarrasses himself and is depted as a social outcastThe character is
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contradictory. He sees himself as above the konon man, condescending him as

Gtupidh UT O ET T xh DEATTIATAITU OOO®EBe h AT A U
also defines himsef AO A AOAAOOOA Iiwant Adv toQéllAdu, | AT ¢ O
gentlemen, whether you care to hear it or not, why | could not even become an

insect. | tell you solemnly, that | have many times tried to become an insect.tBu

| was not equal evenit O K3\ Dheréfore the superfluous man thinks himself

higher than man, and yet somehow finds himself beneath him simultaneously.

The animality of the characteiis evident, and alsanherently link sto Raskolnikov

of Crime and Punishment

$1 OOT A awa pdicepdlon of the superfluous man archetype is clear; he is
depicted as a negative insidious character that hurts those around him almost as
i OAE AO EA EOOOO EEI OAl £8 |, 1 Becofthe - EACI Al
superfluous man.

The Russian waderer, in spite of his original high mindedness, and

in spite of his lofty idealism, was somehow forced to adopt an extreme

position from which he frequently was willing to crush the people in

the name of the people. The wanderer after having first imbitgke

intoxicating Western ideologies at last becomes a demon desiring

only terror and destruction. (57)
The terms in wiEAE OEA OOPAOA O1 OO ad dédcribdddy OEA O x /
Midgley are extreme UAO xEAT EA AAOA OEW#AkéninEdit AO A O,
of EATT AUGO AAPEAOGEITO 1T £ &OAT EAT OOAET 80 i1
inherently linked; like the creature the superfluous man is a morally corrupted

socialoutcast. Similarlyi 2 AOET 1 1T EET O évisted phidgophies 001 h OE A E(
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man drive themto murder. The monster and the superfluous man are both above

EOI ATEOU AT A UAO AAT AAOE EOh OEA 51 AARAOcOT O
DAAOO AAiITT OOOAOET ¢ ANOAI Oi 1l EOOAA O1 OEAO
the superfluous man are therefoe in many ways similarly outcast from

humanity.

Chances definition could allow the supposition that Raskolnikov cannot be

counted as a superfluous man because he does take action; he murders Alyona

and Lizaveta. However, this would be insuffient evidence@AET OO 2 AO0ET 1 1 EEI

place in the Russian cannon as the superfluous man. He is ineffectual; as an ex

student he lives of the money his mther and sister send him, residesn a hovel

and dresses in rags. From the first chapter it is noe clear that he adhees to the

archetype; the opening section is written in the third person as Raskolnik O 6 O

stream of consciousness
4EAOBO xEU ) 1-Hecads®| rdnible dnitdUnysekE likes
OEAO8 / O PAOEADPO EOGO0 OEA 1T OEAO xAu Ol Ol
anyttET ¢8 ) 060 AOOETI ¢ OEEO PAOO i110E OEA
rambling, lying on my back for whole days and nights on end in my

roomandthET EET C8 A A-tuék@p land. §) O A

yT OEEO OAAOQGEI T 2AO0ET |1 1 EGulofovdssd vhoad AO ) OAT
an archetypal superfluous man remains in bed for a third of the book. He is

presented as being so lost in his own thoughts that he lives more inside his head

than in the outside world. Additionally, although it is true that Raskolnikov is

active in thathe commits the murder, he is inactive as to his purpose. Instead of

using the money he sta for a greater good, hdiides it making both the purse



Tabitha Kari99

and the action superfluous. The reliance on thinking and rationalising is not

practical; it leads to the cration of inactive men who are of no use to society.

#1 1 OEAAOCET C 21 OOOAAOGBEO Al 1 Dkdupse lon thel £ EOI A
Origin of Inequality a man who does not fit into human society does not therefore

elevate himself above animality, thus the ratinalism that many materialists

prized as elevating the human instead meant they became outcast from huma

society, and therefore residens of OEA AAUOO8 # EAIh Rbsgan x OEOAO
Orthodoxy, human beings are viewed more as an integral part of a larger

community rather thanA O  E 1 A E OIR)AGdmadmiag njust maintain his

part in society according to Russian Orthodo view. Therefore, whilst the

criminal is rejected by the law from humanity as Dayan argues, the superfluous

man, instead leaves humaociety of his own accord. His idealism leadsim to

the abyss

7EOEET 2AO0ET | laBimitdy @ th® BddérgddeiddMan, a figure

regularly drawn upon within this tE A O E O@bershdngctoddain findsrelevance

xEOEEI OEA DPOT OACITEOO6O EAAATI Oh AT A OEI |
OOPAOET OEOU 1T O6AO OEA AT I 111 i AT8 4EAOA E
AxAOAT AOO T £ . EAOUOAEAGO AQGEOOAT AAh AT A EO
the latter philosopher began publishing his most important work. However, the

ideas Nietzsche was to write about especially considering morality were

prevalent. According to Dirk Robert Johnson in terms of his adherence to

Evolutionary Theory, Nietzsche ended life with an adversionto Darwinism,

~ N ~

Al OEi OCE 1 OAE 1T &£ $AOxET 60 EI &£ OAThSA AAT A,
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Spake Zarathustrd, ToQuse a metaphor, | believe that the many branching

tributaries of Nietzsche's middle period philosophy can best be understood if

one recognizesthat Darwin standsAO A | ECEOU OE®®®3) AAEET A
AEAOAEI OAh AAOPEOA . EAOQUOAEAGO AiITAAOT O 1

O A T B ARG

ET EAOCAT O1 U 1T ETEAA Al A. EAGUIAE

OOAAOI AHatthadioévsky draws upon; in his papr Raskolnikov suggest

that there is a certain type of higher man who has the ability to thwart the law

and moral codes in the quest for greatness. Raskolnikov desires to be a

revolutionary; a Napoleon. Yet similarly to Ahab in this pursuit of greatness

Raskolnikov reaches a lower form of beingRaskolnikov acted in accordance to
EAOUOAEAS O EAAAT O 11 11 e@dvdtethimththumadiA OEE O  x

O1  (QuBeAnen€rhd Instead of scaling the evolutionary ladder, however,

Raskolnikov experiences aeriod of animalistic madness.

"AAAOOA 1T &£ EEO AOEIET Al AAOh 2AO0EITITEET 06

descends into a madness thawlichel Foucault inherently attributes to animality

when considering how insanity is treatel from the Renaissance onwarsk

But at the beginning of the Renaissance, the relations with animality
are reversed; the beast is set free; it escapes the world of legend and

moral illustration to acquire a fantastic nature of its own. And by an

144 Dirk Robert JohnsonNietzsche's AntDarwinism, Cambridge: Cambridge University Press,
2010. Page 658. Subsequent page references in text.
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astonishing reversal, it is now the animal that will stalk man, capture

him, and reveal him to his own truth!45 (66)

The animal which Foucault refers to that stalks man is his own, and it is his inner

AT Ei A1l OEAO OAOAAT O EEI O EEI OAl £#h EOOO A
mentally. Fouc®l 06 O OEAT OEAO 1T &£ AT EIi Al EOQU AT A 1A
period highlight the processOEAO 2 AOQEIT I 1 EE Arimalid #&sA OE AT AA G

escaped domestication by human symbols and values; and it is animality that

reveals the dark rage, the sterile manessttA O 1 EA ET (67fFodc&t EAAOOOS8
explains the attitude towards madness during the sevearenth and eighteenth

A AT O ™eddegs bérrowed its face from the mask of the beast. Those chained

to the cell walls were no longer men whose minds had wanderetbut beasts

pOAUAA ODPI 1T AU A(68). Ane &rihiadl acausédbys@excess

use of reason and western ideology ironically strips him of the faculty thded

him to commit the atrocity.

His animalistic phase has already started at the beginngnof the novel when he

attempts to quantifythA AOEI A EA EO Codld I@8ly &érhakd | | EOd ¢
contemplated such a monstrous act? It shows what filth my heart is capable of,

OET OCEA 9AOh OEAO0BS OOKIEAN12E®IRAERONKovAEET OEUR |
aware that the act would be base, but he still commits the crime because he

xEOEAO O1 AAAT I A A OOPAOI AT 8 $1 001 AOGOEU xO
juncture to create an image of him standing on a precipic) T 2 AO0ET 1 1 EET 08

philosophy he beleves that to become supeaor to man one must descend into

uws. EAEAT &1 OAAQOI Oh O-Adikd Fnito€ophiliordont A &0 BlatkE2004 6 h
Subsequent page references in text.
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the abyss so a to emerge the other sideHe expects his descent to create more
of a man of him. In this instance he shows similarities to Frankenstein who also
attempts the journey across the abys. However, the products of their extreme
rationality are very different. Frankenstein creates a monster whilst Raskolnikov
become the monster himself. Raskolnikov in his plight to become one of the few
exceptional individuals who can ignore the laws of mmality attempts to straddle
the abyss that separates animal and man. He believes that by compromising his
morality, he will prove himself greater than the ordinary man. He strives to
demonstrate that human reason can allow a man to comma crime without

consequence.

Little by little he had arrived at certain diverse and interesting

conclusions and, in his opinion, the principle cause was to be found

1 A0GO ET OEA AOEI ETAI 80 1 AAE 1T &£ AAEI EOU
his crime than it was in the crminal himself; if he was the criminal

himself who, in almost every case, became subject at the moment of

his crime to a kind of failure of will and reason, which were replaced

by a childish and phenomenal frivolity, and this right at the very

moment when the things that were needed most of all ere reason

and caution. (87)

The passage ascertains that Raskolnikov considers criminal activity an exercise
of human reason, andhe is willing to dismiss morality to prove his thesis. His
philosophy suggests that anadness occurs in the criminal bre the crime is
committed which undermines their reason and therefore their ability to avoid

punishment. It is therefore only the man who can overcome his coogencewho
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can commit a crime successfully without arrest. Her Raskolnikov theorizes that

criminal brain 1 T OA O E Oxocording ito@hk @ay hedsaw it, this eclipse of

reason and failure of will attacked human beings like an illness, developing

slowly and reaching their crisis not long bedre the enactmentofth A O@BT) A8 6
Raskolnikov believes murder to be a philosophical exercise that proves human

rationality can usurp morality. Furthermore to return to Cherkasovaassessment

I £ $71 00T AOOEUBO x1 OE 2A0ETITEET O AAOGEOAO C
imperatE OA xEEAE EO AAOAA 11 1T CEA AAT OOAT OA
introduced in Grounding for the Metaphysics of Mora{4785). The categorical

imperative states that to be morally correct you must treat a human like an end

in itself rather than a means to an end; a critique of the utilitarian mode of

thinking. Kant is proven right, however, and the compromise of Raskolnikdé O

morality leads to the descent into fervour, as if the disregard for the categorical

imperative undermined and usurped his humanity.

The descent intoanimality begins when Raskolnikov decidedo commit the

crime, demonstrated by Dostoevsky use of bestidanguage and imagery to
EECEIECEO 2A0BRT 1 HEEED® O AdA @ waked @fedr ati OOAA Oq,
EEI OAl £ xEOE 1| Al Bvikéd] abihal Gde Bd@thesl up isid® of I x

EEI 8% Ydgt when the murder is committed this process speedsup

expond O E AA dertaijty tBat everything, even his memory, even the simple

faculty of reason, was deserting him had begun to torment hi®T AT AOOAAIT U886
(111) Dostoevsky does consider reason a primary human faculty, but one that is

reliant on morality. Once moality has been compromised reason soon follows.

Accordingly Raskolnikov slips into a state of wild and rabid animality. He begins


http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Grounding_for_the_Metaphysics_of_Morals
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to question everything in a bout of Cartesian doubt once heealizes that his

OAAOT T EAO AAAAstrdnbd ttbuhtdudsénk dadye ido his head:

what if all his clothes were covered in blood, what if there were man stains, only

he could not see them, could not find out where they were, because his reason

EAA COl x1  AAAAT Ah AONEAT AADABOIBSBOG | ET A
animalistic loss of reason is primarily a troubling experience, but Dostoevsky

also describes a kick of exhilaration due to the adrenalin that Raskolnikov
experiences when heealizes that he has not been called into the police station

about the murder. The moment is described in a particularly animalistic way, as

if he is afox that has escaped the hunt:

An exultant sense of sefpreservation, of having escaped from the
danger that had been crushing hirthat was what filled the whole of
his being at thatmoment, and it contained no predictions, no analysis,
no plans or guesses about the future, no doubts and no questictis

was a moment of total, spontaneous, peranimal joy. (20)

He experiences animal urges towards those he meets, and is drivendgotional

irrational drivesasopp1 OAA O1 OEA Ok font dllth€deop®E UAAG O
met repulsive-their faces, their manner of walking, their movements were

repulsive to him. He reflected that if anyone had said anything to him he would

quite simply have spat at that person ® A E O O A135).HtEd véhilst he

wanders the streets in this animal state that something turns him to Razumitkhin

for help. Razumitkhin notices this animalistic change in his friend, and takes care

of the physical aimentthA O E O D A EFOrAvé mustEn@ke a iapefhunian

AAET C 1(185) Whil$h Bedmeans this in a cheerful and light hearted way,
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palpable, especially considering his lackof morA | AEAOA AHutA AAAIT EIT
Ol i AOCET AO EOCB6O 110 EUDPTAETITAOEA AO All OEA
and unfeeling to the point of ET E O AT(#0 Ultere is somethingthat is

lacking about Raolnikov that scares Razumitkhin:

But the workings of some strange, almost animal cunning suddenly
prompted him to conceal his strength until the right moment, to lie
low, pretend to be not yet quite conscious, if need be, while all the
while listening and pricking up his ears to find out what was goingra

(148)

Raskolnikovis aware that his reaction to the murder is irrational and bestial. The
self-hatred that Raskolnikov feels because he did not manage to prove his thesis

acurate causes him to condmn himself as a base creature:

If you really did that with all your wits about you and not like some
fool in a trance, if you really had a firm and definite goal before you,
OEAT EI x EO EO UIT O OOEIT EAOAT 60 AOGAT 1
ui 66 A ¢ci Oh OEA DPOEUA A& O xEEAE Ui 06 0A
yourself and intentionally done such a base, vile, It@some thing?
(134)
His madness, inhisop T ET 1T DOl OAO OEAGAERT BOAAOL AGAIT @i
like he had hoped Yet in his desperation he attempts to reach out to Sonya, who
he imagines has comrtted a similar immoral act through her use of prostitution

to support her family. His reaction demonstrates a hope that together they can



