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The hgurative wonstionity of fenale narchssm iy a subtle defornity,
frowever, i compurivon with the literal monstrosise WANY WOLLCT ate
tanght 1o see as characienistic of their own bodics. Adrienne 32?
trventicth-contuny desaription of "u wotan i the shape of o monster /

Amonster i the shape of @ woman™ is werely the latest in a Jong Lne
ol momtious femalde seli-definitions that includes the feagful fnages in
Dyuna Barnes’s Book of Repulsive Wonen, Denise Levertovs “a white
sweating budl ot a poet told us £ our ennds we ugh ™ and Sylvia Plath's
" Animal wid nssapen,

“old yeHow” st of Hie puem “he Plster.
these emblems of selt-{oathing most Lave descended at feast i pait
from the distended hody of Mary Shelley’s durkly pavodic bye/Sin/A oo
sten, whose cnomuty betokens uot only the cnomity of Victor Frank-
custen’s ctimie and Satan’s bulk but abso tie distentions or defonnities
of pregnaiey asd the Switian sexnad nansca esprossed in Lemuel Gul-
liver's horrified dose tiption of a Brobdiguagian breast, o passage Mury
Shellev no doubt studied ,;c:u with the rest of Gulliyer’ ?ﬂ:,&% when
shie iead the book in 1516, shorthy betare beginuing Frankensten

soornal defonmty i symbol

dt ::, x::c L, \,:L ay surely as bave's

ed by the morster’s physical malformation, the monster’s phisical
:m::n, reprosents By socnal tegitinaey, his bastardy, his ninnclews
ness, Bitchy aud dastardh ws Shakespeare’s Edumund, whose asociation
with ilthy demateness By established not only by his devotion to the
maderialimaternal goddess Narare but abo by iy interdocking
with those Bl fensades Gouend and Regan, Mury Shelley's monsier
has abso rnr: gt inoa “dak and vicious place” Indecd, in his vil
dlegitimacy e seenss 1o incarmate that bestial “unnunwable” pace.
A i,&:r?:: s b s hunsell as nameless as o wornatt is i patriarchal
society, as nameless o unmanied, llegitnsatels pregnant Man Woll
stonecraft Godwin may have felt henelf 1o be o the tine shie wiote
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