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I CHAPTER Two

REPRODUCTION WITHOUT WOMEN:

FRANKENSTEIN AND THE PROHIBITION

AGAINST HUMAN MODIFICATION

ISABEL !{ARPIN AND DAVID ELLISON

Putting events in Genesis to one side, the most famous non
conventional act of creation recorded in Western literature occurs in Mary
Shelley's Frankenstein.' Painstakingly assembled in Victor's "workshop
of filthy creation", the life that emerges from this gothic setting is not
confined to the plot of the novel, but oddly for a creature doomed to
sterility and apparent death, produces innumerable copies across a variety
of genre and media. Significant among the novels, films, cartoons, games
and toys that perpetuate the creature's existence, is its presence as a
rhetorical device employed in the language of ethical restraint. When
legislators or advocates of varying stripe call for science to just stop, now,
Frankenstein (in monster or progenitor form) makes his inevitable
appearance?

That this novel first published in 1818 would continue to play an
active, if not activist, role in policing the line between the acceptable and
that deemed monstrous, speaks to the durable and flexible nature of
Shelley's creation. We are all familiar with the "Franken" prefix attached
to an array of menacingly novel foods, drugs, and even pets.' In their
newly conjoined form such terms raise the prospect of science being out of
control and cavalier in regard to unknowable risks. Consider, for instance,
a letter quoted in the Australian parliament in the midst of the 2002
debates around the Prohibition of Human Cloning Bill and the Research
Involving Human Embryos Bill: "It's an odd thing that genetically
modified Frankenstein food horrifies us and yet we seem willing to flirt
with Frankenstein in the debate over embryonic stem cell research ... To
begin research on the embryo, however, is the first step that leads to


























