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[bookmark: _GoBack]The idea of monsters as real, living things amongst society is a fear instilled in many from the early years of life, hiding from the monster under the bed as one example of many.[footnoteRef:1] The concept of monsters existing as real creatures can be explored in different ways, what this essay intends to do is to understand how monsters have changed throughout history up to modern day and what the definition of a monster is and was.[footnoteRef:2] Including ideas about new terminology surrounding the topic: in this case, a debate of monsters versus monstrous/monstrosity will highlight the discrepancies in definition[footnoteRef:3], and how the answer to the question can alter depending on how the topic is approached. In more modern examples of monsters or monstrosity what will be explored is the idea of blurring the boundary in regards to deformity and abnormality and how real creatures and people can be classified as monsters because of this. Also, within the exploration of the topic of deformity, looking at different examples of ancient monsters and whether or not there is any way they could definitively be placed as real or mythical.[footnoteRef:4] [1:  Sohn 2015: 245. Sohn explains that are still rampant in daily modern life throughout many different mediums. ]  [2:  Murgatroyd 2007: 1. ‘monstrum’. ]  [3:  Sohn 2015: 246. Within this explanation it seems that monster can be defined as the physical and monstrosity is more focused on the mental state of a creature. ]  [4:  Specific focus will be on Homer’s Odyssey Books 9 and 12, with reference to Powell 1995 and Murgatroyd 2007. ] 


Murgatroyd presents the view that the English definition of the word monster is more open ended than the Latin derivative.[footnoteRef:5] As presented the definition remains with some ambiguity, however, it seems to be the that there is a certain rubric that holds together the classification of a monster and abnormality seems to be a common thread.[footnoteRef:6] Yartz, regarding his article on ‘Aristotle on Monsters’, offers an example on the analysis of the Greek Τέρας meaning ‘a sign, wonder, marvel’.[footnoteRef:7] Looking at these different exmaples of the definition it seems as though there could in fact be a positive view of the abnormal, something that will later be discussed in reference to the cyclops in The Aeneid[footnoteRef:8]. In Greek Mythology, monsters are prevalent and their associations are largely negative. This raises questions around what the purpose of a monster is; is the monster merely there to enforce a sense of right and wrong and to instil a sense of fear? If this is the case then monsters do exist as real creatures, as there are exmaples of monstrous acts that are used to scare people into acting morally correct. Sohn provides an interesting argument into monsters changing to suit society, so that they can best represent the darkest parts[footnoteRef:9], so in this sense, I would argue that monsters can be very real and exist as real things.  [5:  Murgatroyd 2007: 1.]  [6:  Murgatroyd 2007: 1. Murgatroyd also offers the following insights into ideas about malformation, differing forms as well as a mention of the concept of threat. ]  [7:  Yartz 1997: 67.]  [8:  Murgatroyd 2007: 25, Verg A. 3. 675.  ]  [9:  Sohn 2015: 246.] 


Deformities in the Greco- Roman world were considered a punishment from the Gods and were considered to be sent from the divine[footnoteRef:10], this abnormality could link into monsters, and how people are perceived. Following on from Sohn’s argument about monstrosity,[footnoteRef:11] Garland argues that monstrosity ‘is a matter of opinion’[footnoteRef:12], this could open discussion for people considering real creatures to be monstrous through personal opinion, and as Sohn discusses through the idea of mentally distancing oneself from the creature.[footnoteRef:13] Garland explores deformities and the way that they influenced society, explaining that in Greek society there was a certain level of prejudice against those who were deformed or disabled.[footnoteRef:14] It could well be through this exploration that the concept of otherness would arise, which is also associated with monsters. A well-known example of this comes from Hephaestus, whose associations are from being lame – Powell reaffirms the argument in Garlands article that there were social prejudices on the lame,[footnoteRef:15] by explaining that Hephaestus would have had no social standing and that the lame were not treated well.[footnoteRef:16] The reason why this could be considered important is that it raises the question and the argument of how far must one exhibit signs of being a monster before being considered one?  [10:  Garland 1992: 39. ]  [11:  Sohn 2015: 246. ]  [12:  Garland 1992: 39.]  [13:  Sohn 2015: 246. ]  [14:  Garland 1992: 39.  ]  [15:  Garland 1992: 39.]  [16:  Powell 1995: 174. ] 


Homer’s Odyssey proves to hold many exmaples of monsters in the Homeric world, the one that will be specifically explored are the Sirens. They first exist in Book 12 of The Odyssey. [footnoteRef:17] They are described as being physically abnormal, with ‘head and breasts of a woman, but the wings and bodies of birds’.[footnoteRef:18] From this description it leads to believe that there is no way possible that these could exist as real creatures, it is not something that is possible even through deformity. It is referenced that the song of Sirens lure men in,[footnoteRef:19] this denotes that they appear to be wicked in nature to be able to lure something[footnoteRef:20], which is something Murgatroyd notes as being part of a monster.  Another one of the monsters seen in Homers Odyssey is the cyclops Polyphemus,[footnoteRef:21] now having established that the sirens cannot exist as real creatures, the concept of a cyclops is more fluid and it could be argued that a ‘cyclops’ could in fact exist. In the account given by Homer, they travel to the land of the cyclops, [footnoteRef:22] this insinuates that the cyclops live in a land not inhabited by humans, this is something deemed to be synonymous with monsters as referenced by Sohn.[footnoteRef:23] At this point it seems that the cyclops could not exist as a real creature, however Lamb argues that monsters could well have been based off disabilities or deformities, [footnoteRef:24] this opens up the question that the cyclops could be based off a disability, such as having one eye, which can be seen in some cases in the modern day that people may have an injury and could have only one eye.[footnoteRef:25] This could mean that the ‘cyclops’ could exist as a real creature that only has one eye through disability.  [17:  Murgatroyd 2007: 44, Hom. Od. 12. 39. ]  [18: 14, Powell 1995: 611. ]  [19:  Murgatroyd 2007: 25, Hom. Od. 39 – 47.]  [20:  Murgatroyd 2007: 1.]  [21:  Hom. Od. 9. 106. ]  [22:  Hom. Od. 9. 106. ]  [23:  Sohn 2015: 256.]  [24:  Lamb 1900: 286.]  [25:  Lamb 1900: 283 – 285. Lamb includes exmaples of the cyclops existing as real creatures, and states that it could easily be misinterpreted as a God or Demon, giving answers as to why cyclops are often portrayed monsters. Lamb 1900: 285. ] 

Through exploring two monsters in Homer’s Odyssey, it is certainly true that there are some examples that are entirely myth, and some are myths based from real creatures.

What could also be of interest is something Murgatroyd mentions that monsters can sometimes be of good – ‘a plurality of monsters can be deployed to good purpose’[footnoteRef:26], which seems to go against a defining factor in defining a monster, especially as previously mentioned as ‘menacing’[footnoteRef:27], this raises an argument of if something is a monster by name, is therefore a monster by nature? If, with the example given in Murgatroyd in The Aeneid[footnoteRef:28] the monster is not doing monstrous acts, then is there an issue with definition. With all of this in mind, I think it raises questions as to how subjective a monster truly is, and so whether or not they can exit as real creatures, to some extent is a matter of personal opinion, and readings of the texts.  [26:  Murgatroyd 2007: 25.]  [27:  Murgatroyd 2007: 1.]  [28: Murgatroyd 2007: 25, Verg A. 3. 675.  ] 


The ancient monster, it would seem cannot exist as a real creature given some of the examples that can be seen in literature. Aristotle, as Yartz argues, held the view that monsters were not imaginary and in his work, he attempts to find an explanation for this monsters.[footnoteRef:29] Aristotle argues that monsters can come from nature and can exist in the real world as evidenced in his work the Generation of Animals,[footnoteRef:30]. Interestingly, Aristotle specifically argues that ‘monstrosity is really a sort of deformity’[footnoteRef:31], he also mentions examples in which creatures are born with two heads[footnoteRef:32] and given what has just been discussed it would be the case that this type of deformity would be considered monstrous as they were ‘contrary to nature’.[footnoteRef:33] With exploration of this idea of monstrosity being away from the norm in nature, there are certainly cases in the modern day in which creatures and humans are born with deformities,[footnoteRef:34] and they are very much real and can exist with the norm.  [29:  Yartz 1997: 67.]  [30:  Aristot. De Gen An. 770 b. 10. ]  [31:  Aristot. De Gen An. 769 b. 30. ]  [32:  Aristot. De Gen An. 770 a. 25. ]  [33:  Yartz 1997: 72, Aristot. De Gen An. 770 b. 10. ]  [34:  Moscoso 1998: 357.] 


What could be considered a defining factor in determining whether or not monsters can exist as real creatures, is understanding. There are examples of this to even now where what is not understood by the general population and what does, therefore, not have a place in society is considered to be a monster.[footnoteRef:35] This notion could even very loosely link into the idea of monsters existing outside the normal space of humans.[footnoteRef:36]  [35:  Sohn 2015: 250 – 251. Sohn, in reference in particular to Frankenstein being a ‘suffering outcast’. ]  [36:  Cohen 1996: 7, Sohn 2015: 245 – 246. ] 

One other equally important idea to consider within the exploration of mythological monsters is considering the purpose of a myth. Lamb put forwards the argument in his work that it has to be that some of the creations seen in mythology have to have come from imagination.[footnoteRef:37] If the monsters seen in classical literature are based on imagination as Lamb discusses[footnoteRef:38] then simply these monsters cannot exist as real creatures, nor were they ever intended to, so what gain would be seen in trying to fit them into a modern concept. Lamb also explores the idea of folklore and how it is entirely likely that it could be the case that with the oral traditions of some of these early texts, the original meanings got left somewhere far behind and what we consider to be the text is vastly different to the original concept.[footnoteRef:39] This could have a profound effect on what we consider these monsters to be and what they were, as well as understanding various social reception to these, and ultimately hinders ideas around whether or not they could be real creatures or not.  [37:  Lamb 1900: 286.]  [38:  Lamb 1900: 286.]  [39:  Lamb 1900: 277.] 


Monstrosity is a fairly new concept, and in Moscoso explores this idea through his article on the abnormal body in the eighteenth century.[footnoteRef:40] In this there seem to be early allusions to the idea of monstrosity, and defining to what extent something was monstrous.[footnoteRef:41] What could be argued with the notion of monstrosity is that it provides a wider spectrum for monsters and it ceases to be as simple a question of being a monster or not, but involves the idea of to what extent this is the case. With this in mind, this is what I believe begins a point in which monsters can exist as real creatures. A key study in helping to understand how monstrosity and monsters were defined and viewed comes from a study within Moscoso’s article – specific reference to a boy whose heart was hanging from his neck.[footnoteRef:42] This opened questioned in the realm of science, and what could reasonably be explained. In this case the boy was considered to be a monster as opposed to monstrous[footnoteRef:43], this is because ‘monsters were seen as experiments of nature’[footnoteRef:44], which interestingly links back into thoughts first seen in Aristotle. [footnoteRef:45] [40:  Moscoso 1998: 335 – 382. ]  [41:  Moscoso 1998: 156. ]  [42:  Moscoso 1998: 357. ]  [43:  Moscoso 1998: 357. ]  [44:  Moscoso 1998: 358. ]  [45:  Yartz 1997: 72. Aristot. De Gen An. 770 b. 10. ] 


The definition of a monster, up to a point, is fluid[footnoteRef:46] and so to confine the idea of a monster to a certain time and space means that the idea cannot fully be explored. In gaining the most realistic answer to this question of whether monsters can exist as real creatures or not, is to place classical monsters and modern monsters as separate ideas, as they encompass so many differing aspects. It can be deduced that looking at this topic from a modern perspective provides many different arguments, monsters themselves cannot exist as real creatures, however, with a new approach with monstrosity, monstrous creatures can exist. Monsters in the classical definition, cannot exist as real creatures, as monsters do not inhabit the living space of humans and so cannot be accessed.[footnoteRef:47] It is clear that there is a distinction between ancient and modern monsters, and modern monsters most certainly can be real creatures as it is not unheard of in news headlines that something or, indeed, someone can and will be described as a monster. There is perhaps a link with the idea of the unknown and uncertainty with ancient and modern monsters, but on the whole they provide different answers to the question. [46:  Murgatroyd 2007: 1. Murgatroyd states that there is some ambiguity in the English definition of monster. ]  [47:  Cohen 1996: 7. Murgatroyd 2007: 1. Murgatroyd does not agree with this, however, I feel that in this case with classical monsters it is evidence enough that monsters do not inhabit fully the same borders as humans. ] 
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