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ABSTRACT

NEITHER A MOTHER NOR AN OTHER: NATURE’S LITERARY
EMANCIPATION IN WILLIAM GOLDING’S LORD OF THE FLIES AND
LOUISE ERDRICH’S TRACKS

OZCAN, Rabia Elif
M.A., The Department of English Literature
Supervisor: Assoc. Prof. Dr. Margaret J.M. SONMEZ

June 2022, 144 pages

Deriving from the comparative analyses of William Golding’s Lord of The Flies
(1954) and Louise Erdrich’s Tracks (1988), this thesis discusses how ecocriticism and
ecofeminism may, in particular cases, pose a discriminatory anthropocentric
perspective despite bearing an eco-centered principle. Nature is mostly susceptible to
being both otherized or/and motherized in these texts, that are constructed around an
anthropocentric view. The novels represent the dialogue between human beings and
nature through survival struggles in a colonialist context. However, the different
representative discourses they adapt indicate human-centered perspectives and/or
gender attributions in ecocritical and ecofeminist reading. Hence, this thesis argues
that ecocritical and ecofeminist approaches may partly demonstrate anthropocentric
essentialism, which necessitates an alternative empathetic approach towards nature.
As a reading technique, the textual analyses make a close reading of the human-non-
human transformations vis-a-vis the suggested hypothetical term “naturamorphism.”
This term is presented as a thought experiment, explained as a transformation and
reversal of anthropomorphism. Thus the thesis explores the literary construction of
otherization in the novels from a feminist ecocritical perspective to fill the potential
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deficiencies of ecofeminist criticism and ecocriticism. As a conceptual framework, Val
Plumwood’s master-other hierarchy provides the basis for analyzing the
human/nonhuman relationship in the novels. Besides, in the light of Kristeva’s theory
of the semiotic chora and the abject, the thesis presents an alternative reading of the
“context” nature as a “text.” Thus, with the premise that nature is neither a mother nor
an other, the thesis suggests the concept of naturamorphism, and investigates its

applicability in practice.

Keywords: Nature, ecocriticism, naturamorphism, anthropomorphism, feminist

ecocriticism.
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NE BiR ANNE NE DE OTEKI: WILLIAM GOLDING’IN SINEKLERIN TANRISI
[LE LOUISE ERDRICH’IN TRACKS’INDE EDEBI KURTULUS

OZCAN, Rabia Elif
Yiiksek Lisans, Ingiliz Edebiyat1 Boliimii
Tez Yéneticisi: Dog. Dr. Margaret J.M. SONMEZ

Haziran 2022, 144 sayfa

William Golding’in Sineklerin Tanrist (1954) ile Louise Erdrich’in Tracks (1988) adli
romanlarinin incelemesinden hareketle bu tez; temelinde doga merkezli bir ilke tasisa
da ekoelestiri ve ekofeminizmin bazi durumlarda insan merkezli bakis a¢isinin ayrime1
yaklagimini sergileyebilecegi goriisiinii tartismaktadir. Insan merkezli bir bakis agisi
etrafinda sekillenen bu metinlerde doga hem 6tekilestirilmeye hem de
“ana”lastirilmaya biiyiik 6l¢iide agik haldedir. Her iki roman, somiirgeci anlayisin yer
aldig1 bir baglam icindeki yasam savasinda insanlar ile doga arasindaki diyalogu
gosterir. Ancak romanlarin bu diyalogu yansitma ve dogayi tasvir bicimleri,
ekofeminist ve ekoelestirel okumalarla insan1 dnceleyen veya dogaya cinsiyet roller
atfeden bir tutum sergiler. Bu bulgularin temelinde tez, ekoelestirel ve ekofeminist
yaklagimlarin kismen insan merkezli bir tozciiliikk gosterebilecegini ve bu durumun
dogaya kars1 daha anlayish, alternatif bir yaklagimi gerektirdigini savunmaktadir.
Roman analizlerinde yontem olarak romanlardaki insan/insan dis1 varliklarin birbirine
dontistimlerinin yakin okumasi yapilmistir. Bu doniistimleri agiklamak {izere
antropomorfizmin tersi olarak kuramsal ve deneysel “naturamorfizm” kavrami one

striilmiistir. Bu okuma teknigi ile tez, romanlardaki Otekilestirmenin metinsel
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ingasini, ekofeminizm ve ekoelestirinin muhtemel eksikliklerini giderme amaciyla
yeni bir anlayis olan feminist ekoelestiri yaklagimiyla inceler. Kavramsal gerceve
olarak Val Plumwood’un efendi-o6teki hiyerarsisi, romanlardaki insan/ insan dis1 iliski
analizlerinin temelini olusturmustur. Ayrica Kristeva’nin semiyotik chora teorisi ve
igren¢ (abject) kavrami dogrultusunda “baglam” niteligindeki doganin bir “metin”
olarak alternatif okumasina yer verilmistir. Romanlarin incelemesinden hareketle tez;
doganin ne bir anne ne de bir 6teki oldugu goriisiiyle dogaya empatik bir yaklasim i¢in

Onerilen naturamorfizm kavraminin pratikte miimkiin olup olmadigini sorgular.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Doga, ckoelestiri, antroposentrizm. naturamorphism,

antropomorfizm, feminist ekoelestiri.
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CHAPTERII

INTRODUCTION

The literary representation of nature in texts where the natural environment
interacts with humans indicates an ideologically, economically, and culturally loaded
concept of (m)other nature. This thesis presents a comparative reading of the
ecocritical semiosis presented in William Golding’s Lord of The Flies (1954) and
Louise Erdrich’s Tracks (1988) and reveals tensions within these novels’
representations of the relationships between the distinct categories of humans, non-
humans, and nature. While examining these representations and tensions, the thesis
will explore how the examples of first-wave ecocritical and ecofeminist literature
demonstrate the partly essentialist nature of dominant Western discourse. Social and
cultural heritage both constructs and maintains our identities, and perspectives, and
molds our stances and attitudes towards our environment. Representations of these
environments within the products of cultural heritage — literature, in this case -should
be regarded as influential factors in our development of paradigms of identity, and can
serve as agents that support specific ideologies such as colonialism, otherization, social
inferiorization, and gender roles. Taking this into consideration, a feminist ecocritical
analysis should point out that LOTF and Tracks pose the colonialist master-slave
hierarchy from different stances and deal with otherness in cultural, sociological, and
gender-based perspectives. Hence, they could invite ecofeminist and ecocritical
theories to synthesize an assumedly nonessentialist approach towards nature: What
would a feminist ecocritical reading of these novels presenting colonialist
understandings and discourse reveal about human beings’ conception of nature?
Majorly with ecological concerns, the thesis applies the early understanding of
feminist ecocriticism as an alternative theory to examples 20'"-century literature. Thus,

it aims to find if the literary representation of the natural environment could be



emancipated from the essentialist reductions of Western dualisms and the discursive
attributions of human affairs.

Being attentive to social, political, and cultural matters, and effectivity of
matter in its various forms and processes, feminist ecocriticism aims at
producing a more capacious sexual and environmental understanding, and at
paving the way to new ecocritical interpretations of literary and cultural
narratives that are more encompassing of intersections of sexuality and
nature, bodies and the environment, and their materializing effects. To put it
briefly, feminist ecocriticism suggests an emancipatory stance that proceeds
in a dialectical relation to practice. Exploring literary and cultural texts where
female corporeality and nonhuman bodies are problematized, contested and
disrupted, feminist ecocriticism discloses how literature intersects with life
itself. (Oppermann 80)

As Oppermann explains, a feminist ecocritical analyses of literary works based on
dichotomies offers an empathetic perspective towards nature by “disclosing” (80) the
culturally and symbolically constructed boundaries not in terms of biological
distinctions but concerning human beings’ utilitarian and colonialist approaches. Yet
it would be considerable that even before the theoretical adoption of feminist
ecocriticism, the examples of anthropomorphism from the ancient texts to the
contemporary literature, might be empathetic steps with the same intention of
disclosure Oppermann mentions. On the other hand, however, the type of
anthropomorphisms that attempt to reflect the human decadence may enforce the
human/ non-human dichotomies and hierarchies propelled by the Western discourse.
In the light of feminist ecocriticism, the thesis explores the reversed
anthropomorphisms in the novels to undermine the “otherness” applied to the natural
environment and women by their Western discourse.

Rosi Braidotti explains how feminist ecocritics conceive of otherness with
respect to their particular focus of interest. She states that we find discursive otherness
with respect to the representation of women wherever texts render “the sexualized
bodies of women; the racialized bodies of ethnic or native others and the naturalised
bodies of animals and earth others” (170). According to this understanding, the thesis
questions the materiality of women and nature with a particular focus on
transformations. One significant transformation in the novels is a reversed
anthropomorphism, which | shall offer a hypothetical term naturamorphism and use

as an alternative concept to eliminate the symbolic implications of the already



anthropocentrically-loaded language®. Thus, | will argue that within texts nature can
become neither the mother nor the other through the technique of naturamorphism. To
test this hypothesis in practice, I will comment on the transformations of the novels’
main characters in the light of Val Plumwood’s master-other hierarchy, and these
characters’ otherization not just in ecofeminist terms, but also on the basis of Lacan’s
“Law of the Father” and Kristeva’s “abject.” A brief introduction to the novels

provides the background to the study.

1.1. Introduction to William Golding’s Lord of the Flies

Published in 1954, William Golding’s Lord of the Flies (LOTF hereafter)
focuses on a group of English children aged between five and fourteen, who
experience a plane crash while being transported to a safer place during what is implied
to be a World War. After the tragic accident, the children find themselves on the coast
of an uninhabited island, where they struggle to survive and to signal to rescuers,
unaware of the ever-increasing hostility between each other.

In an interview with Patricia Marx, Golding stated that his underlying attempt
was to indicate human “cynicism” and the “innate evil” lurking in human intentions
(Marx 1963). In this regard, he originally gave the novel the title Strangers from
Within. Discussion of the concepts of other and estrangement in this text, in fact,
legitimizes this earlier title, since strange is a recurrent word in the novel, used
variously to suggest different meanings according to varying contexts, until the
estranged savage becomes the otherizing force. The novel achieves this by reversing
anthropomorphism and introducing humans who take up a nonhuman identity in terms
of imitation to overcome the restrictions of being an other within nature.

Substantially loaded with colonial discourse and perspectives, LOTF

demonstrates how humans establish their relationships based on culture and physical

' While | suggest naturamorphism as an attempt to permeate the conceptual boundaries by
establishing a bridge between humans and non-humans, I shall accept that the concept itself is
still based on the assumption that there is a distinction between humans and non-humans.
Therefore, it is significant to clarify that naturamorphism does not and cannot eliminate the
material and conceptual distinctions totally, but provides an alternative perspective to disclose
these distinctions in Oppermann’s terms.
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power. It may be considered a product of colonialist Western thought, which is based
on dualisms and otherization. The language of the novel emphasizes the distinction
between humans and nonhumans through two-sided, dualistic representations that
pose different stances of the members within the same categories. Thus, it structurally
illustrates otherization in literary terms. On the other hand, the novel embodies
humans’ constructive/destructive attempts during the formation of their social
relations through their natural environment. Although LOTF is written in a pre-eco-
consciousness era, showing (as it does) how humans easily and simultaneously destroy
their natural environment along with each other implies an ecocritical perspective (in
the representation of nature) avant la lettre. More precisely, humans’ attitudes toward
one another resonate with their conception and treatment of nature. While a group of
boys in the novel struggles to be rescued from the desolate natural environment, and
use the island’s natural resources for this purpose, some prefer to comply with the
natural challenges. Instead of withstanding the metaphorical “filth” (LOTF 85) the
island bears, they take it as a mask to cover their human identity in order to liberate
themselves from cultural and social moralities. In this sense, identifying one’s self with
the natural environment in the novel means denouncing the human identity and hence
becoming something else, an Other that is able to survive in the Lockean state of
nature. Here, the novel recognizes nature as the context where only the non-human can
and should belong. This assumption brings us to question colonial discourse and
intentions that are also part of the novel, which shows them as hindrances in the way

of eco-consciousness.

1.2. Introduction to Louise Erdrich’s Tracks

Resonating with this discussion from an ecofeminist standpoint, the 1988 novel
Tracks by the American writer and poet Louise Erdrich attacks the social norms that
waste nature along with feminine identity for the sake of maintaining patriarchy. As a
clear example of an antagonistic approach to women and nature’s repression in a
patriarchal society, Tracks calls for solidarity against the imposition of fixed gender

identities that, the novel suggests, damage both nature and women.



Tracks tells the historical story of Matchimanito and its inhabitants, who
experience a threat of extinction during a severe winter. In order to survive what they
call “consumption” (2), the natives are forced to make trade with the “whites” (3) from
the west and to pay “impossible taxes” (173) just to meet their basic needs. Besides,
the whites want to purchase the land to make several constructions and turn the
legendary Matchimanito Lake into a fishing lodge, while the natives aggressively
reject this demand at first until they are likely to starve to death if they do not sell the
land. During this argument between the natives and the whites, the novel introduces
radical woman characters beginning with the protagonist Fleur, who is often depicted
as half-human, half-animal. By her radical stand in both physical and social terms,
Fleur challenges the situated norms of gender. She questions what it is to be a human
and whether it matters in “nature’s language” (210). In order to survive primarily the
patriarchal norms, she and several other characters, such as Pauline, one of the
narrators of the novel, and Margaret, an elderly strong native woman, undertake a
transformation by which they become identical with nature sometimes being described
to demonstrate animalistic bodily features and behaviors, which will further be
discussed in detail. Thus, the novel offers a parallel reading of nature and
naturamorphized human characters, and therefore shows the use of naturamorphism in
an ecofeminist text.

Tracks is the third book in a tetralogy. The reason why Tracks was chosen for
this thesis is that this novel, unlike the others in the tetralogy, focuses on the ecological
history of the Matchimanito land, drawing a parallel between its fate and that of its
inhabitants. The other novels center on various Native American literary forms such
as oral storytelling, mythology, and folklore. While these themes explore the natives’
culture and conception, Tracks adds the history of the land and the ecological language
to the story. Thus, it is open to ecocritical and ecofeminist readings. Most literary
studies of Erdrich’s novels focus on their historicity, however, leaving the question of
nature unexamined. This thesis is, therefore, original in taking this approach to Tracks,

and can rely on only very few secondary sources.



1.3. The Outline, Methodology, and the Conceptual Framework of the Thesis

The two novels have received criticism and praise for their ecocritical
concerns, and, as introduced above, they may also be the objects of an ecofeminist
reading that postulates a feminine or feminized personification of nature. However,
such a reading, in assuming a feminine identity for nature, remains anthropocentric:
while human beings in the novels emancipate themselves from social norms, nature
continues to be represented as an other in LOTF and a mother in Tracks. On the other
hand, as a recent approach to literary criticism, ecocritical theory seeks answers to two
main problems that derive from the same basis: the discriminatory approach of the
anthropocentric perspective, already described here as nature being both otherized by
a utilitarian understanding and “motherized” by the feminine attributions. This
outcome, however, is an inevitable consequence of any logocentric understanding of
the universe, in which human beings inevitably assume the center and necessarily
situate nonhumans towards the periphery. However, an ecofeminist criticism of the
novels would tend to reduce nature to a form of feminine identity rather than
suggesting nature as an interdependent, embedded entity. Therefore, the thesis also
alerts us to the need for alternative approaches that abandon the anthropocentrism in
analyses of the representation of nature and the natural context.

Following this Introduction chapter, Chapter Il will provide a theoretical
background to the essential concepts that construct the framework of the thesis. Citing
the work of Eagleton, Derrida, Hawkins, Marx, Lacan, and several other critics and
theoreticians, the chapter will explain the ways approach ecofeminism, ecocriticism,
and feminist ecocriticism approach discrimination. Examining the ecocritical
approach to representations of nature, Plumwood, Kristeva’s, and Serpil Oppermann’s
theories and terminologies will be used as the conceptual framework. With the
question of human beings’ position within the universe, logocentric understanding
evolves into anthropocentrism and otherizing, and so the theoretical background also
includes a brief examination of anthropocentrism in literature. In this regard, the
narrative and interpretative location of human beings within and with nature will be
argued against the perspective of nature’s position according to human beings’
symbolically constructed context. As a hypothetical thought experiment, the chapter

will introduce the term “naturamorphism” as a reversal of anthropomorphism, by
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which human beings come closer to a non-human state if not completely and
essentially transform into another being.

Having introduced the conceptual framework of the thesis, Chapters 111 and IV
will analyze the novels from two different perspectives. Chapter 11l focuses on the
conceptual effects of an anthropocentric approach to nature in LOTF and questions the
applicability of an eco-consciousness reading to a product of British colonialism. The
basis of this approach stretches to human beings’ assimilation in the Lacanian
symbolic register, whose effects and impositions dominate human thought. According
to Lacan, human beings are born into a pre-existing symbolic structure, which is the
language that necessarily forms humans’ identity and ego. However, this relation
suggests that language is culturally and ideologically coded, and it transmits these
codes to the subjects who entirely base their conception and comprehension upon that
language they use (Eagleton 143). In LOTF, human beings strive to position
themselves within their environmental context while claiming the center due to being
assimilated by the anthropocentric discourse. However, the novel attempts to
overcome the human-centered approach through several illustrations of
anthropomorphisms and naturamorphisms, a represented human response of which the
chapter will analyze the examples. The chapter will then discuss naturamorphism as a
literary tactic used in the deconstruction of represented anthropocentric social
regulations.

Chapter 1V will provide a detailed analysis of Tracks in the light of the
Kristevan concept of the abject as explained in her Powers of Horror. The chapter will
consider abjection as an attempt to transcend symbolic attributions imposed upon
women, such as a necessary motherhood, or gender roles. The novel also assumes an
economic value for nature in capitalist terms. The patriarchal intonation of the
symbolic register brings us to the question of a coded culture. This idea of a culture as
a production of Western civilization appears in the novel as a savior from different
aspects. As for its effect on the social texture, those who adapt to cultural norms are
appreciated, while any deviation from these impositions, be it physical or with
reference to characters, is declared inappropriate is otherized and becomes the target
of abjection. The chapter will argue that in Tracks abjection serves as a means to deny
the social norms and open a passage to individuality without any external attributions.
The novel points out that emancipation from a gender-culture-based identity can be

7



possible through rejection of the imposed symbolic titles and ideological norms.
Therefore, the argumentation will focus on the scenes in which the characters strive to
disembody themselves from their culturally constructed names and etiquettes, with a
drive to be naked in nature, literally and metaphorically.

With a discussion of naturamorphism and representation of the abject in the
novels, the concluding Chapter V provides a synthesis of the arguments and
evaluations of the main discussions mentioned in each chapter. The conclusion of the
analyses shows how the different colonial discourses affect the applicability of
ecofeminist and ecological readings. Accordingly, the conclusion will strengthen our
understanding that our perception of nature derives from the paradigms of cultural,
ideological, and economic affairs, which are characteristically anthropocentric. As a
necessity for human beings to communicate with the external world, language is
culturally and ideologically encoded. On the other hand, the logocentric construction
of discourses about nature tends to separate the human from the nonhuman. In other
words, otherizing is an inevitable consequence of the cultural and ideological
dimensions of language and discourse. Accordingly, the concept of mother nature
bears an affinity to both the other and the mother —the feminized other- and assumes a
feminine identity for nature. However, this reduction of nature leads to a one-sided,
anthropocentric interpretation. In this sense, the conclusion will discuss the practical
applicability of naturamorphism to eliminate discrimination of the dualistic Western
discourse. Secondly, contrasting semiotic fluidity with symbolic reductivism, the
chapter will point out that the transition from the latter to the realm of semiotics can
be considered an epiphanic moment for the characters and becomes their means of
emancipation from the norms imposed upon them. This assertion suggests
naturamorphism as way of artistic representation whereby anthropocentrism’s
inferiorizing and otherizing attitude towards nature may be eliminated. However, the
conclusion shows that naturamoprhism still remains a naive attempt that falls short in
such elimination but provides a disclosure between humans and non-humans with an

empathetic approach.



CHAPTER II

A ‘GREEN LIGHT’ ON LITERATURE: FEMINIST ECOCRITICAL
THEORY

Situating the human within the universe is a significant element in the
formation of environmental perception, culture, and social relationships, because we
think, behave, and develop according to how we relate to our surroundings. This
relation assumes a homogenous dialogic interaction with our environment. However,
the texts demonstrate that the colonialist and capitalist drives assume a hierarchy that
enforces human superiority over nature. In this sense, the colonialist and capitalist
human denies an interdependent structure of the natural environment by claiming to
be its master, or possessor. As a result of this denial, nature is distanced from the of
concept of human society. Once it is constrained within anthropocentric terminology
(expressed in the symbolic register), it is otherized. Besides, we find in the ecofeminist
narratives the implication that textual representations construct an association between
female nature and the concept of nature resulting in the culturally reinforced idea of a
Mother Nature. Beginning from these assumptions, this thesis aims to explore how the
(m)otherizing attributions we assume for nature are constructed in culture and social
formations.

Hitherto, ecocritical studies have focused on negotiations between the human
and nonhuman in literature. As a relatively recently emerging theoretical branch of
ecocriticism, which d’Eaubonne first introduced in Féminisme ou la Mort (1974),
ecofeminism has been striving to underline parallelism between women and nature in
terms of their shared imposed inferiority and the degradation they are exposed to under
a patriarchal hegemony. Serpil Oppermann, who provided a comprehensive literature
review of the early conception of ecofeminist criticism, nevertheless pointed out an
assault on its assumed essentialist basis. According to her early studies and conception,

unlike feminism and ecocriticism as separate theories, feminist ecocriticism did not
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support an anthropocentric foundation as a basis of its theory. On the contrary, it tried
to decentralize human beings in the critical approaches to nature, which was its
essential feature that distinguished it from ecofeminism and ecocriticism. As an
alternative, and to avoid criticism that these latter disciplines receive, Oppermann
argued that “feminist ecocriticism brings a more pronounced feminist dimension to
ecocritical studies, expanding ecocriticism’s scope and critical trajectory toward
environmental and women’s reproductive justice, trans-corporeality of bodily natures,
material feminisms, animal studies, and queer ecologies” (67). Taking a critical
distance from Oppermann’s view of an “essentialist ecofeminism and ecocriticism”
(67-69) this thesis discusses women and nature as otherized in patriarchal discourse.
The main hypothesis is that the early concepts of ecocriticism and ecofeminism
attempted to pose a biocentric approach, yet the unavoidable theoretical discourse they
express this argument could not avoid anthropocentric perspective. Nevertheless,
mutual transformations of human beings and non-humans enable disclosing the
dualisms by providing an embedded context in which the dichotomies are permeated.

An empathetic approach to the environment is not a new appeal since so-called
green-language has deep historical roots in different geographies. However,
recognizing environmental concerns as a theory with a related critical practice is a
relatively recent phenomenon in ethics and literature. As Eagleton asserts, theory
“comes about when we are forced into a new self-consciousness about what we are
doing” (Eagleton 27); and worsening ecological conditions have called out to us for
consideration. For Eagleton, this moment is “a symptom of the fact that we can no
longer take those practices for granted. On the contrary, those practices must now
begin to take themselves as objects of their own inquiry” (Eagleton 27). In light of this
concern, ecological sympathy evolved into an ecological movement, which has

become methodized under the label of ecocriticism in literary theory.

2.1. The Seeds of the Forest: What Ecocritical VVoices Bring

A pioneer of the ecocritical movement, Glotfelty basically defines the term
ecocriticism as “the study of the relationship between literature and the physical

environment” (xviii). According to this definition, ecocriticism introduces an “earth-

10



centered approach to literary and linguistic studies” (ibid.). Literary texts from the
sixteenth to the nineteenth century indicate hierarchical understandings of the human
position, and they create a fiction of man in which the protagonist appears as the sole
subject, voice, and rational power of domination over the natural order. The
quintessential addressee of this fiction is humankind, and its discourse aims to reaffirm
its dominant position in the environmental hierarchy. Thus, literature has presented
humankind’s focal position and reflected a passion for our own human affairs since
the Renaissance up to and continuing alongside the first so-called green articulations
of our current age.

According to Soper, during the period of “industrial capitalism and its
progressive globalization,” by which he means the sixteenth century until the present,
“our economic, social, and cultural life was shaped by the uncurbed commitment to
economic growth and hence to a dynamic of production and consumption, work and
spend” (18). As Marx explained in Das Kapital (1867), nature was considered a
“valuable source of raw material” for the ever-growing market industry (127-128), and
it was labor and the worker that determined the value of an object. This claim is
significant in understanding the historical contexts in LOTF and Tracks, and, more
generally, the criticisms directed to environmental representations in literature.
According to Marx, “[m]oney as a measure of value, is the phenomenal form that must
of necessity be assumed by that measure of value, which is immanent in commaodities,
labor time” (67). However, discussion of the literary representations in the following
chapters show that money is also, uncontrovertibly, an evaluative influence in social
formations and our environmental perception.

In both novels, the land and the things on it become commodities serving
humanity’s demands. This perception is an outcome of the industrialized and
cultivated minds produced during this era, whereby “Nature is the consumer’s right”
(Talwar 205). Both novels appropriate the land as a functional context to support their
narratives, and their approach is based on an industrialized or commodified view of
nature. The basic tendency of these representations was to pursue rational utility. Even
within seemingly natural descriptions of the landscape, the environmental context as
shown within the narratives, has been not an unspoiled nature but an artificially,

ideologically, and industrially constructed representation.
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In order to emancipate nature from this symbolic construction’s artificiality,
late -twentieth-century literary scholarship attempted to come up with a new discourse
and terminology that positions nature at its center. Rueckert, proposing it be
recognized and theorized within literary criticism, coined the term ecocriticism in
1996. In “Literature and Ecology: An Experiment in Ecocriticism,” he suggested that
ecocriticism should be seen as “the application of ecology and ecological concepts to
the study of literature” (107). Here, the term bears two stances: a critical approach and
a theoretical discourse. Glotfelty argues that “as a critical stance, it has one foot in
literature and the other on land; as a theoretical discourse, it negotiates between the
human and nonhuman” (xix). A need for such a bridge term takes the following stance:
as a branch of art, literature is a means to reflect nature and the environment on a
symbolic ground. In this sense, nature has been one of the essential subjects,
particularly in contemporary criticism in which ecological concerns are getting more
and more onto the stage.

According to environmental philosophers such as Roach Brown and Toadvine
(16), it is necessary to suggest a particular discourse that empathizes with nature and
speaks from within it in order to discuss the aesthetic value and potential of the
environment. Supporting this idea, Culler, who has underlined the societal significance
of environment writing, brought another dimension to the concept, seeing ecocriticism
as the “study of literary representations of nature and the environment and the
changing values associated with them, especially evocations of nature that might
inspire changes in attitude and behavior” (146). Here Culler suggests an approach that
approves of representations of nature as transformative and fluid rather than the
hitherto empirical attempts to provide a categorical structure of the environment.
Change becomes his essential principle and motivation and enables a dynamic
dialogue between humans and nature. Nevertheless, Buell has interestingly discussed
ecocriticism as the legacy of anthropocentrism (105-107) claiming that the first wave
ecocriticism tends to focus on human being’s relation to nature rather than adopting a
biocentered perspective. “While accepting that this legacy must be negotiated rather
than negated, [Buell] wants to propose a transition from the ‘egological self’ to the
‘ecological self,” by way of an ‘aesthetics of relinquishment’ (Coupe 416). On these

artistic grounds, this negotiation requires a means of representation, a communicator.
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When it comes to literature, this representation is inevitably enabled by human
language either through fictional text or eco-literary theories.

At this point, ecocriticism poses a question: By which discourse should we
approach environmental concerns and discuss the ethics of ecology? Still today, most
literary criticism focuses on the relationships between the writer, text, and readers. The
essential concerns of the influential modern schools of criticism are human-centered,
allowing only a limited amount of attention to be paid to environmental accounts. Even
in an article about “Ecofeminism and Nonhumans,” the human sociological
perspectives on nature and her own work are major focusses of Hawkins’discussion,
which therefore also concerns itself more with the human subject rather than with
suggesting an approach towards the natural environment. Hawkins examines the
nature of the political construct underlying the relationship between humans and
nonhumans. According to her, “we conceive of nonhumans both as individuals and as
members of groups that differ significantly from our own species-group, enmeshed in
‘political’ relations with us that in some ways parallel relations among human groups”
(159). From this statement it is understood that humans’ conception of nature is
assimilated within a politically constructed relation, and nature is given non-intrinsic
attributes such as gender roles or economic values.

The notion of the contextual environment is closely related to an understanding
of the constructedness of nature. It will be important in the analyses of LOTF and
Tracks. The term, in its political and social sense, is derived from the ever-widening
colonization experiences of the nineteenth-century during which the invaded,
colonized, seized, and abused lands, and their inhabitants were recognized only for
their utility, not for their autonomy (Linton 84-90). As we read Golding and Erdrich’s
landscape depictions, we will observe that they are often presented as strange,
unknown, dark, and inferior settings. Representations like this show how foreign or
colonized land had come to be defined as precisely what the colonizing subject was
not, namely the other. This is, in fact, a contextual understanding that is dependent
upon persons, locations, time, history, and culture.

The discriminative language that defines nature and the natural environment by
materialism-based categories necessitates consulting the postcolonial conception of

ecology. As DeLoughrey explains,
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[p]ostcolonial approaches to environmental thought tend to highlight alterity,
difference, and rupture, which are vital methods of deconstructing the discourses
of Enlightenment universalism. Some of the work of postcolonial ecocriticism
includes examining the implications of foundational narratives, problematizing
assumptions of a universal subject and of an essentialized nature, and examining
how forms of dominance are naturalized. (Deloughrey 312)
The “essentialized nature” and “naturalized dominances™ are also illustrated in LOTF
and Tracks. In this sense, the novels open up the discussion of a “natural
discrimination” of human discourse, by which I mean the inherent discriminative and
categorizing side of the verbal and symbolic language.

Concerning the discriminative nature of the human discourse, one of the
foundational questions of this thesis is whether or not ecocriticism is also contextual
and biased. As a possible answer, Utsler states that “[e]nvironmental understanding is
a contextual understanding” (Utsler et al. 10). In a word, it is the discourse of the
context that shapes how we perceive and interpret the environment -and it is
preconditioned by language’s ideological construction. However, the analyses of the
texts will show that such an understanding can only add to a recognition of the broader
contextual value of the environment, setting up a necessarily utilitarian evaluation.

There should be more than mere environmental writing in the literary canon,
for this limitation tends to suggest a preconditioned and structured representation of
nature, which is understood within a particular necessary context. This step demands
a new discourse of interpretation, which Utsler mentions as the need for an
“environmental hermeneutics,” which assumes “a dialogical relationship between
humans and environments” (10). Utsler’s environmental hermeneutics, hence,
promotes a reciprocal interaction in meaning-making, whereby the meaning-making
process and the individual’s situatedness are mutually informing. Campbell explains
this interdependency clearly and frankly:

All readings are situated. We always read from within a system of social,
political, economic, cultural, and personal circumstances —and thus a set of
conceptual structures- that direct us to a particular reading. Even facts are
subjective —a fact is only a fact inside an interpretation, and interpretations
are human. (129)

Every word in the text gains its meaning according to the interpreter, who is human.
In this regard, the text’s history-in-progress depends on our contextual and conceptual
background, which also directs our perception.
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Later theories suggested a hopeful future for ecology by problematizing human beings’
centralization. Commenting on posthumanism as one of this significant theories,
Helena Feder defends “revaluing of human animality” (226) enabled by this approach.
She argues that “[p]osthumanism may challenge the primacy of humanity, the idea of
the Human as the all-pervasive legacy of Enlightenment essentialism, or it may
champion a new teleology, a race for infinite technological power over material life
(ibid.). However, this hopeful possibility is challenged by language barrier.

When it comes to literary representation, the necessity and indispensability of
the verbal representation of the environment must be acknowledged. However, it is
also apparent that when we represent nature through art, a bare nature without the
ideological attributions that we assimilate as norms is not possible. Before discussing
the concept of normal as the other’s opponent, it is essential to identify these terms
concerning our conception process. How do we assume the normal for ourselves and

construct a periphery? Is this a characteristic tendency or a historical thrust?

2.2. In the Center and the Center: Roots of the Anthropocentric Perception

One significant Lacanian conception essential to these questions is the
symbolic order or the symbolic register. Lacan used the term to indicate a framework
authority that externally regulates psychic expressions (158-161). In “Freud’s Papers,”
he explained that “the symbolic is the pact with links [...] subjects together in one
action. The human action par excellence is originally founded on the existence of the
world of the symbol, namely on laws and contracts” (230). With “laws and contracts”
he refers to language, the fundamental dominator in identity construction, that
essentially creates a distance between the self and the outer world where “identities
come about only as a result of difference that one term or subject is what it is only by
excluding another” (144). Lacan here suggests the concept of the Law, or the Father,
also termed The Name of the Father (Holland 46)- preexists the individual subject; “it
is always already ‘in place,” waiting to assign us our places within it. It is ready and
waiting for us rather as our parents are, and we shall never wholly dominate it or
subdue it to our own ends” (Eagleton 151). The ever-controlling and dominating Law

of the Father in LOTF and Tracks is primarily the Western civilization, and it supports
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a hierarchical social structure as a result of its colonialist stance. The novels show that
Western civilization conquers the natural environment both physically and
symbolically by identifying the land in linguistic representations exemplified in the
novels. These abstract representations obviously address human discourse only, and
therefore lead to an anthropocentric conception and perception of the natural
environment. This is where ecocriticism’s fundamental concerns begin, comprising
the targets of the main criticisms of this thesis.

Critical of Renaissance humanism’s human-centered discourse, Manes points
out the creation of an “immense realm of silences, a world of ‘not saids’ called nature”
(Glotfelty 17) and accuses the positivist rationality and discourse of post-
enlightenment society of further obscuring and exhausting these already silenced
words. According to her,

[1]f the domination of nature with all its social anxieties rests upon this void,
then we must contemplate not only learning a new ethics, but a new language
free from the directionalities of humanism, a language that incorporates a
decentered, postmodern, post-humanist perspective. In short, we require the
language of ecological humility that deep ecology, however gropingly, is
attempting to express. (Glotfelty 17)

Here, by stating “a new ethics” and language, Manes calls for a structured
understanding of the environmental phenomenon, addressing human affairs through
an environmental discourse. Such a complex and comprehensive language challenges
modern thought that focuses on the artificial communication between humans and
nonhumans. Considering this human-centered approach, however, is the ecocritical
theory sufficient to establish a non-hierarchical negotiation between human language
and nature?

Taking Hegel’s master-slave hierarchy as the philosophical basis and rendering
it as a “master-other” hierarchy, Plumwood provides a theoretical basis for the nature-
as-other concept that is the object of discussion in this thesis. Plumwood begins by
introducing the presence of essential dualisms in social hierarchies. According to her,
“a dualism is an intense, established and developed cultural expression of such a
hierarchical relationship, constructing central cultural concepts and identities so as to
make equality and mutuality literally unthinkable” (Feminism 47). Therefore, it is a
relation of “separation and domination inscribed and naturalized in culture and

characterized by radical exclusion, distancing and opposition between orders
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constructed as systematically higher and lower, as inferior and superior, as ruler and
ruled” (47-8). To illustrate her argument, Plumwood maps this relation through five
characteristic features (48), which will be the particular paradigms for the concepts
framing the analysis of otherization and hierarchical formation in the novels:
backgrounding (denial), incorporation (relational definition); instrumentalism
(objectification); homogenization (stereotyping), and lastly radical exclusion
(hyperseparation). The last feature is significant in shedding light on the human/nature
relationship in the novels. Plumwood suggests radical exclusion whereby the inferior’s
being becomes a part of a lower order, providing an occasion for other relative
inferiorities —the slave is corporeal, animal, body, and the male inferior is feminized
(48-55). She regards this condition as the fundamental reason for or cause of master-
master-another dualism. Besides, instrumentalism “is a way of relating to the world
which corresponds to a certain model of selfhood, the selfhood conceived as that of
the individual who stands apart from an alien other and denies his own relationship to
and dependency on this other” (142). Therefore, it explains the human approach to
nature and how humans centralize themselves in their environment while treating it as
an instrument that serves as a context for human affairs.

Turning back to dualities, upon which the conceptualization and hierarchy are
based, Plumwood focuses on environmental philosophy by referring to Hegel’s
master-slave relation, and she finds that “virtually everything on the ‘superior’ side
can be represented as forms of reason, and virtually everything on the underside can
be represented as forms of nature” (44). The second of her features, hyperseparation,
suggests a disordered and unstable idea of nature as opposed to cultivated, refined
human regulations, connoting that reason is a quintessential determinant that
distinguishes human beings from nonhuman entities. Considering the process of
Darwinian evolution, Plumwood takes the “construction of the normative (the best or
ideal) human identity as mind or reason” as the most significant step in establishing a
human/nature dualism (107). Such a construction “inferiorizes the whole range of
nonhuman characteristics or recognizes them as inessential because of lacking this
fundamental and differential characteristic,” namely the mind or reason (ibid.). The
second step, according to Plumwood, is taking this construction as “exclusive of and
oppositional to nature” (ibid.). The opposition drawn here directly situates humans

against natural phenomena. The initial dialogic connection we develop with our
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environment during our infancy now transforms into an exclusivist discourse, which |
shall name duellogic communication, that makes nonhuman entities face
estrangement. By nature, the duellogic communication is not constructive but
exclusive; it favors only one side and does not establish a dialogic relationship. The
third step is the “construction of nature itself as mindless,” which reinforces
oppositions and “constructs nature as ineluctably alien” (ibid.). This last step
transgresses the disposition of continuity since it is established upon the premise that
nature is an inherently inferior context. Besides, it appoints a central position and
agency to humans within the environmental context. Thus, the last step lays out
humanism’s fundamental motivation and introduces a crucial term: anthropocentrism.

Modern theory and politics focus on the concept of centrism for their criticism.
While few of these approaches consider the nonhuman realm, most are generally
centered around humans and human affairs and are thus anthropocentric.

The environmentalist Callicott claims that anthropocentrism not only
prioritizes human perceptions and interests but recognizes only humans as “worthy of
ethical considerations” while “other things are mere means to human ends” (Callicott
119). This understanding brings us to two corollaries in a utilitarian approach directed
to nonhumans: firstly, it draws attention to the view that human identity is considered
sine qua non for ethical discussion, or even for being a subject in such a discussion;

b

secondly, it denies “the other things’” autonomy and restricts their positions or
functions as subservient to humans. For Reuckert, “man’s tragic flaw is his
anthropocentric (as opposed to biocentric) vision, and his compulsion to conquer,
humanize, domesticate, violate, and exploit every natural thing” (113).
Anthropocentrism thus attributes an intrinsic value to human beings and gives them
the right to claim authority over all other entities. In such an order, artistic articulations
and representations recognize the nonhuman entity by ‘likening’ it to humans, or in
other words, by anthropomorphizing.

In particular cases, anthropomorphic representations of natural phenomena in
artistic works may partly by the indications of a felt human superiority. They are
indeed the productions of anthropocentric drives rather than empathetic interpretations
of the environment articulated in human terms. Thus, the nonhuman entity finds
literary- representation whereby it is recognized, situated in a passive position
orchestrated by human perception. Rather than being appreciated and embraced for
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their particular existence, nonhuman entities are often enslaved by representations as
human attributes. Plumwood rejects this anthropocentric force and argues that there is
nothing inevitable about adopting the stances and assumptions characteristic of
human-centeredness (122-124). In other words, mankind is not an inevitable center,
yet it has occupied the center of the Western discourse since Renaissance humanism.
She argues that this should be neither a matter of selection nor of a necessary choice
“between basing our resistance on human concerns or basing them on nonhuman
ones”’; what we need is a homogenous approach and technique of interpretation (124).
Literary interpretations are conditioned by history; therefore, they are already biased
and considerably anthropocentric. On the other hand, environmental ethics produces a
relatively normative discourse that indicates how humans ought to behave towards and
regard nonhumans. While both approaches fall short in providing a comprehensive
understanding and articulation of the environment, Plumwood’s suggestion of
adopting counter-centric ethics that “enables us to advance both arguments based on
our own species’ welfare and on that of the other” (ibid.) grants an equal share to
humans and nonhumans in common discourse. Such a counter-centric understanding
first requires a determining of the Center’s norms, before they can be deconstructed.

Accordingly, this attempt calls us to understand the language of the “other.”

2.3. The Semiotic Chora: The Fluid, The Plural, The Pleasurable

Eagleton states that “[t]he semiotic is the ‘other’ of language, which is none
the less intimately entwined with it” (163). Elaborating on this assertion, Eagleton
points out the Kristevan association between the concept of the semiotic and
femininity, with the symbolic being connected to the “Law of the father” (ibid.). As
Kristeva explains the semiotic chora in relation to the experience of the sensual
perception, it is her use of the terminology and emphasis on “fluidity” that will be used
in this thesis to explore the gender-based assumptions and representations in the
novels.

Kristeva explains and uses her definitions of the semiotic as a technique (“The
Bounded Text” 1966). She makes a comprehensive definition in Revolution in Poetic

Language (1974), beginning with distinguishing the semiotic from “the realm of
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signification which is always that of a proposition or judgment. In other words, a realm
of positions” (43). What we understand of the semiotic in her terms is the “distinctive
mark, trace, index, precursory sign, proof, engraved or written sign, imprint,
figuration” (25). In Desire in Language (1969), Kristeva explains that the
“arbitrariness” of meaning comes to take an expressive form through the semiotic,
allowing us a systematic presentation with a “precise modality in the signifying
process” (25). Eagleton particularly notes that the semiotic is “by no means a language
exclusive to women, for it arises from a pre-Oedipal period that recognizes no
distinctions of gender” (163). That is, its fluidity and unstructured nature correspond
to a characteristic assumed to be somehow associated with femaleness, yet it does not
necessarily exclude the male gender from its discourse. As an alternative, an
environmental discourse, which tries to eliminate anthropocentric attributions, gender,
and fixations should offer a “fluid, plural, pleasurable creative excess over precise
meaning” (164) that would reflect nature’s unstable and ever-changing transformative
characteristic. In his explanation of Kristeva’s theory, Eagleton gives an insightful
account of the semiotic from a critical stand against logocentric texts, arguing that

since the ideologies of modern male-dominated class-society rely on such
fixed signs for their power (God, father, state, order, property and so on), such
[semiotic and non-logocentric] literature becomes a kind of equivalent in the
realm of language to revolution in the sphere of politics. The reader of such
texts is equally disrupted or ‘decentered’ by this linguistic force, thrown into
contradiction, unable to take up anyone, simple ‘subject-position’ in relation
to these polymorphous works. The semiotic throws into confusion all tight
divisions between masculine and feminine; it is a ‘bisexual’ form of writing
- and offers to deconstruct all the scrupulous binary oppositions proper/
improper, norm/deviation, sane/mad, mine/yours, authority/obedience - by
which societies such as ours survive. (164)

In this sense, the semiotic reading enables the text —be it a literary text or environment
itself- to transcend the dualities and hierarchies within social frames. Herein, while
Kristeva considers the semiotic in a feminine framework, Eagleton explains the
position of women in the male-dominant order:

The woman is both ‘inside’ and ‘outside’ male society, both a romantically
idealized member of it and a victimized outcast. She is sometimes what stands
between man and chaos, and sometimes the embodiment of chaos itself. This
is why she troubles the neat categories of such a regime, blurring its well-
defined boundaries. Women are represented within male-governed society,
fixed by sign, image, meaning, yet because they are also the ‘negative’ of that
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social order there is always in them something which is left over, superfluous,
unrepresentable, which refuses to be figured there. (165)

Eagleton emphasizes women’s negating characteristics within the male discourse,
pointing out the underlying source of the dualistic understandings “fixed by a sign”
and social hierarchies. In other words, fixed meanings and signs intrinsically define
the boundary between what is and what is not on a symbolic ground. Kristeva,
therefore, suggests examining artistic practices in which the semiotic “is revealed as
that which also destroys the symbolic, and this revelation allows us to presume
something about its functioning” (50). According to her, “the sign is dualist,
hierarchical, and hierarchizing,” whereas the semiotic practice of the sign “assimilates
the metaphysics of the symbol and projects it onto the ‘immediately perceptible’”
(992). Thus, the artistic representation “crosses” the symbolic border that captivates
the meaning (70). In this regard, the thesis will use the word and concept of the
semiotic to refer to what is beyond the situated, the structured, and the stable.

Another essential term and concept that the thesis will borrow from Kristeva is
abjection. The two novels describe both a “filthy” (LOTF 83) environment and a
femininized nature in physical and metaphorical terms. While LOTF’s representation
of the island as (in some places and at some times) impure seems to infect and defile
the children as they try to establish civilizations, Tracks’ land and women characters
are intrinsically abnormal, bestial, and abject. In her essay compilation Powers of
Horror (1982), Kristeva defines the abject as lying in the realm of the “outside” (1). It
is “beyond the scope of the possible, the tolerable, the thinkable” —which we assume
for any symbolic structure (ibid.). According to her, the “abject has only one quality
of the object —that of being opposed to I” (ibid.), and therefore it is “immoral, sinister
and dark” for the superego (2-4). Here, Kristeva analyses the abject’s representation
in particular literary texts and explores it through a feminist-psychoanalytic discourse,
revealing the close relationship between feminine corporeality and semiotic fluidity
(2-5). She begins with her own body and refers to Lacan in locating her self in the
symbolic register:

| experience abjection only if an Other is settled in place and stead of what
will be “me.” Not at all an other with whom | identify and incorporate, but an
Other who precedes and possesses me, and through such possession causes
me to be. A possession previous to my advent: a being-there of the symbolic
that a father might or might not embody. (10)
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Although Kristeva acknowledges the preexistence of the symbolic order, namely the
Other, she later undermines such a possession through which she comes to be. For this
emancipation, she suggests there is a “sublimation” that “keeps the abject under
control” (11). Considering the representation of abject figures in the LOTF and Tracks,
Kristeva’s technique and conception bring us to a new reading of feminine characters
and nature, both of which are seen abject by the other people in their community. In
this light, the novels exemplify how nature and femininity are otherized through
abjection with different representations of female characters and landscapes.

With respect to resisting othering or abjecting perceptions of nature, Roach
gives a separate and comprehensive account and criticism of the concept of Mother
Nature, exploring the psychological motivations underlying the feminization of nature.
She begins with the capitalist approach and explains that

[A]lthough it might seem paradoxical to develop a book on environmental
ethics out of consumerist advertising that commaodites nature, such imagery
reveals much about the ways that human relations shape relations to nature.
Precisely for this reason the imagery provides fertile material for a heart-of-
darkness environmental ethic. If a key to motivating environmental action lies
in revealing and resolving ambivalence toward nature, then a prime site for
the work is exactly this Mother Nature imagery. (8)

This imagery mirrors the human psyche is found in both LOTF and Tracks. In this
respect, uncovering and analyzing it enables us to read the subtexts embedded into the
descriptions of nature and natural elements, because “images of Mother Nature -even
when putatively environmentalist-can portray a response toward nature that is
ambiguous and uneasy. Such imagery can undermine its own activism and support a
non-environmentalist stance” (9).

Ecocriticism’s theoretical background has shown that the movement began as
a reaction to the anthropocentric conceptions that fundamentally focus on humans’
relation to their environment and nature’s value in relation to human affairs (Buell 19).
However, here it is significant to distinguish between the first-wave and the second-
wave ecocritics in terms of their projections. Garrard asserts that the former is
"inclined to celebrate nature rather than querying ‘nature’ as a concept” (1), while he
summarizes the second-wave ecocritics as “complex” and “ambivalent” (ibid.).

Building on this distinction, here | consider ecocritical discourse as a kind of
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metalanguage of the environment and question how literature uses the natural
environment as a concept and context. On the other hand, one should note that human
language bears ‘“‘social purposes and conditions” that separate humans from
nonhumans (Eagleton 179). This understanding unavoidably leads us to take an
exclusionist approach towards nature, recognizing it as an other. While Laverty
suggests that phenomenological hermeneutics is applicable to contextualize
anthropomorphic nature, as explained above it continues to evaluate texts through
human perspectives and norms, and it cannot proceed beyond an anthropocentric
interpretation. In the analyses of the novels, Plumwood’s master-other relation well
explains the basis of dualities such as nature/culture, male/female, reason/instinct, and
in distinguishing constitutions that Kristeva considers “indispensable for
communicating with other” (48), as she is critical of an absolute signification that
considers the meaningless as abject.

Overall, a close reading of the fluid representations and transformations in the
novels will question if any state or meaning of an already defined concept could be
deconstructed by destabilizing norms, appearances, and perceptions, denying an

ideologically-culturally fixed symbolism.

2.4. Denouncing Essentialism: Feminist Ecocriticism as a Synthesis of

Ecofeminism and Ecocriticism

Given that human identity is a complex union of interacting cultural, social,
and ideological codes, we must accept that we are also formed by the thrusts of history.
It has long been understood that we tend to develop our conceptions upon what we
have been exposed to. Dualisms lie at the foundation of many, perhaps most, ideas
produced by Western thought. Perceived oppositions between nature and culture, male
and female, natural and artificial, reason and irrationality are among several
dichotomies that have led to a superior-inferior hierarchy, as Plomwood explains,
leading to a “dualistic otherness” (Oppermann 68). Recognizing this, feminist and
ecocritical theories have attempted to demolish this hierarchical configuration of
things and concepts. However, although there have been several attempts to provide a
homogenous (nonhierarchical) understanding of the environmental context both
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humans and nonhumans share, as Opperman revealed in her early studies on
ecofeminism?, she still found a need to offer a new discourse that would aim to avoid
any essentialist implications. For this purpose, she presented feminist ecocriticism as
an alternative concept and a way of attaining conceptual emancipation.® In her article
“Feminist Ecocriticism: The New Ecofeminist Settlement,” Oppermann explained that

feminist ecocriticism is the paradigmatic form of this new approach that
attempts to bring sustaining meanings in the realm of materiality, discourse,
and cultural imaginary for the purpose of dismantling dualistic otherness
framed by “the gendered and dualistic symbolism” in Western thought. (68)
This symbolism in LOTF and Tracks appears as the primary challenge for a feminist

ecocritical reading of these novels, as it installs cultural codes within the representation
of the natural context and woman characters (and/or feminine connotations). In order
to transcend the encompassing conceptualization of the dualistic symbolism, feminist
ecocriticism

offers a vision of ecology without gender. This is not to say that the human is
reduced into a neutral category. On the contrary, the human (also the
nonhuman) is a highly gendered and sexed category, but must be thought
outside the confines of gendered dichotomies, and thus outside of their
abductive power imbricated in heteronormative expectations, language, and
what some theorists call heteropatriarchy. (68)

Here, it is understood that the initial aim of feminist ecocriticism was to provide a

homogenous ground for its arguments, where gender is not a paradigm in the
interpretation of the element within the natural context. With this objective, from

Oppermann’s early conception, feminist ecocriticism offered this homogeneity as its

2 Theory, especially when it comes to ecological theories as one of the most recently emerged
fields, is constantly evolving and developing. However, to specify my study as possible, |
employed the early works and conception of Oppermann’s feminist ecocriticism in my study.
Therefore, hereby | should acknowledge that applying the recent feminist ecocritical
arguments to this thesis might contradict with my discussion. Therefore, according to
Professor Ozlem Ogiit Yazicoglu’s -as my jury member- advise, | particularly note that the
discourse of feminist ecocriticism has changed with the emergence of new materialism, and
Oppermann’s early the conception of feminist ecocriticism is adopted in the analyses while
inquire its applicability in practice.

This preference is because the concepts of ecocriticism and ecofeminism have entered the
literary theory in the 20"-century as a reaction and/or response to non-eco-conscious
narratives, when these two novels were written. In this sense, by employing their early
meanings, the thesis also tests whether these critical approaches have achieved their attempt.

% In the mentioned article, Oppermann borrowed Serenella Iovino’s words to add to her
explanation, stating that trans-corporeal relations that feminist ecocriticism brings was
“essential to a process of emancipation and liberation” (Iovino 136) (of concepts from the
installation of Western thoughts and impositions).
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essential paradigm while still acknowledging the unavoidably and inherently dualistic
characteristics of things.

Many new materialist feminists endorse this emerging paradigm with
interesting accounts of how sexual diversity, sexual relations in both the
human and the nonhuman world, and material agency transform our
biocultural formations and our still persistent anthropocentric conceptions of
nature, culture, sex, gender, and matter. (72)

As Oppermann explained, the initial understanding of feminist ecocriticism

undermined the anthropocentric conceptions through its homogenous and gender-free
discourse. However, Astrid Bracke finds Oppermann’s definition of feminist
ecocriticism “implying a fairly limited ecocritical canon, as well as a high risk of
prescriptiveness” (424). Interestingly, Bracke brings out the impossibility of
ecocritical reading of the contemporary novel stating that “the novel itself has also
proven to be an obstacle to ecocriticism” (eco-conscious novels in particular) since
drawing attention to the form rather than human-nature relations or “environmental
matters” (ibid). Nevertheless, the development of feminist ecocriticism owes much to
Oppermanns initiations: Her conceptional concerns sought a term that would unite the
diverse ecological theories and approaches.

At the beginning of studies, Oppermann found that ecofeminist criticism was
assumed by several literary scholars* to had an essentialist stance that relatively
focused on the gender-based distinction within the natural environmental context
instead of seeking a non-biased approach (Opperman 57). For this reason, primarily,
she emphasized the necessity of feminist ecocriticism’s novel discourse. Besides,
quoting Plumwood’s words, Oppermann discussed that “human-centered conceptual
frameworks are a direct hazard to non-humans, but are also an indirect prudential
hazard to Self, to humans, especially in a situation where we press limits” (Plumwood
117). This suppression finds its illustration, particularly in Tracks, through the several
female characters analyzed in Chapter IV. Yet it is evident in both novels that the
anthropocentric perspective in constructing the human relationships within a society
is the dominant determinant in one’s self-development, and it also affects how humans

conceive their natural environment individually. Therefore, for a feminist ecocritical

% In her chapter titled “Origins of Feminist Ecocriticism” in International Perspectives in
Feminist Ecocriticism, Oppermann cites “Maryl Daly, the early work of Carolyn Merchant,
Susan Griffin, and certain French feminists such as Hélene Cixous and Xaviere Gauthier”
(Opperman 57) within the essentialist phase of ecofeminism.
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reading, the characters’ identity development in relation to their understanding of
nature should be taken into consideration in the discussion. Accordingly, reciprocal
material transformations between human and non-human entities shall be the foci of
the examination to question a non-essential conceptualization.
This compelling reconceptualization of bodily natures in action, especially
the emphasis on the interchanges between human or nonhuman corporeality
and the environment, and the theorizing of the permeable boundaries between
the human and the nonhuman clearly indicates the infallible trans-corporeal
proximity of intermingled bodies and horizons, consonant with feminist
ecocriticism’s objective of eliminating naturism, sexism, speciesism, and
homophobia as dualistic othering processes. (Oppermann 80)
With this objective, feminist ecocriticism directly attacked the discriminating Western
thought and discourse based upon the rejection of these “permeable boundaries”
(ibid.). Hence in the light of feminist ecocriticism, the main contribution of this thesis
to the literary scope will be introducing the hypothetic term “naturamorphism” as a
thought experiment of the textual application of feminist ecocritical theory that is
assumed to reveal the deconstructive function of the permeable boundaries.

Despite  not being able to avoid anthropocentrism essentially,
anthropomorphism at least may be considered a step towards an empathetic stance
towards nature. However, when it comes to non-eco-conscious texts like LOTF,
anthropomorphic figures tend to function to fortify, support, or reflect the
anthropocentric discourse. In other words, these figures are reflected as a part of
human begins or their affairs in a different form. In Golding’s novel, for example, the
Lord of the Flies is represented as the confessional voice of human decadence,
announcing that “[he] is a part of [them]” (206). Therefore, might not be possible to
have a biocentric ecological and eco-empathetic stance in the interpretation of such
particular non-human anthropomorphic figures. Yet, still with an attempt to permeate
the human- nonhuman boundaries, particularly in non-eco-conscious text, here |
suggest a new vision to consider the transformations to see if one can achieve a much
more biocentric foundation: naturamorphism.

To make a definition, naturamorphism stands for the reversed version of
anthropomorphism. That is, it suggests the human characters transforming into a
nonhuman being. While the anthropomorphism presents the nonhuman beings/entities
with human-like attributions or appearance, this reversal transformation, so to speak

nonhumanizes the human characters, requiring them to denounce their culturally,
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politically, ideologically, socially, and religiously constructed identities. It is crucial
to clearly state that naturamorphism is a thought experiment remaining on hypothetical
grounds. While the possibility of its application in practice is in question, | suggest the
term as an alternative way to provide a different perception of nature, necessarily from
a biocentric and nonhierarchical perspective. Such a biocentric approach’s essential
principle in literature should be eliminating the discriminatory discourses that locate
human beings over the nonhuman entity. Nevertheless, | shall accept the unavoidable
impossibility of entirely eliminating -if not denying- a nondiscriminatory illustration
of nature through naturamorphism. One reason is the fact that, just like
anthropomorphism, the term is based on the premise that there exists a human-
nonhuman distinction to be overcome. In this sense, naturamoprhism basis its attempts
to demonstrate what it is like to see, feel, or act like a nonhuman being on this
distinction. Secondly, while coming close to a nonhuman state might be possible -as
exemplified in the novels- it would be impossible to essentially transform into
something else. Humanness is essential to human beings; therefore, such a
transformation would only remain as an imitation, rather than an essential change.
Nevertheless, it would be unfair to discard the awareness and alternative
biocentric perception naturamorphism provides, at least, to reevaluate and/or
reconsider a world where human beings are not in the center and emphatically
understand nature on the basis of sensations, without verbal discourse or artificial

representations.
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CHAPTER 11

IN THE MIDDLE OF NOWHERE: INVESTIGATING OTHERIZATION IN
LORD OF THE FLIES

Accepting that cultural products, including artistic works, construct, shape, and
manipulate our attitudes towards all aspects of our lives and environment, critics
examine and bring to light the functions of representations in these works. When it
comes to investigating literature, a close reading and comprehensive understanding of
any text that provides representations of a natural context must ask what the function
of the setting in this literary work is, and What are the agencies of the language that
describes it? And does the text include any literal or metaphorical relations between
the represented nature and human affairs? While the physical impacts of humanity
upon nature are evident in reality, these questions expose the human influence over
our very ideas of and about the natural environment as shown through artistic
representation. In this sense, all culturally-valued texts (which are read generation after
generation), even a seemingly pre-eco-conscious text, will have some effect on
present-day and future perceptions of our natural environment.

Colonialist literary works tend to emphasize the distinctions between the
colonizer and the colonized through otherization, which is an essential current running
through and thematized in LOTF. Although the 1954 novel does not primarily aim to
convey eco-consciousness. the representation and function of the natural environment
as the setting reveals how anthropocentric language, both within and beyond the
diegetic level, affects representation of the nonhuman. The novel presents an excellent
case for adopting a feminist ecocritical perspective in literature that offers an
environmentally-centered story and a thematized representation of nature and humans
in interaction.

So far, literary scholars have dealt with otherization between the characters in

the novel, which has provided sociological and anthropological analyses, critical
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approaches that leave nature aside as an other -or otherized- element. this chapter
presents an ecological analytic reading of LOTF that allows an exploration of how
nature is otherized by the different perspectives of narrator and characters. The chapter
will then explore the function of the character transformations and their contribution
to a feminist ecocritical reading of the novel.

Before the analysis, however, it is necessary to clarify how the thesis employs
the term and concept of otherization, which is now commonly used in very general
and imprecise ways. As explained in Chapter Il, we have an ontological other in
relation to ego development, which starts after the state of nature as Lacan defines it.
Lacan conceives an other’s® existence as a fundamental factor that determines one’s
identity construction (1993). In LOTF, this “other” is represented by certain rules that
are implicit®. However, the novel itself employs the term other in order to define
entities that do not fit into the paradigms of European civilization. Therefore,
otherization would mean placing the otherized subject — for our investigation this is
the nonhuman entity - on the periphery within a context where human beings occupy
the center. In the novel, though, otherizing is also internal within the population of
human characters. The first step in otherizing is to create distinctions between the parts
of an entity, and Ralph’s group and the hunters, elder boys and the “littluns”, and two
faces of the ocean are among the examples that will be discussed further in this chapter.

Another term that needs further explanation with respect to how it is used in
this chapter and thesis is nature. Nature is here regarded as that environment which is
firmly distinguished from human civilization and artifice. The phenomena in nature
are unintentional and contingent. They deny assumptions of a particular meaning and
reasons other than physical laws. Therefore, what will be called nature’s language, that
is frequently detected in both novels, refers to the rhythm of the natural phenomena.
The whispers of the winds, sounds of sea shells, and roars of the ocean (LOTF); and
“the language of the leaves” and harsh storms (Tracks 204) are among the examples
found in the novels. Concerning Buell’s ecocritical hermeneutics, this natural rhythm,

or nature’s language, does not necessarily convey a meaning, but it is essential in

5 “Other” refers to an external controlling power here.

® The function of the rules will be explained in the further analysis.
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representing nature’s autonomy. In this sense, nature’s language addresses Kristeva’s
semiotic, a different ground for meaning than the human language of symbols.

Taking into consideration these meanings of the word nature, naturalization
comes to mean -in this thesis- entering the context of nature where human civilization
is not or has not hitherto been included. Therefore, the term is not used to express one’s
taking up of an original state. Instead, by naturalization, the thesis will mean the
characters’ adoption of nature’s language and their acting independently of the
paradigms and norms of human civilization. | indicated in the introduction that the
thesis aims to seek the possibility within a literary work of a homogenous ground in
literary terms where human beings and nature are treated in the same way without any
hierarchies. Although the term nature in this sense appears to create a distinction that
denies homogeneity, one should note that nature excludes not the human beings but,
rather, their civilization and its artificialities. Since human beings are also physically
and biologically a part of nature, it would be contradictory to distinguish them as
unnatural beings or entities that could be naturalized in the novel. However, according
to ecocritics, the unnatural (in literary terms) is the ideological, economic, political,
cultural, sociological, or religious assumptions and attributions that human discourse
bears. In other words, while the symbolic meanings installed by these unnatural
human-made assumptions and attributions dominate human language, they do not
have correspondences in nature’s language.” They can only come to mean when nature
is either anthropomorphized or metaphorized, so to speak.

This is where LOTF fluctuates between two realms: “the signifying process
results from a particular articulation between the semiotic and the symbolic” (Desire
7) in Kristeva’s terms. According to her, this is the “eventual split nature” (ibid.) of

the speaking subject and cannot be denied. For this reason, a concept of pure nature®

7 “Nature’s language” is an expression directly taken from Tracks (210), which is, ironically
an oxymoron in the context of this thesis because I use “language” to refer to human-made set
of symbols to convey human ideologies and culture. In this sense, my conception of nature
denies to communicate with or be defined by any symbolic set of structure. However, here and
throughout the thesis the expression shall refer to the non-symbolic, nonverbal, “nonhumane”
impressions and phenomena found in the natural environment. These expressions do not
convey an idea but imply the ecological and biological changes, transformations, dynamism,
and movement.

8 “pure nature” in the sense that entirely independent of any assumption or meaning within a
particular discourse/language; in other words, nature without necessarily representing
something, or providing a meaningful context for another thing.

30



in human discourse would be impossible. Nevertheless, a feminist ecocritical reading
can still reveal “what an independent nature is not” by analyzing “what nature is”
according to the human approach and within the human discourse, which will be the

technique used in the discussion in this chapter.

3.1. The Fundamental Perceived Distinctions That Lead to Otherization

It has previously been stated that the first attempt in otherizing is to make
distinctions between the units of an entity. Following this pattern in the plot, LOTF
begins by illustrating two of the main characters’ situations on the island where they
find themselves after their plane crashes. The first, Ralph, is a charismatic and
relatively empathetic boy who exhibits the behavior of a leader. In contrast, the second
boy, Piggy, has no leadership qualities. He is the one who “has the brains” (LOTF 97)
among the other boys and he is characterized by his attempts at keeping an empirical,
material, and scientific approach to his situation. The text states that even before going
into the water, “he took off his shoes and socks, ranged them carefully on the ledge,
and tested the water with one toe” (LOTF 14), while Ralph (the protagonist) recklessly
immerses himself within the water without hesitation. Comparing the two boys, these
particular characteristics of charisma and schooled intelligence can be considered
among the examples of the novel’s discrimination between different perspectives
toward nature: the former holds the perspective of a dominating power, while the latter
approaches from a rational and empirical side.

As these two protagonists try to locate themselves on the unknown land, they
meet other boys of diverse appearances and ages. Among them is the human
antagonist, Jack, who is another boy with leadership qualities. He is an “intimidating”
(28) character with a dark appearance, wearing the school choir’s uniform of a black
cloak (28) and showing aggressive responses to Ralph throughout the novel. Upon
Jack’s arrival, Piggy clearly expresses his dread as he “shrinks to the other side of
Ralph” (28). Then, “secure on the other side of Ralph, he speaks timidly” (28). Here,
the emphasis on the “other side of Ralph” indicates the start of a division between
“Ralph’s side” and Jack’s, which is the necessary prerequisite for otherization. Jack is

the otherized in this case. While Piggy finds security at Ralph’s side, he is “intimidated
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by the uniformed superiority and the offhand authority in [Jack] Merridew’s voice”
(28). This reaction implies that Ralph might be constituted the safe side for the more
vulnerable or less adventurous boys, while Jack (who enters the island with his own
band of followers, and has his own brand of charisma) may appear threatening to them.
These two sides point out a second distinction between the charismatic characters
dominating power within the group in terms of how they establish their leadership. It
is critical to note these intrinsic distinctions in order to follow how they lead to
developing different otherizations toward nature in the novel.

When the boys agree that they “ought to have a chief to decide things” (29),
they choose Ralph over Jack, for “there was a stillness about Ralph [...] his size and
attractive appearance” (30) that naturally drew them to him. Nevertheless, Jack gains
his own following, becoming the chief of the self-appointed “hunters” (31), a group at
first constituted of the choir who arrived with him on the island. In this way, the novel
presents how the social distinctions between the groups of boys develop on the island.

Although it may appear initially as a division between two groups of boys, the
growing distinction among them becomes a difference between the paradigms
according to which they conceive the other and otherize people or things. That is,
Ralph and Jack represent two entities that clash, increasingly violently, throughout the
novel: civilization and savagery, these being also the words often associated with them
by the text. This distinction is not explicit at the beginning of the novel, nor do the
characters at first recognize it; it emerges through the characters’ actions and speech,
and can be explored through the boys’ character development.

To begin with, Ralph is the initiator of social gatherings. He mediates during
common activities such as building shelters, distributing the workload, finding water
and food, and making a fire. More than addressing physical needs, the shelter, food,
and fire gain a symbolic meaning referring to the maintenance of human civilization.
On several occasions, Ralph states that the fire is “the most important thing” on the
island (50, 100, 185, 204) since “without the fire they can’t be rescued” (204). The
issue of being rescued will be discussed later in this chapter; however, it should be
noted that Ralph’s insistent emphasis on keeping the fire alive to be rescued implies
that he does not entertain the idea of continuing his life on the island. Although he
accepts that (like Jack and his followers) he too wants “to put on war-paint and be a

savage,” he still reminds the other boys that they “must keep fire burning” (204). Here,
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in Ralph’s expression, the fire supposed to bring the the civilized world back in, is
opposed to the savagery of wresting sustenance from nature. Additionally, the light of
the fire could stand somewhat conventionally for the enlightenment of human
civilization, or anthropologically as an ability of humans that distinguishes them from
other animals. If the boys cannot maintain the burning fire, they would lose the
opportunity to be rescued from life as savages on the island, and never achieve their
civilization again.

On the other hand, the war-paint that Ralph mentions is an identifier of both
being a hunter and “being a savage” (204). Portraying an opposition to the
enlightenment of civilization, the masks and war-paintings the hunter group puts on
are “black and green” (253). While the novel points out a correlation between
civilization and brightness, for example, through the frequent fire motif, the illustration
of the bus stop with lamps (237), and the sunlight gathered by Piggy’s specs (94),
savagery constitutes a darker side of existence. It conceals certain deeds the boys
would not commit otherwise in their civilized lives, such as killing a pig, skewering it
with a stake (96), and even attacking a human being (the example of Simon).

The narrator states and shows that the boys “understood only too well the
liberation into savagery that the concealing paint brought: ‘Well, we won’t be painted,’

299

said Ralph, ‘because we aren’t savages’” (248). With the juxtaposition of savagery and

civilization as opposing states in Ralph’s speech, the text draws a distinction between
the two entities. Ralph takes up the responsibility of establishing and maintaining order
as a constant struggle to keep alive the norms of civilization they have been taught at
school. His initial enthusiasm towards the holiday adventure and exploration
opportunities aspects of nature changes to nostalgia for their previously orderly life
where there are “houses in succession,” and everything looking “right and friendly”
(144). Besides, although Ralph enjoys the liberty of freedom and a degree of savagery
on the island, his daydreams reveal his yearning for his past civilized life:

When you went to bed there was a bowl of cornflakes with sugar and cream.
And the books—they stood on the shelf by the bed, leaning together with
always two or three laid flat on top because he had not bothered to put them
back properly. [...] there was a book about people who had dug things up,
Egyptian things; there was The Boy’s Book of Trains, The Boy’s Book of
Ships. Vividly they came before him; he could have reached up and touched
them, could feel the weight and slow slide with which The Mammoth Book
for Boys would come out and slither down. Everything was all right;
everything was good-humored and friendly. (LOTF 139)
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In this description, the features that define civilized life simultaneously become the
definition of what savagery is not. Reading the description in this respect, one would

99 ¢

note “propriety,” “rightness,” “friendliness,” order, “good-humored” as the dominant
features in the portrait. This definition implies the opposite for savagery, which is
mentioned in the novel along with “restlessness” (108), “filth” (247), “threatening
spears” (254), “unrecognizable appearance” (264), “danger” (279). While Ralph’s side
is considered safe, there is a vibrant sense of a wild attraction on the savages’ side. In
a word, civilization and savagery belong to two different worlds on the island, as
revealed in a notable stance: “The two boys faced each other. There was the brilliant
world of hunting, tactics, fierce exhilaration, skill; and there was the world of longing
and baffled commonsense” (89).

Considerably different from Ralph, another main character, Jack, adds to the
continuous distinction. Jack is presented as an opposing power to Ralph. He claims
the hunter’s chiefdom, while the boys choose Ralph as the chief of all. While “there is
a stillness about Ralph” (28), Jack is “loud and active” (102), and he appears as an
aggressor. He is merciless (42), and he mostly acts instinctively. Besides, unlike Ralph,
he does not express nostalgia for their past, nor does he show any attempt to be rescued.
On the contrary, he favors the wildlife on the island and invites the others to enjoy
savagery. In several scenes, he even provokes Ralph to attend them (97), reporting
how exciting the pig hunt was (97-98). Ralph thinks that “all Jack can talk about is
pig, pig, pig” (75) while he personally prioritizes being rescued.

Unlike Ralph, with his focus on being rescued, Jack seems to be contented with
their new situation. With “piles of meat on green leaves near him, and fruit, and
coconut shells full of drink™ (213), the island is Jack’s utopia. Therefore, rather than
trying to return to their civilized lives, where everything is controlled by the grownups,
he uses the island as a way to establish a unit under his control, which he calls “my
hunters” (59). He wants Ralph to recognize this claim to leadership and invites him to
join them: “If you want to join my tribe come and see us. Perhaps I’ll let you join.
Perhaps not” (201). Jack’s invitation simultaneously indicates a political® power

hierarchy and separation between the two groups, namely the hunters and the

% “Political” in the sense that it creates a social class formation within the group of boys, whose
power becomes a decision paradigm.
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remaining boys. Jack’s power is based upon physical strength and the ability to hunt,
to survive in bare nature. At times, he appears even “less a hunter than a furtive thing,
ape-like among the tangle of trees” (67). As Jack digresses from the group’s initial
school choir-boy appearance and identity, Ralph cannot even recall him. Before the
“giggling savages,” Ralph’s mind “falters,” and he tries “to remember what Jack
looked like” (256).

The difference between Jack’s introduction at the beginning and his later
descriptions coupled with savagery indicates a visible transformation. When he first
appears from the woods, Piggy is “intimidated by his uniformed superiority” (26).
However, later this “uniformity” leaves its place to a savage outlook with paints and
mask on Jack’s face. Then, to see what he has become, Jack uses a coconut full of
water as a mirror and looks “in astonishment no longer at himself but at an awesome
stranger” (89). At this moment, Jack enters an identity of an “other” being, one that is
obviously less human and less “Jack Merridew.” He recognizes a different thing, a
stranger in the reflection. Hence, in his natural mirror he is alienated from himself.

Nevertheless, Jack’s alteration and otherization are not restricted to merely
physical terms, but they also have psychological effects. Behind the mask, Jack
“liberates himself from shame and self-consciousness” (89). As mentioned before, the
“concealing paint” brings “liberation into savagery” (248), and frees the one who puts
them on from the moral norms of the society, from Englishness. The distinction
between the latter identity (Englishness) and savagery is stated in the novel when
Ralph claims that they are not savages, after all, but they are English (58). In this sense,
in adopting savagery, Jack renounces his civilized English identity as well, which was
for him only valid and pertinent in the boys’ previous lives, in civilization.

Interestingly enough, one should note that Jack is the only character in the
novel whose surname is stated: Merridew (26). For some time, in the beginning, and
as was common among the older schoolboys at the time, the choir calls Jack by his
surname, as he demands, saying that first names are “kids’ names” (27), he asks, “Why
should I be Jack? I’'m Merridew.” (27) Thus, although he rejects much of his schoolboy
identity, he chooses to hold on to the name by which his schoolmasters gave him power
over the other choir boys (who are now his hunters). Jack distinguishes himself from
the others who have dropped their surnames, and on the symbolic level, he alienates
himself as well. His question implies that he initially regards his surname as an
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indication of superiority over the other boys, the least powerful of whom are not even
referred to by their names, but are simply called “littuns” by the older boys. Later,
however, the boys use his first name until he takes up another title, chief of the hunter.
Although he is not precisely called the chief of the hunters, the boys recognize Jack by
this attribution (117). This means that he takes on the name and the power that his
school vested in him when he first arrives, but the other older boys nevertheless call
him by his first name after a while, and he then takes on another name, this time by
the power he invests in himself, when he calls himself the chief. As a result of this
transformation in symbolic terms, the name Jack in the novel comes to refer to a hunter
and nonhuman identity as he is considered both (149, 67) while Merridew is no longer
mentioned.

Nonetheless, there is another distinction concerning this change in Jack’s
names/titles on the symbolic grounds. As explained, Jack initially attributes to his
surname a social status, elevating him in the social hierarchy among the boys. When
Ralph wants to know each of the boy’s names, Jack distinguishes himself: “Why
should | be Jack? I’'m Merridew.” (27) In doing so, Jack attempts to gain a social
characteristic within the group whereas the choir is simply titled as the “hunters” (30)
and the younger children are called “a crowd of kids” (52) or the “littuns” (63).
However, he soon gathers that life on the island bears its own language with no titles
to indicate social status, and that based on survival and considerably different from
that of civilization. When the boys first investigate a track of a “village smoke” (30)
or a “boat” (30), Jack focuses on more basic necessities such as hunting to “get food”
(30). In the case of hunger and vulnerability, Jack understands that they are left in a
“state of nature” in Locke’s terms, which equalizes every member of the social
hierarchy. In that, survival is the main motivation, and it requires understanding the
conditions of the natural environment. Moreover, this very environment possesses the
necessary ‘“information” (67) for the boys to survive, as Jack recognizes this,
“[closing] his eyes, [raising] his head and [breathing in gently with the flared nostrils,
assessing the current of warm air for information” (67). Thus, upon realizing the
necessity to adopt nature’s language in order to keep alive, Jack pays more attention
to the natural signs. For instance, he recognizes the animal tracks while the other boys
assume different speculations (34). He knows how to trap and catch a pig, the ways of

jamming “the soft throat” (196), and skewering the meat (103). As he claims the
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hunter’s chiefdom and then gradually turns into a “stranger” (89), he no longer regards
the rules they agreed on. He expresses this, for example, by claiming that “the conch
doesn’t count on top of the mountain™ (58) while the conch is one of the crucial
significations in the text.

In another scene, he opposes Ralph, asking who cares about the rules (129).
When Ralph says that “the rules are the only thing [they’ve] got (130), Jack
aggressively silences him: “Bollocks to the rules! We’re strong—we hunt!” (130) This
particular assertion points out that the physical and psychological strengths brought by
the hunter identity are, at least on this island, superior to the rules of civilization, and
this hierarchical power is based on physical strength. Jack and his tribe are strong,
because they possess hunting skills. Therefore, they do not need democratic
regulations in order to survive. Instead, they constitute an other, self-sufficient power
(although they have their own rules, which they develop by learning to be an effective
hunting team, and they impose rules very strictly - for instance, territorial boundaries
- on others). In distinguishing themselves as another group, the hunters concretize the
social distinction between the two groups of older boys.

This distinction is also fortified by the boys’ word choices when they address
each other. When Ralph mentions Jack and his tribe, he makes a distinction by
separating two groups as “we” and “them” (59) with an emphasis on the difference
between these entities. Thus, he expresses otherization on a linguistic level.
Nevertheless, this linguistic distinction is not simply inferred from the pronouns “we”
and “them” (59). Notably, Jack and his tribe’s title as “hunters” undertakes a second
transformation, leaving its place to “savage” in the end. Ralph addresses the members
of the hunters directly as savages without specifying their particular identity or name.
In this respect, anyone who belongs to the group of hunters is considered savage.

Another distinctive character that diverges from the others in LOTF is Piggy.
While Ralph and Jack can be considered the most apparent opposing figures, Piggy
interestingly fits in neither of their groups. He is the one who first meets Ralph, and
he constantly uses Ralph’s authority as a backup. His behavior is mainly due to
physical handicaps, which lead to a lack of self-confidence. Unlike the other children,
who are thin, Piggy is described as a fat boy, even occasionally being called “fatty”
(27, 32, 62). Besides, he has asthma, which becomes a considerable hindrance for him
during their challenging life on the island, and he is extremely short-sighted. Because
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of his appearance, weak health, his constant attempts to make friends or have his
comments heard, and evident under-privileged background, he is represented as a
needy type, a typical target for bullying. The boys, including Ralph and Jack, do not
always want him to join them, particularly when physical performance is required,
such as hunting, exploring the island, or climbing. Nevertheless, they cannot exclude
Piggy either because “for all his ludicrous body, Piggy had brains” (110). His distinct
intelligence and scientific knowledge are what the others lack. Although he
experiences great difficulty catching up with the other boys, Piggy uses his knowledge
and reason to play a critical role in the survival of all. Yet above all, in order to make
a fire to be rescued by a ship, they need “Piggy’s specs” (94).

Different than the other boys, Piggy has glasses, which may represent or be
emblematic of his position as the clever one. Nevertheless, it is not his schoolroom
cleverness that helps them; rather, the boys devise using the spectacles to focus the
sunlight so that they can light the signaling fire. Moreover, the glasses may also be
seen as separating Piggy from the experiential reality of the island. In this sense, they
are metaphorical -and ironically transparent- walls that stand between Piggy’s
empirical scientific world and the corporeal island life. Although they are transparent,
they hinder Piggy from seeing the reality of savagery around him. In one scene, when
Jack and his tribe steal Piggy’s specs and leave him without proper sight, Piggy states
that he “can’t see no more and [he] got to get [his] glasses back™ (244). After that, he
accepts that “awful things has been done on the island” (ibid.).

Nevertheless, Piggy becomes able to face this reality only after he loses his
glasses. In a metaphorical sense, the specs, in fact, blind his comprehension to the
extent that he cannot grasp reality through the filters of the glasses. The world he
prefers to see and believe is constituted of ideas and reasonable explanations. As he
simply puts it, “life is scientific, that’s what it is” (118). However, the ideal life he
assumes does not overlap with the things he experiences. He assumes that everyone
on the island would regard the rules, while quite the opposite happens when Jack does
not regard the conch (129). According to Piggy, Jack’s attitude and deeds are not
human but can only be savagery and animality (129). In this sense, from the very
beginning, when they first meet each other, Piggy regards Jack as an “intimidating”

(26) other because he savagely transgresses the rules of Piggy’s ideal world. The
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discrepancy between Piggy’s ideals and reality is another significant distinction in the
novel that otherizes Piggy upon arriving at the island in different ways.

Considering the positions of the characters, “savage” becomes an expression
used by the narrator with reference to the characters that are thus otherized with respect
to civilization. The text tells us that the savages “vanish” (202), the savages “murmur”
(231), the savages “snigger” (252), “the savage, whoever he is, ululates” (272) while
another unidentified “wounded savage” moans (279). These expressions show that the
particular identity of a savage can be ignored. Savages are the “others,” and this is
what matters in the end.

While a more symbolic distinction is established during the boys’ social
formation, the novel also illustrates physical distinctions found in the natural
landscape. However, one should note that the novel employs these physical
distinctions as metaphors to echo the nature/culture distinction, which is the main
thematic dichotomy. In several descriptions, the land or the water is represented by
two sides that feature different characteristics. These descriptions of the landscape and
nature are also metaphorical references to alienation. Therefore, paying attention to
the representations of any dichotomic formations is necessary to reveal the divergences
and otherizations in the novel.

During their exploration of the island, the boys encounter a coral reef. The text
describes that “inside was peacock water, rocks and weed showing as in an aquarium;
outside was the dark blue of the sea” (38). Here, the ocean itself is divided into the
closer, shallower waters, and the distant depths. The inner part is likened to the
domestic and artificial realm of an “aquarium” (38). It is beautiful and decorative with
“peacock water, rocks and weed,” and it has two clearly defined borders, one being
the shore, the other the reef that looks like a “flowing chalk line” (38). As with
aquariums, this relative precision and closeness present the boys and the readers with
a familiar glimpse of an underwater world. On the other side, however, lies the infinity
of the vast, untamed, and “dark blue sea” (38), which bears a sense of Romantic
sublimity. The domestic construction of the inner part is contradicted by the wilderness
that lies beyond it and, indeed, surrounds the entire island. Considering its function as
a separator between the domestic context and the outer world, the aquarium of the
waters on the island side of the reef is artificial and symbolic. It implies a sheltered
(and restricted) part of the otherwise limitless natural context, while this particular unit
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of structure is in fact, a part of, open to, and made by the greater whole. This distinction
between the inner and the outer context can be regarded as a metaphoric echo of the
nature/culture dichotomy in the novel.
The aquarium metaphor is only one of several examples of contrasts in nature.
When the boys light a fire, it burns fiercely, with the flames and heat directed to one
side by the breeze, so that “[on one side, the air was cool, but on the other, the fire
thrust out a savage arm of heat that crinkled hair on the instant,” resulting in leeward
and windward sides of the fire that are “clearly differentiated” (54). Here again, the
distinction is one of calmness on one side, and fierce or savageness on the other. A
similar comparison is indicated from the very first part, when Ralph and Piggy move
away from the crashed aircraft and attempt to discover if the place is an island.
Stumbling over a broken trunk and emerging from a jungle, the narrator observes that
“the ground beneath [a line of palm trees] was a bank covered with coarse grass, torn
everywhere by the upheavals of fallen trees, scattered with decaying coconuts and
palm saplings. Behind this was the darkness of the forest proper and the open space of
the scar” (14). The description illustrates an ununiformed and disordered nature. Under
the “green roof” of the palms above a natural and square “platform of pink granite”
Ralph notes “coolness and shade” (17) and from there looking at the lagoon, he can
see, “clear to the bottom and bright with the efflorescence of tropical weed and coral”
(17). The juxtaposition of heat and shade, coarse land and calm water adds to the
divergences in the novel. In fact, the text constantly presents comparisons that lead to
otherization. An ecological reading of the text would appreciate these contrasts as
characteristics of the natural environment. However, the previously established social
otherization and hierarchical structure of the children’s community installs a
metaphorical -but not natural- layer of meaning. To put it more precisely, the textual
pattern shows that both the characters and the natural landscape are constituted of
several oppositions. Considering the given illustration, if the one side bears favorable
features such as reliance (Ralph as later a leader), the text juxtaposes a less favorable
side as an “other,” the inner side of the lagoon and coral reef, the coolness of the
leeward side of the fire. In this pattern, one side is more otherized than the other by
the narrative.
Interestingly enough, all of these exemplified binary oppositions are echoed by
the island itself on a much broader scope. A dark, unknown ocean covers the isolated
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island from every side. While the natural formations (such as corals, reefs, cliffs, rock
cabins, peacock waters) create an island context, the exterior is constituted of “vast
stretches of water” full of “infinite possibilities” (124). The text illustrates a
metaphorical barrier stand between the island and the ocean, safety and danger,
civilization and nature:

Wave after wave, Ralph followed the rise and fall until something of the
remoteness of the sea numbed his brain. Then gradually the almost infinite
size of this water forced itself on his attention. This was the divider, the
barrier. On the other side of the island, swathed at midday with mirage,
defended by the shield of the quiet lagoon, one might dream of rescue; but
here, faced by the brute obtuseness of the ocean, the miles of division, one
was clamped down, one was helpless, one was condemned, one was— (158)
This description implies that the island is itself a part of another distinction as a whole.
What relates this interpretation to ecocriticism is that the novel bases these
dichotomies upon culture/nature distinction. With this distinction, the orderly, safe,
and reliable side refers to the civilized manners of culture, which have a good-humored
and friendly appearance (139). The other side bears a rather messy and savage nature,
sometimes being unidentifiable and always threatening orderliness (Jack when he
becomes the primary savage, the scattered land the destructing fierce heat of fire, the
endless ocean beyond the reef.). Through these associations, the novel treats nature as
an entity of savagery and disorder, which means the “other side” of civilization.
Accordingly, in Eugene Hollahan’s explanations, we see that culture and civilization
occupy the center (Hollahan 22-30). Nature is sketched at the periphery in this portrait, and
the novel presents savagery and disorder as the fundamental features leading to

distinction.

3. 2. The Palimpsest Concept of Nature According to Leading Characters

Having determined how LOTF locates nature within the text, the second step
of the exploration is to discuss the different approaches to nature. The novel provides
these various treatments through different characters. In this regard, how the prominent
characters conceive nature in the beginning and how these approaches change in the
end would help track the concept of nature in the novel. There are a few side characters

that serve this purpose occasionally. However, Ralph, Jack, Piggy, and Simon are the
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prominent ones who distinctly stand for particular approaches. Therefore, the analyses

will focus on these four characters’ conceptions of nature.

3.2.1. Between the Civilized and the Savage: Ralph

To begin with, Ralph’s concept of nature is different in the beginning from how
he regards the land at the end of his unfortunate experiences. This alteration is both
represented by Ralph’s physical appearance and opinions about the island; beginning
from appreciation to colonization.

Initially, an exotic pleasure is implied in his first reactions toward the island,
as he says “This is our island. It’s a good island. Until the grownups come to fetch us
we’ll have fun” (47). Expecting to “have a good time on this island” (47), Ralph
assumes a utopia based on the Lockean state of nature. The isolated and uninhabited
land resonates with the imaginary and fictional islands that Ralph has previously
dreamed of and read about in children’s books as he says, “it’s like in a book™; like in
“Treasure Island,” or “Coral Island” (47). Here, it is worth noting that Ralph’s ideal
island derives from a fictional world rather than his free imagination. The island is not
likened to an arbitrary connotation, but a human-made fictional context, and more
importantly, this fictional context precedes the actual island. It has been installed
before Ralph experiences/encounters the non-fictional island. Accordingly, Ralph’s
first attempt is to determine the similarities on the land with his fictional concept of an
island and make associations between them to familiarize himself with his new
context.

Ralph is the first to jauntily enjoy the warm water in the beach pool, seeming
not to problematize their situation on the island. The novel states that “he hauled
himself onto this platform, noted the coolness and shade, shut one eye, and decided
that the shadows on his body were really green” (13). Thus, Ralph adapts himself
physically to nature, as if camouflaging his body. Captured by the “enchantments”
(14) on the island, he speaks “to himself, sounding the bass strings of delight” (ibid.).
However, there is always a sense of hesitation accompanying his thoughts and actions
when it comes to entirely submitting himself to the island life. After swimming in the
beach pool, for example, the novel states that he “trotted through the sand, enduring

the sun’s enmity, crossed the platform and found his scattered clothes. To put on a
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grey shirt once more was strangely pleasing” (18). Considering the civilization/nature
distinction the novel draws, the grey shirt here can be taken as the outlook of a civilized
human. When Ralph puts off his clothes and dives into the water, he immerses himself
within a context where he is literally and metaphorically naked, free of his civilized
identity.

Jerome Martin'® interprets Ralph’s immersion into water as mimicry of
“baptism” (412). Nevertheless, an ecocritical approach would consider the act as
emancipation from the symbolic identities installed by civilization. In this sense, by
putting off his clothes until he is entirely naked, Ralph leaves aside the installments of
civilization, such as morality and the proprieties of societal life. Much as freedom is
delightful, however, there is a strange pleasure in returning to the civilized outlook.
This feeling supports that Ralph cannot entirely renounce his previous identity and still
finds a sense of ease -perhaps safety- in civilized life. Thus, the novel implies a
psychological in-betweenness deriving from the culture/nature dichotomy.

One critical example of how Ralph conceives nature is when he encounters the
conch shell. This particular object is not any seashell but a conch, which is a significant
motif in Indian culture and epic literature (Rajavel 2013). “The conch-shell when
unwound on an axis can be seen as a French horn. [...] The conch-shell is generally
used at the beginning of the worship. Given the tonal quality of its sound, it captures
the attention of the devotees and helps in focusing the mind to the worship” (137). For
this historical significance, the conch in the novel connotes a context of a battlefield,
where the island ultimately turns into.

While lingering at the beach, Ralph and Piggy notice a shell buried in the sand,
which Piggy calls conch, as explained. The boys immediately get interested in the
conch and try to unearth the object. “The shell was interesting and pretty and a worthy
plaything. [...] Ralph used one hand as a fulcrum and pressed down with the other till
the shell rose, dripping [...] Now the shell was no longer a thing seen but not to be

touched, Ralph too became excited” (LOTF 19). For Ralph, as an “interesting, pretty,

101t should be noted that Jerome Martin is not the only critic to make associations between the
act of swimming and baptism in LOTF. Ian Gregor (“The Later Golding”), Rebecca Coppinger
(“Analogous Journeys”), Andrew Sinclair (“William Goldin’s Sea, Sea”) are also among the
several other scholars who take a similar approach. However, as it particularly focuses on the
motif of water and its signification, Martin’s article (“Symbol Hunting”) has been referred in
the thesis.
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and a worthy plaything,” the conch shell is something to be explored and enjoyed.
Initially, it is buried under the sand; therefore, it is literally untouchable. After Ralph
digs it out, the conch becomes something to be touched besides being merely
observable. In another sense, it becomes subject to penetration, “glistening in Ralph’s
hands” (20). Thus, the conch gains another signification, a metaphorical meaning: it
becomes a property. Once it is unveiled, it can be owned by human beings. The shell
remains a mysterious unlabeled thing until Piggy names it the conch, and Ralph grabs
it. It is then familiarized and owned by them, making Ralph even “more excited” (22).
It appears to be an object of interest, a worthy thing giving a sense of pleasure and
confidence. Considering Ralph’s reaction, it would not be wrong to regard his

approach towards the conch as an implication of subjugation.

3.2.1. 1. Echoes of Colonization in the “Sound of the Conch”

The drives for subjugation have roots in the power struggle between the
colonizer and the colonized (Bookchin 2006). According to Diane Lewis, subjugation
is the basic process underlying the colonial philosophy (Lewis 1973). Unavoidably, it
establishes a superior-inferior hierarchy, which Plumwood explains in detail.
According to her, the superior power forces the other to a hierarchical relationship
based on “radical exclusion” (45-58). In that, the inferior is situated in a part of a lower
order. The side of the inferior is represented with savagery in LOTF. However,
Plumwood asserts that the existence of the inferior is still a necessity for the superior’s
domination (45-50). The master nurtures its autonomy by the continuous presence of
an inferior “other” (45-50). Therefore, the superior, the humans, enslave or subjugate
the other. In his 1950 lecture “Language,” Heidegger suggests that “language speaks,”
having a voice of itself. According to him, “man acts as though he were the shaper and
master of language, while in fact language remains the master of man” (“Martin
Heidegger Quotes” 2021). On symbolic grounds, this trend results in the colonial
discourse. Turning back to the novel, Ralph’s mimicry of a master “like at school”
(LOTF 43) and his attempts to maintain the ordered structure of civilized life through

the rules show the dominating influence of the symbolic register upon his identity.
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Concerning the colonial discourse the boys adopt, the text suggests a pattern of
colonization revealed by the characters’ reaction towards the natural context. One of
the significant examples of this again features the conch motif. Being exposed to
metaphorical and literal capturing, the conch undertakes the symbolic value of a
property. After unearthing the shell from the water, Ralph learns that it is called
“conch” (18). When he blows the conch, the thing immediately sounds (19). “A deep,
harsh note boomed under the palms, spread through the intricacies of the forest and
echoed back from the pink granite of the mountain” (ibid.). Seeing the other boys who
began to gather on the beach, Ralph says that they “can use the conch to call the others”
and “have a meeting” (20). Thus, he appoints its first regulatory function to the conch.

As many other boys arrive at the beach, a clamor bursts when they all want to
comment on their situation. To suggest a solution, Ralph says that they “can’t have
everybody talking at once. [They’ll] have to have ‘Hands up’ like at school” (43).
Then, holding the conch before his face, he introduces it to the others: “Conch. That’s
what the shell is called” (ibid.). He announces that whoever holds the conch has the
right to speak until it is passed to another person (ibid.). Once the boys agree upon
Ralph’s suggestion, they regard it as a rule that no one can break (45). Thus, the conch
gains a second signification, which has a political value. The rule Ralph conceives
bears the implications of a basic normative political formation, and the conch becomes
a symbol that lays out the limitations and rights of this formation.

Herein, the scene illustrates the three steps of the pattern of colonization
mentioned above: (i) naming/familiarizing with the object, (ii) possessing, (iii)
appointing a function and valorizing the object accordingly. Before Ralph learns that
the shell is called a conch (18), the object does not have a register in Ralph’s discourse.
Once Ralph gets familiarized with the conch, however, he possesses the concept of the
object in addition to literally having it in his hands. Lastly, he seeks a way to use the
conch (20), and thus, the conch gains an agency. The conch’s function serves a
political purpose by attributing to it a symbolic value. At this point, the conch is no
longer simply a sea shell laying in the water, but it is a particular conch that indicates
the right to speak. Thus, the symbolic value subjugates the autonomous object and
makes it mean something within the symbolic discourse.

Interestingly enough, Ralph’s statement also reveals that this rule is not an

originally conceived regulation. In fact, it is a mimicry of the “*Hands up’” rule “like
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at school” (43). Here, the text points out a continuation of the boys’ previous lives with
their rules and authoritative frames. That is, Ralph’s example from the school context
in order to concretize the conch’s function implies that he is talking from the discourse
of that distanced context, which belongs to the world of “grownups.” In doing so,
Ralph retains the symbolic regulations of the grownups. The conch’s signification,
thus, refers to the Lacanian Father that implies an authoritative structure that underlies
the boys’ social relations. Within the absence of grownups, Ralph still wants to create
their own controlling authority, namely the significant Other, in Lacan’s terms, which
would regulate them. By holding the conch, the boys would know that they “won’t be
interrupted” (44). One can infer from Ralph’s tendency to appoint rules that the boys
need the protection and regulation of the symbolic order so that they establish a sense
of safety. With this motivation underlying the rules, it becomes apparent that the conch
stands as the metaphor for the symbolic order, the significant Other in Lacan’s terms.

Eagleton explains identity construction through Lacanian desire that is a
necessary production of an “Other’’s existence. He asserts that “we desire what others
—our parents, for instance- unconsciously desire for us; and desire can only happen
because we are caught up in linguistic, sexual and social relations —the whole field of
Other which generate it” (Eagleton 151). The imagined civilization in the novel stands
as the Other in this sense. Despite its invisibility, it regulates social relations. In the
novel, children’s desire for this imagined civilization is reflected in their discourses,
particularly when they mention the grownups and their “understandable lawful life”
(LOTF 113) on several occasions. In this manner, the Other’s voice becomes the voice
of the boys’ unconscious. Eagleton states that “the unconscious is, so to speak,
‘outside’ rather than ‘within’ us or rather it exists ‘between’ us, as our relationships
do” (Eagleton 150). When we develop our identity according to the outside, we
necessarily condition ourselves through language. However, “language is never
something entirely within our individual control. On the contrary, as we have seen,
language is what internally divides us, rather than an instrument we are confidently
able to manipulate” (Eagleton 150). Eagleton’s argument explains that the children in
the novel otherize nature because the Other (of civilized order) imposes the ideal!

through language. In his ecocritical discussion on LOTF, Iman Hanafy finds that

1 Here, with ideal I mean the Other’s definition of the norms and the “normal” as the ideal
being.
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Golding seems to hold strong reservations about the possibility of meaningfully
maintaining awareness of the self within nature. While humans originated in
the natural world, their attention continues to focus on culturally created and
culturally mediated conceptions of themselves and their relationships. ( 9)

Supporting Hanafy’s point about the human origin in the natural world, the freedom
and mess the boys find in bare nature is appealing at first. They “hunt and feast and
have fun” (201) in the absence of the grownups, along with their moral dictations about
human temperaments, telling them “not to” (9) do certain things. However, much as
they enjoy this freedom, the boys go so far as to “murder” (224) Simon and Piggy with
similar drives. For Ralph, this means transgressing human identity, which he never
wants to lose. Above all, Ralph’s primary motivation is to return to their civilized lives,
and for him, this is only possible by maintaining the existence of the significant Other’s
authority, namely the rules. He is convinced that when his dad “gets the leave, he’ll
come and rescue” (15) them. In several scenes, he recalls his “Daddy,” by the things
he has taught to him before (15), by his ship that might rescue them (51), or the days
he came home (160). His father, in this sense, invisibly accompanies him, although
not existing on the island at all. Ralph’s insistence in relying on his father shows that
he implicitly rejects the savage life on the island. As given before in this chapter,
although he also wants to “put on war-paints and be a savage” (204), he keeps himself
from exceeding beyond the perceived limits of civilization. Therefore, his attempts to
maintain the norms of civilization by setting rules and trying to be rescued imply that
he separates nature from civilization.

According to Ralph, the best way to maintain their civilized identity is to “have
more rules (54). When the boys set up a fire that would signal their existence and let a
ship “take them off” (ibid.) from the island, Ralph gives a speech about the importance
of being rescued and says that they “ought to have more rules. Where the conch is,
that’s a meeting. The same up here as down there” (ibid.). After this speech, the other
boys regard Ralph as the representative of the rules. Ralph is well aware of this position
as he states on another scene about keeping the fire alive that “Now I say this and make
it a rule, because I’'m chief. [...] You voted me for chief. Now you do what I say”
(101). With each expression, Ralph’s authority becomes more visible. He gives utmost
importance to obeying rules and respecting their authority if the boys “want[..] to be

rescued” (127).
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Ralph’s authoritative position reveals a similar possessive approach to nature,
more specifically to the island. Above all, however, the island and the conch shell bear
physical correspondence as well. In that, the conch resembles the island’s intact and
“enclosed” (38) state as it features a cavity inside. While this hollow is surrounded by
the shell, the ocean encloses the island. Like the conch, the island is covered inside
with “the hints of pink™ (38). Furthermore, its round shape with “gentle curves” (128)
is echoed by the “spiral twist” (18) of the conch. Although it would rather be a
generalization to assert a direct relation between the conch/island association and the
boys’ attitude towards them, the text draws a parallel approach by illustrating the same
pattern of colonialism.

After electing the chief, a group among the children, including Ralph, Piggy,
Jack, and Simon, begin to walk around the untouched land to confirm that it is actually
an island. Once they reach the top of a high rock, the whole island lies beneath their
feet. Ralph skims through the scene and remarks: “This belongs to us!” (38) On the
one hand, the demonstrative pronoun “this” creates a semantic distance from “us”
stated at the end of the sentence implying a division between the human and nonhuman
domain. By referring to the former as “us,” Ralph makes the distinction even more
apparent: he concretizes nature/civilization distinction through language. Between the
two pronounces, “this” —the island- is subjugated by the latter, us. Thus, the island
metaphorically enters into the domain of human authority and possession.

In “The Savages in the Forest: Decolonizing William Golding” (1995), Stefan
Hawlin explores the implications of decolonization in the novel. He finds that “the
boys should have created white civilization and constitutionalism,” but instead, “they
have fallen back down the hierarchies, regressed to Africanness, and become ‘half
devil, half child’” (133). With this argument, Hawlin seems to approach the novel from
a biased stand that presupposes the existence of hierarchies. Besides, he regards
Africanness as a state of regression, mentioned as savagery in the novel. However, this
approach would reject an ecocritical perspective that aims to achieve homogeneity
since it already acknowledges nativity as an indication of inferiority.

With a further interpretation, Hawlin asserts that “Lord of the Flies is a
seriously imperialist text” (ibid.), and this is evident from the text itself, for example,
in the scene where the boys explore the island: “[e]yes shining, mouths open,

triumphant, they [the excursion group] savior the right of domination” (39). While “the
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right of domination” makes the imperialist discourse obvious. However, opposing to
Hawlin, it is arguable that the novel is not in favor of human domination over nature,
but on the contrary, ridicules the situation with this particular word choice: “Right of
domination” (ibid.) is an ideologically and politically loaded human approach, which
does not exist in the homogenous natural environment. In the natural context where
everything equally shares the habitat, there is no right nor domination in ideological
and political terms. Such a right implies a hierarchy between an inferior and superior
entity, therefore, rejects homogeneity. Therefore, the right of domination can only be
recognized in the context of colonialism.

Furthermore, in the scene, Ralph “spreads his arms” and repeats, “All ours!”
(39) In other words, the island belongs to them. Here, Ralph divides the natural context
and humankind, claiming domination over the “all” —the environmental totality. This
instance corresponds with the previous scene when Ralph grabs and possesses the
conch. By this particular act, Ralph literally owns the conch, and this possession is
acknowledged by the others when they mention the conch as “[Ralph’s] shell.” (30)
Likewise, in the latter scene, Ralph linguistically enslaves the land while, in material
terms, benefits from its resources to meet their basic needs.

Going over the process, it is notable that the same pattern of colonialism applies
to the island. As the first step, Ralph and the excursion group discover the land to
validate that it is actually an island. Hence, the initially unknown land gains a name
(island) and gets familiarized through the excursion. Secondly, Ralph announces that
the island belongs to them, accompanied by the sense that they have the right to
domination. Then, Ralph gathers that “[t]his is a good island. [...] There’s food and
drink” (47) to utilize. Once the boys begin to build huts on the beach, pick some fruits
from the trees, and “hunt pigs to get meat” (50), the island becomes a source of
nourishment and shelter. In a word, what Ralph leads the boys derives from the basis
of colonial philosophy in metaphoric and literal terms.

In addition to a colonial perspective, Ralph finds nature unreliable, insecure,
and “dirty” (113). For him, the boys should be wary of the dangers lurking on the
island. The “beastie” being in the first place, hunting alone (271), the mountains (167),
the strides hitting on the rocks (174), “the world outside the shelters” are “impossibly
dangerous” (144). At some points, “filthy things” (246, 266) occupy the island. But
way before, Ralph realizes and accepts that “this place (the island) is getting dirty.”
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(113) The intensifying savage events, such as the brutal killing of the pig (96), the
“long” and “bloody” chases (194), Simon’s murderous death (220-221), Roger’s
atrocious attack on Piggy (273), apparently justify Ralph’s deduction. In his sentence,
Ralph uses the island (the geographical environment) as a metaphor for human nature.
Later in Simon’s words, the dirt Ralph states is the “mankind’s essential illness” (126).
However, attributing this metaphorical “dirtiness” to nature indicates that the
environmental context is used as a representative of mankind’s essence. Nature is not
a particular subject to discuss, but rather, its function for the text is significant. In this
regard, the text covertly centralizes the human characters by constructing metaphors
from the natural context that stands for their essence, in Simon’s terms.

Adding to nature’s representative function, the island displays increasing
darkness hinting at the aggression among the boys. A sense of evil emerges through
“cynical” (266) motifs such as the inexplicable “pig’s skull” (266), which is another
significant symbol, the Lord of the Flies. While the conch and the island unravel the
colonial implications in the novel, the Lord of the Flies appears as an anthropomorphic
image that reflects the boys’ inner world.!? The skull regards “Ralph like one who
knows all the answers and won’t tell” (266). It seems lifeless except for an “inquisitive
ant busy in one of the eye sockets. Or is it?” (266) The novel presents here an
ambiguous image, which is neither lifeless nor alive. It is nothing but a white face of
a pig bone; however, it grins at Ralph, “the empty sockets seems to hold his gaze
masterfully and without effort” (ibid.). Besides, it gleams ‘““as white as ever the conch
had done” and seems “to jeer at [Ralph] cynically” (ibid.). Every additional description
makes the image even more complicated and ambiguous. Does it really grin at Ralph?
Is it alive or dead indeed? Is it as filthy and dark as Ralph sees? While these are the
questions to which Ralph seeks answers (ibid.), the novel brings about perhaps a more

essential one that implicitly addresses the concept of nature: “What was it?” (ibid.)

12 The image of the Lord of the Flies will be discussed in detail in part 3.3.4.
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3.2.2. “Not to be seen”: Simon

Although the novel never gives a clear answer to the question stated above,
another significant character, Simon, simply makes a suggestion way before, “Maybe
it is only us” (111). Then, he asks the other boys, referring to his previous suggestion:
“What’s the dirtiest thing there is?” (126) Directly addressing to human nature, Simon
holds a mirror towards the boys that reflects and questions their morality.

So far, several analyses'® of the characters have agreed on that Simon
represents a “saintly” (Fitzgerald 1992) figure in the novel. This interpretation has
justifiable evidence as Simon is the character who knows that the beast -or the evil,
the boys are afraid of is “a part of them” (206). Adding to this assertion, Iman Hanafy
gathers that Simon “has the strength of mind, but is physically frail, combining
perception with human vulnerability” (8). Nevertheless, in an ecocritical reading,
Simon’s significance for the novel becomes visible particularly by the communication
he establishes with the Lord of the Flies.

Although relatively younger than Ralph, Jack, and Piggy, Simon presents a
solemn stance and prefers to walk alone in the forest. During these private excursions,
he observes a vibrant and vivid land, different than Ralph’s ambivalent nature:

Now the sunlight had lifted clear of the open space and withdrawn from the

sky. Darkness poured out, submerging the ways between the trees till they were

dim and strange as the bottom of the sea. The candlebuds opened their wide

white flowers glimmering under the light that pricked down from the first stars.

Their scent spilled out into the air and took possession of the island. (80)
While Ralph daringly claims that all (land) belongs to them, it occurs to Simon that
the natural phenomena covertly take their possession, namely the island, back. It
should be noted that the novel does not present an explicit struggle between nature and
humankind. However, as given in the example, Simon is able to recognize the sense
of an uneasy nature against human affairs:

Holding his breath he cocked a critical ear at the sounds of the island. Evening
was advancing toward the island; the sounds of the bright fantastic birds, the
bee-sounds, even the crying of the gulls that were returning to their roosts

13 See also below references:
Rosenberg, Bruce. “Lord of the Flies.” The Centennial Review. Michigan State University
Press: USA. 1992, Vol. 11, No. 1, pp. 128- 139
Spitz, David. “Power and Authority: An Interpretation of Golding’s Lord of the Flies.” The
Antioch Review. Antioch Review Inc.: USA. 1970, Vol. 30, No. 1, pp. 21-34.
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among the square rocks, were fainter. The deep sea breaking miles away on
the reef made an undertone less perceptible than the susurration of the blood.
(79)

It is worth noting that in Simon’s observations, nature and the natural elements stand
alone without being exposed to the pattern of colonialism exemplified before. This is
one indication of Simon’s empathetic attitude towards nature. Rather than trying to
claim his presence in nature while he is roaming, Simon tends to submit himself to
“silence” (47, 73, 77-79, 93). In fact, he feels “a perilous necessity to speak; but to
speak in assembly” is “a terrible thing to him” (125). Instead, many times he “backs
to his seat” (121) and lets the “bee-sounds,” “the crying of the gulls,” or “the undertone
of the deep sea” (79) be heard. Interestingly enough, in these scenes that relatively
focus on Simon, the text invisibilizes the character by vividly voicing the context of
nature. In doing so, the text applies Simon’s presence between visibility and
invisibility to the natural context. At times, it is stated that Simon is even “not to be
seen” (76) by the other boys. Although this particular absence is a physical one,
Simon’s, so to speak, invisible character enables a symbolic absence: he is not
involved in the social hierarchy the boys have formed.

Nevertheless, another notable absence in these scenes is sharp personifications
that draw direct linkages between the natural context and humans or human affairs.
Another depiction of the natural context adds to this argument:

The slope of the bars of honey-colored sunlight decreased; they slid up the
bushes, passed over the green candle-like buds, moved up toward the canopy,
and darkness thickened under the trees. With the fading of the light the riotous
colors died and the heat and urgency cooled away. The candlebuds stirred.
Their green sepals drew back a little and the white tips of the flowers rose
delicately to meet the open air. (79)

Here, the natural context is not only voiced but is also kept away from human presence
in literary terms. The movements of the animals, plants, and natural formations do not
attempt to mimic human affairs. In other words, their acts are not specific to
humankind. As an alternative to personification, the text presents what | shall term
“characterization of nature”; that is, to characterize something by not necessarily
representing it with a human connotation or attempting to make it seen as a (human)

person. Thus, the natural context does not have to undertake a symbolic meaning, nor
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is it enslaved by a human context. On the contrary, it is appreciated and recognized for
its physically natural and existential features.

However, it is crucial to point out that the novel also frequently employs
personifications such as the “menacing darkness” (82), “restless shelters” (82), the
water that “forces itself on Ralph’s attention” (158), “intimidating grunts” (162). In
one scene, the natural environment almost acts in an intentional manner: “With that
word the heat seemed to increase till it became a threatening weight and the lagoon
attacked them with a blinding effulgence” (17). The significance of these several
examples of personifications is that they emphasize the feeling/impression they
convey rather than the natural being that carries them. In other words, considering the
meaning, the emphasis is not on the darkness, the shelters, the water, or the grunts,
which are the characteristics of the natural environment, but the menace, restlessness,
force, and intimidation, in fact.

Featuring both figures of speech, the novel enables the reader to compare
ecological and anthropocentric writings. The first example (from page 79) illustrates
an ecological text in which the credit is directly given to the natural context. The
examples of personifications, on the other hand, require a human context since they
address human feelings. Characterization of nature, however, establishes an
autonomous context that does not have to convey a particular meaning or human
emotion. Using characterization of nature in this manner, the novel exemplifies how
human influence and impression can be decentralized in literary terms. Accordingly,
it can be argued that characterization of nature in this sense might provide an
ecological text, whereby anthropocentrism can be avoided. Thus, the text does not treat
nature as an other by rejecting a nature/human hierarchy. Moreover, it gives particular
credit to nature as an autonomous being rather than recognizing it according to its

relation to human affairs.

3.2.3. Piggy as the Representative Character of the Empirical Approach to

Nature

The other distinct character with a different approach to nature is Piggy. As the

narrator in the novel puts, “what intelligence had been shown was traceable to Piggy”
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(28). Besides, it is stated that “Piggy was an outsider, not only by accent, which did
not matter, but by fat, and ass-mar, and specs, and a certain disinclination for manual
labor.” (91) While Ralph adopts the authoritative character of the grownups, Piggy’s
“words and actions reflect man’s intellect and reasoning powers” (Martin 409). More
than reflecting, however, the novel indicates that Piggy, in their hopeless situation on
the island, imitates the world of “grownups”: “I dunno, Ralph. We just got to go on,
that’s all. That’s what grown-ups would do” (LOTF 200). His content of the sentences
and frequent reference to his aunt as if voicing her shows that he maintains the adults’
language and rules: “My auntie told me not to run, on account of my asthma” (9).
Although Ralph and Piggy confirm that there are “no grownups” (8) on the island,
Piggy still acts as if they are under surveillance of the adults, the authoritative figures
who regulate the boys’ lives. He usually does not even tell his own ideas or
expectations but expresses what his aunt would expect, think, or allow: “I didn’t expect
nothing. My auntie—" Likewise, in another scene, he rejects joining Ralph in the
water, stating that “I can’t swim. I wasn’t allowed. My asthma—" (15) Piggy
continuously feels an obligation to do (or not to do) certain regulatory things as he
repeats himself, “We got to find the others. We got to do something” (17). While
Ralph’s first reaction is to enjoy the absence of grownups, Piggy tends to bring an
order, with a concern about the other boys: “We’ll want to know all their names, and
make a list. We ought to have a meeting” (12). The expressions such as “got to” (17),
or “ought to” (12) in Piggy’s sentences imply a sense of necessity and obligation
although their independent state on the island does not require to obey any rules
initially. However, Piggy chooses to maintain the previous rules that regulate his life.

Besides, as discussed before in this chapter, Piggy’s specs become a symbol of
the regulations, rules, and an empirical perspective that the grownup’s authority has
implanted. When he first meets with Ralph, he says, “I’ve been wearing specs since |
was three” (9). This particular age is significant in human language development.
Psychologist Nila Banton Smith finds that during the first three years, the child focuses
on acquiring vocabulary “and has well-established language at four years” (400). After
then, the child develops his linguistic skills upon this established basis. In Piggy’s case,
the specs symbolically represent the frames of the empirical approach he has acquired
by language. In other words, the glasses literally frame Piggy’s vision and affect his

eye-sight since without them, he “can’t see proper” (145). In metaphorical terms,

54



however, the glasses restrict Piggy’s conception and understanding of his environment
to a limited vision, and terminology of the scientific discourse. Piggy asserts that “life
is scientific” (118), and should be regulated by “rules to obey them” (58). It is evident
from his attempt to count the boys and make a list of them that Piggy tends to evaluate
his environment in scientific terms, namely in quantities. While the specs symbolize
Piggy’s restricted perception of his environment, how Piggy receives the conch reveals
another approach toward nature.

When they find the conch shell and pull it out from the water, Piggy says “It’s a
shell! I seen one like that before. On someone’s back wall. A conch he called it. He
used to blow it and then his mum would come. It’s ever so valuable — (21). This
comment on the conch shell especially bears the same pattern of colonialism that is
explained through Ralph’s approach to nature. As the first step, Piggy specifies the
shell by its particular name, saying that it is called a conch. Secondly, he describes the
conch’s function, stating how and why it is used. Lastly, he talks about the value of
the object, with its economic value, in particular, saying that “A conch is ever so
expensive. If you wanted to buy one, you’d have to pay pounds and pounds and
pounds” (22). Here, Piggy’s expression reduces the “pretty plaything”s (19) invaluable
natural presence to monetary terms. Regarding the conch as a source of money and an
indication of wealth, Piggy valorizes the object. According to this perception, a conch
is more an object that can be evaluated by its exchange value than a natural being. It
can be sold in “pounds” (22), consumed, and it brings monetary profit. Therefore, its
value is identified by capital, not by its mere existence.

Taking this particular example onto a broader stage, Talwar states that “nature
is the consumer’s right —[Golding] appropriates the island, and instead of inserting his
narrative in it, he deflates it, reducing it to a functional diminutive to lace his narrative
with” (205). Although Talwar’s assertion cannot be attributed to Golding himself, so
far, the examples have shown that particular characters in the novel have a reductionist
approach towards nature. Piggy’s valorization of the natural beings unfolds that nature,
as a colonized, is “economically fruitful” (Memmi 123). Johan Galtung, on the other
hand, offers a term to define the process of colonization executed through a scientific
perspective, which he calls “scientific colonialism, a process whereby the center of
gravity for the acquisition of knowledge about the nation is located outside the nation
itself” (Galtung qtd in Lewis 1969:584). Parallel to this definition, Piggy’s insistent
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rational approach becomes insufficient to help him live amid the reality -and savagery-
of nature. This is due to the discrepancy between his scientifically idealized world and
his experiences in reality. At times, considering situations within the frames of his
rationale puts Piggy into a ridiculous position. In a scene, for example, when Ralph
tells Piggy to “write a letter to [his] auntie,” Piggy considers this “solemnly” and says
that “I don’t know where she is now. And I haven’t got an envelope and a stamp. An’
there isn’t a mailbox. Or a postman.” (LOTF 238) Here, Piggy cannot distinguish
reality from Ralph’s “tiny joke™ (238). In another scene, Ralph makes fun of him while
Piggy takes every word serious:
“I’ve been thinking,” [Piggy] said, “about a clock. We could make a sundial.
We could put a stick in the sand, and then—" The effort to express the
mathematical processes involved was too great. He made a few passes
instead. “And an air-plane, and a TV set,” said Ralph sourly, “and a steam
engine.” Piggy shook his head. “You have to have a lot of metal things for
that,” he said, “and we haven’t got no metal. But we got a stick. (90)
Ralph turns and smiles “involuntarily” (91). Although Piggy sees this smile, he
“misinterprets it as friendliness” (ibid.). Behind his glasses, which stand for a
deceptive filter that hinders him from seeing/gathering realities, Piggy cannot fully
comprehend his situation. His ideal world features “envelops and stamps,”
“mailboxes, and postmans” (238), all of which belong to civilization, whereas the
island lacks.

To refer to Lewis’ argument, Piggy stands outside the island and the natural
environment. His environmental context is divided into strict categories, which should
be regarded separately. In a significant discussion, he directs questions to Ralph and
the others: “What are we? Humans? Or animals? Or savages? What’s grown-ups going
to think? Going off—hunting pigs—Ietting fires out—and now!” (129) The characters’
ordering of these questions is notable since they might reveal how the characters
establish a hierarchical perspective. According to Piggy, while humanness comes
before animalism, savagery comes as the lowest state. Piggy’s juxtaposition, therefore,
implies the priority of the human category over animals and savages. While Ralph and
Jack occasionally eliminate this hierarchy by taking up animalistic appearance,
behavior, or simply a savage identity (89), Piggy maintains the distinction of the

categories for he cares about “what grown-ups going to say” (129).
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Considering nature-culture dichotomy in the novel, Mick Smith states that
“‘nature’ simply becomes culture’s antithesis, its antonym. Nature represents to
culture everything that culture is not, it is something less and ‘other’ than humans”
(60). In the example of Piggy’s question, this dichotomy becomes clear: Humans
constitute the one end, and savages are positioned at the “other” end. While humans
restructure a social identity in the natural world, their attention is still centered on
“culturally created and culturally mediated conceptions of themselves and their
relationships” (Hanafy 9). It should be noted that the novel does not indicate that
Ralph, Simon, Piggy, or Jack present “self-obsession” in Hanafy’s words (9).
Nevertheless, Ralph and Piggy adopt a discourse that prioritizes human civilization.

As mentioned before, Piggy’s glasses are one of the critical symbols that stand
for rational and logical thinking. At the same time, however, they become the reason
why Piggy cannot see the reality on the island -that the island is different from his
idealized “scientific life” (LOTF 125). When his glasses are “broken” (218), Piggy
linguistically recognizes the “awful things” (244) that happened on the island by
stating the group’s worsening situation. Much as Piggy asserts that “he is blinded”
(ibid.) upon losing his glasses, he happens to see (realize) the scandalous events, which
are not mentioned out loud before: “There’s them on this island as would laugh at
anything. And what happened? What’s grown-ups goin’ to think? Young Simon was
murdered. And there was that other kid what had a mark on his face. Who’s seen him
since we first come here?” (246) Thus, Piggy illuminates the things that happened
before at midnight, “darkly, uncertainly” (118). This illumination and realization
imply that he was, in fact, metaphorically blinded by the specs because they allow a
partial sight (showing Piggy only what his aunt has told, or what he has learned from
the school), excluding the fact that the social orders and rules that they “ought to obey”
are human productions. Nature does not demand such symbolism, for it is direct.
Therefore, trying to establish and maintain these orders and rules would be imposing
an artificial system upon nature in the novel.

Considering his blinded perspective and mimicking the adult language, Piggy
regards nature as an object of economy and production. Besides, his scientific
characteristic, discourse, and approach to the events show that Piggy’s ideal world is

an outcome of the an authoritative controlling power’s discourse found in civilization.
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In other words, Piggy is a production of civilization, voicing what he has been

previously taught.

3.2.4. Becoming An “Other” Thing: Jack’s Alienation through Naturamorphism

As the opposing power against Ralph, Jack is the other character whose
transformation is crucial to the novel. Therefore, a comparison between Jack’s initial
and last appearances provides a better understanding of how the text presents savagery.
In the beginning, Jack comes out in a uniform-like “black cloak” (25) along with a
group of a choir. He looks “angry” (ibid.) and “intimidating” (26). Arriving at the
beach, Jack asks if there is a “man with trumpet,” and then asks for any other man
(25). He learns that there are no grown-ups to be found and then orders the “scattered”
(ibid.) choir to align: “Choir! Stand Still!” (ibid.) “Wearily obedient, the choir huddles
into line” and stands “there swaying in the sun” (26). This introduction tells that Jack
has the characteristics of a strict leader that demands order, looking for authority to
conduct the others. Regulations and rules matter for Jack, as he is willing to “have
rules, lots of rules” (45). Contradicting with his later actions and thoughts, he also
regards this as a necessity because of their distinction from the savages: “We’ve got
to have rules and obey them. After all, we’re not savages. We’re English, and the
English are best at everything. So we’ve got to do the right things” (58). Here,
Englishness refers to civilization that opposes savagery throughout the novel. But
more than the indication of the boys’ nationality, here it defines what is to be a “human
being,” with a particular emphasis on its distinction from savagery. Jack’s assertion
indicates that English -the civilized- are considerably a different entity from the
savages, and they are superior, being “best at everything” (ibid.). Therefore, they claim
to be the ones to define what is “right” (ibid.) and proper.

From an anthropological perspective, Lewis discusses the power struggles
between the dominant and dominated entities and finds that the former group tries to
establish standardized norms in favor of its interests. According to her, “once
differences between the dominated and dominant groups are defined and the
differences exploited for the benefit of the dominant group, they are then characterized

as ‘standards of absolute fact’ or as determinative” (Lewis 584). Regarding this
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explanation, the novel initially presents civilization as the dominant power.* Right
after appointing the chief, Ralph announces the first rule: “Where the conch is, that’s
a meeting. The same up here as down there” (LOTF 58). In his statement, Ralph not
only assigns the conch a symbolic signification but also emphasizes that the rule shall
be valid everywhere on the island like an absolute fact. Lewis’s argument explains
Jack’s concept of “right” (ibid.) that sets the standards of the boys’ social formation
on the island. Accordingly, defining what is considered right adds to the perceived
nature/civilization distinctions in the novel.

As an authoritative character, Jack demands chiefdom due to his superiority
over the others in the choir. “I ought to be chief,” he says” with simple arrogance,
“‘because I'm chapter chorister and head boy. I can sing C sharp” (28). However,
“while the most obvious leader [is] Jack” (ibid.), the other boys vote for Ralph because
they find “stillness” (ibid.) about him. Moreover, concerning Ralph, the narrative
states that “there was his size, and attractive appearance; and most obscurely, yet most
powerfully, there was the conch” (ibid.). This means that despite his authoritative
position, Jack is defeated by the conch’s authority in the first place. This appointment
(of the chief) means that Jack shall obey “what [the chief] says” (115) and naturally,
the rules would become a restriction upon the group.

As a way of keeping his authority nevertheless, Jack demands to be “in charge
of the choir” (29), which he regards as his “army” and later, his “hunters” (29). By
these specific titles, Jack and his group are distinguished from the other boys. Their
classification as hunters can be considered as the first step of otherization. However,
much as the other boys accept Jack as a hunter, other, or an unrecognizable thing (256),
he prefers and enjoys being so. Cradling the conch, and turning to “his hunters with
their dirty black caps” Jack asks, “Am I a hunter or am I not?” (117) “No one doubts”
(117) that Jack is a hunter and different from the rest, who struggle to maintain their
civilized identities. In taking up a “stranger”s (89) identity, Jack “liberates” (89)
himself from the expectations of civilization.

Should we regard Jack’s voluntary attempt to become a stranger within the group

as an identity transformation, Lewis’s anthropologic approach again provides a

14 Although it is not presented as clear as the dominant, the nonhuman entity (or savagery,
which is the opposition of civilization according to the novel) can be considered the
dominated.
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broader understanding of the reasons underlying his trend. Initially, the dominant
group in the novel is the representatives of civilization, including Jack. However, upon
taking the title of “hunters” (29), Jack and the choir diverge from Ralph and his
followers, constituting the savages. Thus, the power relations change. In parallel to
this alteration, the attitude towards the rules once considered absolute and valid in
every place on the island begins to change as well. The most apparent and notable
demonstration of this is when Jack denounces the authority and significance of the
conch (114, 126). As a reason for this alteration, Lewis suggests that “[a]n important
methodological assumption will be a multidimensional view of reality” (584). When
the boys split up into different groups, they realize other perspectives toward their
environmental context and situation on the island. More importantly, they announce
that the rules can count differently depending on the occasion.

After establishing their own ways of hunting and sheltering, Jack and his hunters
“don’t need the conch anymore. [They] know who ought to say things” (126). Jack
denies the validity of the conch as a symbol of the speaker, stating that “the conch
doesn’t count at this end of the island” (186). Earlier in the novel, Piggy’s speech had
been interrupted while he was holding the conch, and Ralph had reacted by reminding
Jack that he is “breaking the rules” (114): “I’m the chief. I give the rules” (ibid.). In
return, Ralph received a response from Jack that not only addressed their present
situation but also questioned the authority of any linear signification: “Why should
choosing make any difference? Just giving orders that don’t make any sense—{...]
Who cares (about the rules)?” (ibid.) Although Ralph opposes by declaring that “the
rules are the only things [they’ve] got” (115), Jack remains strict: “Bollocks to the
rules! We’re strong—we hunt! If there’s a beast, we’ll hunt it down! We’ll close in
and beat and beat and beat—! (115) As Lewis argues, the novel shows that “the notion
of a single valid, objective knowledge [is] replaced with that of a ‘perspectivistic
knowledge,” a knowledge which is partial and which views reality from the particular
existential position occupied by the observer” (584). In the novel, when it becomes
evident that the rules can be broken, Jack’s perspective and knowledge occupy the
central position, and he acts freely. By breaking the rules, he goes beyond the
limitations of civilization in symbolic terms -out of which resides the realm of
savagery. This is one representation in LOTF of how anthropocentrism is shattered as
the rules and symbolism are associated with the civilized human life, in which
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everything is “humane,” not savage. Therefore, opposing these rules would
simultaneously be an opposition to an insistently human-centered view of the universe.

Nevertheless, Albert Memmi finds that revolution is not sufficient enough for
the dominated to be entirely independent. As Memmi suggests, “for the oppressed to
be finally free, he must go beyond revolt, by another path, he must begin in other ways,
conceive of himself and reconstruct himself independently of the master.” (Memmi
gtd in Lewis 1969:181) Reconstructing himself is also Jack’s alternative way to
declare his independence. With this objection, he takes “another path” (Lewis 181),
physically and psychologically transforming®® into an “other,” nonhuman yet natural
being, namely a savage. This is illustrated in a considerably critical scene in the novel:

Jack planned his new face. He made one cheek and one eye-socket white, then
he rubbed red over the other half of his face and slashed a black bar of charcoal
across from right ear to left jaw. [...] He looked (into water) in astonishment, no
longer at himself but at an awesome stranger. He spilt the water and leapt to his
feet, laughing excitedly. Beside the pool his sinewy body held up a mask that
drew their eyes and appalled them. He began to dance and his laughter became
a bloodthirsty snarling. He capered toward Bill, and the mask was a thing on its
own, behind which Jack hid, liberated from shame and self-consciousness. The
face of red and white and black swung through the air and jigged toward Bill.
(LOTF 89)
This particular scene not only illustrates Jack’s transformation but also shows how the
novel defines the concept of savage. Firstly, Jack adopts a “new face” (ibid.) that
metaphorically indicates a new identity. This face, along with a mask, hides Jack’s
“shame” and “‘self-consciousness.” On the other hand, Bill and Roger are “appalled”
by Jack’s new face, which implies how Jack is physically estranged by the others’
gaze. The “awesome stranger” (ibid.) he becomes is no longer Jack himself but a “face
of red and white and black™ (ibid.). Metaphorically, the mask becomes a “thing on its
own” (ibid.) and wipes out Jack’s name, mentioning him as a thing.

The context where Jack enters upon his transformation corresponds to
Plumwood’s concept of nature because “[it], as the excluded and devalued contrast of
reason, includes the emotions, the body, the passions, animality, the primitive or
uncivilized, the nonhuman world, matter, physicality, and sense experience, as well as
the sphere of irrationality, of faith and of madness” ( 19). Jack’s dance and bloodthirsty

snarling are implications of this madness and irrationality. A “chant” of “wordless

15 Jack’s transformation will be discussed in relation to naturamorphism in part 3.4.
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rhythm” (LOTF 131) later becomes savages’ means of expression. Without any word,
they communicate through “ululation” (275). In another scene the savages lost their
self-consciousness like Jack behind his mask; “there were no words, and no
movements but the tearing of teeth and claws” (219). Emotions, passions, and instincts
lead to animality until the savages “were all running, all crying out madly” (287).
Coming to a climax with his inexpressible emotional state, Jack does not feel himself
“liberated” enough from the symbolic register of the human language along with its
norms, dictations, stable definitions. Once adapting himself to the nature’s ever-
changing language, he gets unable to express his feeling in words, and the “cause of
his pleasure is not obvious” (25). He “had too many things to tell Ralph at once.
Instead, he danced a step or two [...]” (97). Kristeva explains these obscure and, so to
speak, meaningless expressions as an effect of the abject. As she puts, “the abject
draws toward the place where meaning collapses” (2). Instead, it is “affected by what
does not appear to him as a thing” until then because the “laws, connections, and even
structures of meaning govern and condition him” (10). Although regarding the rules
(which are the laws, connections, and structures of meaning in Kristeva’s terms)
strictly at the beginning, Jack later considers them only “orders that don’t make any
sense” (LOTF 129). He rather prefers claiming his own end on the island (254) where
the conch, which represents the fixed rules and authority of the an external, controlling
power, “doesn’t count” (58). Hence, he also attacks essentialism in a sense that he
rejects absolute authority and power of a symbolic signification such as the conch. In
this regard, one would recognize the echoes of Nietzsche’s nihilism in Jack’s words
when he says, “The conch is gone—" (261). Thus, entering into this context of
Plumwood’s nature, where linearity and rationality do not reside, Jack dissolves his
human identity. In one scene, he even became indistinguishable in the natural context
as “a stain in the darkness, a stain that was Jack, detached itself and began to draw
away” (149) from the civilized humans. That is to say, Jack submits himself to the
territories of the savagery. Meanwhile, the text points out a shift between the sides of
the other and the otherized; dominant and the dominated. When “Samneric protested
out of the heart of civilization,” Jack and “the painted group felt the otherness of
Samneric, felt the power in their own hands” (220). Thus now, standing at the side of

the “other,” the savages become the “otherizer” against civilization and humanity.
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Thus, the novel nativizes and primitivizes Jack implying that his alienation is
assimilated in its new identity.

Kristeva contends that this alienation, exclusion, or the abject, is “‘something’
that 1 do not recognize as a thing. A weight of meaningless, about which there is
nothing insignificant, and which crushes me. On the edge of non-existence and
hallucination, of a reality that, if I acknowledge it, annihilates me” (2). In this sense,
nature annihilates Jack’s human identity, devours it, exhausts his civilization, and
reconstructs a new self. Ironically, being the hunters’ chief, Jack is hunted by nature:
“If you’re hunting sometimes you catch yourself feeling as if—" He flushed suddenly.
‘There’s nothing in it of course. Just a feeling. But you can feel as if you’re not hunting,
but—being hunted, as if something’s behind you all the time in the jungle’” (LOTF 73).
Thus, feeling that he is hunted by nature, Jack no longer regards savagery as otherness.
On the contrary, by reconstructing his identity as a savage, he identifies himself with
what Kristeva calls “the abject,” or “nature” in Plumwood’s terms. In the end, Jack

favors savagery and abjection while renouncing his initial civilized identity.

3. 3. “The most important thing on the island”: The Issue of Being Rescued

By definition, being rescued from something primarily requires to be in a
restricted situation/position. Therefore, it connotes an enclosure, chase, or captivation
either in literal or metaphorical terms. Interestingly enough, the first thing the boys
decide on -even before they understand that they are on an island- is to be rescued
while they are left in absolute freedom. “[T]here aren’t any grownups anywhere” (7);
“no houses, no smoke, no footprints, no boats, no people. We’re on an uninhabited
island with no other people on it” (44). This context means that there is no other
authority, but themselves to decide on things or set particular rules. In this regard, what
the boys want to be rescued from remains a question throughout the novel. Meanwhile,
the answer changes according to different characters and their approaches towards
nature.

Overall, Ralph appears to be the one who is most interested in being rescued.
From the beginning, his frequent emphasis on the issue gives a sense that he takes it
to the extent of obsession. In their first encounter with Piggy, Ralph says that his father
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is a commander in the Navy, and “when he gets leave, he will come and rescue” them
(15), “soon as he can” (16). According to Ralph, therefore, their situation in this new
place is tentative until his father arrives. Before everything, the reason to locate the
land is even connected to being rescued, and Ralph wants the others also to realize this
connection: “Listen, everybody. I’ve got to have time to think things out. I can’t decide
what to do straight off. If this isn’t an island, we might be rescued straight away. So
we’ve got to decide if this is an island” (30). Ralph gives utmost importance to the
issue and clearly states this: “Now we come to the most important thing. I’ve been
thinking. [...] We want to be rescued; and of course, we shall be rescued” (49-50). He
talks on behalf of the others confidently. Even when Roger, a boy from the group,
thinks that “perhaps [they’ll] never be rescued” (59), Ralph insistently objects: “I said
before we’ll be rescued sometime. We’ve just got to wait, that’s all” (59-60). For him,
“acting proper” and “putting first things first” (62) are the fundamental preconditions
of being rescued. Therefore, the issue requires a set of proprieties and to act according
to them.

Seeking a solution in maintaining the orderly civilized life reveals that Ralph
does not want to be rescued from the island itself but instead, from savagery it leads.
In one scene where he discusses the issue with Piggy, he makes his feeling explicit:

Ralph answered in the cautious voice of one who rehearses a theorem.

“If I blow the conch and they don’t come back; then we’ve had it. We shan’t

keep the fire going. We’ll be like animals. We’ll never be rescued.”

(Piggy)“If you don’t blow, we’ll soon be animals anyway. I can’t see what

they’re doing but I can hear.” (130)
According to Ralph, being like animals means that they will absolutely and irreversibly
lose their opportunity to be rescued. Opposing these two conditions, the novel
indicates that being rescued is not literally being taken away from the island in physical
terms. More than this, it means maintaining the civilized identity and conserving it
against animality. This perspective bears that the animal entity is the opposition of
humankind; therefore, it is considered an other in the human’s perception. According
to Ralph and Piggy’s statements, recognizing and obeying a set of rules are the
indications of civilization and synchronically define what animalism lacks.

Looking at Ralph’s daydreams and inner questionings, one can gather that his

insistence on keeping civilization alive is partly because civilization provides a

relatively safe context for Ralph. In a dreaming scene, for example, Ralph “had fallen
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asleep after what seemed hours of tossing and turning noisily among the dry leaves.
Even the sounds of nightmare from the other shelters no longer reached him, for he
was back to where he came from, feeding the ponies with sugar over the garden wall”
(140). The metaphorical “garden walls” of civilization, in a way, protects Ralph from
the “nightmares from the other shelters” (140) where savages, beasts, ghosts, and
unknown creatures reside. In another scene, Ralph dreams about his hometown:

Supposing they could be transported home by jet, then before morning they
would land at that big airfield in Wiltshire. They would go by car; no, for
things to be perfect they would go by train; all the way down to Devon and
take that cottage again. Then at the foot of the garden the wild ponies would
come and look over the wall. [. . .] Ralph turned restlessly in the leaves.
Dartmoor was wild and so were the ponies. But the attraction of wildness had
gone. His mind skated to a consideration of a tamed town where savagery
could not set foot. What could be safer than the bus center with its lamps and
wheels? (202)

In this hopeful supposition, Ralph yearns for a technologically advanced and
enlightened life, where everything should be “perfect” (202). Within this context,
wilderness, again stands out of the walls. Significantly, “wilderness” (202) does not
appear as an attraction because in his new life, Ralph experiences being directly
exposed to wilderness per se. In other words, while behind the protecting walls, he had
an idealized, distanced concept of wilderness. Yet on the island, he faces the difference
between the ideal and the actual. Kept behind the walls, wilderness is physically
separated from civilization. Thus, it can be observed from a distance and examined as
an other with a scientific approach. However, although some parts are divided by coral
reefs, as mentioned before, there are no protective walls to separate the land on the
island. Except for those parts, everything constitutes a single unit, which is quite the
opposite picture of twentieth-century modern life. In this regard, Ralph’s
“restlessness” (202) can be attributed to realizing the ideal/actual discrepancy in his
conception. This assertion would mean that likewise Piggy, Ralph has acquired a
misled understanding of nature, which changes when they begin to live in wildlife. By
insistingly believing that his father would come and rescue them, Ralph
psychologically tries to distance the reality of the island -the fact that they have to
experience the wilderness.

On the other hand, enlightened civilization provides a safe realm for children.

The illustration of the bus center in Ralph’s dream makes an irony of the situation: the
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lamps refer to the remote “enlightenment” of modern life. However, its lights are
insufficient to illuminate reality. The “wheels,” on the other hand, stand for the safety
and stability of the “centric” understanding of Western philosophy and science: both
logocentric and anthropocentric. When everything (with cars, trains, jets, walls) is
under the control of human affairs and addresses human comprehension, “what could
be safer than” (202) this structured and well-defined context? According to this
understanding, Ralph feels the necessity of an external authority’s existence with its
regulatory rules and significations (117) to feel secure, civilized, and human:

“We’re all drifting and things are going rotten. At home there was always a
grownup. Please, sir, please, miss; and then you got an answer. How [ wish!”
“I wish my auntie was here.”

“I wish my father. . . Oh, what’s the use?”

“If only they could get a message to us,” cried Ralph desperately. “If only
they could send us something grownup [...] a sign or something.” (117)

Ironically, while Ralph wants to get out from the enclosure of the wilderness, he seeks
rescue in obeying the the grownups’ invisible authority. Nevertheless, rather than
accepting this authority’s restrictions, Jack chooses to adapt himself to their new
conditions. In a way, he eliminates the fundamental reason for the need to be rescued:
the distinction between civilization and savagery. Ralph regards “the rules as the only
thing” they have got against the disordered and unknown wilderness, whereas Jack
establishes his own power: “We’re strong—we hunt! If there’s a beast, we’ll hunt it
down! We’ll close in and beat and beat and beat—!"" (130) Hence, Jack does not need
the sense of protection the civilized life suggests because he provides his own safety
by mimicking the threats: If there is a beast to hunt them, he goes for it to catch and
“beat” it (ibid.).

Thus, the novel questions the necessity of being rescued by bringing two
different approaches to safety. However, this comparison is not objectively presented,
for the text appears to favor the side of civilization and that being rescued is necessary.
When Ralph asked Jack and the others “don’t any of them want to be rescued” (146),
before any of the boys, the narrator of the novel gave the answer on behalf of them:
“Yes, they wanted to be rescued, there was no doubt about that” (ibid.). However, in
a previous scene the text reveals such a doubt, in fact. When Ralph said that being
rescued is “the best thing they can do” (73), Jack had to think for a moment before he

could remember what rescue was” (ibid.). “Rescue? Yes, of course! All the same, I’d
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like to catch a pig first—" (ibid.) Jack’s hesitation here shows that he is already
distanced from the concept (of being rescued). In addition to the new identity that
liberates him from shame and self-consciousness (83), he is contented with the
freedom the environmental context of the island provides in the lack of grownups.

From an ecocritical perspective, on the other hand, the novel draws two
oppositions: According to Ralph, the island is the context where savagery emerges. It
is wild, yet it also invites the boys to act wildly and go mad by presenting delusions
such as the pig skull (265-266). Nature’s direct reality is dangerous for Ralph;
therefore, the ideal and artificial nature is much more favorable than the actual natural
context. Accordingly, rather than the unidentifiable animals on the island, he prefers
the “tied-down terror” (161) of the “awful picture of the spiders” (ibid.) in the books
he reads. In his ideal world, everything is “all right, good-humored and friendly”
(ibid.). These are the features of a context that is constructed and organized according
to a particular authority/power, whereas in the natural context, there are “no houses,
no smoke, no footprints, no boats, no people” (44) to set a civilization until a human
influence comes. In this sense, the natural context is somewhere to be rescued from,
namely the other’s side.

From Jack’s perspective, on the other hand, there is no necessity for being
rescued from the island once the boys come to terms with the natural conditions. The
hunters know how to get meat (45), defend themselves from the snakes or beasties on
the island (50), make spears to protect them (143), hide behind the trees (192), take
shelter in the rocks (228), all of which suffice for their survival on the land. Therefore,
Jack later renounces the necessity of another authority to regulate their lives. While he
is the one who demands “lots of rules” (45) at the beginning, ironically, he is also the
first to “break the rules” (129) by disregarding the conch. Likewise, although he states
the importance of “Englishness” and “not being a savage” (58), he relishes his new
identity once turning into an “awesome stranger” (89). Hence, at last, he does not seem
to problematize their situation on the island as Ralph. Therefore, the novel shows that
being rescued lost its initial meaning in Jack’s discourse until he no longer “could
remember what rescue was” (73). Rather than appearing as a strange place, the natural

context is his new “castle” (242).
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3.4. The Need to “Look Like Something Else”: Naturamorphisms in the Novel

Jack’s approach to being rescued and relatively closer relation with nature
brings about a critical concept that gives the novel an ecological value:
naturamorphism, explained in Chapter Il. The most distinct and prominent
naturamorphism in LOTF is Jack’s transformation from a civilized human being into
a savage hunter. A few other characters, such as Roger, Maurice, and Percival,
experience a similar transformation (83-106). However, the novel presents Jack’s
naturamorphism with particular relation to Kristeva’s concept of the abject.

As discussed in the previous sections, Jack voluntarily changes his appearance
by taking off his clothes, smearing natural paint on his face, such as charcoal, and
putting on a mask (89). Under these covers, his thin body resides, yet the mask hides
his vulnerability (ibid.). Jack explains that the paints are “[f]or hunting. Like in the
war. You know—dazzle paint. Like things trying to look like something else—’ He
twisted in the urgency of telling. ‘—Ilike moths on a tree trunk’” (88). Significantly,
the “concealing paint” (248) brings to Jack “liberation into savagery” (248). In this
new appearance, he no longer looks like a human being but rather an “ape-like, furtive
thing” (67). With paint on his face, Jack assumes that the others “wouldn’t see them.”
(75) Supporting this assumption, behind Jack’s “green and black mask” (256), Ralph
even cannot remember “what he looked like” (ibid.) before. He regards Jack and his
tribe simply as a “painted anonymity” (ibid.). On the other hand, Jack’s assumption
brings out the civilized man’s anxiety of invisibility, which he favors on the contrary.
Ralph is directly opposed to this invisibility as he says, “We won’t be painted. Because
we aren’t savages” (212). However, his statement is not simply about the material
paint made of charcoal. Deeper than that, Ralph is concerned that the manners of
savagery would erase their civilized identity. Hence, he wants this identity to be visible
and distinct. While visibility is essential for the civilized man’s recognition by the
Other in the novel, invisibility is advantageous in survival within the wilderness. Thus,
a separation occurs between the savage group and the relatively civilized ones. Ralph
and his followers light a fire as they want to be seen and recognized by a ship. Jack
and the hunters, on the other hand, tend to hide in the forest until becoming a savage
“whose image refused to blend with that ancient picture of a boy in shorts and shirt”

(263). Later, when the savages leave the beach and instead, settle on the Castle Rock,
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this separation, which can be measured by physical distance, turns into a social
exclusion.

In her critical work Powers of Horror (1993), Kristeva names the excluded as
the abject. According to her, the abject is not something to be avoided, or low, but on
the contrary, it is saved from these attributions (8):

[The abject is a] deviser of territories, languages, works, the deject never stops
demarcating his universe whose fluid confines—for they are constituted of a
non-object, the abject—constantly question his solidity and impel him to start
afresh. A tireless builder, the deject is in short a stray. He is on a journey,
during the night, the end of which keeps receding. He has a sense of the
danger, of the loss that the pseudo-object, attracting him represents for him,
but he cannot help taking the risk at the very moment he sets himself apart.
And the more he strays, the more he is saved. (8)

Jack’s transformation from a solid identity (the English boy Jack Merridew) to a fluid,
unrecognizable thing illustrates the journey of Kristeva’s abject. According to Jack,
more than having only a survival basis, “looking like something else” (88) other than
human is a reaction against the symbolic identities, such as names and titles, defined
in civilization. For Jack, therefore, naturamorphism is a way for “liberation into
savagery” (248). Contrary to him, Piggy holds a humiliating tone that conceives
nonhumanness as abject when he asks Jack: “Which is better -to have rules and agree,
or to hunt and kill? [...] Which is better, law and rescue, or hunting and breaking things
up?” (222) As a feature of his charactristic, Piggy favors the former.

Political relations (chiefdom and leadership), moral conceptions and sanctions
(what Piggy’s aunt had said, allowed, or prohibited), governmental and religious
institutions (the school [44] and the church [97]), in a word, critical ideological state
apparatuses in Althusser’s terms are the authorities in the boys’ lives. Moreover,
frequent reminding of “what grownups gonna say or think” (246) underlines that
language’s effect on the boys’ symbolic constitution is influential since it directly
shapes their identity and perception. As a reaction to these center-based
understandings, naturamorphism provides a free ground for the boys, where they can
feel “safe from shame” (186), which is created by the other’s gaze. Nevertheless, it
should be noted that in his naturamorphism, becoming a part of nature is not Jack’s
primary objection. Rather, Jack wants to claim another power against Ralph’s

authority by undertaking hunters’ chiefdom (30) and then later becoming a savage.
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Therefore, although naturamorphism in LOTF does not necessarily centralize human
beings it still implies a distinction based on power.

Considerably, the novel uses the power of the naturamorphic figure also to
attack the symbolic world. After Jack and the savages’ assault on Simon, Piggy, and
the conch -wh