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Professor Stephen Greenblatt JoanrebBcah Grossman

Shakespeare Grounded: Ecocritical Approaches akedpearean Drama

Abstract

Using the “Great Chain of Being” — which was int&go the Elizabethan understanding
of the world — as a starting point, this disseotatxamines the sometimes startling ways in
which Shakespeare’s plays invert this all-encompgdsierarchy. At times, plants come to the
forefront as the essential life form that othersudti emulate to achieve a kind of utopian ideal.
Still other times, the soil and rocks themselvesobge the logical extension of a desire to
remove man from the pinnacle of earthly creati@ver the course of this project, | explore
plays that emphasize a) alternative, non-mammatiades of propagation, b) the desire to sink
the human body into the earth (or, at a minimumy’meloseness to the ground), and c) the
imagined lives of flora and fauna, while undersegnnan’s kinship with myriad organisms. In
many of the works explored, a modern vision of maliéy comes to the forefront, presenting a
stark contrast to the deeply held religious viewthe day. In flipping the ladder upside down,
Shakespeare entices his reader to confront inhereaitnesses in human and animal biology,
and ultimately to question why man cannot seekt@bmodel from the lowly ground upon

which he treads.
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Introduction

“I wonder if it wouldn’'t have been better if the rAighty had

created us all as - well - as sort of plants. “mow, firmly

embedded in the soil. Then none of this rot abweats and

boundaries would have come up in the first placen.@au

imagine it...all of us rooted in the soil? Just inmagit!”

—Kazuo Ishiguro
There has long been a tradition of publishing bdbls catalogue the flowers mentioned
in Shakespeare’s works (sBkhakespeare’s Fantastic GarlandsGathering of Flowers from
Shakespeard-lowers from Shakespeare’s GardamdShakespeare’s Flowerfor a sampling}.
This fascination and veritable potpourri of infortoa has led to the cultivation of numerous
“Shakespeare gardens” across the world. To be suck collections (whether printed or
planted) usually underscore more of a layman’sipasthan a serious scholarly pursuit.
Nevertheless, | find it curious that such widesgreierest in Shakespeare’s use of plants has
not led to greater headway on this particular sttbyéthin the burgeoning field of ecocriticism.
While locating studies that focus on the faunahak&speare or other Renaissance texts is not
difficult (see Bruce Boehrer'Shakespeare Among the Anim@e02) or Erica Fudge’Animals,
Rationality, And Humanity in Early Modern Engla(®D06) for two fairly recent book-length
studies), plant life and the soil from which plagpsout have received comparatively short shrift.
In truth, remarkably little ecocritical scholarships been devoted exclusively to

Shakespeare’s plays and poems; to date, only fmokshave attempted to stake out this ground:

Green Shakespea(2006),Ecocriticsm and Shakespeg011),Ecocritical Shakespeare

! Alist of this nature could become absurdly lohgrie expanded it to include all plants. A smalhgle follows:
The plant-lore and garden-craft of Shakespe&teakespeare gardens: Design, Plants, and Flowey lor
Shakespeare’s Garden: With Reference to Over a Hahidlants Shakespeare’s Plants and Gardens: A
Dictionary, The Botany of ShakespearBuffice it to say, Shakespeare had extensivevladge of plants and used
them freely in his works.



(2011), andShakespeare’s Oce48012)? Of course, a great deal has already been witient
the natural world in Shakespeare. But ecocriticgsms to distinguish itself from the “old
thematicism and nature studies” in a number of wWklalock 80). As Dan Brayton and Lynne
Bruckner explain in their introduction &cocritical Shakespeayecocriticism diverges from
prior research in its “attention to anthropocemtrigcocentrism, living systems, environmental
degradation, ecological and scientific literacyd @m investment in expunging the notion that
humans exist apart from other life forms” (BruckBgr

For the purposes of my dissertation, | am mostested in the last meaning — that is to
say, the blurring of the boundaries among life ferms Sir Thomas Browne put it in Hieligio
Medici (1642), “to call our selves a Microcosme, or littterld, | thought it onely a pleasant
trope of Rhetorick, till my neare judgment...told there was a reall truth therein. For first we
are a rude mass...next we live the life of plants,lifie of animals, the life of men, and at last the
life of spirits” (Browne 66-7). Though written the seventeenth century, Browne’s notion of a
“mysterious nature” and a “corporeal and spiritesdence” that “unites...incompatible
distances” hardly seems far removed from the iasipin behind the best-selling 1973 bodkge
Secret Life of Plantffollowed by a 1979 documentary of the same namikich, as the subtitle
explains, chronicles the “physical, emotional, apditual relations between plants and man”
(Browne 66-7). In essence, the controversial loputar book provided a history of experiments
in plant sentience (Nollman 96). Though categdrkesthe “emotional” or “spiritual” are
necessarily vague, | cite the title of this famausk because it provides a fairly apt description
of the underlying aim behind my dissertation. Mgemerally, | am interested in the imagined

animate life of organic entities — whether theyplants, rocks, or dirt. In the effort to analyze

2 This last book, which focuses on the maritime disien of certain Shakespeare works (most notablin
TempesandThe Comedy of Errojsdevelops chapters includediaocritical Shakespeare
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Shakespeare’s treatment of organic material amaglibeings effectively, | integrate information
from medieval lapidaries, as well as early modertabical tracts and herbals, and examine the
intersection between art and nature (e.g., liféegstthe relationship between dirt and life (e.qg.,
spontaneous generation), Ovidian myths that depat's ties to the earth (e.g., the Golden Age,
Pythagoras, Deucalion), hylozoism (the theory thatter is endowed with life), the influence of
humanist thought, and Christian theological teaghion hierarchy and order.

This last issue is of particular importance givieatti hope to reveal how each of the
plays examined manages to decenter the notiorediuman. Using the “Great Chain of Being”
— which was integral to the Elizabethan understamadf the world — as a starting point, this
dissertation examines the sometimes startling waygiich Shakespeare’s plays invert this all-
encompassing hierarchy. At times, plants combaeddrefront as the essential life form that
others should emulate to achieve a kind of utoplaal. Still other times, the soil and rocks
themselves become the logical extension of a desiremove man from the pinnacle of earthly
creation. Over the course of this project, | explplays that emphasize a) alternative, non-
mammalian modes of propagation, b) the desirenfotsie human body into the earth (or, at a
minimum, man'’s closeness to the ground), and cintlagjined lives of flora and fauna, while
underscoring man'’s kinship with myriad organismhismany of the works explored, a modern
vision of materiality comes to the forefront, pneieg a stark contrast to the deeply held
religious views of the day. In flipping the laddgrside down, Shakespeare entices his reader to
confront inherent weaknesses in human and aniro&ddy, and ultimately to question why man

cannot seek a better model from the lowly grounanughich he treads.



Overview of Ecocriticism and Related Methodologies

a) Ecocriticism and the Posthumanities

Before delving further into the arguments advanodtis dissertation, | wish to address

some of the more general but relevant points regaitie present state of ecocriticsm and
related fields like the posthumanities and objearded philosophy (and specifically their
relation to early modern studies). By no mearteese complete agreement about how exactly
these methodological approaches ought to work wifiakespeare scholarship. With respect to
ecocriticism, in one recent essay on this topi@r&i O’Dair argues “Shakespearean
ecocriticism” must be “presentist” (Bruckner 8%onathan Bate would prefer that scholars
“separate ecopoetics from ecopolitics” becaushidgview, “green has no place in the traditional
political spectrum” (Bate 266-7). Conversely, GabEgan maintains that separating
ecocriticism from politics would be as absurd asaeing the political from Marxist or feminist
literary criticism (Egan 44). In “Shipwreck anddtegy: Toward a Structural Theory of
Shakespeare and Romance”, Steve Mentz maintain4hieariple pillars of ecological thinking
[are] interconnectedness, persistence in spacghamtkcentering of heroic individuals”
(Bradshaw 168). By removing “heroic” from the thpillar, we are left with one of the key
tenets of post-human studies more broadly. As Daniettman explains, “theoretical work in
the humanities has been branching out for sevesisynow...striving to go beyond the
traditional human subject in order to account fibreo types of existence and experience,
including animals and autonomous machines. A nel has emerged, loosely labeled ‘the
posthumanities’, which attempts to fill in the raitihia-long blind spots caused by our own
narcissism. Such scholars are united in their &ffiar expose or deconstruct ongoing

anthropocentrism” (Pettman).



To be clear, ecocriticism and posthumanism oftesrlap (or run parallel to one
another), but one useful way to think about thémision between the two fields is that
posthumanism is a specific point of view that songeaorking in ecocriticism can adopt
(Garrard 225-6). In other words, one could proditeeary criticism that falls under the
umbrella of ecocriticism, but does not address tjes of what constitutes the posthuman.
“Posthuman” is essentially a broad term descrilaittgmpts to represent existences other than
the human —i.e., to move past this category thatdo dominated our worldview and
scholarship. In that sense, the posthumanitiealayeed with object-oriented
philosophy/ontology (a phrase coined by Graham Haljma metaphysical movement that
rejects the privileging of human existence overdkistence of nonhuman objects. Once again,
scholars in this field are keenly interested imamtiecentrism (a recurring theme in the chapters

ahead).

b) Object-oriented Ontology and Alien Phenomenology
As scholars like lan Bogost and others have obseffee far too long, humanity has

stood at the center of philosophical thinking. Bsigs own work seeks to remedy this while
recognizing the unavoidable problem of what hemdgaermed “alien phenomenology.”
Drawing upon Thomas Nagel's famous “What is it likébe a bat?” essay, Bogost discusses the
inherent elusiveness of the experiential world@flmuman entities: “The only way to perform
alien phenomenology is by analogy: The bat, f@negle, operates like a submarine...We never
understand the alien experience, we only ever remahmetaphorically” (Bogost 64-6). Part of
the problem, in other words, is that the supposed]gctive evidence we use to describe

nonhuman existence (in this case a bat) leadsrtieefuaway from the experience of what it is



actually like to perceive the world as a bat dokéss no wonder then, that Bogost concludes that
“anthropocentrism is unavoidable, at least for ushans” (Bogost 64). For Bogost, then, our
best avenue for acquiring knowledge of nonhumaitienis to contemplate the space between
ourselves and the foreign existence. A metaphopofse cannot eradicate the distance between
the observer and the observed, but it exposewtidhiand guides us in our encounters and
perceptions of alien objects.

| dwell upon this subject because many of the araph this dissertation strive to
highlight the underlying metaphorical processes@k in making sense of nonhuman organic
material in Shakespeare’s plays. But equally irtgadrfor my purposes are the implications of
merely pursuing an examination of alien phenomeyoldAs Pettman eloquently states, “we
will never truly know what it means to be a trégut does that mean that we should...relegate
trees to the margins of our own discourses, trgatiem as mute and ambient things-in-
themselves, with no stakes in the present or f@tude should we take up the challenge of
somehow acknowledging and respecting the raditaiiigl in the heart of our own thinking, and

perhaps even render it intelligible?” (Pettman).

c) Thing Theory, Ethical Ramifications, and Key Terms
Though of a slightly different tenor than posthumsenand object-oriented ontology, Bill
Brown’s work is part of a growing corpus of schgldp on nonhuman entities. Brown, in his
essay “Thing Theory”, notes that “we begin to confrthe thingness of objects when they stop
working for us: When the drill breaks, when the stalls, when the windows get filthy...The
story of objects asserting themselves as things, tis the story of a changed relation to the

human subject and thus the story of how the th&adly names less an object than a particular



subject-object relation” (Brown 4). The idea ofjbming with relations rather than preexisting
entities is critical to ecocriticism’s scope anthaisince frequently the relationship in question is
our link to the environment around us (Hayles 2983ological thinking is deeply concerned
with the networks and interconnectivity found im—rather inherent to — nature (e.g.,
environmental harms never occur in a vacuum anldonttbroader consequence). However, |
also think that Brown taps into precisely the ethimnsequences of object-oriented studies by
implicitly asking what if “things” are not for owrse? What if their existence is not predicated
on our needs?

Graham Harman argues that object-oriented ontabdigys “not the oft-lamented ‘naive
realism’ of oppressive and benighted patriarchs abweird realism in which real individual
objects resist all forms of causal or cognitive tegg (Harman 188). Put differently, these
movements refuse to allow nonhuman entities to iecine pawns of the masters and kings
who would otherwise rule over them; in adoptingsthphilosophical positions or outlooks we
come closest to allowing them to remain beyond @mation and exploitation. But in the
“intellectual rush to lobby on behalf of nonhumatmseence”, plants (to say nothing of the soil
from which they sprout) have, on the whole, beemigd (Pettman). The most notable of the
handful of books that have attempted to broactstigect are Michael Marder@n Plant-
Thinking(2013) and Jeffrey Jerome CoheAtlsimal, Vegetable, Mineral: Ethics and Objects
(2012), with the latter focusing specifically onaieval and early modern texts. With respect to
the former, | do not think it is an overstatemensay Marder is doing nothing short of
advocating for the rights of plants (or at least ttight to be considered every bit as intelligent

and adaptive as other life forms on this planét)that sense, this project is heavily indebted to



this line of thinking and Marder’s ideas are dismin detail and integrated throughout the
chapters that follow.

To return toAnimal, Mineral, Vegetab)ehis collection of essays examines what happens
when we cease to assume that only humans exert\ggerd, more broadly, argues against
anthropocentricity. As Cohen says, “sheep, woleamjels, flowers, chairs, magnets,
landscapes, refuse, and gems are more than me@bjrhey act; they withdraw; they make
demands” (Animal, Mineral, Vegetable 298). In tHissertation | frame things somewhat
differently since the “objects” | deal with (be thanimal, vegetable, or mineral) are rarely
literally exerting agency (though in some instaraed with some of the organisms one can
make the case that they are). What | am interestesdwhat happens in plays where humans
imagine that animals, minerals, vegetables, plamd,dirt exert agency, and more specifically
how might that conception affect an individual otlective worldview? Does it imply or
expand our set of ethical obligations to the eartto specific creatures? As the phrasing in
“more than mere objects” implies, like Cohen, dfih problematic to label any living thing as an
object (and wish to avoid such phrasing wherevassiide) since | would contend that living
organisms cannot accurately be described usingethe | prefer to adopt a strict definition of
“object” and limit the word to non-sentient inanit@ahings, existences, and items.

Continuing with this issue of defining key termsaider correctly observes that plants
often serve as synecdoche for “nature as a wh&lkh(-Thinking 31). And yet, | fully expect to
receive pushback on the very (fraught) notion afirea Nature, after all, is everything: “the
most toxic chemical substance and the most exquisiver alike are composed of the elements

that constitute nature” (Bushnell 2)Every technologically advanced contraption thathave

% Rebecca Bushnell goes on to observe (correctiyyiview) that humans nevertheless “persist in spygpnature
and not nature, needing a nature outside of owrsé[Bushnell 2).
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created is technically a part of nature. Yet, Llgdcargue that in order to have a productive
conversation, it is fair, and indeed preferabldinat and demarcate the meaning. Vegetation,
soil, wildlife, and the spaces apart from civilioat— these categories constitute nature. In
literature and other artistic works, such space#éen obvious (e.g., court vs. forest). Of
course, in the real world, the matter is rarelyckland white; the tree beyond one’s window with
squirrels running up and down and birds buildingeat is nature. Even in the midst of an urban
jungle, a plot of dirt with an anthill is naturélowever, for the sake of avoiding needless
confusion and obfuscation, | would say somethikg fall known entities” when referring to
everything that belongs to nature by default. Thés/ seem like a trivial point, but resistance to
defining nature can become little more than a cgpiefining the term overtly, after all, invites

us to start considering seriously our impacts endgiivironmental other.

Elizabethan Environmental Concerns and Contempora@pmparisons

Regardless of which methodological angle one takesdifficult to deny that part of the
reason for ecocriticism’s growth in the last decedihat individuals living in the twenty-first
century have an increased awareness about a rhegeimnmental issues. Whereas
environmentalism was once associated primarily Wie huggers” and fringe movements, we
now live in a world where the local supermarket ericourage customers to carry reusable
bags. This awareness of limited resources angddlhetion that stems from wastefulness is only
the tip of the iceberg. Every day, readers areli@ed with articles about global warming, air
quality, toxins infiltrating water, the ozone layerarine debris (e.g., the great Pacific garbage
patch), endangered species, factory farming, reestand coral reef destruction, and alternative

energy. Although these concerns may seem likeughfgmodern-day problems, in fact they



help to bridge the gap between our culture and lediying in the sixteenth and seventeenth
centuries. Indeed, part of what | find so appegimapplying ecocriticism to Renaissance
literature is that it presents the opportunity telart‘presentist” concerns with a new historicist
methodology.

Although romantic era nature writing has been thgry focus of ecocriticism, the
influence of ecological concerns can be seen in&SidShakespeare, Milton, Marvell, and
countless other early modern authors. In thisggethotany was coming into its own as a
scientific discipline while problems such as rantpdaforestation and loss of wetlands were
occurring. Even before the Elizabethan and Jacobess, there were concerns about England’s
forests, as evidenced by Henry VIIAEt for the Preservation of Woo(E543). At the end of
the sixteenth century, John Manwood wrotdifreatise and Discourse of the Lawes of the
Forrest(1598) that “the greatest part of [forests]” wispoiled and decayed” (Manwood 2).
This deforestation had widespread ramificationsostmotably, as Sir William Cecil explained
in 1596, that “London and all other towns neardba...[were] mostly driven to burn coal...for
most of the woods [had been] consumed” (Hattaw&}).58 few decades later, John Evelyn
was complaining iffumifugium: Or The Inconveniencie of the Aer antb&k of London
(1661) that the city’s air was “eclipsed with swchloud of sulfure, as the sun it self...is hardly
able to penetrate” (Fumifugium 6). | shall examiine impacts of medieval and Renaissance era
deforestation in several of the chapters, but ¢w particular detail in chapter four, which
focuses on the use of treesTine Tempest

Concurrent with logging efforts, increased demasrdiieat and wool led to overgrazing,
which in turn, contributed to the draining of mastand wetlands (Hiltner 2). But attempts to

convert terrain into pasture and cropland weresnoiugh to shield Elizabethans from severe
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grain shortages and harvest failure. Such probleaxe an odd resonance with modern society;
even putting aside the ethics of eating animals,nb longer possible to deny the substantial
environmental impact of consuming meat. An estad&t50 billion animals are slaughtered
worldwide each year and meat consumption is onkeobiggest factors contributing to global
warming and a host of other environmental disagtegs, antibiotic resistance, toxic runoff,
fecal matter “lagoons”, and deforestatinjind we persist on this hazardous path even knpwin
that the staggering amount of grain and water ts@doduce meat could be used more
efficiently. As | hope to demonstrate, plays lke You Like Itirectly encourage us to think
about the ethics of killing animals for food andavimpact such behavior has on human society.

As if daily life were not sufficiently difficult fopeople living in the Elizabethan era, the
climate itself was perhaps the biggest culprit bdtarvest failures given that the 1590s were
the coldest decade of the sixteenth century (F&gan Though Elizabethans did not know it,
they were living in the midst of what geologistsan@fer to as the Little Ice Age. Of course,
cold spells were not the only climatic phenomeriat affected the general population. Brian
Fagan explains that “storm activity increased by8gent” in the late 1500s (much to the
chagrin of the Spanish Armada) (Fagan 91). Englesimen undertaking journeys to the New
World knew firsthand the dangers of severe temp@stsurricanoes.” Whil&@he Tempesind
King Learare likely the first Shakespearean plays that canmeind when considering inclement
weather, the first chapter illustrates tiae Winter's Tales perhaps the playwright’s work that
is most profoundly concerned with how climate afeaur lives.

Last but certainly not least, early modern exploraind imperialism engendered

profound changes in how humans viewed the worldraddhem. A vast new world of resources

*In 2006, the United Nations estimated that rouglg fifth of greenhouse gases were attributabtaiting
livestock for food. However, World Bank economistscluded that the number was, in fact, much highe
closer to fifty percent.
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was at man’s disposal and, when reading textsllii@mas Hariot'sA Brief and True Report of

the New-found Land of Virginj@ne can plainly intuit an intense fascinationhvatl that the

land has to offer.Timon of AthenandThe Tempeddeal explicitly with what humans can obtain
from the land, but both also raise questions reggredthat happens when resources are scarce or
run out, and whether mankind has an obligatioretiaim from exploiting the land (even when

resources are plentiful).

Fhings They are not always as they seem

Implicit in virtually any statement concerning whie land has to offer is the phrase “to
man” — as in what sort of things does nature hawdfer humans in particular. In assessing the
world around us, we possess a seemingly limitlpitude for converting entities into objects for
our use. But | would argue that this tendencyldjectify exists even on a subtle linguistic level
(one that need not pertain to using resourceshsider the famous Phaedrus quotation from his
Fabulae Aesopiae“Non semper ea sunt quae videntur” (Book INjor centuries, this has been
loosely translated to something along the linettohgs are not as they seem” or “things are not
always what they appear to be.” The line comes fagpassage on the fables and events to be
discussed, so the author is not talking about antyqular person, animal, plant, object, or
“thing.” While | realize that “thing” can refer tany circumstance or object of thought (a
revealing phrase in and of itself), | find the brstof this adage curious and telling since it
shows our propensity at all times (and especialllanguage) to revert to “thingness” when
describing that which is external to us — i.e. eotiess or alterity in any form. Of course, as the
reader has no doubt surmised, the Latin transiatesnot always are they what [they] seem.”

What if speakers used this idiom instead? No dtubtost of us it would seem ridiculous to go

12



around saying “they are not what they seem” aldmeintyriad “things” we do not consider to be
on equal footing with those fortunate enough t@nez pronouns to describe their existence. But
if there is to be any hope of decentering the huarahknocking man off his pedestal, a good
place to start is in recognizing and correctinge(ein small ways, like in language use) the
supposedly vast distance between us and the \ang¥’ that seem farthest away from our
station.

As | alluded to in the previous section, we livaisimultaneously tumultuous and
exciting age. On the one hand, the growing thoéatimate change suggests we are on the brink
of disaster. In 2014, the Intergovernmental PaneClimate Change concluded that unless
countries enact policies to reduce carbon emis16r80% by 2050 (and to near zero by the
century’s end), the earth’s temperature will rise8.4 degrees Fahrenheit by the year 2100.
Meanwhile, a new study published$tiencen May of 2014 concludes we are experiencing the
sixth great extinction event in the earth’s hist(syrprise — it's our fault). Yet ours is a
paradoxical epoch; there are few times through@mioty that our species has been so close to
catastrophe, while at the same time expanding vowledge and understanding of our closeness
to other life forms. Exciting developments arewcng in all fields and directions. In terms of
our relationship to nonhuman animals, walls arev/sidut surely being torn down as legal
scholars make the case for the concept of legabpéood (already extended to U.S.
corporations) to be extended to creatures sucktaseans (see India’s constitutional declaration
for one notable example). Meanwhile in biology @edlogy, scientific evidence is forcing us to

look at invertebrates and even plant life in anrelytnew light.
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a) “Higher” organisms

In short, what we are learning is that a whole lobdife forms are indeed not what they
seem — especially when it comes to the intelligesic®-called lower organisms. On that note,
for the purposes of the present discussion, | angoiog to deal much with the intelligence of
mammals and “higher” life forms since this is noveepted widely (though unfortunately not
universally — e.g., most people do not realize piggeg kept in extreme confinement in factory
farms perform better than canines on cognitivesjestVhile many individuals may be surprised
to learn that elephants engage in mourning ritwldiphins understand syntax, apes recognize
themselves in mirrors, and that birds craft theindools, such discoveries are no longer beyond
our ken.

As | detalil in chapter six, which focuses primaoly nonhuman animals, the early
modern period — in some respects even more sootlmaage — understood the shared existence
and bond between animals and humans (e.g., ensihu$oa theriophillic literature, court trials
for animals, scientific treatises on physiologieEdemblances). In one sense, this is perhaps not
surprising given that the rise of industrializatiwas resulted in many individuals no longer
having day-to-day contact with animals (other tHanfew domesticated species that we bring
into our homes as pets). Even in the earliesestddpis career, we see Shakespeare exploring
the close bond between man and certain animais,the humorous but touching scenes with
Launce and Crab ithe Two Gentleman of Verof@ 1589). Launce describes the great lengths
he has gone to in order to protect his dog, Cram having to endure punishment and cruelty —
something most anyone reading or watching the gdayyunderstand precisely because so many

of us have personal experience interacting witrsddgut while the Crab material stand outs (in
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part because no other Shakespeare play featusssreeacharacter on stage), it seems to me that

Shakespeare is every bit as interested (if not nmbeeested) in the so-called lower life forms.

b) “Lower” life forms: Insects and Worms
In Titus Andronicusanother of Shakespeare’s earliest plays, tleedithracter makes

much of a simple fly and imagines the fly’s fanilielationships (IV.i.60). Importantly, Titus is
willing to discriminate against the insect only bese his brother observes that the creature is
black like their hated enemy, Aaron the Moor (notaacount of the fly being a lowly insect).
To disregard such a moment because Titus is mdeifpring madness) misses the point;
Shakespeare makes use of some shared aspect{gtehee to create intriguing and powerful
images before our eyes. Similarly,Henry IV Part Il when the ailing king laments the fact that
bees — who generate “virtuous” sweetness in thegsh- are often “murdered for [their] pains”
(IV.iii.203-6), the topic and verb choice are na¢ant to come across as lighthearted (and, as
Gaunt famously said iRichard 1|, “the tongues of dying men / enforce attentiomtsi their
words “are seldom spent in vain” (11.i.5-7)). Gfuwrse, the analogy between bees and human
society is commonplace and goes back to antigbityShakespeare chooses to use charged
words that suggest these creatures are more thanthiiegs and, indeed, there may be some
ethical problems worth unraveling in terms of how wmteract with them. In the final
installment of his second tetralogy, Shakespeasertes at length all of apiarian society,
culminating with the “poor...porters crowding in £thheavy burdens at [a] narrow gate” while
“the sad-eyed justice” must order the executioa dazy yawning drone” (1.ii.200-4). Clearly,
Shakespeare is not content merely to observe tllmbh and bee societies must both enforce

order for the sake of achieving stability. Whihat is an important and driving component
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behind the inclusion of such discussions, Shakespeaariably emphasizes the complexity,
kinship, vitality, virtue (and its counterpart, gcin entities we are otherwise prone to overlook
or ignore entirely. And as it turns out, Shakespaeas not so far off the mark.

We know now that insects have up to a million nexes and, despite their tiny sizes,
are “capable of extraordinary cognitive feats” (&c A 2014 University of Oxford study
shows that fruit flies do not merely act impulsiydbut rather use “a decision process...that
bears the behavioral signature of evidence accuronlgin other words, they think before they
act) (Dasgupta 901). Bees are experts in recagnidifferent colors, smells, and geometric
shapes...as well as systematic transformations”esfdliactors (Sacks). They also remember
locations, paths, and can communicate such infoom#&b their fellow bees (Sacks). Perhaps
most astonishingly, certain species of wasps deetalflearn and recognize the faces of other
wasps” (this ability was previously thought to @xsly in mammals) (Sacks). As neurologist
Oliver Sacks astutely observes, “we often thinkngets as tiny automata — robots with
everything built-in and programmed — but it is g&singly evident that insects can remember,
learn, think, and communicate in quite rich andxpeeted ways” (Sacks).

But what about worms — those unassuming and latgdbtlen invertebrates that so
captured Shakespeare (most famously of coursamlet but similar sentiments are expressed
in Timon of AthenandAntony and Cleopat)® Randall Martin convincingly argues that by
focusing on worms as “essential creatures of geolagor”, Hamletanticipates Darwin’s in-
depth studies of worms and perhaps even challdngean exceptionalism (Prochazka 40).
Darwin’s main premise ilfhe Formation of Vegetable Mould through the ActbhVorms
(1881) was the “immense power of worms...to till Hu&l and change the face of the earth”

(Sacks). But he was also fascinated simply byntists of worms (e.g., their astonishing
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sensitivity to vibrations, which helps them to al’predators) (Sacks). Darwin observed that
worms were able to modify their behavior dependingircumstances and stimuli: “When a
worm is suddenly illuminated and dashes like aitabto its burrow...we are at first led to look
at the action as a reflex one...But the differene@fivhich a light produced on different
occasions, and especially the fact that a worm vima@amy way employed and in the intervals of
such employment, whatever set of muscles and gangly then have been brought into play, is
often regardless of light, are opposed to the éthe sudden withdrawal being a simple reflex
action. With the higher animals, when close aitento some object leads to the disregard of the
impressions which other objects must be producmthem, we attribute this to their attention

being then absorbed; and attention implies theepies of a mind” (Vegetable Mould 7).

c) Jellyfish and Radial Symmetry

Before turning to plants, | want to touch on oneetrimitive” or lower-order animal
that | think offers a particularly useful case stunlthe types of biases we humans employ when
considering other organisms. Although Louis Agasiemonstrated in the mid nineteenth
century that th&ougainvilleajellyfish has a substantial nervous system, anthéyurn of the
century George Romanes revealed that “jellyfishleggal both autonomous, local mechanisms
and centrally coordinated activities through thewar brain that ran along the margins of the
bell”, most of us even today likely regard jellyfias passive ephemera (some of which can harm
a person unlucky enough to come into contact viagir ttrailing tentacles) (Sacks). But, as
Sacks explains, “jellyfish are hardly passive...[Thean change direction and depth” and many
exhibit “fishing” behaviors based on “gravity-semgibalance organs” (Sacks). They even

employ “escape strategies” when threated by preslé&acks). Perhaps most astonishing are
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the box jellyfish, which have developed “image-fanmeyes, not so different from our own”
(Sacks). Paleontologist and evolutionary biolo@ist Flannery sums up the matter of the box
jellyfish, saying “they have brains, which are dalpeof learning, memory, and guiding complex
behaviors” (Flannery). 1 single out jellyfish beisa these creatures so aptly illustrate how a top-
to-bottom approach does not work (largely becauiseuniquely non-inclusive). Jellyfish are
radially symmetrical (whereas mammals are bilatgstmmetrical with a “preferred direction

of movement”) and Sacks notes that this has prgtabitributed to our disinclination to regard
jellyfish as little more than gelatinous blobs lgegwept around by ocean currents (Sacks).

As | describe in chapter five, the idea that lifen de structured such that it emanates
radially (i.e., in all directions) is what vegetatiactually does (i.e., from a seed’s germination,
offshoots may emerge in any direction). Indeeddal vantage point is something that | am
particularly interested in exploring through thr@ject. In other words, how do we escape from
projecting our own notion of what is “right” (top-bottom, head-to-foot) and instead think
about how life systems can be organized differéntBtants provide appealing examples because
even though we understand they are rooted in thengl; we consider this fact in relation to how
they are deficient (immobile) while maintainingense that they are structured vertically
(foliage at the top of a tree or a bloom at the eiha stem) (Sacks). But like the jellyfish whose
body emanates in all directions, so too does a giaw and extend like radii from an origin;
what’s more, the substance at the bottom is mopeitant than what is at the top — hence why

pruning does not harm vegetation).
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d) Plants, Mold, and Fungi

As with jellyfish, worms, flies, bees, etc., it tisrout we are frequently wrong in our
assumptions about these other organisms that doassess a vertebral column. Darwin
suspected as much, hence why he wrote a “seriestahical books, culminating ifhe Power
and Movement in Plan{4.880)” (Sacks). Of particular interest to Darwwas the demonstration
that “there was ‘plant electricity’ as well as ‘aral electricity” — the former moving at a much
slower rate but real nonetheless (Sacks). Dartlir{and not surprisingly) framed the matter in
terms of how plants compare to animals — e.g. g@sentbeddrosera(commonly known as
sundews) as a “most sagacious animal” (Letters.3223ourse, the problem is that plants do not
necessarily compare favorably when measured agamstandards set forth by “higher”
animals. Even so, recent discoveries have shostrhpw complex and adaptive plant life is.

As Kat McGowan explains in “Listen to the Plantshen an insect starts chewing on a
leaf, “the plant responds by synthesizing its owfedse chemicals in an attempt to drive away
the insect. It also releases a chemical plumetiair...[and] other plants respond to these
alerts by producing their own chemical weapons'ejael the insects (McGowan). Alas, for
almost as long as humans have been on this plaedtave had no idea this adaptive mechanism
was happening since we were unable to detect thlhsenical communiqués” (the one
exception is the smell of freshly cut grass, whechctually a warning the plant emits)
(McGowan). The first scientific evidence that gkoould share information with other plants
came from a 1983 study on willow trees (McGowaf)zoologist studying the effects of
caterpillar attacks on trees made a rather stgrtliscovery: the trees were responding “to
signals generated by attacked trees...[and] sin@vit@nce was found for root connections

between attacked and control willows, the messame e transferred through airborne
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pheromonal substances” (Hedin 55). We now knowplaats can make at least “thousands of
volatile compounds and just one emission may bieacke than two hundred different
chemicals” (McGowan).

To return to the issue of plant electricity, thagfcular phenomenon has attracted
researchers (like Darwin) since the eighteenthwgr{/olkov v). One well-known type of
experiment that illustrates plant electricity invesanesthetizing plants with ether or chloroform
so that the electrical impulses are essentially dbwn (Anaesthetics 472). Often the plant that
goes under the proverbial knife in such experimetémosa pudica- an herb commonly
referred to (appropriately enough) as the sensgiaat (Anaesthetics 472). The result is that a
plant which instantly and visibly recoils at phydiprodding in its normal (i.e., non-paralyzed)
state, will cease to move after being exposed dosaibbmerged in ether (Grohmann 51). Under
the effects of anesthesia, the leaves become obwp all stimuli (Anaesthetics 472). At the
other extreme of the sensory spectrum, we findithated plants transmit electrical signals
throughout their body (not unlike the way an animalld react when exposed to pain).
Although theMimosarepresents an especially famous example, andhanéas generated
considerable interest (including a rumor that oasigularly “touchy” plant in Kew Gardens
experienced a nervous breakdown by shedding déatges after being touched one too many
times) — there is still much left to learn abougj@&l physiological mechanisms (Grohmann 51,
Nervous Plants 65F).As Alexander Volkov writes iflant Electrophysiology: Signaling and

Responses

® For some additional context, in the seventeentitucg, Robert Hooke became one of the first scitsito
investigate the movements imosa pudicafter Charles Ibpecifically requested to know the reason why
“sensitive plants stir and contract themselv&isp 67; Uglow 234). Jumping to the nineteerghtary, the
leading German botanist, Julius von Sachs argusdtile “slow speed of the [plant’s] electrical sifm..and the
lack of nervous tissue proved that the electrigiis unimportant” (Nervous Plants 651). As a consage,
scholarly interest in “plant electrophysiology...fied out” during that era (Nervous Plants 651).
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The identification...of bioelectrochemical mechanidiors
electrical signal transduction in plants mark[sjgnificant step
forward in understanding this underexplored areplanft
physiology. Although plant mechanical and chemseaising and
corresponding responses are well known, membrauotrieal
potential changes in plant cells and the possitMelvement of
electrophysiology in transduction mediation of thesnse-
response patterns represents a new dimensionriftigaue and
whole organism integrative communication. Plamtstinually
gather information about their environment. Enmirental
changes elicit various biological responses. Tdis,cissues, and
organs of plants possess the ability to becomdezkainder the
influence of certain environmental factors. Playschronize
their normal biological functions with their respas to the
environment. The synchronization of internal fumes, based on
external events, is linked with the phenomenonxgitability in
plant cells. The conduction of bioelectrochemeaditation is a
fundamental property of living organisms. (Volkeov

While many of us may find it almost unthinkabletthints could react visibly to irritating
stimuli (one might even go so far as to use thedwpain” but for a plant’s lack of nervous
tissue), equally stunning are studies showingghiate molds may have ways of remembering
previously taken pathways “without any memory celte accomplish such navigations”
(Pettman). For instance, in “Intelligence: Mazéssm by an amoeboid organism” (published in
Naturg and “Smart behavior of true slime mold in a labyr” (Research in Microbiology
Toshiyuki Nakagaki discusses how the slime nRilysarum polycephalumas able to adjust

its path so as to “maximize its foraging efficiehby changing its shape in a maze to cover “the
shortest distance between...the food sources” (Mahérg 470). Nakagaki observes that the
unicellular organism’s “maze-solving behavior” mag “akin to primitive intelligence” (Smart
Behavior 767). Increasingly, it seems that “derisnaking” or “non-intentional thought” may
occur “not only in the nervous systems and brafremanals, but more widely: on a cellular or
sub-cellular level, in viruses, bacteria, and ulhit& microbes” (Shaviro 1). To be clear, in the

case of slime molds, we are no longer dealing pliéimts, but it is worth noting that while this
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organism is now classified as part of the supenqguonoebozoa, slime molds were previously
thought to be fungi, which in turn were originatlgnsidered part of the kingdoRlantae. Such
confusion between boundaries reveals the degreditd all life is interconnected. And though
fungi are now in their own separate taxonomic komggdfungi and plants work together in
surprising ways. Scientists have recently claiied “trees use fungi as a communication to

warn neighbors of aphid attacks, not unlike an migaternet” (Pettman).

e) Plants and their place in history: Past and Future

But should we really be surprised by any of theselmanisms? After all, we are dealing
with some of the most evolutionary successful oiggan in the history of the planet. Obviously,
Shakespeare had no inkling that there are approaiynax16° (five million trillion trillion)
bacteria on earth — let alone knowledge of theisternce (Whitman 6578). But such
unfathomable magnitude does lend new meaning tolé{anproclamation that “there are more
things in heaven and earth...than are dreamt of irpbilosophy” (1.v.168-9§. As for plants —
those organisms that Shakespeare knew well andstadkinterest in — their vitality and
abundance bespeaks their own success story. sPlane existed for hundreds of millions of
years and are found on every continent. Shakespedurally was not thinking in terms of
geologic time, but we do know that according to &=s\, plants arguably hold a privileged status
among all life forms. The common narrative is disd in the first chapter of Genesis: “Then
God said, Let the earth bud forth the bud of thid hinat seedeth seed, the fruitful tree, which
beareth fruit according to his kind, which hath $eed in itself upon the earth: and it was so.

And the earth brought forth the bud of the herhf #eedeth seed according to his kind, also the

® Both quarto versions say “in your philosophy” vehihe later folio uses “our.”
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tree that beareth fruit, which hath his seed ielfitaccording to his kind” (Genesis 1:11-72)n

this version, plants — which, incidentally, are referred to as things — are the first organisms
that God creates on earth. The second chapteemesss presents a conflicting account since we
read that prior to the creation of man no plantsdygpeared on earth: “Every plant of the field,
before it was in the earth, and every herb of ile fbefore it grew, for the Lord God had not
caused it to rain upon the earth, neither was thenan to till the ground. But a mist went up
from the earth, and watered all the earth. Thell®od also made the man of the dust of the
ground, and breathed in his face breath of life, hwe man was a living soul. And the Lord God
planted a garden eastward in Eden, and there hta@utan whom he had made. For out of the
ground made the Lord God to grow every tree pldasathe sight” (Genesis 2:5-9). An
interpretation of both accounts might reasonabhctale that God does not simply place plants
on earth, but rather gives the previously barrerntise tools needed to produce vegetation

(which then propagates swiftly and in all direcgpnin any event, the standard reading that God
was saving the best (i.e., man) for last does aocéssarily pass muster on close examination.
On the one hand, plants were here first and settége for all the other creatures that came after
(and who require plants to survive); on the othard) vegetative life is so prone to proliferation
that it erupts from the ground without God'’s direahd spurring its existence. Either version
implies something many of us may already suspeetrvgtancing at (or perhaps even
contemplating) weeds sprouting from a concrete:pptants will be here long after we are gone.
In The World Without UsAlan Weisman'’s acclaimed environmental study abwdwat would
happen to the earth if mankind suddenly vanishe®latithor describes how even our grandest

cities like New York (whose massive size would m&kakespeare’s London seem like a quaint

" Unless otherwise noted, all scriptural passagesaken from the Geneva Bible — the English vertian preceded
the King James translation by half a century aedbible Shakespeare would have known and used.
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hamlet) would quickly revert to an ecosystem wikrea reigns supreme. The remaining
vegetal inhabitants would have little need to waipput the havoc wreaked during our stay on
earth because even the most poisonous manmadarscdxsstvould be suppressed in time:
“Over centuries, vegetation will take up decreasewgls of heavy metals, and will recycle,
redeposit, and dilute them further. As plants dexay, and lay down more soil cover, the
industrial toxins will be buried deeper, and eaatcgeding crop of native seedlings will do
better” (Weisman 31). As Weisman puts it, “on dag after humans disappear, nature takes
over and immediately begins cleaning house — osé®uhat is” (Weisman 15). Nature, it

seems, is always already on the cusp of taking. over

Speciesism and Hierarchy

In recent years, a number of literary scholars teageed that Shakespeare’s depictions
of animal behavior reveal humanism’s rediscovergla$sical skepticism towards human
exceptionalism (e.g., Montaigne’s writings) — apgikasm that would be severely undermined in
short order by Descartes’ wotkThough animals may present the most obvious tbgc
inquiry when considering Shakespeare’s debt tasidaband humanist skepticism, similar but
broader observations have been made concernimhtlosophical outlooks depicted in
Shakespearean drama. For instance, in disculsindet’'smetaphysical preoccupations, one
critic writes that Shakespeare dramatizes the ¢gbiphical disquietudes taken up by Descartes,
but ultimately he will remain closer to the secudkepticism of Michel de Montaigne than to the

essentialist individualism of Descartes” (Drew 51).

8 See Erica FudgeBrutal Reasoning: Animals, Rationality, and Humgit Early Modern EnglandBruce
Boehrer'sShakespeare among the Animals: Nature and Soaci¢gheiDrama of Early Modern Englandndreas
Hofele’s Stage, Stake, and Scaffold: Humans and Animalbahkespeare’s Theatr&eith Thomas’svian and the
Natural World: Changing Attitudes in Englanahd Laurie ShannonBhe Accommodated Animal: Cosmopolity in
Shakespearean Locales
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It is no overstatement to say that many of theifigsl described in the previous section
represent the polar opposite of Descartes’ bdi@f animals are “so devoid of feelings that one
could vivisect them without compunction, takingithezies as purely ‘reflex’ reactions of a
guasi-mechanical kind” (Sacks). But though modivluals living in the twenty-first century
would likely cringe at some of the experiments Retgs conducted in the seventeenth century,
the conclusions he reached were far-reaching, @atioes from this line of thinking
reverberating well into the modern era. Descagegdhasis on stimulugsponse reflexes and
bodies as machines can be seen, for example, nadiezal behaviorism of the twentieth century
— a framework that denied “reality to what was objectively demonstrable” and denied in
particular the “inner processes between stimulaksrasponse, deeming these as irrelevant...or
beyond the reach of scientific study” (Sacks).

But if scientific advances throughout history haéaeght us nothing else, it is that we are
consistently wrong in our assumptions and thatlveeiksl not be arrogant in assuming we have
mastered (or have mastery over) the complexityf@férms. When Jeremy Bentham claimed
that the relevant question about animals was simplgther or not they can suffer, he touched
upon a fundamental truth concerning the sharedaatuprimitive and advanced animals. As
Romanes observed in the late nineteenth centullyer@ver [nerve tissue] does occur its
fundamental structure is very much the same, sonthather we meet with nerve tissue in a
jellyfish, an oyster, an insect, a bird, or a m&a,have no difficulty in recognizing its structural
units as everywhere more or less similar” (Rom&#gs

Granted, Bentham and Romanes are exclusively dismuthe animal kingdom and |
confess there is no easy way to transition to plaAss | have indicated, we can plausibly say

that plants may indeed suffer, but that observatione is more likely to create rather than
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resolve any ethical dilemmas. Does that then ntaamo longer moral to own furniture made

of wood? Or does this simply mean that we as aisp@eed to be more vigilant about resource
management, and recognize that if we do destroyt pfa (e.g., clearing forests), we have an
obligation to replant and ensure that vegetatiortinaes to thrive? There are no easy answers
given that our mere existence accompanies the d¢dtbih plants and animals. Yet this does
not mean we should resign ourselves to destruatahrefuse to contemplate such questions, or

search for ways to minimize our impacts on alllgbeings.

a) The Great Chain of Being

What | do believe provides a useful transitionamrs of making the leap from animal to
plant is the very concept of “lower life forms.” W¥n it comes to the food chain or any
taxonomic scheme, certain organisms are invarighdyped together. Simply put, we are not
going to regard a dolphin the same way we viewrgigede scurrying on the ground. In
Western philosophy, the notion of a univeisadla naturagchain or ladder of being) that
ranked existences from the divine to the mundaiethemendous sway.Rocks were at the
bottom, then plants, then animals (and so on)dimiions and hierarchies existed within each
category (Bucholz 23). For instance, althoughdtseere at the bottom of the animals, useful
and attractive insects such as bees and ladybugsatthe top of the insect heap (Medieval
Natural World 23). As for plants — firmly positied underneath the animals — the hierarchy
went from tallest (trees) to shortest (Bucholz 2Byen stones had to be ordered with precious

jewels like diamonds at one end and drab sedinienglanite at the other (Bucholz 24).

° Please note that the now common phrase “the @tegin of Being” (made even more popular and ubdgusitin
no small part thanks to Arthur Lovejoy’s seminalrivon the history of the idea) was “largely an intren of
eighteenth century writers” (Bucholz 393).
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| shall discuss the propensity for creating sulsidns in greater detail in chapters two
and four, but | want to lay some of the groundwiogke for the discussions that follow. While
the idea of weighing the relative merits betwedreetle and a grasshopper for the sake of
ordering them might seem comical, this is how humature has long operated. The elements
that contributed to a sweeping conception of ragkirganisms can be traced to ancient Greek
philosophy and to Aristotle in particular who “c@meed that zoological forms could be arranged
on a hierarchical scale, reflecting degrees ofqmtidn” (Bynum 4):° Aristotle regarded plants
as “defective animals” and, indeesifice antiquity “plants have mostly been considenddrms
of lack or privation: they lack eyes, reason, speaistory, desires, etc.” (Pettman).

But even when plants are used in positive sensaghfults are frequently metaphors that
a) pertain to human behavior and b) get the natuipants all wrong. Consider what Plato —
Aristotle’s teacher — says in hismaeus “We are a plant not of an earthly but of a hedye
growth...for the divine power suspend|s] the headraad of us from that place where the
generation of the soul first began” (Jowett 77IM) other words, Plato is encouraging his readers
to visualize humans as creatures with “aerial reatending into the sky” (Pettman). Marder
persuasively argues that Western metaphysics coseréwith the inversion of the earthly
perspective of the plant, a deracination of humainds from their material foundations”
(Vegetal 471). For Plato, Aristotle, and many vibilowed, it mattered not that dirt is a
nourishing substance; the idea that the furthed@aiance from the ground, the better, became
firmly entrenched.

Although we typically associate the Great ChaiBeing with Christian theology and

European medieval and Renaissance society, iteeimfle on later scientific endeavors is a

1% Thescala naturaalerives in large part from AristotleMistory of Animalsvhere he is concerned with studying
creatures, classification, and hierarchical ordgin
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testament to the scheme’s staying power in thecile consciousness. Hiements of Geology
(1851), Charles Lyell uses tkeala naturaeas a “metaphor to describe elements absent frem th
layers of a geological column, and in the processittingly initiates the mythic evolutionary
guest for the ‘missing link™ (Lightman 2). Frombmoader perspective (i.e., the concern with
ordering life), biologists are still working on skifying animals, with some arguing for

kingdom and others claimingshould not be treated as such (and some prefdaiagandon the
“kingdom” label altogether). Granted, scientistddy are not couching these sorts of
discussions in terms of simplistic “better thammarse than” rhetoric; taxonomy, of course,

concerns shared characteristics and evolutiongatioaships.

b) Speciesism’s link to thescala naturae

But while the idea of rankings organisms no lorggems like an overt or salient feature
of modern society, the consequences of a hieralcvarldview persist in subtle ways, namely
the promotion and propagation of speciesism —the.assumption of mankind’s superiority
coupled with discrimination against other organidrased purely on the fact that they do not
belong to one’s own species. Building upon Bentsaarguments in favor of the equal
consideration of interests, Peter Singer did mogbopularize the concept of speciesism in
Animal Liberation(1975)* Revisiting the subject in his next bod¥actical Ethics(and again
in subsequent editions 8himal Liberatior), he writes: “Racists violate the principle oledjty
by giving greater weight to the interests of memslwdrtheir own race when there is a clash
between their interests and the interests of tbbamother race. Sexists violate the principle of

equality by favouring the interests of their own.s&imilarly, speciesists allow the interests of

" The term was coined a few years earlier by RiclRyder, a member of the Oxford Group, which corsisif
intellectuals interested in the emerging concegrifmal rights. IrAnimal Liberation see in particular chapters
five and six: “Man’s Dominion: A Short History &peciesism” and “Speciesism Today.”
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their own species to override the greater interefstsembers of other species. The pattern is
identical in each case” (Practical Ethics 58; Arilnberation 9). More recently, Marc Bekoff
has done an admirable job highlighting the linknestn speciesism and theala naturae
“Speciesism results in animals being classifiedar@hically as ‘lower’ and ‘higher’, with
humans on the top rung of the ladder. This antbzeptric view...leads humans to ignore the
welfare of animals” (Bekoff 26). Terry Tempest Wiins put the matter perhaps most
eloquently: “To regard any animal as somethingdeshan we are, not equal to our own vitality
and adaptation as a species, is to begin a deadbedt into the dark abyss of arrogance where
cruelty is nurtured in the corners of certitudeailipacts of destruction and brutality are
committed because we fail to see the dignity cé][tBther” (Williams 127).

Singer (philosopher), Bekoff (evolutionary biolagyjsand Williams
(writer/conservationist) are not merely dealinghaabstract ideas, but rather are trying to explain
the largely hidden (but fundamental) motivationibdithe harms that humanity inflicts upon
other creatures. For instance, in detailing atifvacf the horrors that animals in factory farms
and laboratories endure, Matthew Scully astuteBeoles that “it is as if every animal, in our
day, is falling a level in the order of creatiomvitdlife to the level of farm animals to be raised
for slaughter, farm animals to the level of plawt®e ‘grown’, and laboratory animals to the
level of microbes or cell cultures one need nonhdveat as living, feeling beings at all” (Scully
381). The problem with hierarchies is that thestéo the assumption that these structures are
correct and unchanging — as if they were part ofesoatural law handed down from above. The
reality is that we can (knowingly or unknowingly)jif the pieces around and that we devalue

the beings we have placed on (or relegated togratiertain rungs.
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When Pettman observed that the rise of “the pos#mities” represents an attempt to
expose or deconstruct “anthropocentrism”, | woulglia that one could replace
anthropocentrism with speciesism and the effectldvba the same. In fact, the latter may offer
a more accurate way of revealing what is at stakbase scholarly pursuits. After all, this is not
simply a question of decentering the human, oraeging the ladder, but rather a question of
whether such a model is even useful at all. Fogusn the plants and ground is one way to
remedy the hierarchical mindset that has so plaguedpecies. By reevaluating what lies at the
extremity, we may be inclined to rethink our bediebout everything else (and how we interact
with and/or depend on other existences). Plangaiticular exemplify a modus operandi that is
“radically different from the sovereign human apgub, in which the self inhabits the
foreground of existence, acting in instrumental abpgbctive ways on a passive background of
mere things” (Pettman). While humans do not nesdgsieed to regard plants as role models
(to do so could lead us again into a better thardevthan mentality), this project does seek to
correct the age-old assumption that we are supriother life forms by emphasizing
vegetation’s unique strength and vitality. As Mardxplains, recognizing the inherent value,
intelligence, and adaptability of plants might emger “a drastically different comportment
toward the environment, which will no longer begaved as a collection of natural resources

and raw materials managed, more or less efficiehthhuman beings” (Plant-Thinking 31).

Counter-Traditions in the Renaissance: Leonarddisluence
Although I single out Montaigne in the previoustsatas indicative of a specific strain
of skepticism towards human superiority, Montaigras certainly not alone in standing outside

the prevailing hierarchical (later Cartesian) matek dominated theological, scientific, and
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philosophical thought. Montaigne’s work (and, d®pe to suggest, Shakespeare’s as well) can
be understood as part of a counter-tradition thregrged in the late middle ages and the
Renaissance — one that emphasized a more holsincéption of experience” — with no less a
champion than “the Renaissance man himself’, Lestmda Vinci (1452-1519) (Bernstein 264;
Spencer 190). As Fritjof Capra explainslime Science of Leonargiwom the beginning of
“Western philosophy and science, there has beensaan between mechanism and holism”
(Capra 168). While Descartes in particular did mtecpromulgate the mechanistic paradigm,
Leonardo took a different path by following in theadition of Pythagoras” and remaining
“deeply aware of the fundamental interconnectedonéali phenomena and of the
interdependence and mutual generation of all gdrés organic whole” (Capra 168; 257).
Capra summarizes the issue quite cleverly wherbkerges that “although [Leonardo] was a
mechanical genius who designed countless machireescience was not mechanistic” (Capra

257).

a) Animals and Humans

Examining the great artist’'s work further, we fitinét while it may be true that Leonardo
was “the first great humanitarian”, his philosogtibent led him to be concerned with suffering
well beyond humanity’s plights (Spencer 192). Likghagoras, Leonardo abhorred the cruelty
towards nonhuman animals that he perceived to exalt aspects of society. TFhe Heretic’'s
Feast Colin Spencer reverently notes that “before Mmgmea and roughly contemporary with
both Erasmus and More [this] giant among men paasiéy denounced the slaughter of animals
and loathed meat-eating” (as evidenced, for exanmpkie following graphic exclamation:

“Oh! How foul a thing, that we should see the tea@f one animal in the guts of another!”)
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(Spencer 190; King 201¥. Leonardo’s writings repeatedly “reveal his ougag the
mistreatment of animals” (e.g., the gruesome ambadver nature of certain animal traps), but he
also put words into action — as Vasari’'s famousdate goes — by purchasing caged birds and
releasing them into the air (King 201). Centubefore modern-day activists like Singer drew
the comparison between our treatment of nonhumemnads and slavery, Leonardo observed the
following of “asses which are beaten”. “O neglattiature, wherefore art thou so partial,
becoming to some of thy children a tender and e@mgmother, [and] to others a most cruel
and ruthless stepmother? | see thy children gienslavery to others without ever receiving
any benefit, and in lieu of any reward for the smg they have done for them they are repaid by
the severest punishments, and they constantly gheidives in the service of their oppressor”
(Notebooks 271).

It would appear that Leonardo’s views on humanitsésitment of animals in particular
engendered the same type of revulsion at man’gamnce that Montaigne would later articulate
and which likely left a strong impression on Shaasse (an issue | discuss in detail in chapters
five and six). In Leonardo’s bitter observatioatttour life is made by the death of others”
(importantly for this project’s broader aims, hexy next sentence reads that even “in dead
matter insensible life remains”), we cannot helpd®re resemblances to the themes Montaigne
would later develop — most notably in “Of Cruel{yiterary Works 131):

| could hardly be perswaded before | had seenleat,the world
could have afforded so...savage-minded men, thah&onely
pleasure of murther would...hacke other membersengs...to
invent unused tortures and unheard-of tormentdetise new and

unknowne deaths, and that in cold blood, withoytfanmer
enmitie or quarrell, or without any gaine or profihey may enjoy

2 For at least part of his life, Leonardo likelyltaed a strict vegetarian diet (King 200). His oshopping lists
provide strong evidence on this point — e.g., “kigibeans, white and red maize, millet, buckwhesdspgrapes,
mushrooms, fruit, and bran” (King 200). Amazinglgwever, only one biography on Leonardo discusies h
vegetarianism (Spencer 190).
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the pleasing spectacle of...horror-moving yellingsepl fetcht

groanes, and lamentable voyces of a dying and drgapan. For

that is the extremest point whereunto the cruekiman may

attaine..."That one man should kill another, neitheing angrie

nor afeard, but onely to looke on.” As for nhepuld never so

much as endure, without remorse or griefe, to speae, sillie,

and innocent beast pursued and killed, which isitlasse and

void of defence, and of whom we receive no offaha#...|

seldom take any beast alive but I give him higtibe Pythagoras

was wont to buy fishes of fishers, and birds ofdosmo set them

free againe [emphasis added] (Of Cruelty)
Evidently, Leonardo, Pythagoras, and Montaigneyagdhe same pastime of giving animals
their “liberty.” But while such gestures may coa@oss as quaint to some individuals, they
undeniably illustrate a refusal to be complicitvhat these men regarded as humanity’s darker
proclivities (e.g., oppressing others). One sahplds the matter bluntly, writing that
“Leonardo, one of the great humanists, actuallyd&ar amount of disgust for man himself’
(Marcus 24)® Spencer offers a more tempered view by conclutlingLeonardo’s disposition
“allowed him to make observations on the rest ohanity with a degree of detachment”

(Spencer 192).

b) Plants and Rocks
But if Leonardo analyzed humans with detachmesmetstime cannot be said of his
interest in studying other existences. As hisatation that “in dead matter insensible life
remains” indicates, “nature as a whole was alivet ammated for Leonardo” (Capra 258).

Accordingly, Leonardo sought a “coherent, unifypigture of natural phenomena” — one that

13 Amusingly enough, unusual parallels exist betwissmnardo and the title characterfafon of AthensAs |
discuss in chapter two, Timon — who begins the p&g great humanitarian — soon develops a strisggst
towards his fellow man. But while Leonardo and fibdonal Timon are both “inclined to misanthropyhe precise
nature of their misanthropy is quite similar (MUB88&). For instance, Leonardo’s contempt for mofiioney,

dirt! Oh, poverty of man! Of how many things doubecome the slave for the sake of money!”) sounds
remarkably like Timon’s ranting in the woods afterfinds a gold stockpile in the dirt, which he mopily terms
“this yellow slave” (1V.iii.34) (Miintz 38).
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proved “radically different” than the scientific yauits of Galileo, Descartes, and Newton (Capra
xvii). And while Leonardo’s popularity has neveuly declined, appreciation for his scientific
works has grown tremendously in recent decadesCajsa explains: “Only in the twentieth
century did the limits of Newtonian science becduolly apparent, and the mechanistic
Cartesian worldview begin to give way to a holistrd ecological view not unlike that
developed by Leonardo da Vinci. With the riseysdtemic thinking and its emphasis on
networks, complexity, and patterns of organizatiwe,can now more fully appreciate the power
of Leonardo’s science and its relevance for oureno@ra” (Capra 169).
Of course, in order to arrive at such a lofty casan, it helps to examine the specifics in

Leonardo’s work:

Even the most cursory glance at the landscapesandrdo’s great

paintings, or the studies of rocks and water, shinaslLeonardo

perceived enormous and vigorous life not only i éffects of

nature — clouds, torrents, and shadows and lighit- matter

itself, in the very stones and pebbles, makinguall those Pre-

Socratic philosophers who saw the spirit in evengh It is as if

Leonardo had dissected nature itself, and drawk daouter skin

to show us the circulation of sap or spirit bendghéhrocks. It is

this oneness with all life, felt so intensely, whimakes Leonardo

S0 astonishing as a man and an artist. (Spen@gr 19
Put simply, Leonardo was endlessly fascinated alitforms of existence and sought to render
the vitality of even — or perhaps especially —lbenblest stone and plant. Yet given the extent
to which Leonardo is remembered in our popular cimsness for extraordinary works
depicting humans (e.qg., thatruvian Manand theMona Lisg, as well as momentous events in
Christianity (e.g.The Last Suppgrit is easy to forget how remarkably attunedi® matural
world his paintings and drawings truly are.

Leonardo’s preoccupation with the so-called lowreleos is perhaps most visible in his

meticulous notebook sketches that so wonderfullidrag and science. Always the
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“‘consummate observer of nature”, Leonardo’s “cutyoed him to capture natural objects not
only beautifully, but accurately as well” (Pizzosnsl97). This approach held true for
everything from the “structure of rock formatiora{l] fossils” to the “characteristics of water
and air” (Pizzorusso 197). To return briefly ta @va’s newfound understanding of Leonardo’s
genius, a recent Guardian article leads with tagestent that “Leonardo da Vinci was not just a
great painter. He was also a brilliant geologiatigd then proceeds to explain how he was
centuries ahead of his time in correctly surmighag the earth was far older than what the bible
suggests (Insights about Geology).

On the whole, Leonardo’s studies and explorationdyding actual journeys to observe
mountains and rivers) allowed him to replicate ethenmost seemingly minute natural details in
commissioned artworks. Indeed, “all of Leonardueagntings and drawings reveal a remarkable
fidelity to nature” (Pizzorusso 197). In her arsadyof the Louvre’s version of thérgin of the
Rocks(even the name that history ultimately bestowenhupe piece says a great deal about
Leonardo’s modus operandi), Ann Pizzorusso wrhes the painting is “a geological tour de
force because of the subtlety with which Leonaejwr@sents a complicated geological
formation” (Pizzorusso 197). Even the plants asitppned where they would actually grow (as
opposed to placing them in a manner purely concemt maximizing the aesthetic effect):
“The sandstone would have decomposed sufficieatbtlow roots to take hold where the plants
are growing in both the foreground and backgroand, even at the top of the grotto. No plants
are growing out of the diabase, however, sincetivd hard and resistant to erosion to provide a
suitable habitat for plant growth” (Pizzorusso 2)7-

Like many other scholars, Pizzorusso concludeslibahardo’s observations on geology

and vegetation are “far more accurate than th&ewsfaissance theorists who hypothesized and
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discoursed rather than observed” (Pizzorusso 1G8pra makes a similar claim when he writes
that Leonardo’s “flowers, herbs, and trees” coesigy display a “vitality and grace that could
only be achieved by a painter who had profoundrbcéh and ecological knowledge” (Capra
177). Importantly, in an effort to achieve suchli@n and scientific accuracy, Leonardo broke
away entirely from the “formal decorative plant mfsjtthat were so common in Renaissance
artwork” (Capra 177). As we shall see in chapter,tShakespeare toys with this notion of
highly stylized and decorative motifs in order tgique the superficiality of human behavior.
Of course, Leonardo was not content merely todepcks and plants as tiny worlds
unto themselves. Ever concerned with ideas ofdefgndence and kinship, he elegantly
extends knowledge of one organism to his understgraf another. On that note, | would be
remiss not to mention Leonardo’s picture of a fetugtero, which is accompanied by several
“sketches that liken the womb to the embryo sa& fdwer, picturing the peeled-off layers of
the uterine membranes in an arrangement of flowtlg’ (Capra 260). The deliberate
association between a human fetus and a botamiedlmovides perhaps the best example of
Leonardo’s profound “respect for all forms of life"an admiration that ran counter to the usual
insistence on ranking organisms (Capra 260; Gils@&ut | also end with this particular famous
image because, as | outline in the next sectioak&peare too is extremely interested in

drawing comparisons between human reproductiorpéard biology.

Shakespearean Ecology
Having traversed some of the space between an@ieeatk philosophy and modern
animal rights, | want to resume the subject of I8ivakespeare’s work helps us make sense of

humanity’s place within the earth’s ecosystems.pfeviously indicated, one of this project’'s
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overarching contentions is that Shakespearean dramrdten and performed at the cusp of
modernity — reveals a deep skepticism of Elizabe#ra hierarchical orderings of creation. In
each of the plays explored, different categorieg. (enammalian, human, vegetal, geologic) are
being negotiated and the richness of Shakespdargjsage (particularly with respect to
vegetation) frequently underscores shared biobpérties.

Ben Jonson’s prophetic tribute to Shakespearedirr-itst Folio — “he was not of an age,
but for all time” — rings true on a seemingly infeanumber of levels. In an effort to show how
certain environmental themes foreshadow contempaxaicerns, Steven Mentz persuasively
argues thafAntony and Cleopatreevolves around fantasies of destruction, andltwahing
threats of sinking cities and catastrophic floaglg( “let Rome in Tiber melt”, “melt Egypt into
Nile”, “the higher Nilus swells, the more it prora&) speak to the obligations we have to help
our fellow man (more relevant today than ever befeith rising sea levels and “superstorms”)
(Mentz). But while critics like Mentz are interedtin the watery worlds that appear in plays like
Antony and Cleopatra’he Comedy of Error3welfth Night Pericles andThe Tempesthe dirt
that necessatrily exists in any earthbound workd-raplete with generative qualities
(specifically when mixed with water) — offers undiea terrain worth exploring in any of
Shakespeare’s works.

Martin Heidegger’s claim that “the stone is workliethe animal is poor in world, [and]
man is world-forming” presents a continuation ¢ #ristotelian hierarchical framework —
which, as | have already suggested, should come asrprise given the Great Chain of Being’'s
lastinginfluence (Heidegger 185). But | also include Hgjder’s formulation because | am
struck by how closely this idea that the humanserid-forming” resembles Harold Bloom’s

claim that Shakespeare invented the human (i®at@d human nature as we know it): “More
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even than all the other Shakespearean prodigiessaliRd, Shylock, lago, Lear, Macbeth,
Cleopatra — Falstaff and Hamlet are the inventioth® human, the inauguration of personality
as we have come to recognize it” (Invention 4)oddh’s thesis is that “Shakespeare’s great
achievement was the creation of characters sodrand so real that they laid out all the
possibilities for human personality” (Rackin 592).
| am not going to be so bold as to argue that Sipdare invented the nonhuman, but

suffice it to say, his oeuvre goes a long way talsahowing not simply that such a category
exists, but that it matters — not just to us, loutifs own sake (and that perhaps stones and
animals can create worlds of their own). Bloonmdsn&ration for Falstaff and Hamlet in
particular — as the best examples, in his viewhefcreation of personality — is extremely fitting
for the purposes of this discussion as evidencetidyjollowing passages:

Falstaff: Men of all sorts take a pride to girdvad. The brain of

this foolish-compounded clay mas not able to invent anything

that tends to laughter more than | invent, or \@ited on me... |

do here walk before the&e a sowthat hath overwhelmed all her

litter but one. If the Prince put thee into mywses for any other

reason than to set me off, why then, | have nonuelt. Thou

whoreson mandrakehou art fitter to be worn in my cap than to

wait at my heelsl was never manned with an agatenow.

[emphasis added] (l.ii.5-14)

Hamlet: What a piece of work is a man! How ndhleesason!

How infinite in faculties! In form and moving hoexpress and

admirable! In action how like an angel! In apmesion how like

a god! The beauty of the world, the paragon ofrats! And yet

to me what is this quintessence of dust? (11.8-28)
These lines, spoken by two of Shakespeare’s méstduk characters, perfectly illustrate the
playwright’s propensity for weakening the suppogeiar-cut divisions among various

existences (and with particular emphasis on ounection to dirt and stones). In the first

example, Falstaff compares man to clay (relyinghenbiblical account of the first human as
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built from this substance), then to an animal (sowxt to a plant (a mandrake, which
incidentally was thought to resemble a human),faradly to a stone (agate). These are merely
the first few lines that Falstaff speaks in theyplaut this wonderfully inventive rant — peppered
with amusing and vibrant images — demonstrates &padare’s skill at exhausting the wealth of
information about nature at his disposal (leaviogtone unturned, so to speak).

In the second example, Hamlet covers the entirenafdeing — from the highest orders
composed of angels and divinities to the lowestaggo stratum. He declares humans to be the
“paragon of animals” before deciding seconds lttat our species is actually the “quintessence
of dust.” Amazingly, Shakespeare manages to cassphee notion of hierarchical instability
into a mere dozen or so words. But above all glpessages (like countless others) confirm that
any one entity is not “a world by itself”, as th&cked and dull Cloten confidently proclaims in
Cymbeling(lll.i.12). Persons, animals, plants, stonesectsj, and places are all interdependent.
When Donne wrote that “no man is an i[s]land”, H&e Shakespeare @ymbeline- was
referring specifically to social connections, lhug broader lesson that can be gleaned from such
sayings is that interconnectedness defines exst@amnd thus we are more closely aligned with
other organisms than we realize).

Thought it may seem clichéd at this point, Bloowbservation that Shakespeare “has
become the first universal author, replacing thadin the secularized consciousness” bears
repeating (Invention 3). As | alluded to at thgibaing of this introductory chapter,
Shakespeare’s influence continues to be profouddh@mumental — in large part because the
corpus of work remains accessible and provideglrsnto a period where many recognizable
features of our own world are starting to take shdmm the earliest signs of industrialization to

our modern vernacular). The establishment of Styadare gardens around the world provides
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but one indication of the playwright’s legacy, Iudlso shows the degree to which that legacy
may be a product of Shakespeare’s reverence farenator “Nature” with a capital N, as when
Lear cries “hear, Nature! Hear, dear goddess,'h@av.252). In Ecology and Environment in
European DramaDowning Cless rightly notes that Shakespeare doeanderstand nature as
“a privately owned resource for commodity productior only a retreat for elites” (Cless 117).
Rather, Shakespeare’s limitless fascination witlinah details provides “evidence of a strong

ecological sensibility” (Arons 386).

a) People as Plants in The Winter's Tale

In the chapters that follow, | offer a kaleidosapiew of several plays by examining a
range of distinct but related subjects that wowdbinterest to ecocritical studies. Not by
chance, the first chapter — “People as Plants ewWimter’'s Tale” — presents, in certain respects,
the most anthropocentric perspective (i.e., werbbgimerely dipping our toes into a posthuman
approach). The characters draw upon plant biotmgypurely out of a deep respect for plants,
but in order to appropriate vegetal traits and yppém to their own lives and society — thereby
creating a different kind of Shakespeare garderrevhemans are the living beings to be
cultivated. Importantly, we are not dealing witte titeral exploitation of plants as resources, but
even so, the play explores in great detail how msnilize plants for their own benefit. Put
simply, the characters operate under the assumiptadrtheir anxieties and suspicions can be
allayed via their own version of plant-thinkinge(i. what is it like to exist and flourish as plants
do?). More specifically, the first chapter exansitlee ways in which Shakespeare pays special
attention to the kinship between humans and pkamtisargues that plant reproduction becomes

the model from what is desirable in human repradactA significant portion of the discussion

40



focuses on Mamillius’ enigmatic role as a meansetothe stage for a consideration of how
Shakespeare works to supplant the mammalian systéhe Winter’'s Talgas well as in several

of the others plays under consideration. This tdragdso introduces the idea that Shakespeare’s
concern with the vitality of all organic materi@rses as a precursor to hylozoism’s revival in
the mid seventeenth century (the theory — rooteahment Greek philosophy — that all matter is

endowed with life).

b) Timon of Ashes

Timon of Athensgs a radically different play frorihe Winter’s Talgindeed, | would
posit thatTimonis Shakespeare’s most radical work given its isgnmisanthropic outlook and
the contempt for authority that pervades the téxtmon of Ashes” posits that the events that
unfold largely stem from a relatively straightfomgdgremise: humans are wretched creatures,
and as a consequence, should be toppled fromdbemingly comfortable and secure place at
the top of the existential hierarchy. Whilee Winter’s Taldints at the idea that there are
useful models beyond our speci€anonvehemently champions the argument that if one
accepts that humans are flawed by nature (a pesgiroutlook to be sure, but one that is
difficult to dispute), then thecala naturaeshould be turned upside down (the opposite obRlat
vision of our roots in the sky). This reversahchieved largely through Shakespeare’s careful
and deliberate portrayal of the title charactevsleation from man to beast to plant to dirt. In
that sense, the play reverses the sequence propbp3dtbmas Browne, and one can think of the
protagonist as progressing fradomo sapienso Homo ferugor Homo sylvestrisand finally to

Homo humus Not surprisingly, we find a world where sensati® downplayed in favor of
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achieving an eternal form of existence, in thisedag entering into the “life cycle” of geologic

strata (a theme revisited in my analysigbé Tempekt

c) Undoing the Unnatural in Macbeth

The play that forms the dissertation’s middle mort{sandwiched between two other
plays on either side) ironically represents thexapgerms of how vegetation can be depicted in
an exceedingly positive light. | say “ironicallipecauséacbethis, of course, a tragic and
brutal tale led by two depraved protagonists whosrorality is almost incomprehensible. Itis
never clear what motivates Macbeth and Lady Mactwethke such drastic measures other than
blind ambition — a disturbing prospect in and eéif. What is clear, however, is that these two
figures are firmly aligned with blood, milk, andetmammalian reproductive process more
broadly — while simultaneously degrading and/oe#tening nature at every turn. Not
surprisingly, thenMacbethis the play where Shakespeare seems most inteaxaring the
possibility of creating a fictive world where vegegon and the soil can take an active role in
rebelling against man. For all the battles angutiss among different Scottish factions, the war
that ultimately matters the most is between natmeeman. Shakespeare’s language throughout
Macbethmakes it abundantly clear that nature must be nate, but the memorable ending
where Birnam wood joins Malcom’s forces (the braxhnd soldiers are literally joined
together, creating a vision blomo arborig represents an act of reconciliation. Although
warfare has devastated this land, Shakespearesgadhat nature and man can work together to
defeat a tyrant. In that senséacbethis arguably the most optimistic play under consatien
since, as | argue, it promotes a regenerative dééimd and shows how humans can live with and

besides nature.
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d) “Jove’s stout oak™ Trees and Power in The Tempest
“Of his bones are coral made”: The Ocean’s Organi®Remains in The Tempest

The final two plays examined both make a stron@ eaminst the exploitation of
resources and against treating organisms as parstaticscala naturae Not coincidentally, the
final chapters offThe TempesindAs You Like Ifocus considerably on Shakespeare’s debt to
Ovid’s Metamorphoseée.g., Pythagoras’ philosophy) and to Montaignerafting a
compassionate vision of man’s relationship to otifieforms. The first chapter ohhe Tempest
analyzes how trees confer authority by structudisgourses of power, as well as conceptual and
existential hierarchies. In addition to delvingpinow Christian theology and anxieties about
deforestation inform the play’s treatment of trebgs chapter explicitly questions the tendency
to subdivide categories within the Great Chain eing. | then turn to the ground beneath the
waves as a site of regeneration and salvationwitksTimon The Tempeseveals
Shakespeare’s interest in spontaneous generatam alsernative mode of reproduction, and, in
doing somakes a fairly humble request of the reader: cedat as the life-giving and life-
sustaining substance that it is since this is whigrstarts and ends. Building upon the first
chapter orfThe TempestThe Ocean’s Organic Remains” explores the liekneen vegetation
and specific marine organisms to argue that th@linendencies of characters to operate under
the assumption that plants and the soil from whigy sprout are ranked according to a

formulaic scheme conflicts with the cyclical vielexistence that comes to forefront.

e) Love, Liberty, and the Pursuit of Game in As You Lke It
In analyzingAs You Like [tl turn to a play that is (in my estimation) agply skeptical

of human aspiration aEmon of Athenss. This “green world” comedy also provides the
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clearest articulation in the Shakespearean cantdmeaights of nonhuman animals, primarily
through the discussions of deer as the native desinf the land onto which Duke Senior and
his men have trespassed (a related concern exgreste play is how closely animal societies
resemble our own). Although, at first glanés, You Like Imay appear to be nothing more than
a cheerful romance, various types of skepticismamicism percolate through the discourse.
For starters, the characters’ actions ultimatefygest that mankind may be unable to coexist
peacefully with other animals (though there newanss to be any question that this is a goal
worth striving for). But there is also considemby/nicism about love as evidenced by the
play’s depictions of the silly games lovers plagdtne” is a word with considerable resonance in
the text) and statements outright ridiculing theogon or those who have fallen victim to its
effects. | do not mean to suggest that Shakespeatggesting true love does not exist, but it is
worth acknowledging that anyone who sees or rdaglplay is likely left with numerous
guestions about how love actually works. Does @lreally fall instantly in love with Celia?

Did Orlando truly not know it was Rosalind in disggithe whole time? Can Phoebe actually
change her tune about Silvius so quickly? Why dgikgus want to take Phoebe back after the
shabby way she treated him? Why is Touchstonemsoes that a mate will cheat on him? On
that note, what evidence is there that he loveséy®l Although we are dealing with fictional
characters, the play’s events raise important amscabout compatibility and the nature of
affection (and not merely of a romantic kind). BiegAs You Like Ias a conventional

romantic comedy that presents a standard takevewould likely leave one confused and
disappointed. | would suggest that the play is baderstood as offering a satirical take on
human behavior. In essenée You Like Itontinuously ponders whether humans are destined

to falter and fail. The play poses the questiomomdividual level (e.g., whether spouses and
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mates can live up to certain ideals and expectsitidout also on a social/collective level (again
by examining how we interact with others — in ttése, nonhumans). Inevitably, it seems, the
problems associated with exploiting and objectiyathers as things to be hunted will ensure
that our lofty aspirations (e.g., living in harmoaryd in an environmentally conscious way)

come crashing down.

f) Organization and Structure

In terms of this project’s overall organizationsestially | am starting and ending with
human weakness, albeit in two different sensex@perd weaknesses in human biology vs.
moral failings). Given the order of the chaptéishould note that | am not convinced that the
(imperfect) chronology of Shakespeare’s plays wtety matters here since my point is not that
Shakespeare, in his career as a writer, is buildingrds some kind of epiphany about nature or
man’s place in it. Rather, as | try to suggestishremarkably consistent in his treatment of the
“lower” orders in thescala naturae That said, | think the easiest way to perceing pattern is
to structure arguments in a parabolic manner tigghasizes the extent to which certain key
themes reflect or mirror one another across thgsplader consideration. Thidacbeth— with
the rosiest (i.e., most optimistic) view of manisaractions with nature — represents the vertex
along the elliptical trajectory. Moving outwarain that point, the chapters immediately
surrounding it are the ones most concerned expliwith the soil, spontaneous generation, and
the extreme materiality of the self. To use ar@mnafrom a similarly shaped mathematical
function (a bell curve), moving one more standardiaion outward, we find the two most
“human-centered” plays, but | use the term somewaatonically since these are chapters most

concerned with mankind’s inadequacies.
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Continuing with this notion of curvature, my aimterms of the chapter organization is
also to illustrate how Shakespeare gradually bémelscala naturadi.e., ladder of being) out of
shape. Destabilization begins by examining a pldne Winter’s Talgthat rather pointedly
asks, what if another form of existence (one tlagipens to be near the bottom of the ladder)
might be preferable to our own in certain respedtéith the desire to transform humans into
plants well established, we can then shift to & plamon) that outright turns the ladder upside
down. Moving on tdMlacbeth despite the title character’s threats to disloagis and the
literal quakes that occur, the play’s depictiorire natural world is far from earth-shattering.
Yet this is precisely the point — we should expeathing less than for Shakespeare to associate
goodness with vegetation and the land itself wiaitedhe same time, highlighting the limitations
of human/mammalian biology. Finally, in explorilbe Tempestve move towards not merely
flipping the ladder, but doing away with a vertiiaear model altogether by bending the chain
into a circular shapeAs You Like Iprovides a coda of sorts by exploring furtheratems of
what it means to be grounded (e.g., coming backndovearth, remaining humble) and
reiterating just how invested Shakespeare iséndrly and philosophical works that question
man’s superiority. | purposefully end with the tpiays that — | would argue — most clearly
show how Shakespeare’s writings speak to contemperevironmental concerns (e.g.,
deforestation, resource management, exploitati@anwhals). Importantly though, these plays
also demonstrate that these concerns are not uyiopoelern after all, and that early modern
writers like Shakespeare understood the necedsiteating a framework for how to interact

with the world around us.
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Chapter 1
People as Plants imhe Winter's Tale

Introduction

In Troilus and Cressidéc. 1602), Ulysses states that “one touch of eatuakes the
whole world kin” (lIL.iii.169). This theme comes fruition almost a decade laterTine
Winter's Tale(c. 1611), where Shakespeare explores not onlyelagonships between men and
women or mankind and animals, but of all livingié and the earth in general, with special
attention to the kinship between humans and plafie overarching contention of this chapter
is that plant reproduction becomes the model foatviddesirable in human reproduction.
Moreover, seemingly separate aspects of the pleyh as the anxiety over hybrids/bastards and
the animation of Hermoine’s statue, enlist theoci@sent in the Renaissance about inanimate
matter being invested with life. Shakespeare glemmsiderable inspiration from these ideas in
order to abjure an anthropocentric view of the @ard transition from “bosom” to “blossom.”
The overall effect is essentially the converse a$ln’s pathetic fallacy, i.e., bestowing human
emotions, thoughts, and sensations on nafline. Winter’'s Taleénstead treats people as plants
in all stages of life, whether as callow seedsgbaning flowers, or as decaying organic matter
in the soil.

| would be remiss not to address early modern viegarding the natural world in order
to situateThe Winter’'s Talén the proper context. Part of what makes the’plage of
vegetation a fertile line of inquiry is that Shajeare is writing on the cusp of the founding of
modern botany, which stagnated until sixteenthusrterbalists made a concerted effort to
classify plants (Maeterlinck xiii). Although theneere fewer than twenty titles on botany and
horticulture in the sixteenth century, at leastiadred new texts were published in the

seventeenth century (Thomas 225). However, thstttur information in Tudor and Stuart
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England did little to chip away at the longstandungw that the world had been created for
mankind and that other species were subordindiestoeeds (Thomas 17). Man’s desire to
tame nature is evident in the commercial gardethagformed an integral feature of many early
European cities and spurred economic growth (Ca8&). At the same time, landscape
gardening became a favorite pastime of the nobditgl, consequently, a passion for flower
cultivation spread through the population, reactanmeak with the tulip speculative frenzy of the
1630s (Thomas 192). This affinity for plants, heee was belied by the tremendous
deforestation that occurred between 1500 and 17RB0nias 193). The Elizabethan poet
Michael Drayton wrote nostalgically of “when thidwale country’s face was forestry” and the
state intervened directly in the sixteenth centith the first documented instances of
government sanctioned tree planting (Thomas 193). 19nsurprisingly, a change in social
consciousness accompanied the change in the wasiefrom a threatening to a threatened
locale (Marienstras 16). Plants acquired greatestinal significance and the renewed interest
in the Aristotelian notion of the “vegetative sopfompted philosophers and scientists to ponder
the reproductive and growth cycles of entitieshia hatural world (Thomas 192; Smith 51;

Amico 53).

Mamillius and the Mammalian

In the first act ofThe Winter’s TaleLeontes wonders whether his only son, Mamillisis,
indeed his son since he suspects his wife, Hermmimmommitting adultery with his friend
Polixenes. The discourse is rife with hints thatrMllius is not sufficiently similar to his father
in terms of physical appearance (with the implmatihat this spurred Leontes’ mistrust).

Leontes asks the child point-blank, “art thou my3o(l.ii.118), but comments such as “l am
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like you, they say” (1.ii.208), “they say [Mamillg) is a copy” (1.i.122), and “they say we are /
almost as like as eggs” (1.ii.129-30) appear suspggiven that we never discover exactly who
“they” are. Instead of presenting authoritativedence, these statements sound like hearsay or
gossip. In light of Leontes’ doubt, his observatthat Mamillius is a sprig needing foliage and
“shoots...to be full” (1.ii.128-9) like his father ems more like an invective outlining key
differences between the two rather than, as Stabdeell suggests, proof that Leontes projects
himself onto his son and identifies with him (Cad&€l4). When his wife catches him off-guard,
Leontes pretends that he was merely “looking orlities of [his] boy’s face” (1.ii.155) and
adds, “I did recolil twenty-three years, and saw effysin my green velvet coat...how like...I
then was to this kernel, this squash” (1.ii.153-6This falsehood expresses a latent desire to
transform offspring into plants because, in doiagleontes stands a greater chance of
extracting a clone of himself. Moreover, the “Bfi®@n Mamillius’ face (or lack thereof, since
“lines” suggest “wrinkles”) can be contrasted wattree’s growth rings, which present a reliable
indicator of the organism’s age to a degree ofapety that is not possible from gazing at a
human body. These rings — which can number imtimelreds — confer a unique status upon
ancient (by human standards) trees, which in tHg e@dern period (as is still true today)
translated into a sense of respect and awe foe thesg monuments to history (Thomas 217).
Because Leontes is lying about his true preoccopdtie., adultery), it follows that the
pretext’'s content is likewise suspect; in otherdgpiLeontes believes he is nothing like this
kernel or peapod. This interpretation is confirnbgchis verb choice, e.g., when he asks
Polixenes “are you so fond of your young princevasdoseento be of ours?” [emphasis added]
(1ii.164). Similarly, the statement “he’s apparemmy heart” (1.ii.177) omits the title “heir” ga

in heir apparent) to underscore a modifier thatliesgseeming. Polixenes confidently replies
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that he is very fond of his son, calling the yoymignce “my parasite” (1.ii.168). The only
potentially desirable parasite that a human bodyseave as host to is a fetus growing inside the
womb, which is literally a parasite because itdiweside the mother’s body and subsists on her
food while producing no nutrients in return. Oficge, one benefit of this symbiotic relationship
is that the female is assured that the organisnedesm within her. Thus, Polixenes’ unusual
hyperbole signals that he is as positive of hisssparentage as if he had been a woman with a
child in utero.

Mamillius’ very name conjoins the child with his ther and, more broadly, mammalian
reproduction by evoking the word “mammary” (frone thatinmammafor breast or udder).
Indeed, Shakespeare seems intent on cementingninecion between Leontes’ son and this
part of the female anatomy: “I am glad you did notse him...yet you have too much blood in
him” (11.i.56-7). Leontes’ anxiety over contamirat, phrased through the discourse of mixing
bodily fluids, is palpable; he makes it clear tihaould have been much worse if the child had
suckled at the mother’s breast — an otherwise niaandhbiological act given that mammals feed
their young via milk secreted by the mammary glafid$he significance of bodily fluids to
early modern theories regarding human health cdmmoinderestimated; as Mary Lindemann
explains inMedicine and Society in Early Modern Eurgfidne human body was held to be a
seething mass of fluids rather than an assembliadis@ete organs or cells” (Lindemann 12).
More specifically, in Elizabethan culture, the humedy was popularly viewed as a semi-
porous container filled with various liquids, indlag the oft-mentioned humors (e.g., blood,
phlegm, black bile, and yellow bile) (Kern 8; Limdann 12). Plants offered a key solution to

the threats posed by unwanted liquids as evidemctgk popular herbals, which would typically

1By “normal”, | do not mean to suggest that it wasnenon for an aristocratic woman, let alone a queenurse
her young. Rather, | simply mean that breastfeedonstitutes a normal stage of childhood develajtme
(regardless of who provides the milk).
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feature categories such as “purging” to detailrtberative properties (Thomas 53)he
Winter’s Tale like so many of Shakespeare’s plays, revealsea kderest in expelling excess
and noxious fluids because doing so supposediyhedyody of ailments, e.g., “purge him of that
humour” (11.iii.37), “purge melancholy and air higl§’ (IV.iv.768). What is surprising,
however, is that the foul liquid to be removedreguently blood, as when Polixenes tells his son
that he refuses to “hold thee of our blood” (IV4i84). But whether figured as a form of
sustenance or as a toxin (or, in the case of Magjlboth), there is little doubt that bodily flsid
are a powerful biological force that defines masgexts of human life. In terms of
reproduction, the role of menstrual blood vexedyesgientists and thinkers such as Descartes
since it complicated the traditional view of womasha mere receptacle for semen by pointing to
a female counterpart of the male’s testicles (SB&h

Plant life stands outside this reproductive framegvtyees and flowers do not nurse their
young and do not transmit blood. Towards the drntie@seventeenth century, there were some
efforts to describe plants in terms of mammaliaatamy. Nehemiah Grew (1641-1712), author
of The Anatomy of Plantaffirmed that “every plant hath bowels” and “h#tlse parts which
are answerable to lungs” in addition to a “uterwsiere the “foetus” (i.e., seed) gestates
(McColley 126). Yet, despite changing scientifiews, proponents of the type of theories Grew
espoused recognized the limits to ascribing anahatacteristics to plants. In his 1672 report to
the Royal Society on plant circulation and aninmatidartin Lister concedes that plants have
“no uniting veins” and “no pulsation” (McColley 1271t is precisely because of the absence of
blood and milk that plants provide (to put it crlyjea less messy mode of generation. Plants
cannot contaminate their young in the way that tesfears a female contaminated Mamillius;

nor can one parent overpower the other in termtsefppearance of the progeny. The link
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between purity and vegetation was largely accejpt&hakespeare’s day. While meat
consumption was, of course, the norm, the aninatksnewere invariably herbivores because
carnivorous beasts and scavengers were deemeduar{¢leomas 54). This sentiment likely had
biblical origins since man’s prelapsarian existedicenot entail eating flesh (Renaissance Beasts
72).

In Leontes’ world, which is dominated by a single $is son’s skin is literally sullied;
he immediately asks Mamillius, “what hast smutctigdnose?” (1.ii.121), as though his
mother’s alleged sexual transgression had mandetstelf on his face. Not only is Mamillius
closely aligned with femininity and the differendestween parent and child, Mamillius himself
actively discerns external markings. When speatartge attendant ladies, he observes, “your
brows are blacker...too much hair there, but in aisecte / or a half-moon, made with pen”
(I.i.8-11). When another lady asks Mamillius wianight him about these finer points, he
replies, “I learned it out of women'’s faces...whalot@re your eyebrows...l have seen a lady’s
nose that has been blue, but not her eyebrows1@44). Considering the meager number of
lines the poor lad has in the play, it is worthlgnag why Shakespeare chooses to focus on
such seemingly trivial details. In Mamillius’ masgene, he converses with women who lack
names and are known simply as “first lady” and teetlady.” Their vague labels implore
readers to regard them as a homogenous groupyetnd/amillius insists on noticing the
minutiae that distinguish human beings from onelagro His cutting and forward remarks are
surprising not merely because of his young agebbaause, in daily conversation, individuals
scarcely detect the differences his shrewd eyespigk In general, inquiring about the shade of
a person’s eyebrows would be absurd because sgbh gitadations in color are not considered

a salient feature worth mentioning.
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Mamillius is a problematic figure ifihe Winter's Taldecause Shakespeare could easily
have brought him back to life as he does with Hermaj thus, his death invariably appears
needlessly cruel, and, depending on the performanoeading, the prince appears either
callously forgotten, or his spirit hangs like a \nealoud over the proceedings. Mamillius’ fate
is sealed not when he decides that a “sad talssfbewinter” (11.i.25), thereby aligning himself
with the wrong season that loses in the winterugspring debate. Rather, Mamillius must be
eliminated because he embodies the human modewdlseproduction, which the play rejects
and works to supplant. Under this interpretattbe,references to eggs assume greater
significance, e.g., “we are...as like as eggs” {13ll) and “will you take eggs for money”
(1ii.161). Despite being fully ambulatory, Leosteson is the parasitical fetus in the womb par
excellence: “To see his nobleness! Conceivinglteleonor of his mother / he straight declined,
drooped, took it deeply” (1L.iii.12). Like an emjar with an umbilical cord, Mamillius’ fate is
tied to the mother, i.e., the host. As Hermioresalth declines, so does his own, inducing a
frightening twist on the prevailing notion of theman as an insignificant vessel for the male’s
genetic material. Considering the nature of thaedy that spurs the action, it is perhaps
inevitable that a thoroughly feminized (and therefonbalanced) version of human sexuality
should result. In this resped@ithe Winter's Talg@resents a departure from other Shakespearean
depictions of the forest/wilderness as “the lo¢atehe male’s...confrontation with the female”
(Shakespearean Wild 24). Here, the abundancegeftaton offers an alternative to

reproduction that verges on the asexual.
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Stock and Scion

Leontes’ basic wish is to behold a “copy out of &iil.ii.122) because such a reflection
would provide constant comfort. Thus, throughdt play, considerable weight is placed on
superficial appearance (i.e., one’s countenanoegshis is the most obvious mark of a carbon
copy. For want of genetic tests and because gbtingacy of the male seed, Renaissance
doctors emphasized the resemblance between fathérshildren (Smith 49). Realizing the best
way to allay the king’s fears, Paulina presentqielwborn daughter and states she is a “copy of
the father: eye, nose, lip...forehead...the prettypd@® of his chin and cheek smiles; the very
mold and frame of hand, nail, finger” (11.iii.98-10 The problem, however, is that an infant,
born only a few hours before, does not resembladailt. It is preposterous to think that all of
the features mentioned will manifest themselvesapally (if at all). The choice of “mold” is
intended to persuade on multiple fronts since tbhedwlenotes a uniform blanket of fungus that
materializes an old food, an exact replica fronast,cand garden soil rich in organic matter.

That a child’s appearance should be differentwarse, wholly unique) from his parents
is at the root of the play’s problem. More broadchanged complexions” signal a threat and
Polixenes worries that his external shape has twmged too” (1.ii.383). Perceiving the
king’s hostility, Polixenes is forced “to considehat is breeding / that changes thus [Leontes’]
manner” (1.ii.375-6). This is the first instancethe play where Shakespeare yokes breeding and
change — two concepts that are closely relatee dineeding yields progeny that differ, whether
slightly or drastically, from the generations thatme before. But it is not inevitable that
procreation should follow this course. Many orgams produce offspring that, for all intents and
purposes, appear identical to the parents and, dosg, exert a mastery (a kind of quality

control) over their descendants that remains aldsemtmankind’s imperfect mating process,
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which is more akin to a lottery in terms of how teld will look. This pattern occurs most
frequently in the kingdom Plantae. Although thedeim study of biology has revealed that plant
sexuality is highly complex and different speciegroduce via radically different means, simply
put, one expects a dandelion seed to develop intatare dandelion, which, to the human eye,
is essentially the same as its kin, i.e., the ofla@delions among the grdssit is important to
clarify that while Elizabethans frequently employseral names to identify a type of plant
(e.g., ivy was also known as catsfoot, alehoofl, gailby the ground, Gill creep by the ground,
tun hoof, and haymaids on account of regional dta)ethese names applied oniier, rather
thanintra, species level (Thomas 83). This distinction wadi-established by Thomas Aquinas
in his explanation of thecala naturaeof lower versus higher life forms: “The goodne$she
species transcends...the individual...and the mulapln of species is a greater addition
to...the universe” (Fromm 20).

By the standards the characters set forth, plamtgelosest to perfecting the biological
process whereby new individuals are produced. Buindividuals eager to find copies, the
possibility that “nature will betray its folly” (i.151) can be unsettling:

Perdita: Sir, the year growing ancient,

Not yet on summer’s death, nor on the birth

Of trembling winter, the fairest flowers o’ the sea
Are our carnations and streaked gillyvors,
Which some call nature’s bastards: of that kind
Our rustic garden’s barren; and | care not

To get slips of them.

Polixenes: Wherefore, gentle maiden,
Do you neglect them?

!5 1n making this observation about and from the humerspective, it is not my intention to excuse toaitual or
ingrained blindness to salient differences in othdstences (merely to point out that this propgrestists and
colors our vision of the world). As Michael Mardestutely notes in “Vegetal anti-metaphysics: baag from
plants”, “the bewildering diversity of vegetationreduced...to the conceptual unity ‘plant’ in a sigme gesture of
metaphysical violence seeking to eliminate diffees) for instance, between a raspberry bush and,mos
mayflower and a palm tree” (Vegetal 469).
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Perdita: For | have heard it said

There is an art which in their piedness shares
With great creating nature.

Polixenes: Say there be;

Yet nature is made better by no mean

But nature makes that mean: so, over that art
Which you say adds to nature, is an art

That nature makes. You see, sweet maid, we marry
A gentler scion to the wildest stock,

And make conceive a bark of baser kind

By bud of nobler race: this is an art

Which does mend nature, change it rather, but
The art itself is nature.

Perdita: Soitis.

Polixenes: Then make your garden rich in gillyyors
And do not call them bastards. (IV.iv.79-98)

The “art” that Perdita refers to, as Polixenes usid@ds it, is grafting, where the tissues of one
plant are fused with the tissues of another, respin viable crossbreeds that are a copy of
neither “parent”, i.e., the stock and scion (Fig*® This is especially true of variegated flowers
with streaks and specks of colors. “Gillyvors” pably refers to carnations, but can also serve
as a general term for scented garden flowers (H8nt If the former is Shakespeare’s intention,
then his inexact knowledge of horticulture mustdrgiven since, as one critic points out,
“grafting is not used on carnations” (Scholl 178Yhether or not these gillyvors are actually
artificially created is irrelevant to Perdita’s amgent. The motley petals could result from
natural cross-pollination or a virus attacking phent (Egan 129). Perdita’s point is simply that,

by virtue of appearance alone, these “bastards® pdhreat; they obscure their pedigree, upset

'8 The subheading of this section is purposefully mémevoke both human and plant reproduction ciStefers to
a) the stem from which cuttings are taken, andIb)eaof descent (e.g., race, family, or ethnicugr)y while scion
means both a) a shoot or twig for planting, and tBmily’s descendant or heir.
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the typical pattern in plant reproduction, and #hp@s worst of all — look as though they stem

from outside interference and thus do not constigubaturally occurring phenomenon.

i

W\
Figure 1. Seventeenth century watercolor illusiret

Polixenes is, of course, being hypocritical wherdaends the illegitimate flowers since
he outright rejects the idea of his noble son magra commoner. Nevertheless, his homily
calls attention to a separate type of reproductione that relies on mere touch, almost like
contagion (indeed, references to disease and iofeate prevalent in the play). Similarly, when
Polixenes’ son, the aptly named Florizel, tellsbhetoved, “these your unusual weeds...do give a
life; no shepherdess, but Flora” (1V.iv.1-2), hgepts the animal kingdom in favor of the botanic
realm. The wild weeds, with their propensity toegge and multiply in virtually any tract of

dirt, are figured as the stronger emblem of lifd aitality.

“The seeds within”
Naturally, the animal kingdom does have a placéhe Winter’'s Talewith the most

notorious instance of animals impinging on theacbeing the “exit, pursued by a bear” stage
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direction in Act Ill. The blunt phrasing no dout#wilders and amuses many readers on account
of its sheer inanity. But though it may appeabé¢ca random inclusion, the reason why the
individual being pursued by a bear, Antigonus, nadistis no mystery. One hardly needs to look
further than his nameanti-, meaning against or opposed to, and the lattétikely stems from
gonosor -gony, meaning seed. Someone who is anti seeds si#ttelsiance in a play that
relishes in vegetation. Antigonus’ role in thera#ive is straightforward enough: his job is to
carry Leontes’ infant daughter to Bohemia. Witls tiask completed, his expendability becomes
apparent. Before he dies, Antigonus declaresRbalita “should here be laid either for life, or
death, upon the earth of its right father. Blossspeed thee well!” (IIl.iii.45). Because
Antigonus is the mobile agent who transports tleslske cannot be a plant himself. Roots, as
Maurice Maeterlinck cheerlessly writesTihe Intelligence of Flowergondemn plants to
“immobility from birth to death” (Maeterlinck 2)Of course, their “intelligence” lies in their
ability to adapt and proliferate regardless. Rarslirvives because Antigonus is akin to an
animal in the woods with burs and stickers attadbats fur — a common method of pollination
and seed dispersal. Oblivious to the botanicattire, Antigonus’ misguided solution is that
kites, ravens, wolves, or bears will nurse Perdit&.185). Thus, as staunchly part of the
animal kingdom, he appropriately dies by the hgodsrather, the paws) of a bear. Itis no
coincidence that Shakespeare follows this tragicanoment with the introduction of the
shepherd, who muses on his animals being huntedhey animals’

The “right father” to whom Perdita is entrusted lcoiefer to Polixenes, or Antigonus
could literally be speaking about the earth, wiieems more probable since blossoms require

fertile soil to grow and flourish. Although humaa® certainly vulnerable to external forces,

" Some of the ethical repercussions of predatiomether in the wild between animals or from humanmsting
other creatures — will be discussed in the chamefSmon of AthenandAs You Like Itrespectively.
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plants — by virtue of existing outdoors and saredtsh— are almost entirely at the mercy of the
environment. Indeed, in addition to the focus ot @he Winter's Taleontains more
occurrences of the words “climate” and “weathedrttany other Shakespearean play including,
amazingly enoughlThe Tempesbr green world plays likAs You Like landA Midsummer
Night's Dream When discussing this “problem play”, Gabriel Bgetes Shakespeare’s
obvious concern with “how the weather affects bjodal nature” (Egan 125). However, he does
not take this observation to its logical conclusoymarrowing the broad term to the specific
component that is most susceptible to inclemenpegatures, drought, and darkness: plants. In
fact, one might wish to narrow the matter furthees¢eds since these ripened ovules in particular
are “entrusted to the randomness of chance aneixtikeenality of its medium (the earth)”,
maintaining an “ineliminable possibility of beingagted, spread, or spent for nothing” (Vegetal
487).
For a delicate “blossom”, the death penalty thairites issues (with phrasing that

foreshadows the bastard flowers scene) could pr@reningly effective:

Leontes: We enjoin thee,

As thou art liege-man to us, that thou carry

This female bastard hence and that thear it

To some remote and desert plagete out

Of our dominions, and that there thou leave it,

Without more mercyto its own protection

And favour of the climatéAs by strange fortune

It came to us; | do in justice charge thee,

On thy soul’s peril and thy body’s torture,

That thou commend it strangely to some place

Where chance may nurse or end it. [emphasis added]

(11.iii.173-83)
From Leontes’ threat, it becomes clear that herdsgéhe baby — this “it” unworthy even of a

gender-specific pronoun — as something whose $atéterly determined by “chance” (i.e., a

passive organism). And while Leontes is unwillaighis juncture to regard his second-born
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child along vegetative lines (at least conscioysiig rhetoric does correspond to the traditional
negative view of plants in Western philosophy asspee and deficient life forms (Vegetal 477).
Michael Marder elaborates upon this supposed passiv'Vegetal anti-metaphysics: Learning
from plants”, explaining that the “imperfectiontbie plant is attributed to its incapacity to
determine itself; in other words, it is due to gient’s rootedness outside of itself, in the eterna
element on which it depends” (Vegetal 476). Maiategmpts to advocate for “the ethics of
plants” by disavowing the human-oriented perspedind reframing vegetal life thusly: “If a
vegetal being is to be at all, it must remain @agral part of the milieu wherein it grow#ts
relation to the elements is not domineering: #eeptivity of the flower and of the leaf is
expressed in how they turn their widest surfacabéasun, while the root imbibes everything it
encounters in the dark recesses of the soil intwiiis anchored, be it nutrients or poisonous
substances” (Vegetal 477). For the purposes sfdisicussion, | would simply add that Leontes’
confidence in the validity and success of his ptareals the extent to which the character —
whose madness and paranoia has reached the kmlimig— operates under a warped conception
of how external elements affect the world around Qkearly, all life forms are at the mercy of
nature (and humans are no exception, as evidenctut bearful grandeur of the elements in
King Lean. But plants deserve a considerable credit iir 8feeer capacity and will to survive.
After all, in certain crucial respects, these orgars are much hardier than us — something that
has become abundantly clear from the extreme weatteats that climate change has
engendered in recent years. The 2013-14 “polaexbdbrought record low temperatures to
much of the United States, but while humans casuantive long outside in such conditions

(eventually succumbing to hypothermia), plants @aa do withstand these climatic conditions.
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Even acknowledging the special adaptability of tdawe know that this barren land
without water does not bode well for a saplingdded, Leontes’ description ostensibly explains
why the soil, which is typically figured as part‘ofiother earth”, is instead characterized more
like a father who lacks a womb. Yet Shakespedteses to provide a facile correspondence
regarding the earth’s fertility since Bohemia rsfact, marked by verdure and pastoral
landscapes. The implication is that feminine ardenline characterizations of the earth’s soil
are equally fruitful — an idea rendered explicitiyfolklore regarding the mandrake. John
Gerard’sHerball or Generall Historie of Planted596) offers a curious account of what
happens to the flowering plant in dirt that is séd with gender/sex: “matter that hath fallen
from a [male] dead body hath given it the shapa wfan; and the matter of a woman the
substance of a female plant” (Fig. 2) (Seager 1#jdently, the presence of sex chromosomes
(excuse the post-enlightenment phrasing) engerashesmiambiguous male/female distinction,
but, without this impetus, the physical forms —cgged from untouched soil — yield a uniform
crop’®

While the default treatment of the physical envinamt is, as Lawrence Buell rightly
notes, an artistic backdrop “ancillary to the mawent”, The Winter's Tale'siarrative structure
— with its blatant switch from winter (tragedy)<pring (comedy/romance) — leaves little doubt
that Shakespeare intends to juxtapose the “deadosied” (111.iii.80) with “the freshest things”
(IV.i.13) (Kerridge 32). The place where thesentidrically opposed categories meet is in the
dirt, where organic matter decomposes and, in tbegss, fertilizes the soil and gives birth to

new organisms. As a symbol of both life and deiib,fitting that, for much of the play,

'8 |Individuals living in the medieval and Renaissapegods could not have foreseen the ways in whith
legends and superstitions would anticipate modeemtfic discoveries: “The sexuality of plantssis complex that
it is regulated by hormones — for instance, soynb&antain large quantities of phytoestrogens,lainn the human
estrogen — or that the introduction of mammaliantsrmones into plants induces flowering and affelae ratio of
female to male flowers” (Vegetal 486).
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Shakespeare blurs the distinction between two ofséist: “beds” (i.e., patches of soil where
plants grow) and “graves” (plots of dirt where bexllie). This division of what is essentially the
same substance reflects the discord and rifts artimdyamatis personaeOn one level, these
terms pertaining to regeneration and putrefactiost @t opposite ends of the spectrum. Yet, the
site of intersection is analogous to the womb-tahaality that Freud discusses in “The

Uncanny” (Leitch 947). The logic Paulina usesawesthe infant touches upon the latent fear of
reentering one’s first home and the danger of mexation: “This child was prisoner to the

womb and is / by law and process of great natweedh / freed, and enfranchised; not a party to /
the anger of the King” (11.ii.58-61). The urgenafythe situation heightens with the possibility
that the infant will be abandoned on some inhobfatiand. While the “close earth wombs”
(IV.iv.494) — i.e., functions like an incubatorhetearth can also push living creatures into
oblivion through interment: “Let Nature crush sides of the earth together / and mar the seeds
within” (IV.iv.481-2). This vision of utter annitation sheds light on Perdita’s unease about
burying bodies. As she strews flowers over thestpjd-lorizel asks, “what, like a corse?”
(IV.iv129). Perdita curiously replies, “not likecarse; or if, not to be buried” (IV.iv.131).

Usually, corpses are buried several feet belowgtbhand and, while individuals may wish for
departed loved ones to rise from the dirt like agtix from the ashes, conferring bodies to the

earth serves as proof that the human is dead am&l go
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Figure 2. lllustrations of male and female mandredotsHortus SanitatisMainz 1491

Organisms that do literally rise from the earth @lents, which wither and “die” as the
winter nears, only to be reborn in the spring. pealizing his horrible mistake and forced to
contend with the guilt over his wife and son’s thsal_eontes proclaims, “one grave shall be for
both...and tears shed there shall be my recreatldni.234-8). His pronouncement marks the
beginning of the transition necessary to restoppimess to Sicilia. In death, Hermione, who
previously figures herself as a tree, is no lordgried the “childbed privilege” of being with the
“first fruits of [her] body” (111.i.95,101). Nattally, she employs a metaphor in line with her
innocence and one that explicitly favors plant ogjiction. Leontes finally learns to accept his
son and wife into the desirable plant kingdom bgylng or planting the “kernel” (1.ii.159) with
its tree and watering them daily with his tearthi@ hope that eventually something will grow. |
would argue that, in fact, something does grove dtatue that comes to life after having been
molded from the earth’s clay represents the futidht of Leontes’ wish. Regardless of how one
interprets the play’s conclusion, Shakespeare uatBnwants to explore the possibility that “art

itself is nature” (IV.iii.97).
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Omnis ars imitatio est naturae

The decades leading upTbe Winter’'s Talavitnessed an intense interest in perfecting
the art of copying nature (Meyers 25). Craftsmarhsas the goldsmith Wenzel Jamnitzer
(1508-1585) and the ceramicist Bernard Palissyp(®3c.1589) adorned their widely popular
work with realistic plants and animals, which wefeen created through a method known as
life-casting that involved pouring plaster overuadtorganisms (Fig. 3) (Meyers 25). Palissy
utilized an especially wide palette of colors ingh ceramics that featured sculptural effects
because, as he explainddrscours admirablesn nature, the “ability of an organism to generat
its own color bespeaks its dynamism” (Amico 116el6R1). Palissy used plant life in particular
to illustrate the link between color and life, wnd, “observe the seeds when they are thrown
into the ground: they have but a single colormew into growth and maturity they then take
on various colors...even in a single flower” (Shdl).2 Shakespeare captures this sense of a full
blossoming during the play’s climax when the cdtgfplanted and developed seed/human

analogy matures into a sculpture coming to life.

Museum’s Open Content Program.
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Shakespeare does not let the audience forgetaiatip an essential part of the finished
product. Paulina warns, “the statue is but newgd, the colour’s not dry” (V.iii.47-9) and “the
ruddiness upon her lip is wet; you'll mar it if yaiss it” (V.iii.81-2). The lines, spoken like a
meticulous artist, are reminiscent of Palissy’s @gievances concerning the difficulty in
controlling the firing of the glazes, which fusedéferent temperatures (Amico 86). As modern
readers, we tend to visualize statues as objentsstong of a solid pale hue, not realizing their
present condition is the result of centuries osem. Even in seventeenth century England,
statues were still colored with a heavy coat ohpébsokol 57). The attention to Hermione’s
pigmentation presents a clear departure from tlgeralion myth where the sculptor carves a
“wench of ivory” (X.300). Moreover, the fact thide statue owes its existence to Paulina’s
patronage once again complicates the Aristoteliaw v implicit in the Pygmalion myth — of
women as formless matter upon which men can imprsitape (Shakespearean Wild 25).

Although Pygmalion is the most famous story ofadist coming to life, it would be
myopic to assume that it therefore provides thmary inspiration for a play concerned with
complex problems pertaining to kinship. The mitaas resolution offhe Winter's Taldears
important similarities to another tale in Ovidvetamorphosesthe creation myth of Deucalion,
who casts Gaia’s “bones” (i.e., stones) back intodarth and repopulates the world as each rock
is transformed into a human being. When Polixdree®mes enraged by his son’s clandestine
marriage proposal to a shepherd’s daughter, hatdne to “bar thee from succession / not hold
thee of our blood, no not our kin / far than Deigrabff’ (1V.iv.433-5). The implications of this
fleeting reference are far-reaching because te tr@lations back to Deucalion is to locate the
point before life became human, when, as Ovid wyitiee world was “silent like a wildernesse”

(1.409) (Egan 131).
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By invoking this tale about earth “turned to flegh486), Shakespeare subtly introduces
an alternative to the Christian account of creatiblowever, this is not as radical of a position as
might initially appear when placed in the contelkkbomgstanding spontaneous generation debates
that came to a head in the seventeenth centuryl )e As William Harvey (1578-1651)
explains inDe generatione animaliunanimate creatures “are generated from putrefgarth or
plants” (Harris 2). Harvey was certainly not thdyoone who entertained the possibility that
plants were the key to unlocking this mystery. @dvding to Raphael Holinshed@hronicles
(1587), “if you cut a turffe, and laie it with tlygasse downewards, vpon the earth, in such sort
as the water may touch it as it passeth by, yoll lshae a brood of eels” (Egan 111).

The lengthy flower list that Perdita improvises lgtpreparing for the festival is more
than an attempt to convey their symbolic uses.esiike “desire to breed by me. Here’s flowers
for you...the marigold that goes to bed wi’ th’ surdawith him rises” (1V.iv.103-5), coupled
with the discussion on horticulture (e.g., “coneeavbark”), attend to the reproductive processes
of plants and, more broadly, their life cycléEhe Winter's Tale’s€oncern with organic matter
portends the theological concept that came to bedcHylozoism in the late 1600s — the theory
that matter is endowed with life. Hylozoism (likpontaneous generation) is rooted in ancient
Greek philosophy and, appropriately enough, instsece the Greek word for both matter and
wood or forest is “hyle” or “hyla” (McColley 111)In early Christian writing, “hyle” refers to
non-divine matter and carries a negative connatgigrhaps, as Diane McColley explains,
because of paganism’s association with wooden aludsgroves (McColley 110). Of course,
the influence of pagan rituals was never fully eratkd, as evidenced by the “Green Man”
sculptures common in churches throughout Europehnltkely represent spring and the cycle

of growth (Fig. 4). Paracelsus (1493-1541), wha wegral to hylozoism’s revival, writes that
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“it is opposed to all true philosophy to say tHatvers lack their own eternity. They may perish
and die here, but they will reappear in the restituof all things” (McColley 114). In a sense,
this mystical view is simply a more elaborate vensof the story of Proserpina that Perdita

alludes to (IV.iv.116); the basic idea regardingoe¢ual and seasonal rebirth remains the same.

Figure 4. Medieval re Man from a cathdral a'mmgshire.

Conclusion

There is something utopian about conceiving thamhtvorld as a regenerative
wilderness where blossoms always return (Fromm.2B2} one does not need to couch a
utopian vision of earthly existence in purely ro@terms that emphasize “the conventional
ascription of innocence to vegetal life”, the aesithbeauty of plants, or their ability to bloom
each spring (Vegetal 482). To return back to tikagjain, as Michael Marder describes in
Plant-Thinking: A Philosophy of Vegetal Lisven an organism’s death portends a kind of
resurrection and reincarnation so long as roote&ithe surface merely continue to function:

In a peculiar mediation between the living anddkad, caressing
the dead with its roots and obtaining nourishmesrnfthem, the
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plant makes them live again. Vegetal afterlifejlfeated by the
passage, the processing of the dead (includingebemposing
parts of the plants themselves), through the rmotise stem and
on to the flower, is a non-mystified and materi@surrection”, an
opportunity for mortal remains to break free frdme tlarkness of
the earth. Thanks to the plant, fixed in placet®yoots, dead
plants, animals, and humans are unmoored from ‘tresting
places”; they travel or migrate...Unlike the crypipposed to keep
(though it never lives up to its mission) its inlabt in place,
surrounded by inorganic matter, the grave coveyed towerbed
is always already opened, exceeding the domaineoéarth and
blurring the boundaries between life and deathan{PThinking
67)

Ideally, according to Perdita, the flowerbed wonitd be tainted by inserting a “dibble in earth”
(IV.iv.100). This tool used for making holes t@pt seeds signifies the phallus and thus revisits
the objections to human reproduction establishaderfirst act. From the play’s beginning, it is
clear that mixing bodily fluids is dangerous. Le&mnclaims that “to mingle friendship far is
mingling bloods” when expressing anxiety over whiglmbecome his kin (1.ii.109). Hence,
procreation in the typical sense must be downplaydavor of breeding that, depending on
one’s vantage point, seems to defy the laws ofredat least where humans are concerned). As
The Winter’s Talaears its end, characters comment on the remarkebikarities between
parent and child:

Leontes: Your mother was most true to wedlockyqaj

For she did print your royal father off

Conceiving you. Were | but twenty-one

Your father's image is so hit in you,

His very air, that | should call you brother

As | did him, and speak of something wildly

By us preformed before. (V.i.124-30)
A joyous finale derives from extreme homogeneibythgat, at last, thdramatis personaappear

like flowers in a garden, with very little differe@s among them, as evidenced by the confusing

repetition in the clown’s speech:
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Clown: So you have; but | was a gentleman bororeafny

father; for the king’s son took me by the hand, and

called me brother; and then the two kings called my

father brother; and then the prince my brother and

the princess my sister called my father father.ii.(\M8-52)
Now that the shepherd and his son appear in “thgsbins of their fortune” (V.ii.134), they are
described as “gentlemen born.” At first glanceglsa characterization seems patently false
since the biological parents are not aristocrdtse fallacy, however, is interpreting the
statement within the confines of consanguineowsiogiships. A king and a commoner may not
be brothers by blood, but their kinship can bel#stiaed within the wider context of the
relatedness of all living things (Egan 131). Aslslta more accurate label would be “gentlemen
reborn” because Perdita’s adoptive father and braihe born anew outside the system of human
reproduction. Only then can they safely join aaldgmily tree based on “nobleness” defined by
“nature...above breeding” (V.ii.40).

The previous repetition of Perdita being “none ofiyflesh and blood” (IV.iv.693, 696)
works to establish a different type of descentthipging the body of traits that are essential for
membership irHomo sapiens In the passage above, Shakespeare producesyandieffect not
unlike that of Giuseppe Arcimboldo’s (1527-1593nfaus painting of (by strange coincidence)
the King of Bohemia, Rudolf Il, made entirely ofiiis, vegetables, flowers, and roots — a

striking image that seems to suggest even thoseanenbigh born belong to the natural world

that binds all things (Fig. 5).
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igre . Giusepp Arcimbolv;erumnusc. 1590

The play’s conclusion sheds new light on Perditaitgal objection to streaked
carnations. That Shakespeare singles out a flawtera name that derives from “coronation”
and the Latin wor@oronafor “crown” is no coincidence (Bray 88). It isumial that humans
refrain from breeding these ornamentals not, aseeduawe assumed, because the multihued
flowers resemble painted harlots (Dolan 228; Dusird69; Kermode 245). Indeed,Tihe
Winter’s Talepaint is a good thing. Rather, as luxuries atolious curiosities to be featured in a
garden, they symbolize hierarchy and are entrenchadlass system — hence the reason why
Polixenes (but no one else) vehemently comes tdefense of this “bud of nobler race”
(IV.iv.95) (Gessert 292).

Although the idea of grafting two plants togettretreated with skepticism, and mixing
bodily fluids is considered outright detrimentalganisms are able to merge freely in the soill

since what occurs beneath the earth’s surfacegsliabeyond man’s control. According to the

shepherd, he “thought to fill his grave in quiet..die upon the bed my father died / to lie close
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by his honest bones” (1V.iv.458-60). One couldusrghat the image of the father and son’s
bones intermingling is incestuous, particularlycsitheir decaying corpses fertilize the soil and
pave the way for new living things. However, thiedzler message seems to be that, through
putrefaction, all former living things become inthguishable, so that their bones are equally

likely to yield a human being, a tree, or even Wé&ily. 6).

F N - -
Hierar

What ultimately matters is that the grave “must..egivay” (V.i.97) for Perdita to “bless the bed
of majesty again” (V.i.33) now that she has bedtet...from the earth” (V.ii.81) — a vertical
movement reminiscent of a flower growing taller ao@ards the sky. Similarly, it is no
coincidence that, in the final scene, as Hermiostitue begins to stir, Paulina tells Leontes,

“I'll fill your grave up” (V.iii.101). Harmony isachieved only once the division of soil, i.e., the
life-giving and nutrient rich incubator, cease®xist. Paulina’s remark indicates that these
cavities in the earth have been effaced by litgradlding dirt and creating a bed for plants to
grow, thereby transforming their country into “th@st peerless piece of earth...that e’er the sun

shone bright on” (V.i.93-4).
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Chapter 2
Timon of Ashes

Introduction

In hisReligio Medicj Sir Thomas Browne writes, “to call our selves @idcosme, or
little world, I thought it onely a pleasant tropeRhetorick, till my neare judgment...told me
there was a reall truth therein. For first we areide mass...next we live the life of plants, the
life of animals, the life of men, and at last ttie bf spirits” (Browne 66-7). This blurring ofeh
boundaries between life forms, coupled with a disel of the notion that humans exist apart
from other life forms, is what | wish to explore $thakespeare’s oft-overlooked tragetiynon
of Athens® More specifically, this chapter argues thatgimts of how Timon describes himself
(or is described by others), we see a clear pregne$grom man to beast to plant to dirt. One can
also think of the protagonist as evolving fréltomo sapienso Homo ferugor Homo sylvestris
and finally toHomo humus | use the genus designation in jest but alscesdmat ironically
since the play abjures an anthropocentric vievhefworld and decenters the notion of the
human® But if the play essentially reverses the typsexfuence proposed by Browne, the

reason behind this reversal is straightforward ghourimon explicitly aims to position himself

¥ Timonhas received comparatively little attention in@tdcal scholarship. There are a few (mostly pagps
references to the play in some of the book-lengttliies that have thus far utilized an ecocriticatimdology to
examine the Shakespearean canon and/or early miitdeature (e.g.Green Shakespearécocriticism and
Shakespeard=cocritical Shakespeay&cocriticism and Early Modern English Literatyr@ndThe Indistinct
Human.

2 |n making this claim, | use Bruce Boehrer’s thotfighdefinition of absolute anthropocentrism — nayrtae
belief that “human beings are radically...differé&woim all other life[forms]; that this differencemders humankind
superior to the rest of earthly creation; and that superiority, in turn, designates the naturaild/as an
exploitable resource” (Among the Animals 6). Baahalso defines what he terms “relative anthroptiten”, but
since this deals with discrimination against difetrgroups within the human race, the theory igoeotinent to this
investigation.

72



as “Misanthropos” (IV.iii.52f* Yet hating mankind proves insufficient for Timand his anger
eventually leads to a rejection of the mammaliestesy as a whole.

Given the play’s intensely misanthropic outlook dinel contempt for authority that
pervades the textimonmay well be Shakespeare’s most radical work. déddéis chapter
posits that the events that unfold largely stermfieorelatively simple premise: humans are
wretched creatures, and as a consequence, shotdddded from their seemingly comfortable
and secure place at the top of the existentiahhséy. In order to illustrate the mechanisms
behind this premise, | examine the ways in whighoninverts hierarchical orderings of
creation — namely thgcala naturaeor the Great Chain of Being. Put differenflyynon
vehemently champions the argument that if one ast¢bpt humans are flawed by nature (a
pessimistic outlook to be sure, but one that iadikt to dispute), then thecala naturaeshould
be turned upside down. Moreover, this very in@rsheds light on the significance behind the
play’s curious emphasis on “roots” throughout tiszdurse. As | discuss in the introductory
chapter, Plato’s claim that humans “are a plantofh@in earthly but of a heavenly growth” with
roots suspended above expresses the desirabilitigtaihcing ourselves from the ground (while
ignoring dirt’s nourishing qualities) (Jowett 777)imonrenounces this view not merely through
Shakespeare’s careful and deliberate portraydieofitie character’s evolution, but by creating a
world where sensation is downplayed in favor ofi@dng an eternal form of existence, in this
case by entering into the “life cycle” of geologitata.

Before delving into the text, | would be remiss tmmention Frederick Waage’s
“Shakespeare Unearth’d” considering how few sciylaorks have explicitly scrutinized

Timon’srelationship to the earth and dirt. Waage righthtyes that Timon is “the Shakespearean

1 Browne’s sentence foreshadows Ernst Haeckel'sdiseredited biogenetic law/recapitulation theorftgo
referred to as “ontogeny recapitulates phylogenytich posited that, as an embryo develops, itgmggough
“stages represented by adult organisms of moreitprérspecies” (Kampis 14).
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protagonist who gets closest to the earth” (Wad&@.1However, his broader claim regarding
the character’s development does not go far enotighs flight from Athens could be
experienced in one sense as an anti-pastoral retorthe land...[and] inside the earth —in a
cave lacking the amenities of Belarius’ cav&€ymbelineor Friar Lawrence’s cell iRomeo and
Juliet. Living there, Timon has put himself on the lowmestg of the economic ladder” (Waage
158). These are fair points, but Waage unknowiagtives at the heart of the matter in the
phrase “inside the earth.” After all, the cavejuestion is not the stopping point; rather, as |
hope to illustrate, the play is driving towards s return to the earth in the form of the dust
or ashes that compose the earth’s strata. Morgduaon does not “put himself” merely on the
“lowest rung of the economic ladder”; his actions more ambitious in scope (i.e., not limited
to the Athenian socio-political realm) as he sHiiits existence onto the lowest rung of the entire

ladder of being.

The Nature of Art (and what it says about man)

Timonopens with a conversation between a poet andnégpaboth of whom are eager to
secure Timon’s patronage by creating works oftat highlight his positive attributes. But their
obvious tendency towards flattery is perhaps ngirablematic as their view of the relationship
between art and nature. Of the painter’s porttiaé,poet remarks that “it tutors nature” and is
“livelier than life” (1.i.37-8). This estimationfters a stark departure from the platonic theory of
forms. In Book X of thé'he RepublicSocrates famously explains how artwork is anatmn
of a copy and is thus several times removed fraatrine form: “The reason [the art of
imitation] can make everything is that it graspst ja little of each thing — and only an image at

that.” (Book X,Bychkov 56).
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Approximately two millennia later, the art critiolh Ruskin offered a more tempered
and nuanced view of the problem that artists fasenndepicting individual organismsTine
Stones of VeniceHe focuses on the myriad obstacles that presemtstblges (and across media)
when attempting to represent an olive tree in amaathat would make it instantly recognizable
to a viewer:

Supposing a modern artist to address himself toghéering of
this [olive] tree...he will probably draw accuratehe twisting of
the branches, but yet this will hardly distinguiblk tree from an
oak; he will also render the colour and intricatyhe foliage, but
this will only confuse the idea of an oak with tiehta willow. The
fruit, and the peculiar grace of the leaves aietkteemities, and the
fibrous structure of the stems, will all be too otmto be rendered
consistently...but, above all, the rounded and mammis form of
the head of the tree will be at variance with besai of
“composition.” He will assuredly disguise or bragkand the
main points of the olive-tree will all at last remantold.

Now observe, the old Byzantine mosaicist beginsiuuisk at
enormous disadvantage. It is to be some one hdraare fifty feet
above the eye, in a dark cupola; executed notfrethtouches of
the pencil, but with square pieces of glass...werottraw the
leaves of their natural size, they would be so kthat their forms
would be invisible in the darkness; and were hergw them so
large that their shape might be seen, they wowdH likke laurel
instead of olive...The whole power and honour ofdlee is in its
fruit; and, unless that be represented, nothimgpsesented. But if
the berries were coloured black of green, they ddel totally
invisible; if of any other colour, utterly unnatiirand violence
would be done to the whole composition. (Ruskiid-I8)

Of course, the flipside of this argument, and stwingtthat Ruskin deals with as well, is the
possibility that an artist can create a symbokertiess far more replete in “olive tree-ness” than
any photograph would be. The reason for this veshgps best articulated by Nietzsche (and
then again by Wittgenstein, using the same leafng¥&), who argues against the platonic
viewpoint in “On Truth and Lying in a Non-Moral Ssaf (Kober 9). According to Nietzsche,

what we often consider to be shared and originahigl forms” actually come about through
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erasure, i.e., by the “perception of similaritiesid “masking the dissimilarities” (Sluga 81; Hass
110):

Each word immediately becomes a concept, not liyeriof the

fact that it is intended to serve as a memory efuhique, utterly

individualized, primary experience to which it owesexistence,

but because at the same time it must fit countéssr, more or

less similar cases...Every concept comes into beyngdking

equivalent that which is non-equivalent. Just &sgertain that no

leaf is ever exactly the same as any other ledaf dtjually certain

that the concept “leaf” is formed by dropping thessvidual

differences arbitrarily, by forgetting those featsimhich

differentiate one thing from another. (Leitch 877)
Both Nietzsche and Wittgenstein complicate a sibnahat Plato renders in black and white by
acknowledging a) (as Nietzsche puts it) “that tbeoept...gives rise to the notion that
something other than leaves exists in nature, songetvhich would be ‘leaf’, a primal form,
from which all leaves were...drawn”, or b) (as Wéhgtein writes) “there is a tendency rooted
in our usual forms of expression, to think thatnien who has learnt to understand...the term
“leaf”, has thereby come to possess a kind of gémecture of a leaf...like a visual image, but
one which only contains what is common to all led\&eitch 877; Wittgenstein 17).

To be sure, paintings can certainly be realistat sipiendid works of art, but it seems
doubtful that a two-dimensional depiction could eaptruer or “livelier to life” than the actual
three-dimensional object or person. And yet — @z¥che and Wittgenstein suggest — that
which objectively exists in reality (e.g., a brodecaying leaf hanging on a branch) might not
appear as genuine and expressive to the humanasitiee abstract symbols and imagined
mental pictures we regularly create (and which albfpuhelp to construct and impart meaning).

Timon’sopening captures the tension between nature aifideaquite vividly by

peppering the discussion among the painter, podtjeaveler with words pertaining to both

subjects. (I use “artifice” in the now largely obsolete semseraftsmanship and art, but the
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contemporary meanings of deception and cunning matsbe overlooked (see, for example,
Shakespeare’s word choice in the painter’'s observéhat his work offers a “pretty mocking of thiet
(1.i.35)) Timon, for instance, is a tree from which “gum.zes” (the sap being their artwork)
and poetry is likened to a fire that grows fronlit’s spark (l.i.22). Using language that seems
to evoke Plato, they compliment each other on thlaiity to create “good form([s]” (1.i.18)
(which again, present a “pretty mocking”). In ase, such comparisons make the “tutors
nature”/“livelier than life” remarks appear all theore ironic considering that early modern
depictions of plants and geological formations wegeally little more than “stylized
representations” and formal “decorative motifshetthan naturalistic representations of the
thing itself (Shirley 162-4; Capra 177).

But once Timon arrives on the scene, he providagiaus assessment of the painting
that aptly solves the paradox of how a flat image twuly capture the essence of man: “The
painting is almost the natural man / for since drgdr traffics with man’s nature, / he is but
outside; these penciled figures are / even suthegsgive out” (1..161-4). Timon’s remark that
humans are inherently superficial seems whollyaiyttace since he ostensibly believes in the
inherent goodness of man and assumes everyongénasous as he is (1.ii.95). But here we
have an early indication that, on some level, Timgalizes that man is hollow at the core with
no real substance to be grasped. At a minimumeilisnobservation offers one possible
solution to the dilemma that Plato, Ruskin, andnti@ss other artists, critics, and philosophers

have grappled with for millennia — sometimes théiege is what is most real.

22 A notable exception in Renaissance art — as discu the introduction — is Leonardo da Vinci'srkvoFor a
discussion on the high degree of scientific acoumdis rendering of natural details see Ann Pingeo’s
“Leonardo’s Geology: The Authenticity of the ‘Virgof the Rocks.™
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Nature’s Bounty

On the most fundamental lev&imonis a play centered on the problem of being too
bountiful (i.e., bounty as in a rich harvest) amdre specifically, what happens when the bounty
runs dry. That “bounty” and variants of the woedy(, “bounteous”, “bountiful”, “bountifully”,
and “bounties”) are repeatad nauseanthroughout the play should come as no surprisgesin
the title character is a bottomless well of researcThe precise nature of these resources is
worth noting since they fall into a handful of ageies: minerals/gemstones, rocks, food, drink,
metals (e.g., “jewels”, “stones”, “meat”, “wine’gbld”, money/coins, respectively). One might
wish to add water to the list since, as Apemantistp out, Timon “weep[s] to make [men]
drink” (1.ii.101). Evidently, there is no part @fmon that the flatterers around him will not
eagerly devour.

Simply put, Timon is the medium that yields resegrto humans, whether it be food or
minerals. In agriculture, when farmers continugu#l the same plot of ground to reap the same
crop, the soil will eventually yield poorer qualppyoduce and/or be depleted of nutrients. This
concept was certainly not foreign in the early madeeriod; John Smith complained of
Virginia’s “overworn fields” due to the tobacco dand (Armstrong 115). The same principle of
sustainability holds true for other resources. speators who tirelessly extract valuable minerals
and gemstones from the same mine will reach a pdien the well runs dry, so to speak. In
Timon'’s case, it is only fitting that he would bapable of yielding both rocks and diamonds. As
one Athenian Lord puts it, “one day he gives usmtiads, next day stones” (Ill.vii.108).

The Athenian Lord’s comment captures the explaigathentality that pervades the play.
But the intense interest in Timon’s resources lyasdems far removed from the common or

default attitude towards all that the natural walghposedly has to offer. Though the
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exploitation of natural resources (as a conditibhuman existence) is not unique to any one
society or age, it is worth noting that Elizabetlagwa Jacobean era writings on the flora, fauna,
and geology of a given locale (e.g., the wildly plap herbals or tracts about the New World)
emphasized the value of plants, minerals, and daiasacommodities and/or as objects meant to
abet mankind (Armstrong 85; Shirley 134). Althouglo not mean to suggest that Timon’s
attitude is radically different than that of théet characters (he too enjoys hunting and
gemstones), even at an early stage, he believesdbiaty operates according to a sustainable
model — a closed-circuit economy where goods asourees are continuously transferred

among all parties (and where resources never rt)n ou

Man’s Best Friend(s): A Cynical View of Social Bais

The infamous dinner party where Timon serves bgiimter with rocks marks Timon’s
descent into a rage-filled madness that is broaghity the loss of his fortune and the fact that
his friends abandon him in his hour of need. OFiogon realizes that his creditors are not going
to stop demanding that he repay the money thabhrewed, he implores them to “cut my heart
in sums...tell out my blood...five thousand drops pidng” (11.iv.90-4)* This seemingly
hyperbolic image of blood being counted drop bypdaad a body torn apart is perhaps not so far
removed (and indeed foreshadows) the fragmentatidndegeneration that will occur in terms
of how Timon regards his own body. Of course, Threstatement also underscores the

unfortunate reality that Apemantus discerns fromvtéry beginning: The flatterers are nothing

% Those familiar withiThe Merchant of Venioeill likely perceive eerie parallels between Tin®reproach and so
much of the comedy’s rhetoric concerning precisioportioning out some quantity of a person’s flastd blood —
e.g., “The Jew shall have my flesh, blood, bonesadh / ere thou shalt lose for me one drop obdld (1V.i.11-
12), “Take thou thy pound of flesh; / but, in theting it, if thou dost shed / one drop of Christlalood, thy lands
and goods / are, by the laws of Venice, confiscfi¢i.303-6).

79



more than scavengers and parasites (“what a nuofilpeen eats Timon” (1.ii.37)). Indeed, in
Apemantus’ eyes, the relationship between Timontaadnen who flatter him is perhaps best
characterized as an outright predator/prey dynarfit@grieves me to see so many dip their meat
in one man’s blood” (1.ii.39).

Though Apemantus is hardly a scavenger or predagois constantly described as one
particular carnivore: a dd{. References to dogs and wolves abound in the ulisepusually
serving as insults (e.g., “take thy beagles witreth(1V.iii.175), “affable wolves” (lll.vii.86)),
but canines are also discussed in relation to bBiotusing trips (1.ii.184). As Todd Borlik
observes, it is no coincidence that Timon’s “tragitspin” begins after he returns from a
hunting expedition given that he has shifted frawdator to prey (Borlik 179). There are any
number of possible explanations regarding why eshould figure so prominently in the
discourse, but all suggest an equivalence, oraat Eome form of close association or kinship,
between humans and dogs. This is hardly surprgven the latter’s status as “man’s best
friend.” In his discussion on “privileged specieKeith Thomas notes that even in the early

modern period dogs were “the creature which canaeaséto man” (Fig. 7) (Thomas 106).

Figure 7. Half man, half dog from th#ortus Sanitatis

% please note that dogs are not obligate carnivaséisey do not depend on animal-specific protethrarrients for
their survival. | use the term “carnivore” onlytime sense that canines (who belong to the d@demivora) can and
do eat flesh.
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The dog imagery is of course also meant to evokedJyhilosophy (Apemantus himself is a
Cynic) — a school whose name derives from the Gnaerkls for dog and dog-like (Dogs’ Tales
4). From a broader perspective, dogs, like humanesintensely social creatures who prefer to
live in groups and (like humans again) possessa kevareness of hierarchical structures. But
hierarchy need not be limited to the level of thaine’s pack; Thomas explains that dogs also
“differed in status [as] their owners did” (ThomE36)?

Given that canines represent hierarchy, the dogemya(and the specific use of “dog” as
an insult) fits extremely well in a play where fvtagonist eventually rails against the social
aspects of mankind. When Timon says, “hencefaatedbe / of Timon man and all humanity!”
(11.vii.96-7), the distinction between “man” antitimanity” might seem unnecessary. However,
one way to interpret Timon’s proclamation wouldtbat the former stands for what we now
would term the biological classificatiorl@mo sapiens while “humanity” encompasses a
broader notion involving civilization and societgfter all, unlike “man”, humanity can signify
all of the graces that supposedly compose ourrbedtere. But it is precisely those positive
gualities and customs (which allow society to fumcy that Timon wholeheartedly rejects.
Francois Laroque notes that Timon “renounces fisgtiwhen faced with the “harsh truth”, but
his antipathy towards society extends far beyomthsgatherings (Laroque 261): “Piety and
fear, / religion to the gods, peace, justice, tritftomestic awe, night rest, and neighborhood, /
instruction, manners, mysteries, and trades, /edsgrobservances, customs, and laws / decline

to your confounding contraries, / and let confudiea!” (IV.i.15-21).

% Launce’s ill-behaved (though winsome) dog, Cralfie Two Gentleman of Veroisaan example of this point.
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Sexual Reproduction vs. Spontaneous Generation

Aside from social customs, the other major aspebtiman life that Timon comes to
despise is sexualityTimon of course, does not deal with the realm of roreaartd love, but
rather focuses on the seedy underbelly of humanatigx To say that the protagonist seems
fixated on sex would be quite the understatem@nmte of the most interesting examples is the
ostensibly unnecessary exchange between Timonnandrbstitutes. The scene serves no clear
purpose other than to allow Timon to attack indins who, on account of their profession,
function as symbols of sex and lust. Accordindlynon is, at times, shockingly frank with his
insults. He refers disparagingly to ejaculatiov.ifl.272), and tells the prostitutes to “hold up,
you sluts, your aprons mountant” (1V.iii.134) (wiélm obvious pun on sexual mounting). When
Timon wishes that the prostitutes’ “activity mayfekgt and quell / the source of all erection”
(IV.iii.162), he is referring not just to sexuaketion, but to advancement in the social hierarchy.

For a self-proclaimed misanthrope, ridiculing tleewact (i.e., sexual intercourse) that is
central to human biology and fuels the propagatiotme species makes perfect sense. Once
Timon adopts his new persona — announcing, “I asaltihropos, and hate mankind” (IV.iii.52)
— there is no ambiguity about his position. Thi @mcertainty is whether he can find a viable
alternative to mankind. Initially, Timon looks tlee animal kingdom for comfort: “For thy part,
| do wish thou wert a dog / that | might love tlsmenething” (1V.iii.53-4). He firmly believes
that in the woods, “he shall find / the unkindesagt more kinder than mankind”, thus allowing
“his hate [to] grow” (1V.i.35-40). And yet the lgnage of human sexuality proves difficult to
relinquish entirely. After Timon escapes to theeg, he speaks of the earth as our “common
mother” whose “womb unmeasurable and infinite brésems...all” (IV.iii.178). Timon further

asks: “from forth thy plenteous bosom, one poot.roEnsear thy fertile and conceptious
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womb; let it no more bring out ingrateful man. / G@eat with tigers, dragons, wolves, and bears;
teem with new monsters” (1V.iii.186-90). On theedmand, Timon adheres to the “early modern
topos of earth as sentient and nurturing mothec@mlley 51). His focus on wombs and breasts
arguably indicates that, at least at this earlgestaf the transition from aristocratic society to a
world of isolation in the woods, Timon cannot avthehking in terms of mammalian
reproduction. And yet — as the image of a driedvomb suggests — his statements reveal that a
new mindset is, in fact, taking “root” (as evidedae part by his simple request that the earth
grant him “one poor root”).

Jeanne Addison Roberts singles out the “conceptiausb” line to argue that Timon is
“Shakespeare’s most relentlessly male play”, bet@rerlooks what comes immediately after
“ingrateful man” (Shakespearean Wild 50). Timomslaot envision a barren earth or a world
populated merely by men; rather, he initially faxtite generation of tigers, wolves, bears, and
other creatures over human beings (but, as theitiepeof [great/grate] suggests, there exists a
stronger connection between these “great...monsterd™ingrateful man” than he initially
realizes). In short, he hopes that animals wsk from the earth and supplant man’s place in the
hierarchy. This desire for creatures to emerggpoout from the soil is a reference to
spontaneous generation — the idea that life case‘avithin inanimate material by a completely
natural process, one that recurs whenever condigomright” (Harris 2). With a certain
reverence Timon says, “O blessed breeding sun, ftcawthe earth / rotten humidity” (IV.iii.1-

2). Indeed, Timon seems quite taken with this fofmeproduction/genesis precisely because it
conveniently omits human interference. What isenepontaneous reproduction ensures that
animals will lack kinship ties. In hidistory of AnimalsAristotle explains that some creatures

“spring from parent animals according to their kimdhilst others grow spontaneously and not

83



from kindred stock” (Book V). Centuries later, Wam Harvey in hidDe generatione
animaliumrevisits the same theme, writing “even the crestinat arise spontaneously are
called automatic, not because they spring fromgbattion, but because they have their origin
from accident, the spontaneous act of nature...pdiegdrom parents unlike themselves”
(Harvey 170¥° Later in the text, Harvey provides a more in-tiemtcount of what it means for
life to arise spontaneously (while citing Aristotle

Another class of animals has a generative fluitLftously, as it
were, andvithout any distinction of se¥he origin of such animals
IS spontaneous. But “as some things are madetpgrat some
depend on accident, health for example”, so alseessemen of
animals is not produced by the act of an individagent, as in the
case of a man engendered by a man; but in somargadcally, as
in those instances where the rudiments and matteduced by
accident, are susceptible of taking on the samémoas seminal
matter, as in “animals which do not proceed frontusy but arise
spontaneously, and have such an origin as inséuthwengender
worms.” For as mechanics perform some operatiatistheir
unaided hands, and others not without the assestaingarticular
tools; andas the more excellent and varied and curious wofks
art require a greater variety in the form and safehe tools to
bring them to perfectignnasmuch as a greater number of motions
and a larger amount of subordinate means are ezhjtorbring
more worthy labours to a successful issue — ataimg nature
here as everywhere els® also does nature make use of a larger
number and variety of forced and instruments agssary to the
procreation of the more perfect animals. For the,sor Heaven,
or whatever name is used to designate that whicimdkerstood as
the common generator or parent of all animateddbirengenders
some of themselves, by accident, without an ingtingras it were.
[emphasis added] (Harvey 308)

% Though Harvey is well known for coining the phrée& ova omnia(all [life] from eggs) — and this was indeed
his overarching contention IDe generatione animalium as the excerpt above indicates, he did cond¢edesome
life generated spontaneously. Further to thistpdinomas Huxley disputed the myth that Harvey thasfirst to
reject spontaneous generation: “It is commonlynted among the many merits of our great countryrkianyey,
that he was the first to declare the opposite dif i venerable authority in this, as in other erattbut | can
discover no justification for this widespread naticAfter careful search through thExercitationes de
Generationg, the most that appears clear to me is, that Habedieved all animals and plants to spring fromatvh
he terms agrimordium vegetalea phrase which may nowadays be rendered ‘a aégetgerm™ (Meyer 45).
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| find it interesting that even though Harvey istiymeans a champion of the theory of
spontaneous generation, he seems to fall backetaritithat describes this particular process as
the summation of some grand artistic scheme geaveamds creating “more perfect animals.”
Like Timon, he too speaks reverently of the suhe tommon generator or parent of all
animated things.” Of course, a word like “pareistVirtually absent from Timon’s vocabulary;
the only exception is when he rails outside the wialls, imploring Athenian children to disobey
their parents and succumb to “filth” by losing tharginity (“Do it in your parents’ eyes!”)
(IV.i.6-8). As in the exchange with the prostisitdimon’s disgust with sexuality rears its ugly
head. Thus, for a man seeking to cut ties witlohia species, a world marked by spontaneous
generation presents an ideal or perhaps even atg@en of how the world can work (i.e., free

from the perceived “general filths” of human praaren (1V.i.6)).

The Great Chain of Being

In his opening soliloquy upon emerging naked frasmdave (clothes would naturally
serve as a reminder of the civilized world), Timrepeats the word “nature” several times before
apostrophizing the planet, stating “Earth, yield moets” (1V.iii.23). Essentially, from the
moment Timon steps foot in his new milieu Shakespeaphasizes the power of the sun and
soil as the driving forces behind life. If the thigc pertaining to the sun’s power seems
reminiscent of photosynthesis to modern readeris |ikely because Timon proceeds to repeat
the word “root” numerous times. The stage direiooutinely indicate that Timon is digging in
the dirt and, not surprisingly, he keeps turningags (“O, a root!” (IV.iii.193)). As the word
“root” appears with greater frequency in the digseuthe focus on animals dissipates. | would

suggest that Timon keeps dwelling on roots pregisetause this is the part of the plant that is
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found in the dirt. In other words, it is as if Temwere trying to reach into the soil — not
necessarily because of a death drive towards ssifuttion, but because Timon’s character is
moving towards a recognition of that which he alsvasas: the medium that yields resources to
humans. Thus, the initially well-off Timon comesrepresent metaphorically the earth that is
rich in natural reserves (and once again becomuisdffgold” (V.i.iv)).

Timon’s newfound obsession with roots coincideswiite arrival of his old
acquaintance, Apemantus. As with other ambigubasacters in Shakespeare’s plays (e.qg.,
Autolycus inThe Winter’s Talg Apemantus’ role is never entirely clear. IsTh@on’s foil or
possibly even his foe? Is he his friend? Or igpntus best understood as a kind of teacher?
Certainly not all of these categories are mutualgiusive, but there is something to be said for
the notion that Apemantus is guiding Timon towaadsew sense of his place in the world and
serves as a catalyst for a kind of metamorphogsagression. Early in the play, Apemantus
makes a curious remark that links reproduction w#&heneration: “the strain of man’s bred out
into baboon and monkey” (1.i.251). The idea thainngsan devolve into lower life forms — or at a
minimum that man’s place in the hierarchy is natist— sheds light on Apemantus’ commentary
once he meets Timon in the foréstWhen Apemantus first appears, he asks Timon ediynt
“will these mossed trees / that have outlived thglepage thy heels / and skip when thou
point’st out? Will the cold brook / candied wiitei caudle thy morning taste / to cure thy
overnight’s surfeit?” (1V.iii.223-7). In essend®pemantus informs Timon — in no uncertain
terms — that the natural world does not exist thiddoidding.

Apemantus words go a long way towards undermirtiegiotion of the Great Chain of

Being. This ladder-type model for life depends oty on the “sharp delineation between

%" His “baboon and monkey” remark is also likely ayfll reference to his own name, which seems tgesioa
creature who is part ape, part man, or an apelde. nin that sense, Apemantus’ own name servesassiant
symbol of the blurring between life forms.
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species” but between all categories of existeneg - stones, metals, minerals (Fig. 8)

(Shakespearean Wild 108).

Figure 8. 1579 drawing of the Great Chain of Bdimgn Rhetorica Christiana
With a new sense of his place in the hierarchyrghoic matter, Timon can now cease thinking
of himself as man and instead become firmly roatetie plant world. Timon remembers the
flatterers that he once loved and says, “the motitlestongues, the eyes and hearts of men...that
numberless upon me stuck, as leaves / do on théhaak with one winter’s brush / fell from
their boughs and left me open, bare” (IV.iii.261-Fvidently, this newfound recognition of
himself as a tree engenders a complete rejectitimeainammalian class:

Timon: What wouldst thou do with the world, Aper#s) if it lay

in thy power?... Wouldst thou have thyself falthe confusion of

men and remain a beast with the beasts?...A beastbjtion...if
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thou wert the lion, the fox would beguile thee thibu wert the

lamb, the fox would eat thee. If thou wert the,fthe lion would

suspect thee when peradventure thou wert accustieklass. If

thou wert the ass, thy dullness would torment dre still though

lived'st but as a breakfast to the wolf...wert thbe tinicorn, pride

and wrath would found thee...wert thou a bear, thouldst be

killed by the horse. Wert thou a horse, thou weulk seized by

the leopard. Wert thou a leopard, thou were geriodie lion,

and the posts of thy kindred were jurors on thg.lifwhat beast

couldst thou be that were not subject to a beds£3ii.319-38)
Timon effectively underscores the inherent aggoesand hostility that seems to plague many of
the creatures with which we are most familiar. ®torer, Timon’s rant encourages his audience
to conceive of these various mammals not as distieatures, but rather as organisms that are
ultimately all related (*german”) to one anothdimon essentially lumps them all into one
group, deciding that beasts are also worthy ofddespised. Amusingly enough, not even the
legendary unicorn — which symbolized chastity ars Wwequently depicted in medieval and
Renaissance art laying its head on the Virgin Malgp — is good enough for Timon (Gréssinger
82). In this epiphanic moment, Timon realizes thatanimal kingdom — replete with violence
and treachery — is not so different from the waoodvhich he used to belong. Roberts writes that
this denunciation of the animals “ties the ton€ofiolanusto that ofTimori’ because both rely
on conventional metaphors to attack mobs (ShakesaedVild 93). Although Timon certainly
despises “throngs of men” (1V.iii.21), his diatrilgenot truly against a mob mentality; Timon’s

hatred is so profound that it operates at the iddad level: Any one person or beast — acting

completely alone and independently — is worthyatth

The View from the Ground
When Apemantus says to Timon, “the middle of huityathiou never knewest, but the

extremity of both ends” (IV.iii.300), he seems @ rging Timon to speed along towards his
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eventual destination — whatever this “extremity’ynfie. Indeed, Timon thinks of himself only
briefly as a stately tall tree for he is far mangerested in casting his eyes downward, telling the
thieves he encounters in the forest, “behold, #réheéhath roots / within this mile breaks forth a
hundred springs...each bush lays her full mess bgfmwe (1V.iii.410-4). To the poet and
painter he asks, “how shall | requite you / can gatiroots and drink cold water?” (V.i.71-2). It
is not entirely clear that Timon is being ironicevhhe tries to chase away Apemantus by
throwing rocks at him, saying, “I am sorry | sHae a stone by thee” (IV.iii.363). At this
point, Timon’s chief (if not only) comfort undoullly lies in the caves, forest, and ground — in
short, the space apart from civilizatihHe misses no opportunity to insult the visitofrsow
come to disturb his peace of mind. When the tlaaggl Timon they “cannot live on grass, on
berries, [and] water”, Timon sarcastically repligmu must eat men” (IV.iii.4105°
Timonis certainly not the first time Shakespeare hasvsha curious fondness for these

particular mineral substances — perhaps “fondnisdsib strong a word, but there is precedent
for characters finding comfort in the unlikeliestpbaces (granting new meaning to the idiom
“between a rock and a hard place”):

Titus: Therefore | tell my sorrows to the stones;

Who, though they cannot answer my distress,

Yet in some sort they are better than the tribunes,

For that they will not intercept my tale:

When | do weep, they humbly at my feet

Receive my tears and seem to weep with me;
And, were they but attired in grave weeds,

2 |t should be noted that “forest” appears only oincthe play: In act IV, Athens is described &foaest of
beasts.” Although this detail may seem curious ¢alenn readers who use the terms “woods” (which igccu
frequently) and “forest” interchangeably, Shakespsause is perhaps in keeping with an early modern
understanding of the forest as less of a wild, baliited locale, and more as a game preserve farethefit of the
monarch —i.e., a space that has been tamed amadgseb the civilized world.

29 Of course, the most famous and explicit allusimnsannibalism in the Shakespearean canon inddidello’s
anthropophagi (from the Greek for “people-eaterd agferring a mythical race of cannibals) arite Tempest's
Caliban — a likely anagram of “canibal” in a plélyat, not coincidentally, draws from Montaigne’sri‘@annibals.”
(However, Caliban, it should be noted, was quitetent to subsist on and enjoy the island’s beiries.
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Rome could afford no tribune like to these.

A stone is soft as wax, tribunes more hard thanestp

A stone is silent, and offendeth not,

And tribunes with their tongues doom men to de#th.i.36-46)
From a thematic perspective, Titus’ lines — whiehutters after two of his sons have been
captured and accused of murdering Bassianus —Iralvieast one crucial similarity between the
two tragedies: the treatment that one can expeaeceive at the hands of his fellow man is
harsh and unforgiving. In that sense, the litaeabness of stones cannot compare to the
metaphorical hardness in a man’s heart and to thasd fate[s]” (as Alcibiades complains) that
men inflict on their own kind (111.vi.73)

If anthropocentrism is understood to involve thpleiation of resources (as Bruce
Boehrer contends), then | would argue that Timaoiscern over losing a stone corresponds to
his attitude about the gold that he discovers énftmest (Among the Animals &). For Timon’s
transformation to be complete, it is essential beashould refuse this “gift” from the earth. The
precious metal presents a golden opportunity fardhi to return to his former life in glory.
Importantly, however, Timon can no longer comprehgald as a resource to be udédndeed,

he appears unable to conceive of virtually anytligs@n exploitable resource and has no desire

to mold the surrounding environment to suit hism&i(Fig. 9):

30 see footnote 20.

31 Some points of clarification are necessary: Titharies a portion of the gold that he finds (reingrit to the
earth) and keeps some, which he later gives taicevisitors. In that sense, he is using the golath to get rid of
the unwelcome intruders and to incite greed anttulet®on a la Chaucer’s “The Pardoner’s Tale.” @imtertainly
has not forgotten thattherhumans covet gold. But when presented with tleécehof roots versus gold, Timon
chooses the former and never contemplates minmedith to obtain more gold. On that note, | waulgle that
the play encourages readers to draw a distinctwden use and abuse/exploitation.
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Figure 9. A depiction of men using natural researfrom the frontispiece ‘A New Orchard and Gard: (1623),
(Note that the fence is a product of the woodsdeontained/tamec

As the lines about grass, berries, water, rootshés, etc. indicate, Timon does not conside
life in the forest to be somehow lacking. In tbé&nse, and despite being a deeply pessin
tragedy,Timoncreates a “green world” that is distinctm the nightmarish landscapesTitus
AndronicusandKing Lear. If Lear’s heath, for example, constitutes a plat“fear anc
trembling”, can the same truly be said of Timorése in the woods (Borlik 1)? As wi
Shakespeare’s green world comediesitors keep popping in and out (e.g., Alcibiadeses
with two prostitutes by his side), often simplyctmnverse with Timon. Although it may be tr
as Richard Marienstras claims, that the woods inohi are “topographically -defined” (and a
sense bdisorientation can induce fear), this does nabeuatically imply that the forest is t

nature “abstract” (Marienstras 13

The perceived lack of detail concerning Timon’s gibgl
surroundings is largely a product of the play’<fiaation with the round itself. Shakespesz
constantly directs our eyes downward and it isigtlbwer level or plane where his protagol

chooses to stay.

%2 Even in plays where Shakespeare does provide mfmeriation about the nature of the landscape, dethils
do not guarantee a clearéctpre of the setting; for instance, The Tempesthe characters cannot agree on whe
the island is lush or barren, green or “taw
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Death, Decay, and Becoming One with the Earth

The final stage of Timon’s (or indeed anyone’s)ece is deathTimonends
somewhat mysteriously since, unlike other tragediesre the audience beholds the corpse of
the slain title character, we never see Timon’sybddis “demise” raises more questions than it
answers: is Timon dead? If so, who buried him@ He procure his gravestone beforehand? Or
did Timon escape? Even the title — “The Life ofnbn” — suggests something uplifting, as
though the tears that Neptune sheds on the plhittahat marks his grave could in fact
reanimate Timon so he could rise from the soil (87). But even if one accepts that Timon is
in fact buried underground, his decision to pass ablivion does not, | would argue, support
Jonathan Bate’s estimation of the play as beingialtbe freedom to choose pain, to choose
death, [and] to seek another world of whose extgeme have no sure knowledge” (Bate 177).
If anything, Timon’s actions (post-financial ruiaje motivated by the desire to escape the pain
that he feels most acutely when dealing with othenan beings (who, incidentally, regard him
like prey or a piece of meat).

As for the issue of entering into another existesfoehich he has no knowledge,
Timon’s unsentimental view of death and decay ssigge certain expectation or sense of what
lies on the other side of life. One of the moréemmrthy aspects of Timon’s death is that the
audience is explicitly informed on several occasitivat Timon is entombed by the edge of the
sea:

Timon: Then, Timon, presently prepare thy grave;
Lie where the light foam of the sea may beat

Thy gravestone daily. (I1V.iii.370-2)

Soldier: My noble general, Timon is dead;
Entombed upon the very hem o’th’ sea. (V.i.66-7)
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Timon: Timon hath made his everlasting mansion

Upon the beached verge of the salt flood;

Who once a day with his embossed froth

The turbulent surge shall cover. (V.ii.100-3)
This detail may seem trivial, but its curious irgitn (especially since Timon has heretofore
been associated with the woods and caves) catistiain to the fact that Timon'’s resting place
ensures that his body will be subjected to constezgion. Ultimately, retreating into a cave was
not enough; in Timon’s ideal vision, he becomes phthe geologic strata as his body enters
into the “life cycle” of dirt and rocks. Interesgly enough, Timon’s various references to salt
(“salt hours” (1V.iii.85), “salt tears” (IV.iii.433 “salt flood” (V.ii.101)) take on an added
significance at this point given that salt is tisb-¢ike precipitate that remains after water
evaporates — a more extreme version of the rockatar that Timon served at his banquet.
Salt, of course, can extend the shelf life of sdnmgt— in essence, keeping an object frozen in a
state immune to decay, but this mineral also kiliglity as we know it. A worm or slug will
instantly shrivel up and die if subjected to anlanght of this compound; and while salt, as a
seasoning, is a welcome addition at the dinneetdhlman (or indeed animal) wounds and sores
become infinitely more painful upon exposure ts ttiystalline deposit

When Timon announces that he is writing his epit@id is presumably preparing to

depart from the world), he admits “but yet I lovg oountry” (V.ii.76). Considering Timon’s
hatred for civilization (which has in no way abgtatie most straightforward meaning would
seem to be that Timon is simply espousing his fovéhe very land and countryside that has
become his true home and refuge. It seems lothieal that his epitaph should specifically

indicate that Timon does not want feet tramplingrahe dirt (V.v.78). After all, if his body

does in fact lie in that plot of ground, then hexdying corpse literally becomes part of the soil —

% The desire to use the ground as a means of axistarnally without decay is elaborated upon inptéafive.
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an idea that Shakespeare uses to great effetanmet The “extremity”, then, that Apemantus
spoke of is arguably the extreme materiality ofgbE. In other words, Timon is not thinking of
a potential afterlife in terms of his soul leavimg earthly body behind; instead, he remains

focused on the earth as the site of himself (ns.;self”) even in death.

Timon and Christianity

In Hamlet the title character famously declares that hub®ngs are the “paragon of
animals” before deciding seconds later that ouciggas actually the “quintessence of dust”
(111i.297-8). Shakespeare manages to compressdtien of hierarchical instability into a mere
dozen or so wordsTimon of Athenshowever, expands the idea that Hamlet touches uro a
full-length play, thereby allowing the reader taqmve this implied metamorphosis at every step
of the way. Andreas Hofele notes that “Hamlet\gstment in human dust is a far cry from the
lofty Christian disdain for the vanity of earthlyaellence” (Héfele 165§ Without question,
Timon reveals a similar position, but Shakespeaesns intent on taking this idea to its logical
extreme. Though Hamlet ultimately cannot shakénisf‘'nauseated vision of universal
cannibalism”, such anxieties are noticeably abfem Timon(Héfele 1657 The reason for
this fundamental difference seems to be that TimeRristence becomes entirely defined by
place; he is rooted to the earth in a way thatadtars like Hamlet are not. The result is that

Timonputs forth what we might consider a more modeenwof death insofar as the play

3 Hoefele raises a valid point, but it should beedahatHamlet'smusings on worms and decomposition appear to
borrow heavily from Luis de Granada'’s “Of Prayed afeditation” — the earliest known English tranglatof

which appeared in 1582 (Beauregard 87). For igstan contemplating what happens after death, &fan
describes the “infinite number of crawling wormesl dylthie maggottes” that feed upon the body (Rézka 40).
Hamlet'’s thinly veiled contempt that so great a rmarAlexander might now be “stopping a bunghole™earer

barrel” (V.i.189,195) mirrors in tone Granada’suksion that we should “merveill to see vnto howéascondition
such a noble creature is now come” and that iithfnge to be wondered at, that so excellent atare shall ende

in the most dishonorable and lothsome thing inthdde” (Prochazka 40-1).

% If anything, Timonposits that the cannibalism exists among men inyelay human society.
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presents a stark departure from “medieval Chrigtiamkers [who] considered human beings as
merely visitors here on earth, as essentially tspivithout place” (Hiltner 4).

Regarding the play’s relationship to Christianitymerous scholars have noted that
Timon’sinfamous banquet — where Apemantus laments tioatany dip their meat in one
man’s blood” (1.ii.39) — is meant to evoke the L8stpper, and Matthew 26:23 in particular:

“He that dippeth his hand with me in the dish, hal betraye me” (Holdsworth 190). But the
implication, as some have argued, that Timon ieefloee a Christ-like figure who is similarly
betrayed by his followers is, in my view, a bit agdnanded. According to Julia Reinhard
Lupton, “like Jesus, Timon finds himself abandobgdhose he would redeem” (Thinking with
Shakespeare 144). Alison Scott compares Jesuslitfg of the multitude” to Timon’s gift
giving, while G. Wilson Knight offers the most glowg praise of all: “Timon is the totality of
all, his love more rich and oceanic than all oftheall lift their lonely voices in his universal
curse. Christ-like, he suffers that their pain mmagse, and leaves the Shakespearian universe
redeemed” (Scott 238; Knight 236).

The flatterers who reject Timon, however, are fbat — flatterers and gadflies, not
apostles or adherents. Moreover, the play as dewhakes it clear that these people are not
guilty of some grave and singular transgressiohihmt ingratitude and selfishness are typical of
human (if not animal) behavid?. But perhaps most importantly, a Timon/Jesus edeice
doesTimona disservice because the play’s relationshipeddabndational text of Christianity is
more complicated than a straightforward y correspondence. In that sense, | would cautiously
agree with Rolf Soellner’s estimation that “critiwbo have elevated Timon to Christ status have

fallen prey to the paradoxical lure of his persapand misunderstood Shakespeare’s dramatic

% | do not mean to suggest that this is the coniest (see ethological studies suggesting evidefhedtrmism in the
animal kingdom), but rather that this is one of phey’s operating theories and accounts for muchimn’s
bleakness and pessimism.
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strategy” (Soellner 74). | say cautiously becaajskam not sure most readers would regard
Timon’s personality as alluring in any way andHhg tounterevidence he cites is composed of
fairly pedestrian examples — e.g., Timon displayslinary human foibles and prejudices”, he
does not possess a “Christ-like patience”, and@neist parallels” are “partial analogues only”
(Soellner 74). But I do think the second parthaf statement — the sense that we should focus on
the broader dramatic strategy at work, rather thdividual details — is key.

| would argue that, on a macro lev&lmonfunctions like a reverse biblical allegory. We
begin with a protagonist who is astonishingly ctadule; indeed, one might say almost godlike in
his compassion and willingness to help othersh@itnmortal words of Alexander Pope, “to err
is human, to forgive divine”). To be sure, deitgesoss cultures have often been portrayed as
vengeful or even petty at times, but my point et tthe degree of Timon'’s initial compassion and
generosity well exceeds the bounds of what is nityreaen in human society. After he is
completely ruined (not unlike the titular figuretime Book of Job), the story naturally shifts
dramatically, but it does so in a way that seenfly/tm the face of certain aspects of Christian
orthodoxy — namely the fixation on a strict and iainhte ordering of creation. The Christian
angelic hierarchy (e.g., archangels, seraphim,utier) is one well-known example, having
been explicated and developed by numerous theaolsgeag., Pseudo-Dionysius and Thomas
Aquinas. The Ladder of Divine Asce(dcala paradis) written by John Climacus in the seventh
century, served as an important treatise for marisist and explained how religious perfection
could be attained after passing through thirtyswprungs on the metaphorical ladder to
paradise. Of course, tiseala naturagladder of nature/Great Chain of Being) is perhiyes

example par excellence of hierarchy in Christiagotbgy.
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In Timon not only is the Great Chain of Being model fligpmn its head, but the highest
rungs (God and the angels directly below) are esdgrtaken out of the equation. This is not to
say that Timon is an atheistic tragedy (clearlfemences to the “gods” abound), but the reason
that critics refer td'imonas a deeply pessimistic tragedy is, at least ity gae to the gods
above being largely immune to any prayers or doeselp. To the extent that they do intervene
in human affairs, it is mostly to toy with our enwots, hence why Timon — after finding the gold
— begins wailing, “Ha, you gods! Why this? WHast you gods?” (IV.iii.31). The fact that we
are dealing with ancient Greek gods somewhat caaugls matters given that references to the
“gods” continue throughout (albeit taking on dartares as the action unfolds), but in terms of
biblical allusions;Timon’slanguageappears to be influenced less and less by scriggassages
as the play progresses. In his articleTanon’suse of explicit biblical allusions, R.V.
Holdsworth cites examples that appear almost ex@lysin the first half of the play (the latest
guotation coming from Act Ill, scene ii). My poiistthat this particular Shakespearean tragedy
seems to be driving towards a conclusion that doésonform to Christian doctrine — i.e., there

is no heaven/afterlife, only the expectation thairybody will decay and remain on earth.

Conclusion

By disintegrating into the earth, Timon, in essemsEomes not just a kind of human
loam, but the ground itself (that “rude mass” in Biomas Browne’s words). One might even
go so far as to say that Timon creates not merdifferent type of green world, but also a
“gangrene world” given that his corpse is rottimglarground’ But to understand the matter

fully, we must consider the nature of the reverngg Timon hopes to enact upon mankind. As

3" While I wish | could claim to have invented the@ée “gangrene world”, Professor Daniel Albrighseteres full
credit for this delightful pun.
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with other Shakespearean plays, disease imagergvalent, and certainly illness forms an
important part of Timon’s revenge fantasies (gmpstitutes spreading venereal disease). Yet
Timon also displays a keen interest (obsessiorrpattith injuries to the neck and throat area.
He warns visitors in menacing fashion that if tisépuld “speak”, they will be hanged” (V.ii.16)
and tells the thieves that only a boiling fever wérmit them to “scape hanging” (IV.iii.424).

To be sure, such references to hanging borrow frmverbial phrases, but Timon’s statements
belong to a larger pattern that permeates thefpday start to finish. Shakespeare fixates on the
throat/neck as a site of weakness in the human tiadycan be exploited by ensuring that a
person cannot breathe. In Act I, Apemantus sthgshe fears those who would “spy [his]
windpipe’s dangerous notes” and that “men shoultkdrith harness on their throats” (1.ii.48-
50). When Timon is confronted with the men whoéiaeme to procure the debts that he owes,
he is overcome with a feeling of suffocation, sgyigive me breath” (I1.ii.33).

The juxtaposition between humans suffering injugpmthe top of their body and the
constant references to roots that are firmly emtied below the soil should not go unnoticed.
As living organisms, we lack the kind of safegutirat roots provide against injuries or trauma
(i.e., hewn branches, pruned buds, and cut steetsmat kill or even harm a plarif). Eager to
exploit man’s vulnerability, Timon fantasizes abaaphyxiation. He tells the prostitutes that
they should “burn...up” whoever tries to “convettiem with “pious breath” and use “fire [to]
predominate [their] smoke” (1V.iii.140-2). The @se “burn him up” means to inflame, but also
suggests choking (which is further corroboratedhgyuse of “smoke”). Timon later tells the
senators that they “have throats to answer” (\6#68). And yet, Timon offers the Athenians

“some kindness”, explaining that they can “stopietfon” by hanging themselves on the “tree

3 |n “Vegetal anti-metaphysics: Learning from pkinMichael Marder puts this issue in far more po&rms:
“As pruning paradoxically exemplifies, the more filant loses, the more it grows. Proliferatingtfirpure loss,
plants offer themselves with unconditional gendyd¢Vegetal 479).
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which grows...in [his] close” (V.ii.90). Timon it interested in beasts or other men ripping his
enemies apart for he aligns himself with the bottangs of thescala naturae Naturally, he

will not be swayed by the senators’ appeals thatplublic body...play[s] the recanter, feeling

in itself / a lack of Timon’s aid” and “hath sensgf its own fail” (V.ii.29-33). Though such
analogies are persuasiveGoriolanus(e.g., Menenius’ speech about the “body’s members
rebell[ing] against the belly” (1.i.85)), rhetortbhat draws an analogy between the state and
human anatomy proves futile Timon Indeed, words that call attention to any fornrmefvous
system (e.qg., “feeling”, “sense”) only undermine genators’ cause.

Though Timon, of course, has no intention of reigro Athens, the city nevertheless
remains in peril on account of Alcibiades’ ire. Asnon’s friend and fellow exile, Alcibiades
becomes a kind of surrogate for Timon in termsnafoting revenge on Athens. Curiously
enough, when Alcibiades’ army approaches, a senatearks that “dust” chokes the air
(V.iii.16). It is of course fitting that the asdtled by Timon’s final champion should convey the
sense that the enemies’ bodies are being vanqusitdal traditional battle wounds, but by
something as seemingly innocuous as dirt partmbestricting one’s trachea. Alcibiades warns
the Athenians that their “breathless wrong / skidland pant” and their short-winded (“pursy”)
insolence must similarly gasp for air (V.v.10-2)f course, the tragedy dimon of Athenss
not that Athens will be destroyed; but the fantagyowever farfetched — that the smallest specks
of organic material can overpower the “greatestatures underscores the play’s themes and
elucidates why Shakespeare chooses to depict avimayearns to become part of the earth’s

soil.
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Chapter 3
Undoing the Unnatural in Macbeth

Introduction

The Tragedy of Macbethegins with one of the infamous weird sisters ragkiwhen
shall we three meet again? / In thunder, lightnorgn rain?” (1.i.1-2). The opening would
likely encourage anyone wishing to analyze the ghagugh an ecocritical lens to assume that
the aspect of nature that will figure most promihewill be the weather. AlthougWMacbeth
andKing Learwere probably written around the same time, theces that these two great
Shakespearean tragedies produce upon the readargrdifferent in certain respects. The
fearful storm of the latter creates an experierkie to being in a hurricane (or “cataracts and
hurricanoes” as Lear would say). When all is said done irKing Lear, we are simply left to
assess the terrible damage. And, yet, there lisnangr of hope that the worst has now passed
and that the survivors can rebuild.

One might expect Shakespeare to continue in this teat the terrain iMacbethdoes
not come across like the dark and blustery healtirgf Lear. In Macbeth trees arguably take
center stage. Even the place where Duncan’s dadtieated — Forres — evokes the word forest.
AlthoughMacbethhas not attracted the same level of attentionKireg Learhas within
Shakespearean ecocriticism, a great deal has béggnvabout the natural world Macbeth
One of the more interesting arguments concerniagttvironment is Robert Pogue Harrison’s
position that there exists a “moral contrast betwieeest and heath” (Bruckner 209). The heath,
of course, is where the witches meet and conssitutevasteland” of little value (Bruckner 209).

Certainly, there is ample evidence to supportyfesy, but the dualism that | believe is
ultimately more important to understanding the j[ddaseatment of nature involves the

systematic division between how benevolent and voédat characters view nature. The former
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perceive the world through green-tinted glasseseamigody the prospect of a regenerative land-
ethic. From start to finish, nature becomes awefans through which to interpret the world as
sustained metaphors involving vegetation and tilgpeovade the discourse. For instance, early
in the play, Banquo asks the witches to “look ithte seeds of time / and say which grain will
grow” (Liii.56-7). He later wonders if he and Mzeth truly saw these hags or if they have
“eaten on the insane root” (1.iii.82). Meanwhilzyncan informs Macbeth “I have begun to
plant thee, and will labour / to make thee fulgobdwing” (1.iv.28-9). Even in the play’s final
moments, Malcolm describes what “would be plantedly’ (V.xi.31). Yet Shakespeare is not
content to associate the virtuous side with vegetatnd leave the pattern at that. The converse
— and what proves to be an equally strong undexntin the play — is that Macbeth and his wife
are depicted as the chief representatives of maimmibiology.

Distinguishing between moral and corrupt characteélishaturally seem like an overly
simplistic interpretation ofMacbeth but analyzing the language that generates andissighis
rift is appropriate for a tragedy that invites reexito perceive the world through oppositions.
The second utterance we hear speaks of the Hadtidas been “lost and won” (1.i.4) and the
first scene ends with all of the witches remarkimagt “fair is foul and foul is fair” (1.i.12) — a
line that Macbeth himself soon echoes. And aftertitle character hears the prophecies and
starts hatching a plot in asides, Macbeth concltidething is / but what is not” (l.iii.141-2).

As David Scott Kastan outlines 8hakespeare After Theotiterary criticism on
Macbeth’sinsistent and inescapable contrasts has a lotgigoing back to William Hazlitt
(Kastan 152). This chapter — though approachiegtly from an ecocritical angle — offers
another binary-centered readingMécbeth namely the natural against the unnatural or plant

versus man. However, part of my aim is to illustriaow the construction of this difference

101



arises from binary phonological and semantic femturAccording to the Saussurean theory of
language (and upon which the modern fields of listits and semiology are built), meaning is
produced by difference: “Each linguistic term des its value from its opposition to all the
other terms” (Saussure 8%).To that end, | look closely at discrete unitsasfguage (e.g.,
morphemes) to identify binary distinctions that igte on a much smaller scale, and affect the
text’'s meaning and treatment of nature from thesgdoup, so to speak. More broadly — but still
relying on linguistic theory — | seek to apply tlype of analysis that George Lakoff and Mark
Johnson use iNMetaphors We Live By explore how, in this particular text, languggetaining

to biological processes (e.g., mammalian reprodafr to vegetation structures our basic

understanding of Shakespeare’s fictive world.

A Land Flowing with Milk and Blood

Macbeth and Lady Macbeth — as the play’s villairsse-the only major characters who
remain conspicuously dissociated from plants. Whatore, their worldview revolves around a
warped conception of mammalian biology. Of cougbeen that we are dealing with two corrupt
individuals who fall deeper and deeper into depyavt is no surprise that their obsession with
the mammalian should come across as similarlyanckdepraved. The recurrence of fetuses in
the discourse presents one of the strangest niotifie play. In a sens®acbeth(being a
tragedy) offers a horrifying twist on the type bétoric that appears ithe Winter’'s Tale As
discussed in the first chapter, Leontes worrieshisason Mamillius has “too much” of his
mother’s “blood in him” (11.i.56) and expresses cem that the act of nursing from a woman’s

breast could have infected his son further. Inoan@nt that is eerily reminiscent of Leontes’

39 How fitting that Saussure arrives at this conadnsiia analogy to chess — an abstract representatiovar that
features a uniquely powerful queen.
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remarks about his doomed son, Lady Macbeth wothisher husband “is too full of the milk of
human kindness” (l.v.15). In general, Lady Machksgbms terribly preoccupied with this
particular bodily fluid. She later tells her hustahat if she had a babe sucking milk from her
breast, she would dash its brains out (again, niiteiLeontes’ unconscionable order to murder
an innocent infant).

Other critics have discerned the unexpected, kriginng, parallels between these two
plays. InShakespeare’s Festive Warkrancois Laroque writes, “the Sicilian festivitiamid
which Hermoine, at Leontes’ request, tries to deRolixenes, soon turn sour and almost
become an occasion for crime, as happemsaabethi (Laroque 18). The point that the action
of The Winter’s Talean devolve into the kind of violence and bloodisseen irMacbethis
well taken — and not simply because the early gidittie play reads like a tragedy. While an
undercurrent of anxieties about blood exist¥e Winter's TaleMacbethrenders the subject
into a full-blown obsession.

As A. C. Bradley observebjacbethis a play of color — mostly red given the abuna@anc
of blood and indeed an exploration of the playeatment of this most vital bodily fluid is
essential to understanding how Shakespeare’s palivénature takes shape in this particular
play (Bradley 308). Richard Marienstras writes thgaradoxically enough, the image of blood
has been the subject only of brief studies” becauses are content merely to conclude that “in
this play blood is obsessively present” (Mariers8d). Like Marienstras, | question whether
the matter is indeed so simple and straightforwdtd.does a commendable job shedding light
on how pervasive the blood motif is: “The signdfiblood’ in the play is indicated by five
different lexical forms: ‘blood’, ‘to bleed’, ‘blady’, ‘gore’, and ‘gory’, which altogether appear

about sixty times” (Marienstras 87). In additionsuch explicit references, there are of course
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numerous metaphorical references to blood and tiepscof violent acts that directly or
indirectly suggest blood loss.

Macbeth and Lady Macbeth both suffer from a sevase of seeing red — literally. The
extent to which Lady Macbeth becomes obsessedblatid (“out, damned spot!”) hardly needs
mentioning. Her futile attempt to scrub her hadlésin of imaginary bloodstains has proven to
be one of the most enduring images of the playt MBacbeth is equally preoccupied with blood.
At one point, he chillingly declares, “I am in bbd stepped in so far that, should | wade no
more / returning were as tedious as go ‘oer” {{ILB5-7). The river of blood image that these
lines conjure in our minds is astonishing; we avgified by Macbeth’s realization that it is
easier to keep going than to turn back. As suethas already decided that “blood will have
blood” (ll.iv.121).

As one might expect from a study on “seasonal atenents” in Shakespeare, Laroque
compares the blood Macbethto wine and explains that “murder becomes a Bacahd
sadistic feast”, citing the moment where Lady Mdblensures that Duncan’s guards become
inebriated (Laroque 277). The analogy is clevat,dverlooks the possibility that sometimes a
drop of blood is just a drop of blood. (And theegtion then becomes what is the occasion for
blood inx text?) The first words that are spokemMacbethafter the very brief opening with the
witches are “what bloody man is that?” (Lii.1)infply put, the blood imagery does not let up
from this point onward. One could easily assuneeubiquitous bloodshed is to be expected in a
tragedy that deals pointedly with war and combiédwever, | would argue that the rhetoric
involving blood is not so much a product of militaxploits, but rather belongs to a much larger
pattern centered on an intense interest in the hibudy, and, more specifically, on

reproduction and birth. Despite the fact that smynof the utterances involving blood, wounds,
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injury, and discomfort are spoken of by men, Shpkase’s word choices suggest pregnancy,
childbirth, and parts of the female anatomy:

Captain: | am faint. My gashes cry for help.

g))uncan: So well thy words become thee as they dsufl.ii.41-

Macbeth: Kind gentlemen, your pains are registe gdi.148)

Macbeth: The rest is labour which is not usedytar. (l.iv.44)

Duncan: How you shall bid God yield us for youmga (I.vi.13)

Macbeth: The death of each day’s life, sore lalscoath.
(11.ii.36)

Macbeth: His gashed stabs looked like a breaciaiare.
(11iii.110)

Macbeth: Their daggers unmannerly breeched with.go
(I1iii.112)

Macbeth: The labour we delight in physics paili.iii(46)

Lennox: Things have been strangely borne...so thay he has
borne all things well. (lll.vi.3,17)

The above represents only a sample of pertinestantces? | have omitted several other
instances that involve terms like labour, bornnpdeliver, due, gash (slang for vagina), and
breach. Taken individually, lines like those i itxamples above are not particularly suggestive
—and indeed reading some of them as allusiorabir [pains may seem far-fetched. However,
certain phrasing does strike me as curiously fameiri take the first example with “faint” (a

more ladylike behavior) and the verb “become” (gsbmething that flatters one’s physical

appearance).

“0The OED’s earliest citation of “breech” being usgecifically in obstetrics comes from the mid-seeenth
century, so this meaning may not have been availatffhakespeare’s lifetime. Still, given the impeteness of
the historical written record — coupled with thedstanding alternative definition of the term havia do with
boyhood — | believe Shakespeare’s use of the hoorapts “breach” (as well as breech) may well holdeanatic
resonance.
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Of course, introducing gender and sex into a dsoansofMacbethis hardly implausible
considering that the principal female characteeaggdly calls the protagonist’'s manhood into
guestion.

Lady Macbeth: When you durst do it, then you waerean.
(I.vii.49)

Lady Macbeth (to Macbeth who has just seen thetjjhdse you
aman? (lll.iv.57)

The not so subtle implication is that if Macbetheiss than a man or not a man, he runs the risk
of becoming a woman — a possibility corroborated &gty Macbeth’s remark about her husband
being “too full of the milk of human kindness.” A&Achard Kerridge points out in his essay,
“An Ecocritic’s Macbeth”, “for Macbeth to be fullfenilk makes him feminine” (Bruckner 203).
When Banquo’s ghost first appears, Macbeth natupalhics and though he attempts to put on a
bold (if not altogether crazed) front, he inadvettglikens himself to a trembling baby girl
while his wife tries to restore order to the sitoiat(l11.iv.104).

Without question, Macbeth’s wife initially “callfé shots” in their relationship. But
Lady Macbeth is not merely an ambitious or assemreman, she seems keen to strip all aspects
of femininity from herself: “I have given suck,édknow / how tender ‘tis to love the babe that
milks me. / | would, while it was smiling in my fa¢ have plucked my nipple from his boneless
gums / and dashed the brains out” (l.vii.54-8) Etcriticism and Shakespea®mon Estok
explains statements like this and her famous Ibwiibeing “unsexed” as her desire to “seek
deformity”, which he contends is “not so odd if wederstand that the individuality implied in
deformity frees the subject from...conformity. Itils a sense, potentially very empowering”

(Estok 102). Estok’s characterization of Lady Metts unconscionable desires and behavior
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strikes me as euphemistic, but her “empowermenifccpotentially unsettle the conventional
power balance that exists between men and women.

| would suggest that the rhetoric about painspiabtc. serves to fill the void left by
Lady Macbeth’s complete upending of the “naturatier with respect to gender roles. While
she may not be interested in nursing an infant égphrently would much rather actively harm
said infant), her husband does have childrearinthermind: “Bring forth men-children only /
for thy undaunted mettle should compose / nothimgniales” (I.vii.72-4). Truly, the only
things she will “deliver” are bad intentions — sushthe “greatness” that her husband is “due”
(1.v.9), which he himself previously recognizedaaswelling act” (1.iii.128).

Lady Macbeth, on the other hand, in one breathngefar spirits to “unsex” her (thus
rendering her infertile) and “make thick [her] btbe- a possible reference to miscarriage
(I.v.39-41). Moreover, she wants her milk to bestafor “gall”’ (i.e., bile). The image of milk
morphing into something poisonous underscores drped conception of mammalian biology
at work. In other words, Lady Macbeth is clearkated on anatomy and reproduction; milk and
fetus metaphors are one of the main ways she cérapds the world and what (she believes)
needs to be done, but she cannot contemplate hebimogical nature in a remotely normal
fashion.

Part of the irony in Lady Macbeth’s desire to transe her blood is that such a
transformation could accomplish the very oppositainsexing” (i.e., underscore her female
biology/anatomy). In the early modern period, Btenilk was believed to be “menstrual blood
which had gone through a further stage of concodatidhe body to transform it into milk”
(Read 9). Some held that blood from the womb tinmkite “by the burning fires of maternal

love, which also drew it upwards through the bod#ilut reached the breasts” (Levack 132). As
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Juan Luis Vives explains ifihe Instruction of a Christian Woméfirst translation appeared
circa 1529), “that wyse and lyberall mother ofthifnge, Nature, all that bloudde, whiche went
unto the nourishement of the childe, while it washe mothers wombe, after that the chylde is
borne, she sendeth it up unto the breastes, toumteedhite mylke, to nourishe the chylde
withall.” Roughly a century later, Jacques Guillsan observes i€@hild-birth, or The Happy
deliuerie of womeli(1612) that “milk is nothing else but bloud whiéeti and that because a
pregnant woman'’s belly becomes “swolne, and pufith the aboundance of bloud (like a
sponge that is full of water)”, the excess fluidsheventually be “quitted and discharged” — a
feat that is accomplished by moving this “aboun@awpicbloud, which would flow to their
breasts” and converting it into milk.

| include these examples from Renaissance texite-from a seminal pedagogical
treatise with theological underpinnings and theeoflom an eminent surgeon’s scientific work
on obstetrics — to show not just the strong conaecbut indeed the one-to-one correspondence
between milk and blood that existed in Shakespsal®y. This very equivalence underscores
the need to analyadacbeth’smilk/pregnancy/fetus imagery as part of the pamegablood motif
(rather than treating the former in isolation, asiething that pertains to Lady Macbeth
exclusively) and use such historical context toiinf our understanding of the latter (i.e., the
presence of blood is less a commentary on purenial and combat, than an extension of the
play’s interest in physiology).

While Lady Macbeth’s alarming thoughts about mififants, and “unsexing” are
undeniably memorable, it is her husband who isdimattely fixated on the culmination of the
process that creates new human life. “Born” asdatriants are undoubtedly significant in this

play and such terms appear with increasing frequaacdhe action unfolds. By the final act, the
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audience is witnessing Macbeth rave and boasalikdman that he cannot be harmed by
anyone “born of woman”:

Macbeth: What's he

That was not born of woman? Such a one

Am | to fear, or none. (V.vii.2-4)

Macbeth (to young Siward): Thou wast born of woman

But swords | smile at...brandished by a man that'a wioman

born. (V.vii.13-5)

Macbeth: Till Birnam Wood remove to Dunsinane

| cannot taint with fear. What's the boy Malcolm?

Was he not born of woman?...No man that's bornahan

Shall e’er have power upon thee. (V.iii.2-7)

Macbeth (to Macduff): Thou loségbour...

| bear a charmed life, which must not yield

To one of womarmorn. [emphasis added] (V.x.9-13)
Macbeth’s bravado derives from the second appariia “bloody child” — who appeared during
his second visit to the witches, urging him to theody, bold, and resolute...for none of woman
born shall harm Macbeth” (1V.i.95-6). As the fduquotation illustrates (note the fitting use of
“labor”), Macbeth possesses too narrow a definitbahildbirth — or more broadly, the life-
giving process. The obvious explanation of hisre@ding of the prophesy is that he can
conceive (pun intended) only of vaginal birth. iRgrs less obvious (especially to modern
readers) is the consideration that, before therad¥lemodern medicine, women who underwent
a caesarian section routinely died during (or $haifter) childbirth (Bruckner 210). Thus, for
someone like Macbeth, the paradox could be thatBumvas born of death.

A related concern — and, again, an issue that msisiftself during the second prophesy

— is Macbeth’s obsession with kinship and lineadesidentally, his wife too seems keenly

aware of consanguineous relationships, refusimguader Duncan because he “resembled [her]

father as he slept” (11.ii.12-3). Macbeth decitehave Macduff's “wife, his babes, and all
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unfortunate souls” in his family killed simply byriue of belonging to “his line” (IV.i.168-9).
When the eight kings appear followed by Banquo'ssghMacbeth, alarmed, asks, “what, will
the line stretch out to the crack of doom?” (IV3i3). The blood that Macbeth notices on
Banquo calls attention to his crime, but also ersi#es the bloodline that gives weight and
significance to this pageant.

Kerridge homes in on Macbeth’s bloody deeds arsesasome thought-provoking points
regarding their long-reaching implications: “Merds an act entirely for the here and now of
Macbeth’s lifetime, violently sundering the relatship with future generations. That is the
ecocritical significance of the play’s emphasistiom Macbeth’s childlessness. On the reading |
am offering, the childlessness can stand for adbsense in relation to the future” (Bruckner
203). Certainly, the play exposes an uneasy oglsliip with time (which includes the future),
as evidenced on a linguistic level by heavy rekaoo the subjunctive mood and a proliferation
of modal verbs. However, the problem is not thachketh has lost a sense of the future; indeed,
his motivating drive is to ensure that the crowsges solely to his progefi{. Thus, when
readingMacbeth | inevitably find myself wondering, “why does Magth care so much that
Banquo’s descendants will eventually become kingg?gets to be king now!” But the “here
and now” is not good enough for Macbeth. In otherds, one could easily make the
counterargument to Kerridge’'s claim: Macbeth suificiently focused on the present and the

murders represent a perverse attempt to contnatduime.

*1 For Macbeth, there never seems to be a questméwill one day have children. Also, Lady Matte
pronouncement that she has “given suck and knowstéder ‘tis to love the baby that milks” her,ses the
possibility that she once gave birth.
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The Root of Kings

Banquo’s continuing existence becomes a thorn inkdtn’s side — an expression with
particular resonance since Banquo symbolizes vegetgrowth, whereas Macbeth is associated
with corporeality. Given that Shakespeare liketgignedVacbethto flatter King James, who
was thought to be a descendant of the historicagBa, the fictional character’s importance
cannot be underestimated. Macbeth’s desire taredite “the root...of many kings” (l1.i.6)
goes beyond squelching one plant or organism; loked plan is an assault on all of nature.
Soon after Banquo and Fleance exit in Act Il saeiMacbeth says that “nature seems dead”
(11.i.50).* Later, one of the murderers tells Macbeth “safa ditch [Banquo] bides / with
twenty trenched gashes on his head / the leasdth tenature” (lll.iv.25-7). In this statement,
the object “nature” can be read as Banquo withttatiag the meaning.

Macbeth is sure that — once dead — Banquo (whodeseribes as being in the earth) will
hold no power over him because Banquo’s “bonesramowless” and his “blood is cold”
(Iliv.92-3). For Macbeth, the earth is a sitedefath and life is defined narrowly by tissues and
liquids (see Lady Macbeth’s interest in milk antkjithe soil’'s generative properties and the
vegetative structures of plants never enter ingoettpuation. Shakespeare does not allow his title
character to partake of the rhetoric that everyglae employs. When early in the play, Duncan
tells Macbeth “I have begun to plant thee, and kallour / to make thee full of growing”
(1.iv.28-9), he puts forth an alternative visionkbofth, regeneration, and life itself. Banquo @ick
up on the commonsense premise that a seed catoladtiarvest” and make someone “full of
growing.” Macbeth and Lady Macbeth, on the otheardy aim to outsmart nature by nipping

problems in the bud:

“2 Even if one assumes there is no connection bettéentterance and Banquo and Fleance’s presdtacheth’s
curious phrasing nevertheless suggests an “agsaunkture” modus operandi.

111



Macbeth: Thou know’st that Banquo and his Fledives.

Lady Macbeth: But in them nature’s copy’s not eger
(111.ii.38-9)

Etymologically speaking, “copy” comes from the Iratbpia meaning abundance. As Gabriel
Egan explains ilcreen Shakespearéhe branching out of reproduction is virtualigmal,
leading inexorably to the son of Banquo on the Bhghrone when the play was first
performed” (Egan 85). While the image of eterrmlradance or branching out (as in a family
tree) would appeal to any monarch, Lady Macbettpdyrunderscores her firm conviction that
one can permanently inhibit vegetative growth.

Banquo’s first line in the play is “how far is'tlted to Forres” (1.iii.37) (again, evoking
forests); an instant later he notices the weirtkss As the chief representatives of the
supernatural, the witches exist on a plane beyoeatdinary realm of natufé. However,
Banquo describes these hags using adjectivesdéat sore fitting of plants: “what are these /
so withered, and so wild” (1.iii.37-8). He therkaghem, to “look into the seeds of time / and
say which grain will grow” (i.iii.56-7). The wita@s do not remain on the scene very long; after
they leave, Banquo remarks, “the earth hath bubbkethe water has / and these are of them.
Wither are they vanished?” Macbeth’s answer igtgl“into the air...melted as breath into the
wind” (L.iii.77-80). | suspect many readers assuhs Macbeth’s version of the event is correct
—i.e., they simply vanished into thin air (litdyal But Banquo’s initial assessment that these
women belong to the swampy bog suggests they disbaick into the earth (something

Macbeth’s use of the verb “melted” corroborateRegardless of which account is correct,

“3 For a unique perspective on the witches’ role,Raedall Martin’s “Mortal Engines and Blasted Heath
Thresholds of Catastrophic Ecologies in Macbettdrtin argues that the weird sisters’ purpose eglay is to
stage a kind of eco-critique: “By materializingngarampant destruction of the earth and its dezarment of human
subjectivities, they perform nature’s third-partptest against the deforming ecologies of gunpovetdranced
warfare, which serves as one of Shakespeare’ssfopenvironmental dangers in early modernity” (Na6-7).
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Macbeth’s dissociation from the land is clear; idiehe appears disgusted with “this blasted
heath.” In general, Macbeth is far more likelyéder to the air and heavens — an effective trope

to encapsulate his quick rise and boundless ambitio

Of Monsters and Men

In the previous chapter, | argued that the protegamTimon of Athenslenigrates the
mammalian system in an effort to replace it witmsthing preferable. Macbeth and Lady
Macbeth’s actions and rhetoric, however, propossufstitution whatsoever. This unproductive
quality is hardly surprising considering they batbresent a dead end (literally since they will
remain “fruitless” while “the seeds of Banquo” wilkcome kings (111.i.71)). One could easily
make a case that Macbeth and his wife live upeamtbst famous line in the play since they
themselves are ultimately nothing more than “soamd fury, signifying nothing” (V.v.27). But
| would argue that the fundamental problem is hat they are nothing, but that they are
unnatural.

The prevalence of the “un-" prefix in this playde.“unsex”) serves as a subtle, but
constant, linguistic reminder that Macbeth andwife are meant to be understood as
fundamentally unnatural beings. As the doctorlatglains, Lady Macbeth’s behavior must be
the result of “a great perturbation in nature” (8)ibecause “unnatural deeds do breed unnatural
troubles” (V.i.61). But even before Lady Macbetsds her mind, her warped mindset leads her
to fantasize simultaneously about being “unsexellleralso imagining luring a “babe” into a
false state of comfort with her “milk” (1.vii.55)Macbeth at least seems cognizant of his
unnaturalness when he asks, “why do | yield to siggestion / whose horrid image doth unfix

my hair / and make my seated heart knock at my/radgminst the use of nature?” (1.iii.133-6).
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In “Defining Nature Through Monstrosity in Othelbmd Macbeth”, Georgia Brown
writes that she was “struck by the frequent refeesrto monstrosity [i@thelloandMacbeth
and wanted to explain why monstrosity should bensgresting to Shakespeare in these
particular plays” (Hallock 55). With referencesstoange creatures like the Anthropophagi and
scenes where Othello appears possessed and/dikeeast.g., falling into a trance/seizure,
foaming at the mouth, alluding to a physical paipréuting horns) around his temples — it is no
wonder that critics feel compelled to discuss tlmmstrous irOthello. HoweverMacbeth
contains remarkably few direct or indirect referehito monsters. The words “monstrous” and
“monster” each appear just once in the play, asrasted with over a dozen times@thello (for
comparisonJroilus and CressidandA Midsummer Night's Drearmontain six and seven
references, respectively). And only one of thostances explicitly refers to Macbeth: Macduff
threatens to display Macbeth’s decapitated heaalmwie in the fashion of their “rarer monsters”
(V.viii.29).

Ambroise Paré explains in his 1573 treat@e,Monsters and Marvelshat “monsters
are things that appear outside the course of néanceare usually signs of some forthcoming
misfortune), such as a child who is born with oma,aanother who will have two heads, and
additional members above the ordinary” (Fig. 1®ré Preface). | would argue that while the
witches perhaps fit into this notion of the monar@as supernatural beings who “appear outside
the course of nature” and who also happen to reptésigns of...forthcoming misfortune”),
Macbeth and Lady Macbeth do not. To be sure, thilaens are unnatural but Brown
erroneously assumes that the term is synonymotsmonstrous: “One way of defining nature

is to look at its opposite and to study what isataral and monstrous” (Hallock 55). She further
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adds that “monsters and the precise nature ofrthatural are very difficult to pin down”

(Hallock 56).

The Effigies of a monftreus child, by reaflon of
the defeii of the matter of Seed.

Figure 10. Depiction of a “monstrous child”Tine Works of that Famous Chirurgeon Ambrose Parsnslated
out of Latin, and Compared with the Frend634)

My broader point is that an early modern conceptibmonsters would appear narrow
and rigid by contemporary standards. We now haemdency to ascribe “monstrousness” to
any kind of villainous and unethical behavior. Bfitourse, with the vast majority of people
living in the modern era no longer believing in thestence of fantastical monsters (see the sea
monsters that cartographers regularly includededieval and Renaissance maps), the linguistic
meaning was bound to change and expand. As ther®@Ed3, the meaning of “monster” was
originally something that was part animal and parnan, or a creature that combines elements
of two or more life forms. The emphasis was ongidgt ugliness, disfigurement, and the

grotesque — hence, why Shakespeare uses variaiis wbrd monster a staggering 45 times in
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The Tempedimostly to portray Caliban’s appearance). Theakiss modern critics run the risk
of making when readinljlacbethis assuming that we can define what precisely mhatural”
about the play’s leading man and lady by conflatmgterm with our modern sense of monsters
being needlessly cruel and wicked.

None of this is to argue that Macbeth and Lady Mé#tldo not engage in heinous acts.
As John F. Danby explains 8hakespeare’s Doctrine of Natuféhe root of machiavellism lies
in the wrong choice. Macbeth is clearly awarehef great frame of nature he is violating...He
recognizes the unnaturalness of his deed” (Danby. 1@ne might note that monsters rarely
have a choice in their monstrosity.) Macbeth aadyL.Macbeth’s thirst for power (and capacity
to execute their stratagems) is perhaps a probiiaiid all too human (that is to say, familiar to
our species). In “Timon of Ashes”, | touched upbe difficulty of defining “nature” — in
general a nebulous concept that can encompassramytdowever, my sense is thdacbeth
attempts to narrow the scope by emphasizing thenextb which Macbeth and Lady Macbeth’s
worldview positions itself as literally anti or agst the earth, plants, and land (i.e., “nature” in
this play). Thus, part of the solution to theikainy is that nature itself must take a stand agfai

these enemies that have been explicitly markediasdtural.”

Macbeth vs. Nature

ThroughoutMacbeth there are constant rumblings from the earth —esoretaphorical
and some literal. Lennox’s observation that “thelewas feverous and did shake” (11.iii.56)
when he arrived at the castle on the night of Daiscanurder may seem like a straightforward

instance of the pathetic fallacy (which typicallgads with climate), but the play takes this tactic
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to the extreme by depicting plants and rocks amate beingé? As Macbeth prepares to
murder Duncan, he tells the earth: “Thou surefandset earth / hear not my steps which way
they walk, for fear / thy very stones prate of myaneabout” (11.i.56-8). After seeing Banquo’s
ghost, Macbeth says “stones have been known to naonketrees to speak” (11l.iv.122). And, of
course, the marching trees represent the coupaae gr this struggle between what is natural
and unnaturaf®

The full theatrical effect of the final fateful blatin Macbethis notable not merely
because of the choreographed fighting. The monmeating up to the assault on the castle are
crucial in that they force audience members to laketi@ “moving grove.” IMPA Midsummer
Night's Dream when Peter Quince says “this green plot shatilrestage [and] this hawthorn-
brake our tiring-house” (111.i.2), he is, as Je¥frEheis notes, “ostensibly point[ing] to an open
forest” while actually “gesturing towards a reahfbbrm stage and a tiring-house” (Theis 35).
Like in so many of Shakespeare’s plays, imaginasdeey (e.g., the Chorus famously implores
the audience at the beginningHénry Vto “think when we talk of horses, that you seenthie
printing their proud hoofs in the receiving earthor ‘tis your thoughts that now must deck our
kings”). But inMacbeth the blurring of the “distinction between sylvamdaheatrical space”
occurs on a more profound and literal level (TI8&s For the play to work, the company must
use more than a few prop trees scattered in tHegb@end. The forest becomes real because the

actors must hold branches. The First Folio stageetions indicate that “Malcolme, Seyward,

*4 Additionally, Lennox’s claim is corroborated byhet characters.

*5 For similar claims regarding a kind of vegetatietory and nature enacting revenge against a tysae John F.
Danby’'sShakespeare’s Doctrine of Natufobert Pogue HarrisonForests: The Shadow of Civilizatipand
Francois Laroque’Shakespeare’s Festive Warléccording to Harrison, “the moving forest of B&am comes to
symbolize the forces of natural law mobilizingjiistice against the moral wasteland of Macbethtane&d
(Harrison 104).
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Macduffe, and their Army” enter “with Boughes.” I8i@rs marching onto the stage holding
nothing would simply be too great of an imaginaleap.

Macbeth must be threatened with literal branchestaliation for the fact that this tyrant
found no shortage of inventive ways to threatenngat Readers once again encounter strange
rhetoric pertaining to stones and trees when headdmthat the witches tell him more:

Macbeth: | conjure you, by that which you profess,

However you come to know it, answer me:

Though you untie the winds and let them fight

Against the churches; though the yeasty waves

Confound and swallow navigation up;

Though bladed corn be lodged and trees blown down;

Though castles topple on their warders’ heads;

Though palaces and pyramids do slope

Their heads to their foundations; though the treasu

Of nature’s germens tumble all together,

Even till destruction sicken; answer me

To what | ask you. (IV.i.66-77)
Macbeth is utterly indifferent to the complete destion of the natural world; he cares not
whether trees blow down, rocks bend, or “germens’, {he seeds from which all nature grows)
are crushed and rendered infertile. (Again, weassteange echo to a line frofhe Winter’s
Tale “Let nature crush the sides of the earth togedind mar the seeds within!”) Kerridge is
correct that the phrase “nature’s germens” is “esflg suggestive in ecocritical terms” since
germens can refer to the “seed-producing organsanies in a plant” (Bruckner 208). By this
point in the plot, it comes as no surprise that bddlc would denigrate an alternate mode of
reproduction that forms the basis for plant life.

For all Macbeth’s brutal force and reckless oveficmmce, he cannot defy the laws of
nature and cause enormous rocks to “slope.” Butwitches know just how to play into his

brashness. When the weird sisters inform Macbeth“hone of woman born shall harm” him,

they are clearly toying with someone who comprekehd world only through conventional
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mammalian terms (1V.i.96). Although Macduff wadidered via caesarian section, it would be
difficult to argue that a woman played no role Ioearing” the child. Thus, perhaps we must

look elsewhere to ascertain fully the meaning efuhitches’ prophesy. If one does interpret the
play’s conclusion as indicative of nature risingagainst a tyrant, then it makes sense to observe
that trees are not “of woman born.” This is nos#&y that branches of Birnam wood are literally
responsible for Macbeth’s death, but rather thatihéth’s myopia ensures that he cannot see the
forest for the trees, as the expression goes. Wheeapparition of a child wearing a crown
appears “with a tree in his hand”, Macbeth — oroaat of his shortsighted obsession with
kingship — takes issue with the former detail, fmakes no mention of the branch. Itis no
wonder then that Macbeth cannot possibly fathomtwieapparition means when it states,
“Macbeth shall never vanquished be until / greah&m Wood to high Dunsinane Hill / shall
come against him” (IV.i.108-10). In Macbeth’s viemo one can “impress the forest [or] bid the
tree [to] unfix his earth-bound root” (1V.i.110-120 the matter warrants no further
consideration. But even something as simple astbeof the male possessive pronoun implies
there are broader forces at work.

Macbeth regards trees as harmless and uselessglydmecause they are fixed to the
ground. This attitude, in turn, highlights an urigiag belief that immobility and restraint are
inherently negative. Again, Shakespeare seems embaging with the presumed imperfection
and deficiency of plants (as previously discussechiapter one). In revisiting this theme anew,
we should consider how — as Marder writes —“vegetahtake of nutrients and exposure to
sunlight are taken to be symbolic of a passive naddieing that does not pursue any objectives
whatsoever” (Marder immediately goes on to detknt studies that have revealed “highly

selective adaptational responses” to dispute ¢imgdtanding belief (Plant Intelligence 1)).
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Although plants are rooted in the ground and thaged in space and reach, it is hard to deny
the evolutionary success of the kingdom Planta&ingdom that has managed to “cover the
earth without either dominating or conquering Weg@etal 475). In considering the weird
sisters’ riddling prophecies, Macbeth would be viséake note of such non-domineering
existences that hold the key to lasting growth pmdiferation.

Of course, if Macbeth and Lady Macbeth showed ang &f restraint, they would cease
trying to eliminate anything that stands in theayw These wild desires to unfix, undo, unsex,
unbend, unman, unmake, untie, etc. illustrate pyfdlacduff's observation that “boundless
intemperance / in nature is a tyranny” and “hatérbéne untimely emptying of the happy
throne” (IV.iii.67-9). IndeedMacbethreveals the ways in which an antagonist who tails

respect (or even grasp) certain laws of natureseattly be “undone.”

Understanding “un”
| wish to return now to the seeming ubiquity oh*words inMacbeth Considering that

Macbethis one of Shakespeare’s shortest plays, | wouhtlera that their phonetic effect is
indeed palpable and that, to the attuned ear,uh&sound reverberates throughout the tragedy.
Incidentally, as significant as terms pertainindpkood are in this play, “un-" words appear with
even greater frequency. The following is a listhed most relevant “un—" prefix words in the
order they appear in the discourse (an asterisktdenhat a term is repeated more than once):

unseamed, *unfix, unaccompanied, *undone, unsexake,

unguarded, undaunted, unusual, unprepared, unbeattended,

unprovokes, unruly, unwiped, unmannerly, undivulgetelt,

*unnatural, unbecoming, unlineal, unsafe, unkindnesmanned,

unreal, unfold, untie, *unknown, unfix, unfortunatmsanctified,

*untimely, unjust, universal, unity, untitled, uregk, unknown,

unwelcome, unlock, undone, unnatural, unnaturabugh,
unsure, undone, unbattered, undeeded, untimeljrinkéng
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| have purposefully excluded words like “uncle”riaats of “understand”, and the preposition

“under”, but there are certain other “un—" wordg(g“unto”, “until’) that share a familiar
etymology with the above examples of this commagfiypr

Although English speakers scarcely realize themdigson in everydayarole, two
different un- prefixes exist. The first expressegation and essentially means “not” or the
“opposite of.” The second has to do with revemsaleprivation. Consider the word
“unlockable”, which can denote contradictory megsidepending on the context: a) not able to
be locked or b) able to be unlocked. | provids tmguistic background to illustrate how
productive this particular affix is in word formati. The employment of the “un-" prefix has
become virtually unrestricted in the English langgiahis prefix knows no boundaries or
restraint. Accordingly, | would suggest that therpheme’s frequent appearance in the
discourse corresponds to Macbeth’s own lack ofaedt Furthermore, Shakespeare’s
employment of “un-" words vastly increases as tlag pears its conclusion. What began as a
trickle becomes a linguistic downpour (or perhaparfage” might be more appropriate given
the martial finale). Not coincidentally, the mahavwonce hesitated to take someone’s life, vows
to kill everyone he sees by the end (V.viii.2).

Richard Marienstras writes that killing “for thekgeof killing” becomes Macbeth’s
“nature” and that this leads to a “mechanical itedvility” in his actions (Marienstras 77-8).
Recent ecocritical work oMlacbethbuilds upon this premise, taking the notion of “imaaical”
behavior even further and arguing that the plaggde its eleventh century setting) stages a
sharp critique of increasingly industrialized waefa For instance, in “Mortal Engines and
Blasted Heaths: Thresholds of Catastrophic Ecebogi Macbeth”, Randall Martin introduces

historical context regarding technological advartoeargue that “Macbeth’s dehumanization is
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related to Shakespeare’s wider perception that@udpr-enhanced militarization was
denaturing social and natural environments” (Ma2in Like Marienstras, Martin singles out
Macbeth’s mechanical tendencies, identifying hina&sartial cyborg” given lines like the
description of Macbeth as “valour’s minion” (l.i@Lsince minion also denotes a small cannon
(Martin 1). | daresay many people would agree witbh assessments, but | am not sure that it
ultimately matters whether we classify the protagpas robotic or mechanical in his maniacal
tendencies. The point is that whatever Macbethgado be, it is something that becomes
defined by what he is not. Like the prefix, he l@p a negation or reversal (e.g., standing in
opposition to the natural). The play as a wholerages on the principle espoused by linguists
and literary theorists alike — the meaningc@bmes into shape only by comprehending what
not®

The “un” morpheme need not to be tied exclusivelwbrds with a negative connotation
(though such words certainly abound in the disagur¥es, the sound can serve as a prefix
denoting some kind of reversal or deprivation,ibaan also form the first part of the prefix uni-,
meaning one. When Malcolm (who will ultimately t@® rightful rule) pretends to be a tyrant
who would “pour the sweet milk of concord into helliproar the universal peace [and] confound
all unity on earth” (1V.iii.98-101), he gives hinlkaway by using “un” words that are not about
undoing, but rather call attention to the unity dflaling things. His true beliefs could not be
further from Macbeth’s disregard for nature: “inkhour country...weeps...bleeds, and each
new day a gash is added to her wounds” (IV.iii.44pt only is Malcolm’s “slipup” the only
time the “un” phoneme is used in a demonstrablytpessense, but his use of “milk” echoes

Lady Macbeth’s rhetoric; in other words, to plag thllain in this tragedy, one must pay lip

a6 Inspired by Saussure’s groundbreaking work, Derdielgeloped his theory diifference
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service — or at least allude — to mammalian bicloighacduff, meanwhile, keeps to the vegetal
script when he worriedly suggests that Malcolm'gdiace sticks deeper, grows with more
pernicious root” (1V.iii.86).

| confess, then, that to include “universal” andity” in the previous chronological
vocabulary list (where the two naturally appeagumck succession) was somewhat misleading.
However, it is important to note that these areathlg two “uni-" words in a play otherwise
dominated by the negative connotations generaligrnent to the “un-" morpheme. Malcolm, as
the individual who will restore legitimacy to theowvn, naturally has the privilege of speaking
the final words in the play, but he also has theilpge of being the only character to break from

the overarching “un-" pattern.

Conclusion

At the end of the play, and as reality startsn& s, we catch glimpses of Macbeth
ostensibly coming to terms with the fact that heagyreater than the natural world around him —
in fact, he is as much a part of nature as thetpkamd rocks he previously scorned. He admits
that “the yellow leaf...which should accompany ol@d’agge “must not look to have” (V.iii.23-7)
and, interestingly enough, inquires as to “whatwdrb, cyme, or purgative drug would scour
these English hence?” (V.iii.58). His plan to gsetain plants to dispose of the English almost
seems comical as it evokes an image of plantdrgles of Birnam wood) fighting plants (herbs).
But this is all too little too late as Malcolm, Madf, and their followers well know. Lennox,
viewing the world through a vegetative lens, remsaHey will “dew the sovereign flower” as
they “march towards Birnam” (V.ii.30). And MalcoJmho will restore the family tree, orders

every soldier to “hew him down a bough / and bdaefore him...[to] shadow the numbers of
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our host” (V.iv.4-6). Of course, to Macbeth'’s ettee striking sight of trees advancing forward
will seem like hybrid tree-man creatures who hayme to reclaim their land. To return to a
proto-cyborgian reading of the play, | find suclalgsis persuasive, but from a different angle:
If it is fair to say that Macbeth becomes a mactike man, then surely one can argue that the
play offsets that type of liminal being by expligicreating another. Where&snon of Athens
presents man metamorphosing irlomo humusMacbethpresents a vision on stage that looks
like Homo arboris

But why should the side that triumphs over evilmaiees at all? In other words, why
should axing branches symbolize the restoratiamatidral order? Surely an ecocritical reading
of Macbethshould be able to account for what no doubt sedmskedless destruction to many
readers. For those who view the play’s ending rguan to peacetime agriculture and
cultivation after wartime devastation, Malcolm’sh@mand would appear to be in line with a
sustainable use model (Martin 3). Malcolm’s wismot to chop down whole trees, after all;
rather, he seeks to utilize the branches so tleaarimy may obscure their numbers. It hardly
bears repeating that felling shoots from a stetnumk poses no threat to plant. (While chopping
off part of a human would result in blood gushingrywhere, no such violence can be said to be
inflicted upon trees.) Less obvious, howeverhesway in which cutting can promote
conservation.

In An Environmental History of Medieval Eurgg@ichard Hoffman explains the
technique of coppicing, which he describes as “ma&amiliar to moderns” and especially to
North Americans: “It takes advantage of the faettimost broadleaf species will sprout from a
stump. You can cut the tree and have it too,tfepiouts again. From those shoots (called

‘spring’ in England) will come a continual crop mfds, poles, or logs” (Fig. 11) (Hoffmann
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184). This woodland practice gained considerahnlgortance during the Middle Ages and
Renaissance on account of deforestation couplddtiw increasing demand for timber that
accompanied population growth (Hoffmann 186). ®ispkare’s own knowledge of coppicing is
evident inLove’s Labour’s Lostvhere the forester says to the princess, “henglyn the edge

of yonder coppice / a stand where you may makéaihest shoot” (IV.i.9-10). | would posit

that the phrasing of Birnam wood as “a moving gioeealls this forester’'s practice as well.

Not only does “grove” imply sustainable husbandinge the word typically refers to an orchard
planted for cultivating some resource), but thesetilye captures the outward movement laterally
over time of coppiced trees. Moreover, as yourgpshproliferate after each coppicing cycle,

the new growths resemble a grove sprouting fronotiggnal base.

o 1ICE TREES

Figure 11. An engraving from Robert Monteathtge Forester’'s Guide and Profitable Plan{@824) showing
growth at 15, 20, 25 and 30 years following coppici

In his study of the medieval landscape of EsseiweDRackham describes how coppice
stools can reach both an immense age and sizeastathat would normally have a lifespan of
200 years can live and be healthy for more thanllammium if coppiced, [with] its stump, or

‘stool’, spreading in rings that are as much a$e®8 across” (Ehrenfeld 160). In short, a
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regularly coppiced tree — i.e., a tree where hunaatigely intervene by cutting its wood — can
defy the ravages of time (e.g., that “yellow leaff olnl age”) and remain perpetually young.

Once this “moving grove” of verdant “leafy screeesimes near, Macbeth imagines
himself as a bear tied to a “stake” (“They havd tige to a stake. | cannot fly / but bear-like |
must fight the course” (V.ii.1-2)) — an interesticlgoice considering a mighty animal is hindered
and subdued by a single piece of wood holding hackb To be sure, a human must do the
actual tying, but this scenario is analogous tonle® and branches that combine to form a more
powerful whole.

The notion of the earth as a living organism pravesial to restoring order. Hence, in
the play’s final speech, Malcolm states that thefenore to do / which would be planted newly
with the time” (V.xi.30-1). His final insult diréed at Macbeth is also entirely fitting, calling
him “this dead butcher” (V.xi.35) — a phrase thapttires not just his proclivity to kill, but his
close connection to blood. Although Macbeth dagsugt in a blaze of glory, one would be
hard-pressed to argue that most readers feelqaitlyifn in his final moments. Unlike with the
traditional Aristotelian model of a tragic heroigtnot clear that Macbeth has a single tragic flaw
or that he experiences a moment of recognitiontufdly, Macbeth realizes that the witches’
prophesies have come to pass, but there is no marhegctognition as to his own true character.
Upon hearing that the woods have begun to movsirhgly says: “l ‘gin to be aweary of the
sun, / and wishh’estate o’th’ worldwere nowundone” [emphasis added] (V.v.47-8).At first
glance, his remark almost sounds poignant, butp wpmser inspection, it becomes painfully

clear that Macbeth will fight against nature uhtg last breath.

" Macbeth'’s displeasure with the sun — the primamsrgy source for plants — is another pertinentygohardly
surprising) feature of these lines.
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Chapter 4
“Jove’s stout oak™ Trees and Power inThe Tempest

Introduction

In this chapter, | examine the exploitation of matuesources ifhe Tempesh order to
reassess Prospero’s source of power. More spatyfi¢ focus on the problematic relationship
that various characters have with trees and hasvpiiticular resource confers authority within
the world of the play by structuring discoursepoiver, as well as conceptual and existential
hierarchies. In doing so, | detail how the dep&edeon trees manifests itself through a wide
range of guises while introducing historical comntesgarding deforestation to inform my
reading. The survival element is of course impurgand should not be overlooked, but less
obvious are the ways in which trees become intdgralsense of self-worth and aid in
individual development or growth. Much in the whwt “roots” became a focal point Timon
of Athenstrees and wood dominate thikee Tempestnguage and imagery. For a play that
ostensibly concerns the ocean — and indeed opedsigting the ocean’s fury — we quickly see
that images of wood are omnipresent.

In addressing some of the dynamics that informpthag’s actions, my reading is
naturally indebted to New Historicist interpretaisoof The TempestAs Derek Cohen notes in
Searching Shakespearthe construction of Caliban as a colonized ratias become a truism
of contemporary criticism ofhe Tempe$and Prospero is habitually regarded as “the
embodiment of European, Old World, cultural domiort (Searching Shakespeare 41).
Scholars like Barbara Fuchs have deftly unpackeddbndensed layers of colonialist ideology”
that mark the play (Byrd 62). That said, this dkapoes not focus on hoihe Tempedits
“the pattern of...traditional master-slave interactior speaks to the influence of colonialism

and imperialism (Searching Shakespeare 42). Rdthan to elucidate how the accumulation of
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certain linguistic details and metaphorical pattezanstruct a remarkably clear picture of
Prospero’s power and worldview while simultaneouglgstioning the former’s validity and the

latter’s accuracy.

Man’s Arrogance over Nature

The play begingn media reswith a disturbing and frightening scene — a vibkorm
that endangers the lives of numerous individuateaba ship. And yet, | use the adjective
“disturbing” in part because there is a certaintjeto the rhetoric that scarcely fits the situatio
The noblemen onboard simply do not appear to gtesgheir lives are in danger. When they
chastise the crew for not showing their social siope the proper amount of respect, the
boatswain responds, “hence! What cares thesersofarethe name of king?” (1.i.14-15). In not
so many words, the boatswain is observing thas#aeis unforgiving, waves care not for titles
and hierarchy, and nature is all-powefflilTo further reiterate his point, the boatswainss4if
you can command these elements to silence and pearte of the present, we will not hand[le] a
rope more” (1.i.18). It is clear the men havddifpower when pitted against the forces of nature.
Still, the noblemen pay no heed. Gonzalo, byHarmost kindhearted of King Alonso’s lords,
jokes, “I have great comfort from this fellow. Natks he hath no drowning mark upon him; his
complexion is perfect gallows” (1.i.25). Againgthevity on display is wholly inappropriate;

what is more, their attitude seems to mock natugefar as they do not understand that for all

*8 Shakespeare’s Boatswain comes across like the oosmwersion of King Canute. According to Henry of
HuntingdonHistoria Anglorum(c. 1129), the eleventh century king of Englandnibark, Norway, and Sweden
used his inability to control the elements anddbe to illustrate that a king's power is empty camap to God'’s
authority. The legend, however, has become sortist over time that references in popular cultaday usually
depict Canute as a man who arrogantly believesahéold back waves.
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their power to “command” others to “silence” in thafe confines of the aristocrat court, their
tittes mean nothing here (1.i.26).

Gonzalo refuses to let up with this torrent of ipEgpriate insults, stating, “I'll warrant
him for drowning, though the ship were no strorthan a nutshell and as leaky as an unstanched
wench” (1.i.41). He compares their vessel, whiglmiade of wood, to something that he
evidently considers to be a weak object that waa@ldound in nature — curiously, a seed that can
give rise to a tree. But in truth, nutshells aeagrally remarkably strong, hence why grocery
stores sell pre-shelled nuts, or why humans mssirréo using metal nutcrackers to open any
number of nut§? Gonzalo also chooses to bring up the taboo subfenenstruation (one of the
most recognizable aspects of mammalian biologyjd-though it is that the subject should
appear at such an early stage. He does thisuti the boatswain — a tactic we shall see again in
Prospero’s interactions with Caliban.

The “nutshell” remark, like so many imagesline Tempesbelongs to a not so subtle
pattern of characters constantly undervaluing giéstand, on a related note, assuming such
organisms are expendable resources for human cqtisunm For much of the play, trees are
constantly being transformed into wood — i.e.,@ for man’s use rather than a living organism
in its own right. Trees are used even in unexmeai@ys that have nothing to do with lumber or
kindling, but rather involve death and oppressi&tefano warns Trinculo, “if you prove a
mutineer, the next tree” (111.ii.33). This is onémany instances where trees are used as
punishment — a rather warped conception of a trélked sense that, when going about our daily
business, most of us are unlikely to glance at@ &nd think of it as a tool for inflicting harm.
And yet, in a strange way, this mindset hints atgbwer of trees; these massive organisms can

so easily destroy a human life — at least whenmae uses them against another.

9 Incidentally, nutshells can stay afloat quite vielvater.
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In terms of the play’s representations of wood see a shift in tone when this fibrous
substance is figured explicitly as timber and lagswhen Miranda says to Ferdinand, “I would
the lightning had / burnt up those logs that yaiemjoined to pile. / Pray set it down, and rest
you. When this burns / ‘twill weep for having wesal you” (111.i.16-9). This moment is part of
a lighthearted and romantic exchange, but Miranda'sls underscore an attitude of being able
to do as one pleases with this particular resowrtteout regard for the consequences. The
sentiment also comes across as silly and wrongldesidee these precious resources are not to
blame for Ferdinand’s predicament (even thoughdstes make a point of anthropomorphizing
the wood), and Ferdinand has already gone thrdugtréuble of carrying a great number of
logs. But Miranda’s remark reveals the extent lncly images of wood being destroyed shadow
characters every step of the way (including thenopgewhere a wooden vessel will ostensibly be

dashed to pieces).

Prospero’s Relationship to Trees

Where Miranda might have learned such an attitad®imystery; her remark concerning
using a bolt of lightning to destroy a tree souedsly similar to the type of rhetoric Prospero
uses (e.g., “Have I given fire and rifted Joveustoak / with his own bolt” (V.i.45-6)). Her
father has a complicated relationship with treesay the least:

Prospero: Thou, my slave,

As thou reportest thyself, wast then her servant;
And, for thou wast a spirit too delicate

To act her earthy and abhorred commands,
Refusing her grand hests, she did confine thee...
Into a cloven pine; within which rift

Imprisoned thou didst painfully remain

A dozen years...

It was mine art,

When | arrived and heard thee, that made gape
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The pine and let thee out.
Ariel: | thank thee, master.

Prospero: If thou more murmurest, | will rend ak o
And peg thee in his knotty entrails. (1.ii.272-97)

After hearing this exchange, we must ask ourseMesther Prospero is really so different from
Sycorax. Indeed, numerous scholars have notestiikeng similarities between Prospero and
Caliban’s “dam.” Given their magical and witchligewers, Marina Warner writes that they
exhibit a “similar mastery over the elements” (Held00). Suzanne Penuel goes further and
notes that “both come to the island with a childtlanay have been “banished because of their
interest in supernatural powers” (Moncrief 121)en@vieve Guenther observes that the torments
Sycorax “inflicted on Ariel for his refusal to perim her commands...are reproduced in the
torments that Prospero inflicts on Caliban forrefsisal, or, rather, for his mere reluctance to
perform his commands” (Guenther 96). What is mbogh raise their only children as single
parents since she lacks a husband and he a wife.

But as the excerpt above shows, the former aneépteslers of the island are shockingly
similar in their willingness to use trees for v@articular (and some might say nefarious)
purposes. For Prospero, at best, the tree isantatisince he destroyed or at least maimed the
tree to get Ariel out. But he is quite clear thatis willing to split open another tree just to
punish poor Ariel and prove a point. Another natetwy detail is the phrase “knotty entrails”,
which immediately reminds one of guts and orgdnsother words, in almost the same breath
that Prospero speaks about destroying and harmeéeg,the also characterizes them in a manner
that emphasizes their very vitality and kinshimtber living creatures.

As discussed briefly in the first chapter, anciéneek originally had no word for matter,

so Aristotle adapted “hyle” (i.e., wood) to signtfye substance that composes all known entities
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in the universe. Prospero’s odd phrasing at tmsture is reminiscent dthe Winter’'s Tale’s
propensity to figure people as plants, except ttexdree is more like a person, thus sharing the
same imaginative space with Spenser’s FradubithenFaerie Queene a man with the outward
form of a tree (Book I, canto ii). But Fradubidtse human nature became clear the moment
Redcrosse “pluckt a bough”, and out of the “rigeth came small drops of gory bloud” (1.ii.30).
While Fradubio’s own insides belie his treenesgk®bpeare creates a fictive world where even
intestines are made of wood. Indeed, throughtwet Tempedhere is a noticeable absence of
blood; instead, everything seems to revolve arovood. In that respect, liKEhe Winter’s
Tale The Tempeshay serve as a precursor to hylozoism’s severttazmttury revival.

As one might surmise from the exchange with AfRehspero, more than anyone, uses
trees to enact his revenge. Alonso, Antonio, Sebgsand Gonzalo are kept “prisoners” in a
“lime-grove” (V.i.9-10) and Stefano, Trinculo, a@liban fall prey to his plan to “hang
[clothes] on this lime” (1V.i.194). Incidentall¥he “lime-grove” is specifically mentioned as
what protects his abode from the elements (V.istOjf serves an important dual purpose. In
Wooden Os: Shakespeare’s Theaters and England, Weeblardizzi writes that even King
Alonso and his courtiers are like “wooden chessgsehat Prospero...move[s] around the island
in spiteful sport” (Nardizzi 130). For many of #eeinstances it is unclear why trees are
necessary to accomplish Prospero’s goals (espewbkn he has greater magic at his disposal).
Nevertheless, using trees becomes the default mamkrandi. Though Prospero’s books and
cloak are the most recognizable sources of hisenagies arguably constitute his chief tools and
props, if only for practical reasons.

Prospero’s staff, for one thing, is of the utmosportance. He says to Ferdinand, “for |

can here disarm thee with this stick / and makeatbgpon drop” (1.ii.476-7). Ferdinand resists,

132



but to no avail because Prospero has his wand ehvigiprobably a fairly ordinary piece of
wood (a whittled down tree, if you will). Not ontoes Prospero use wood for day-to-day
activities, it also played a pivotal role in terofshis salvation. As he explains to Miranda the
tale of their exile, he recounts:

Prospero: So dear the love my people bore mesetor

A mark so bloody on the business, but

With colours fairer painted their foul ends.

In few, they hurried us aboard a bark,

Bore us some leagues to sea; where they prepared

A rotten carcass of a boat, not rigged. (l.ii. B)1-
Prospero emphasizes that blood absolutely coultb@atvolved in this “business.” Interesting,
then, that to solve the problem of what to do MAtbspero and Miranda, the exiled individuals
become creatures fit for a “bark” — a homograpthefouter skin of a tree. Boats are made from
trees and even the word “aboard” is relevant satgmologically it comes from being literally
on a board. Similar to “knotty entrails”, Prospsrphrasing in “the rotten carcass of a boat”
gets to the heart of the matter: the boat is #essdody of a once living tree. Of course, the

word “carcass” seems more suitable for describaragl kill, but here Prospero (when describing

their most vulnerable moment) appears to comprehdlydwhat the wooden boards represent.

Prospero’s Hierarchies

Although Prospero at times seems to go out of kg to characterize trees as living (if
not breathing) organisms, the relationship betwaenans and trees is hardly symbiotic. With
the consumption of wood for boats, tools, barfetgrds, boxes, etc. comes deforestation. In
other words, our mere existence accompanies thtea dé&rees. This inevitable reality creates a
rather jarring and ironic effect at the point whtre protagonist explicitly and consistently

likens himself to a tree. Early on, we learn tRedspero’s “princely trunk” was suffocated by

133



his brother’s “ivy” (1.ii.86). The bitterness amlisgust are palpable in Prospero’s tone and word
choice: “Now he was / the ivy which had hid myngely trunk / and sucked my verdure out
on't” (1.ii.85-7).>°

In essence, Antonio sucked the vitality and powerad Prospero by being a parasitic
plant — again, this is not a symbiotic relationsthiat is being depicted. This particular plant has
considerable strength; buildings can be damagedeifgrown by ivy. But putting aside ivy’s
remarkable propensity to grow and spread, it idevi that, from Prospero’s point of view, not
all plants should be regarded as equal. Prosperas®ning seems to be something along the
lines of the vine (which, to be fair, could potatiyi belong to a poisonous variety) obscures the
splendor of the majestic tree (with obvious ovegwof the noble and rightful lineages within a
family tree). To expropriate a line from Georgev@li’s Animal Farm Prospero’s outlook can
be described thusly: “All plants are equal, buhe@lants are more equal than others.” Indeed,
the most “equal” of all would look something likerejestic genealogical tree with different
monarchs representing new outgrowths (Fig. 12).

| should note that although ivies may appear pacasi the untrained eye, this is not
strictly speaking true. Ivy growing on a trunk natkill a tree; the plant merely uses the trunk
as a ladder and for support. Because bark isinomgltissue, the ivy (which creeps up the bark)
does not invade the tree’s vascular system. Muogortantly, ivies have their own root systems
below the ground and are thus self-sufficient iwhibey receive nutrients and water. So

Prospero’s complaint stems, at worst, from a puoethyamental concern or, at best, from an

0 Compare the image Prospero creates to the ivyapears i Midsummer Night's Drearor The Comedy of
Errors. In the former, Titania’'s “ivy” charmingly enveles her beloved Bottom: “the female ivy so / egsithe
barky fingers of the elm. / O, how I love thee! wibdote on thee!” (IV.i.40-2). In the latter cagedriana informs
the Antipholus she believes to be her spouse, “tiban elm, my husband, | a vine, / whose weakfiglssarried

to thy stronger state” (11.ii.174-5). By coincid=) in these two particular examples Shakespeanmiees ivy (and
likens men to elms in particular); of course, agsoty ivy with the supposedly weaker sex arguaugentuates the
stateliness and strength of trees.
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objection to having to “compete” with another litem and share the resources needed to

flourish (e.g., water, sunlight).

Figure 12. Detail of the genealogy of Edward IVteees sprouting from Edward | and Peter of Cadtilen the
Typological life and genealogy of Edward (&/ 1470).

The notion of a vegetal hierarchy is writ largelime TempestTo be sure, other
Shakespeare plays hint at such an idea, or in semse imply it by focusing on the benefits that
plants can provide to man (with some plants inddyigroviding more advantages than others).
For example, after going insane, Ophelia famouatjirees some of the traditional uses and
symbolic meanings of common herbs and flowers. thed there are well-known moments like
the garden scene Richard llwhere a well-tended orchard becomes a metaphdnédnealth
and stability of a political state. Blihe Tempediffers us something different; plants become
integral to Prospero’s conception of self and loisaern with order and hierarchy.

Immediately after the ivy-trunk-verdure line, Prespcontinues with the plant analogy:
“and executing the outward face of royalty / withpeierogative, hence his ambition growing”

(1.i1.104-5). Without question, Prospero thinkshiotanical terms, which presents a similar
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situation to what we saw iMacbethwhere all who stood squarely against Macbeth adi/L
Macbeth perceived the world through green-cololadsgs. But Prospero is very particular in
what he considers “good” vegetative growth — add hot simply mean that he prefers some
plants over others (although that is an importantdr). Specifically, he favors movement in an
upward direction, i.e., towards the sky. Growtlwards in a horizontal direction is not depicted
in a favorable light. To be sure, ivy can and dgesv up by climbing walls or trees, but it
cannot do so alone; the plant needs a crutch teptet from growing horizontally.

From a broader perspective, Prospero’s attitudeseraing exploitation and
hierarchy/order are very much in keeping with Wiestghilosophical tradition and biblical
themes. Regarding the former, no less an authibwdty Plato attempted to legitimize a top-to-
bottom hierarchy by grounding or rooting “the hunpdant in the eidetic ether” —i.e., the realm
of Ideas (Vegetal 470-2):

At the inception of Western metaphysis in Platbsught, a dire

attempt is made to harness the plant for the pegposjustifying

the unique theo-ontologial status of the humane Highest kind

of soul is housed, as Plato state§imaeus “at the top of our

body”, elevating us to the position “not [of] arrikdy but [of] a

heavenly plant — up from the earth towards our teddn the

heaven.” The root of the human plant is to be bbuagt in the

ground below its feet — since this would resultamfusion with

the earthly plants that, etymologically, connotmsthing driven

in, if not pushed into the ground, with the feggaftare — but in

the sky...which bestows upon us our humanity. “E@ by

suspending our head and root from whence the sudesta our

soul first came that the divine power keeps uprahtwhole

body.” (Vegetal 470)
As the play progresses, it becomes clear that Brosqubscribes to this “inversion of earthly
perspective” (Vegetal 471). Even putting asideftoe that, as Duke of Milan, Prospero spent

his days philosophizing and pursuing a life of thi@d (and could in no respect have been

described as grounded), we see that post-ouststilleppears bent on reaching the empyrean.
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In addition to his magic and books, Prospero coegphimself to the tallest living organisms on
earth (with branches extending upwards into thg.skjeanwhile, Prospero spends an
inordinate amount of time lowering other peopléh® ground by casting spells that cause them
to lay asleep stiff as a board — an action analsgowhopping down trees and converting them
into horizontal logs.

In terms of Christian theology, we find that thét&lity of plants is accepted but the
hierarchical view of life is continued” (Hall 8As Matthew Hall explains ilants as Persons:
A Philosophical Botany‘the predominant Western relationships with pdaante instrumental and
hierarchical, and the drive toward separation sebdaupon the systematic devaluation of the
lowliest parts of the hierarchy” (Hall 9). Hallewen more forthright than Marder in ascribing
ethical consequences to what is fundamentally spestilogic: “These are the processes that
deny moral consideration to plants... In biblicalufgbt, as well as in Plato and Aristotle,
hierarchies are built around the issue of use avdnce...There is a tension here between the
recognition of plants as living beings and the nieekill plants on a daily basis to survive.
Rather than acknowledge this killing, and face fidsdimits to human action, these hierarchies
suppress it” (Hall 8-9).

This “logic of domination” essentially allows Ppeso to have his tree, and cut it too —
i.e., reap the symbolic value of trees while mamiay the “instrumental mode of human-plant
relationships” (Hall 8). This kind of tension igigent throughout the bible, but even when trees
are used in a purely symbolic (as opposed to imstnial) manner, the trappings of hierarchy
and dominion persist. For instance, the well-kngarable of the trees in the Book of Judges
typifies the hierarchical mindset and shows howlg#sxtends beyond the human:

The trees went foorth to anoynt a King ouer thema, sayde vnto
the oliue tree, Reigne thou ouer vs. But the dlige said vnto
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them, Should | leaue my fatnes, wherewith by mg tieour God

and man, and go to aduance me aboue ye trees?tiiéhres

sayde to the fig tree, Come thou, and be King waerBut the fig

tree answered them, Should | forsake my sweetenasdeny

good fruite, and goe to aduance me aboue the tréksf sayd the

trees vnto the Vine, Come thou, and be king ouerBig the Vine

sayde vnto them, Should | leaue my wine, wherethehre God

and man, and goe to aduance me aboue the trees?said all the

trees vnto the bramble, Come thou, and reigne wieAnd the

bramble said vnto the trees, If ye will in deedeyart me King

ouer you, come, and put your trust vnder my shadawe if not,

the fire shall come out of the bramble, and constireeCedars of

Lebanon. (Judges 9)
This is not a condemnation of rulership in gendrat,rather a warning that certain lowly plants
(i.e., the bramble or thorn bush) would seek tdrdgsnore majestic exemplars (e.g., the cedar)
if given power. Another important lesson of thegde is that each tree has its own place and
function in the world (an appealing and reasonal@de/point to the hierarchy-obsessed
Elizabethans).

With respect to the issue of exploitation, it coraeso surprise that after Adam and

Eve’s expulsion from Eden, the bible displays dairreagerness towards converting the earth’s
trees into wooden commodities — an outlook sadkeieping with man’s fall from grace and
detachment from the prelapsarian world and its exsigton living in harmony with nature.
After the fall, we find God frequently commandinggple to make things with trees such as
when God commands Noah, “make thee an Arke of ppaes” (Genesis 6:14) or when he
commands Moses to build a tabernacle using shittbmd (Exodus 25:10). In truth, it does not
take long for trees to become a resource (certaimlgssential and valued one, but a resource to
be exploited nonetheless) and the specificity imedlfrequently borders on fetishization (e.g., “I

must havex type of wood to creatgproduct). In the case of “shittim” (referringdoacia trees

that grow on Mount Sinai), its close-grained orabgavn wood was “well adapted for cabinet
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work” (Peloubet 217). Given that Prospero assuangadlike role in the play (an observation
countless scholars have made), it is easy to sgeherhas this mentality involving dominion

over trees. After all, these dnes resources and Prospero will do with them agléases.

Deforestation

Prospero’s rhetoric presents a cognitive dissonahserts. On the one hand, he speaks
of himself as a tree and he refers to trees anddnhé itself as living breathing creatures not
unlike human beings (“veins o’ the earth” (l.ii.9h6Yet, as the image of overgrown ivy
suggests, things are not as they should be in Bro'spvorld. For starters, although Prospero
compares himself as a tree, he does not explgiHl out the ramifications of that comparison.
As | alluded to before, Prospero is not so muctrank” but an important branch of a family
tree. By foregoing his duties, Prospero stuntedre’s growth and nearly prevented his own
branch and buds from flourishing. In addition te failings as a ruler when he lived in Milan,
there are other troubling aspects about the proiatj® behavior and it is not always clear if an
audience member’s first reaction would be to fgetgathy towards Prospero considering his
harsh treatment of Caliban and Ariel. More gengrawould argue that much of his rhetoric
about trees — which implies that these statelyrusgas possess an inherent nobility — fails to
match his actions.

How, then, do we make sense of Prospero’s reldtiprie the natural resources on which
he most depends? Prospero is ostensibly at theyroétrees since he needs them for
everything from staying warm to ensnaring his witi And yet, trees are constantly being
chopped down to satisfy Prospero’s every whimalltikelihood, there is no straightforward

answer; rather, the relationship that charactkesHrospero have to trees belongs to a long
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tradition with respect to the “role of forests hretcultural imagination of the west” (Chaudhuri
74). As Robert Pogue Harrison arguefanests: The Shadow of CivilizatiotWestern
civilization has defined itself through a complexdaoften contradictory relationship to forests”
(Chaudhuri 74). That said, the complete lack ofoeon for the probable rampant deforestation
that would have resulted due to Prospero’s actiansbe read as part of current and pervasive
problems that would have registered with at leastessmembers of Shakespeare’s audience.
(Incidentally, 1 do not think we should be quickdismiss concomitant references to the island
being bare or barren and the repeated portraydisibér as mere coincidenceThe Tempess,
after all, one of plays in the Shakespearean c#mairiends itself most readily to historicist
readings. But as important as it is to considertifiuence of William Strachey§rue
Reportoryon the play or the implications of Trinculo’s “debndian”/“doit” remark, it is also
important to look at what was happening on the gdou

As discussed in the introductory chapter, it wdasddmyopic to assume that individuals
living in early modern England had no regard fa thte of trees. Michael Drayton addressed
the issue of deforestation directly and “with buatistfulness and concern” (Environmental
Degradation 17). IRoly-Olbion(1613), the poet repeatedly “laments over the arafelling of
ancient woods” — particularly in Songs 3 and 1'Ad & his last work, “The Muses Elizium”
(1630), Drayton “figures himself as a Satyre, blaatfrom...England owing to deforestation
(Sullivan 296). Meanwhile, John Evelyr8&ylva(1662) sought to “reverse the loss of woodland
by encouraging reforestation and protective leg@td (Environmental Degradation 17).
Evelyn writes that “men should perpetually be Riagitand warns against “continu[ing] to
destroy our Woods, without this providential Plagti..great Discretion, and Regard of the

Future” (Sylva 207). Arthur Standishlfie Common Complaint of the Generall Destruction of
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the Waste of Woods in this Kingd¢hé11) — which was written around the same timé&lees
Tempest imagines a “dire eco-political collapse” for Bagd (“no wood no Kingdome”)
(Nardizzi 113). Standish “fears that England wilffer an unbearable catastrophe without an
intensive program of planting trees” (Nardizzi 113hese are but a few of the most well-known
examples, but they provide a good sense of whylachbave concluded that “early modern
Englishmen and women could and did see the disagpea of England’s forests as a threat to
their society’s well-being and as the loss of a whlfe” (Environmental Degradation 17).

We also need to remember that, if anything, indigid in this era were more intimately
acquainted with trees than most of us could evpeho be. As a resource, wood was an
inescapable part of people’s lives. Giobal Interactions in the Early Modern Agéharles
Parker illustrates how essential wood was to gleets of life in early modern Europe. That a
family might need to devote ten percent of its meato wood alone is hardly surprising
considering that Europe was in the midst of théd.ice Age (Parker 163). In that sense, the
inordinate amount of attention paid to procuringeamingly never-ending supply of firewood in
this play is perhaps simply a reflection of theitgaf life at this time. Parker explains thahy*
the end of the seventeenth century...the overcudtirigrests without any policy for replanting
led to severe deforestation in many parts of Eurdffeods occupied no more than ten percent
of England and Wales, twelve percent of Ireland lass than ten percent of Scotland...Even in
areas where deforestation had not produced a gfeoittae perception of scarcity gripped
societies. Scholars have determined that whestfameage goes below twenty percent of a
region’s land area, the perception emerges amoogi@éhat a timber crisis exists” (Parker 162).
He goes on to explain how “the timber shortage grepied European political and economic

elites throughout the early modern period” (Pad&2).
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Clearly, day-to-day necessities were one cruceheht of the reliance on wood, but at
the “higher levels of governmental and private ficial enterprise, the construction of ships for
navies and other marine vessels required an eglireoy amount of timber” (Parker 163).
Approximately 3,500 trees went into “the constroctof one large warship” (Parker 163). This
astonishing amount is only compounded by the featt $hakespeare is writing during an era of
exploration when England, Spain, Portugal, Fraand,the Netherlands owned large navies
(Parker 163). Parker details many of the othessts on the wood supply (e.g., increasing
industrial demand for energy) that came into pkay,the end result is hardly surprising (though
oddly resonant witihe Tempekt “The need for fuelwood and timber gave Europelges
added reason to support overseas exploration, randrg deforestation made it all the more
necessary to acquire new sources of lumber inalg modern world” (Parker 163). This is not
to say that we should view Prospero as an exp(taealone some kind of fortune seeker), but
there is every reason to view the play’s fascimatuith trees, and specifically trees on a remote
unknown island that can provide timber, as emergingof this specific historical context. Or,
as Nardizzi puts it, “scant scholarly consideratias been paid to the deforestingroe
Tempest'svoodlands” despite every indication that “Calilmhburden...signals the extensive

reach of lumber in and beyond the virtual worldSblkespeare’s play”’ (Nardizzi 113).

Caliban and Conservation

As Duke of Milan, Prospero repeatedly failed tosider practical matters, but on the
island Prospero needs wood for survival; as sugbessively orders Caliban to procure more
firewood. On one level, Prospero’s power over retsi never truly up for debate; Miranda’s

first words — a humble yet extraordinary requeaptly puts the matter in perspective: “If by
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your art, my dearest father, you have / put the wiaters in this roar, allay them” (l.ii.1-2). The
first description we have of Prospero informs & this is a man who ostensibly controls nature
(an astonishing proposition for a mere mortal'ut Bis interactions with Caliban — the main
source of his wood — paint a different picture.likmthe airy sprite Ariel, Caliban is not too
good for “earthy...commands” (.ii.275):

Prospero: But, as ‘tis,

We cannot miss him; he does make our fire,

Fetch in our wood and serves in offices

That profit us. What, ho! Slave! Caliban!

Thou earth, thou! Speak.

Caliban: [Within] There’s wood enough within.

Prospero: Come forth, | say! (i.ii.313-19)
If trees are the island’s chief natural resoursentperhaps Caliban’s response is conservationist
in nature; in other words, he informs Prospero thay have enough wood and should stop
cutting down more trees for nothing. If Calibarthe “earth” (as Prospero refers to him), then
he would have a vested interest in preserving ffigpong, in this case the plants that spring up
from the ground. Another possible explanationhef apparent difference in how Caliban and
Prospero treat the land is that Caliban — as &enathabitant — views the island’s forests as
something to preserve for future generations (& d¢hse the denizens whom Caliban would have
“peopled...this isle with” (1.ii.354)), while Prosper a colonial transplant and transient — sees
natural resources as something to maximize inhbe serm.

While the notion of “conservation” might seem distly modern, the movement has

strong roots in biblical tradition and, indeed, vea®levant idea for managing and stewarding

the land in Shakespeare’s day with no less an adedbhan James |. As Edward Berry explains

in Shakespeare and the Hudames | “can be called an early conservatiorigt.enlarged the
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forests and parks of England, protected and ineceti®e wildlife, even sometimes in opposition
to his own officers, for whom the collection of eswes through timber was the highest priority.
As is true of some modern hunters, however, hisipagor environmentalism derived from the
simple desire to kill...For him, forests existed éov& the recreation of the king” (Berry 208).
With respect to how this social context relate$ihe TempesBerry argues that

“Shakespeare’s play... hints towards a more modeitnde” (Berry 208). He explains:

To release Ariel to the air and Caliban to hisndlés to give up a

coercive power over elemental nature, to recogitézewn

autonomy. This is not to sentimentalize naturepfath Ariel and

Caliban can only be left to their own devices ft Ia their own

sphere; in society, both must be controlled. Nwegithe gesture

towards release sentimentalize Prospero of the plag release is

hard earned, reluctant, and like the play’s otlogretfiul gestures

towards a “brave new world”, carries with it a skieigm born of

tragic experienceThe Tempedhus participates in the Jacobean

culture of the hunt...[and] crystallizes in a singlewerful symbol

Shakespeare’s continuing preoccupation with thieerae of the

hunt. It situates Prospero’s furious chase otcthrespirators within

a long tradition of thought linking the originstbie hunt with the

origins of tyranny. (Berry 208)
Although | would agree thdthe Tempesltoes reveal a “more modern attitude”, | am striogk
Berry’s observation that “in society, both [ArieigaCaliban] must be controlled.” Berry does
not draw the obvious link between timber (and theesponding revenue it brings in) and
society — in other words, civilized society virtlyaby definition entails a massive consumption
of resources. | say “virtually” because one caerdision a future where man has learned to
control or mitigate the harms of widespread condionpwhether by creating solely
biodegradable and nontoxic materials or recyclveyghing we use. But for now, civilization
as we know it involves the constant depletion efélrth’s myriad resources. As Freud writes in

Civilization and Its Discontentéwe recognize, then, that countries have attambdjh level of

civilization if we find that in them everything wdh can assist in the exploitation of the earth by
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man...everything, in short, which is of use to himaitended to and effectively carried out”
(Freud 76).

| would argue thaThe Tempedeaves us little choice but to conclude that samedike
Caliban can “only be left to [his] own devices"taé point where timber is no longer needed.
However, | am not convinced, as Berry seems tdHae the gathering of timber links the play to
the Jacobean culture of the hunt. In his zeatso@ate Prospero with violence and tyranny
(especially over the likes of Caliban) Berry makasither untenable leap. While |
wholeheartedly agree thihe Tempedirings to mind concerns over conservation, | am no
convinced that such concerns would resonate wabkehvho view conservation only through the
lens of hunting animals — which is what Berry daas] understandably so since even today
many conservation arguments are framed in ternrsssthinable yield and population
management (both euphemisms for a quota of anitmdis killed). But are Prospero’s elaborate
revenge plans truly a “furious chase” analogousiéoviolence of the hunt? If anything,
Prospero is the one being hunted (however inepthGaliban, Stefano, and Trinculo. His
wicked brother too was “hunting” him prior to thaster. Simply put, Prospero is not the King
James off he Tempeshe does not appear to have any interest in coasen (e.g., enlarging
forests), nor does he furiously chase others (vetether or mem) The play instead presents us
with a broader understanding of conservation —tbhaetakes into account the most fundamental

resource at stakethe land itself.

1 We cannot even affirmatively state that Prospechestrated the outsiders’ arrival on the islatiey were
traveling from the marriage of Alonso’s daughtéagttis the occasion for setting sail and why theyereven in the
vicinity at all. Yes, Prospero concocts the stdinat brings their ship ashore, but then he doesmotuch chase
the castaways as manipulate and confuse themumaer of ways.

145



Caliban’s Ties to the Land that Binds Him: Powend Hierarchy

Whatever one makes of Caliban’s moral charactest meaders would likely come away
with the sense that he genuinely loves the landagmee that he is at his most eloquent when
discussing it:

Caliban: | must eat my dinner.

This island’s mine, by Sycorax my mother,

Which thou takest from me. When thou camest first,
Thou strokedst me and madest much of me, wouldstrgie
Water with berries in’t, and teach me how

To name the bigger light, and how the less,

That burn by day and night: And then | loved thee
And showed thee all the qualities o’ the isle,

The fresh springs, brine-pits, barren place antider
Cursed be | that did so! All the charms

Of Sycorax, toads, beetles, bats, light on you!

For | am all the subjects that you have,

Which first was mine own king: And here you sty me
In this hard rock, whiles you do keep from me

The rest o’ the island. (1.ii.334-46)

The passage is powerful and touching in part becewscan easily understand Caliban’s point
of view. He wants to protect his island and hesffa persuasive claim for why it should be
regarded as his. But these lines are not eveh&as most poetic and eloquent statement about
the island. That honor goes to the oft-quotedsline says to Stephano and Trinculo:

Caliban: Be not afeard; the isle is full of noises

Sounds and sweet airs, that give delight and hairt n

Sometimes a thousand twangling instruments

Will hum about mine ears, and sometime voices

That, if | then had waked after long sleep,

Will make me sleep again: and then, in dreaming,

The clouds methought would open and show riches

Ready to drop upon me that, when | waked,

| cried to dream again. (111.ii.130-8)
Evidently, Caliban is able to see the island’s Iipao matter the circumstance. He derives

pleasure and joy from the berries and springshbwgven appreciates those eerie and magical
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noises — instruments and voices — that Prospera laage hand in generating. Julia Reinhard
Lupton even goes so far as to say that Calibaangjtie in his ability to apprehend the island’s
beauties” and is therefore “at one with the isla(Cieature 18). Caliban clearly has much to
show and offer, but, in his view, Prospero takesathge of his goodwill and confines him to a
“hard rock” while enjoying the abundance on thestref the island.”

Continuing with this idea of a hierarchy of pla(gemething that is not a prominent
feature of the other plays examined in this disdien), as one would expect, Caliban is typically
associated with small plants that are close tgtband (e.qg., berries) in order to underscore his
lowly and servile position. Caliban clearly haffidulty escaping from this bottom-dweller
mentality as evidenced by his futile attempt atiese when he wishes for “all the
infections...from bogs, fens, flats” to fall on Presp (i.e., the tree) (1l.ii.1).

Incidentally, he makes that curse immediately adtgering with a “burden of wood”
(stage direction) and, of course, it is his burddierally and metaphorically on multiple levels.
But, like others before him, Caliban eventuallygegves a way to turn that very burden into a
tool for revenge against his oppressor:

Caliban: Why, as | told thee, ‘tis a custom witih
I th’ afternoon to sleep: There thou mayst braiim,
Having first seized his books, or with a log
Batter his skull, or paunch him with a stake,
Or cut his wezand with thy knife. Remember
First to possess his books; for without them
He’s but a sot, as | am, nor hath not
One spirit to command: They all do hate him
As rootedly as I. Burn but his books. (I11.ii.8®)
Put simply, trees are associated with dominancesardgth. Those who have power are in a

position to wield scepter-like branches (or stafsthe case may be) and, more generally, to

utilize these towering organisms to their advantaQace Caliban, who was previously likened
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to shrubs, berries, and bogs (but remains “rootddiye-filled), gains confidence from enticing
Stefano to kill Prospero, he gleefully suggesty thee a “log [to] batter his skull” or “paunch

him with a stake” (l11.ii.84-5). Caliban’s violemutburst is noteworthy because — whether
consciously or not — he is attempting to a) partte in the play’s established discourse of power
and b) behave like the other “civilized” individgah this play who use trees as tools.

Seeing Caliban strive to be something more thawéylslave but fail miserably is rather
poignant — or at least it would be if his motivesrernot so sinister. After all, it is one thing to
feel anger at Prospero, quite another to plotlitdkn. Nevertheless, although the moment
above regarding cold-blooded murder is one of sg\veghlighting Caliban’s failure to speak
politely (he famously laments that he learned howurse and use foul language), his real
failure is in his plans for ambition and power, elinare thrown out the window after Stefano
and Trinculo arrive:

Caliban: I'll show thee every fertile inch o’thiand...

I'll show thee the best springs; I'll pluck theerbes;

I'll fish for thee, and get thee wood enough.

A plague upon the tyrant that | serve!

I'll bear him no more sticks...

Let me bring thee where crabs grow,

And | with my long nails will dig thee-pig-nuts

Show thee a jay’s nest, and instruct thee how

To snare the nimble marmoset. I'll bring thee

To clustering filberts, and sometimes I'll get thee

Young seamews from the rock. (11.ii.140-164)
Caliban seems hopelessly destined to repeat the pllBough he is at his most poetic when
speaking about the island, the earth is tied tehiservience. The instant he becomes willing to

proffer natural resources, he gets taken advartbgea causal relationship Caliban appears

unable to grasp.
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As close as Caliban is to the land and its boumdy (nlike the closeness we saw with
Timon once he absconds to the forest and leavesiZed” society), the other characters refuse
to let Caliban bask in his “plantness.” Thererameated attempts to emphasize Caliban’s
grossness and invariably these attempts evoke mhamt@gology. For instance, Stefano asks,
“how cam’st thou to be the siege of this moon-calfan he vent Trinculos?” (I1.ii.100). “Moon
calf” refers to a deformed creature or to a misage due to the moon’s influence (menstruation
has traditionally been linked to the moon’s cycl&he comment also alludes to excrement in
keeping with this focus on the grossness of the/lfad opposed to the stately grandeur
represented by the “princely tree”). Prospero eciigj Caliban to similar attacks, which makes
sense since the two are in direct competition aadiaals of sorts (let us not forget that each has
a claim to the island). Prospero wants to pushb@alaway from nature and towards the
mammalian: “For this, be sure, tonight thou shalte cramps, / side-stitches that shall pen thy
breath up.” (1.ii.328-9). References to Calibarnihg cramps are not about emasculating him
per se, but about reminding him how far removedlaia biology is from the plants and soil he

loves so dearly.

“I will supplant”: The Victors and the Vanquished

In Timon the word “bountiful” proved integral to understiamg the core of the play’s
problem (and iMacbeth “un” helps us to unpack meaning), bufline Tempesthe verb to
“supplant” becomes key. As discussed above,nbtsa stretch to claim that Prospero succeeds
in supplanting Caliban in terms of owning the islaamd having dominion over its natural
resources. Of course, one need not look everfah#d perceive the verb’s significance; on the

most basic level, the conflict stems from one maesire to supplant another. Considering the
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importance of trees, the emphasis on the secotabsyfits well within the context, and, indeed,
one of the meanings of “supplant” (which Shakespeaes) is to root out, or uproot a plant.
When Sebastian says, “I remember youddigplant your brother Prospero” (11.i.266), thefpre
carries extra weight because it functions like il@pi¢e connected to the word plant, thus
reminding us of the ivy that eclipses the treee Way the term is used clearly denotes
competition, like one organism trying to best thieen. Indeed, the scenario that “supplanting”
entails evokes Timon'’s rant against animals fongdiackstabbing and predatory by nature. As
we recall, he railed against the competition inhene the animal kingdom — a kingdom that
includes man.

As Lakoff and Johnson explain, cultural values rfestithemselves according to
consistent metaphoric patterns (Lakoff 22). Moexpmetaphors provide a crucial service by
converting abstract and complex ideas into a monepecehensible and tangible format. As the
authors explain, “metaphorical concept[s]...structuhat we do and how we understand what
we are doing” (Lakoff 5). It is difficult to image, for instance, discussing any kind of social
hierarchy without utilizing up versus down spatiation metaphors to elucidate the
significations behind such a concept. For manig, o doubt difficult to extricate the notion of
a “hierarchy” from actual or imagined physical spée.g., Plato’s inverted human-plant rooted
in the sky). To understand hierarchies, we typiaatagine certain individuals or objects as
being above/superior while others are below/inferias the following examples indicate,
Shakespeare makes great use of spatial occupateyria of depicting winners and losers:

Ariel: | told you, sir, they were red-hot with dking,
...[and] beat the ground
For kissing of their feet — yet always bending

Towards their project. (IV.i.171-5)

Caliban: [Enter Trinculo] Lo, now, lo!
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Here comes a spirit of his, and to torment me
For bringing wood in slowly. I'll fall flat;
Perchance he will not mind me. (11.ii.14-7)

Caliban: |thy Caliban
For aye thy foot-licker. (IV.i.217-8)

Caliban: We shall lose our time,

And all be turned to barnacles, or to apes

With foreheads villainous low. (1V.i.244-6)
One hardly needs to be a cognitive linguist toizeahat the villainous characters always appear
to be stooping downwards. Even the repetitiotiaifis not a coincidence; from an aural
perspective, this monosyllable functions like a omend to make the speaker low, which is
exactly what Caliban does, i.e., he lowers himethe ground. Of course, the final example
touches upon the distinct but related notion ofesgjon, painting a picture of being lower down
the food chain, but also tlseala naturae It would appear that Shakespeare fully buys ihéo
metaphorical relationship between “lowness” andadeiment. As such, lowering one’s self
must be damaging if the alternative is to appestebkt and majestic. And, as we see in Caliban’s
statement, animals are outright rejected too. @amape is not good enough. Whereas one
might assume that certain animals might “make tt& this theory does not bear out. Prospero
is uninterested in comparing himself to animalssiach metaphors would fail to capture the type
of organism he aspires to be.

If lowness is understood to be bad, then surelygtband must constitute a negative
space? But as with the ivy/tree analogy, therease behind the logic at work than initially
meets the eye. The ground is where life startsemad; a seed can sprout from the dirt as easily
as a human can be buried beneath the soil. Oteptire magnitude and variety of vegetation on

earth, coupled with mankind’s dependence on agtieil ensures that the ground’s distinction

as a site of potentiality and regeneration rems@tsire. Caliban, not surprisingly, is best able to
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capture the inherent liminal/ambiguous nature efglound, emphasizing that the island
contains both “barren place and fertile.” Butfé lboth starts and ends there, then the desire to
“beat the ground” makes perfect sense, i.e., teeaeha kind of victory by rising from and above
it. The lowness described in the quotations ale®wet so much a condemnation of the ground,
but rather an attempt to present a sharp contvdbethighness associated with trees (whose
importance cannot be underestimated in this pl&f)course, as | have tried to suggest, the
efficacy of the metaphor is undermined insofar @xspero keeps felling trees for timber. Put
differently, the visual concept/sign (a prototypitae) becomes diluted at the point where all
that the audience sees on stage are inert logddsiseof their former selves). But the point still
stands that the ground is distinct from lownesshbse the latter involves intentional physical
movement — e.g., bending, stooping, falling, lytdayvn. The criticism, then, is of the action, not

of the ground itself.

The Island

The only actual manifestation of physical groundlre Tempess the island? Early on
in the play, it becomes evident that the islandcWwhtrospero, Miranda, and Caliban inhabit is
anything but normal. Arguably the oddest aspethefenvironment is the population of
invisible spirits that are at Prospero’s beck aaldl d_ess striking, though equally mysterious, is
the landscape itself. What precisely does thisrahsetting look like? Prospero remarks that
they live on a “bare island.” Gonzalo deems thenecy to be green and lush, while Sebastian
and Antonio claim the island is tawny and aridill 8ther times, the land is patently swampy.
While other characters describe the island asreltaerenor fertile, Caliban — the island’s sole

native inhabitant — appears to have the most tealiew; he does not idealize the island, but

%2 Chapter five examines the play’s representatidmgaund beneath the sea.
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recognizes the range of life and landforms thetittains. The only feature of the landscape not
up for debate is that there must be a large supithees given that timber is the island’s main
natural resource.

Still, for all the ambiguity, the prevailing viewpears to be that the island is mostly
barren (which begs the question, where are alirdes coming from?). Adrian says, this island
“seem|[s] to be desert” (11.i.35), which of coursmutd mean uninhabited, but also implies not
lush. Trinculo confirms this estimation, statifgete’s neither bush nor shrub to bear off any
weather at all” (111.i.18). The main character wilisputes this viewpoint is the kindhearted
Gonzalo whose estimation of the island is brimnvinidp praise:

Gonzalo: Here is everything advantageous to life...
How lush and lusty the grass looks! How green!

Antonio: The ground indeed is tawny.

Sebastian: With an eye of green in’t. (11.i.50-5)
“With an eye of green in't” accurately captures $iiteation; Gonzalo views the world with rose-
colored glasses and how the island appears toetim@dber is ultimately relative. But this is not
like the lack of specificity iTimon which also drew the audience’s attention to ttoeigd
level. The lowest stratum ilimonwas vague and marked by a general lack of descsigfo
anything, The Tempedtas too much specificity, resulting in conflictingcounts® There may
not be one “correct” version, but just as vegetatiomes in all colors and sizes, and landscapes
exist in a multitude of forms, so is the island simiply one thing — whether it be desert, dirt,
swamp, forest, or meadow. Of course, that the'pldgscriptions are self-contradictory reminds

us anew that the island is ultimately the stagespae whose very bareness allows it to function

%3 For a related discussion of how “indeterminacylisbrientation”, and “fluidity of location” lie “athe thematic
heart of the play”, see Daniel Braytoi8sakespeare’'s Ocean: An Ecocritical Explorat{Bnayton 171).
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as a locus of possibility. As Sidney Lee writesha Elizabethan stage, “the boards, which were
bare save for the occasional presence of rougleprep, were held to present adequate
semblance, as the play demanded, of a king’s throm, a chapel, a forest, a ship at sea, a
mountainous pass, a marketplace, a battlefield,arurchyard” (Lee 41). Given this chapter’s
interest in trees, | should note that this barerseesshat illuminates the wooden boards that
compose the platform — hence popular usage oftfttaeds” as a synecdoche for the
theater/stage (which gave rise to idioms like ‘tiiag the boards”). But despite (or perhaps
because of) the theater’s board-ness, there deesteebe a general “greening” of the play that
corresponds to the impending nuptidisWe learn that the marriage ceremony takes place o
this “grass-plot” (1V.i.73), “this short-grassedegin” (IV.i.83), and “this green land” (1V.i.130).
One can envision a green carpet being placed ostdige to indicate the fertile ground — an

appropriate symbol of the hope and renewal thairapanies love and marriage.

Gonzalo’s Golden Age
As we saw irMacbeth benevolent characters are conspicuously assdaitk plants:

Sebastian: | think [Gonzalo] will carry this isthhome in his
pocket and give it his son for an apple.

Antonio: And, sowing the kernels of it in the sbeng forth more
islands. (I1.i.87-91)

Just as it was fitting that Gonzalo saved ProspabMiranda by putting them in a “bark” and
sending the wood into the water, so is it hardiypssing that the wicked Antonio and Sebastian
should mock Gonzalo along lines that emphasizedngection to the earth. What is striking
about the image Antonio puts forth is that land lddaeget more land in such a seemingly

inhospitable environment as the middle of the océafe picture landmasses being eroded by

> In Act V, Prospero contrasts the “green sea” &“tizured vault” (V.i.43)
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the sea — not necessarily shrinking in size totec@able extent to the naked eye, but we have a
general sense that the borders of our terrain@rapt to encroach upon the ocean. Instead, we
perceive water’'s wearing away of the soil as areetqudl natural process.
Sebastian and Antonio are mocking Gonzalo becaesssshould go in the soil;

throwing them in the sea could prevent life fromosging or taking root. And yet, seeds being
carried by water is an important dispersal metiad allows new species to be introduced to
foreign lands. Plants have evolved highly effextiechanisms to aid specifically with this kind
of dispersal. Some seeds are lightweight to hélp buoyancy; others have waterproof coatings
to survive for long periods in salt water (featutfest again highlight the inanity of Gonzalo’s
“nutshell” jab in Act 1). So it is not quite agliculous of an idea as Sebastian and Antonio
would have the listener believe. But even thoumgy tidicule him, Gonzalo runs with this sense
of the fantastical and extends it to the utopian:

Gonzalo: Had | plantation of this isle, my lord, —

Antonio: He’ld sow't with nettle-seed.

Sebastian: Or docks, or mallows.

Gonzalo: In the commonwealth | would by contraries

Execute all things; for no kind of traffic

Would | admit; no name of magistrate;

Letters should not be known; riches, poverty,

And use of service, none; contract, succession,

Bourn, bound of land, tilth, vineyard, none;

No use of metal, corn, or wine, or oil;

All things in common nature should produce

Without sweat or endeavour: treason, felony,

Sword, pike, knife, gun, or need of any engine,

Would I not have; but nature should bring forth,

Of its own kind, all foison, all abundance,

To feed my innocent people.

| would with such perfection govern, sir,
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To excel the golden age. (l1.i.144-167)
Gonzalo’s vision is a state where nature flourishigsout cultivation. It is noteworthy that
Gonzalo does not dispute their claim that weedstlamch bushes would grow wildly (or prosper,
to put it less negatively). Granted, one couldiarthat Gonzalo is simply off in his own
chimerical world and therefore paying no heed &séscoundrels, but even so, we once again
see a clear example of the vegetative hierarcintonio and Sebastian’s words. Prospero
could just as easily have uttered a comparablenegieen his disdain for plants that do not
appear particularly useful for mankind. But in Galo’s utopia, perhaps “nettle seed”, “docks”,
and “mallows” have a place in the ecosystem (weshmvreason to assume otherwise). And for
all of Sebastian’s and Antonio’s derisive criticsof the social structure Gonzalo describes,
they have no such attacks on the idea of natulalrfdance” (for who could object to such a
notion?).

Gonzalo envisions a world marked by harmony, winatere is free from the tyranny of
man and vice versa. Man is no longer burdenedjbgudture or having to tend to vineyards —
both nature and man are free. This ideal is ceytéar removed from the reality of existence on
even this small island where tyranny and hard laberinescapable. One need not view
Prospero in a negative light to realize that tiecstire he has built is a far cry from the Golden
Age described by Ovid and other classical auth®erhaps no other character but Gonzalo
could get away with espousing such idealistic dseaindeed, his benevolent spirit and
compassion (evident in speeches like this) go g Veay towards redeeming him from his rather
inauspicious start where he appeared more clowheahwise. But after the storm subsides,
Gonzalo’s relationship to plants comes to the forgfas an unavoidable aspect of the character

and remains until the end (e.g., Ariel: “his teans down his beard like winter's drops / from

156



eaves of reeds.” (V.i.16-7)). This associatiofarsmore benign than Prospero’s connection to
plants where we see trees a) in danger of beiaggited by ivies, b) used to punish or for
sorcery, or c) signifying hierarchy and ambitidBonzalo’s presence offers a counterbalance by
reminding the reader that dense vegetation canlgimgicate a healthy vitality, rather than be a
cause for concern or indicative of struggle amongganisms, or a competition for resources.

Of course, the Golden Age myth should not be camnedlin isolation; rather, it falls
under the scope of the many cultural narrativesdbpict a sense of longing for a more pristine
epoch (now lost) when man lived in harmony withidlofauna, and yes, even the ground itself.
Chief among these stories in the Western Christeition is the Garden of Eden. After Adam
and Eve eat fruit from the Tree of Knowledge, GeltstAdam: “cursed is the earth for thy sake”
(Genesis 3:17), but as Evan Eisenberg astutelysmofighe Ecology of Ederithe same Hebrew
letters can be read to mean, ‘cursed is the groyritdy passing over.” In other words, the earth
is not cursed all at once, but by degrees — by nungancy” (Eisenberg xxii). This chipping
away begins the instant plants become resouraestoifacture a wide range of items never
needed before the fall.

| belabor this point to stress that this is not hroan’s relationship with trees always was
and is therefore relevant to how we view the charatattitudes towards plants in this play.
Gonzalo’s view hearkens back to the beginning edtton when God said, “Let the earth bud
forth the bud of the herbe, that seedeth seedruittll tree, which beareth fruite according to
his kinde, which hath his seede in it selfe vpanehrth: and it was so. And the earth brought
foorth the bud of the herbe, that seedeth seededing to his kind, also the tree that beareth
fruit, which hath his seed in it selfe accordindis kinde: and God saw that it was good”

(Genesis 1:11-12). This description of growth,mled with the fact that the Tree of Life and the
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Tree of Knowledge should be left alone, speaksmekias to what constitutes paradise —
namely, peaceful coexistence. In Eden, plantsi@es should mostly be left to their own
devices, propagating as is natural and accordirnigeio species, and man should avoid trees that
would spell destruction. But after the fall, ewhigg changes and plants become a seemingly
inexhaustible source of organic material to be hdawn and repurposed. This is the backdrop

that informs the play and presents a choice reggrdow one will interact with nature.

The Patient Log-man: Ferdinand

Gonzalo’s association with abundance and seedgitheaforth new life speaks to larger
concerns about regeneration and the land’s suttafol life (i.e., arability). But just as barren
soil is unproductive, the concept of “barenesséngs to human life as well — specifically to
reproduction. If the goal of human beings and @adall life on earth is to be “fruitful” and
“multiply”, as the Book of Genesis repeatedly enghbes, then it is no wonder that the union of
Ferdinand and Miranda should be explicitly compacethe plant kingdom. As expected, the
wedding masque focuses on thriving and abundantterietoric that sounds both like
Gonzalo’s description of the Golden Age and vegaté origin in Genesis (note that vines here
are beneficial): “Earth’s increase, foison pleritigarns and garners never empty, / vines and
clustering bunches growing, / plants with goodlytben bowing; / spring come to you at the
farthest / in the very end of harvest! / Scarcitg avant shall shun you; / Ceres’ blessing so is on
you” (IV.i.110-17). Equally important is Prospes@rning his soon to be son-in-law that the
“contract” will not “grow” (1V.i.19) if he “breaksher virgin-knot” before the wedding ceremony.
In such a case, Prospero tells Ferdinand, “baragei’ vould “bestrew / the union of your bed

with weeds” (1V.i.19-21).While the wordplay between marriage bed and seddsbebvious,
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less apparent is how barrenness goes hand in hémeveeds, which are notorious for
propagating quickly. Once again, Prospero buystimt hierarchy of plants; weeds are not
good enough. Like Hamlet chastising his motheisfmeading “compost on the weeds / to make
them ranker” (Ill.iv.142-3), Prospero cannot peveea world in which weeds are beneficial. His
attitude is likewise reminiscent of Perdita’s debaith Polixenes over whether some plants are
inherently inferior. For Prospero, the answerrisquivocally yes, and this outlook taints his
reason to the point where barrenness becomes liokegeeds.”

Prospero simply has to have his way and nowhdfreatsmore evident than in his
treatment of Ferdinand, whom he grooms to be Ma&ndusband. The manner in which Ariel
introduces the king’s son to us and to Prosperoadiately suggests there is something special
about him: “All but mariners / plunged in the foiagn brine and quit the vessel / then all afire
with me. The king’s son, Ferdinand, / with haistgring — then like reeds, not hair — / was the
first man that leaped” (1.ii.211-15). While “weédse undesirable, “reeds” — according to
Prospero’s formulaic understanding of plants —gméeso such problem. Reeds stand straight up
without any support, a fact that is only furtherpdrasized by Ariel’'s adjective, “upstaring” — in
other words, Ferdinand’s hair was standing extaigtit and talP®

The description of Ferdinand preparing to plunde the water — not knowing what
awaits on the other side — suggests a rebirthpdend-man hybrid (fitting for the man who will
join Prospero’s family and help carry on his legadyrom Ferdinand’s perspective he is delving
into the unknown, but the choice of “reeds”, whegrout from the water and populate wetlands,
reveal the overarching motifs and metaphors at woikhe TempestAriel goes on to affirm,

“the King’s son have | landed by myself’ (1.ii.222jsing a verb that underscores Ferdinand’s

%5 As an amusing side note with some relevance ayd‘reeds” might be associated with the likes efdinand
and Gonzalo, Gerardiderbal praises reeds at length since they are valuedygd and wealthie citizens, and also
noblemen and such great personages” to use aswyaticks (which they “garnish...both with silver agaold”).
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closeness with the land, if not in a sense becomimggwith the land. Not coincidentally,
Prospero later recounts how he himself was “landegon this shore” (V.i.163).

At the time of his jump, Ferdinand surely wisheswom ashore, but he can scarcely
imagine just how “close” he is going to become with land. Once safely in Prospero’s sphere,
his future father-in-law informs him: “Sea-watéa$t thou drink; thy food shall be / the fresh-
brook mussels, withered roots, and husks / wheéheiracorn cradled” (1.1.466-8). Why Prospero
chooses this punishment is somewhat unclearthgithe actually regards having to subsist on
such things and endure this lifestyle (like Timarthe woods) as being degrading? Or is it that
Prospero is merely attempting to remove the traggof the court and humble Ferdinand?
Independent of the answer (and of course the afmdoned possibilities are not mutually
exclusive), Prospero’s description would seemttbditer with our understanding of Caliban’s
nature — except the latter would enjoy subsistimghe land and would describe such things as
the “fresh-brook mussels” without a tinge of bittess. Of course, Caliban’s fatal mistake was
attempting to mate with Miranda, understandablyob@nog a “thing of darkness” in Prospero’s
eyes. But one of the more curious aspects of RBro&pactions is they result in a kind of
reversal. Now Ferdinand, whom he does want toyrdiranda, must become one with the
earth (while Caliban must be distanced from théheag loves).

As | have suggested, in order to achieve that gioalessential that Ferdinand be reborn
— something that is repeatedly stressed in the@drse and manifests itself through various
guises. Prospero tells him, “come on; obey. / iégves are in their infancy again / and have no
vigour in them” (1.ii.487-9). The suggestion istlFerdinand will undergo a metamorphosis,
and since Prospero serves as the educator/fatjuee forchestrating the whole situation, trees

become the tools through which the transformatsaachieved.
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Within the world of the play, trees tend to inspar&ind of awe and fear since they are
closely associated with punishment. Ariel was isgared in a “cloven pine” for twelve years
and Prospero threatens to imprison him anew byd{reg] an oak” and stuffing Ariel into the
tree’s “entrails” (1.ii.297). At the less extreraad of the punishment spectrum, Ferdinand is
forced to move “thousands of...logs” (an action e lgo many others — which again begs the
guestion: where are all these trees coming fraihid)10):

[Enter Ferdinand bearing a log]

Ferdinand: | must remove

Some thousands of these logs and pile them up
Upon a sore injunction...

| am in my condition

A prince, Miranda; | do think, a king;

| would, not so — and would no more endure

This wooden slavery than to suffer

The flesh-fly blow my mouth. Hear my soul speak:
The very instant that | saw you, did

My heart fly to your service; there resides,

To make me slave to it; and for your sake

Am | this patient log-man.

O heaven, O earth, bear witness to this sound
And crown what | profess with kind event

If | speak true! If hollowly, invert

What best is boded me to mischief! (111.i.9-11;BD)

Taken independently, the phrase used to descritsndad’s unusual sentence — “wooden
slavery” — might conjure up images of the treesibelves imprisoning people and subjecting
them to hard bondage (not so dissimilar from thechiag trees of Birnam wood). In this
version, the phrase would imply that trees aranhsters of men who must submit by becoming
“patient log-m[e]n” (11.i.67). And Ferdinand hire§ seems to buy into the rhetoric by
becoming eager to prove he is not “hollow” (likdeceased and decayed trunk) (111.i.71). Ariel
himself was the “patient log-man” par excellenceegi how long he was trapped in (or by) a

tree. | use the preposition “by” because one mayipiect that after Sycorax’s passing, her magic
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and spells would eventually wear off — in whichesabe tree itself would be keeping Ariel
prisoner:®

In any event, Ferdinand finds himself having tortiausands (yes, thousands!) of logs
only to pile them up (l11.i.10) — a somewhat poasts task if not for the fact that Prospero and
Miranda need some percentage of these resoursesvive. And yet, Prospero — though not all-
knowing (he famously forgets about the Calibanfé®ie, and Trinculo plot to murder him) —
does realize they will soon leave the island. $atveould possibly be the purpose of chopping
down additional trees and stacking up logs? Pearttap is Prospero’s parting gift to Caliban as
a means of transferring power to the new sole psss®f the island. And yet, we know Caliban
resented these logs (both the task of gatheringlvand Prospero’s insatiable desire for more),
so, then again, leaving a giant pile may be Praspdéinal subtle means of tormenting Caliban.
But if the burden of having to “bear” logs is simplbout the action itself as punishment, then
Ferdinand’s pitiful state — as we saw with Calibamakes it abundantly clear how wood
becomes a symbol of Prospero’s might (to spin sitpaely) and oppression (a less sympathetic
interpretation)’

At a minimum, Ferdinand’s repetitive task revealsvthe comes to “supplant” Caliban.
Evidently, it was not enough for Prospero to suppl@aliban as owner of the island or for
Ferdinand to supplant Caliban as Prospero’s heimdinanda’s husband. Shakespeare sees to it
that Ferdinand supplants Caliban on the most lzasicseemingly trivial of levels, thereby

creating an equivalence between two charactersanas different as night and day via the

% For examples of spells wearing off in medieval &eshaissance literature, see John Aberth’s dismissithe
romances of Chrétien de TroyesAn Environmental History of the Middle Aggsberth 129) and Howard
Mancing’s entry on witchcraft in Miguel Cervantegork in The Cervantes Encyclopedislancing 781).

" In Wooden OgsVin Nardizzi includes a creative and provocatieading of the play, which argues that the
stockpiled logs may be intended for the constructiba theater.
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exploitation of trees (similar to the link betweerospero and Sycorax). That Ferdinand’s
introduction to Prospero’s family tree (and vicesz should be accompanied by the literal
chopping down of trees presents an incongruitydlgain speaks to the paradoxical attitudes that
mankind has long exhibited when it comes to trd&gilding off Harrison’s analysis, Una
Chaudhuri argues iStaging Placahat “the genealogical tree that replaces thetreak must be
rooted in the space they had once occupied; thes kdomankind mark the space it has

appropriated from nature” (Chaudhuri 75).

“Our revels now are ended”: Prospero’s Rehabilitan

A significant factor in achieving resolution is Bpero giving up his magical powers.

But why is this renunciation (a second abdicatibyou will) necessary? One might reasonably
assume Ferdinand and Miranda’s union, Prosperdviwracthda’s return home, and the
antagonists learning a lesson are what ultimatelitenin terms of achieving a happy ending.
But apparently these factors were not sufficientShakespeare.

Prospero famously relinquishes his magical powetiseaend of the play, but the manner
in which he does so once again highlights his gttmond with trees. In the final act, Prospero
admits he has “rifted Jove’s stout oak...and by thesplucked up the pine and cedar”, but he
promises to renounce such magic and returns Hidstie earth as a gesture of goodwill
(V.i.45-8). Although the image of Prospero “drowgi his library is perhaps more enduring, the
admission that he has destroyed a great manyir@esurious and significant inclusion insofar
as a resolution appears to come with Prospero kigphis place within nature:

Prospero[tracing a circle on the ground]
Ye elves of hills, brooks, standing lakes, and gsv

And ye that on the sands with printless foot
Do chase the ebbing Neptune and do fly him
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When he comes back; you demi-puppets that

By moonshine do the green sour ringlets make,
Whereof the ewe not bites; and you whose pastime
Is to make midnight mushrooms, that rejoice

To hear the solemn curfew; by whose aid,

Weak masters though ye be, | have bedimmed
The noontide sun, called forth the mutinous winds,
And 'twixt the green sea and the azured vault

Set roaring war — to the dread rattling thunder
Have | given fire, and rifted Jove’s stout oak

With his own bolt; the strong-based promontory
Have | made shake, and by the spurs plucked up
The pine and cedar; graves at my command

Have waked their sleepers, oped, and let ‘em forth
By my so potent art. But this rough magic

| here abjure, and when | have required

Some heavenly music, which even now | do,

To work mine end upon their senses that

This airy charm is for, I'll break my staff,

Bury it certain fathoms in the earth,

And deeper than did ever plummet sound

I'll drown my book. (V.i.33-57)

Prospero recognizes the outrageous things he mes dow he has overstepped the bounds of
acceptable human/mortal behavior. “Rough magitfuly the optimal phrase considering what
is involved: burning trees with fire, ripping tkkeapart, uprooting full trees (and that is just th
damage specific to trees!). Not coincidentallygdprero tacitly confesses these trees were never
his to begin with when he refers to the oak asrigiy to the most important deity, not to him.

It might seem that the image of breaking his stafftinues with this destructive trend, but
returning the organic material of a plant to thereauggests returning the wood to its proper
home, or attempting to plant a seed. Perhapshiteaking” is not a violent action per se, but
more akin to when someone divides a plant to creaiew shoot or cutting that will give rise to

a new plant.
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Prospero also goes out of his way to nhame vari@es tby species, as if to regard them as
individual organisms worthy of his attention. lplay that focused so intensely on woods and
logs, it is a pleasant surprise to end with talbaks, pines, cedars, and cherry blossoms:

Ariel: Where the bee sucks, there suck I.

In a cowslip’s bell | lie.

There | couch when owls do cry.

On the bat’s back | do fly

After summer merrily.

Merrily, merrily shall I live now

Under the blossom that hangs on the bough. (V9&7-
Ariel happily says these lines after Prospero tals “thou shalt ere long be free” (V.i.87), so in
his vision of happiness and liberty, his placeusder” (i.e., literally lower than) the tree (even
though Ariel of all people has reason to be sickeés). And Ferdinand, who has every reason
to despise water after the ordeal he endured,thay®llowing: “though the seas threaten, they
are merciful. | have cursed them without causel.{81). Interestingly enough, he cites the
seas as being merciful, rather than Prospero. i@egpretation would be that Prospero has
receded from Ferdinand’s thinking like the wavesrah storm since Prospero is no longer the
most powerful force to be reckoned with — that haeeerts back to nature in all her glory.

By the end of the play, Prospero is a far cry ftamformer self. He says that he is
simply an old man preparing to spend his days ietqetirement — e.g., “Now my charms are all
overthrown, / and what strength | have’s mine olwmhich is most faint” (Epilogue 1-3); “I
have hope to see the nuptial / of these our ddaxb@ solemnized; / and thence retire me to my
Milan, where / every third thought shall be my grayv.i.312-5). In effect, he ends the play by

humbling himself before everyone and everythingt differently, Prospero renounces those

prerogatives that he used to have.
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Conclusion
| would agree with those scholars who have obsettvatI he Tempestraws on

Montaigne’s “novel and progressive feelings of sythy for brute creation” (Berry 208).
Montaigne was clearly on Shakespeare’s mind whalrdiged the play given that he borrows
heavily from “On Cannibals” during Gonzalo’s deption of his utopian commonwealth
(11..152-73). But | suspect that from a thematerspective, Montaigne’s broader thinking about
man’s place in nature suffuses the play. In MamaisApology for Raymond Sebqrite
speaks of the absurd arrogance of man:

Let him with the utmost power of his discourse mailes

understand upon what foundation [man] hath budséhgreat

advantages...he supposeth to have over other creatiite hath

perswaded him that this admirable moving of heavedts, that

the eternal light of these lampes so fiercely rog/lover his head,

that the...continuall motion of this infinite vasteean were

established, and continue so many ages for his cafti® and

service? Is it possible to imagine anything saubbus as this

miserable and wretched creature, which is not schnas master

of himselfe, exposed and subject to offences ahallgs, and yet
dareth call himselfe Master and Emperour of thisveirse?

(Apology)

The passage above is often cited in discussionamikimd’s relationship to animals, but
Montaigne deliberately broadens the scope fromatares” to include all of the known universe
and creation and takes great pains to emphasizel@aeness and similarities to dirt and plants:
“Men...have their revolutions, their seasons, thethband their death, even as cabbages: If
heaven doth move, agitate and rowle them at hasple, what powerfull and permanent
authority doe we ascribe unto them?...The formeuofbeing depends of the aire, of the climate,
and of the soile wherein we are borne...In such matiae as fruits and beasts doe spring up
diverse and different; so men are borne...accordsnfpe inclination of the place beareth...and

being removed from one soile to another (as plargsthey take a new complexion.” In the
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final moments, both air and ground take centerestag., “then to the elements be free!”
(V.i.321)). But I think the play’s treatment ofetlyground in particular at this juncture
encapsulates its productive quality, which accaydonMontaigne can yield positive or negative
results (at least from a human’s perspective).spam ends his discourse by remarking on his
grave and the bareness of the island — two imdgg#semphasize the ground in its most basic
and unadorned state (because with the vegetatios, gdhat remains but the dirt?). But though
Prospero’s words allow the play to end on a poigjnate, this is certainly not an unhappy
ending — quite the contrary as there is much telrate. And we know that in due time
Prospero will indeed be “removed from one soilanother.”

As Roger Shattuck observeskorbidden KnowledgeMontaigne’sApologycomes
across as “playful and relaxed” but — importantfshows little sympathy toward human
aspirations” (Shattuck 28). To me, this is theyptaa nutshell. The Tempess no tragedy and
to regard Prospero as a tragic figure would bepnggriate, though one can imagine a drama
where a once powerful and proud sorcerer or leatierloses all his powers does play out as a
tragedy (Marlowe’'®©octor FaustusandTamburlainecome to mind). On the question of human
aspirationsThe Tempeskeveals no sympathy — indeed the play continuailyermines or calls
into question aspirations and ambitions, whethbeifAntonio usurping Prospero, Sebastian
attempting to kill Alonso, or Caliban seeking tceathrow Prospero. Even Prospero’s initial
bookworm aspirations are regarded as a blunderbgmige play’s end, he must give up his
learned sorcery and drown his library. W. H. Audegardedrhe Tempegand presumably the
ending in particular) as “overpessimistic” — cartgia valid interpretation in view of what
transpires in Act V (Auden 134). After all, itdfficult to hear Prospero musing on how “every

third thought shall be [his] grave” without feelifige perhaps such an outlook is too dour. Yet,
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considering that, up until the final scene, Progged “graves at [his] command” and even went
so far as to “wake their sleepers” (i.e., corp$¥d)48-9), | daresay we can take comfort in
knowing that Prospero will stop disturbing the daad instead content himself with thoughts
about what lies beyond. At last, Prospero recagntihat man’s “little life” (1V.i.157) is indeed

small compared to the “infinite vaste ocean” ofséamce.
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Chapter 5
“Of his bones are coral made”: The Ocean’s Organi®kemains inThe Tempest

Introduction

This chapter exploreBhe Tempest'ase of coral, pearls, and ooze, and the signifiean
of imagery associated with terms pertaining toiémeath the sea. Coral in particular is an
unusual object because it seems to lie square¢heahtersection of plant, rock, and animal —
but, interestingly enough for the early modern qeris thought of more as a plant/rock (or a
plant that would turn into stone when exposed tp dihis taxonomic indeterminacy is precisely
one of the core issues dealt with in the previdwepters (i.e., the blurring of boundaries and an
unstable hierarchy). In exploring such ambiguityppe to suggest that the attention to coral,
pearls, and ooze taps into deep-seated concerns thiegpossibility for regeneration and is
closely linked to the play’s interest in the growardl soil. As withiTimon of Athend analyze
the ground as a site of a certain type of salvation

More broadly, this examination builds upon the pyas Tempesthapter by arguing that
the initial tendency of characters to operate utigeassumption that plants and the soil from
which they sprout are ranked according to a forimwdeheme conflicts with the far more fluid
interpretation of existence that comes to forefrdptit differently, 1 would posit thathe
Tempestopts out” of a pyramidal view of the natural wabih favor of a cyclical view of
existence. To be sure, the play does not simpbmttorder out the window or ignore a top-to-
bottom approach. But it does emphasize that thpesof the known universe is greater than the
limited understanding of one human and that attemgpb rank existences is, at best, pointless

when all of creation is intertwined or “knit up’1I(ii.89).
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Coral: The Organism

In The Tempest’Barrowing opening scene, King Alonso’s and higypharace
themselves for a violent shipwreck. As one mighgext, the group becomes separated during
the chaos of the storm and apparent capsizinga(ideence is soon made aware that Prospero is
orchestrating the action). The first survivor fipaar on dry land is Ferdinand, who enters being
led by the pied piper-esque Ariel and his strangshanting song:

Ariel: Full fathom five thy father lies;

Of his bones are coral made;

Those are pearls that were his eyes:
Nothing of him that doth fade

But doth suffer a sea-change

Into something rich and strange. (1.ii.400-5)

The only other play that mentions coral is Shakasge early comedyhe Taming of the
Shrew(c. 1591), and like most of the few other referantwecoral in the Shakespearean canon,
the playwright speaks of a woman'’s “coral lipshe same image repeated in the sonMsBUS
and AdonisandThe Rape of Lucrecen fact,The Tempegiresents the only instance in which
we are dealing with coral the organism. But th@patture from using the term as merely a
decorative adjective invites us to engage with vithaiight mean to be transformed into and
through coral. And for once, the object in quasi®a man, not a woman with some variation of
a “sweet coral mouth.” On that note, Ariel’'s sangy also serve as a clever scrutiny of clichéd
Renaissance similes. Like the preposterous lieeadarchan mistress in Charles Soréhe
Extravagant Shepher@omplete with pearls as teeth, roses for cheskss for eyes, Cupid’s
bows for eyebrows, globes for breasts, and soQimgkespeare’s words invite us to examine
how much pressure certain comparisons and equiegeran withstand before the logic behind

them starts to break apart (Fig. 13). Though an#dcreasonably argue that Alonso’s body is

both feminized and mineralized through the song,dipartures are telling; we are no longer
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dealing with a superficial coating on lips, buthet with bones that compose a skeleton. And as
| shall address in the sections on pearls, Shakespeinterested in the spherical shape of pearls

and their relation to organs (eyeballs) insteadroélabaster hue as applied to skin and teeth.

Figure 13. Charles Sorel, froﬁne_Extfa{}agant'shepherﬂ654.

The meaning behind “coral” is as rich as the imgdearel creates. Given the play’s
fixation on trees (as detailed in chapter fourjs Mvorth noting that people refer to coral reefs a
the (rain)forests of the sea — an analogy thant@e to do with the their biodiversity than the
fact that coral branches resemble tree branchésouse, given the era in whidlihe Tempest

was written, the second point carries greater vidmhpurposes of this discussion (Fig. 14):
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Figure 14. Images of coral (left), mugworftemisia vulgarigcenter), and wormwood Artemisia absinthium
(right) from the sixth century Vienna Dioscuridas, illuminated version dde Materia Medica

Ariel's song depicts a process whereby the hedbeofoyal family tree metamorphoses into a
sea creature that looks like a tree native to tean (note the humanlike sea creatures resting
beneath the coral branches). Yet early moderikithgrabout coral was more complicated than a
straightforward correspondence between coral amatpl The supposedly ambiguous nature of
coral reveals blurred boundaries going back teadtl antiquity.

In On the Parts of Animal#\ristotle defines coral as a plant-animal (S&&8). Ever
concerned with hierarchy, Aristotle concludes thextause coral lacks locomotion or perception,
it is inferior to other animals (Ogle xxx). Cernag later, in Stephen Batman’s English edition of
Bartholomeus AnglicusDe proprietatibus rerunfthe first printing of John Trevisa'’s translation
appeared in 1495, but the text was reprinted sktiaras, culminating with Batman’s 1582
version), we read that:

Corall is gendered in the red Sea, & is a teeelong, as it is
couered with water, batnon as it is drawen out of water, &
touched with aire, it turneth into stone, and vndeter the
boughs therof be white and soft, & waxe redde andktinto stone
when they be drawen oot the water with nets.As precious as®y
Margarite of Inde is among vs, so precious and ns@oral
among the Indes. Witches tell, that this stonésténdeth

lightening.. it putteth off lightning, whirle winde, tempest and
stormes from Shippeand houses that it is in. Aitds double,
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white and redde And is neuer founde passing halfe a foote long.

And the redde helpeth against bleeding, and agaynstattiag

Euill, and against the feendes guded scorne, and against diuers

wonderous dooing, and multiplieth fruit, and speledeginning

and ending of causes and of needs. [emphasis jadded

(Bartholomew 258)
Evidently, coral can combat that which might hamm lbbodies (mortal) and souls (immortal).
Indeed, one wonders if coral's reputed powers agagmpests factored into its inclusion in the
play and specifically in Alonso surviving the storm.e., his association with coral would have
registered as a sort of protection against the éstip But for practical purposes, if an
individual expected to receive some benefit fromatdhen actually possessing this precious
substance was necessary. Although coral undeegmadical alteration to render it suitable for
human use, the process is not the same as treasgtumto logs or deer becoming venison. By
this, I am not simply referring to differences iomhcertain raw materials and goods are
harvested, produced, farmed, or mined; | meanalueasic conceptual change occurs — one that
is frequently evident in the way we speak abouabkethings. Linguistic transformations (e.qg.,
trees into logs/timber) abound because they cdistance between the dead resource and the
living plant or animal from which it came. Yet ebperpetually remains coral (whether it is
regarded as an animal, plant, or mineral) andhigégge is more akin to the pattern we saw in
Macbethwhere movement from one site to another in theaferbody (specifically from the
womb to the breasts) turns red blood into whit&kmHere, what is white becomes red via a
migration that engenders an even more impressaesitnutation. While blood and milk are both
life-sustaining corporeal liquids, coral changesfrtree (or animal, depending on the context) to

stone. Somewhat paradoxically, the further corav@s down thecala naturathe more

precious it becomes. And though the passage alwlerstandably highlights coral’s

%8 Not unlike how Ferdinand’s vertical “reeds” arglyateveal his safety in water (1.ii.212).
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importance in terms of how it can supposedly abatkimd (not unlike some of the herbal
remedies popular today), it is worth noting thatat's significance went far beyond its value as
oddity or talisman. In the early seventeenth asntine president of the East India Company in
Surat noted that next to “broadcloth”, coral wase“tmost staple and vendible commodity that
Europe produced” (Krishna 114; Francis 156). Etginerchants were particularly active in the
growing market of the coral trade and could expettirn a good profit for coral exports (Yogev
130).

The description ifDe proprietatibus rerunis also noteworthy precisely because it
emphasizes coral’s lowness to the ground — despiially categorizing coral as a tree. That the
organism looks like a miniature tree or bush yietdse ambiguity in Ariel's song. Is this a
subtle attempt to humble the king (and the kinggdy)? Or does our notion of perspective and
scale change entirely when dealing with a differailieu — in this case, a separate ecosystem
beneath the waves? Coral very much straddles twing: land and sea. In other words, “it is
double” in more than a superficial sense (anda®the absence of noun-differentiation
indicates, perhaps not necessarily on a linguistiel). In the sea, tiny fish swim and live amidst
the coral branches, not unlike the birds that fiyuad and perch on trees. But once on land,
coral’s classification shifts dramatically, withokapiece that washes ashore morphing into a
prized stone.

Although deforestation was plainly a concern inBtiegabethan and Jacobean eras (and
even before then), Shakespeare and his contemgmiikely could not have foreseen the
catastrophic destruction of coral reefs — thosafoaests of the sea — occurring in the modern
era. But the link between coral and trees involmese than a superficial resemblance in their

branches. Indeed, the similarities in their gropditterns are quite striking given that, like atre
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trunk that grows by adding rings, coral grows bgussulating layers of deposits. Essentially,
coral is an organism that manages to look remaykédd a tree while augmenting its size by
adding strata in a manner not unlike the conceritiigs of trees? Moreover, in his discussion

of zoophytes, Aristotle notes that this class ehtures appears to generate spontaneously or
sprout from a seed — a hardly surprising assumpgtmsidering coral sits atop rocks and other
marine sediment (Ogle xxix). (Of course, Aristatleuld not have known that the nonliving
material forming the foundation (e.g., limestoneats) is actually dead coral.) Although trees
have long been heralded for their longevity, ceaedms even more capable of offering a unique
alternative to death. Coral’s distinct hardnegseaps to evade degeneration by turning into
something new — a seemingly magical process pitgdseause of the object’s uncertain

taxonomy.

Approximating the Eternal Body
In chapter four, | analyzed the extent to whiclesreerve as the impetus for Ferdinand’s

growth insofar as Prospero uses them to train amid hs future son-in-law. Importantly,
however, trees (or logs, as the case may be) anghad initiate the prince’s transformation or
rebirth. With respect to Ferdinand’s second “icfgn(l.ii.488), we must look elsewhere to
clarify how life begins anew within the parametses forth in the play. His own father provides
one clear vision of Ferdinand’s “life” post-shipwk&empest:

Alonso: O thou mine heir

Of Naples and of Milan, what strange fish

Hath made his meal on thee?

Francisco: | not doubt he came alive to land.i.{l11-22)

¥ The OED explains that coral is the “continuousetom secreted by many tribes of marine coelereqratyps for
their support and habitation.”
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This brief but touching exchange presents two camgeiews. The first — Alonso’s — evokes
Hamlet's musings about how a decomposing body bes@ameal for other creatures. Hamlet
famously fixates on worms, but in a dramatic tekeve water plays a central role, fish are more
appropriate (though they serve the same role srtéver-ending saga of consumption and
degradation). The second view (“he came alivamall) is obviously uplifting in tone,

reiterating that land equals life and presentinglégrnative to being eaten by animals.

Of course, Alonso is not the only one with visiafisvhat might happen to people in the
afterlife. Ariel's song about coral and pearlsffes one potential fate for bodies that sink into
the depths (five fathoms below to be exact). Tuggsstion that Ferdinand’s father drowned is
of course disturbing and one has to wonder if treggs meant to torment Ferdinand. Crucially,
however, the lyrics focus on regeneration througfural geologic and biologic processes.
Though a corpse cannot be reanimated, it can hsftnaned into something “rich and strange” —
perhaps even an eternal nonhuman body with bortesrgans that cannot dec&y.

In this respect, Shakespeare may be tapping irgp-deated political and theological
beliefs about a ruler’s natural body versus thenaelebody politic as explained in Ernst
Kantorowicz’s famous examination of medieval anch&ssance thinkinglhe King’'s Two
Bodies Kantorowicz cites Edmund PlowderReportgcollected and written under Queen
Elizabeth) as a “clear elaboration of that mystteéit with which the English crown jurists
enveloped and trimmed their definitions of kingsai royal capacities” (Kantorowicz 7). The
crown lawyers agreed that “the King has in him Baulies...a Body natural, and a Body
political. His Body natural...is a Body mortal, sabj to all Infirmities that come by Nature or

Accident...But his Body politic is a Body that canfet seen or handled, consisting of Policy

| mean cannot be reanimated according to the tdwature (e.g., scientific principles and empirigeidence
concerning observable phenomena). Prospero, howdaanms that his “rough magic” (dark magic pers@)p
enabled him to wake the “sleepers” inside graves.

176



and Government...This Body is utterly void of Infanepnd old Age, and other natural Defects
and Imbecilities, which the Body natural is subj@ct(Kantorowicz 7). Without question, Ariel
presents a kingly body that is “utterly void” ofamcy, old age, and imbecilities. To borrow
from Hamletagain, one could even say that this new bodynsptetely devoid of “the thousand
natural shocks / that flesh is heir to” (111.i.64-3But Ariel’s tale of transformation could be dea
as decidedly mundane — the opposite of mysticakerd is nothing mysterious about someone
drowning and a corpse decaying and becoming sontg#tse; it is as if Shakespeare sought to
render the tortuous logic behind the legal fictaanliterally as possible. Put somewhat
differently, Shakespeare is not encouraging reagervsualize an animated anthropomorphic
body constructed of coral and pearls a la Arcimbaldamous figures composed entirely of
objects or Sorel's rendition of a Petrarchan msstri@g-ig. 15). Rather, the syntax suggests new
entities that grow and form by subsuming decayimggoic material (not unlike roots that imbibe

and absorb nutrients and matter from the soil tbagh).

Figure 15. Giuseppe Arcimbold®he Librarian c. 1566 (an oddly appropriate image considerimgero’s
obsession with his “own library” cost him his dukea).
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Ariel alludes to coral’s changing nature when hgssénothing of him that doth fade /
but doth suffer a sea-change / into somethingaiuhstrange” — lines that are strongly
reminiscent of a section from the end of Ovidletamorphosesin the fifteenth and concluding
book, Ovid has Pythagoras state (as part of adoatpon) that “All things do change. But
nothing, sure, doth perish”:

Al things doo chaunge. But nothing sure dooth parrirhis same spright

Dooth fleete, and fisking heere and there dootlitlgtake his flyght

From one place to another place, and entreth evegit,

Removing out of man to beast, and out of beastan.m

But yit it never perrisheth nor never perrish can...

The soule is ay the selfsame thing it was andsjiast

It fleeteth into sundry shapes. Therfore lest Godbge

Bee vanquisht by outragious lust of belly beastbgee

Forbeare (I speake by prophesie) your kinsfolkesstgs to chace

By slaughter: neyther nourish blood with blood iy @ace.

And sith on open sea the wynds doo blow my sayese

In all the world there is not that that standeth atay.

Things eb and flow: and every shape is made tcepasay.

The tyme itself continually is fleeting like a biao

(Book XV, 183-195)
It seems fitting that for Shakespeare’s farewethi stage he would look to the closing of a
book he knew closely (and given all of the Ovidiaferences in the Shakespearean canon, likely
loved as well). 1 would posit that the line “natiof him doth fade” plainly evokes “nothing
sure doth perish”, and that Shakespeare’s rendeviagpropriate for a verse pertaining to coral
in particular. Coral, after all, ostensibly tulmsght in color (the opposite of fading) when
brought out of the water. So the situation thaelAdevises is win-win from the perspective of
creating a vibrant new body for the king that carpeyish. As coral, he can stay alive in the
water like a tree, or he can come out and transfotona brilliant stone that radiates the color of

blood. In other words, coral will not decay acaongdto our normal understanding of the passage
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of time. And of course, the vibrant red piecesafal strewn about the beach can themselves
become fossilized, thereby delaying decay eveméurt for eons, in fact.

Regarding Ovid’s line in the excerpt above aboabtl(and Pythagoras’ unsurprising
aversion to it), the play seems to adhere to thegmt put forth a¥he Tempess largely devoid
of blood®* There is no bloodshed despite Stephano’s talklobdy thoughts”, which
fortunately do not come to fruition (as with Selmss and Antonio’s plot) (IV.i.219). Rather
touchingly, after meeting again, Alonso and Progath use the phrase “flesh and blood”, as if
to cement their kinship and reconciliation throulgé union of their children. But there are no
actual blood drops in this world where non-anintglamisms (e.g., trees, coral) seem to define
and characterize existence. The closest we comedpresentation of a bloody body are coral’s

limbs that appear frozen with a red hue, but rereé@nnally bloodless all the same.

Pearls

On the most basic level, Ariel’'s song concernsgfaming the king’s body into precious
objects — fitting since jewels adorn a monarchésaer. But the specifics, like the use of coral,
are worth analyzing. As for the complementary imadthose are pearls that were his eye”,
many of the same observations on coral apply tdgpaa well. For starter§he Tempestlso
departs from standard decorative and opulent catinas of the term “pearl.” One certainly
does not have to look far in the Shakespeareamdanfind instances where pearls simply
connote luxury. IMThe Merry Wives of Windsere have “sapphire, pearl and rich embroidery”
(V.v.68); Much Ado About Nothingontains “laced with silver, set with pearls” (Nl17). At

the end oDthellg the title character famously remarks that “like base Indian, [he] threw a

®1 Although there are ample references to ebbingflamdng (cf. line 194 of the Ovid excerpt).
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pearl away / richer than all his tribe” (V.ii.359-7But even in this striking example, the use of
pearl does not deviate from the ordinary.

Continuing with the vegetal theme, a pearl begmexistence due to a small seed or
kernel (often a grain of sand) that forms the bakite core and from which the pearl will
“grow.” Indeed, the association between pearls@adts should not be discounted or
underestimated. One of the Latin terms for pearipnem(nominativeunio), was also a
colloquial term for an onion (even today we cookivpearl onions). As one medieval lapidary
explains, “the pearl is found in a shell, and italedunio (union), because it is always found
alone. The wise say that the oyster shells ara apeertain times, and they receive the dew of
heaven; the morning dews become white and clealspedile the evening dews are obscure”
(Shackford 1145* A Lapidary of Sacred Stonegplains that “unio” was “another name for
pearl, which medieval authors justified with theextion that there was only one pearl per
oyster” (Lecouteux 325). Pearls were believeddal keprosy, gout, stomachaches, and even
protect against infection from the bites of rabmihaals (Lecouteux 325). Common lore held
that those who habitually ate pearls would “neversdiddenly from poisoning” (Lecouteux
325). The fifteenth century Peterborough Lapidzavgerves that:

Margarita is chef of al stons that ben wyght aretfmse...And it
hathe the name margarita for it is founde in skellor in mosclys
and in schellfyssh of the see...it is genderd ofdéee of heven,
which dewe the schell fissh receyveth in certenetymof the yer, of
the which dew margarites comen. Some ben clepednsnyfor
ther is oonly one ifonde and never two togeder.. sordme seyne
that they comforten lymes and membris, for it ceghdim of
superfluite of homours and fasten the lymes, atgeimeagen the
cordiacle passioun and agens swonyng of hert, geaisa

febilnes...and also agens rennyng of blod, and atipenffyx of the
wombe...it is trowed that no margarite groweth padt &

%2 Shackford notes that the account of pearls isstaéed from a twelfth century French prose versitambod of
Rennes’ verse lapidarijber de lapidibugBook of Gems) (Shackford 171).
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fote...The best and most noblyst margarites comerobwide and
of old Brytayn. (Evans 107-8)

Like coral, pearls are no ordinary objects; thap@osed powers of healing (over such
conditions as cardiac pain and heart failure, se)leepresent a kind of triumph over the animal
kingdom and human biology. Of course, oysters sedves are animals but pearls were thought
of as gems and “almost all of the lapidaries disatigLecouteux 220). More broadly, though,
pearls again suggest a dream of achieving etafadlyt beating death. After all, being able to
heal such an extensive range of diseases is tpaitenpressive feat.

With respect to the soul’s eternal life, Maidiedd observes iMedieval Images, Icons,
and lllustrated English Literary Textthat the Book of Matthew explicitly “links botlesd and
pearl images with the kingdom of heaven” througiees of parables (Hilmo 149): “Another
parable put hee foorth vnto them, saying, the kimgel of heauen is like vnto a man which
sowed good seede in his fielde”; “The kingdome edidren is like to a marchant man, that
seeketh good pearles” (Matthew 13). A versiorheffiearl parable also appears in the Gnostic
Gospel of Thomas, where Jesus says that “the Fathiegdom is like a merchant who had a
supply of merchandise and found a pearl. That hagcwas prudent; he sold the merchandise
and bought the single pearl for himself. So algh wou, seek his treasure that is unfailing, that
is enduring, where no moth comes to eat and no va@stroys” (Thomas 76). | include this
version because it renders even more explicit $8e@ation between pearls and the dual
conceptions of “eternal.” Here, the pearl symledithe path to a heavenly afterlife and the
Kingdom of God. But on a more literal level, themduring” object — unlike the human body

decaying in the soil — cannot be consumed by crestas slight as worms and moths.

% One of the main sources of the Peterborough Lapidalohn Trevisa’s translation B proprietatibus rerum
(Bitterling 303). Even with the brief samples indéd in this chapter, one can detect similaritiesgs, the
description of coral in the latter as being nogiathan half a foot high matches the nearly idahtiescription of a
pearl’'s maximum size in the former.
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Pearls and the Fragmented Human Body

As the medieval lapidary examples indicate, peadre not merely solid objects to be
found in the water — water itself played a key ral¢heir creation. In the second half of the
seventeenth century, John Fryer wrote inNresv Account of East-India and Persid is a
fabulous thing that the pearl should be generayetid dew of heaven, seeing the shellfishes in
which they are conceived have their residenceervéry bottom of the deep. That which is
reported of them, that they are soft in the wated grow hard, like coral, as soon as they are
taken out, is not true” (Fryer 321R Lapidary of Sacred Stonestes that in antiquity, pearls
“were believed to be the tears of Venus” and th®@é&cords that one of the definitions of
“pear!” that was in use in Shakespeare’s time vaasmall round drop or globule resembling a
pearl in shape, color, or luster, especially a dewar a tear” (Lecouteux 220). These various
meanings and explanations present a curious -t saraewhat incongruous — way of thinking
about pearls that results in a closed circuit giication. For instance, dewdrops or tears
create a “pearl”’ (as in the gem), but “pearl” allemotes dewdrops or tears. There is a certain
degree of circularity involved, or, put differently constant loop whereby the signifier’s
meaning habitually reverts back to water as a kgyedient constituting a “pearl.” And while it
is certainly not unusual for words to have distimetanings, we do not usually expect meanings
to be opposed diametrically in the way that a tsgiterical white gemstone composed of
calcium carbonate (the same compound coral setisteerly different from a watery, clear,
and yielding teardrop that will dissipate and evapmat a moment’s notice.

But the tear meaning is undeniably important tokékpeare, who frequently uses

“pearl” in this sense — though notTie Tempedsimilar to how he treats “coral” differently in
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this particular play as well). In the “Rape of kece”, Lucrece “wiped the brinish pearl from
her bright eyes” (1213). IKing John Shakespeare writes, “not his mother’'s shameawsir
those heaven-moving pearls from his poor eyes'{@9). There is clearly a precedent for
associating pearls with eyes in Shakespeare’s wbthsnThe Tempespearls are not the tears
eyes produce; rather, they supplant the spherigalnoitself. In Ariel's song, Shakespeare
utilizes the existing close association betweenlp@ad eyes to transmit an undercurrent about
the fragmentation of the human body. Consider wPraspero says, “at the first sight /
[Ferdinand and Miranda] have changed eyes” (14:8% Eyes are figured as physical objects
or spherical tokens of great value, with the ingdiicn being that the body is broken apart as if to
be rebuilt into something new (i.e., the parts afadvida and Ferdinand combine to form a better
whole). Similarly, when Stefano says to Calibadritik servant monster...thy eyes are almost
set in thy head” and Trinculo interjects, “Whereugld they be set else? He were a brave
monster indeed if they were set in his tail” (116+7), we once again see this odd insistence on
fragmenting the body — specifically in relationetges — with a verb that evokes gemstones to be
“set” in a piece of jewelry, such as a ring or crow

Prospero seems oddly preoccupied with this padidubdy part — first referring to
Sycorax as this “blue-eyed hag” (1.ii.271) and ¥peg of “eyeballs” (as if to emphasize their
shape and contour). In addition to the changires &pmment, Prospero says he will “bestow
upon the eyes of this young couple / some vanityioke art” (1V.i.40-1) and implores them to
keep quiet, saying “no tongues! All eyes!” (IV9)5 Prospero’s chastisement is rather amusing,
but it also suggests that eyes should supplanues)gr that they are ultimately more important,
more precious.The Tempegienerally takes a lighthearted tone in these mess of imagined or

rhetorical fragmentation, shying away from the mgirester forms such images could take.
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Oedipus Rexof course, taps into a deep-seated fear of myuthis soft and jellylike body part
filled with vitreous humor. As various medievaldaRenaissance texts reveal, pearls were
thought to be soft before exposed to air, at whigimt, like coral, they would undergo a
transformation into something “rich and strangeines fittingly sung by the airy sprite (i.e., as
air personified, Ariel is the medium prompting dajBzation). It is precisely their softness that
poses grave danger and induces fear — something§teare understood well when he crafted
arguably his most horrific and shocking moment:rr@all plucking out Gloucester’s eyes in
King Lear. But any fixation on eyes likely also has to déhwiwo simple facts: First, this is the
body part capable of producing an onslaught oste&ss we recall from chapter one,
Shakespeare uses this to great effect and quidively in The Winter’s Talevhen he depicts
Leontes’ eyes as the organ that will water a plground day in and day out. Second, these
organs are, to the naked eye, perfectly spherieatietail that holds a particular resonance in this
play. | shall address the second observationatea section, but with respect to the first point,

the mixture of water and soil undeniably poses\agrtul prospect for new life.

The Ground Beneath the Waves: Ooze and Mud

As the first scene closes, we see Gonzalo desderdend, recognizing solid ground is
all that can save them from certain death at tbistp “Now would | give a thousand furlongs of
sea for an acre of barren ground” (1.i.58). Sintylain the next scene, Miranda asks “how came
we ashore?”, to which her father replies, “by pdavice divine” (1.ii.159-60), employing a term
that evokes the religious sense of salvation. ddfge, the more mundane meaning of salvation
—i.e., your life being saved in the here and natler than attaining redemption for one’s soul in

the afterlife — is inextricably linked to the gralitself.
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As we saw with trees, Prospero’s relationship eogtound he walks on is rarely
straightforward. Indeed, he often speaks of tloeigd as though it were one of the many
instruments in his retribution toolbox: “Fortune ath mine enemies / brought to this shore”
(1.ii.180-1). To be sure, this statement is obgimsofar as there would be no play to speak of if
the others did not wind up on the island, but tmgleasis on the ground persists in unexpected
ways, such as when Prospero demands, “here ceasegmestions. / Thou art inclined to sleep”
(1.ii.185-6). Prospero’s word choice suggestsratine or sloping downwards, but more
generally, when the stage directions indicate dhettaracter should fall asleep, it seems unlikely
they would remain standing.

Prospero has quite the proclivity for sending pedplthe ground, and, like other aspects
of the play, these movements cast our eyes downwatde lowest level of the stage. Of
course, Prospero’s tendency to put people to glgemlly, not euphemistically) is largely
benign. Still, the play hardly shies away from lexing the link between sleep and death — most
famously in the oft-quoted line, “our little lifs rounded with a sleep” (IV.i.157). Not
surprisingly, in certain situations, the ground esndangerously close to being a site of death:

Sebastian: What a strange drowsiness possessea's the
Antonio: They fell together all, as by consent.i.(95-9)
Sebastian: Prithee, say on:

The setting of thine eye and cheek proclaim

A matter from thee, and a birth indeed

Which throes thee much to yield.

Antonio: Thus, sir:

Although this lord of weak remembrance, this,

Who shall be of as little memory

When he is earthed, hath here almost persuaded,
For he’s a spirit of persuasion, only

Professes to persuade — the king his son’s alive,
‘Tis as impossible that he’s undrowned
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And he that sleeps here swims...

Here lies your brother

No better than the earth he lies upon. (ll.i.224-7
Once again, downward movement (as opposed to thandritself) becomes problematic and
linked to baseness. Of course, we know that Progpeesponsible for making Alonso and
Gonzalo fall to the ground due to drowsiness, sbat sense, there is never any real danger.
But even so, this harebrained and murderous scheveals just how swiftly and easily a plot of
ground can become a burial site. For Antonio agloaStian, once someone has been “earthed”,
that is the end. Having the victim come back fi®Would be as crazy as someone being
“‘undrowned.” Little do they realize, in their lited and unproductive view, that the man they
speak of is “undrowned.” Antonio even brazenly k®the king, claiming he is no better than
dirt. Under the conventional view (which | wouldyae the play works to supplant), comparing
someone to dirt is a grave insult, but this lineéhohking works only if one ignores a) the
capacity of this organic substance to nourish aerate new life and b) the sacred and
profound meanings that cultures have long assatiaith the soil. With respect to the second
point, | think Robert Pogue Harrison sums up thé&endest when he states that the act of burial
is an attempt to define our “place of belonging rbgting ourselves back in the soil because
“the humusgrounds the human” (Harrison 7). Regarding thet fioint, this is precisely what
Antonio hints at — whether consciously or not — whiesualizing his son’s fate:

Alonso: O, it is monstrous, monstrous:

Methought the billows spoke and told me of it;

The winds did sing it to me, and the thunder,

That deep and dreadful organ-pipe, pronounced

The name of Prosper: it did bass my trespass.

Therefore my son in the ooze is bedded, and

I'll seek him deeper than e’er plummet sounded
And with him there lie mudded. (111.iii.95-102)
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“Ooze” is not a word that appears with great fremuyein Shakespeare’s works. In fact, it shows
up only seven times, and the only play with moentbne occurrence e TempestAntony

and Cleopatrawith all of its intense focus on the Nile’s rishil (and its regenerative

properties) contains but one instand@non another play with a surprising fixation on the
earth’s solil, uses the term ondeericles another oceanic play, contains one appearance.
Finally, Henry VandCymbelineboth refer to the ooze at the “bottom of the sea.”

But what is ooze? In truth, the word is everyasitsemantically rich as what we picture
ooze to be in real life: a thick, nutrient-richtweud or slime, especially at the bottom of a river
or ocean. This typical meaning was certainly aurie Shakespeare’s time, as we see in the
examples above. But it meant several other thingisare less likely to register for a modern
audience. Ooze also signifies the juice, sapgard from a plant or fruit (a meaning still in use
today, though not a particularly common one). redéngly enough, ooze was also a name for
seaweed. And of course, the term functions equadly as a verb, as if to capture the dynamism
of the mineral rich and life-giving substance itsel

How fitting, then, that a word closely related tater (specifically to the ocean) and to
plants (even referring to the most common plariadiin the water) should hold some
significance in this play. Alonso’s statement adéerdinand wonderfully complements what
Ariel says to Ferdinand about his father (i.e.,m80), creating a kind of circularity or closed
circuit whereby certain rhetorical strategies camdrycled into something new. This time,
Ferdinand is the one who is being pictured as bpargof the muddy ooze and sedimentary bed.
But a part of what makes this statement where Aasi$rying to cope with what has happened
so poignant and effective is the hint of hopefutnesxed with desperation, particularly when he

says “I'll seek him...there” — at once a death wisit, perhaps also indicative of a glimmer of
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hope that his son remains alive. Similarly, slydogfore Prospero “comes clean” about
Ferdinand’s whereabouts but after Prospero infakloaso that he has “lost” a child too (i.e.,
Miranda), Alonso remarks, “O heavens, that theyew@ing both in Naples, / the king and
gueen there! That they were, | wish / myself warelded in that oozy bed / where my son lies”
(V.i.151-4). As we recall, this is not even thesfitime inThe Tempeghat Shakespeare has used
the relatively rare form “mudded”, which means aovg or mixing something with mud. The
word choices in these instances are no coincideéad®s bedded in ooze or “mudded” is to be
enveloped in the richness and fertility of silkdliin the famous passage frémtony and
Cleopatra

Antony: The higher Nilus swells,

The more it promises: As it eblibe seedsman

Upon the slime and ooze scatters his grain

And shortly comes to harvest.

Lepidus: You've strange serpents there...

Your serpent of Egypt is bred now of your rbydhe

Operation of your sun: So is your crocodile. [&ags added]

(11.vii.19-26)
The degree to which ooze proves inescapably ti¢hdet@otential for birth and renewal cannot be
underestimated in an era when the theory of speontageneration still held considerable sway
(and was often taken at face value). So its pessenideal for a play concerned with
transformations, second chances, and new livesvafids the end, Prospero says of Gonzalo,
Antonio, and Sebastian: “Their understanding ifeetp swell, and the approaching tide / will
shortly fill the reasonable shore / that now lieslfand muddy” (V.i.79-82). “Swell”, of course,
is often used in the context of pregnancy andlitgrihence why it appears multiple times in

Antony and Cleopatjahere, Prospero describes water mixing with mautha final stage to

achieving transformation, as though the gestaterrod were finally complete. Quite literally,
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the men are about to exit their stupor/magic-induz@ma and reenter the world of

consciousness with a new comprehension.

Spontaneous Generation and Blurred Boundaries

Though the comparisons Agntony and Cleopatrare useful in elucidating themes, in
truth, one does not need to look to this Roman fdind explicit references to spontaneous
generation. To return to Caliban’s premonitiort thay shall “all be turned to barnacles, or to
apes with foreheads villanous low”, many modermees likely gloss over the word “barnacle”
without realizing that Caliban is referring to asflic type of goose, not the crustacean. As
Gerard’sHerbal explains, “There are in the north parts of Scotleedain trees whereon do
grow shell-fishes, which, falling into the wateq decome fowls, whom we call barnakles, in the
north of England brant-geese, and in Lancashieedgeese.” Theélerbalis referring to the
belief that barnacle geese spontaneously gendratedyoose barnacles.

Indeed, the barnacle goose was a prototypical ebeaafigpontaneous generation and the
case of this one random bird was so well-known itHfegured prominently in religious
discussions. For instance, in the late twelfthiwan Gerald of Wales argued in Rispographia
Hiberniaethat the generation of barnacle geese provediheaktulate Conception:

There are here many birds that are called “Barsae¥ich in a
wonderful way Nature unnaturally produces...For taeyborn at
first like pieces of gum on logs of timber washegule waves.
Then enclosed in shells of a free form they hanthky beaks as
if from the moss clinging to the wood and so agténn process of
time obtaining a sure covering of feathers...Be wiskength,
wretched Jew, be wise even though late. The@esteration of
man from dust without male or female [Adam] andskeond

from the male without the female [Eve] thou daresttdeny in
veneration of thy law. The third alone from mate demale,

because it is usual, thou approvest and affirmésttivy hard
beard. But the fourth, in which alone is salvatistom female
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without male, that with obstinate malice thou deststo thy own

destruction...[Nature] is an argument for the faitial &r our

conviction procreates and produces every day asimihout

either male or female. (Jacobs 92-3)
Part of what I find striking about this account d&érard’s as well is that the creation is not
limited to simply barnacles (i.e., “shell-fishesi)d geese; trees, plants, and water are
conspicuously thrown into the equation, servingesingredients in the generative process.
But given the haziness surrounding how spontangensration exactly works, it should come
as no surprise the end result should blur bounslan®ong life forms. During the fasting that
occurs during Lent, Christians historically werbalked to consume fish, but not fowl; however,
the belief that the barnacle goose was in realftgrasuggested to some followers that
consuming this animal was fifié.In a rather amusing turn, Pope Innocent Il flidsue a
decree that explicitly prohibited eating the getseng Lent (Lankester 117).

This blurring of boundaries is evident in Calibawards. In the blink of an eye, he
imagines them becoming birds, crustaceans (siratertbaning cannot be ignored), and
primates. Moreover, the allusion to spontaneouniggion occurs right before the final act
when everything begins to “swell” or come to fraiti In the final book of th®letamorphoses
Ovid too describes the process of spontaneous g@mers a blending or amalgamation of
organisms and likens the process to the phoentxiges from the ashes (“generation...from
dust” sans “male or female” as Gerald notes): “Solkdoo hold opinion when the backebone
which dooth growe / in man, is rotten in the grahe, pith becommes a snake. / Howbee't of

other things all theis theyr first beginning tak@ne bird there is that dooth renew itself and as

were / beget it self continually” (Book XV).

% Clearly, an additional layer of confusion and albration occurred since shellfish are unrelatedsto. f
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Towards Circularity: Bending the Great Chain of Bey

Just as there were some Renaissance scholars giexrlahat spontaneous generation
posed a threat to Christian theological teachiregmbse it implied godless creation, denied
intelligent design, and relied too heavily on chafBoorstin 39; Goodrum 208), | would suggest
that the blurring of the boundaries between liflerfe undermines the Great Chain of Being.
According to Plato, the “completeness of the waldgnanded a full range of different beings
ranked hierarchically on a chain that descendeu ftee immortal gods on high, down through
humans to animals, plants, stones, and dust aetlyebottom” (Patterson 21). The fifteenth
century jurist Sir John Fortescue eloquently aléited this perfect and divine ordering of the
universe in which “angel is set over angel, ran&rupank in the kingdom of heaven; man is set
over man, beast over beast, bird over bird, afddiger fish, on the earth in the air and in the
sea...There is no worm that crawls upon the grouadird that flies on high, no fish that swims
in the depths, which the chain of this order dagtshind in the most harmonious concord”
(Tillyard 27). Given the play under discussiorisihice to know that the organisms and organic
material beneath the surface were not forgottem fitus hierarchy and were as much a part of
the ladder as everything on dry land.

But of course, all of the known universe would h&wvée included in order for the
hierarchy to be complete; as Charles Pattersoramsplthe hierarchy (which included social
rank) needed to be “continuous since the perfdoidaf God’s creation could have no gaps”
(Patterson 22). The theologian Nicolas of CusaewoDe docta ignorantig1440), that “the
highest species of one genus coincides with thesowf the next higher genus, in order that the
universe may be one, perfect, [and] continuous¥@joy 80). | would argue thdthe Tempest
envisions a different, but more accurate, typeoottinuousness — less a ladder or chain, and

more a circle (or to use a modern-day examplerabgcling symbol). If Prospero represents the
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top of the pyramid in the world of the play (whatlas the godlike protagonist or simply as a
man whose place above plants, animals, women, femwer social rank, etc. seems secure),
then this position is weakened or eroded as theraptogresses. As | discuss in the prior
chapter, the ladder arguably becomes destabilizé gpoint where, structurally, Prospero
moves down a few pegs to link his own person testreéOf course, Prospero being Prospero, he
creates a microcosm or subset of the Great Chdeiofy by devising a hierarchy of plants
where trees are naturally on top. But this neveorsl undermined in no small part by
Prospero’s arrogance and suspect dominion overenéitnich he ultimately forswears). More
importantly, as the play turns our attention temate modes of existence and creation (e.g.,
equating the human body to soil and rocks, orgamisming into other organisms) what
initially looks to be a ladder becomes bent andt®d out of its vertical shape into something
more ovoid in nature.

Through visions of hardened coral and pearls, Sipdare incites us to consider the
notion of achieving something constant, and perleaps eternal. To return to pearls, the
external round contour that we perceive merelytshes the surface of a pearl’s intrinsic
circularity. As with coral, pearls grow by layebat if anything, they grow in a manner even
more akin to tree rings. A pearl sliced in halfmggared to the cross-section of a tree trunk

reveals noticeable similarities (Fig. 16).

Figure 16. Cross-sections of a pearl (left) aré trunk (right).
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These images depicting growth emanating radiatignfan originary nucleus could easily serve
as models for what Marder defines as the quintessehvegetal being. Humans have a natural
tendency to think of organisms as being verticallyctured, but, of course, in doing so, we are
merely projecting our own sense of what is norrt@ (0 bottom/head to feet) onto other life
forms (namely vegetation). Marder poses the intng question of what it would mean to
approximate “the locus of vegetal being” while aleminding us that seeds denote “animal and
vegetal modes of reproduction alike” (Vegetal 4¥87). Indeed, the concept “seed” (which is
relevant to early modern thinking on coral and [saiways already defies boundaries between
species and kingdoms (Vegetal 487). Bearing thes#s in mind, Marder astutely observes
that “the act of placing oneself in the positioraofegetal being” involves the “seemingly banal
fact of...stretching up and down simultaneously” (§&d474). In other words, from a seed’s
germination, offshoots may emerge in any directiooh that all living extensions (e.g., roots,
stems, branches, flowers) are radii from the origin

While this radial process is not how humans tyycetharacterize life on earth, circles,
rings, spheres, and globes have held symbolicfgignce in virtually every age. Not
surprisingly, their continuous shape with no breaknd has frequently been used to signify
eternalness or the notion of infinity (a standatplanation behind wedding bands). Ariel's song
ends with a different kind of ring (“sea nymphs Hguing his knell”) — the sound emanating
from a bell, in this case to mark someone’s passigs type of ring presents a striking
juxtaposition to the longevity of the coral and peansidering that the sound, though it can

echo for several seconds in the air, is ultimafielgting.
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The symbolic significance behind concentric ringarot be overestimated as such
images are used to depict everything from creatsmif (Fig. 17) to celestial orbits and the

harmony of the spheres (Fig. 18) to the struct@itbeuniverse (Fig. 19):

Figure 18. Geocentric celestial spheres from Pgdéan’s Cosmographig1539).
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Figuré 19. “Intégra Natura” from Robert FluddD$&riusque cosmi maioris scilicet et minoris metagibg, physica
atque technica historigl617-18).

Regarding the first set of images from ttheremberg Chroniclea modern viewer might be
struck by their plainness and starkness, partiuiarthe first blue circle, which represents in
abstract form the creation of water. | would sigjgkat the structure dthe Tempest with its
godlike protagonist — bears some important sintieito the biblical account of creation.
Prospero begins by creating the opening wateryes¢ben he brings humans to land. And, as |
detail in chapter four, mankind’s postlapsariarstce is closely linked to the rampant
exploitation of the earth’s riches and is markedahynability to return to the harmony that
existed before the fall — themes thide Tempesiddresses directly.

On the one hand, orbs seem to encapsulate limplgential (particularly evident in the

images conveying the grandeur and scope of Godrk)waout they also affirm perfect order.
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Shakespeare memorably depicts the common Elizabetbaure of the world in Ulysses’
famous monologue about cosmic order and the Greain@f Being inTroilus and Cressida

Ulysses: The heavens themselves, the planetghencentre

Observe degree, priority and place,

Insisture, course, proportion, season, form,

Office and custom, in all line of order;

And therefore is the glorious planet Sol

In noble eminence enthroned and sphered

Amidst the other; whose medicinable eye

Corrects the ill aspects of planets evil,

And posts, like the commandment of a king,

Sans check to good and bad. But when the planets

In evil mixture to disorder wander,

What plagues and what portents, what mutiny!

What raging of the sea, shaking of earth! (1.5+$87)
Established hierarchies are crucial not simplyowa stability, but to the safety of the whole
cosmos. The alternative, as Ulysses explainfiaexand anarchylhe Tempestnterestingly
enough, contains the most appearances of the Wadsiony” and “harmonious.” Granted,
these words are sprinkled only sporadically actbesShakespearean canon, but, as with coral,
their inclusion in this play should not thereforeriegarded as inconsequential or coincidental.

Prospero begins his renunciation speech by traxitigcle on the ground — perhaps one

final quasi-magical gesture that symbolizes thenwosnry and eternity of a circle. Yet this initial
circular motion is simply the preamble to a spetheh replicates verbally the visual effect of
concentric rings. After drawing the circle, Progspenmediately mentions Neptune and the
moon (referring to the sea and light, respectivielyt,the choice of celestial orbs amplifies the
effect). More significantly, Prospero moves orméscribe “green sour ringlets” — i.e., fairy rings
(also known as elf circles). The only other Shakesean work that mentions this phenomenon

is, appropriately enoug®y Midsummer Night's DreamThese ethereal botanical circles are

bands of grass that differ in color from the sunding area and are caused by fungi growth.
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Incidentally, given that Prospero was directly asgble for the felling of countless trees
and in this all-important speech finally admitsriflicting needless harm upon trees, the circle
may also serve to recreate the circumference ikt Such an interpretation is strengthened
by the focus on a) vegetal circles that sprout ftbengrass and b) relinquishing his wooden staff
and “bury[ing] it certain fathoms” deep, again evkthe rhetoric of life spontaneously
generating from ooze (V.i.55). After Prospero stys,the First Folio states, “they all enter the
circle which Prospero had made, and there stangingith® This action prolongs the well-
established circle/sphere motif, and — as prevjousimated — these circles are often celestial in
nature. Gonzalo worries that the moon will betéif out of her sphere”, and Prospero speaks
poignantly about the “great globe” before obsentimaf “our little life is rounded with a sleep.”
The word “rounded” invites the reader to envisigphere, while the transience of life suggests
that we are insignificant when compared to the ersg’s magnitude. Similarly, the masque that
Prospero creates speaks of Jupiter, Venus, and-Masgonomical designations for these
heavenly orbs that were already in use centurisgd&hakespeare’s lifetime. (Incidentally, the
brightest objects in the night sky are the moomuse Jupiter, and Mars.) “Moon” appears a
dozen times in the text — hardly surprising for $plere that controls the “flows and ebbs” of the

earth’s oceans (V.i.273).

% Although we cannot know for certain whether Shakese wrote these stage directions, at a minimusegims
probable this is how the play was performed givext the action necessitates that all of these ctesastand near
or around Prospero in their charmed state. Ptdrdiftly, the characters enter into a magical zbaenumbs their
senses (so demarcating a circle would be logisangihe context). Like many of Shakespeare’s plags/ersion
of The Tempesxists aside from what was ultimately printedhia First Folio. HoweveiThe Tempestppears to
be one of a handful of plays that were set int@ tiypm a manuscript prepared by Ralph Crane, psafeal
scrivener to the King’s Men. This detail cuts bathys, however. On the one hand, Crane prepagtdduiality
versions and, across the board, “Crane’s work agpeear and accurate” with “few verbal correctioegded in
any script” that he prepared (Freeman xl). Morepgiven Crane'’s role, he may have been workingnfeo
“transcript of the author’s papers” rather thariteatrical prompt copy” (Freeman xl). On the othand, some
scholars have argued that Crane intervened by iltbg the stage directions. For a discussiomigffioint see
John Jowett’s “New Created Creatures: Ralph Ceamkthe Stage Directions in The Tempest.”
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Prospero draws this symbol on the stage perhagsabker means of evoking the
celestial orbits that compose the harmony of theesgs. This theory that Pythagoras put forth
suggested that a harmonious arrangement of thersaom, and other planets was defined by
mathematical proportions. The perfect alignmentegblutions resulted in pure musical
intervals (i.e., musical harmon$f). For a play that concerns the redemption of aextharacters,
the education of others, finding liberty and lowe $ome, and perhaps even achieving harmony
through forgiveness, the circle presents an ideafe to convey the happiness of such endings.
And yet, the circle’s association with infinity idigs that no ending is truly finite, but simply
presents a shift or movement along a new trajectdrgnce Prospero’s emphasis during the

play’s final moments on embarking upon a new plodses life.

Conclusion

Though the opening lines and the epilogue are swwdlly considered side by side, they
subtly reveal the degree to which the play has clutheircle. The Boatswain — who appears
only in the first and last scenes — orders his me&he beginning to “take in the topsail” and
encourages the storm to “blow, till thou burst tind” (1.i.5). At the end of the play, Prospero
tells the audience that the “gentle breath of youyssails must fill” (Epilogue 11). These lines
are almost mirror images of one another. Initialye sail must be drawn in and contracted; the
wind, meanwhile, blows so violently that it couldrbt. Prospero’s words present the flipside to
this image; the sail must grow and expand and gtgathes have been replaced by “gentle

breath”, which almost by definition cannot emanaith any real force.

% Although the theoretical music of the spheres matsaudible to humans, from a thematic perspectiee,
allusions are particularly fitting in one of Shageare’s most musical plays. David Lindley notkaf tfrom
beginning to end the play $siffused with musical sounds and the effects ofiecrarg a continuous dramatic and
thematic subject” (Lindley 199). John P. Cuttsumgthat “the whole play is conceived as taking paran island
that resounds continually to music in the air, Whi. ..equivalent to music of the spheres” (Cutts)347
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This small detail that bookends the play by reusi@gain terms and concepts is one of
many examples that demonstrate the extreme/hyrcannectedness that defiridsee Tempest
All of the characters are “knit up” (111.iii.89), ch in turn echoes the “knotty entrails” of both
trees and humans. Trees are linked to coral. Gdlden Age myth cannot be extricated from
Eden. Pearls offer but one type sphere and represe instance of concentricity. Most
everything involves water in one fashion or anofleeg., spontaneous generation). Barren dirt
morphs into ooze via a liquid conduit. A word litaze” at once denotes a plant, its crop, and
the soil from which it grows. Brittle bones becowilerant gems (which themselves may be part
plant or animal). Images such as bodies in sedienath actions like servants being trapped in
trees repeat like a broken record. Everythingddnctircle back to everything else and that very
circularity is integral to appreciating the playaawhole. It is perhaps unavoidable that such a
never-ending chain of signification would undermamg sense of a facile vertical hierarchy, for
what can be man’s role in such a setting? Moreomaptly, can he ever truly be ontologically
and epistemologically separated from other formsaftter?

There are many ways to read and perform Prospguick retort when his daughter
exclaims, “How many goodly creatures are there!ndf@w beauteous mankind is! O brave
new world / that has such people in it!” (V.i.18p-A skilled actor could easily make an
audience chuckle at the witty and curt rejoindéis hew to thee.” Of course, Prospero’s
remark can also be read as a cynical appraisakoifvorld and of his daughter’s limited
knowledge. But regardless of the tone, the irengleéar: there is nothing truly new in a world
marked repetition and interdependence. What's mma is not the exceptional, distinct

creature he often thinks himself to be.
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Chapter 6
Love, Liberty, and the Pursuit of Game inAs You Like It

Introduction

No ecocritical examination of Shakespeare woulddraplete without considering the
playwright’s ubiquitous use of animals. As | akatito in the introductory chapter, | chose to
focus on vegetation and the ground in part becanseals have received far more attention in
ecocritical scholarship. Buts You Like I{c. 1599), as one of the plays that utilizes animal
imagery the most, dovetails nicely with this ingqumot simply because of its memorable sylvan
setting, but because the use of animals entail$exaht type of grounding: the return to earth
and reality from metaphorical flight. This typeabseness to the ground, though not exactly
negative, carries darker undertones than we hareiadhe other iterations of the theme, which
depict the regenerative and/or transformative ptagseof the soil.As You Like [twith all of its
emphasis on animal life, presents a more tempeaexdof the ground that corresponds to the
play’s ability to depict love in both a cynical atvdimphant manner. In other words, for better
or for worse, humans are tied to the ground, asinagsandividuals may, at times, aspire to be
like birds that can fly away at a moment’s notice.

Though dozens of nonhuman creatures are mentioneatying degrees iAs You Like
It, the present discussion attends to Shakespeas¥alent use of birds and deer. The imagery
associated with these animals serves as a sprirdjbmaeave together various themes in the
play. More specifically, this chapter details th®quitous avian motif and argues that its
primary value rests in its ability to represent pluesuit of an ideal existence. However, its
secondary purpose stems from the role of birdsliak ®#etween the thorny matter of finding

love andAs You Like It'sreatment of hunting. It is at this intersecttbat the focus of the
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discussion shifts to deer and, more broadly, hgramindicative of the quest for love, repressed
anxieties, and a rejection of utopian ideals -efWhich undermine the foundation of the
fledgling society in the forestial shelter awayrfracourt.

Early in the play, the benevolent and wrongfullyl@x Duke Senior famously remarks
that now that he and his men are living in Ardexefmapt from public haunt”, they will find
“tongues in trees, books in the running brookgri®ns in stones, and good in everything”
(I.i.216-7). With Shakespeare’s green world plaig, vegetative and topographical features
(e.g., trees, brooks, stones) invariably come shi@rp relief; however, | hope to show that man’s
relationship to animals is of central concern ia pilay. The phrase “exempt from public haunt”,
which immediately precedes a poignant conversatibmut killing deer, is likely intended to
serve as a pun between haunt/hunt (with the impdicahat the men would be free from
persecution and persecuting others). Drawing upstorical, legal, and philosophical thinking
on the relationship between ethical behavior aedettploitation of animals, this chapter argues
thatAs You Like Iteveals what a model society could entail, bun thigatters the illusion of
harmony by introducing the effects of love and.lust

To put this discussion in conteXs You Like Is candid depiction of animal suffering
appears before Descartes’ now infamous animal-madiypothesis. Indeed, before Descartes,
seventeenth century authors generally agreed tinatads possessed cognitive powers
(Broughton 417). IMan and the Natural WorlKeith Thomas argues that the early modern
period revealed a new attitude towards animalseaggb within mankind’s moral and social
framework (Brutal Reasoning 74). One of the cpielponents of a more inclusive approach
was Michel de Montaigne, whose writings may havii@ancedAs You Like It Erica Fudge

claims that Shakespeare represents Montaigne’'e&etinorder to parody them” and that he
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does not treat Montaigne’s pro-animal views setismce they are articulated primarily by
Jaques (Brutal Reasoning 79). While this may leed@fault interpretation of the play, | argue
that there is no compelling reason to discount dsiqubservations once understood in their
proper context (and even though the character ppgaa melodramatic to some). As the
philosopher Mary Midgley puts it, “the fact thatnse people are silly about animals cannot stop
the topic being a serious one. Animals are ndtque of the things with which people amuse
themselves...they are the group to which people lgeMrfe are not just rather like animals; we
are animals” (Masson 37). These words essentiakbgribe the foundation upon whiék You
Like Itis built, and the question of how to treat aninvahen designing a society proves to be a
troublesome subjectAs You Like lemphasizes man’s relationship to animals andcen t

process, examines whether anything truly distingessus from them.

Taking Flight

The shift from Duke Frederick’s court to the fore6Ardenne happens so quickly that
the manner in which individuals enter the new mil®uld easily go unnoticed. However, the
path to the idyllic setting is marked by referentebirds, with flight serving as a metaphor for
the escape from Duke Frederick’s tyranny. The @escription of Ardenne is of a place where
“many merry men” gather with the exiled Duke Sen®tlive like the old Robin Hood of
England” (1.i.100). Indeed, “many young gentlenfimck to [Duke Senior] every day and fleet
the time carelessly, as they did in the golden &Vqiili.101-3). The choice of the verb “flock”,
which is semantically tied to bird congregationtgats, accentuates the bucolic aspects of forest
life. The fact that the “merry men” of Sherwood&st lived in canopies only adds credence to

an avian subtext. However, the more significanec¢h the opening portrayal of Ardenne that
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relates to birds and utopian landscapes can belfiouthme simile comparing their lifestyle to the
“golden world”, referring to the Golden Age in Bobkf Ovid’'s Metamorphoses a chimerical
time when man could communicate with animals aadhiérom their acumen (Spencer 189).
The reference to the Golden Age as an archetypanfadteal society is only the
beginning in terms of allusions to tMetamorphoseand we soon perceive how various
references relate to Shakespeare’s use of aninaglang. In Book X, Ovid depicts the myth of
Ganymede, i.e., the ananym that the play’s herdétosalind, adopts when she flees Duke
Frederick’s court. According to the myth, Zeusertsent an eagle or morphed into one himself
to seize Ganymede and transport him to Olympusntaally, Zeus placed Ganymede in the sky
as the constellation Aquarius. Although Aquarsisammonly assumed to signify wataq(a),
the cluster of stars is also associated with tiggegfaquila). Consequently, the majestic bird
became a symbol for Ganymede. After Zeus firstkduGanymede from the ground, Ovid
describes how the youth’s hounds barked uselessihea&ky. Though the canines belong to
Ganymede, hounds are invariably associated withitgiand tracking animals. ¥ss You Like
It, Duke Frederick pursues Celia, Rosalind, and @ddvut his efforts are in vain because like,
Ganymede, his daughter and niece figuratively manadeavderra firma
To be sure, Shakespeare is usually exceedinglycéxpl crafting the analogy between
his characters and birds. For instance, in omstrengthen the tie between birds and the divine
realm, Celia remarks that they are as inseparabléumo’s swans.” And when Rosalind and
Celia make their first entrance on stage, Celiaarksithat a newly arrived courtier “will force
upon us as pigeons feed their young” (1.ii.77-8% a joke, Rosalind responds that in being
forced to digest the courtier's news, they willlixe pigeons crammed in a cage being fattened

for food. The deeper consequence of this conversat that staying in Duke Frederick’s court
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would prove a grave a threat to Rosalind’s lifeceishe would be like the poor incarcerated
pigeons (i.e., sitting ducks) awaiting their doo8hortly thereafter, Duke Frederick, in an act of
pure tyranny, banishes Rosalind without any calisis. at this point that Rosalind and Celia
decide to escape from their caged existences ands& how [they] may fly” (1.iii.94).

The symbolic properties of birds are attractiveduse these creatures are seemingly
unconstrained by the forces that otherwise keemalsigrounded. Accordingly, Celia is
confident that “after [their] flight...[they] go inontent to liberty and not to banishment”
(1.iii.231). Duke Frederick will be unable to tkathem if they adopt forms capable of leaving
earth at a moment’s notice and seeking shelter dbgive in limbs that are out of reach.
Although Rosalind and Celia are not literally tichgellers, their connection to branches is
maintained throughout the play and indeed stremgithdy such occurrences as when Orlando
decides to post his verses “on” and “upon” treeg.(#1.ii.158, II1.iii.353) as a way to reach
Rosalind. Moreover, statements such as Rosalfmaigth being mounted on the wind”
(111.1i.79) suggest that by escaping into the avén if only in a metaphorical sense), her value
approaches new and divine heights, much like wahy®&ede who was bequeathed a place of

distinction among the gods and granted immortality.

Jaques

The melancholy Jaques comes across as an indivadhgae spirit never soars, with eyes
permanently cast downward as he dwells on the sadtiae of life. When we first meet Jaques,
he characterizes others — though never himselfbirds (e.g., he asks his fellow Lords to
“warble”, which means to sing collectively as ackoof birds (11.v.31)). However, his outlook

undergoes a striking transformation once he hapgrhany concerning his ambitions and
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realizes the optimal lifestyle for him. Jaques@edibly excited due to a chance encounter with
Touchstone, a former clown of Duke Frederick’s toumrthe forest. Jaques notes that when he
“did hear the motley fool thus moral...[his] lungsglaa to crow like chanticleer’(ll.vii.28-34).
Jaques’ worldview has abruptly switched to one wher too can spread his wings, which is
precisely what he intends to do, albeit in his amnsual way. Jaques explains that he is
“ambitious for a motley coat” (1l.vii.43). Interisgly enough, a rooster is one of two birds in
the play (the other being the parrot) who don felaffatterns that could rightly be described as
“motley.” Although in the modern era we visuali@d@ckens as monochromatic poultry largely
because of the way they have been bred with tkeofibig agribusiness and mass production
factory farms, it used to be the norm to see doicastl fowl with plumage containing myriad
hues resembling a chequered coat (Fig. 20).

Jaques’ conclusion that he “must have liberty” fras large a charter as the wind”
(I.vii.47-8) parallels Rosalind and Celia’s deoisito “take flight” and settle in the space where
birds fly in the hope of reaching freedom far friéme oppressive dukedom. Yet Duke Senior
remains weary of giving Jaques “license of fredf¢lb.vii.68) because he fears the
discontented lord would do little more than exagdise sins that he himself has committed at the
expense of hapless bystanders. Shakespeare’dafaliction here again implies an avian
guality insofar as a bird’s “foot” can literally B&ee” of the ground. Given the tensions that
exist between these two men, it is hardly surpgisirat Jaques seeks “to avoid” Duke Senior
(I.v.28). Yet, if his goal is to convince the duthat he is qualified to be installed as the affic
moralizing fool, one might assume that Jaques waatd/ely try to display his talents. The
reason behind this incongruity appears to lie eaftt that Duke Senior “love[s] to cope” Jaques

in his “sullen fits” (11.i.67). The verb “cope” illing since it also denotes the action of cugftin
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the beak or talons of a hawk. Thus, on some Idagjues realizes Duke Senior is not the type to

permit him a “license of free foot”, as clippindaas would suggest.

-".- 4
£ 5
gical Miscellanypf Peraldus. Right: rooster from

Figure 20. Left: detail from the thirteenth cenyt@iheolo
Imaginacion de vraye noblessmpied by Poulet circa 1500.

Romantic Anxieties

Although references to birds are used implicitlg @xplicitly in matters that relate to the
fullest realization of happiness in life, birds &edly limited to chimerical visions of the ideal.
Birds also represent anxieties in romantic relaops. For all of the play’s focus on love, many
characters are inordinately concerned with cuckoldie term originates from the name of the
bird that lays its eggs in another bird’s nestal&speare is perhaps alluding to this behavior
when Celia chastises Rosalind and insists she dliskbw the world what the bird hath done to
her own nest” (IV.i.174). The phrase “cuckoldiyrahighlights a crucial feature about the
cuckolded male, namely that he supposedly wearsshorsignify his shame. As Brucer
Boehrer notes ishakespeare Among the Animals animal image is more common in English
Renaissance culture than the cuckold’s horns dgivein ubiquity in sixteenth and seventeenth
century English prose, poetry, legal records, \limmemography, and drama (Among the Animals
71). ltis at this peculiar intersection betwe@d$and creatures with horns that we can begin to
broach the complex treatment of finding a matenis fictional world and how the forces of love

and lust negatively influence what could otherwisea near-utopian society.
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There can be no doubt that hunting and love go Imhdnd. When Celia notifies
Rosalind that she spied Orlando “furnished likeuathr”, Rosalind exclaims “O ominous — he
comes to kill my heart”, with an obvious pun on fbeart (111.ii.224). Of course, the difficulty
lies in differentiating between the hunter andhbated. Like the muddled human/animal
dichotomy, it is rarely clear who typifies what \ale in the relationship. Rosalind and Orlando
are both depicted as hunters and, on other occadlmey resemble animals that are hunted.
That vacillation exists in quixotic affairs shouldrdly come as a surprise. Such uncertainty and
tensions are inevitable in the games lovers p@y.the one hand, the thrill of the chase can be
exhilarating, but the individuals involved must\bgilant of the dangers of romance, e.g.,
cuckoldry.

Rosalind takes great pains to convey to Orlandbtlieae are numerous obstacles to
surmount in order for love to succeed. She teftsthat being in love is like being trapped in a
“cage” (l11.ii.335) and tries to bait Orlando in&mimitting he is a “prisoner” because to appear
otherwise would imply that he is not in love. Tihege of entrapment recalls the description of
Rosalind and Celia as pigeons caged in Duke Fredgcourt. In that situation, it was
eminently clear that they should abscond to bedfégranny, but now the reader is forced to
reevaluate his original understanding becausedtest is plainly a location where love is found,
and yet, being in love can limit a person’s freedmmd make him a prisoner of passionate
emotions.

Whenever the topic of “horning” comes up, it is abhalways in conjunction with birds.
As we have seen, birds can exemplify the pursuiiapipiness and freedom, but too much liberty
implies a dearth of restrictions and undesirabtsémess. In one of her lessons to Orlando,

Rosalind explains that “men are April when they wbecember when they wed: / maids are
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May when they are maids, but the sky / changes whenare wives. | will be more jealous / of
thee than a Barbary cock-pigeon over his hen, emal@morous than a parrot against rain”
(IV.i.125-9). Rosalind maintains that the springgti epitomized by the Ovidian Golden Age will
dissipate and only the harsh reality of winter reve@nce a man and woman wed. Her
illustrations involving the stereotypically waywabdds are designed to prove that all that
glitters is not gold because love is not necessarilideal state of bliss. This is especially true
Rosalind claims, because infidelity is an unavoidaspect of romantic relationships. Orlando
simply but assuredly states that “virtue is no Ineaker and my Rosalind is virtuous” (IV.i.55).
As far as the men of this world are concerned, rididais the exception rather than the

rule. Touchstone wishes to marry Audrey and ergl& Jaques that his desire is natural
because “as the falcon her bells, so man hathdsise®; and as pigeons rub bill to bill, so
wedlock would be nibbling” (111.iii.67-68). His adaration appears to follow the established
trope of birds signifying happiness, but Touchstesétement does not convey the entire
picture as evidenced by attempts to reassure hitselcuckoldry is not shameful:

Touchstone: Many a man has good horns, and knovesit of

them. Well, that is the dowry of his wife; ‘tis m® of his own

getting. Horns? Even so. Poor men alone? Naheonoblest

deer hath them as huge as the rascal. Is theesimgh therefore

blessed? No. As a walled town is more worthianth village, so

is the forehead of a married man more honouralale the bare

brow of a bachelor. (lll.iii.42-8)
While As You Like It'preoccupation with “horning” might seem a tad olplace, the
intersection between cuckolds and deer is indisppeitaOf course, readers can infer that these
repeated references concern man’s desire to maicdatrol over partners who, upon cheating,

would subvert their authority and sexual potentguchstone’s own apprehensions elucidate

Jaques’ conclusion that “the worst fault...is to véove” (l11.ii.258). Clearly, Jaques is either
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unwilling or unable to understand that love candyiess own rewards. Orlando, who is much
more well-versed in affairs of the heart, retofts‘a fault | will not change for your best virtue
(111.ii.259). Orlando then teases Jaques thafdbéhe is searching for has “drowned in the
brook” but that if Jaques “look][s] in, [he] shalleshim” (111.ii.262). Jaques plays into Orlando’s
game and says “there | shall see my own figure'realizing that Orlando is referring to the
myth of Narcissus (Book IlI) who was so enamorethwimself that he fell into a stream while
admiring his reflection. Orlando perceptively dists that Jaques is as much in love as anyone

else, except he is in love with himself, or morecafically the melancholic role that he so enjoys

playing.

A Nobler Kindness
One of Jaques’ most memorable moralizing spectaias incident we do not have the

pleasure of seeing preformed on stage but, ratteehear the tale from one of Duke Senior’'s
lords whose memory is sparked when Duke Senior. $&gsne, shall we go and kill us venison?
/ And yet it irks me the poor dappled fools, / lgeimative burghers of this desert city, / should in
their own confines with forked heads / have theund haunches gored” (11.i.21-4). What
ensues is a lengthy (and arguably poignant) diseodepicting Jaques’ reaction to watching a
deer die from wounds received at the hands of &hun

First Lord: Indeed, my lord,

The melancholy Jaques grieves at that;

And, in that kind, swears you do more usurp

Than doth your brother that hath banished you.

Today my Lord of Amiens and myself

Did steal behind him as he lay along

Under an oak whose antique root peeps out

Upon the brook that brawls along this wood,

To the which place a poor sequestered stag,
That from the hunter’s aim had ta’en a hurt,
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Did come to languish. And indeed, my lord,

The wretched animal heaved forth such groans
That their discharge did stretch his leathern coat
Almost to bursting, and the big round tears
Coursed one another down his innocent nose

In piteous chase. And thus the hairy fool,

Much marked of the melancholy Jaques,

Stood on the extremest verge of the swift brook,
Augmenting it with tears.

Duke Senior: But what said Jaques?
Did he not moralize this spectacle?

First Lord: O, yes, into a thousand similes.

First, for his weeping into the needless stream:
‘Poor deer,” quoth he, ‘thou makest a testament
As worldlings do, giving thy sum of more

To that which had too much.” Then, being there @Jon
Left and abandoned of his velvet friend,

“Tis right,” quoth he, ‘thus misery doth part

The flux of company.’ Anon a careless herd

Full of the pasture jumps along by him

And never stays to greet him. ‘Ay’ quoth Jaques,
‘Sweep on, you fat and greasy citizens,

'tis just the fashion. Wherefore should you look
Upon that poor and broken bankrupt there?’
Thus most invectively he pierceth through

The body of the country, city, court,

Yea, and of this our life, swearing that we

Are mere usurpers, tyrants, and what's worse,
To fright the animals and to kill them up

In their assigned and native dwelling place.

Duke Senior: And did you leave him in this contéstipn?

Second Lord: We did, my lord, weeping and comnmenti
Upon the sobbing deer. (11.i.25-66)

| posit that like a number of other instances m phay, Shakespeare once again invokes a
specific story from Ovid’Metamorphoses The Doctrines of Pythagoras — in this scene hurt
Golding’s translation of th¥letamorphoseprovided widespread knowledge of Pythagoras’

views on vegetarianism and particularly on theseoflhunting animals (McColley 174):
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How wickedly prepareth he himself to murther man

That with a cruell knyfe dooth cut the throte oflfCand can

Unmovably give heering to the lowing of the dam,

Or sticke the kid that wayleth lyke the little babe eate

The fowle that he himself before had often fed wmitbate?

What wants of utter wickednesse in woorking subéese?

(Book XV)
As You Like It'gale involving the crying deer was not staged ymesbly due to the difficulty of
bringing a stag and a brook onto the Elizabethagestand, as Joan Fitzpatrick has observed, the
ventriloquized account produces the “distinct efféfadistancing Jaques from the sentiments
expressed” (Fitzpatrick 58). But far from beindraeental, this result may be both intentional
and desirable because it strengthens the anald@yitbs work. In the play’s first scene
devoted to deer, Jagues serves as a comic verfsiythmgoras since, in both cases, the
speaker’s views are filtered through the lens attla@r individual recounting the story.
Although the verse from Ovid refers to a goat, thecrepancy might further support the theory
that the idea for Act Il, scene i may be partlypinsd by Ovid’'s work given that, later in the
play, Touchstone remarks, “I am here with...thy g@etshe most capricious poet honest Ovid
was among the Goths” (IlL.iii.6)’

Although the above excerpt from thNeetamorphoses a mere sampling of the extensive
discourse devoted to the cruelty and sadnesstdrasdrom killing animals, there are striking
thematic resemblances to Shakespeare’s verse airen those seven short lines. Both
narrators personify the animals and, if anythimgyues does so to a much greater extent. In his

eyes, the deer is a city denizen and words likeKbaptcy”, “fashion”, and “velvet” are but a

few of the terms that seem incongruous with thedsdaut are suitable for urban life. Of course,

87 “Capricious” also pertains to goats, possibly deg from the Italian word capra. The OED's easiientry for
capricious comes from Richard Carew’s work: “Thedntive wits are termed in the Tuscan tongue ciaqus
(capriciuso) for the resemblance they bear to 4, gd# takes no pleasure in the open and easysplairt loves to
caper along the hill-tops.”
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one cannot ignore the obvious human qualitiestaqties bestows upon the deer — e.g.,
shedding tears, awaiting some offer of assistarwme fts “friends.” In both reports, the animal’s
cries prove futile on account of “deaf ears.” Aduhally, Jagues and Pythagoras both depict the
act of killing the animal as a crime but, accordioglaques, it is doubly illicit because murdering
a deer is analogous to tyranny and usurpation dgivatthe territory lawfully belongs to the
animals.

There are certainly similar models to be found agnibve writings of prominent
Renaissance thinkers that advance the argumertuhéng is a detrimental pursuit of dubious
ethics. In Thomas Moredtopia (1516), the Utopians regard hunting “as a thyngearthy to
be used of free men”, relegating the revolting\atstito butchers, who happen to be slaves in
their society (Berry 25). More writes, “if the hopf slaughter and the expectation of tearing the
victim in pieces please you, you should rather loged with pity to see an innocent hare
murdered by a dog — the weak by the strong, théulday the fierce, the innocent by the cruel
and pitiless. There this exercise of hunting...thepians have rejected” (Book Il). Erasmus
satirized the huntsman rhe Praise of Folly1511) by stating, “when they, the sportsmen, have
run down their victims, what strange pleasure tha@ye in cutting them up!...[They] shall dissect
all the joints as artistically as the best skilsethtomist, while all who stand round shall look
very intently and seem to be mightily surprisedwtite novelty, though they had seen the same
thing a hundred times before” (Williams 89). He&hrCornelius Agrippa launches perhaps the
most scathing humanist critique of hunting in theegnth century i©Of the Vanitie and
Uncertaintie of Artes and Sciencd$30) where he deems hunting a “detestable” anakf
Arte” that leads men to set “all humanities aparttl “become salvage beastes” (Berry 25). The

subtle implication is that man can and should aiseve animals in terms of moral duties given
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his higher intellectual capabilities. In this resp the reasoning is similar to contemporary
debates on animal rights and the qualification, thithough humans have a duty not to exploit
animals, they do not necessarily have any obligatgrevent the predation that occurs in any
given ecosystem.

Like Pythagoras’ and Plato’s vision of an ideal lidawhere men and animals coexist
peacefully, More too believes that kindness towailtlsf God’s creatures is a requisite feature
of Utopia. But such views cannot be regarded asitim for early modern England, making
Act Il, scene i all the more noteworthy. Huntingraals was a part of life and their flesh
constituted a staple of virtually any diet. Rattiem being relegated to a slaughterhouse away
from the domestic sphere, killing animals was arelvathin the list of regular household
activities (Renaissance Beasts 73-4). Vegetanamias almost unheard of. A half a century
after Shakespeare penngsl You Like [tRoger Crab wrote in his autobiograpife English
hermite, or, Wonder of this ag#655),that he had “become a gazing stock to the Nation”
because a plant-based diet and showing compassi@nds animals due to ethical formulations
were such anomalies.

And yet, in evaluating the implications of Shakespés writing, we must also consider
that, at the time, animals were put on trial intaeental Europe, and would even be dressed up
for the occasion (Perceiving Animals 122). Natiyraduch trials were partly for the sake of
creating a spectacle. However, the very notiohaving animal defendants indicates that, at a
minimum, humans are willing to entertain the ideat animals are sentient creatures capable of
understanding right from wrong (Perceiving Anima23). In Elizabethan England, the attitude
was somewhat divergent because deodand law wag@ppicases involving animals. The

premise was that the animal involved in the legatpedings could be forfeited to the crown and
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whatever sum it was worth should be applied to piourposes (Animal Studies 109). For
example, according to English common law in thesaafif a man riding over a river is thrown
off his horse by the violence of the water and dredy his horse is not deodand, for his death
was causeger cursum aquaeBut if the horse [threw] him into the water, therse becomes a
deodand” (Deacon 337). In other words, perceimgehit was key in determining whether the
animal was ultimately at fault — or, “guilty” asetltase may be. Regarding more serious legal
and ethical matters, bestiality had become a dagitae in England by the mid sixteenth
century and Keith Thomas contends that the exetwati@nimals and humans suggests a
blurring of the line between the two groups (Salistil00). That such a law had to be enacted
in the first place reveals that the separation betwmankind and animals could no longer be

taken for granted (Salisbury 100).

Montaigne’s Influence

While the idea that nonhuman creatures could bgtinnocent or guilty reveals a
high degree of anthropomorphism in the Elizabetvan one certainly can and should look
beyond the legal issues surrounding transgressiod®r misfortunes for early modern
examples that highlight the closeness between hsigiath animals. Early modern enthusiasm
for anthropomorphic literature remained consistehitih, and some authors moved beyond this
familiar outlook to include expressions of a distin theriophilic nature (Wolloch 119).
Theriophily —i.e., the “love of animals” — was lagsical philosophical position that received
renewed attention in the Renaissance (Wolloch N&thaniel Wolloch writes that, as a literary
device, theriophily was used to present “authgmticanimal views” (Wolloch 31). Perhaps the

most prominent early modern theriophile was MontaigJaques’ compassion for the stag bears
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important similarities to Montaigne’s “Of Cruelty1580). The latter writes that during the hunt
“when the Stag.finds his strength to faile him, having no otheneglie left him, doth yeeld and
bequeath himselfe unto us that pursue him, wittetegsuing to us for mercie.” This image of the
tear proves to be “a very unpleasant spectaclbbtb men — a spectacle that is only exacerbated
by what appears to be a stricken creature’s plemécy (Brutal Reasoning 76).

Although Montaigne lived long before Jeremy Benthaoposed that the most salient
guestion about animals is “can they suffer?”, leeregards animals as moral patients given their
capacity to feel pain (Brutal Reasoning 78; Be@8)L Citing Ovid’sMetamorphoseand other
classical texts, Montaigne famously describes is aversion to inflicting harm and the
broader relationship between cruel behavior antesyatized violence in “Of Cruelty”:

As for me, | could never so much as endure, witheortorse or

griefe, to see a poore, sillie, and innocent bpasgued and killed,

which is harmlesse and void of defence, and of whhameceive

no offence at all. Pythagoraswvas wont to buy fishes of fishers,

and birds of fowlers to set them free agairerimoque a ceede

ferarum/ Incaluisse puto maculatum sanguine ferrur@vid.

Metam xv. 106. And first our blades in blood embrud@eche /

With slaughter of poore beasts did reeking steerSei¢ch as by

nature shew themselves bloodie-minded towards lesgalbeasts,

witnesse a naturall propension unto crueltie. e ancient

Romane$iad once enured themselves without horror to loethe

slaughter of wild beasts in their shewes, they ctontbe murther

of men and Gladiators. Nature (I fear me) hathefowne selfe

added unto man a certaine instinct to inhumanii@f. Cruelty)
Although Montaigne somewhat sarcastically admiét the distress he feels when he sees a
“chickins necke puld off” is due to “faint-hartedsse”, he reiterates that his position is, in fact,
logical because there is an “alliance betweenendaasts”, a “resemblance betweene us and
beasts”, and an “enterchangeable commerce and hinaiod betweene them and us”: “There

[is] a kinde of respect and a generall duty of haityavhich tieth us not only unto brute beasts

that have life and sense, but even unto trees lamtisp Unto men we owe Justice, and to all
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other creatures that are capable of it, grace andjbity.” Montaigne then proceeds to detail the
ways that animals have helped various culturesutitrout the ages and how different societies
have reciprocated with affection. These same tkaappear elsewhere in his writing, as in “An
Apology of Raymond Sebond” where Montaigne reagbasif, according to Plato, men led
much happier lives during the Golden Age becausg tbuld communicate with and gain
wisdom from animals, then what more proof do wednbat we should strive to approximate
that kinship?

It is this very relationship “between them and th&it Gail Kern Paster cites to argue that
early modern discussions of animals need not viawekly as anthropomorphic, but rather as
recognizing a shared aspect of existence (Brutas&&ng 108). When considering Edward
Topsell'sHistorie of Foure-Footed Beastés607), she writes “there is not only significant
continuity between human and animal emotions...fqusBdl, as for other early modern thinkers,
it was not just that the qualities of animals resksa those of human beings, but that those
qualities were directly transferable from animahtoman” (Brutal Reasoning 108). Paster
astutely notes that when, for example, “the ca¢gmrded as melancholy it is because it is
perceived to share the corporeality that can predoelancholy” (Brutal Reasoning 108).
Surprisingly, Erica Fudge comes to the conclusiat, t‘in identifying with the animal, Jaques
has failed to use the thing that distinguishes fnom animals in the first place: reason” and that
Shakespeare stages “Jaques’ compassion as unre@S¢Bautal Reasoning 75). Such a

reading misses the point that Jaques can logieatlynd firsthand knowledge of his own

% The thematic resemblances between ShakespeaMamidigne are further strengthened by the facttti@most
famous lines in the play (again, vocalized throdghues), and which may have served as the Glolmte m
(Grande 736), appear in the lattedEssays “Most of our vacations are like Playes. Mundusvarsus exercet
histrioniam: ‘All the world doth practise stage-yilag.” Wee must play our parts duly, but as the paa borrowed
personage. Of a visard and apparance wee shoutdaiat a reall essence, nor proper of that whiemather.”
However, it should be noted that the old Petrosajgng that Montaigne cites was already currettie@time in
England (Robertson 51).
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condition and/or prior experiences to the plighotifers. (And who better to perceive the
sorrow of the deer than the perpetually melanchidgues?) After all, early modern anatomists
were well aware that the human body and the anbody were highly similar in physiological
structure (Brutal Reasoning 7). It is thus witmitdence that Topsell can declare that when
“looking into the nature of Beasts...we ought to eméo their consideration without feare or
blushing, [because] seeing the operation of natueeiery where very honest and
beautifull...But if any man be so Barbarous, as toki that the beasts and such other, creatures,
cannot affoord him any subiect woorthy of his compaltion, then let him thinke so of
himself...for what ignoble basenesse is there ind#odlesh, bones, vaines, and such like?
Doth not the body of man consist thereof? And thew abhominable art thou to thy selfe, that
doest not rather looke into these which are soenekkinde vnto thee?”

What | mean to suggest by introducing this histdreontext, is that Jaques’ invective is
not unusual from the perspective that he persanifie deer. Clearly, individuals have
humanized animals for millennia. But, of coursat, @veryone who bestows human
characteristics upon animals takes the next logitegd and concludes that those similarities
create a moral obligation to treat other creathrgsanely (as Montaigne or Pythagoras would
contend). As such, the level of empathy and cosipaslaques feels is the most striking facet
of his conduct. And yet, would not such comporttmethough not expected or required by the
standards of the day — seem fitting for an idydliciety meant to serve as a direct contrast to the
world of the court where corrupt individuals likéiv@r and Duke Frederick behave as though
they can hunt other people and degrade them bwactesizing them as animals?

The forest of Ardenne ostensibly purports to resetsch malignant views and, indeed,

thedramatis personaare well on their way to deviating radically frohetnorm in their own
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fictional society and that of contemporaneous EmgjlaDuke Senior appears poised to denounce
hunting for reasons that have nothing to do withftict that he and his men, as outlaws, would
technically be poaching since presumably the lartideer belong to Duke Frederick (Berry
25). Rather, he expresses concern over what TajarRéescribes as the traditional view of
animals “as mere receptacles or as renewable s3ueimal 146). Likening Duke Senior’'s
position to a modern animal rights philosopher mggem inappropriate, but what | mean to
suggest is that Duke Senior’s position stems frgymo#o-legal and moral rights framework
insofar as there is evidently some violation ofigbl@ws that he finds troubling (Fitzpatrick 57).
As an interesting note, Shakespeare arguably pgseaesimilar claim, but from another
perspective, irCymbeline where the wicked queen believes that the livegedtures like cats
and dogs are so worthless that she can experimpent(ite., poison) them at will and without
attracting opprobrium (1.v.18-20). Indeed, Shaleasp uses the horrifying detail about her
poisoning cats and dogs to bookend his depicticghefjueen — i.e., this is how the audience

learns early on how awful she is and how the da&eeals her baseness at the play’s end.

The Pythagorean Theorem

Despite the deer’s status as the property of tleg, rdiohn Minsheu explains in his
Dictionary (1599) that “if the King or Queen do hunt [a haathd he escape away alive, then
afterward he is called a Hart Royal. And if the$te..be chased out of the forest, and so escape,
proclamation is commonly made...that...none shall humt’ (Seager 144). Implicit in such
discourse is an acknowledgement of the animallstyabo earn something akin to freedom.
According to John Manwoodisawes of the Foregt598), forests were intended to keep

wildlife for the “princely delight and pleasure” ttie monarch (Royal Landscape 111). In other
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words, certain animals were reserved for huntinggggm However, irAs You Like Itthe exiles
find themselves in a precarious position; sincefohest is their makeshift home, the rules
concerning hunting game are unclear, and they tblmess are arguably now part of the wildlife.
Even if the deer did not belong to Duke Frederigkke Senior might still lack legal claim to
these “poor dappled fools.” As Michael Dalton wsitinThe Covntrey Justic618), in terms
of ownership, “a man cannot haue in any thing wisdbrae Naturd, i.e., wild animals
(Perceiving Animals 125). Accordingly, it is pepsan the interest of these new inhabitants of
Arden to redefine “delight and pleasure” in a marthat would involve seeking satisfaction
outside the hunt. Perhaps not coincidentally,otericharacters seem to take pleasure and pride
in being able to subsist on nature’s bounty oftérand vegetables.
In theMetamorphoses/egetarianism was a feature of the Golden Agenitthier

hunting nor fishing occurred until the Iron Age (Be26). Shakespeare too seems bent on
exploring the possible link between social dechnd hunting. Whereas hdsamatis personae
reveal sympathy for their fellow “burghers” aftescaping Duke Frederick’s tyranny, Ovid
prefaces Pythagoras’ exhortation against eatirgly fl@th the story of his exile from Samos
because he hated the tyrants (McColley 174). MaedcCelia’s description of Orlando “under a
tree, like a dropped acorn” (to which Rosalind humosly replies that “it may well be called
Jove’s tree when it drops forth such fruit!” (111213)) echoes Ovid’'s account of the Golden
Age:

The fertile earth as yet was free, untoucht of spardplough,

And yet it yeelded of it selfe of every things irgbu

And men themselves contented well with plaine ampke foode,

That on the earth of natures gift without theiv&idstoode,

Did live by...plummes and cherries...

Apples, nuttes and peares, and lothsome bramblieser

And by the acorns dropt on ground, from Joves btoekein field
The Springtime lasted all the yeare, and Zephyh Wis milde
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And gentle blast did cherish things that grew ohevaccorde,

The ground untilde, all kinde of fruits did plentesty afforde.

[emphasis added] (Book I)
While lines like the reference to living “as they ¢h the golden world” (1.i.111) also provide a
clear indication of Ovid’s influence, less obvidgasiow the breaking down of boundaries
between human and animal life throughout the play be a product of Shakespeare’s
fascination with Ovid’s depictions of metamorphofigsrry 187). As | have endeavored to
show, this is particularly evident in the use afibi

Ovid’s collection of myths entails many transforioas, but it is worth pausing to

consider one specific type of change that Shakespeters to directly il\s You Like It the
transmigration of souls. Rosalind humorously sdgek here what | found on a palm tree. |
was never so berhymed since Pythagoras’ time tvaslan Irish rat, which | can hardly
remember” (111.ii.161). Itis easy to treat thesmark as nothing more than attempt to garner
some laughs by roundly mocking Pythagoras — eslhegiaen the choice of “Irish rat.” But we
cannot assume that because the humor comes asrplkss/ful and teasing, the influence of
Pythagorean thought (particularly as articulate®@wund’s work) should therefore be discounted.
What Shakespeare is referring to is the beliefleatuse the soul was immortal, it inhabited
new life after death in a never-ending cycle thaswot limited to human beings. Because the
“soul was not the exclusive property of human litee divine element went beyond the human
family to include animals...and this led [Pythagorgan ban the eating of meat and to forbid
the wearing of clothes made from animal pelts oolv@Roetzel 41). This idea is especially
intriguing for a play that seems to espouse a kingroto-vegetarianism, but | also raise the
issue because it presents a parallel to what warsétve Tempeswith spontaneous generation.

Just asThe Tempediore significant similarities tAntony and Cleopatraith respect to this
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mode of genesis, so too does the Roman tragedi gpeatly to transmigration (and in a
somewhat comparable tone):

Lepidus: What manner o’ thing is your crocodile?

Antony: It is shaped, sir, like itself; and itas broad as it hath

breadth. It is just so high as it is, and moveth s own organs.

It lives by that which nourisheth it; and the elertseonce out of it,

it transmigrates. (11.vii.39-42)
Again, Shakespeare derives humor from a discusditansmigration, but | find it curious that
he prefaces these instances with observationstbdtumorous, but also true. Rosalind was
indeed “never so berhymed” in her life and Antosyachnically correct in all of his remarks
about the crocodile. More importantly, howevetthiat, as with the explicit references to
spontaneous generation, these instances similake b difficult to ignore the blurring of
boundaries between life forms. Gabriel Egan takisspremise even further, arguing that these
theories deny “the special condition of humanitgtialecenter mankind (Egan 116). Whether or
not this is the case, transmigration certainly umilees any sense that man is a uniquely special
and superior form of existence and to Pythagonaslit; he refuses to shy away from the logical
outcome of such a premise, explaining that souleadout of man to beast, and out of beast to
man. / But yit it never perrisheth... Therfore |€sidlynesse / bee vanquisht by outragious lust
of belly beastlynesse, / Forbeare...your kinsfolkessges to chace / by slaughter: neyther
nourish blood with blood” (Book XV).

However, it is important to stress Pythagoraisraelying solely on the principle of

transmigration to demonstrate the value and viofugs teachings. For instance, when he
describes the horror of slaughtering an ox, theaktlklilemma is not framed in terms of the

transmigration of souls argument (which has gehebaen the main selling point). Instead,

Pythagoras discusses the relationship between nthoxa the obligations living beings have to
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one another, and the sense that man fails to meapr kindness and live up to his end of the
bargain on account of his own selfishness and wiic&ss:

What trespasse have the Oxen doone, a beast waha@utyle

Or craft, unhurtfull, simple, borne to labour everfyyle?

In fayth he is unmyndfull and unwoorthy of increace

Of come, that in his hart can fynd his tilman teaee

From plowgh, to cut his throte: that in his ham é¢gnde (I say)

Those neckes with hatchets off to strike, whoosengkis worne away

With labring ay for him: whoo turnd so oft his lanmbst tough,

Whoo brought so many harvestes home.

...But give good eare and heede

To that that | shall warne you of, and trust ityasr creede,

That whensoever you doo eate your Oxen, you devowre

Your husbandmen. (Book XV)
The judgment that “whensover you doo eate your Qyen devowre your husbandmen” sounds
very similar to the rhetoric pertaining to reincation. However, the term husbandry means
“bonded to the house” and conveys “commitment, @lityy and a sense in which the interests
of the farmer and animal [are] meaningfully, if moitirely bound together in symbiotic
enterprise” (Scully 270). As Corin explains, “tipeeatest of my pride is to see my ewes graze
and my lambs suck” —i.e., husbandry (lll.ii.7%)deed, once in Arden, there seems to be an
almost suspicious absence of hunting activity antbegatives. Conversely, Oliver’s house is
described as “but a butchery” (11.iii.28) and, aatkerine Duncan-Jones points out, imagery of
butcheries as part of a bloody, violent trade pate&hakespeare’s plays (Fitzpatrick 64).
Moreover, the banquet that Orlando and Adam argeido partake in ostensibly consists solely
of fruit (11.vii.98). There is perhaps no other ment in the play that better epitomizes the spirit
of conviviality, harmony, and sympathy towards @ellow man. Not coincidentally, the tear
motif recurs when Orlando, grateful that Duke Sewil share his food, says, “if ever from

your eyelids wip’d a tear, / and know what ‘tispity and be pitied, / let gentleness my strong

enforcement be; / in the which hope | blush, am my sword” (11.vii.117-120). Not only is
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this scene a reversal of the heartrending episode\ving the dying deer, it is arguably the apex
of their new society. Consequently, Orlando, whbgured as a “doe”, manages to save his
“fawn” (11.vii.129) and his words mark the end diet threat of violence (e.g., “hide my sword”).

The negative characterization of the butchery, mipith the apparent absence of meat,
fits well with a line fromTwelfth Nightwhen Sir Andrew Aguecheek declares, “I am a great
eater of beef and | believe that does harm to nt¥/(Wiii.83). One wonders to what extent these
attitudes can rightfully be seen as the precursting explicitly pro-vegetarian writings of
individuals like Thomas Tryon (1634-1704) and RoGeab (1621-1680) just a few decades
later. Tryon was a follower of Shakespeare’s cmpterary, the mystic Jacob Boehme (1575-
1624), and he believed that a vegetarian diettes$irh an enlightenment of perception because
“pure, vegetable food is lighter than meat, andefwee does not clog the body, making it
‘gross’ and ‘heavy”” (Landry 110).

Such dietary views owe a considerable amount lwohumanist thinkers of the sixteenth
century (who were perhaps the first early moderitevs to identify the ethical problems of
exploiting animals) and to the prevailing medicaws of the day. IThe Anatomy of
Melancholy for example, Robert Burton writes that “all veamss melancholy and begets bad
blood.” To be clear (and as one would predict gitree era), Burton does not advocate
abstaining from meat, though he cites health problstemming from virtually every type
imaginable. Even with regard to venison he calis“pleasant meat”, but one that is “seldom to

be used® And as More’s work illustrates, a desire to riefiiliom hunting does not necessarily

% For analysis on the particular significance ofisen in the play, see Joan Fitzpatricksod in Shakespeare
where she argues that Jaques is hypocritical bedsuappears to suffer from the ailments of eatingnuch
venison, which was well-known to engender melangchtit seems likely that an early modern playgeeuld
conclude that he eats the meat of the deer hupt&like Senior and his fellow-exiles” (FitzpatricR)6- hence
Jaques’ nickname “Monsieur Melancholy” (l11.ii.288)
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entail a vegetarian diet. Nevertheless, the irvesrelation between hunting and the likelihood
that one will abstain from meat is palpabléds You Like It But despite recognizing that the
deer, like him, are trying to lead a life free fratouse, Duke Senior refers to them not as living
beings, but as the meat they are to become, venjson.” From the outset it would appear that
Duke Senior cannot fully escape the presumptionahenals are resources (similar to how trees
in The Tempesre generally regarded as logs prior to the aimmaending). And, yet, he never
makes the leap to the type of mindset found in Berson’s country house poem, “To
Penshurst” (1616), where the pheasant and partadgemore than “willing to be killed” for the
sake of feeding hungry men and women (30). Inratleeds, Duke Senior and his group do not
seem to hold any illusions about what the animapgpesedly want — nor do they ever offer a
justification for hunting. Not surprisingly, therson who does justify tracking down living
beings is Duke Senior’s wicked brother. For Dukederick, the pursuit equals a manhunt; he

wants his brother “dead or living” (l11.i.6) and hegards the lot of them “all traitors” (1.iii.49).

Arden’s landscape and biodiversity

Whereas the country house or estate poem genreahlyafocuses on topographic
features, plays likAs You Like |tThe TempesandTimonseem far less intent on providing a
precise description of the landscape. The desonipfrom a distance that are so common in
topographical poetry, and which allow the readerisoalize an almost panoramic view of a
scene present a very different aesthetic and tqukrthan what we frequently find in some of
Shakespeare’s green world plays. Like the origutapia, the location where everyone ends up
in As You Like Its essentially a “not-place.” By this, | do nahply mean that Ardenne is a

fictional setting. Like the island dthe Tempesthe forest seems to hold everything and
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anything all at once; the presence of incongrutara ffauna, and landscapes is of no concern.
Arden contains, among other things, oak trees, pades, fruit trees, olive trees, lions, serpents,
caves, pastures, barren land, and wintry weathenryB.67). What results is a scene not unlike
the chimerical visions of Orpheus among the anirtte@lswere common in Renaissance art (Fig.
21).°

Shakespeare exploits still another implication bt means to be a non-existent
location through the very name of Ardenne/Ardery. S3Bakespeare’s day, the once heavily
wooded land near Stratford was no longer a royatihg preserve and trees had given way to
pasture (Berry 168). Itis perhaps no wonder, theat Shakespeare imagines an environment
where myriad trees prosper as the utopian verdiarfarest so close to home, but one that
truthfully no longer exists. In this respe&s You Like Itompels readers to question their
expectations of what constitutes reality and Shada®’s treatment of Arden accords with
Lawrence Buell's characterization of place as stimgtconstantly changing — that which “is
not entitative — as a foundation has to be — bahewental, something in process” (Buell 73).
Along this line of thought, the French anthroposidilarc Augé introduced the term “non-
place” to refer to an engineered space such asorteor hotel, which provides shelter for the
temporarily displaced without proscribing the kirafsdentity that are normally associated with
one’s place (Buell 145). More than being just &(n0!) place ¢omog), Arden may very well
serve as the type of space that Augé describébagdy the play’s end, Shakespeare has
removed any doubt that the forest was anythingrdttem a de facto hotel for the aristocrats.

Under such a reading, the permanent residentstittbsnare wholly shaped by the pastoral

0 See Josias Murer@rpheus Charming the Animats Antonio Tempesta’®rpheus Charming the Birds and the
Animalsfor additional early seventeenth century examples.
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setting, while the status of the non-shepherdegsence, the hunters) remains untouched by
their time in the woods.

But if settings like Utopia and Ardenne equal ndaeps, then what of the organisms that
live within their bounds? First, | want to congiédeguably the most important creature to
understanding the play as a whole: the cuckolth@m-beast.” While it is undeniable that
cuckolds were figured as beasts in the early modenod, defining the exact nature of this
being is easier said than done given the “para@dmiofals associated with the image”, e.g., ox,
camel, snail, ass, deer (Among the Animals 74-bisir 52). The tradition of ridiculing the
husband by placing horns atop his head is thelisddetween the term and its principal visual

emblem (and is almost certainly an extension otingnmagery since the horns have nothing to

do with cuckoos) (Among the Animals 76).

Fngre 21. Nicholaes de Bru%-rhus ‘Iaying to the Animals. 1600 .

The fixation of cuckolds proves an even more méadtaraneuver for a play set in a non-
place since cuckolds constitute the non-animakgaellence. Like the amorphous and fluid
environment where virtually any organism can exfst, cuckold is a creature of the imagination

and sans bounds. The only semantic certaintyaisatficuckold” is related to a cuckoo, but even
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this identification leads to a dead-end since ih&#dactions apply to the verb (i.e., to cuckold
someone). In other words, the noun is the credteirgg taken advantage of by the bird, but we
are still no closer to ascertaining its own natsmmewhere between man and beast. Such a
nebulous existence is ideal for a play brimmingwimages of animals, which by their
frequency upset the normal distinction that is maelsveen humans and nonhumans. The cross-
species distortion is only amplified by the facitth single person can represent a remarkable
range of creatures. Orlando appears as a birdehok, deer, lion, snake, etc. The rampant
proliferation of animals ensures that the line lewthe supposedly civilized and urbanized
world of men and the rural realm inhabited by angnmsthoroughly obscured.

Of course, in certain crucial ways, urban and raralironments are not so far apart.
Both entail the deliberate congregating of humartsamimals who spend their days interacting
with others of their kind. The social aspect isnistakable, hence the sheer volume of collective
nouns that describe these groupings and bonde iartimal kingdom: flock, herd, swarm, pack,
brood, gaggle, colony, nest, hive, litter, bevyder murder, school, pod, etc. We simply do not
see the same linguistic diversity when it comegrtapings of plants (e.g., grove, copse) and
many of the terms that do come to mind imply huragency cultivating and bringing vegetation
together (e.g., vineyard, orchard, garden). Wadpect to this particular play, | cannot help but
wonder whether the intense focus on animals to sextent pushes plants aside, relegating them
to a more ornamental status as scenery. In otbetsyfor a play to engage so deeply with what
it means for humans to act like or resemble aninitails perhaps only natural that plant life
should not be a primary focus. Clearly, vegetatiatters inAs You Like [tbut my sense is that
in a play obsessed with relationships, plants arstiyjthere to serve as props: “these trees shall

be my books, / and in their barks my thoughtscharacter” (l11.ii.5-6), “the Duke will drink
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under this tree” (ll.v.26), “will you...be married der a bush?” (llL.iii.68). The treatment of
plants as an “added bonus” (i.e., lovely but ultehaincidental) is perhaps best summed in the
play’s epilogue, when Rosalind observes, “if itthee that good wine needs no bush, ‘tis true
that a good play needs no epilogue. Yet to gooewhey do use good bushes; and good plays
prove the better by the help of good epilogues.”

Rosalind’s language in particular is peppered arthmal references that she freely
applies to herself, e.g., hare, hyena, ape, pawaty, rat, hind, pigeon, swan, hind, cat, and
monkey (Shakespearean Wild 94). The effect of $arlcpuage does not degrade Rosalind; on
the contrary, the ability to adapt to the contextlbnning and discarding these roles at will
enhances her image and underscores her resouessdnd intelligence (Shakespearean Wild
94). In this regard, Rosalind is perhaps the pypioal agent for Gilles Deleuze and Felix
Guattari's model of “becoming-animal.” Rosalind[asnimal] is clearly not “standing in for
another” (e.g., the animal in question), nor isrdmultant structure necessarily a “relation of
representation” (both in that she is not a repradme of the species and the animal does not
circumscribe her existence) (Lawlor 175). Most artpntly, her process of becoming animals is
not governed by a singular “eminent form or endfgdiibawlor 175). Deleuze and Guattari
insist that, in becoming animal, one does not gntbaking like an animal. They maintain that
“natural history can think only in terms of relatghips (Between A and B), not in terms of
production (from A to x)” (Deleuze 234). Althoutjnese relationships often involve alliances
and symbioses, one could argue that certain disgrch as predation also permit individuals to
become animals, such as when the lion preys oreQlor when Oliver preys on Orlando. As
Oliver himself notes, although he did not physigatiorph into an animal, he underwent a

transformation nonetheless: “Twas I; but ‘tis hot do not shame / to tell you what | was, since
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my conversion / so sweetly tastes, being the tharg” (1V.iii.134-6). For Deleuze and
Guattari, the transformations are real due torikerconnectedness of the parties involved. In
general, though, symbiosis seems like an apropascterization of life in Arden where various
biological species live closely together, e.g., tak, whose boughs were mossed with age”
(IV.iii.103). Indeed, perhaps the overarching stuwe of the country and court together side by

side represents a symbiotic relationship.

Jagues Revisited

Though Oliver ultimately abandons the notion of tmgphis brother, Duke Senior
decides to proceed with the hunt despite serioggimngs. This seems strange because he
understands that it is by virtue of escaping ih®land belonging to the deer that he is free from
persecution. Why then would he want to inflictragny” on the “native burghers of this desert
city” when doing so ruins the animals’ bucolic @bsknit society and, by extension, the
doctrines of his own? However, this breach repressenly a taste of what is to come; the reality
is that no one adheres to the original attitudes ltlefit the utopian pastoral existence. The
hypocrisy of the court expatriates is magnified wllaques, the person most disturbed by the
death of the deer, appears in a later scene pgaisenman who recently killed a deer. The one
hundred and eighty degree turn certainly makesekadifficult to pigeonhole. It is in the
shortest scene of the play (and, as such, theantid easy to disregard) that we witness the
following exchange:

Jaques: Which is he that killed the deer?

First Lord: Sir, it was I.
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Jaques: Let's present him to the duke, like a Roawequeror;
and it would do well to set the deer’s horns upsnhiead, for a
branch of victory. Have you no song, forester,thas purpose?
Second Lord: Yes, sir.

Jaques: Sing it: ‘tis no matter how it be in tuse it make noise
enough.

Lords [sing]: What shall he have that killed thezd?

His leather skin and horns to wear.

Then sing him home; the rest shall bear this burden

Take thou no scorn to wear the horn;

It was a crest ere thou wast born.

Thy father’s father wore it, and thy father bore it

The horn, the horn, the lusty horn

Is not a thing to laugh to scorn. (IV.ii)
Jeanne Addison Roberts remarks that the scene/sobrlous purpose is to provide for the
passage of time between Rosalind’s parting frona@ib (Shakespearean Wild 91). However, |
would argue the inclusion of this scene has lesotawith logistical concerns, than with
encapsulating the abandonment of the pursuit adeed lifestyle where all creatures live
together in harmony. Certainly, one could claimattbuke Senior and his men were never
committed to exhibiting nonviolence. As with thgewf “venison”, the word “leather” strips the
deer of their animal-hood: “A poor sequestered sthat from the hunter’s aim had taken a hurt
/ did come to languish and, indeed, my lord / thetehed animal heaved forth such groans / that
their discharge did stretch his leathern coati.88-7). In an instant, a creature whom man can
empathize with — “the poor sequestered stag” —guds a metonymic transformation (the irony
being that this too fits the metamorphosis theme perverse way). Once the animal is hit with

man’s tool (i.e., an arrow), the animal is rendeasch commodity resulting from man’s labor in

tanning the hide/carcass. With Jaques, this shdutlook is extended over many scenes instead
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of in five lines, but the dissonance is the saMéereas Jaques previously marveled at the soft
fur, he now refers to the deer’s skin as “leatt{ariplying malleability and objectification).

Given how much space this chapter has devotedssagas that pertain either directly or
indirectly to Jaques, | must note that | have nengte understood the contempt for the character
that is palpable in a great deal of Shakespeaaiaship. In “The Invention of the Human”,
Harold Bloom (who is being more charitable than ninysat least admitting that Jaques’
speeches are uniquely powerful), says the followifdgiques, poseur as he is, gets some of the
best speeches in Shakespeare...What pleasure Shaleetgpk in Jaques and in Touchstone, we
are misled if we are persuaded by their negationguchistone, authentically witty, is rancidly
vicious, while Jaques is merely rancid (the Sha&asgan pronunciation of his name plays upon
a jakes, or privy)” (Critical Interpretations 151Regarding the final jab, the Jaques/jakes
connection has long been singled out as perhapsrihregest piece of evidence in favor of
disregarding Jaques. However, | am not convinhatla single pun outweighs everything else.

In the famous seven ages of man monologue, Shakespeeates a loose adaption of a
similar speech in thBletamorphosesvhich also depicts life stages via analogiesanre. As
with the passage iAs You Like [tOvid’s ending (i.e., man’s decline and eventwging) is
both poignant and haunting:

Then followeth Harvest when the heate of youth grewcold,
Rype, meeld, disposed meane betwixt a yoongmamamwdt,

And sumwhat sprent with grayish heare. Then uglytevilast

Like age steales on with trembling steppes, alll bat overcast
With shirle thinne heare as whyght as snowe. @dids also, ay,
Doo alter still from tyme to tyme, and never stamndtay.

Wee shall not bee the same wee were today or gaster(Book XV)

While Ovid’s version adheres closely to the humasiplants model (e.g., flowers, blades of

grass), Jaques depicts innocent children as anithalsnfant “mewls” like a cat and the school-
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boy walks to school “creeping like a snail” (11.\i45). Importantly, in the next phase — the
lover — Jaques distances the hypothetical human fre animal kingdom. Now, man burns like

a furnace (with the not so subtle implication beingt fire can cause great harm).

“This new-fallen dignity”: Falling in love and thefall from grace
Jaques’ “all the world’s a stage” speech is onthefbest examples in the play that

illustrates not just how indebted Shakespeare @vid, but to Book XV of théVletamorphoses
in particular — the book that takes great pairs)texplicate the need to be compassionate
towards animals and b) convey what a utopian wlodéls like. From a practical standpoint,
Pythagoras exhorts the listener to remember thatl&vish earth dooth yeeld you plenteously /
most gentle foode, and riches to content bothe nayrabdeye. / There needes no slaughter nor no
blood to get your living by’ (Book XV). Nature’sohinty, of course, was most plentiful during
that “auncient age / which wee have naamd the gole|d”:

Then birds might safe and sound

Fly where they listed in the ayre. The hare unstafhound

Went pricking over all the feeldes. No angling keaevith bayt

Did hang the seely fish that bote mistrusting ncegé

All things were voyd of guylefulnesse: no treasas in trust:

But all was freendshippe, love and peace. But i thelust

Of one (what God so ere he was) disdeyning forue, f

To cram that cruell croppe of his with fleshmeaternbt spare,

He made a way for wickednesse. And first of adl kinyfe

Was staynd with blood of savage beastes in ridthieg of lyfe.

(Book XV)
| find it curious that Golding’s translation specélly uses the word “lust” as that
emotion/sensation that first caused man to attadkkdl his fellow creatures for food. Lust, of

course, denotes something sinful and the lust Qegtribes is not so different from the gluttony

that Jaques hints at when describing the now djdstice / in fair round belly with good capon
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lined / [and] with eyes severe.” But from a broaperspective, because thketamorphoseand
As You Like Itake such a keen interest in the notion of theegolorld, they must also address
certain failings — i.e., urges and desires thahoabe controlled or tamed. As Simone de
Beauvoir explains, woman is “the privileged obj#abugh which [man] subdued Nature...[she]
is the fixed image of his animal destiny” (Bowerka). Or, to put the issue another way,
Ludovico Ariosto writes irOrlando Furioso(1532) that only men consciously harm their mates
for “we see the rest of liuing creatures all / bbtfds and beasts that on the earth do dwell / liue
most in peace, or if they hap to brall / the maild female still agreeth well.../ The sauage
Lions, Beares, and Buls most wyld / Vnto their fégsashew themselues most myld. / What
fiend of hell, what rage raignes here so rife fulising still the state of humane harts?” (Canto
V, 1-2).

On the surface, it makes little sense that Jacuaslé be happy that his fellow lord
killed a deer and that he wishes to hail him “l&kBoman conqueror” (1V.ii.4). For those
familiar with Shakespeare&tus Andronicusit is hard not to wonder if the playwright had th
revenge tragedy on his mind given that a) he pgoat§” on “Goths” in explicit reference to
Ovid whom he frequently cites iiitus Andronicusand b) the main Goth is Tamora whom Titus,
as conqueror, triumphantly hauls to Rome. Of aauapart of what makes Tamora such a
depraved character is her sexual looseness. Bbateglly makes a cuckold out of her husband,
the newly crowned Roman emperor, through her waessapades.

Allusions to cuckolded males occur throughAstYou Like land it is their high rate of
recurrence that signals a prevailing anxiety camiogrwomen — namely that their untrustworthy
nature creates a schism between ideal love anftemdisappointing reality. In a play where

the heroine effortlessly shifts between gendersrantinely outsmarts men, it is necessary to
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offset this construction in some manner. The ersighan deer is hardly a novel device to
accomplish this goal given that it was common im&gsance poetry for a herd of deer being
hunted to serve as a metaphor for sexual conqguestaomen. Moreover, the very perseity of
Cupid — the mythological god of erotic love whoress a quiver of arrows — presents
unambiguous proof that an abstract semblance betfa#iang in love and hunting has existed in
mankind’s thought for millenniaAs You Like Iteconstitutes the metaphoric relationship so that
the fundamental image/action (hunting; piercing@gh), which gave rise to the symbolic
analogue (conceptualization of lust/love), is readeexplicit and literal anew through a return to
the hunt. Individuals flock to Ardenne to freertselves from persecution only to confront new
versions of what it means to be hunted. When @glieeats “may Cupid have mercy” (l.iii.1),
she realizes that Rosalind has fallen under a ¢jaispell and thus she asks that the forces of
love show her cousin compassion. The humane gieafiherent to abstract values such as
“mercy” and “compassion” is best exemplified by #tenes where characters convey a desire to

take pity on animals they would otherwise Kkill.

Conclusion

Jaques presents a curious nexus for several kemetheHe champions showing mercy to
all of God's creatures while, at the same timeyisgras chief exponent of the view that the
worst fault is to be in love. As far as Jaquesoiscerned, it is essential to recognize that it is
only after he “falls in love” with his vision of ¢éhideal life (and the happiness it grants) that he
abandons all previous desires of ensuring thatlélee are not struck with arrows. Thus, the play
presents a worldview that seems to stipulate tiarwndividuals surrender to the game of

targeting others with (and being hit by) Cupid'sf$, it is necessary — if solely as a
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literary/dramatic device — to elucidate and expbsetheme through hunting of any sort. Put
differently, love leads to the hunt for a mate (wWhoften cast as a nonhuman organism), which
in turn, is transmuted into the actual huntingmmh@als. Of course, when the pursuit of love is
depicted vividly through analogy to hunting, thestlective power of both constituents emerges
much more clearly. On some level, love — in whatderm it manifests itself since love need
not be of an erotic/romantic kind — destroys thesibn that the characters reside in an Arcadian
forest. Such a claim undoubtedly appears counttetive (if not wholly wrongheaded) because,
superficially,As You Like Iexalts love and the happiness that accompanidgyitgoal is not to
argue that Shakespeare condemns love as that weu&htamount to ignoring the basic
premises behind the plot. However, the play vaeslithe drawbacks and limitations of love as
much as the text celebrates this particular emotion

The play’s finale is notable for the absence oémeices to deer and “horning” — images
that heretofore pervaded the dialogue and wereceded with love’s failings. What
conspicuously remain are mentions of birds, whimme at full throttle during the closing song
that immediately precedes the marriages. The shovben birds do sing...sweet lovers love
the spring” (V.iv.15) is repeated four times, tharks to Rosalind’s prior expositions on the
nature of love, the audience is well aware tha¢ lcan presage winter as easily as it can herald
spring. After the ceremony concludes, the charaetdo hail from the court intend to return to
their old home (with the notable exception of J&jueertainly, one could insist that the
outcome is due to dramatic convention and becaus frankly, no one expects these
aristocrats to stay in Ardenne permanently. Theake-believe pastoral society bears little
resemblance to the reality of living in the woodsmplete with the hard toil that true rustics

confront on a daily basis.
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These are all valid points but perhapsdhe@matis personaeust also abscond from a
setting that embodies the closest they have ewvewiiio an ideal society, because the characters
fail to live up to the standards set forth at tlegibning of the play. The characters’ exodus from
the forest of Ardenne is thus perhaps not unlilkkeddaparture from the Garden of Eden. The
model the men propose (through songs and dialagna)ls living in harmony with the animals
around them and a rejection of love insofar as themiss love’s gravity by denying that
adultery bothers them. In short, they picture aavivee from the urge to tyrannize others and
free from the tyranny of love’s hold over their &1 However, the characters utterly relinquish
such tenets and, instead, seem keen to sign ophasophy of finding love and happiness that
is inextricably tied to hunting. Orlando, who wasially furious over being treated like an
animal, changes his tune completely and even begipsrceive himself as one — all for the sake
of partaking in the sport of love. The transforimas in the forest result in joy at the play’s
conclusion, but this version of a happy endingltisnately incompatible with the liberty they
originally endeavored to find. As Rosalind rematksbe in love is to be held prisoner in a cage
(a compelling answer to her simple yet thought-pking question, “what think you of falling in
love?” (L.ii.21)). But with Rosalind’s pronouncentecreeping back into the collective
subconscious, the characters are “free” to retithé enclosed realm of the courtly world. As
Touchstone humorously and somewhat dubiously reagioone accepts that bachelor is less
well-off than a horned husband, then so must #itxtand “walled town” be worthier than life

in the open air (l11.iii.46).
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