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Abstract: 
 
This paper attempts to examine the category of the monster in literature through Mary Shelley’s 
Frankenstein and John W. Polidori’s “The Vampyre”. Drawing upon concepts by Émile 
Durkheim, Peter Brooks and Michel Foucault, the paper has attempted to broaden the definition 
of the monster in literature. By comparing and contrasting the two texts the paper tries to dispel 
the myth of the monster as a physically grotesque creature bearing evil intent. Further, this paper 
establishes that monsters are fictional creations which can stand for both good and evil, and 
through symbolism expose the frailty of society at being guided by outward appearances that can 
‘mask’ a different reality. Finally, this paper will conclude by observing the importance of the 
monster character for society. 
Keywords: Monster, Abnormality, Corporeality, Self and Other, Mask. 
 
Introduction 

 
The question of the literary Monster figure and what it stands for has always been a 

problematic one, open to various interpretations. At the outset this paper explores the key factors 
that define a monster, based on the writings of ÉmileDurkheim, Peter Brooks and Michel 
Foucault, and in particular challenges the common perception that the monster figure’s terrifying 
physicality is a natural gauge of its evil intent. Having defined a monster, this paper will interpret 
the construction and role of the monstrous body through two early-nineteenth century Gothic 
texts, Mary Shelley’s Frankenstein(1818) and John William Polidori’s “The Vampyre:A 
Tale”(1819), written as part of a ghost story writing competition in which Lord Byron and Percy 
Bysshe Shelley, Mary Shelley’s already famous husband, also participated.1 Further, an attempt 
will be made to illustrate how two of the most enduring monster characters in literature, 
Frankenstein’s demonical creature and the vampire as created by Polidori fit the “Evolutionary” 
construct of Daniel Punday and relate to his notion of the “Symbolic” body.2 By comparing and 
contrasting these two monster characters, this paper establishes that monsters are fictional 
creations which can stand for both good and evil, and through symbolism expose the frailty of 
society at being guided by outward appearances that can ‘mask’ a different reality. It is the sense 
of mystery created by this mask that explains our continuing fascination with the monster figure.  
 

1 From Mary Shelley “Introduction to Frankenstein” Revised 1831 edition,in Maya Joshi (Ed.) Mary Shelley 
Frankenstein (Delhi: Worldview Publications, 2008), p. 201-206. Suggested by Lord Byron, the ghost-story writing 
competition provided the impetus for Byron’s “Manfred: A Dramatic Poem” (1817) and P.B. Shelley’s verse 
allegory “Alastor, or The Spirit of Solitude” (1816). 
2 Daniel Punday splits the monster figure into three categories: the Symbolic Body, the Evolutionary Body and 
Performing Monsters. This paper examines only the first two categories. 
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Defining the Monster 
 

The monster combines the impossible and the forbidden. 
(Foucault, Abnormal) 

 
The etymology of the word monster indicates that for a creature to be considered such it 

must possess a frightening abnormality in form and/or unnaturally huge dimensions and its 
actions must be as terrifying as its corporeality.Before the onset of the eighteenth century the 
word ‘Monster’ was invariably linked to the French word ‘monstre’, which means ‘to 
demonstrate’ or ‘to watch’. The monstrous body as ‘demonstration’arises out of an 
understanding of the word monster as a ‘portent’oran omen which forewarns of a disaster as 
horrifying as its harbinger.The question then arises, does the monster figure necessarily have to 
be grotesque in appearance and evil in intent as is common perception?This understanding seems 
insufficient to encompass the wide spectrum of monsters encountered in literature through the 
ages.   
 

A reading of Frankenstein and “The Vampyre” contend with such a narrow definition of 
the monster. A more comprehensive definition can be,any creature that is a deviation from the 
‘normal’ as constructed by the society or anything even remotely ‘different’ from what is 
perceived as ‘natural’ produces anxiety and is labelled ‘monster’. It is worth recounting Dana 
Oswald’s definition of the monster from her enlightening work Monsters, Gender and Sexuality 
in Medieval English Literature, “A monster is therefore an outlier within its race or ‘kind,’ 
whether that kin-group is human or animal. The monster is always read against the bodies of 
those who are not monstrous – the so-called ‘normal’ humans or ‘normal’ animals” (2). 

What becomes important to understand is that the need to ‘demonstrate’ always arises out 
of a ‘difference’ but this difference need not be a hideous deformity in physicality. It could 
instead be a mystifying perfection. That which escapes the bounds of reason, a prerogative so 
fiercely guarded by the custodians of culture, or is the outcome of a premature birth ahead of its 
time, the new or innovative, is also condemned to be categorized as ‘monster’. The resurrection 
of Lord Ruthven, the vampire of Polidori’s fiction, from death is a reality too divorced from 
rationalism for the young gentleman Aubrey to come to terms with.While, Victor Frankenstein’s 
inability to recognize the success of his creation as a miracle of science and a realization of his 
desire proves to be an experiment ahead of its time. Whereas, in the twenty-first century where 
advancements in science and technology have made cyborgs and robots a reality, Frankenstein’s 
“bad science”3 would certainlyhave received its due.  

Since the monstrous must always be understood and defined in relation to the ‘un-
monstrous’ or the ‘normal’ body it seems to provoke a yawning schism between the human and 
the monstrous, a space from which the two must only refer to each other as binary oppositions. 
On the contrary, as literary creationsmonstrous births take place within society, only to be cast 
out as the ‘other’ and orphaned. The uncanny body of the monster is the unconscious come to 
life or a realization of repressed desire (Freud 121). The abandoned monster reminds Victor 
Frankenstein of a “vampire, [his] own spirit let loose from the grave” (Shelley 56) and is the 
manifestation of his desire to father “a new species” (ibid. 38). Lord Ruthven, the living dead as 
physical perfection, becomes for the women he comes into contact with the realization of 

3 Maya Joshi in “Introduction” to Mary ShelleyFrankenstein, p. xxiv, quotes Anne Mellor’s critique of Victor 
Frankenstein’s unnatural and erroneous appropriation of a woman’s reproductive role.  
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repressed sexual fantasies,and he exploits this reawakened desire in his victims. As a deliberate 
construction by society in literature, the monster will always present a resemblance to its maker 
and it is this resemblance the maker will struggle to deny. The paper will return to this theme 
later through Daniel Punday’s Evolutionary construct of the monster. 
 

Devoid of essentialism,4 monster as a category is not stable, fixed or defined but 
constantly shifting, a fluidity of meaning from absent presences to present absences. It can 
traverse the boundaries between good and evil or occupy a liminal space within this ‘difference’ 
from the norm. The ontological reality of the monstrous body as a fictional creation liberates it 
from the fixity of an inherent meaning. The deviation called the monster, at its most basic and 
primary form works at the level of ‘physical appearance’5which canfunction as a ‘mask’ to 
conceal its true character within the story.Since the monster is a “pure body”6without any fixed 
‘truth’ of its being, it is confined by the meanings assigned to it by the maker of the fictional 
space that inscribes it.Consider the fact that Frankenstein’s “hideous progeny”7 and Lord 
Ruthven, the ideal of bodily perfection and beauty are equally capable of arousing human 
curiosity and fascination. 

 
Let us begin by examining the figure of the vampire, the mythic and folkloric being, as it 

is portrayed in John Polidori’s short-story “The Vampyre: A Tale”. “The Vampyre” served as the 
origin for the later widely acclaimed 1897 novel by Bram Stoker, Dracula. Lord Ruthven, the 
suave nobleman of Polidori’s short-story, came to establish the prototype of the vampire as an 
object of desire for the human subject; an ideal of physical perfection devoid of human 
weaknesses and frailties. The breathtaking beauty of Lord Ruthven’s physical form provokes a 
“sensation of awe” (221) from his unsuspecting victims. However, this stunning exterior serves 
as a deceptive veil for the “evil power resident” (224) within. According to the established genre 
of vampire fantasy fiction, it is well known that these supernatural beings possess “irresistible 
powers of seduction” (224) as a weapon to gain the trust of their fickle mortal victims before 
quenching their eternal and insatiable thirst for human blood. Thus contrary to popular belief, a 
purely grotesque outward appearance is not a necessary pre-requisite for the monster figure; the 
deviation could be an abnormal physical perfection. 
 

The second monster figure, Victor Frankenstein’s miserable wretch, on the other hand, is 
a complete anti-thesis to the vampire. His outward form is “more hideous than belongs to 
humanity” (Shelley 55), yethis humanity is capable of arousing the compassion and pity, albeit 
momentarily, of his hard-hearted creator. As the monster himself narrates, “I was benevolent and 
good; misery made me a fiend” (75). It is purely on the basis of the “deformity of [his] aspect” 
(55) that he is shunned by his creator who is filled with “horror and disgust” (39) at the very 
sight of him. Even his well-intentioned efforts to help those in need are met with violence and 

4 The concepts of ‘non-essence’, ‘play’ of meanings and ‘always already’ have been borrowed from the oeuvre of 
the French philosopher and critic Jacques Derrida’s Deconstructive readings and applied to the monstrous body. For 
a full understanding refer to Derrida’s 1966 essay “Structure, Sign and Play in the Discourse of the Human 
Sciences” and 1967 book Of Grammatology.   
5 Dana Oswald similarly argues that “monstrosity is primarily a physical and visible category”,p. 5. 
6 Daniel Punday observes that “[the monster] is, in other words, an object of pure being that usually embodies 
whatever meaning we attribute to it seamlessly”, p. 817. 
7 Mary Shelley “Introduction to Frankenstein”, revised 1831 editionin Mary Shelley Frankenstein, ed. Maya Joshi 
(Delhi: Worldview Publications, 2008), p. 205.  
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abuse.They recoil on beholding his “filthy mass” (115) and are repulsed by his presence 
instinctively. Another aspect of his humanity is that this monster is capable of rational thought 
and articulation, which far exceeds that of the humans he comes into contact with. He is able to 
convince Frankenstein to create an Eve for him through his well-reasoned argument. Similarly, 
the vampire of Polidori’s fiction is also renowned for his “winning tongue” (221)though the story 
provides no instances of his eloquence as in the case of the unnamed monster. What this serves 
to establish is that as a physically terrifyingspectreFrankenstein’s creaturecan only hope to enter 
the human community through a display of verbal prowess as a thinking and rational being. The 
vampire, on the other hand need only use his “winning tongue” for added advantage but his mere 
physicality already recommends him to the human society.  
 

There are a number of other, what I would like to call ‘good monsters’ in  literary history 
who, like Frankenstein’s monster, have been rejected by society purely on the basis of their 
frightening appearance – the Hunchback of Notre-Dame, the Phantom of the Opera and more 
recently the placid and lovable Ogre, Shrek. It is usually the result of social ostracizing and the 
unwillingness of society to accept them into its fold that these creatures are ultimately driven to 
commit monstrous acts.These can be understood as acts of vengeance on the part of the 
monsters. In his study of primitive religious practices RenéGirard in Violence and the Sacred 
observes that violence always begets violence. This observation holds true not only for primitive 
societies but also for the monster story. The violence that Victor Frankenstein commits on the 
natural laws of love and nurturance of a parent for the offspring, unleashes a reign of vengeful 
acts by the monster which can only end with the demise of Victor himself. Though Aubrey, 
unlike Victor Frankenstein is not the immediate cause of Lord Ruthven’s violent acts, his 
attempts to preserve the honour of a young girl is read as a personal affront by his supernatural 
companion. This results in a new chain of violence directed at those most dear to Aubrey, the 
object of his affection Ianthe and his sister, which ultimately results in Aubrey’s death from 
heartbreak and horror. 

Thus monsters in literature can deviate from the normal and the natural by being hideous 
or attractive in appearance, while bearing good or evil intent within.  
 
Re-Viewing the Myth 
 

In his doctoral dissertationThe Division of Labour in Society(1893), French sociologist 
Émile Durkheim uses the term “Organic Solidarity” (131) to define the type of social solidarity 
that operates within a modern society based on mutual reliance through the division of labour. 
Durkheim believes that a “collective consciousness” (79-80) operates within any society and is 
the root that binds it together, grounded in a shared set of social values that act as the unifying 
link between individuals. In the situation of breakdown of these shared social values, “anomy” 
takes over and lawlessness reigns. The term “anomy” (219), popularized by Durkheim in his 
seminal work Suicide(1897) refers to a situation wherein an individual becomes de-regularized 
from the social norms and experiences a feeling of normlessness.8 In terms of a Foucauldian 
analysis such individuals take the form of the criminal, the madman and the monster who 

8Émile Durkheim uses the term “anomic suicide” in this interesting comparative study of the suicide rates amongst 
Catholics and Protestants. “Anomic suicide” occurs as a result of the slackening hold of social forces on the 
individual which results in the individual experiencing a feeling of alienation and isolation from the society.  
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threaten social norms and test the limits of the law.9Thus, in other words, it can be said that the 
situation of anomy gives birth to the ‘monstrous’ in society. Interestingly, Michel Foucault’s 
category of, what he calls, the “human monster” (Abnormal55) takes Durkheim’s notion a step 
further and views the monster as not only a breach of societal law but also natural law: 
 
The notion of the monster is essentially a legal notion, in a broad sense, of course, since what defines the 
monster is the fact that its existence and form is not only a violation of the laws of society but also a 
violation of the laws of nature(ibid. 55-56). 

 
Such a definition is also consistent with that of Peter Brooks, “A Monster is that which 

cannot be placed in any of the taxonomic schemes devised by the human mind to understand and 
to order nature” (100). From these definitions, one can conclude that the monstrous body acts in 
defiance of society and nature. As an unnatural and foreign body it is confined to a solitary 
existence outside society. In his analysis of criminality, Foucault says that twentieth century 
expert psychiatric opinion aims to show how “the individual already resembles his crime before 
he commits it” (Abnormal19).The body of the monster is seen as an aberration of the natural and 
normal, as the obverse of the human. This figure of abnormality then, already resembles its 
potentiality for disturbance or threat to the natural order of society. Thus the response of society 
to the monstrous body resembles that towards a suspect within medico-juridical discourse - of 
having already been sentenced and found guilty of his crime, on whom judgment has already 
been passed. The signs of its potentiality for anomy are ‘always already’ (Derrida, 2001, 353) 
inscribed on the monstrous body.  

These signs manifest themselves quite visibly on the spectacle that is Frankenstein’s 
abomination. They are clearly legible in every convulsion of his physicality. Even though the 
body of the vampire seems to complicate this reading, Lord Ruthven’s ‘difference’ is 
immediately marked by the society he enters into, in the “dead grey eye” and “the deadly hue of 
his face, which never gained a warmer tint” (221). However, the question ofinterpreting this 
difference as danger in one who presents a superior image of humanity never arises, till his 
licentious deeds overshadow his physicality.  
 

In opposition to Durkheim’s theory of ‘organic solidarity’ where ‘labour’ becomes the 
binding link holding the society together, Punday notes that there is a “fundamental opposition 
between activity and monstrosity – the monstrous body is an object for viewing and cut off from 
action, especially routine mass labour” (819). The “to-be-looked-at-ness” (Brooks 100) of the 
Monster figure combined with its severance from the primary element of social solidarity 
(‘labour’ according to Durkheim) liberates it from mutual social reliance, thereby making it a 
self-sustaining figure.However, a reading of Frankenstein and “The Vampyre” argue against 
such a hasty categorization of the monster as merely “a static object of observation” (Punday 
818). Infact, it is the recognition of a ‘desiring subject’ behind the“to-be-looked-at-ness” which 
magnifies the threat of the monster to society. Both the Frankenstein monster and the Vampire 
bear such a reading of the monster as a body of desire. In Frankenstein the monster’s appeal to 
his maker for “a creature of another sex” (114) with whom he could “live in communion [as] 
with an equal” provides Frankenstein a momentary glimpse of the ‘interior man’ subsumed by a 
mask of exteriority. At the same time it also dispels the myth of the monster as a self-sustaining 

9 For a full discussion of Foucault’s analysis of madness and criminality, see Madness and Civilization: A History of 
Insanity in the Age of Reason (2001) and Abnormal: Lectures at the College de France 1974-75(2003). 
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creature. The monster’s desire for a companion reveals a dependence on the human community 
as a means of escaping the “forced solitude” (Shelley 115) that he sees as the root of all his vices. 
 

The vampire of Polidori’s fiction, on the other hand, as an ‘exterior man’ embodying a 
corporeal perfection that lies beyond the reach of humanity, is both a ‘desiring subject’ and an 
‘object to be desired’. He gains easy entrance into the community of men and becomes the center 
of female attention. Even young Aubrey is not immune to his charms. In direct contrast to 
Frankenstein’s monster, behind the mask of the man worn by the vampire, lies a vacuum of 
humanity, an incomprehensibility of meaning and utter monstrosity. Though Lord Ruthven does 
not seem to mourn the solitude of his existence in the way Frankenstein’s monster does, his 
immortal being depends on the human community in a more direct way. As the young and 
beautiful Ianthe narrates to Aubrey during one of their many lively conversations, the “living 
vampire” is forced to feed “upon the life of a lovely female to prolong his existence for the 
ensuing months” (Polidori 226). Lord Ruthven’s choice of female victims known for their 
innocence and purity and draining their body of blood symbolically suggests a pollution of their 
virginity.  
 
The Self in the Other 

 
By viewing Frankenstein’s unnamed “wretch” (Shelley 39) and Lord Ruthven, the 

vampire through Daniel Punday’s ‘Evolutionary’ construct we can examine the organicity of the 
monstrous body and  hence the reason behind its resemblanceto its maker.As Evolutionary 
bodies, the irony lies in the fact that in both cases, that of the Frankenstein monster and the 
Vampire, the initial starting point as well the end result after a process of evolution involve a 
disconcertingly recognizable human form. Peter Brooks concurs with the evolutionary construct, 
“The Monster is a product of nature – his ingredients are 100 per cent natural – yet by the 
process and the very fact of his creation, he is unnatural, the product of philosophical 
overreaching” (99).Victor Frankenstein’s Faustian transgression results in an unnatural birth, the 
labour not of nature but of artifice. The super-natural forces at work in the resurrection of Lord 
Ruthven from the embrace of death defy the mortal cycle of life and death. While admitting that 
the monster stands contrary to the natural laws, Michel Foucault also recognizes that, “…the 
monster is, so to speak, the spontaneous, brutal, but consequently natural form of the unnatural” 
(56). 

 
Frankenstein’s monster is an amalgamation of different human body parts but life is 

infused in him through scientific methods thus combining both Science and Nature in its process 
of creation. Vampires can be said to have evolved from the corpses of human beings, which can 
also be seen as a somewhat natural process. By their very definition they are a reanimated body. 
Thus, in the Darwinian definition of Evolution (beings evolve to adapt to their surroundings), the 
creation of vampires can be understood as a reversal of the process of Evolution – an evolution 
of the dead (another monster character that exemplifies the walking dead areZombies). The 
vampires’ fangs and sexual allure can be understood as an outcome of this evolution, as a 
necessary pre-requisite for their survival. The brute strength of Frankenstein’s monster, a 
consequence of his gigantic stature, though the fact of his persecution also becomes the source of 
his retribution. It secures him against the petty tyranny and violence of mankind. Though the 
process of evolution in both cases is rather different and to use Anne Mellor’s term “anti-
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evolutionist”10 yet it is the ‘deviations’ from the norm evolution renders in them that makes both 
monstrous. In every attempt to try and understand the monstrous, it is the fine line between the 
human and the monster, at times the absence of a recognizable one, which emerges as the 
primary subject of debate and contemplation. What heightens the danger of both Frankenstein’s 
monster and Polidori’s vampire is that the ‘organicity’11 of their bodies does not arise from a 
hybridity of different species but is utterly recognizable and categorizable as belonging solely to 
the human species. The organicity of their corporeality must be read in light of the artificiality of 
other monstrous bodies such as cyborgs and robots, which by the very fact of their physicality 
mark a break from the human species.The very existence of the latterexemplifies the hubristic 
enterprise of man, a Frankensteinian ambition if you will, in generating replicas of the self, but 
their physicality is meant to symbolize man’s achievements in science and technology.The 
revelation of monstrosity in the familiar is more horrifying due to its propensity to call attention 
to a potential for monstrosity in the self. This organicity of the monstrous body further 
complicates and “blurs the distinction between the human and the non-human.”12 
 

As Symbolic Bodies, to use the next category by Punday, monster figures are used as 
“timeless literary tropes” (Punday 806) to unearth the underlying problems in the society. The 
mystery and eventual revelation in the story of what the monster’s appearance ‘masks’ is what 
keeps us going back again and again to read more about the monster character. As a cultural 
critique, the mask of the monster serves to expose the frailties of the human mind and points to 
the faults in our natural instincts – we are too quick to trust that which is aesthetically appealing, 
like the vampire, and repel that which is outwardly hideous, like the creature. What the examples 
of Frankenstein’s monster and Polidori’s vampire unveil is that any deviation from the norm that 
is on the side of a physical ‘imperfection’ implies an instinctive distrust on the part of society. 
Whereas, if the deviation is on the side of bodily perfection, as in the case of Vampires, to the 
human mind it implies trust.John Keats’ oft-quoted line “beauty is truth, truth beauty”13 certainly 
does not hold in the case of the monstrous body.If a revelation of the truth is always “a thing of 
beauty” and “a thing of beauty is a joy forever”14, a study of the monster figure suggests a deeper 
analysis of such concepts. Such a critique of society encourages us to look beyond surface 
appearances and leads us to the eternally relevant appearances versus reality debate. In this case, 
once the mask of the monster is unveiled the shallowness and superficiality of society is laid bare 
and presents itself as the real monster of the story. For in truth, Frankenstein’s monster is the one 
with good intent and worthy of trust, whereas the vampire is the one we should ostracize.  

This brings us to the next related question, why does the monster figure continue to hold 
our fascination through the ages? In both stories, we discover that the reality is in fact the 
opposite of what our ‘natural’ instincts tell us, which evokes human curiosity and makes the 
monster figure appealing, whether it is beautiful or hideous. As the self that has been ‘Othered’ 
and rendered unrecognizable, the body of the monster becomes inextricably linked to an 
instinctive ‘fear of the unknown’. The corporeality of the monster becomes a potent symbol as a 

10 In “A Feminist Critique of Science”, Mellor argues that, “Victor Frankenstein is portrayed as a direct opponent of 
Darwin’s teachings, as an anti-evolutionist and a parodic proponent of an erroneous ‘Creation Theory’”, p. 4.  
11 I use the word ‘organicity’ in its traditional definition as applicable to that which is derived from or pertaining to 
living organisms; composed of or created from the bodily organs of animals or plants.  
12 York Notes on Frankenstein(London: York Press, 2001), p. 46.  
 
13 From John Keats’ poem “Ode to a Grecian Urn” (1820). 
14 From John Keats’ poem “Endymion” (1818). 
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body of warning on which the consequences of transgression are written. It is the sense of 
mystery, the symbiotic accompaniment of the ‘unknown’ created by the abnormality that 
continues to hold our fascination and is timeless.  
 
Conclusion 

 
On a concluding note, it becomes imperative to point out that while Polidori’s Vampire 

and the Frankenstein monster work around the same idea of the evolutionary physical form 
masking the true character of the monster in the story, they make use of sharply contrasting 
mechanisms to do so. What this seems to suggest is that the question of ‘innateness’ or an 
inherent ‘being’ in terms of the literary monster figure is moot. The real freedom embodied by 
the monster figure comes from this interplay of meanings that can be ascribed to it.   

 
At this stage another observation must be made.Even though the revelation of the 

mystery behind the mask of the monster continues to be a source of endless fascination, there is 
always a certain expectation of the truth behind the mystery of the monster which must be met. 
The monster must instill terror in the hearts of men, whether this be through its physicality or 
actions or a horrifying combination of both.The monster lies beyond the reach of the established 
societal codes and values and it is precisely this exclusionary position accorded to it from which 
the monster derives its power. Not restricted by the socio-moral codes that govern society, the 
monster figure becomes one to be feared while simultaneously emerging as a cause for envy, 
liberated from the demands of conformity. As Daniel Punday notes, “The monster here becomes 
a symbol of difference, of what is repressed by the dominant culture” (806). As a symbol, 
independent of societal codes, the monster figure has the power to expose the underlying fissures 
of our so-called ordered construction of the world. It is precisely in an attempt to minimize this 
threat the monster poses to the very fabric of society that in every clash between the 
transgressive individual or monster and the society, the latter must emerge victorious. Thus every 
monster story attempts to neutralize the threat of this disruptive body by making the monster 
commit abominable acts of violence which mark an irreconcilable break with humanity. By 
symbolically making the monster figure a “scapegoat”, its persecution in the story or a desire for 
its persecution can serve to collectively purge the sins of the society. Through a ‘transference’,of 
its sins on the now unrecognizable ‘other’, the ‘sacrifice’ of the monster can produce a ‘cathartic’ 
effect on society.15 

 
The Monster is an embodiment of extremes, another source of its power and “the 

connotations range from the defeated aspirations of humanity towards perfection [which is the 
enviable trait possessed by Vampires], to a dreadful warning of the consequences of defiance 
[this can be understood in terms of Frankenstein’s Monster, though it is Frankenstein’s defiance 
and not the monster’s that should serve as a warning]” (Punter 273). There is a possibility to 
create a monster out of anything that is ‘different’ from the ‘self’. Though the monster figure is 
not necessarily an evil one, it is one that is shrouded in mystery, making it a source of timeless 
appeal. Perhaps one way to try and understand our continuing fascination with the enigmatic 

15 The concepts of the “scapegoat” and “sacrifice” are borrowed from René Girard’s book Violence and the Sacred. 
Analyzing the figure of the monster through Girard’s concept of the “sacrificeable victim” is the subject of a 
forthcoming paper by this author.    
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monstrous figure could be that as extra-ordinary beings, for a moment no matter how short, they 
serve to release us from the “terror of [our] own ordinariness” (Punday 819). 
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