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Abstract 

When “setting” is a foreground in a textual study, the controversy over deep ecology 

and environmentalism is launched. In Shakespeare’s The Tempest, the island represents a 

strategic need to restore the hierarchy and order upheld at the Renaissance era. However, the 

island is also a place where outside exploitation intrudes and inside dissents explode. This 

paper intends to deny the island in the play as a utopian alternative of the corrupted world, 

and also to challenge the ecocentric discourses that suppress anthropocentricism and despise 

civilized deterioration. Environmentalist viewpoints are adopted to suggest that the place 

experiences “a culturally inflected process in which nature and culture must be seen as a 

mutuality rather than as separable domains” (Buell 2005, 68). This argument echoes Michel 

Foucault’s claim that “the space in which we live…is a heterogeneous space…[with] a set of 

relations… irreducible to one another” (23). The island is therefore a “heterotopia”, in which 

“several spaces, several sites that are in themselves incompatible” are juxtaposed (25). It is 

an arena which displays the conflicts between classes, genders, and races. Nature is thus no 

longer “natural” by essence; instead, it is a “built environment”, where nature and culture 

encroach upon each other. 
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[Ⅰ.] Setting, ideology, and critical perspectives 

Eudora Welty in “Place in Fiction” points out the neglect of setting, which, compared 

with character, plot, and theme, is “a lesser angel that watches over the racing hand of 

fiction”. Indeed, setting is often considered merely a background for textual happenings. 

This paper intends to understand the setting in Shakespeare’s The Tempest as a foreground 

to conduct textual analysis and critique, as an arena for discourses on 

place/environment—mainly deep ecology vs. environmentalism, whose respective 

implications can be furthered to enrich the textual interpretation. 

The Tempest displays the tradition of romance: the supernatural, the exotic, wandering 

and exploration. As a serious play with a happy ending, it is defined as a tragicomedy, 

containing high- and low-born characters as well as fantastic actions1. In the play, two sites 

are encompassed to make possible the textual happenings: Milan, the old world, is never 

physically presented on the stage, and the island lying somewhere in the Mediterranean off 

the coast of Africa is the very location where all events occur. Deported Duke Prospero and 

his daughter Miranda retreat from the corrupted civilization to the  isolated island, which is 

molded into a conventional setting “free of poverty, greed, illness, warfare, and the other 

forms of suffering that characterize life on the mainland” (Meeker 200). It is also a place of 

recluse innocence where novel fantasies are created, and with the deprived dukedom is 

eventually retrieved as well. 

Leo Marx, when associating the island in The Tempest with America the new world, 

finds in the text the dualistic opposition of raw nature versus corrupted civilization; he also 

finds in the text the reconciliation between nature and civilization (35). Speaking of the 

continental civilization, however, the dominant ideology of the Renaissance era needs to be 

                                                      
1 Charles Boyce, for instance, considers The Tempest as a romance for its fictitious narrative set far away 

from the real life (632). The editor of the Arden edition of The Tempest, Frank Kermode, however, 

takes this play as a pastoral tragicomedy (lix). Each assertion has its generic or literary conventions as 

supports.  
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focused to figure out the textual need of containing political subversion. “Ideology” is “a 

system of ideas—laws, customs, tradition, ceremonies, religion—that sustain and/or 

rationalize a status quo” (Shakner vii). Renaissance ideology embraces the concept of the 

“Great Chain of Being”; it presents God as the ultimate primacy, after which come angels, 

humans, and non-humans. Strict hierarchy delivers social stability. Ideology is thus 

characterized as time- and class-bound, a strategy to legitimize the dominant power, “to 

crush the dissidence, or to justify the subversion doomed to be contained” (Hebron 24). 

Therefore, we can find the general plot of The Tempest conforming to the dominant 

ideology-- the social hierarchy threatened but eventually stabilized when Prospero regains 

his dukedom. The island symbolizes a strategic need to restore hierarchy and order upheld at 

that era. However, the island itself is never a tranquil site; instead, it is, like the pastoral 

world as Raymond Williams has famously insisted, one with “social relationships, in 

particular of … inequality filtered through representations of the land and of power over its 

use” (1973, 168 emphasis mine). In other words, to retrieve order, the island is presented as 

a utopian alternative to corrupted Milan, even though it is in fact a site of conflicts and 

potential subversion, similar to Williams’ pastoral land filtered and destroyed by power 

relations. 

The magic in the second world (the island) replaces the laws in the primary world 

(Milan); the protagonists experience the second world either as a withdrawal from the 

corrupted civilization, or as a domination of the new world. However, Elliot Krieger sees  

the two worlds presented in Shakespearean texts not as “juxtaposed alternatives”, but as 

“part of the same continuous representation of reality” (1). The new location, here the island, 

is one with class structure and social hierarchy. The “uninhabited” island is not a mere 

counterpart of the continental civilization to correct past evils and decadence; instead, it is 

continually under transfiguration to exhibit the power conflicts within. In other words, the 

island is where the outside exploitation intrudes and the inside dissents explode; this strategy 

enables the stability of the dominant power, and displays the dissident voices within. 

In this paper I will first discuss the superficial delineation of the island as a utopian 

alternative to the corrupted world, which echoes ecocentric discourses that suppress 
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anthropocentricism and despise civilized deterioration. Ecocriticism’s shortage will be 

discussed throughout this textual reading; environmentalism, or social ecocriticism as 

proposed by Michael Bennet, will be used to see the island/setting as a site in which “nature 

and culture are seen as a mutuality rather than as separable domains” (Buell 2005, 68). 

[Ⅱ.] Conventional delineation of the pastoral island 

Traditional pastoral, according to Lawrence Buell, presents “[natural] rusticity in 

contrast to and often in satire of urbanism, focusing…on the life of shepherds” (2005, 144). 

Ecocentric discourses lead to the association of the new world with “paradise regained” 

(Marx 37), or “a site for a new golden age…which stands not only for abundance, but for the 

general superiority of a simple, primitive style of life” (ibid). However, the images of nature 

are either “benign and ordered nature”, or “hideous wilderness”, which deliver “quite 

different ideas of man’s basic relation to his environment” (Marx 38, 41). Such opposing 

images of nature are also presented in The Tempest. Indeed, the play opens with the scene of 

a violent tempest, which “dramatizes the precariousness of civilization when exposed to the 

full fury of nature” (Marx 51). The survivors of the shipwreck, after landing on the 

“uninhabited, and almost inaccessible island” (II.i.37), describe the setting diversely—some 

find the place “seem to be desert” (II.i.33); others, especially Gonzalo, find the place 

“advantageous to life…[where] How lush and lusty the grass looks! How green!” (II.i.48, 

51)  

These intruders’ first glances deliver the setting as both desert- and heaven-like. The 

place is presented via an ecocentric viewpoint. Gonzalo’s fancy of the idyllic perfection 

produces an illusion. At landing, Gonzalo fancies the plantation of the isle. In the 

“commonwealth” he proposes having no commerce, magistrate, literature, poverty, contract, 

service, bourn, etc.; “all men idle, all; / And women too, but innocent and pure: / No 

sovereignth” (II.i.143-52). Gonzalo believes that Nature would produce “all foison, all 

abundance, / To feed my innocent people” (II.i.159-60). Abundance and satisfaction are 

characteristic of this new world, according to Gonzalo’s fondness and expectation. Another 
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instance to substantiate the riches of the island is the banquet produced for those starving 

survivors of the storm. On the table are the food the spirits leave behind, which Alonso, the 

surviving King of Naples, “will stand to, and feed, / Although my last” (III.iii.49-50). Those 

intruders, especially Gonzalo and Alonso, find the banquet as cherishing as the legendary 

unicorns and phoenixes, and as unique as mountaineers and islanders of monstrous shape 

(III.ii). The island is again characterized by harmony, abundance, uniqueness, and 

treasures—an opposing image of the corrupted civilization. 

Still, another instance to portray the island as a counterpart of the corrupt past is the 

lovely masque conjured up by Prospero’s magic. Through “[s]ome vanity of mine Art” 

(IV.i.41), Prospero demands that the sprites offer a masque to entertain Miranda and 

Ferdinand. In this masque, a play-within-a-play, Iris is called to send messages to the 

goddesses invited: Juno called to promise “Honour, riches, marriage-blessing” (IV.i.106), 

Ceres called to grant bounty harvest. Again happiness and abundance are promised in the 

masque and on the island. The masque offers “a tribute to the principle of natural fecundity” 

(Marx 61), which makes the island an arcadia where Miranda and Ferdinand can live in joy; 

free of worries and fears. The calamity Ferdinand just experienced has been left behind. 

Encountering Miranda, a girl “So perfect and so peerless, are created / Of every creature’s 

best” (III.i.47-48), Ferdinand pleads to “live here ever; / So rare a wonder’d father and a 

wise / Makes this place Paradise” (IV.i.123-25 emphasis mine). In a word, the intruders’ 

fantasy over the island, and the banquet and masque Prospero manipulates and designs, 

collaborate to install on the island the image of a primal utopian ideal. 

[Ⅲ.] An artificial paradise 

Ferdinand’s words deliver a message: the paradisiac island is made possible by 

Prospero. Indeed, when Prospero asks spirits to “enact / my present fancies…by mine Art” 

(IV.i.120-22), the island will definitely be heaven-like as described by the newcomers. The 

artificiality leads Leo Marx to insist that on the island the reconciliation of nature and culture 

exist, as balance comes out of the blending of art and nature (57). The banquet and the 



 
 
 
 
 李晶菁 興大人文學報第四十九期 

30 

masque display Prospero as “meliorist”, who makes the island idyllic and heavenly (Marx 

56). Gonzalo, when imagining the new world as a commonwealth, is a utopian whose 

proposition of nature breeds benign culture. However, the distant rolling thunder in the play 

constantly reminds the meliorist and the utopian of the place’s uncontrollability--the 

instability buried in nature which is beyond human control. 

Artificial power works in the process of natural transfiguration. The beginning storm is 

man-made, which brings ashore those on board to launch power reallocation. The banquet 

and the masque are man-made too, which create an illusion of the island as a pastoral ideal. 

Therefore, the commonwealth proposed by Gonzalo is immediately denied by Antonia, who 

blames that “[t]he latter end of his commonwealth forgets the beginning” (II.i.153-54). In 

addition, the banquet ends with Ariel disguised as Harpy clapping his wings upon the table 

and battering away everything. As to the masque, when “Reapers… join with the Nymphs in 

a graceful dance”, this play-within-a-play comes to a sudden end because Caliban and his 

confederates’ foul conspiracy come to Prospero’s mind (IV.i.138). These man-made idyllic 

images are aborted for diverse reasons, which need to be examined. 

As the ideals are man-made, “nature” must admit that the process of definition is itself 

“a complex cultural formulation calling out for definition” (Hebron 230 emphasis mine). In 

other words, when ecocriticism is defined as “the study of the relationship between literature 

and the physical environment” (Glotfelty xviii), the literary treatment of environmental 

topics should be “embedded in social and political contexts” (Hebron 230). The pastoral 

ideal is thus criticized for its neglect of any inner conflicts. The “uninhabited” island is 

actually civilized; nature can never get free from the touch of humans. 

(Ⅳ.) Environmentalist perspectives proposed 

The island/nature is not a counterpart of the corrupted civilization; instead, under the 

superficial rusticity lie the power struggle between men, also between men and their 

surroundings. Leo Marx therefore concludes, by the end of discussing nature’s images in 

literary works, that “[t]he machine’s sudden entrance into the garden presents a problem that 
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ultimately belongs not to art, but to politics” (365 emphasis mine). By this conclusion Marx 

proclaims that cultural intrusion into nature is more a political issue than a poetic discourse. 

Political readings of the interaction within nature, and between nature and human, will be an 

inevitable trend. However, when Leo Marx implies the political trend, some critics, Greg 

Garrad is one of them, deny this way of theoretical interpretation.  

Garrad thinks that “ecocritical theorists are wrong to assert confidently the 

isomorphism of human social hierarchies of race, gender, and sexuality” (782). He insists 

that there should be “no empirical correlation between social liberation and ecological 

impact, nor between ethnic diversity and biodiversity” (ibid). In my opinion, however, such 

a deep ecological perspective is incomplete for its lack of theoretical insights of social 

ecology. The respective powers of causing damage to men and to surroundings are 

intricately connected and almost the same. As Raymond Williams contends, the terms 

applied to nature—the conquest, domination, exploitation of nature—“are derived from the 

real human practices: relations between men and men” (1980, 84). The relation to the 

non-human world, to nature, is thus historically mediated and manmade. The binary 

opposition of nature and culture gives way to their mutual incursion and encroachment, 

which leads to the simultaneous exploitation of one and oppression of the other. 

The aforementioned interconnectedness of man and nature leads to the difficulty in 

defining “Nature”, which, according to Williams, is perhaps “the most complex word in the 

language” (1976, 219), because it “contains, though often unnoticed, an extraordinary 

amount of human history…both complicated and changing” (1980, 67). Men are social 

beings; the earth/nature mixed with man’s labor would make the separation of natural 

history from social history problematic and unconvincing (Williams 1980, 76). The 

inseparability of nature and man echoes Marx and Engles’ viewpoint that “as long as men 

exist, the history of nature and the history of men are mutually conditioned” (cited from 

Harvey 77).  

Raymond Williams not only stresses the materialist base of literary works, but also 

blames the nostalgia for rurality for its mendacity. Lawrence Buell further denies ecocentric 

discourse because of the “irreversible transformation of landscape wrought by economic 
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power and/or class interest” (2005, 12). Michael Bennet likewise points out two flaws of the 

deep ecology/ecocentric discourse: first, dominations of the humans and of the environment 

are disregarded; second, man’s anthropocentric intentions are likely to deliver biocentric 

views (33-34). The two flaws, contradictory in essence, dominate the first wave ecocriticism. 

The study extends to second wave environmentalism, whose conception of “environment” is 

broadened to encompass “built and natural dimensions in every locale’ (Buell, 2005, 12). In 

other words, the second nature—“nature as reprocessed by human labor”—would be 

refashioned by social beings/men. Human transformations of nature have made natural and 

man-built dimension indistinguishable. With the man-built dimension encompassed in the 

critical discourse, the outcome of man’s labor on the land/nature should be taken into 

account. 

The reason to include the discussion of second wave environmentalism is that in The 

Tempest the place/island has been undergoing a twelve-year transformation from a howling 

desert into an idyllic land of ease, peace and bounty, as is presented by the fancy banquet 

and the masque. This place is no longer an uninhabited and inaccessible location; instead, it 

experiences “a culturally inflected process in which nature and culture must be seen as a 

mutuality rather than separable domains” (Buell, 2005, 68). The island, which is inhabited 

by two exiles (Prospero and Miranda), with a spirit and a human slave in service (Ariel and 

Caliban), is certainly a socially-constructed, class-stratified location rather than an ecocentric 

nature. 

To consider the island as a place transformed by men is to push the consideration of the 

surroundings from ecocentric to social viewpoints. Michel Foucault in “Of Other Space” 

claims that “the anxiety of our era has to do fundamentally with space” (23 emphasis mine). 

It’s because “we do not live in a homogeneous and empty space….The space in which we 

live …is a heterogeneous space. In other words,…we live inside a set of relations that 

delineates sites which are irreducible to one another” (23 emphasis mine). The 

“heterogeneous space”, termed as “heterotopias” by Foucault, is capable of “juxtaposing 

several spaces, several sites that are in themselves incompatible” (25). Likewise, on the 

island in The Tempest we can also find such heterotopias, within which diverse power 
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relations enact consecutive acts of domination and subversion. 

Specifically speaking, the island is occupied by exiles (Prospero, Miranda), by 

spirits/servants (Ariel, Caliban), by traitors (Caliban, Stephano, Antonio), by lovers 

(Miranda, Ferdinand), and others, through whom different relations and causations may 

occur. Analyzed through these “sets of relations”, the island can be considered as a 

heterotopia; this approach denotes the place as an arena for power conflicts of classes, 

genders, races, etc. As Jim Warren claims that “ecocriticism is strongest when it is most 

interdisciplinary” (771), class, race, and gender discourses would enrich environmental 

studies. Lane Newman in “Ecocriticism and Marxism” also proposes to define nature 

writing as “a dynamic response to the capitalist ecosocial order” (21). Therefore, racist, 

sexist and class ideas all together make the place hierarchical. However, to discuss the effect 

of hierarchy on this place, we must first consider the idea of “hegemony”. 

Antonio Gramsci proposes the idea “hegemony”—which implies that “a social class 

achieves a predominant influence and power…by succeeding in making its ideological 

views so pervasive that the subordinate classes unwittingly accept and participate in their 

own oppression” (Abrams 185). The dominant class is the bourgeoisie, namely, “the class of 

modern Capitalists, owners of the means of social production, and employers of wage-labor,” 

while the subordinate class is the proletariat, those who sell their labor power to live, and to 

survive—this is defined in Communist Manifesto (Williams, 1977, 109). To produce surplus 

value for the upper class, the subordinate class is oppressed, but is sometimes subversive 

enough to temporarily break free from such inequity. Therefore, rather than being a static 

form of permanent dominance, hegemony is continually resisted and altered, as well as 

renewed and modified (Williams, 1977, 113). In other words, hegemony is a dynamic 

process manipulated to benefit the upper class. 

Hegemony is omnipresent in The Tempest, in view of the diverse recognitions of the 

past, and verbal/physical violence imposed on the subordinated inhabitants of the island. 

Critical perspectives, including environmentalist ones, need to practice a sense of 

temporality because, by recognizing the past, the present, and the future, the changing 

concerns for the land are likely to be exposed (Warren 772). In The Tempest, a resident’s past 
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is either confidential (Prospero’s) or blank (Miranda’s), repeated (Ariel’s) or denied 

(Caliban’s). These diverse attitudes toward past happenings lead to Prospero becoming the 

master/the hegemonic power on the island. The land and its residents, including Miranda, 

the spirit Ariel, the human slave Caliban, and the new intruders, are all in his charge. 

Prospero, though now “lord on the island” (I.ii.458), has kept his past secret until the 

right time for revenge. Twelve years have passed until he uncovers the secret of “Me, poor 

man, my library / Was dukedom large enough: of temporal royalties” (I.i.109-11). By then 

he confesses to his daughter that his past indulgence in magic leads his brother, Antonio, to 

“extirpate me and mine / Out of the dukedom” (I.ii. 125-26). Prospero’s past is mentioned 

when the storm he incurs connects him with the old world. Miranda, on the other hand, has 

been ignorant of these past events in Milan during the twelve years on the island; she even 

claims that “more to know / Did never meddle with my thoughts” (I.ii.22-23). She has no 

idea of who her father is other than the lord of the island, or “master of a full poor cell” 

(I.ii.20). Moreover, right before encountering Ferdinand, she has only seen two humans 

--Prospero and Caliban, and therefore mistakes Ferdinand for “a spirit” (I.ii.442), “a thing 

divine” (I.ii.421). Her ignorance of the past and the outside helps Prospero accomplish a 

hegemonic power on the isolated land. 

In addition to Prospero’s confidential and Miranda’s blank past, which is, as Miranda 

describes, “far off / And rather like a dream than an assurance” (I.ii.45-46), Ariel’s past is 

recounted “Once in a month” (I.ii.262) in case the spirit should forget his present 

subordination. After the witch Sycorax was banished from Argier, her sorcery made possible 

her authority on the island, and Ariel’s confinement “into a cloven pine…[for] a dozen years” 

(I.ii.277, 279). Prospero insists that “it was mine Art, / When I arriv’d and heard thee [Ariel], 

that made gape / The pine, and let thee out” (I.ii.291-93). Ariel’s past of being rescued by 

Prospero is recounted when his complete submission is demanded in order to realize 

Prospero’s requests. Prospero’s hegemonic position is thereby affirmed. However, 

Prospero’s hegemonic domination of the land is still questioned and temporarily denied by 

Caliban’s account of his past. When Caliban claims that “This island’s mine, by Sycorax my 

mother, / Which thou [Prospero] tak’st from me” (I.ii.333.34), he demands sovereignty over 
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the island, which is of course turned down by Prospero. Prospero usurps the position of  

master and then tries all means to consolidate his hegemonic domination over the land. 

The respective past of Prospero, Miranda, Ariel and Caliban is confidential, blank, 

recounted, or denied, so as to fulfill or challenge Prospero’s usurpation of and sovereignty 

over the island. This “uninhabited” island is in fact crowded with sets of relationships, 

revealing hegemony as a dynamic process. The historicity of the place, presented in the 

on-going process of hegemony, is the cultivation of nature as described in the text. While 

Ariel’s freedom is promised by the end, Caliban’s release from his confinement is not 

assured. He is still considered as a “monster”, “mooncalf”— two terms repeatedly adopted 

to refer to the human slave. Therefore, when setting becomes the foreground of the 

discussion, the sets of relations that might affect, even distort, the present or the future of the 

place cannot be bypassed. Hegemony is a process in which the changing 

dominant-subordinate power relations might affect the inhabitation, reshape the land, and 

enact diverse interaction between humans and surroundings.  

Another cause leading to hegemony is violence of diverse styles—verbal or physical 

violence. The land’s destiny will definitely be affected by the violence committed. When 

Caliban talks of his initial interaction with the intruders—Prospero and Miranda, peace and 

reciprocity can be found: 

CALIBAN.  …when thou cam’st first, 

  Thou strok’st me, and made much of me; wouldst give me 

  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 I love’d thee, 

  And show’d thee all the qualities o’th’isle, 

  The fresh springs, brine-pits, barren place and fertile (I.ii.332-40). 

However, the harmonious relation passes away when Caliban “seek[s] to violate / The 

honor of my child [Miranda]” (I.ii.348-49). Caliban’s intention to “people… / This isle with 

Calibans” (I.ii.352-53) incurs another violent feedback against him. Prospero regrets for 

teaching Caliban the language, which is considered a strategy to assimilate the inlander, to 
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nurture the nature, because, “when thou [Caliban] didst not [speak], savage, / Know thine 

own meaning, but wouldst gabble like / A thing most brutish, I endow’d thy purposes / With 

words that made them known” (I.ii.357-60). Prospero’s regret is due to Caliban’s “vile race”, 

which “good natures / Could not abide to be with” (I.ii.361-63), and this vile nature leads 

Caliban to “know how to curse” (I.ii.366). Verbal violence in the form of Prospero’s 

strategic instruction and Caliban’s furious counterattack indeed shatters the 

domination-subordination tie. 

To maintain the hegemony on the land, Prospero further commits violence against the 

body of the subordinated; temporary subordination is thus guaranteed. Caliban is enclosed 

on the island: “here you [Prospero] sty me / In this hard rock, whiles you do keep from me / 

The rest o’th’ island” (I.ii.344-46). Physical violence is intended to threaten and intimidate 

the subordinate class. Therefore, we can find Prospero casting violent torture upon Caliban 

to achieve the servant’s complete submission: 

PROSPERO. To-night thou shalt have cramps, 

  Side-stitches that shall pen thy breath up; urchins 

  Shall, for that vast of night that they may work, 

  All exercise on thee; thou shalt be pinch’d 

  As thick as honeycomb, each pinch more stinging 

  Than bees that made ‘em (Iii.327-31). 

Through disciplinary violence Prospero accomplishes Caliban’s “docile bodies”, which 

implies “an uninterrupted, constant coercion, supervising the process of the activity rather 

than its result” (Rabinow 181). Therefore, Prospero manipulates Caliban’s body to obtain the 

greatest use and the richest effects on the island. In other words, the land is manipulated by 

Prospero, whose hegemonic power further suppresses Caliban’s docile body to achieve its 

greatest use value, because “We cannot miss him [Caliban]: he does make our fire, / Fetch in 

our wood, and serves in offices / That profit us” (I.ii.313-15).  

Such a political reading exposes the land as dominated and its inhabitants as 

hierarchical. Hierarchical social order generates exploitation and oppression unto the 

residents and the place. The island is no longer a natural environment; it’s a “built 
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environment”, in which nature and culture impinge upon each other, with hegemony as a 

dynamic, on-going process characterized by instability. When the island in The Tempest 

expresses social relationships of inequality through the abuse of the land and the labor, 

narratives have been shifted from ecocentric to sociocentric environmentalism—“ecojustice 

revisionism” proposed by Buell (2005, 127). 

The manipulation of the island/nature is launched by the arrival of Prospero and 

Miranda as others/intruders from a corrupted civilization/Milan. The second group of 

intruders brought by a storm, however, finds itself getting lost and helpless on the island. 

Nature--the storm or the land--are hostile to the new intruders, but neither the storm nor the 

land are “natural” in essence—they both are formed or transformed by Prospero’s 

Art—magic. In this sense, we may find that the island has become a site where culture and 

nature imping on each other, which is by no means an arcadia, an opposite of continental 

corrupted culture. “Nature”—the island --contains intricate interactions within; the 

conspiracy forged by Caliban, Trinculo and Stephano stands for the subversion of the 

repressed, the collaboration of the inlander and intruders, as well as the intermingling of 

nature and culture. 

 In fact, the subversion of the repressed is launched not only by Prospero’s human slave, 

but by Miranda. Miranda is pleading for more liberty and domination for herself: she offers 

herself as a surety for Ferdinand; she also tells Ferdinand her name, breaking her father’s 

order and forgetting his precepts. Miranda does not exhibit an active striving for liberty, but 

exposes her status of being confined and controlled by Prospero. 

Liberty is, however, constantly mentioned by Prospero’s two subjects, Ariel and 

Caliban; it’s something wished for and dreamed of on the island. From the beginning we 

know that Ariel’s service is to be paid by Prospero’s promise of liberty, and by the end he 

carries it out. In addition, Caliban is the one who tries his best to strive for liberty. With the 

assistance of Trinculo and Stepheno, he tries to win his freedom. His name, an anagram of 

“cannibal”, thus implies a collaboration of nature and culture when he conspires with the 

two new intruders. Therefore, though Caliban suggests burning Prospero’s books to deprive 

him of his Art and to leave nature as it is, he is still wishing for a new master: 
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CALIBAN. Caliban ‘Ban, ‘Ban, Cacaliban 

  Has a new master:--get a new man. 

  Freedom, high-day! High-day, freedom! Freedom. 

  High-day, freedom! 

  Stephano O brave monster! lead the way (II.ii.183-88). 

Indeed, Caliban’s yearning for liberty, and the servitude embedded in his deep within, 

are contradictory and thus displaying the land as a site of conflicts and on-going hegemonic 

exploitation. 

When Leo Marx considers the play as “a redemptive journey away from society in the 

direction of nature” (69), the intricate interrelationships in the new world are bypassed.  

When the condition of “harmony” or “concord” is said to benefit all characters in the second 

world, the hierarchy exercised within is bypassed as well. The dialectics between the 

primary and the secondary worlds lead to the shattering of the two, not either-or. The idea of 

hegemony as a dynamic process is verified, when Prospero retrieves his dukedom but 

forsakes his books/Art, and when Ariel obtains his liberty while Caliban is still entrapped on 

the land with no way out. Neither the continental culture nor the island nature can offer a 

promise of a definite future. But still one thing is sure: the interaction of culture and nature 

on the island leaves behind something incomplete: Antonio shows no regret for his vile 

intrigue; Miranda is still ignorant of the past, the present and the future; Caliban as an “other” 

suffers from oppression but proves himself to be more rational and human-like than the 

other intruders from the old world. Culture and nature are interwoven, with neither being  

contained. 

Antonio, described as “[t]he ivy which had hid my [Prospero’s] princely truck, / And 

suck’d my berdure out on it” (1.2.86-87), shows no regret for usurpation committed. When 

he urges Sebastian to kill Alonso and then to succeed to the kingship, he says: “what’s past is 

prologue; what to come, in our and my discharge” (2.1.247-49). When Sebastian accuses 

Antonio for “supplant[ing] your brother Prospero”, Antonio justifies his usurpation by 

saying: “True: / And look how well my garments sit upon me; / Much feater than before: my 

brother’s servants / Were then my fellows; now they are my men” (2.1.267-70). In the end, 
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though the Art retrieves Prospero’s dukedom, it does not promise the previous usurper’s 

regret and submission. The threat to the regained order is still there, waiting to be eradicated 

or emancipated. 

Miranda’s ignorance is not yet resolved after the intersection of nature and culture. On 

seeing the sailors and aristocrats surviving the storm, she exclaims: “How many goodly 

creatures are there here! / How beauteous mankind is! O brave new world, / That has such 

people in’t!” (V.i.182-84) Here Miranda’s ignorance and inability to tell good from evil do 

not equip her with the basic needs to survive the continental culture. She cannot even 

survive the second world, where the mixture of culture and nature leads her to be safe only 

in the fancy produced by Prospero – fancy shown by Miranda and Ferdinand playing chess 

in the cell. Once Prospero renounces his Art and burns his books, no space is offered to 

Miranda to get sheltered from any threat. 

Caliban, though eager for freedom, still vows to be Stephano’s subject for “liquor 

unearthly” (II.ii.186). He is further assigned as a “viceroy” (III.i.106), which brings on still 

another set of relation to continue the hegemonic process on the island. However, what is 

paradoxical is that, when Caliban is ultimately deemed as “a bastard one” (V.i.173), “a devil, 

a born devil, on whose nature / Nurture can never stick” (IV.i.188-89), he is the only one 

rational enough to despise the frippery, claiming that “Let it alone, thou [Trinculo and 

Stephano] fool; it is but trash” (IV.i.224); he also urges others to “do the murther first: if he 

awake, / From toe to crown he’ll fill our skins with pinches, / Make us strange stuff” 

(IV.i.232-34). Caliban is also the only one who can see the usefulness and beauty on the 

island; Prospero and the others from the Continent all fail to do so. When urging Trinculo 

and Stephano to collaborate with his conspiracy, for instance, Caliban offers his knowledge 

of the island as assistance by saying: “let me bring thee where crabs grow; / And I wish 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 

scamels from the rock” (II.ii.167-72). In addition, Caliban can appreciate the noises, sounds, 

and sweet air on the island, regarding them as “a thousand twiangling instrument … [that] / 

Will make me sleep again: and then, in dreaming, / The clouds methought would open, and 
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show / riches / Ready to drop upon me; that, when I wak’d, I cried to dream again” 

(III.ii.135-41). Caliban’s existence on the island is paradoxical—he is a liberty fighter stuck 

in hegemony as a subordinate, an object trapped in the interaction of Art and nature, a base 

“monster” with sense and sensibility. It’s no wonder he wakes up to tears shed for this 

paradox and predicament. 

[Ⅴ.] Conclusion 

When Lawrence Buell proposes to expand ecocentric narratives to sociocentric 

environmentalism, setting/place has been a site of power struggles and class conflicts, and a 

physical environment which encompasses both natural and built places. Man as a 

biohistorial creature shifts critical perspectives from the deep ecology to environmentalism, 

which echoes Foucault’s assertion of “heterotopias” with sets of relations juxtaposed but 

irreducible to one another. Ecocentric discourse is not enough to probe the intricate 

interaction between humans and non-human surrounding. Ecopolitical discourse is thus 

invited to atone for the insufficiency of ecocentricism. The island in The Tempest is such a 

space where intricate relationships interconnect, culture and nature intersect. 

At the beginning of the play, the storm invalidates the social order: sailors and 

boatsmen shout against the aristocrats: 

GONZALO. Nay, good, be patient. 

BOATSMAN. When the sea is. Hence! What cares these roarers 

  For the name of King? To cabin: silence! Trouble 

  Us not.   

GONZALO. Good, yet remember whom thou hast aboard. 

BOATSMAN. None that I more love than myself. (I.i.15-20) 

The storm incurred by Prospero’s art has invalidated the class-bound authority and 

servitude. Power-relation is reversed—it turns upside down in face of the imminent threat. 

The artificial storm changes the sea/nature into a site with power structures shattered and 

temporarily reversed. 
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In the end, however, cultural and natural disorders are settled, with Ariel in charge of 

“calm seas, auspicious gales, / and sail so expeditious, that shall catch / Your [Alonso’s] 

royal fleet far off” (V.i.314-16). Because Prospero’s Art is forsaken, certainty is promised 

and granted by the spirit Ariel: the storm is calmed; the exiles’ homecoming is promised; 

order is restored to guarantee the Great Chain of Being. On the other hand, as the island is 

transformed into a place where nature and culture collaboratively interweave the past, the 

present and the future, so political reading of the foreground/the island enriches the textual 

interpretation. The island is still there, where all on-going changes lead characters to see 

themselves as “stuff / As dreams are made on; and little life / is rounded with a sleep” 

(IV.i.156-57). The place is thus a textual location, in which visitors’/inhabitants’ words 

inscribe diverse histories into the land, therefore bringing on laughter or cries, sunshine or 

storm. 
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入侵 「無人島」: 莎士比亞《暴風雨》之環境主義研究 

李晶菁 

摘 要 

當「場景」在作品分析中扮演主要的地位時，生態中心主義和環境主義的爭辯於

焉開始。在莎士比亞的《暴風雨》中，島嶼這個場景，表面上協助回復文藝復興時期

的尊卑秩序。然而，細讀之後，便可發現: 這個島嶼場景不僅涵蓋了外力的入侵，同

時也醞釀及顯現了內在雜音。此篇論文主要質疑了劇中島嶼為烏托邦式的另類存在這

種思維，同時挑戰了「將文明等同於墮落」的生態中心意識形態。環境主義主張任何

場景中，自然及文明是相依相存、而非相互對立的兩股勢力(Buell 2005, 68)；這個論

點不僅在作品中被應證，也正好呼應了傅柯的「異質空間」理論，其中交織著各種不

同但並存的關係網絡 (23)。「場景」因此成為各種權力衝突的競技場。因此，在《暴

風雨》中的島嶼場景裡，自然不再是渾然天成的場域，而是含雜著文化撞擊而成的人

造空間。  

關鍵詞: 生態中心批評、環境批評、異質空間、霸權 
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