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ABSTRACT

Avhandlingens mal ar att understka och jamforartaiuren gestaltas i Gary Paulsens
Hatchet(1987)och den engelska 6versattningen av Astrid LindgRemga Rovardotter
(1981), Ronia, the Robber's DaughteDetta gors fran ett ekokritiskt—foretradesvis
djupekologiskt och ekofeministiskti—perspektiv fdt belysa vilken attityd gentemot
naturen bdckerna implicerar. Hypotesen &ar att dedfter sig till naturen pa olika satt,
eftersom utgangspunkterna ar sa olika.

Greg GarrardsEcocriticism (2004) ar basen fér den teoretiska delen, medan den
ekofeministiska diskussionen ar baserad pa Val RbmdsFeminism and the Mastery

of Nature(1993). De svenska termerna har hamtats fran Penmdartd_itteraturteori
(2008). Ekokritik ar en litteraturkritisk riktningllagnad studiet av relationen mellan
litteraturen och den fysiska omgivningen, i pra&tikofta hur litteraturen gestaltar
manniskors forhallande till naturen.

Analysen visar att Ronia forhaller sig aktivt tileturen och upplever den med alla
sinnen, medan Brian Hatchettill en borjan ar valdigt passiv, da han bara upple
naturen genom bécker och TV-program och soker inégion fran dessa. Under bokens
gang utvecklar han dock ett mer aktivt forhallnsigs, da omstandigheterna tvingar
honom att lara sig genom att forsoka och misslyckadare analyseras ocksa djur och
vildmarken, och hur gestaltningen av dessa reftaktebockernas implicita
forhallningssatt till naturen. Ronia visar prov pérarkisk dualism i relationen till
nagra vilda hastar, men hon har dven djupekologéa om att alla levande varelser
har ett varde i sig sjalva, och naturen &ar en sggkilla till gladje och trost. Overlag ar
naturen valdigt viktig i boken, vilket aven aterglaes i sprakbruket. Hatchetgestaltas
naturen mer ambivalent, da den forst och framsndiende, men aven dar smaningom
bidrar med trost.

KEYWORDS: Ecocriticism, the Wilderness, Animal RepresentajorSwedish
Children’s Literature, U.S. Children’s Literature






1 INTRODUCTION

In his bookLast Child in the Woods. Saving Our Children froatiNe-Deficit Disorder
(2008: 1), Richard Louv writes that American chédrof today have a fading physical
relationship with nature. When tree-climbing is tdangerous, tree house-building
might damage trees and unguarded children migtapipeoached by lunatics, children
are likely to stay indoors with their computer ganaad PlayStations. Reading this, |
could not help looking back at my own childhoodayphg taxi with my siblings on the
bay, shipping each other from rock to rock withadt;rclimbing trees; and running
around in the backyard. My nostalgic version of chydhood as one where nature was
a key component may be romanticised in retrospmdtthe fact remains that Louv’s
description felt very distant from my own experienélthough concerned voices have
been raised over the same issues in the Nordictwesiras well, studies suggest that
children in Finland and Sweden do have a closatiogiship with nature than many

children in the United States of America (see Blgrtensson 2004).

Interested in literature and children’s literatumeparticular as | am, it was not long

before the question of whether this differencetiituale can be seen in literature as well
arose. Louv (2008: 368) mentions that people “whre about nature often mention

nature books as important childhood influences”ilevraham Greene (1951: 13) has
observed that “it is only in childhood that books/é any deep influence on our lives”.
The way nature is represented in the books thédreini read can thus be an important
factor in their formation of a way of relating tatare. It might seem counterproductive
to read about nature instead of playing outdoorsinre, but as Louv (2008: 166) says,
reading “stimulates the ecology of the imaginatidftrthermore, he remarks that it is
guite possible to combine the two by reading “adskay, in a tree house” (Louv 2008:
368).

My object in this thesis is to study comparativélgw nature is portrayed in one
Swedish and one American children’s novel, spediffdRonia, the Robber’s Daughter
[Ronia Rovardotter1981]by Astrid Lindgren, andHatchet(1987) by Gary Paulsen, in

order to establish what kind of attitude towardturethe protagonists of these books



have. My hypothesis is that the basic stances iffiexaht, particularly as they reflect
the characters’ familiarity with nature. To do thiswill use an ecocritical framework
from a primarily deep ecologist and ecofeminist spective, and pay particular
attention to two aspects of the natural world, agrand the wilderness. Analysing
how these two tropes are dealt with in the boak$erms of naming, silence and other
features, will give a better understanding of thdarlying view of nature that forms the
value foundation of them. It is my belief that inggl messages can be more powerful
than explicit ones, and that literature can inflteeneaders’ mindsets, which is why it is
important to take a moment to consider what embetddgtudes the books we read
communicate. | use the temapresentation®f nature to signify that the focus lies on
literary constructions rather than actual, physiwatiure; but the analysis regards these
representations, not what they represent. The midenof this thesis alludes to the
features mentioned above: the Horse stands forhtiees inRonia, the Robber’s
Daughter the relationship with which is the basis of mwélthe discussion regarding
animals in the book; the Howl is what unites the twooks, given that both protagonists
scream and disrupt or cause silence; and the Hasalgfies the piece of civilisation

that Brian fromHatchetcarries with him throughout his stay in the wildess.

This thesis will analyse the primary material fram ecocritical standpoint. | use Greg
Garrard’s Ecocriticism (2004) as the main source for outlining the theady
ecocriticism, while Val Plumwood is the primary ¢inetical source of the ecofeminist
discussion.Ecocriticism is a developing field and the bounéarare still somewhat
indistinct, but Garrard (2004: 5) defines it in it8dest sense as “the study of the
relationship of the human and the non-human, throughuman cultural history and
entailing critical analysis of the term ‘human’als. As a discipline of literary
criticism, ecocriticism deals with representatiook the physical environment in
literature, and how that environment is portraypst as feminist criticism studies
literature from a gender-centred viewpoint, “ecticism takes an earth-centered
approach to literary studies” (Glotfelty 1996: X\iiWhen it first emerged as a
discipline in the mid-eighties, ecocriticism wasedsprimarily in analysing creative
non-fiction nature writing, but even though thattsdl a substantial part of ecocritical

analysis work, it can be used beneficially on othexts as well; Gabriel Egan’s



ecocritical analyses of Shakespeare’s plays is onég/example of this. Egan (2006: 34)
points out that “the history of politicized critsth teaches us to move from the obvious
cases to the not so obvious”, and states thatieriii should not be confined to the
positive representations which it embraces, butceon itself also with the
problematised antitheses it seeks to change. IntaNesradition, nature is seen as
something completely separate from, and more dftan not, inferior to what we call
culture and human civilisation. The tendency tadévthe universe into us and them is
highly problematic, be it dualism between humandgifferent nationalities, races or
religions, or between humans and nature. Both gootiats in the primary material for
this thesis experience this in a concrete way wifiencircumstances force them to
surrender to nature’s powers and they find thatkimgrwith nature is more productive

than working against it.

1.1 Comparative Literature as a Methodology

The methodology used in this thesis is comparative, main theoretical source for
which is Susan Bassnett (1993: 1), who says otdhma comparative literatureghat it
“involves the study of texts across cultures, tihas interdisciplinary and that it is
concerned with patterns of connection in literasuaeross both time and space”. She
also quotes Henry Remak, who wrote that in additcodealing with literature beyond
the borders of one single country, comparativerditee studies the relationships
between literature and other areas of belief anoledge, such as music, biology,
politics or philosophy (Bassnett 1993: 31). Thig#sticularly fitting to the subject of
this thesis, as two texts written in different audts will not only be compared to each
other, but also analysed through a theoretical éwark that has its roots in ecology. At
first glance, it might seem that the term is ontypther word for common sense, since
reading always includes making connections to aswb@ations with other works of
literature. As Matthew Arnold said, “No single eveno single literature is adequately
comprehended except in relation to other eventsptter literatures” (quoted in
Bassnett 1993: 1). The history of comparative diigre is more complicated than that,

however, since the implications of the term havenb@ebated ever since the beginning.



The term was first used as the title of a serieBrefich anthologies at the beginning of
the nineteenth centuryCours de littérature comparé€omparative literature had a
golden age in the 1950’s and 60’s, when it was ssemadical and transgressive. By the
end of the 70’s, it went out of fashion in Westeterary circles, but the subject gained
ground in Asia. Bassnett (1993: 5) notes, howetret comparatists in China, Japan,
India etc. based their ideas not “on any idealrm¥ersalism but on the very aspect of
literary study that many western comparatists haugist to deny: the specificity of
national literatures”. A shift of perspective togiace: from starting in Western
literature and looking out, comparatists were newinising it from the outside. Both
primary texts of this thesis are written in Westsatieties, and they will therefore be
compared with traditional Western stereotypes, saghilent nature and the masculine

wilderness, to discover how the myths are treatdtie narratives.

Bassnett suggests that people who use comparaératlre end up with it, rather than
start with it. This enlightens one aspect of tleddfi which is that the texts and contexts
are the focus of the study, rather than the thé@eejf. The theory is a means by which
one can acquire a goal. Bassnett (1993: 1) wiitasthe journey towards comparative
literature sometimes begins with a reader who “rbayimpelled to follow up what
appear to be similarities between texts or autfrars different cultural contexts”. In
the case of this thesis, the journey—to use Bassrterm—started with an idea to
compare examples of literature of two differentturds, American and Northern
European, more specifically Swedish, in order taldsh similarities and differences in
how these texts approach nature. Comparative tliteraas a method suits this purpose
well, since the primary texts of this thednnia, the Robber’'s DaughtendHatchet
were chosen because they are written in differaltti@l contexts, but share common
traits, such as a forest setting and young protagpmho have to use and adapt to
nature in order to survive. Although the culturdseve the books were written has most
likely influenced their implied attitude towardstuee, the cultural differences will not
be particularly focused upon in this thesis, as & close-reading of the books, and any
speculations as to how culture has affected theiaton would be pure conjecture.
Additionally, considering his name and home stidtean be assumed that the American

Paulsen has Northern European ancestry, which nmdlaence his cultural heritage.



With cultural contexts thus blurred, the focus bfstthesis will be on the books
specifically, even though the occasional commewiuaithe larger context they reflect

might be made.

Furthermore, this is a qualitative study. One wagéal with the question of whether a
close or distant relationship with nature can kengae children’s literature would be to
do a quantitative study of a larger bulk of primanaterial, in order to possibly
establish a trend and draw some general conclusidnish is not possible in the study
at hand. The quantitative approach would hence sggopriate for the subject if one
wanted to pinpoint a trend in the literary traditiof a country. | have chosen the
qualitative approach for different reasons. Onesiggctly speaking, limited time and
space: a quantitative study would demand effontsoéond the limits of a master’s
thesis. But there are other factors that encouaagealitative reading as well. For one
thing, even if a trend is established, what theviddal child reads is largely up to
chance and may not reflect the trend of a litetamgition as such, making the trend
somewhat irrelevant. Secondly, the qualitative apph allows for an opportunity to
look below the surface. A book about teenageraneti-city New York may seem like a
bad example of nature relations, but may very W&k a positive representation of
nature in an urban setting. Just because Ronis fiee life in a natural setting does not
immediately make the book a positive representaifamature; Brian fronHatchetmay
be intimidated by the forest location he lands bt the book may still project a
constructive relationship to nature. These aregthithat need a closer reading to be

disclosed, making a qualitative approach suitatmeHis project.

In practice, the qualitative method was first inemd in the selection of primary

material. Bo Eneroth (1984: 169) writes that thargiiative method strives to make a
selection which is representative and mirrors tlo@utation, while the qualitative

method intends to gain some insight into a phen@memn order to be able to handle
the material and gain that insight, the qualitatarelysis favours a relatively small
selection of primary material. In the case of tthissis, this meant choosing only two
books for an in-depth analysis. These books willpbesented more closely in the

following subsections.
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1.2Ronia, the Robber’s Daughter

Astrid Lindgren (1907-2002) is the most prolific &lish writer of children’s fiction
and “one of the best-known children’s writers ie thorld” (Nikolajeva 2007: 1). She is
one of the twenty authors who have the longesieanin theOxford Encyclopedia of
Children’s Literature (2006), “which, given the Anglo-American bias ofisth
publication, is the indisputable acknowledgment loér universal reputation”
(Nikolajeva 2007: 1). Counting picture books andnpdations of short stories, her
collected works comprise over 100 books, songs @lagls not included. Lindgren
debuted in 1944 with the more classic girl's bdadtt-Mari lattar sitt hjarta [Britt-
Mari unburdens her mind] (not translated), but berakthrough came with the book
published the following yealRippi Langstrump(the translationPippi Longstocking
came out in 1950). The book was highly controvéitstgause of the protagonist’s lack
of respect for authorities, but quickly became gapamong children, and Pippi is still
one of the most epitomic characters of Swedishdofril's literature. Astrid Lindgren
went on to publish other popular works suchMie, My Son[Mio, Min Mio, 1954],
Karlson on the roofLillebror och Karlsson pa takefi955],Emil in LonnebergdEmil i
Lonneberga 1963] andThe Brothers LionheaftBroderna Lejonhjéarta1973] Ronia,
the Robber’'s Daughtewas Lindgren’s last full-length book to be pubésh except for
the original manuscript of Pippi Longstocking)r-Pippi, which was published
posthumously in 2007. (Astridlindgren.se 2009)

Ronja Rovardottewas first published in Swedish in 1981. It was $tated into English
by Patricia Crampton and came out in the Unitedgom asThe Robber’s Daughter
in 1983 and two years later in the United StatefRasia, the Robber’s DaughteFhis
thesis will use the latter version for analysiseTtook can be seen as belonging to
many different genres; Maria Nikolajeva (1996: 1@)-@rites that it is related to the
robber novel tradition and the adventure story that it is also a typical fairy tale,
fantasy, a historical novel, a love story, a modpsychological family story and a
Bildungsroman In addition to these genres, it could also béedaa wilderness text,
which is naturally one of the aspects which willdfeanost importance for the purpose

of this thesis.
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The novel tells the story of Ronia from the stomght when she was born until she is
about twelve years old. She lives in a fort in se$b, together with her mother Lovis,
her father Matt the Robber Chieftain and his twedgbers. The book tells how Ronia
learns to get to know the forest around her, wglcreatures and natural phenomena, as
well as her shifting relationship to Birk, son betrival robber chieftain. Together they
overcome the prejudices and stereotypes of théwefa and their forefathers before
them. The novel is set in a forest, and naturesptayery substantial part in the book,
first and foremost as a source of joy, but als@ aseans of livelihood, a provider of
adventures and an enemy. Astrid Lindgren hersaif theat when she grew up, nature
was more important to her than the people around“tiee fields and meadows where
the animals grazed, the trees you could climbrithex and the lakes where you could
swim, and the big forest where you could pictudldrand fairies behind every mossy
rock” (Bjork & Eriksson 2007: 64, my translatiod)his attitude comes across in most
of her literary works; her protagonists have animm@amnpanions Rippi Longstocking
[Pippi Langstrump1945]; Emil and his clever pi§An lever Emil i Lonnebergd,970];
Seacrow IslandVi pa Saltkrdkan,1964]), sleep in the forest and climb mountains
(Happy Times in Noisy VillagBara roligt i Bullerbyn 1952]) and hang flapjacks in
the trees, pretending to be a lamb grazing in ¢ihest The Children on Troublemaker

Streef{Barnen pa Brakmakargatan958)).

Because Astrid Lindgren is such an epitome of Sskedhildren’s literature, it is hard
to establish at what age children in fact encoudbaracters such as Ronia. Like many
other popular characters of fiction, Lindgren’s r@dwders have outgrown the books
themselves and it is now difficult to draw a linetlween the books and everything
around them. Children are likely to come acrossi&owot only through the book, but
through the 1984 film version, retellings, songsd amiscellaneous commercial
products. It is thus unknown at what age childreadgtuality readRonia, the Robber’s
Daughter but in many aspects the book follows the chiltremook tradition, for
instance by having a child protagonist and a haepgling. The happy ending is
commonly associated with traditional children’st#ture, although Maria Nikolajeva
(1996: 34) writes that it is a relative term, andpéndent on genre conventions,

historical and cultural differences; a child whegiat the end of a story would not be
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seen as a happy ending today, whil& t@ntury moralising stories saw it as the child
being reunited with God, thereby achieving ultimhsppiness. However, few would
contestRonia, the Robber’'s Daughtéraving a happy ending: the child is reconciled
with her father, the two robber chieftains and aeclemies make peace, the robbers
eventually stop stealing, and if anyone wonders Hoay will make their living in the

future, Ronia conveniently happens to find outwlinereabouts of a silver mine.

Ronia the Robber’s Daughteaturally lends itself to an ecocritical analylsysthe fact

that the whole story is located in a forest setimgl the woods play a large part in
Ronia’s and the other robbers’ lives, as a plackvey a place to hunt and a place to
earn their livelihood. Jargen Gaare and QJysteiassgl (2004: 78) call the bodlstrid

Lindgren’s great love song to nature, which isrfgt considering that nature is present
in the book almost as its own character. It is gbvéhere, but because the human
beings’ lives so greatly depend on it, there isemew question of disregarding nature
and taking it for granted; instead, they have theatgst respect for it and their lives are

shaped by it.

1.3 Hatchet

Gary Paulsen is a very productive American authachddren’s literature and young
adult fiction. He was born in Minnesota in 1939 gndblished his first book, callethe

Special War,in 1966. According to his publisher’s website, Ban has written over
175 books, as well as articles and short storied, ia still publishing books (“Gary
Paulsen” 2009).Hatchetand two other of his work$)ogsong(1985) andThe Winter

Room(1989), were Newbery Honor Books. Since 1922, tieevibery Medal is given
annually by the American Library Association to thathor of the most notable
contribution to American children’s literature, nivadx it the oldest children’s literature

award in the world.

Hatchetwas first published in 1987 and can be classifisdaa adventure story, a

Robinsonade and a coming-of-age novel. The bod& tkeé story of the 13-year old
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Brian Robeson, who is on his way to Canada to wisitfather when the plane crashes
somewhere in the middle of the secluded foresthWiithing but a hatchet and the
clothes on his body, Brian has to survive alontéwilderness for 54 days before he is
found and can return to civilisation. Unfamiliartivi lifestyle in such an environment,
the boy has to work out crucial aspects of surveuah as how to get food, build shelter
and light a fire. AfterHatchet gained popularity, readers sent letters to Paulsen
complaining that Brian’s story was never quitedhed. As a result, Paulsen wrote an
alternative-ending sequel call@&tian’s Winter(1996), as well as four other books in

the Brian saga. This thesis will deal only with fhist book.

Paulsen includes natural settings and adventuremany of his books; perhaps
understandably so, as he grew up in a secludedtfordlinnesota, has participated in a
1,180-mile Alaskan dog sled race twice and has aothoth as a sailor and as a farm
hand. In response to readers’ questions, Gary &adias written a book callgduts.

The True Stories Behindatchetand the Brian Book$2001), in which he relates real
life experiences that he has built on when writit@tchetand the other books about
Brian Robeson. From his stories, it is clear trature plays a great part in his life in
very diverse ways. Relating a plane incident, hustitates very clearly how our attitude

towards nature can change in an instant:

| was just musing about how much I truly loved theods, the wildness of it,
when the engine stopped. [...] No longer was thestosfiding by beneath us
wonderful scenery; it had become a place that woyltb wreck the plane, try to
freeze us, try to starve us, try to end us. (Pa2e®1: 13)

Paulsen (2001: 13) draws from this the very notidrich more than anything else
shapes the Western attitude to nature, namelytbateed to be in control, superior, or
nature is seen as a threat: “I had spent a latrad in the bush but it was always at my
own behest, when | wanted to be there and in tmgliton | wanted to be in”. He

explicitly uses his experiences with nature in hisrary works and through them

portrays a version of nature that is nuanced, devand ever-changing.
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Judging by a method that is sometimes used wheoniies to children’s literature, the
age of the protagonistjatchetperhaps has a slightly older target audience Rama,
the Robber's DaughterDrawing the line between children’s books and ngadult
books is never easy, but some choose to avoid itheully completely by counting
both as children’s literature; Nikolajeva (1996: €9)ggests that children’s literature
comprises works of literature written for, publighfer and marketed to children, which,
following the United Nations definition, means humhbeings of ages 0-18 years.
However, although young adult novels and childrdsoeks have much in common,
there are also some quite significant differenagsvben the two, the role of the parents
being one. In children’s literature, the parents aften removed in order for the
adventure to take place; even though there is @fteharacter that fills the role loco
parentis part of the children’s literature tradition invek a carnivalesque inverting of
power structures, temporarily giving the protagontsld freedom and power. Roberta
Seelinger Trites (2001: 473) claims that “the issiepower” is actually the main
difference between children’s and young adult dictito grow, the adolescent must find
their place in power hierarchies by learning to atege institutional power, balance
their parents’ power with their own and realise awtportion of power they wield
because of and despite such biological imperat@sesex and death”. In practice, this
means that each of these three issues appear raqueftly in young adult novels; and
parents and other authority figures are often prieas part of the conflict in the book.
The parents in the young adult novel are therefegrilarly more prominent—albeit
more problematic—than in the children’s book.

Gote Klingberg (1968: 169) writes that young adwdvels are often more realistic than
children’s books, and mentions relationships betwgmiths and their divorced parents
as one example. He continues that one way of agfithe young adult novel is that it
deals with young adults’ problems of adjusting dcisty, which includes the inevitable
process of separation from their parents (KlinghE9§8: 186). Sharon Creech/galk
Two Moonq1994) is one example of a young protagonist whekseo understand her
dead mother; in Cynthia Voigt®hen She Holler§l994), the father is too present, as a
sexual abuser of the protagonist. The later exansptae of Sonja Svensson’s (1999:

110-111), who writes that abusive and neglectingltadfeature abundantly in



15

contemporary young adult fiction. Judgiktatchetby these standards, it follows the
children’s literature tradition more than young kdiction in that Brian is removed
from his parents, who do not appear in the boola@sg characters at all. At the
beginning, it does seem that the parents’ divasagoing to be an issue in the book, but
once in the forest, Brian has to focus on othergi

1.4 Children’s Literature and Ecocriticism

Although ecocriticism is a developing field whichspreading among disciplines, there
has so far been only a limited amount of reseaochbining it with children’s literature.
The compilationWild Things. Children’s Culture and Ecocriticis(@004), edited by
Sidney I. Dobrin and Kenneth B. Kidd (2004: 3), wakcording to the editors
themselves “the first book-length project” to adréhe “intersection(s)” of the two
fields. It contains ecocritical readings of diffeteaspects of children’s culture, ranging
from literature by J. M. Barrie, Beatrix Potter aRfilip Pullman to nature magazines,
songs and TV-shows. In the introduction, the editmst other efforts to bring the fields
together, such as special issues ofAheerican Nature Writing Newsletter, Children’s
Literature QuarterlyandThe Lion and the Unicor(Dobrin & Kidd 2004: 3—4). Dobrin
and Kidd (2004: 4) also state that “classic chiidgeliterature has long been
preoccupied with natural history, ecology, and hovaaimal interaction”, making a

combination of children’s literature and ecocrgiti natural.

If little has been written in terms of combiningoedticism with the whole field of
children’s literature, it follows that ecocriticeésearch into the primary works of this
thesis is close to non-existent. There are at @dstv articles on the subject, however.
In the 2007 Astrid Lindgren-themed issue Barnboken. Journal of Children’s
Literature ResearctRoni Natov features with an article called “PippdaRonia. Astrid
Lindgren’s light and dark pastoral”’. While not exjgly discussing the stories in
ecocritical terms, she nevertheless examines tleresions of pastoral, a frequently
used trope of ecocriticism, and talks about theasttars’ relationship to the nature and

animals around them. In the article, Natov (200Z) 8adsPippi Longstockingand
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Ronia, the Robber's Daughtexrs pastoral stories, “drawing away from the worldly
world in order to escape it and, by implication ctwallenge it". She claims that while

“Pippi is pastoral itself, the green world that eewdarkens, eternal freedom and
childness”, Ronia represents “the innocence therugdis the old order” and challenges
“the forces of denial that govern the robber worlNatov 2007: 93). As the heroine of

a dark pastoral, Ronia “never loses her love otimrgatboth the light and dark sides”

(Natov 2007: 93).

In the same issue, David Rudd (2007: 38-39, origtaics) discusses animals—not
just “the animalper se but [...] the figurative use of the term *animal”t-an article
called “The animal figure in Astrid Lindgren’s wdrkHe begins with bringing up
Astrid Lindgren’s campaign for animal rights, ewaaty leading to the 1988 “Lex
Lindgren’, for the more humane treatment of anifhaled continues by discussing the
way she confounds categories in order to questiba twhole way we conceptualise
animal and human” (Rudd 2007: 38). Rudd illustrdtesspoint with an example from
The Children of Noisy VillagBarnen i Bullerbyn1962], where the narrator Lisa talks
about her neighbours, who do not have a dog, layt do have a grandfather—thereby
implying that dogs and grandfathers are practically versions of the same thing. He
primarily discusses the animal figuresRippi Longstockingbut also mentions that the
characters ifRonia, the Robber’s Daughtex described in animal terms—a point which

will be discussed further in section 5.5.

Ecocritical work—or indeed literary criticism ovdra-on Hatchetis scarce, but at the
2008 Children’s Literature Association Conferenctdllmois State University, Mary
Jeanette Moran read a paper called “Is Nature Bi@uNegotiating Normality in Gary
Paulsen’Hatchet. In it, she discusses several aspects of norynialithe novel: how it
“naturalizes male gender roles even as it redefinesiormality of everyday life for its
protagonist and the normality of simplistic langedg literature written for children”
(Moran 2008: 1). She uses Brian's attitude towdodsl as an example of redefining
normality: what he initially sees as normal—havogceries readily available in the
refrigerator, to be used whenever desired—has malee amount of work needed to

turn plants and animals into food, which he conteseglise is enormous. However,
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Moran (2008: 5) claims, his reaction to the aridfidood he finds in the survival pack
“indicates why it is so hard for people to chanige way they think about eating and,
more generally, to modify an accepted version afnadity”. She also remarks that,
althoughHatchetis a Newbery Honor book and has been “incrediblil-veeeived by

young readers, especially boys” (Moran 2008: 8gre¢hhas been virtually no literary

critical work written on the novel.

Having given an overview of the primary materiadahe work that has previously
been done on the subject, it is now time to sh#tfocus to the theoretical basis of this
thesis. Chapter two will give an outline of whatoegticism and the ecocritical
positions deep ecology and ecofeminism stand fowels as discuss some particular
issues that are problematic from these viewpointaill also present critique of the
field. In chapter three, animals and the wildernetisbe addressed both from a general
ecocritical perspective and in terms of their aggilon to children’s literature. The
thesis will then move on to the analysis part, Wwhatarts with a discussion of the
protagonists’ attitude to nature, separately anatrastively, in chapter four. Chapter
five and six will deal with representations of animand the wilderness in the novels.

Finally, chapter seven will present the findingsl a@naw conclusions thereof.
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2 AN OVERVIEW OF ECOCRITICISM

Cheryll Glotfelty (1996: xviii) defines ecocritiais as “the study of the relationship
between literature and the physical environmenliie €oinage of the term is commonly
attributed to William Rueckert (1996: 107), who dis# in 1978 to mean “the
application of ecology and ecological conceptshe study of literature”. Glotfelty
(1996: xix) writes that as “a critical stance, @#shone foot in literature and the other on
land; as a theoretical discourse, it negotiatewdst the human and the nonhuman”.
Ecocriticism thus does not solely deal with litgregpresentations of reality, but also, to
varying degrees, with the reality that literatiseieated in and reflects. This fact can be
attributed to its roots in environmentalism, thed®m version of which is generally
seen to have begun with Rachel Carson’s fitdnt Spring(1962). Some people, such
as Richard Kerridge (quoted in Garrard 2004: 4)gther in their definition, saying
that the “ecocritic wants to track environmentatéad and representations” and that
“ecocriticism seeks to evaluate texts and ideasteims of their coherence and
usefulness as responses to environmental crisi&®n i one prefers the less moralising
definition of Glotfelty, ecocritics generally hawe political agenda, which is also
apparent in positions such as ecomarxists and raooifes.

As a discipline of literary criticism, ecocriticisi relatively young. Glotfelty (1996:
xv) writes that in an “authoritative guide to camigorary literary studies” published in
1992, there was no mention of an ecological appréaditerature. This does not mean
there were no scholars who were interested in sachpproach, or who wrote from a
similar perspective, but that there was no overagctheory that joined them. Glotfelty
(1996: xvi) continues that literary and culturalhslars developed “ecologically
informed criticism and theory since the seventidsit their studies were categorised
into a range of different groupings, including Amsan Studies, human ecology,
science and literature and so on. The first collatdee projects establishing a field of
environmental literary studies were undertakerha mid-eighties, continuing to grow
during the nineties. In 1990, the first academicsifpen in Literature and the
Environment was created at the University of Ney&¥eno; in 1992, the Association

for the Study of Literature and Environment (ASLkas formed; in 1993, the journal
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ISLE: Interdisciplinary Studies in Literature andn®#ronmentwas founded, and
“ecological literary study had emerged as a recapie critical school”. (Glotfelty
1996: xvi—xviii) Although the field is now joinednder a collective term, there is a
wide range of different ecocritical positions, egfing the diverse academic background
of the discipline. Deep ecology and ecofeminismteu@ positions that are relevant to
this thesis, as both the question of intrinsic gatf living things, and stereotypical
gender roles of wilderness texts are evident in ghimary material; and they will

therefore be presented more thoroughly in the fotig section.

2.1 Deep Ecology and Ecofeminism

Ecocritics have many different approaches to undeding environmental issues,
engaging distinct “literary or cultural affinitieand aversions” (Garrard 2004: 16).
Garrard (2004: 16-32) lists a number of differeasipons on which ecocritics base
their arguments. These includernucopia strictly speaking not an environmentalist
position at all, but claiming that environmentaleihts are illusory or exaggerated, and
only valuing nature in terms of its usefulness $panvironmentalismwhich Garrard
defines as being concerned with things like gloaiming and pollution, but reluctant
to alter one’s lifestyle to achieve a changecial ecologyandecomarxism claiming
environmental problems stem from unequal hierasthgystems among humans;
Heideggerianecophilosophy drawing on philosopher Martin Heidegger’s crigqof
industrial modernity and differentiating betweeninige and merely existingdeep
ecology and ecofeminism Because the theoretical framework used in thesithis
primarily based in deep ecology and ecofeminisnis ivorth taking a closer look at

these two positions.

Deep ecology is the most influential position odésiacademia, and “the explicit or
implicit perspective” of most ecocritics, accorditagGarrard (2004: 20). One of the key
points of deep ecology, as set out by Norwegiatopbpher Arne Neess, is that human
and non-human life has intrinsic value, independgnts usefulness to human gains.

Deep ecologists demand a shift from anthropoceritricecocentric value systems,
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criticising the sharp dualism between humans artdregresent in Western culture.
This ecocentrism could be criticised for being mtkeopic, but different people have
different levels of ecocentrism, and few are hardaocentrists when put to the test.
Arne Neess suggests that “vital’ human needs” truimp good of other beings or
things, “thus ruling out difficult conflicts betweethe interests of humans and the
interests of a man-eating tiger or a bubonic plapgaeillus”. (Garrard 2004: 21-22)
This can be compared to Edward O. Wilson’s (20@R) Mivision of responses to the
question of whether other species have undeniaflgsr from anthropocentrism,
claiming that only that which affects humanity isyportant; via pathocentrism,
extending intrinsic rights to include “intelligeahimals for whom we can legitimately
feel empathy”; to biocentrism, admitting to all anjsms at least the right to live. He
continues that even though these might seem mutaatlusive, they often coincide;
like Naess, Wilson (2002: 133) suggests that “ie-tf-death conflict”, the priority is,

“first humanity, next intelligent animals, then etiforms of life”.

Ecofeminists, then, claim that environmental proide not only stem from
anthropocentrism, which assumes superiority for dmitg over nature, but also from
androcentrism, which assumes male superiority @@nen. Not only are these two
assumed superiorities based on the same dualigjic, lbout women and nature have
throughout Western history often been associatggfjesting “common cause between
feminists and ecologists” (Garrard 2004: 23). IrréfaJ. Warren’s (1996: xv) words,
the ecofeminist claim “is that language which sanifézes nature and naturalizes
women describes, reflects, and perpetuates thendiom and inferiorization of both”
in neglecting to see or understand the culturalogyaof these two dominations.
Talking about nature in feminine terms is somethingt has been done for a long
time—you need only think of a concept such as ‘Motharth'—and although that in
itself is a point of discussion, the main problenses when nature is also antagonised
and conceptualised in terms of humanity’s supeyido it. The hierarchical structure
extends not only to concern human and non-humanalso man and woman, when
nature and women are seen as belonging to oneh&ndaime inferior category: the

interests of nature and women alike can be shrugfjex$ not important.
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One could potentially choose to see the bond betwesnen and nature as something
real, but positive; this reading is somewhat protaec, however. One risk in trying to
argue a closer relationship—albeit a positive onetwben women and nature is
simultaneously attributing to all women ‘naturalirtues such as nurturance. Val
Plumwood (1993: 9) claims that this “replaces thagel in the house’ version of
women by the ‘angel in the ecosystem’ version”csimll women are not “empathic,
nurturant and co-operative” and “do not necessardgt other women as sisters or the
earth as a mother; women are capable of confliaiomination and [...] of violence”.
The problem is, again, one of conceptualising thidgalistically and too simplistically,
thereby excluding other traits which may be impattaVhile the distinction is quite
clear in theory, it might be harder to pinpoint whiecomes to actual examples in real
life. The following subsection will try to shed ther light on what constitutes a
problematic dualism, discuss what could then bensas positive or negative
representations of nature, and finally briefly memta few arguments against

ecocriticism.

2.2 Hierarchical Dualism and Other Issues

A concept very often criticised by ecocritics isttlof dualism. Val Plumwood (1993:
43) writes that western thought is structured adowontrasting pairs, such as
culture/nature, male/female, human/non-human aniflotber. There is nothing
inherently wrong with differentiating between twargs; it would be very hard not to.
However, the problem arises when arbitrary asswonptand hierarchical concepts are
entered into the equation. According to Plumwo@89@: 47), a mere distinction
between things becomes a dualistic construction nwttee qualities (actual or
supposed), the culture, the values and the ardie associated with the dualised other
are systematically and pervasively constructeddepicted as inferior”. The process of
domination then becomes a part of the culture haditialism is internalised both in the
‘inferior’ and the ‘superior’. Plumwood (1993: 4&)¥turther lists a number of features

characteristic of dualism:
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1. Backgroundindgdenial)

The master tries to deny dependency on the slaviége simultaneously using the
other’'s services. Backgrounding means defining ehesyainst an inferiorised
Other; “it is the slave who makes the master a ena@®lumwood 1993: 48).

2. Radical exclusiorthyperseparation)

The master claims higher capabilities; the slavioised to become submissive,
thereby proving him- or herself to be naturallylaaed.

3. Incorporation(relational definition)

The slave is defined only as that which is of ueethe master, and not
encountered as an independent other.

4. Instrumentalisn{objectification)

The slave is conceived of as an instrument of theter’'s will.

5. Homogenisatiorfstereotyping)

All slaves are seen as homogeneous; differencagrasesd.

Since the concept of dualism primarily builds uplbiferences that are already existing,
not creating them, the solution to the problematsto eliminate the boundaries or use a
merging strategy, although this might seem likegdal (if seldom possible) thing to
do. Instead, Plumwood (1993: 60) writes: “Dismangla dualism based on difference
requires the reconstruction of relationship andiidy in terms of a non-hierarchical
concept of difference”. This includes (1) recogmisivhat has been backgrounded and
acknowledging dependency, (2) “reclaiming the deraeea of overlap”, (3) retrieving
“positive independent sources of identity”, (4) aimg that the other has value and
needs independent of others and (5) acknowledgi@gliversity and complexity of the
other. (Plumwood 1993: 59-60)

Culture/nature is one dichotomy which has beenaiinghly discussed among ecocritics
of all positions. Paul Tenngart (2008: 156) writeat if we see humanity as part of
nature, the relation between nature and culturd brisethought and they should not be
seen as sharply separate, but as hybrids. Natarethe seen as completely detached
from human influence, since gardens, farmlands @arlis all are examples of natural

culture or acculturated nature (Tenngart 2008: 12@)ditionally, he remarks that,
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assuming humankind is to blame for global warmihg, entire Earth and all natural
phenomena are directly affected by human civilisa(iTenngart 2008: 156). This only
stresses the point that boundaries are often basedrbitrary cultural and societal

constructions, rather than inherent differences.

This thesis will occasionally use the termasitive and negativerepresentationsof
nature. Such value-charged terms of course demaeéiration and explanation. In this
thesis, the ternpositive representationrefers to a deep ecologist way of portraying
nature as having intrinsic value, whitegative representatignonly show nature in a
cornucopian, extractive view, as something thay dwals value insofar as it is useful to
us human beings. While negative representationsl tem show nature very
simplistically, whether it be as a frightening mabeautiful landscape or producer of
wood, positive representations allow nature to &eemal things at once and do not
reduce it to only one aspect. Negative represemmtshow a dualistic version of the
relationship between nature and human beings, whgihg Plumwood’s vocabulary as
presented above, means that nature is defined as which humans are not
(backgrounding); it is seen as something inferidnichv we must rule over (radical
exclusion); it is defined only in terms of whatcé&n provide (incorporation); it exists
only as a means to our ends (instrumentalism) taisgdas stated above, only seen as for
example a frightening location (homogenisation)sii\e representations, then, show
nature and humans as mutually dependent upon ethelr and having things in
common; and nature as having positive traits, vatudself and being diverse and

complex.

In children’s literature in particular, right andamg are often presented as diametrical
opposites, where the two are sharply distinct freach other and seldom mix.
However, domination, cruelty and lack of respeetall parts of nature, and there is no
absolute line between what is good and what is &gilAnnie Dillard (1974: 179) says,
“there is no right and wrong in nature; right antbmg is a human concept”. Is it not
then possible to say that trying to preserve natme override domination is, in fact,

unnatural? That may be. However, the ones who ataiy suffer if we do not are us
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humans. Richard Louv (2005: 296) quotes a friendigf trying to teach his son not to

romanticise nature:

Forests and deserts, | discovered to my vast camfusvere nothing like the
Garden of Eden. Wild things killed wild things, atitere was no justice in the
way this happened. [...] it's people, not nature, wdreate morality, values,
ethics—and even the idea that nature itself is slomg worth preserving. We
choose to be shepherds and stewards, or we dorét.will live wisely—
preserving water and air and everything else isitino the equations we’re only
beginning to understand—or we won't, in which clkgure will fill the vacuum
we leave.

The idea here is that nature has existed long &diamans came along, and would
continue existing and adapting even if we werehese. Admitting the intrinsic value
of nature and respecting it is a selfish thing ¢p @ well as an unselfish one, because,
from an ecological perspective, humans have narmcla superiority. Christopher
Manes (1996: 22-23) writes that, even though eiadaty theory as a cultural
phenomenon has been used to justify human dommafiacmature, Charles Darwin’s
findings revealed that “in the observation of natuhere exists not one scrap of
evidence that humans are superior to or even mégeesting than, say, lichen”. On the
contrary, as far as scientists can tell, “evolut@s no goal”—and if there happens to
be one, we cannot discern it “and at the very léagbes not seem to be us” (Manes
1996: 22). Similar to the Louv quote above, Marl396: 24) writes that if fungi went
extinct, it would have a catastrophic effect on tlest of the biosphere; but the
disappearance of humanity would go virtually uncedi by most life forms on Earth.
One can of course find other grounds to base husuperiority on—art, speech,

philosophy, opposable thumbs—but ecologically speglall life forms are equal.

Essential to ecology, and in extension ecocriti¢isnthe importance dbcus place—it

is a discipline firmly rooted in the soil of therta Neil Evernden (1996: 99, original
italics) writes that there are many kinds of polesiielationships between humanity and
nature, but “the only one that is really relevaata discussion of marsif] and
environment ighe relation of self to settifigThe perception of self in a small male fish

who attacks much larger enemies during the breeslagon, because its sense of self
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seems to have expanded to include his whole teyritis very different from the
‘normal’ version that suggests a being is only apds its skin, and from the post-
Descartian version that suggests that we are “rp#ireiof an environment, we are not
even part of dody, but some concentrated, metaphysical self (EvemntB96: 97-98,
original italics). In this view, “one who looks dhe world as simply a set of resources
to be utilized is not thinking of it as an enviroam at all” (Evernden 1996: 99). This
person is a tourist who can only grasp the supelities of a place, while a resident is
“part of the place, just as the fish is a part loé territory” (Evernden 1996: 99).
Another person who has expressed similar views s \Wackson, founder of an
organisation called the Land Institute, which iglidated to sustainable agriculture. In
his book,Becoming Native to This Pla¢g&994), he stresses the importance of feeling
connected to the land and being native to a placerder to solve our environmental
problems. He is not advocating a return to an sidhplified way of living, but an
existence that is eco-centred and place-centreadrder to profoundly connect with
nature and the land, we need to be at home thereehwdsignalled by the very word
ecology derived from Greekoikos meaning house, dwelling place or habitation
(Tenngart 2008: 158).

This section has discussed some of the concefithdlia been discussed to great length
among ecocritics and can be called problematic. Wgnibese are hierarchical dualism
and place in a physical, realistic way as well asnare metaphorical reading.

Problematic specifically for this thesis are alke toncepts of positive and negative
representations of nature. Ecocritics point out pmeblems with these issues, but
ecocriticism itself is also debated for variousswes, some of which are discussed

briefly in the following subsection.

2.3 Critique of Ecocriticism

Will Slocombe writes that ecocritics such as Deraussell have condemned

postmodernism and post-structuralism for “theirratmamment of the real”, but argues

that ecocriticism shares the same problem (Slocorgbe5: 493). Slocombe
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acknowledges that ecocriticism is useful as it mmetuour focus to place rather than
space, grounding us in material reality, in analagy SueEllen Campbell (1996: 133),
who says that theorysees everything as textuality”, while “ecology sisithat we pay
attention not to the way things have meaning fqrhug to the way the rest of the
world—the nonhuman part—exists apart from us andlanguages”. The trouble with
ecocriticism, according to Slocombe (2005: 504)het it tries to concern itself with
‘the real’, yet does it through language, whicllisays metaphorical and separate from
reality. Kate Soper (1995: 25) divides ideas ourainto three different versions: the
metaphysical, the realist and the lay/surface qondéhe metaphysical idea of nature,
she writes, is “the concept through which humatitgks its difference and specificity
[...] the concept of the non-human” (Soper 1995: Ih)e termnatureused as a realist
concept refers to the physical world, whose lawsmuest live by. The lay or surface
concept of nature, meanwhile, is what we generakyan in everyday use of the word
nature: “the ‘natural’ as opposed to the urbannolustrial environment (‘landscape’,
‘wilderness’, ‘countryside’, ‘rurality’), animalgjomestic and wild, the physical body in
space and raw materials” (Soper 1995: 25). Thebteois to know which of these
nature versions is being discussed and being ableeparate the real from the

metaphorical and so on.

In an attempt to lay down some basic principlesecbcriticism, William Howarth

(1996: 69) also criticises certain aspects of ib&lf He writes that ecocriticism can
only be adversarial and not self-scrutinising tis“political agenda insists on an Us-
Them dichotomy”. Ecocriticism “faces resistancecunrent literary studies” he says,
primarily because of the difficulty of connectingence and literature, two disciplines
that “have grown widely apart” (Howarth 1996: 7@lthough humanists speak of
fields, maps and frontiers, “literature dwells N@sd’; and combining this with

something as place-based as ecology seems illdgicaany people (ibid. 77). This can
be compared with Campbell (1996: 130), who discusise similarities between theory
and ecology, and writes that the comparison becosmsewhat complicated as
theorists claim that we create all meaning, there ‘ho texts without readers”; while
ecologists stress the fact that “we do not crdaeldnd itself or its other inhabitants”.

This way of looking at it does make the gap betwéerary criticism and ecology seem



27

unbridgeable, but perhaps a change of point of v&ethe only thing that is needed to

simplify the combination.

Neil Evernden (1996: 93) writes that ecology mayabgcience, but in stressing inter-
relatedness and denying the subject-object relsttipnthat most science is founded
upon, it “undermines not only the growth addict d@ne chronic developer, but science
itself”. He illustrates with several examples hoWliging things are inter-related—not
just causally connected, but actually related onodecular level. Literature, one could
claim, is built the same way: books are writterdifferent authors and discuss different
things, but they are all made up of words and dtars, and they are all connected,
through basic morphemes and graphemes, and théekitality that unites them. As
Rueckert (1996: 108) writes, works of literaturee'a verbal equivalent of fossil fuel
(stored energy), but they are a renewable sour@nefgy, coming, as they do, from
those ever generative twin matrices, language arayjination”. The transference of
certain aspects of ecology—like the denial of thbject-object relationship Evernden
mentions—to literature is thus perhaps not so itlalg Returning to the discussion of
place a few paragraphs earlier, Evernden (1996 d@2cludes that the “right to place,
to know where one is from, is a right that is ddfit to argue with the tools of the
scientist”. According to him, mixing the arts andnfanities with science is not only
logical, but crucial, if one wants to get to thentierlying roots of the environmental
crisis rather than simply its physical manifestatifEvernden 1996: 102). Ultimately,
he writes, there “is no such thing as an individuatly an individual-in-context,
individual as a component of place, defined by @lg&vernden 1996: 103). Seen from
this point of view, saying that science and litgrariticism cannot logically be
combined is only a reflection of an ingrained imstde-box way of thinking, and
ecocriticism is an attempt to bridge the gap bebhntee two disciplines.

Paul Tenngart (2008: 159) writes that ecocriticisas been criticiseds too narrow

since most primary texts that have been studiednigeto the nature writing genre,

! See e.g. Steven RosendaleTihe Greening of Literary Scholarship: Literaturehebry, and the
Environmentlowa City: University of lowa Press, 200Rarla Armbruster and Kathleen R. Wallace in
Beyond Nature Writing: Expanding the Boundarie€obcriticism.Charlottesville: University Press of
Virginia, 2001.
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already preoccupied with the subject of nature rande often than not characterised by
an environmental undertone. However, as the diseiphas developed, the area of
primary material has been expanded, and this vasig would not exist if ecocriticism
was limited to nature writing only. Tenngart (20a&9) also says that ecocritics have
been accused of having an overly romantic, nostadgid conservative view of the
world, and advocating a turning back of the clool geturn to a less developed society.
Although this in some cases is a perfectly relewaitijue, there are also those that, like
Harold Fromm (1996: 33-34), co-editor of one of tkey works of ecocriticism,

explicitly assures us that they are not interestexd“return to Nature”:

The reader should be assured that | am not engagepresenting these
observations in an effort to make the familiar @ttan “technology.” |1 have no
personal objections to meat in plastic containersflosh toilets and air
conditioning. In fact, | like them very much. | leano desire to hunt animals, to
chop down trees for firewood, to use an outhousdpdave smallpox. [...] |
would much prefer to listen to music or work in th&den than to struggle for
survival. [...] What | am trying to do is to presenpicture of man’sdic] current
relation to Nature.

In short, criticising certain aspects of modern daajlisation does not necessarily
exclude that one can appreciate other things ailbetdr even the same things, only
done in a different way. Although it sometimes nsagm that ecocriticism advocates a
return to a pre-industrialised time, few ecocritiwwsuld in fact declare themselves
supporters of such a scheme. It might be of relexdrere to point out that one of the
primary works of this thesisRonia, the Robber's Daughteis written in a culture
where many people indeed annually retreat fromlisation to summer cottages
without flush toilets and air conditioning. Fewdivn such circumstances all year round,

however.

This chapter has provided an overview of what atoism is, its history, and how it
has evolved. Hierarchical dualism and the impoeant place were discussed as
examples of issues that ecocritics have dealt witfew different ecocritical positions
were then introduced, leading up to a more in-dg@pésentation of deep ecology and
ecofeminism, in which the main theoretical framekvaf this thesis has its roots.
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Finally, critiques of ecocriticism were also preeh The following chapter will
continue outlining ecocriticism by discussing sevespects of how animals and the

wilderness have been treated in literature and émoeritics have analysed these tropes.
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3 TROPES OF ECOCRITICISM

In his bookEcocriticism Greg Garrard goes through a few different tragoes concepts
which in one way or another have been problematiec€ocritics; these being pollution,
wilderness, apocalypse, dwelling, animals and tlaethe This thesis will focus
especially on two of these, namely animals and wliderness, in terms of their
conceptualisation and representatiofRonia, the Robber’s DaughtandHatchet The
following sections will outline different aspectbtbese tropes, both from an ecocritical
perspective as they are presented by Garrard dnsisptand more generally as seen in
children’s literature. Both animals and the wildesa are namely frequently a part of

traditional children’s literature, as will be seen.

3.1 Representations of Animals

Garrard (2004: 136) writes that the study of relahips between humans and animals
in the humanities is “split between philosophicahsideration of animal rights and
cultural analysis of the representation of animaldie animal rights phenomenon was
started primarily by Peter Singer’s bogkimal Liberation(1975), in which he draws
on philosopher Jeremy Bentham’s claim that the dypao feel pain makes a being
worth moral consideration, suggesting that crutdtanimals was analogous to slavery
(Garrard 2004: 136). In conflict with animal lib&oaists, who base their argument on
pathos, environmentalists take their stance in stlaoguing not for the individual
organism but the environment as a whole. Garra@)42 139-140) illuminates the
difference by taking hunting as an example: liderasts are generally against it,
whereas environmentalists see hunting as necesdaeyn a local environment as a
whole is threatened. Within the “rhetoric of aniityd (Steve Baker’s term, quoted in
Garrard 2004: 140), liberationists typically stutthe place of domestic animals while

environmentalists study representations of wildreds.
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3.1.1 Animals in Children’s Literature

One key aspect in the study of representationsiofias in literature is the question of
anthropomorphism, or ascribing human shapes antitiggao animals. There are a
number of different ways in which authors throughliterary history have done this,
especially in children’s literature, ranging frortorsees where the characters behave,
dress and talk as humans but look like animald) siscKenneth Grahamelhe Wind

in the Willows(1908), to animals to whom certain human qualitesh as speech or
clothing are ascribed, but that are still sepafaim the humans of the story or keep
animal traits, for example the horse in C. S. Léwighe Horse and His Bog1954).
Maria Nikolajeva (1996: 13) makes a further didfime of anthropomorphic animals:
most of them represent children, such as the asiimaBeatrix Potter'sThe Tale of
Peter Rabbit(1902) and Jean de Brunhoffi$ie Story of Baba(1931); but there are
also examples of animals functioning as “adultslisguise”, giving the story “a slight

satirical tone”, such aBhe Wind in the Willows

The reverse of anthropomorphism, theriomorphisnmgusnimals as metonyms for
human beings, has also been used, mainly “in ctmtéhnational or racial stereotyping,
such as when Nazis depicted Jews as rats” (Gazf0d: 141). One example of this in
literature is Art Spiegelman’s graphic nowthus (1986, 1991), a World War Il story
where Jews are drawn as mice, Nazis as cats ard B®lpigsWhile anthropomorphic
animals in literature usually function as humahsyibmorphising the human characters
usually invokes negative connotations of animaisistimplying that they—and the
human beings likened to them—are inferior. In Plwods (1993: 4) words, to be
defined as nature “means being seen as part ofmplghseparate, even alien lower

realm, whose domination is simply ‘natural™.

Animal stories have often been seen as “a genrefgpe children’s literature” and

Nikolajeva (1996: 12) writes that the Romantic viefvchildren as united with nature
has contributed to the great number of animal aatdra stories for children. Lassén-
Seger (2004: 35-36) represents another way ofhgoki it, writing that while the many

animal characters in children’s literature is gefigrconsidered to prove a special
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connection between children and animals, to harpee probable reason for this is that
“because children’s literature is created mostlyabylts for children, the great number
of animal characters in children’s fiction is priniy a reflection of an adult
preoccupation with regarding children and animasirderchangeable”. Common to
these two critics, and others along with themhis motion that animals in children’s
literature generally represent something else, amedthus not a reflection of a realist
concept of nature. This is interesting in lighttbé animal/human-dichotomy, as the
boundaries are blurred between the two, but itls® aoteworthy that animals are
stripped of their own value as they appear onlgusstitutes for something else, not in
their own right.

Even if one chooses not to see children’s liteetuerely as a psychotherapeutic tool
for the adult authors, the fact remains that theksave label children’s literature are—
almost without exception—written by adults. Thislglematic, especially as regards the
metamorphosis theme Lassén-Seger discusses, tlwdildren physically turning into
animals, also taps into the question of human eatal Plumwood (1993: 4) says that
to “be defined as ‘nature’ in this context is to defined as passive, as non-agent and
non-subject”. In the contrasting pair human/natimemans are attributed with traits
generally considered positive, such as reason @tetieict, while nature is defined as

that which is not human.

As already discussed, many children’s stories ohelanthropomorphic animals; but
there are also a number of stories describing dsimealistically with their natural
behaviour in their natural environment. As examplethese latter books, which are not
necessarily written for children specifically buavie become a part of their reading,
Nikolajeva (1996: 12) mentions Ernest Thompson &@eatWild Animals | Have
Known (1899) and Sheila BurnfordBhe Incredible Journeyl961). It is important to
note, however, that even though environments arggyed realistically, true realism
can hardly be achieved when it is impossible ftnuenan being to know what it feels
like to be an animal. Michelle Paver's book ser@sronicles of Ancient Darkness
(2004-2009) is a good example of this: the protegpiorak, befriends a wolf, who

occasionally acts as the focalizer of the novele Wolf is not anthropomorphised, and
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Paver (2006: 26; 27; 60) has him use descriptivenderather than the names of
things—snow is referred to as “the Bright Soft Cpfte “the Bright Beast-that-Bites-

Hot” and “Not-Breath” means dead—in an effort tgoeess his non-humanness; but
there is of course no way of knowing whether thdttow actual wolves perceive their

environment in real life.

There are also many nonfictional animal books aimtechildren, such as the dinosaur
books many kindergarten boys clutch to their ch@sing through the different genres
of young adult literature, Jean E. Brown and ElaheStephens (1995: 35) mention
nonfiction as one of them, stating that many “stugleread nonfiction exclusively”.
Furthermore, they write that “various research istmdndicate that adolescent males
show a far greater preference for nonfiction themdles do” (Brown & Stephens 1995:
35). Brown and Stephens divide nonfictional bookstoi two categories:
biography/autobiography and informational booksmeah books naturally belong in the
second category. The reason for reading informatibooks is twofold: “to gain the
satisfaction of learning new information and to en@nce the satisfaction of
reaffirming what is already known” (Brown & Steplseh995: 36). One of the main
differences in how animals are represented in mioh as opposed to fiction is that
they are generally described from a human persgectivhile fictional animals

frequently appear as characters, telling their stany, more or less anthropomorphised.

Nikolajeva (1996: 13) distinguishes between stowbsre the animals exist in a world
of their own and stories where a child protagoms$éracts with animal characters.
Parallel to animal stories, she also discussesttmes, and mentions that in some cases
the line between them might be one of perceptionAAMilne’s Winnie-the-Pooh
(1926) is often seen as an animal story by childné1 see the characters as real, while
adults tend to see them as toys. Furthermore, taltesshat both “toys and animals in
children’s texts must be seen as representationkilofren and therefore typical figures
in children’s fiction” and that authors use animalstoys as a narrative device, rather
than writing in a specific genre (Nikolajeva 199B1). Nikolajeva does not further
discuss whether this is true for all animal booksonly the anthropomorphic ones;

neither does she address the question of wherealnfeatured in children’s literature
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as minor characters or objects of subplots fiAmwill become apparent, the animals in
both Ronia, the Robber’'s Daughtand Hatchethave a different function than Winnie

the Pooh or Jean de Brunhoff's Babar the Elephant.

3.1.2 Metaphorical Use of Animals

Animals are additionally often used in a more axdtiway as negative vehicles in
metaphors and other imagery. George Lakoff and Mahnson (1980: 3) write that our
“ordinary conceptual system, in terms of which ve¢hithink and act, is fundamentally
metaphorical in nature”. Accepting this statemesntrae, it logically follows that the
figurative language we use can tell us somethirmuabow we conceptualise our lives.
In everyday life, people might be referred to amdsly as a foxslippery as an eeabr
stubborn as a muleas well as being bitch or abeast Although ameliorative animal
imagery is also useclijte as a kittenfor example), being compared to an animal is
usually a bad thing, as is made clear by the phrase such an animaMetaphors by
their very nature highlight certain things and hidleers, and both aspects illuminate the
conceptual framework that lies behind. The examabes/e suggest that animals in our
culture are primarily conceptualised as inferiod aseparate from humankind. But
Lakoff and Johnson (1980: 145) claim that since thetaphorical concepts that
characterise many of our every-day activities $tm& our present reality, new
“metaphors have the power to create a new realigr.this thesis, it thus makes sense
to take a closer look at the figurative languagedus the primary material, to see what

kind of conceptual system it is based upon.

In children’s literature, there are numerous exaspdf humans being described in
animal terms. Maria Lassén-Seger (2004: 39-40) im&niGillian Cross’Sictures in
the Dark where the outsider, Peter, is frequently “refén® in terms of animality and

wildness”: trying to comfort him, for example, feelike “reassuring a frightened

animal”. The epithets become more fitting later amen the reader finds out Peter can
turn into an otter. In J. K. Rowling’s Harry Pot&sries, characters are also frequently
likened to animals. Like the example above, thigrofhappens as foregrounding to

characters magically being able to turn into angnblt also in other cases; karry
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Potter and the Order of the Phoen@inny Weasley, who never morphs into an animal,
is “curled like a cat on her chair” and makes “@srdike an angry cat” (Rowling 2003:
423; 69).

Although no characters iRonia, the Robber’s Daughtenagically turn into animals
themselves, the book does feature supernaturalcesasuch as wild harpies and gray
dwarfs, which demand attention. These are not dsimmathe everyday sense of the
world, since they do not exist in reality, but retstory they are as natural a part of the
forest as the fox cubs and the wild horses. Soldhbey be seen as animals? Puridur
Johannsdottir (1999: 139) writes that children addlts explain things differently; the
things that adults count as supernatural may ttrem appear more natural, because
they can base their explanation on magic, mystana the extraordinary. This would
seem to encourage a reading where supernaturadui@sacan be considered to be
merely very exotic animals. In an ecocritical as@yf C. S. Lewis’s works, Nicole M.
DuPlessis (2004: 116) remarks that, although aptimmrphising the animals of Narnia
diminishes their resemblance to real-life animtis, “talking animals and supernatural
creatures (such as naiads, dryads, fauns, anducenteaditionally linked to nature and
the natural are not simply ‘not nature’™. She takedifferent view of the problematic,
trying to argue that the supernatural creaturesildhoot be seen as human, but as at
least animal-like. Although labelling the fantasgeatures inRonia, the Robber’s
Daughteras one thing or the other may not seem very impgriadoes influence how
nature is perceived, and the question will theeetos discussed further in section 5.3.

3.1.3 The Significance of Naming

Names and the process of name-giving in storiasnmatter of interest, because naming
has throughout history been a powerful sign of ergstThe Christian Bible tells of
Adam naming the animals and thereby becoming th&enaf them, a narrative which,
incidentally, has induced Lynn White Jr. (1996: 16) blame Christianity for the
Western dualistic view of humanity versus natutatiisg that Christianity preaches that
“it is God’s will that man $ic|] exploit nature for his proper ends”. Regardletshe

origins, the tradition continues today: naming imm@ans of control and domination, a
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way to signal that the one who gives the name loagepover the other. Colonialists
arriving in different parts of the new world toakupon themselves to give the native
peoples and places names, even though they weralhed upon to do so. Remnants of
this can still be seen today, when native peoptedark to using original names or
invent new ones for themselves and their places/eSlwere not allowed names; names
are for human beings. The naming of a thing bdsssame significance as the raising
of a flag on a mountaintop or the moon, or markyogr territory with urine, if you

will: I was here first, this is my place.

Naming can be used as a method or symbol of dommabut it can also have more
positive connotations. The greatest honour imadgniebgetting something named after
you, whether it be a child, a place, a plant alaa. £vernden (1996: 101) writes that the
“act of naming may itself be a part of the proceksstablishing a sense of place”, and
that perhaps “the naturalist, with h&d penchant for learning the names of everything,
is establishing a global place, making the workl iome, just as the ‘primitive’ hunter
did on the territory of his tribe”. In this way, mang functions more in the way a
married couple might choose to have the same s@n#msignify that they belong
together, rather than as a sign of owner$hip.

Animals, as representations, tropes and charadegswell-represented in children’s
literature. They feature both as realistic or nealistic parts of fiction and non-fiction,
and as representations of human beings. As sueli, dan represent both adults and
children, and can function as manifestations ofatialt author’s view of children. In
children’s literature, animals are often anthropgphesed; and as vehicles of
metaphors, they are frequent in many genres ohtitee. The naming of animals is an
aspect which can be seen both as inclusive, irtiogea bond to it, and exclusive, in
stressing one’s superiority over it. Finally, anisnean also represent actual animals, in
which case questions of animal welfare and theorfeebf animality are brought to the

fore. From animals we move on to the next importaoge, which is the wilderness.

2 Historically speaking, the wife taking the husbantame did indeed imply a degree of ownership, and
still might in some cases. In our contemporary etychowever, the name change demands a conscious
decision as the wife keeping her maiden name, tisbdnd taking the wife’s name or them choosing a
new one altogether are all viable and not uncomattemnatives to the traditional version.
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3.2 The Wilderness as a Trope

According to Greg Garrard (2004: 59), wilderness-rather the idea of the wilderness,
nature as untouched by civilisation—"is the mogdepb construction of nature available
to New World environmentalism”. The wilderness ltasinotations of both “trial and
danger”, “freedom, redemption and purity” and “théblime” (Garrard 2004. 61; 61,
63). In Western literary tradition, the wildernesspe generally has two separate
connotations: on the one hand, a sublime Eden-daygeeof wilderness as nature at its
purest; on the other, a place of darkness and daige first version is primarily an
aesthetic one; nature valued and admired for igmthtaking beauty only. There is
nothing wrong with enjoying a beautiful landscapat an aesthetic position need not
necessarily be purely based on what the eye canNmkEvernden (1996: 96-97)
writes about children’s relationship to nature asitally aesthetic; but in analogy with
Edith Cobb and John Dewey, he sees the aesthepierierce in the relationship
between the environment and the individual: rattiean a subject-object relationship in
which the observer parades before the supposediytibd view, we have instead a
process, an interaction between the viewer andvieeed, and it is in that joint
association that the aesthetic experience lies’e Becond interpretation of the
wilderness trope corresponds with the origin of wad wilderness which developed
from an OIld English word meaning wild or savages wilderness in this sense is “the
realm of beasts, savages, evil spirits, magic, taedmenacing amorphous unknown”
(Wilson 2002: 144).

The question of the wilderness is a central orecwrcritical rhetoric, Garrard (2004: 59)
writes, because it “does not share the predomwyaitial concerns of the traditional
humanities”: it challenges the status quo of calt@and literary studies. Thus far, the
‘wilderness texts’ dealt with by ecocritics haveebechiefly non-fictional nature

writing, texts bordering on philosophy or historpdanot considered particularly
interesting by the literary criticism community aswhole, such as the previously
mentionedSilent Springor nature writing by writers like Thoreau and Esmer. These

wilderness texts share with pastoral—typically iynpd a retreat from the city to the

countryside—"the motif of escape and return”, buhilev pastoral nature is
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domesticated, the wilderness is untamed and theedorof nature are sharply
differentiated from the forces of culture (Garra@bD4: 59-60).

Garrard (2004: 60) asserts that the notion of thdenness is a relatively new one, as
the designation of “a place apart from, and oppdseethuman culture” must be based
on an agricultural economy, rather than the hugétherer, for whom the distinction
would not exist. As Edward O. Wilson (2002: 143)ites, before “agriculture and
villages were invented, people lived in or verysedo nature. They were part of it, and
had no need for the concept of wilderness”. Rebd&taglon (2009: 60) writes that
American literature has contributed in a unique angdortant way to “the aesthetic,
ethical, political and spiritual values of wild nat” in world literature. These values,
she writes, are typically discovered when an authakes a solitary journey into “more-
or-less pristine wilderness” (Raglon 2009: 60). t&fs such as Thoreau and Edward
Abbey went into the wilderness to get away frontaiarnegative traits of civilisation
(or “syphilization”, as Abbey [1968: 199] at oneimorefers to it) and try to discover

something more genuine, to become one with nature.

That is a futile task, however: an intrinsic paradd the wilderness is that as soon as
you—the human—step into it, it ceases to be thdesiless. Yet, “the ideal wilderness
narrative posits a human subject whose most autheristence is located precisely
there” (Garrard 2004: 71). One claim regarding waiftess is that ‘true’ wilderness only
could be found in the past, since few places orthBE@main untouched by humans.
Rebecca Raglon (2009: 61) uses the tgrost natural wildernesgo deal with
anthropogenic nature such as “the gated suburbamenpatch, wasteland exploration,
and the new post natural wilderness reserves”; therowords, unnatural nature.
However, Edward O. Wilson (2002: 145) says that“tiery of the primeval world is
still there to protect and savor”. That includesatvhe refers to as the “five remaining
frontier forests”, namely “the rainforests of thentbined Amazon Basin and the
Guianas; the Congo block of Central Africa; New 1&aa; the temperate conifer forests
of Canada and Alaska combined; and the temperatiéecdorests of Russia, Finland,
and Scandinavia combined” (Wilson 2002: 161). Buis@h (2002: 145) does not

incorporate only these ‘true wildernesses’ in teemt, but also “micro-wildernesses”
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that can consist of only one single tree in an ninbark, home to thousands of species.
In other words, the wilderness need not necessaliigys be some sublime scenery far
away from civilisation: there is life and self-saisting ecosystems almost everywhere if

you only care to look.

The wilderness as a concept is a perfect exampdetefm in which human beings see
nature as Other and inferior. The concept is byindein something strange and
dialectically opposed to civilisation. This dualistvay of defining wilderness as anti-
civilisation fits into Val Plumwood’s framework dfierarchical dualism, as it creates a
sharp border between humanity and nature, wherkatiee is considered to be of lesser
value. Paradoxically, Byerly (1996: 54) writestthize “idea of wilderness refers to the
absence of humanity, yet ‘wilderness’ has no mearontside the context of the
civilization that defines it”. She speaks here loé idea of wilderness—"a fiction, a
cultural myth” (Byerly 1996: 53)—not the wildernesself (whatever that may be); as
when people are defined as the Other, the imadbkenh and projected characteristics

might have a basis in reality, but may as well tegletely fictional.

She also writes about the creation of Yellowstoragidthal Park, the oldest national
park in the world, which for many Americans condgt the very idea of wilderness. In
its establishment, Byerly (1996: 57) writes, thexes never any intentional preservation
of wild nature involved; the national park thatétpublic has come to perceive [...] as
its primary provider of the wilderness experienags created solely for the enjoyment
of the people. A Wilderness Act was passed in 1984ch enables parts of national
parks to be designated ‘wilderness areas’, and eWiwdderness is defined as “an area
where the earth and its community of life are unireeled by mansdic|, where man
himself is a visitor who does not remain” (WildesseéAct 1964). However, it continues
to say that the wilderness area “generafipearsto have been affectgimarily by the
forces of nature, with the imprint of man's wosubstantially unnoticeable
(Wilderness Act 1964, my italics), which impliesthhe wilderness does not have to be
natural, as long as it appears to be so. As By@dp6: 57) writes, it “describes an

image, not a reality”.



40

3.2.1 The Wilderness in Children’s Literature

The use of the wilderness trope in children’s éitare (and indeed in other types of
literature as well) is divided into a gendered dicimy. Ecofeminists have challenged
the traditional wilderness ideals, “showing tha¢ thilderness is typically associated
with masculine values, while domesticity is assttavith women in an unacceptable
binary opposition” (Raglon 2009: 61). This mearat tinaditional girl's books, such as
Frances Hodgson BurnetisLittle Princesg1904), generally take place indoors, while
traditional boy’s books, such as Mark TwaiThe Adventures of Tom Sawy&B76)
are mostly set outdoors. This binary is reflectethie characters of children’s literature
too, as “the heroes in wilderness and animal sodes, as a rule, boys, and,
accordingly, the attributes that are associatedh wiasculinity are the ones that are
presented as life saving” (Darja Mazi-Leskovar 2008). This “gendered dichotomy of
masculine wilderness and feminine domesticity” (@t 2004: 76—77) is yet again an
example of the way nature is conceptualised in @othumanity/nature-dualism and

male/female-dualism.

One aspect of nature that becomes more pronounctdtiei wilderness, far from
protective walls and roofs and central heatinghesweather. As both Ronia and Brian
come to realize, it is one thing to camp out im@e$t on a warm summer’s night; quite
another to do so when rain storms rage and theewhnrings snow and cold. Naomi
Wood (2004: 198-199) discusses the Icy Mother4iati—Hans Christian Andersen’s
Snow Queen, C. S. Lewis’'s White Witch, Philip Pwims Mrs Coulter/Serafina
Pekkala, among others—and writes that, while threarttic tradition depicts Mother
Nature as kind and nurturing, a different versiaswmnagined in places where “human
survival is clearly not ‘natural’ or paradisiacalr~which any survival must be the result
of struggle and tenacity”. Arctic nature persordfies cold, beautiful and loving but
demands submission. NeithBonia, the Robber's Daughteror Hatchetincludes a
personification of nature: this discussion is uswde merely to show the different
versions of nature, and that weather aspects tap pictured as harsh and challenging.
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3.2.2 The Silence of the Wilderness

Claire Jansen (2009: 48) points out that silence usual motif in wilderness texts and
writes that the rhetoric of silence is “a tropetttextually turns dynamic ecosystems to
stone”. Will Slocombe also discusses silence as etaphor in terms of Jean
Baudrillard’s use of it. He writes that “silencelslenic for Baudrillard”, as an opposite
to the traffic and constant noise of our contempor&orld; silence in this sense is
“artificially suggestive of a pre-apocalyptic warl@Slocombe 2005: 496). But while
Baudrillard claims that the animals are silent dhdt that makes them distant and
intimate with us at the same time, Slocombe pantsthat animals are only silent from
a human perspective. Or perhaps not even human\estern—as Christopher Manes
(1996: 15) writes, nature is silent in Western undt because “the status of being a
speaking subject is jealously guarded as an exglyshuman prerogative” (here, we
can once again refer to Plumwood’s theories ofcaldexclusion or hyperseparation,

reserving specific characteristic for oneself catyl excluding it from the other).

Manes points out that in other cultures, such asymdative American tribes, the
natural world is not seen as silent, but full ofces with intents. This animistic world
view might appear somewhat unscientific and irraipbut the fact remains that, faced
with an angry lion, a thundering waterfall or arBetre high ocean wave, anyone might
be convinced to consider that listening to natunghinnot be such a bad idea.
Furthermore, Manes (1996: 16) refers to Michel Fmlicand his demonstration of
social power operating through “a regime of prigéd speakers”, whose words are
taken seriously, while silenced speakers, such @sem, minorities, children and, in
this case, nature, are considered meaningless.cadssequence, Manes claims, nature
(and indeed all these silenced speakers) has bg@oited for subjective human gain,
resulting in the present ecological crisis. Accogdio him, animistic societies have
“almost without exception” avoided the kind of emvimental destruction present in
Western society (Manes 1996: 18). The truth of #md possible reasons for it can of
course be discussed; the danger of trying to salpeoblem by glorifying something
which has previously been shunned is prevalent—glaamgument is not far from the

rhetoric of ‘the Ecological Indian’-myth. Accordirtg the myth, all Native Americans
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lived in harmony with nature as conservationistsl @amvironmentalists, until the
European Colonialists came, invaded the land aptb#®d it. Although many Native
American tribes had—and still have—a different viefvand relationship with nature
than the Europeans who no doubt had a major effieatature as they conquered the
frontier, this myth is simplified and lopsided, aadly tells one version of the stdry
This is yet another example of how something divensd complex is perceived as one-

dimensional and homogeneous.

The motif of silence is one that appears in botthefprimary books of this thesis; in
different ways, but primarily as something odd amtusual. Silence is something
unnatural, and can therefore signify danger or meg® state of disruption. Gary
Paulsen (2001: 74-75) himself writes about silermethe disturbance of it, iGuts

when he discusses guns:

There is nothing worse than what the sound of a dpegs to the woods. One
second there is the wonderful almost-silence ofdhest—nbirds, rustles of leaves,
soft sighs of wind in the pines—and the next insthere is the crashing crack,
worse than thunder, alien to everything that ithenwoods, harsh and cutting and
loud, and warning everything within a mile that yeme there. [...] All sounds and

movement cease—it’s as if the noise of the riflskhe whole woods.

Paulsen’s opinion is mirrored in his protagonistjaB, who, when faced with the
choice, chooses not to use a gun, although it waakle his quest for food much easier.
This will be discussed further in the analysis ¢kapbout the wilderness.

To sum up the wilderness trope, one can see thanhgists of many different aspects. It
has traditionally had connotations of both a subliparadise and a dangerous home of
beasts. It is also defined as the Other, as a pilbeee no human has set foot; which
makes going into the wilderness a paradoxical #gtivn Western culture, the
wilderness has traditionally been associated wignee and in children’s books, the
outdoors has conventionally been reserved for bepde girls remain indoors. In the
following analysis chapters, the wilderness ananahitropes will be applied tRonia,

® For a more in-depth discussion of the Ecologindidn-myth, see Shepard Krech IITse Ecological
Indian. Myth and HistoryNew York: W.W. Norton, 1999.



43

the Robber’'s Daughtesind Hatchetto see how they are represented in the novels, and
how the two narratives differ from each other. Thidl be done through analysing

different aspects of the tropes and the protagsrasiitudes towards them.
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4 THE CHARACTERS’ ATTITUDE TO NATURE

One of the aims of this thesis is to analyse thitudes towards nature thRbnia, the
Robber's Daughterand Hatchet projects. This chapter will discuss how active or
passive the protagonists are in their interactigh different aspects of nature, and how
their attitude changes throughout the books. Bexatitheir different backgrounds, it is
logical that Ronia has a more active attitude friw@ beginning, while Brian is more
passive; but that also leaves him more room foetigment. Finally, the importance of
one single specific tool—in Ronia’s case a knife, Brian a hatchet—and its function
as a reminder of civilisation will be discussecebyi.

Both Ronia and Brian show a certain degree of agweént in their relation to nature.
The change is most obvious in Brian’s case, whsclogical considering their starting
points. Ronia has lived in the forest all her liémd she knows nothing else; although
she becomes more humble towards it as the storgldsmfshe has a very positive
relation to nature from the beginning. She activgggs out into the forest and explores
every little part of it, in order to, in Wes Jack®(1994: 2)terms, “become native to
[her] place”. Brian’s initial attitude is passivad he more or less just waits for rescue,
but as the days go by and no one comes, he developsre active relationship with
nature. He was born and raised in the city andisvary familiar with nature. At one
point, he remembers playing with a friend in a pback home, where the trees grew
thick and the forest “seemed kind of wild4gtchet 52)# His word choice is telling: it
seemeavild, but was in fact human-made nature; his wihdss experience is similar to
the one of the Wilderness Act, which Byerly (1998) claims describes not a reality,
but an image. Before he comes to the forest, heohfs experienced what Raglon
(2009: 61)calls post natural wilderness: nature that in o wr another has been
manufactured or at the very least altered by hulm@ings. In contrastRonia, the
Robber’'s Daughteseems to confirm the claim that true wildernesdatonly be found

in the past, because it is set in an unindustedl|East.

* Hatchetwill henceforth be quoted with the title and pagenberonly; (Hatchet 52) thus refers to page
52 of Paulsen’s novel. SimilarliRonia, the Robber’'s Daughteiill be referred to aRonia
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4.1 Ronia the Active

To Ronia, all wonders of life are equal: riverges and human beings. The first time

she goes out of Matt’s Fort, she takes all of iwith amazement:

they had talked of the river. But it was not ustie could see how it came rushing
in wild rapids from deep under Matt’'s Mountain tisie understood what rivers
were. They had talked about the forest. But it matsuntil she saw it, so dark and
mysterious, with all its rustling trees, that shelerstood what forests were, and
she laughed silently because rivers and forest® wesre. She could scarcely
believe it. [...] Ronia did not know that they werater lilies, but she looked at
them for a long time and laughed silently becauatemlilies were there. [...] She
lay down on the moss to rest for a while, and thed rustled high above her head.
She lay there watching them and laughed silentbabse they were ther&kdgnia
13-14)

When she sees Birk, the only other child she has met, for the first time, she reacts
exactly in the same way as she reacts to the rioest, water lilies and trees: “Ronia
watched him sitting there and laughed to hersetbbse he was thereR¢nia 22). For
her, every living thing has intrinsic value, whitils her with joy. In this description,
there is no mention of the ‘point’ of these thinggistence; the river, the forest, water
lilies, trees and boys are not worthy of consideraind appreciation because they can
provide firewood or drinking water or food, but gily because they exist. This extract
pictures Ronia as a deep ecologist, who values huand non-human life regardless of

its usefulness to her own gains.

She is not a deep ecologist through and throughetier; the question of possession is,
for example, one that rounds her character. Ihytionia and Birk are not friends, and
when she sees Birk outside the den of a fox fath#y she has been watching since the
cubs were small, she is enraged. She says to himarit you to leave my fox cubs
alone and get out of my woodsR¢@nia 39). The forest where she has grown up is her
kingdom; they are her woods, and the foxes inathaar foxes. Birk retorts:

Your fox cubs! Your woods! Fox cubs belong to thelmes—don’t you know
that? And they live in the foxes’ wood, which igtiwolves’ and bears’ and elk’s
and wild horses’ wood too. And the owls’ and thezzards’ and the wood
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pigeons’ and the hawks’ and the cuckoos’ wood. Armesnails’ and the spiders’
and the ants’ wood [...] the wild harpies’ and thaygdwarfs’ and the rumphobs’
and the murktrolls’ wood! [...] In any case, it's nwood! And your wood,
robber’'s daughter—yes, your wood too! But if yountve for yourself alone, then
you’re sillier than | thought when 1 first saw ydiRonia 39)

In this scene, Birk is the deep ecologist, whilenfats stance is more toward the
cornucopian end of the scale. Some of it can bébatéd to the fact that she dislikes
Birk—she retorts that she is perfectly happy torshhe forest with the foxes and the
owls, but not with him—but she does have a moresgesive view of the forest

throughout the book than Birk. However, becauseid&drsplays these tendencies, and
because Birk consequently points them out as wuntife book explicitly shows this

hierarchical dualism and possession as based amadspremises and completely

arbitrary.

4.2 Brian the Passive

In contrast, Brian Robeson éfatchetis a child of the city, but is forced to adapt
himself to nature. Initially, he compares everythine sees and experiences to TV-
shows he has seen and books he has read. Thesaggmessquitoes come as a surprise
because “in all the reading, in the movies he hadclhed on television about the
outdoors, never once had they ever mentioned ttegjamos or flies” Hatchet 35). He

is very thirsty, and wonders whether the lake waalrinkable: “It was water. But he
did not know if he could drink it. Nobody had ewetd him” (Hatchet 41). All his
knowledge about nature he has acquired through $ome of mediation—on TV, in
books or by someone telling him. It is a passivevldedge that is predominantly ill-

equipped for spending time in the wilderness.

For exmple, in the beginning, he tries to rementbilgs such as “What did they do in
the movies when they got stranded like thig?atchet 45), and it helps him to some
extent; but the situation forces him to adapt aeramtive attitude and learn things by

experience, and from mistakes. Before he sees batth fish in the lake, he has not
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even considered that there are fish—food—in the.ldke passive attitude is so deeply
rooted in him that even though the hunger is tgahim apart, the idea to look into the
lake for food never occurs to him. He goes hungrydquite some time, and when he
finally finds a bush of berries, he overindulgestie middle of the night, he wakes up
with tearing stomach ache, “as if all the berradbkthe pits had exploded in the center of
him, ripped and tore at himHatchet 63). In the morning, he draws the conclusion that
he ate too many of them at a time; so next meatalte fewer berries, at a slower speed,
and makes sure to choose only the dark, ripe lseamnel leave the light red ones. By
learning from his mistakes and adapting a more/@gititude, he is able to figure out a
more successful way of eating the berries. Howeweris able to draw upon his book
knowledge in some cases; sometimes to no diredfibeas when he concludes which
way north is, based on “the sun and the fact thaise in the east and set in the west”
(Hatchet 53); but occasionally to great help, as whendmembers from school that

fire needs oxygen to burn, leading to him finallgkimg fire.

After a breakdown when he cries bitterly and thites cannot survive alone in the
wilderness, he wakes up to a realisation: “latetolo&ed back on this time of crying in
the corner of the dark cave and thought of it asmwite learned the most important rule
of survival, which was that feeling sorry for yoelfsdidn’t work” (Hatchet 77). He has
to try to actively do some work if he wants to suev One night, he hears a strange
sound, and the following morning he tries to figorg what it was. He sees tracks in
the sand and gathers some sort of animal cameoup thie water to do something—
maybe “to play and make a pile in the sand?atChet 93). Brian immediately smiles

at himself:

City boy, he thought. Oh, you city boy with youtycways [...] sitting in the sand
trying to read the tracks and not knowing, not us@ading. Why would anything
wild come up from the water to play in the sand? that way, animals weren’t
that way. They didn’'t waste time that way. It hadne up from the water for a
reason, a good reason, and he must try to unddrtarreason, he must change to
fully understand the reason himself or he wouldmake it. Hatchet 93)
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With the help of reason, the signs around him anelevision show he once saw, he
manages to work out that a sea turtle came up fhemvater to lay its eggs in the sand.

Because he comprehends this, he finds the eggs ahtk to eat them.

This begins a change in him, and he comes to sdehaar things differently from
before: “he would truly see that thing, not justic@ it as he used to notice things in the
city. He would see all parts of itHatchet 100). He makes a spear to catch fish, but
when it does not work, he figures out he needs #unge with more speed, and he
‘invents’ the bow and arrow. Wise from his expedes, he ponders that maybe “that
was how it really happened, way back when—someifivenman tried to spear fish
and it didn’t work and he ‘invented’ the bow andoav. Maybe it was always that way,
discoveries happened because they needed to hafi@ichet 107). This is very far
from the ‘I saw it on TV’-attitude he had earli@nd no doubt one that works better in
the wilderness.

It is also an important event when his attitudenges from trying to survive until
someone comes to rescue him; to trying to sunpeeiod. When a plane comes close,
but turns away before they see him, he admitsrséif that “it was all silly anyway,
all just a game. He could do a day, but not forevee could not make it if they did not
come for him someday. He could not play the ganteomt hope; could not play the
game without a dream’Hatchet 112). He calls the experience a game, something
similar to when he and his friend pretended theyewest in the woods in that
seemingly wild park back home. Up until that momédm somehow still passively
awaits that rescue which will take him back to litgg and anything he does is just
stalling, trying to stay alive until that momentes. But after this, he picks himself up
and starts living with the sole purpose of stayatige. This episode illustrates the way
that Brian up to that point considers the wildesnesperience a parenthesis in his life,
something not quite real. His view of the situatmirrors what Garrard mentioned as
the traditional Western connotations of the wildsmsas a place sharply separate from
human culture, and the motif of escape and retiamplying that the end result—the
return—is the crucial part, whereas the wildernesgerience is, as Brian calls it, a

game, just something to do kill time.
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Ronia, in comparison, is from the beginning vergivacin her attitude towards nature.
She breathes in nature with all her senses, amdsl¢hings by doing them, rather than
hearing about them on TV. When her father tellstbeloe careful not to fall into the
river, she practices cautiousness by jumping onstippery stones where the river is
most fierce; and when he tells her to watch out tootumble into Hell's Gap, she
practices by jumping over it. Although these atigd are based on something someone
has told her, she does not look for knowledge &ilts $n what other people have said,
but actively searches for it herself. The closestiR gets to Brian’s ‘I saw it on TV'-
attitude is when she looks at an injured mare as@rhed to hear Lovis’s voice in her
ear and knew what to doRpnig 119). But this is also a more active stancehat she
has seen her mother do it, and watched how it wae dh real life rather than some
fictional character on film. Although Brian’s attde towards nature changes during the
course of the book, his stance is predominantlassipe one, while Ronia’s is active.
Both of them keep with them a small part of ciatisn even in the wilderness,

however, which will be addressed next.

4.3 The Knife and the Hatchet

Both in Hatchetand inRonia, the Robber's Daughtethere is one tool that is very
important for the protagonists: a hatchet and dekmespectively. Brian’s mother
somewhat proleptically gives him a hatchet befayarting the plane, and it comes to
be the most important thing he has for survivingha wilderness. By the aid of the
hatchet, he eventually produces other tools heseedet food, such as a fishing spear
and a bow, and it is also the key component in ngpkire. He acknowledges that
without “the hatchet he had nothing—no fire, nolspmo weapons—he was nothing.
The hatchet was, had been hirifagchet 162). At one point, he accidentally drops the
hatchet in the water and struggles hard, withifesalt stake, to get it back. He is willing
to risk his life to regain this little piece of digation that has so much value to him.

When Ronia and Birk move out to the Bear’'s Cavek Rirings with him a knife.

Similarly to Brian, he states: “It's the most pes thing we have, remember that.
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Without a knife we can’t manage in the wood&otig 107). Despite this, on one
occasion they misplace the knife, which lead tceatéd argument ending with Ronia
leaving the cave. Due to more important eventsy #re reunited and vow never to let
an object come between them again, but this episludérates the crucial importance
of the knife. It is a small reminder of civilisatidhat they cannot afford to let go of.
These two similar incidents are important to thcdssion because they show that the
main characters in both books are fundamentallgdas some sort of society outside

the wilderness—to go out in the wilderness, theostrbe some place to depart from.

This chapter has attempted to show the fundameliti@rence in the protagonists’
attitudes towards nature, and the change that ¢pgrience. While Ronia from the
beginning very actively interacts with nature aedrhs things by doing, Brian is used to
an indoor lifestyle and attaining his knowledge spasly by watching TV.
Circumstances force a change in his attitude, heweand he learns to become more
active in order to survive in the wilderness. Battbremain based in civilisation by the
presence of a knife or a hatchet, and Ronia, fdneallove of nature, does not take the
deep ecologist position at all times. In theseanesgs, Birk often corrects her, which
means that the book explicitly points out her pssse tendencies and thereby
illuminates that she asserts an arbitrary sensedriority, which is rather based in her

own mind than in reality.
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5 ANIMAL REPRESENTATIONS IN THE NOVELS

As discussed in the theory part of this thesismais in different forms appear

frequently in children’s literature. The primaryte for this thesis are no exceptions;
although neither of them features animals as aptihmorphic characters who talk and
act like humans (the fantasy creatures Bbnia, the Robber's Daughter

notwithstanding; for the discussion of these, ss#ien 5.3), both authors have chosen
to let their protagonists interact with animalsdifferent ways. Brian meets several
different animals that fill various functions: astential food, danger and occasionally
just as part of nature. Ronia has several encaumtitéh shadow folk and foxes, but her

most prominent interaction with animals are witrethwild horses.

5.1 Ronia and the Horses

Quite early on, Ronia declares that she wants asehfmr her own. There is a herd of
wild horses in the forest and she plans “to cateld and take it home to Matt's Fort”
(Ronia 78). Birk questions why she would want a horséhatfort and suggests that
they catch two and ride them there and then, agifiBiis for the woods”Ronia 78).
They lasso two young stallions and tie them tcee,tbut the horses kick and lunge and
snap at them when they try to make them understhatthey mean no harm. By
naming them, they claim them for their own anywayyd Birk announces, “you belong
to us now, whether you like it or not!Rfnia 81). He here exhibits clear signs of what
Plumwood calls instrumentalism or objectificati@eging the horse as an instrument of
his own will. The horses are robbed of any riglitscomplain, and he sees them as
possessions, to be claimed at his leisure.

That first day, the children keep the horses tted tree where they continue struggling
to get loose until the evening when they finallyggup. Ronia and Birk lead them to the
lake so that they can drink, and the horses seera tnough for Ronia to attempt to
ride one of them. She only makes it onto his basfore the horse throws her off and

both horses gallop away. Some time goes by withother attempts at conquering the
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wild horses. The children see them a few times tapdo approach them, speaking
gently, but the horses run away to some place wtierg can graze in peace. This
reaction, according to the focalizer Ronia, is leeaneither “Villain nor Savage
understood kindness’Rpnia 110). The dualistic relationship between Ronid #re
horse is described through what Plumwood callsceddéxclusion or hyperseparation,
when she denies the horses’ capabilities of resiggnbenevolence, something that she
reserves for herself and Birk, the human beingss T turn gives her a reason for
enslaving the horses, and make them submissive—ribeg to learn to appreciate that

they are being treated well.

A third horse is then attacked by a bear, who Kiks foal and leaves her bleeding
heavily. Ronia sends Birk to fetch some dried nmtbas can stop the bleeding and stays
with the mare herself, holding her and murmuringdsoof comfort. The horse stands
still, “as if listening” Ronia 119). When Birk returns with the moss, they piegs her
wound to stop the bleeding and stay with her ghhiAfter the wound stops bleeding,
they lead her to a safe place near their cave, evtiery continue nursing her back to
health. The children’s relationship to the mareaspletely different from the way they
see the first two horses—while they were treatethstsuments of the children’s will,
and acknowledged only for their potential as a wetbf transportation, the mare is
nursed, not so that the children consequently ickinhrer or something similar, but only

for the purpose of her getting better.

The mare would not have survived without the cleilds care, but the relationship
becomes mutually beneficial. Because the mare,hwiiiey name Lia, has lost her foal,
they milk her and get nutrition from that all sumimBoth parties benefit from the
exchange: “It was a relief for the mare to have tigdrt udder emptied, and Birk was
glad of the milk” Ronig 121). After Lia’s wound has healed, they let gerand she

goes back to live with the wild horses, but thell oat to her every night, and she
answers “with a neigh to show them where she wesause she wanted to be milked”
(Ronia 123). Towards the end of the summer, she stastsggless milk, and although

she still comes when they call her, “Ronia could s®at she no longer liked to be
milked” (Ronig 127). She then looks into Lia’s eyes and thardsftr what she has
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done for them, and tells Birk to do the same. Themetimes see her again, and she
whinnies when they call her name, but she stayb wie herd from then on. The
children recognise that she is “a wild horse arel\sbuld never be a domestic animal,
after all” (Ronig 128). In this, they recognise her intrinsic vadune independency, and
relinquish any claims to her. They also admit that milk has kept them alive
throughout the summer; in comparison, a dualistigstruction such as that described
by Plumwood would typically indicate the childreenying dependency on the horse.
Their acknowledging their reliance on her milk isign of a non-hierarchical concept of

difference, even though her milk is, of courseyanproduct of her, not her herself.

The children’s relationship with Lia also signifiaschange in the other horses’ attitude
towards them. When Lia is back with the herd, hilit Iseing milked, the rest of the
herd sometimes comes closer and watches curioliblg. stallions Ronia and Birk
attempted to tame earlier, Villain and Savage,otteme, and are more friendly to the
children than before: “They could be talked to n@amd at last they could even be
patted” Ronig 124). One evening, Ronia again decides to ridk sbe springs onto
Villain’s back. After some hard work, he throws fwéf again, but Ronia keeps trying
every evening “to teach Villain and Savage bettanners” Ronig 125). Here again is
an example of her tendency towards radical exaysi@iming for herself the position
of superior and teacher, which means that the equas with Lia has not changed her
altogether. The horse keeps resisting her effbrs,Birk manages to stay on Savage,
which fires Ronia’s desire to tame Villain even morhe horse suddenly finds Ronia
on his back again, which he does not like, “anduMas both frightened and resentful
when he realized that it did no good” to try ancbth her off Ronig 125). But Ronia
has made up her mind to stay put, so she does,tkgagh Villain gallops at full speed
through the woods. Birk, on Savage, finally fordem to stop, and after that the
children are allowed to ride the horses. As Birkspiti “at last both these two wicked
beasts know what they're supposed to do and whale&t (Ronia 126). The wild
horses are still seen as subordinate, and arederfityed through their usefulness to the
children, in Plumwood’s (1993: 52) ternmeorporation
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After this, the horses come running when they $&eechildren, and according to the
narrator, there “was nothing they enjoyed more rdaya than racing each other, each
with a rider on his back’Ronig 128). Ronia and Birk are exerting the same tyjpe o
superiority humans in Western civilisation have @dar centuries, but they do also
genuinely seem to care for the horses. One evetheg, are chased by a wild harpy,
and the horses are terrified. Ronia and Birk thtlo@mselves off and let the horses flee,
because “it was human beings that the wild harpated and wanted to get at, not the
beasts of the forestRnig 128). This could be seen as the children ackmiyitg the
horses’ intrinsic value—but could also, from a maedf-interested perspective, be
written down as solely an attempt to preserve thenals for future rides, especially

considering they are referred tolssastswhich is often a pejorative term.

The horses consequently stay away for a time, @shirpy had scared them so much
that they were also frightened of the humans wiibleen sitting on their backs when
they were hunted”’Ronia 136). But with time they forget about it and comening,
wanting to race again. When the children returrthi fort for the winter, they tell
Villain and Savage they will come to them everydfaghere is not too much snow.
They notice that the horses have gotten thicketscas protection against the cold, and
conclude that “Villain and Savage would also lieesee another springRfnia 156).
The children’s relationship to Villain and Savagemore complex than the one with
Lia. While their relation to her is based on mutii@hefit, empathy and nurturance; the
stallions are primarily viewed as beings of instamtal value, as riding animals,

although some sort of affection can also be seemntaally—on both sides.

5.2 Brian and the Animals

While Ronia interacts with humans, animals andstmedow folk, which are something
in between the two, Brian’s only contacts with higi creatures in the wilderness are
with animals of different kinds. He faces a whotege of different animals, which

contextually fill different functions: some animaléish, birds, rabbits—are prey and a
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source of food; some pose a potential threat te-Homars, wolves, a moose; and some

are just plain annoying—mosquitoes.

The first animals he comes in contact with—veryselacontact, at that—are the
mosquitoes. As a storytelling device, they functamyet another foreign and hostile
part of the wilderness; and Brian’s reaction tonthdearly shows his attitude towards
both nature and knowledge. When the day startsaatowup, the insects attack him with
full force: “thick, swarming hordes of mosquitosttilocked to his body, made a living
coat on his exposed skin, clogged his nostrils wiermnhaled, poured into his mouth
when he opened it to take a breath. It was notilplgskelievable” Hatchet 34). He
cannot believe the hostility and number of the $m@uaiimals that are everywhere. As is
his habit, he thinks of the books he has read &edTiV-shows he has seen, but
concludes, “Never, in all the reading, in the mevie had watched on television about
the outdoors, never once had they ever mentioreedhttsquitos or flies”"Hatchet 35).
Sometimes his passive knowledge helps him, buether times when it simply has not
accounted for the things that happen to him. Sedhmgugh the bias of the
romanticising nature programmes, he states thdthaly ever showed on the naturalist
shows was beautiful scenery or animals jumping rastcuaving a good time'Hatchet
35). He realises that the mediated version of eatat he has encountered only shows
one side, and that the wilderness in reality is Imoore diverse and complex. This
insight is a step towards overcoming what Plumw(@®&93: 53) calldqhomogenisation.
Until he comes to the wilderness and finds outhionself, Brian’s view of nature has
followed what TV has taught him and the mosquitack is just the first of many
pointers that he needs to change in order to seindecause although the insects can

hardly wound him fatally, there are other animbbt can.

There are three significant encounters with anirttad$ could potentially be dangerous
to Brian: one with a bear, one with a wolf (or sedeand one with a moose. His own
reaction to and perception of the experiences arg different in each case, which is
what makes them noteworthy. Two days after Brigst &rrives in the woods, he finds a
bush of raspberries. As he is indulging in sweetié® he hears a noise, turns and sees

a huge black bear. He is paralysed with fear: “ldaladt do nothing, think nothing”



56

(Hatchet 69). After a while, he does have a similar reacts with many other things,
comparing the bear to one he has once seen irothébat the reality and presence of it
hits him hard: “This one was wild, and much bigtiean the one in the zoo, and it was
right there. Right there”Hatchet 70). On this occasion, Brian acts purely on mcdfi
keeping still and waiting until the bear is gonadahen runs away in panic until his

thoughts catch up with him. He then realises:

If the bear had wanted you, his brain said, he dduhve taken you. It is

something to understand, he thought, not somettarmgn away from. The bear

was eating berries. Not people. The bear made neertw hurt you, to threaten

you. It stood to see you better, study you, thentvea its way eating berries. It

was a big bear, but it did not want you, did nohtm@ cause you harm, and that is
the thing to understand herélatchet 71)

Moments after, Brian notices the birds singing atades that there “was no danger here
that he could sense, could feel. In the city, @htithere was sometimes danger”
(Hatchet 71). Although it was a shocking experience, halide to rationalise the

situation and learn from it, and even notice that ¢ity can offer greater dangers than
nature. This experience teaches him that a cityfeadichotomy where one represents
danger and one safety is not realistic, and theihgehe wilderness as the enemy is not

very rewarding.

Later on, Brian also encounters a wolf. This megtmnvery different from the one with
the bear, primarily because Brian himself is noffedent. A feeling causes him to stop,
and he stands waiting for something to happerhiaddaeling was once before followed
up by another bear encounter; one that could hadedcebadly if he had taken another
step, as it would have put him between a bear maihe her cubs. He then sees a wolf
and has what could almost be described as a spiatkperience. He is amazed by its
sheer size and feels as if the “wolf claimed aditttvas below him as his own, took
Brian as his own. Brian looked back and for a manfielt afraid because the wolf was
SO ... so right. He knew Brian, knew him and owned And chose not to do anything
to him” (Hatchet 114-115). Compared to Ronia and her animal erieminthere is a
reversal of roles in this sentiment: here, the hurnaing is the subordinate, and the

animal is the possessor—at least in Brian’s mirtter@ is of course a certain level of
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anthropomorphism in his interpretation of the ditug as he is ascribing the wolf
feelings that it does not necessarily have. ButBoan, this is a profound moment,
because the instance he admits that the wolf charge but does not attack, he stops
being afraid: “Brian knew the wolf for what it wasrother part of the woods, another
part of all of it” (Hatchet 115). He feels a connection to this other livargature and
recognises that he is only one small part of arsystem, and that changes him: “the
Brian that stood and watched the wolves move away modded to them was
completely changed’Hatchet 115). Instead of seeing nature as the counterpaat
nature/human-dichotomy, he acknowledges that laepart of nature, and that there is

no dichotomy.

His new-found sense of belonging does not help mminch when a moose finds him,
however. He is standing with his back to the fosesen out of nowhere, the moose
attacks. She hits him, sends him flying into tHeeJaand charges again when he tries to
get out. The experience leaves him with jabbinghpai his ribs and a wrenched
shoulder, but also a lack of understanding. Brias hhow been in the forest for over a
month and has learned to see and hear differdetiyned about what drives animals
and how nature works; but the moose attack isreiffe because there is “no sense at all
to it. Just madnessHatchet 143). Because he cannot comprehend why the moose
would attack him, he writes it off as pure madnasd continues to view nature as a
place where things do make sense. The chaos ofen&unot something he can
understand intellectually; but he does not dwellitpras he has by now realised that
some things are out of his control. He does notdmpaster the chaos, but surrenders to
it.

Finally, Brian also comes in contact with animalshis search for food. This happens
indirectly, as when birds lead him to the berry Hmss or when he finds turtle eggs
buried in the sand; and directly, as he catchds disd hunts birds and rabbits. He
quickly learns “the truly vital knowledge that dew all creatures in the forest—food is
all. Food was simply everything. All things in thwods, from insects to fish to bears,
were always, always looking for food—it was the ajresingle driving influence in

nature” Hatchet 122). With the hatchet, he fashions weapons;m@nttying different



58

things and failing, he learns what kind of woodakes to make a bow, how to catch a
fish, and that the secret to discovering birds asftaged close to invisibility is to look
for their shape, not the texture or the colourheiiit feathers. The first time he catches a
fish, he repeats over and over again that he hase“dbod” Hatchet 119). But he does
not only rejoice in the fact that he now has fdmat, in everything involved: “he exulted
in it, in the bow, in the arrow, in the fish, irethatchet, in the sky. He stood and walked
from the water, still holding the fish and arrowddsow against the sky, seeing them as
they fit his arms, as they were part of hirhfaichet 119). To be able to catch the fish,
he has to adapt himself to the ways of nature;gaste has to in order to catch the birds
and the rabbits.

The fish are part of one instance where Plumwobdsarchical dualism is visible in
the book. When Brian dives after the survival packe sunken airplane, he catches a
glimpse of the pilot, and is revolted by the sighithough he has now learned that the
hunt for food is the main driving force of natuhe, has “never really thought of it, but
the fish—the fish he had been eating all this thmad to eat, too”Hatchet,168). Seen

in the light of Plumwood’'s characteristics of dsal, this attitude constitutes
incorporation, because Brian has only consideredfigh as far as they are of use to
him: as food. They are not encountered as an imidkgre other, with intrinsic value and
needs not connected to him. This also ties in wistrumentalism, as Brian conceives
of the fish as instruments to his own will. Because is faced directly with the
evidence, he is able to recognise that the fisle m@eds independent of him, and that

their lives do not begin and end with his dealinggh them.

Brian’s encounters with different animals thus sthate the development he goes
through. From the mosquito attack that he cannibé dpelieve, because he is so stuck in
his passive way of thinking; via the situation wikie bear, that he reacts to on instinct,
but later rationalises; to the wolf encounter, tharthinds him he is part of a larger

ecosystem. His pursuit of food further emphasikeslast point, as he cannot catch his
prey before he learns to attune himself to nafline moose attack, on the other hand,
shows that even though he believes he understéwedprinciples that govern nature,

some things are beyond his comprehension and ¢ontro
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5.3 Neither Human nor Animal: the Shadow Folk

Hatchetis a realistic novel and the animals in the bodkaacordingly, not as in classic
children’s literature, as talking creatures wheratt with the human characteronia,

the Robber's Daughtepresents a slightly more complex cabinet of non-daum
characters. The animal discussion in this thesigdes mainly on the primarily realistic
animals in the book: familiar creatures such asémithat behave as horses could be
expected to in real life, and do not seem to beeggmtative of the ‘children or adults in
disguise’-animal character that Nikolajeva and EasSeger discussed. There are,
however, also fantasy creatures in the novel wbainot be completely ignored.

In the forest around Matt’s Fort, there are grayadw; harpies and rumphobs which talk
and interact with the humans in a way that coulddxn as anthropomorphic. The wild
harpies are beautiful but ferocious flying creasuneth stony eyes and sharp claws and
a thirst for blood; the gray dwarfs are small amadygwith eyes that glow in the dark
and a desire to bite humans; and the rumphobsremedly and peaceable, “easily
recognizable by their broad rumps and wrinkledelitaces and scrubby hairRoniag
52), and live in rotten trees or underground holdgese fantasy creatures are sharply
different from the human characters and in a dwidsetween human and non-human,
they are clearly on the non-human side, despitie dtdity to speak. Even the dwarfs,
who are generally human figures elsewhere, arglglaat human in Ronia’s world. In
terms of silenced nature, their speaking abilityeimarkable in that it does not confirm
the stereotype Manes talked about, of preservieg@pas a human prerogative. In the
human/animal dichotomy, however, they do not fiaimd rather form a group of their
own. This statement is based on the text itselgrelihe characters make a distinction
between animals—bears, wolves, horses—and whatsamneetimes referred to as
“shadow folk” (Ronig 120). It says that bears “and wolves shunnedhamyto do with
the shadow folk. No rumphobs or murktrolls, no legpor gray dwarfs had to fear
beasts of prey’Ronia 120). From this quote, it is evident that thesatures cannot be

considered animals, at least not intradiegetically.
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From an ecocritical standpoint, it can be intergsto note that the shadow folk fill the
function of monsters in the story, while the rdadisanimals are more complex
creatures. Although some of the fantasy creaturesri@ndly, like the rumphobs, most
of them represent danger of some kind, which ifediht from the realistic animals.
When Ronia is about to go out in the forest for firg time, Matt warns her about a
number of things she needs to watch out for: waddoles and gray dwarfs (and Borka
robbers) are among these, but bears and wolvesaren this way, Lindgren has
chosen to transfer the threats that some animafaaie pose to humans onto fantasy
creatures, invoking a theriomorphising, rather taaranthropomorphising strategy. The
only dangerous realistic animal that appears instbey is a bear who kills a foal and
injures its mother, which is sad, but the childese never in danger (although Birk
expresses joy that the bear has not killed RoBiah. simply states: “Those are the kind
of things that happen in Matt’'s Wood and in eveigod’ (Ronig 120). The fact that
the realistic animals are not dangerous takes amayething of their complexity; but
seen in this context, the shadow folk might repnesiee danger of animals, while the
animals themselves are representations primarilfhef more positive traits. Their
function as monsters makes their speaking abilltyha more significant, as negative

representations logically would be the most likelyoe robbed of voice.

The shadow-folk inRonia, the Robber's Daughtesre neither human beings nor
animals; and through their very existence, they dieé sharp distinction between the
two. Using these fantasy creatures as the monstéhe book, Lindgren has adapted a
theriomorphising strategy, and the realistic angvak left with predominantly positive

characteristics. However, despite this, they retirspeaking ability, and are not

silenced, as could perhaps be expected in the Widsaglition.

5.4 Naming as Binding and Bonding

As stated in section 3.1.3, naming has traditigrfalhctioned as a way of laying claims

to and binding an assumed inferior, but it can sically also represent a bond being

created by the namer and the namedRdmia, the Robber's Daughtethere are two
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significant examples of naming, both involving RanBirk and a horse or two, but
different from each other in terms of the reasantli@ name-giving. The first occasion
comes about as a result of the two children degidivey wish to ride a horse, and
trying to capture a couple of wild horses to gootlyh with the plan. Ronia tries to
make one of the horses understand she wishes hinamo by giving him a piece of
bread, but the horse tries to bite her. Birk isckled and asks, “Do you mean that
villain snapped at you when you were giving himdaf®’; Ronia looks at the horse and
decides that “Villain—that's a good nhameRdnig 80). The stallion Birk has chosen
for himself is thereafter named Savage, and is @dlds new station in life: ““Do you
hear that, wild horses?’ Birk shouted. ‘We've givgou names. You're Villain and
Savage, and you belong to us now, whether youtligenot!” (Ronig 81). The naming
of the horses functions as a way of claiming thenth&ir own, at the same time as it
marks their inferiority and reduces them to meresgssions, the way Joanna Dawson
(2009: 71) says that “naming functions like thefé&rhat separates the namer from the
named”. As such, Ronia’s and Birk’s action mirreveat has been done in Western
culture for centuries by giving names to and remgnassumedly inferior people and
things according to their own preferences, ancmescases forbidding them to have a

name at all.

Later on in the story, Ronia and Birk find a mdnatthas been injured by a bear and
nurse her back to health. Although Birk joyfullymarks that they now have a domestic
animal, the relationship is based on mutual depseeland their naming the horse has a
different significance from the previous instanRenia is prompted to give her a name,
and without thinking long she says: “I think sheuld be called Lia. Matt had a mare
when he was little, and that was her nanfRdrfig 121). That they name her at all is
more because of the reason Evernden gives, tolishtabsense of belonging, rather
than asserting superiority. The name itself is aqtejorative term, like Villain and
Savage, but a beautiful name; even more so as Res@iates it with her father, whom
she loves and misses very much despite their ¢isaggnt. Because it is a hame that
Ronia connects to her home, it also functions ageans of bringing the mare into her

own world, but in an invitational rather than foiewvay.
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In Hatchet naming does not feature as explicitly, but istifl there to some extent. In
accordance with Brian’s passive, knowledge-basétude towards the environment
around him, he feels the need to know the name$aots and animals in order to have
some sort of control. When he first arrives in theods, he looks at the vegetation
around him and concludes that he *“couldn’t identiiyost of it—except the
evergreens—and some leafy trees he thought miglaspen. He'd seen pictures of
aspens in the mountains on tele-visioRatchet 37). This very much tallies with his
overall sense of hopelessness and lack of contrelddes not know his surroundings
by name, and thereby does not know it at all. Dp $tom panicking, he orders himself
to slow down his thoughts and concentrate on wieakmows: “My name is Brian
Robeson and | am thirteen years old and | am ailortee north woods of Canada”
(Hatchet 43).

Listing simple facts that he can mention by namab&s him to focus his mind and
regain some control. With that, he is able to cglsthte that the “trees were full of
birds singing ahead of him in the sun. Some he krs®me he didn’t” Klatchet 58).
But he names the things he uses—he calls the bdradindsgut cherries a ball of
shredded birch bark which he uses to try to mateeHisspark nestand some birds
foolbirds. When he finally manages to make fire, he thifikeave a friend named fire”
(Hatchet 87). He keeps track of time by listing eventke lithe day of First Meat”,
“First Arrow Day” and “First Rabbit Day’Hatchet 129; 138; 138). He also builds a
raft and calls it “Brushpile One”Hatchet 156). Worth noting here, perhaps, is that
there is an epilogue which tells briefly about hitwg experience has changed Brian for
life. When home, he does research to find out tteggr names of the animals and
berries he has encountered in the wilderness. Buahthe reader alike learn that the

foolbirds are ruffled grouse and that gut cheraesofficially known as choke cherries.

Whether Brian’s desire to put a label on everythm fact an example of a wish to
control and dominate his environment or a way fan to establish a sense of place, a
home in the wilderness, is of course debatableExsrnden wrote, the naturalist is
perhaps trying to make the world his home by leagrthe names of everything. Louv

(2008: 41) quotes a student who says that she dsdfsshe is getting to know someone
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new every time she learns the name of a plant.apsra clue lies in the wotdarn: the

act of naming is more an act of domination thale#&ning a pre-existing name. Brian
calling a type of birdoolbird because he thinks “they were so dumb, or seembd 0
dumb, that it was almost insulting the way theytkadden from him” Hatchet 131) is

a way of asserting his superiority; him researchhmgestablished name of the species
when he comes home seems more like a way of recbingdo the place that was his

home, and he has now left.

Both books thus features different types of namangpalling both assumed superiority
and a desire to connect to the named animal. RamdaBirk follow a strong Western

tradition of using naming as a tool of dominatiohen they name Villain and Savage
and explicitly claiming them as their own throudtatt act, while the naming of Lia

signifies a wish to create a bond between thenarBuses naming primarily as a way of
regaining control in a situation he is not comfbkain, and through that asserts
dominance; but him researching aspects of the witss when he is removed from
there signals a longing to reconnect to a placehibanisses, even though survival was

at the time a struggle.

5.5 Metaphorical Use of Animals in the Novels

Astrid Lindgren has been very careful to incorpemaature not only into the story, but
also in the language she uses. Most imagery igdbasenature in one way or other. In
section 3.1.2, it was mentioned that although alsinae sometimes used in an
ameliorative way in imagery, they mostly functioa aegative vehicles in different
types of imagery in literature and common speechmals and other features of nature
are used in both these ways Ronia, the Robber’'s Daughtem addition to being
incorporated into what could be referred to as ednial idioms, expressions that in the
story fill the function of idioms, but are not usedtside this particular fictional world.
In contrast, the imagery idatchetis more based on civilisation, alluding to thinte!|

cars and televisions.
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Animals as negative vehicles are mostly use®amia, the Robber's Daughtevhen

someone in Matt’'s Fort—predominantly Matt himselttks about his arch enemy
Borka, the Borka robbers or Birk Borkason. The asnchosen for these types of
expression are generally those considered disgysttnpid or just generally of lower
status. Borka is for example called a “heathen dogf “more stupid than a pig”, while
Birk has to endure epithets such as “snake spanth™a snake fry, a louseREnia 29;

58; 29; 90). Ironically enough, considering the naaa all robbers, thievery is often
added for more effect, as in “thieving dog”, “igtthief hound” and “those thieving rats”
(Ronia 35; 160; 30). These expressions are all in caticel with how animals are often

used in imagery—as insults.

Ronia herself, as the protagonist and Matt's belodaughter, his “little pigeon”
(Ronia 9), is primarily described in positive terms, lmften using nature references.
She is on several occasions referred to as bembéautiful as a wild harpy” (although
wild harpies overall are seen in a negative lighejr beauty is unrivalled), “she could
run like a fox”, Birk and her “swam and dove likgoair of otters” and “in the end she
was like a healthy little animal, strong and agited afraid of nothing”Ronia 11; 21;
135; 17). This use of imagery is fitting, as Roteoughout the book is portrayed as a
character who lives her life in nature and indeedsdnot know of any other way of

living.

Judging a character by its nature-based epithetsmiost complex one is Matt. Ronia
sees him as “her forest pine, her strength”, whisewife mainly complains that he and
his robbers are “as idle as oxen” and "“wild goatRbnig 87; 61; 74). He is also
compared to a wild animal on several occasions;nvithe fort split in two “Matt was
raging like a wild animal” and when Ronia betrayar iather by jumping over to
Borka’s side, “Matt saw her in mid-leap, and a lbayst from him, the kind of cry wild
animals utter in their death agonyRdnig 7; 93). On the same occasion, he is also said
to be like “a wounded bearRpnia 94). Ronia’s mother, Lovis, is only once referted
with nature imagery, and in her case, it is noaaimal; instead, she is “steady and safe
as the cliff itself” Ronig 142). It is telling that Ronia and Matt, who &x@th passionate

and temperamental characters, are likened to diffeginimals and other living things,
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while the steadfast and even-tempered Lovis is ewetpto a rock. The diversity and
liveliness of nature is reflected in the daughted dahe father, while the mother

represents the notion that nature has always beend, and always will be.

The characters all use contextual idioms when tiseythem at all, and since their life is
rooted in nature, so are the established expressiboddle-Pete, the old grandfather-
figure who represents comic relief, says, “If yoei'got lice in your coat, roaring won't
get rid of them” Ronig 30). By analogy with common “what in the name 6f...
phrases, the charactersRonia, the Robber’'s Daughteiay things like “What in the
name of all the wild harpies have you been doirgg® “Where in the name of all wild
harpies are you off to in the middle of the nightRbnig 65; 101). The expression to
be “as safe here as the fox in its lair and thdeeay its nest” Ronig 19) is also
repeated more than once. This is a way for theoawthroot the entire fictional universe
in the wilderness, and reflects to what extent rtHeies are formed by their

environment.

The imagery inHatchetis much less nature-based. At one time, Paulsetesvthat
Brian “took air like a whale”Klatchet 163), but that is the only time he is likenedito
animal, and even then the comparison is more ctenthan, say, likening Ronia to a
wild harpy, because it just describes what he damswne up to the surface to take air.
The lack of nature-based metaphors and other ypesagery can in part be attributed
to the difference in writing styles: Lindgren usesery vivid language with plenty of
imagery, while Paulsen writes more concretely aimdight to the point. But it also
illustrates a basic difference between the twoggonists and main focalizers, which is
that, for Ronia, the wilderness is the only envinemt she knows, while Brian is new to
the whole milieu. He is therefore more likely tongmare the things he sees to
phenomena he is used to, like flames “consumingotiieof bark as fast as if it were
gasoline” Hatchet 86) and a moose coming “down on him like a runawack”
(Hatchet 141). His life up until now has been in civiligat, so the language in the
book reflects his reality.
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As seen, representations of animals appear frelyuentthe books, and play an
important part in helping the protagonists devetopuanced attitude towards other
living things. Ronia’s encounters with the hors#ssirate both her tendency to
hierarchical dualism and her empathy. The way alsimge used in the imagery of the
novel shows how profoundly the story is based enrthtural setting; while the shadow
folk blur the line between human and animal. Briamthe other hand, meets a number
of different animals in the wilderness, which a@hth him something about the way
nature works and where he himself fits into it. Ron, there is a continual struggle to
adapt from a life in civilisation to a way of li\gnin the wilderness. The aspects of the
wilderness that the children encounter will be dssed in the following chapter.
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6 THE WILDERNESS IN THE NOVELS

Both HatchetandRonia, the Robber’'s Daughtare set primarily in the wilderness, and
follow the “escape and return”-motif that Garralys is characteristic of wilderness
and pastoral texts alike; but the portrayals diffiebstantiallyHatchetfollows a classic
story structure that contrasts civilisation witle thilderness: Brian starts out in the city,
travels to the wilderness, where the main advertkes place, and at the end returns
home.Ronia, the Robber’s Daughter completely set in a forest, but nonethelesdypart
follows a similar structure, as she leaves thetgaiEher home, has adventures in the
forest, and then returns home. The big journey tihéowild is carried out when she and
Birk move away from home in the spring and returthie fall; but even when she lives
at home, her daily routine follows the same patterthe morning she goes out into the
forest, has different kinds of adventures, and thees back home when night falls.
This chapter will analyse how different aspectshaf wilderness are portrayed in the
two books, discussing the traditional twofold comtions of wilderness in terms of
their applications in the primary material, andnthmoving on to a discussion of the
wilderness from an ecofeminist perspective, andllfjndiscussing silence and weather

as aspects of the wilderness.

6.1 The Wilderness as Escape or Enemy

In each of the books, the protagonists go into whieerness; and this passage is
portrayed very concretely through one decisive evBrian makes the journey from
city life to nature, and the plane crash is a wangible image of how his stay in the
wilderness comes about through no choice of his.@eonia in a sense lives in the
wilderness to begin with, but the Fort with its bbelbs constitutes a society and a sort of
civilisation; less civilised than many others amdad sort of society, perhaps, but a
society nonetheless. Her passage into the wilderats® comes about through mild
force, when the rift between the children and tip@irents induces Birk to move out,
and Ronia follows suit. Birk states it quite plarfll’'m moving into the forest now [...]

| can’t live in Borka’s Keep any longerRpnia 99). For Ronia and Birk, the wilderness
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functions much as for Thoreau and Abbey, as anpest@m civilisation, freedom;
although what they seek there is not a more genwioidd but a refuge. There are
dangers in the wilderness too—the children areclatid by wild harpies that want to
scratch out their eyes and they consequently nelaokyn in the river—but despite this,
the wilderness is never their enemy: “they talkbdwut the wonderful time they could
have, even though there were wild harpies. Howljoitevas to live in the freedom of
the forest, by night or by day, under the sun, maord stars and through the slow
passage of the seasonRofiig 129). Although the children in a sense are exiteth
their home, their familiarity with and love for theilderness allows them to feel at

home there as well.

The theory section on the wilderness stated that tdtm has had two different
connotations in Western literary tradition: natateits purest, untouched by human
beings; and a dark and dangerous place. The weédsrin Ronia, the Robber’'s
Daughterfalls into the first category. Although the humagirigs in the story live their
lives in the wilderness, they have not altered uichn Matt’s Fort is the only building
that is featured in the story, and although it uslttby men, nature has significantly
modified it: the night Ronia is born, lightningig&s and divides the fort into two parts,
creating Hell's Gap. When Ronia and Birk move ¢y live in a cave, trusting nature
to provide anything and everything they might ne®gerall, nature is mentioned in
very positive terms, and Ronia time and time agejoices in it: “She loved her forest
and all that was in it"Ronig 136). Apart from joy, the forest also usuallyngs her
comfort when she is feeling down. When she hashieftparents and the other robbers
behind and moved to the cave, she is “not feels\@appy as she wished, but through
the cave opening she could see the light, coolo$lspring and she could hear the river
rushing deep down in its gully, and that helpeRbitig 106). The wilderness also
provides a distraction from her grief over Noddktd®s death in the end of the book:
“Ronia took refuge with Birk in the woods, wherenvias now winter, and when she was
skiing down the slopes she forgot all her sorroBst she was reminded of them as
soon as she came homé&aohig 174). In contrast, her father sits at home andmmm

all day long, making him unable to concentrate oytlang else.
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The aesthetic aspect is brought forward continyoasthe book: the beauty of nature is
explicitly stated and described in vivid images. aNIBirk at one point feels strange,
the narrator explains: “He did not understand tilaat he was feeling, almost like pain,
was only the beauty and peace of the summer eve(itania 130). At another point,
the spring evening is described as being “as behats a miracle” Ronig 118). The
beauty of the wilderness gives Ronia comfort; whles is sad about leaving her parents
and her home, she looks at the lake, which “layetheery black, but across the water
ran a narrow beam of moonlight. It was beautifuig &onia’s heart lightened as she
saw it” (Ronig 103). She fits well into Evernden’s claims thaildren’s relationship to
nature is principally aesthetic, but an aesthexipegence and process rather than a
subject-object relationship: she dives “headfirgioispring. It was so magnificent

everywhere around her, it filled her, big as she'WRonig 77).

Brian, on the other hand, literally crashes dowto ithe wilderness, so for him the
journey into the wild is no quest for self-discoyenr freedom, but one that is forced
upon him. This naturally shapes his attitude towardture, which irHatchetis seen
primarily as the enemy and a place of danger, amid the second connotation of
wilderness mentioned above. As he regains conswesgsafter the crash, he considers
his situation and initially thinks he was lucky riothave hit the rocks by the lake which
would have smashed him to pieces. But he recdils:Khew that was wrong. If he had
had good luck [...] he wouldn’t have been flying wétpilot who had a heart attack and
he wouldn’t be here where he had to have good tackeep from being destroyed”
(Hatchet 37). His situation feels hopeless, he does nowkwhere he is or how he will
ever get away, and if that is not enough, naturep&ethrowing struggles at him.
Everything is complicated: finding food, makingefjrbuilding a shelter; and he finds
himself longingly thinking about the ease of life lmome: “He was so used to having
food just be there, just always being there. Whenvhs hungry he went to the icebox,
or to the store, or sat down to a meal his motheked” Hatchet 55). Brian eventually
comes up with ways to acquire the things he ndagsas soon as he has overcome one
problem, something else befalls him:
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This morning he had been fat—well, almost fat—aa@gdy, sure of everything,
with good weapons and food and the sun in his &xkthings looking good for
the future, and inside of one day, just one dayhdw been run over by a moose
and a tornado, had lost everything and was baskuare one. Just like that.
A flip of some giant coin and he was the losklatchet 147)

The wilderness inHatchet is primarily portrayed in this way, as an inhospi¢éa

environment that presents Brian with one probletaratnother.

However, naturas not simply a source of trial and danger. Thettati aspect is
mentioned in this book as well, albeit less exubyaand actively than ilRonia, the
Robber’s Daughterlike many other aspects of his character, Briagsc@ption of his
surroundings also changes from the beginning oftbibek to the end. Initially, he
recognises that the scenery is “very pretty [...] Hrete were new things to look at, but
it was all a green and blue blur and he was usetthdogray and black of the city.
Traffic, people talking, sounds all the time—thevhand whine of the city’"Hatchet
38). He cannot quite take in the sublime beautyatfire, because it is so unlike what he

is used to, and what he more than anything eldeeanoment just wants to go back to.

After he has spent some more time in the wildernesss more capable of appreciating
its splendour, but it is still described in ternfsbeing “so incredibly beautiful that it
was almost unreal” Hatchet 101). Although he can process what he sees, it is
compared to what he is used to, and therefore fmalksxpressions such as “unreal” and
“unbelievable” Hatchet 101; 158). In contrast to Ronia, Brian obsenathear than
experiences the aesthetic, and he longs to shtwsibmeone as one would a painting:
“Amazing beauty and he wished he could share i wiimebody and say, ‘Look here,
and over there, and see that ...Hatchet 158). The reader’s first introduction to the
landscape in the book is also from an observeristd view: as Brian flies over the
forest, he looks down and remarks that everythintso still looking, so stopped, the
pond and the moose and the trees, as he slid loeer how only three or four hundred
feet off the ground—all like a picture’Hatchet 26—27). This observation becomes
almost ironic in retrospect when compared to they veal moose that attacks Brian
later; far from being still and picturesque, thénaad is maniacally aggressive and could

easily beat the boy to death.



71

Like Ronia, Brian can also find comfort in nature@ggnificence, however. When he
dives down into the lake and sees the pilot, whothan lain dead in the lake water for
almost two monthghe vision is, unsurprisingly, disturbing. He triesclear the picture
from his head by looking at the shore: “there weees and birds, the sun was getting
low and golden over his shelter and when he stoppadhing he could hear the gentle
sounds of evening, the peace sounds, the bird soaimdl the breeze in the trees. The
peace finally came to him'Hatchet 168—-169). In contrast to the way nature appeared
to him at first, as something strange that he cowldreally process, it now gives him

comfort and soothes him.

Simplistically put, one could say that the booksheaepresent one of the classic
Western connotations of the wilderneBenia, the Robber’'s Daughtpresents sublime
nature at its purest, whilélatchet paints a picture of nature as dangerous and
antagonistic. The Paulsen novel does, howeveragoatmore complex view of nature,
symbolising Brian’s own personal development. Ithbieooks, the beauty of nature is
important, but the protagonists relate to it irfetiént ways: in Evernden’s terms, Ronia
experiences the aesthetic aspect, while Brian rathserves it. This also reflects the
way the books handle traditional gender stereotypeshe active adventurer is usually
found in boys’ books, while the girls stay insidde following section will analyse the

texts from an ecofeminist perspective.

6.2 The Wilderness is for Boys

In section 3.2.1, it was mentioned that childreliterature set in the wilderness is
generally written about and for boys. However, canmm Ronia, the Robber’'s
Daughterwith Hatchet it is the first that is more reminiscent of boaksch asThe
Adventures of Tom Sawyelespite the fact that the protagonist is fematia goes on
adventures in the forest, takes care of herselfiamibt afraid to get her hands dirty.
Brian also has adventures, but he does not actg@lseeking for them like Ronia, but
is subjected to them. This is of course a consempien their overall situation: Ronia

has a safe home that she can return to at the fetitk @ay, while Brian has enough
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struggles thrown at him without him adding to théut it does illustrate the way these
books are representative of the children’s booditicn, and the way gender roles are

portrayed in wilderness texts.

Ronia embodies many of the characteristics thahildren’s literature are traditionally
seen primarily in boys. She is independent, advensiand daring, and the action is set
outside. However, she is also part of the traditltat ascribes to females a position of
being closer to nature than men. In a context gbad, motherly Earth, Ronia can be
seen as Daughter Earth. She does fit the “angethén ecosystem” pattern that
Plumwood discusses (as mentioned in section 2.1l) shrows traits of empathy,
nurturance and co-operation; and although therecardlicts, these stereotypically
feminine character traits overshadow them. As seethie section on Ronia and the
horses, she immediately takes on the role as mehisa the mare is injured, suffers with
the animal and works with Birk in order to restbier to health. It is important to note,
however, that the male Birk shows the same charsiits in an equal amount, if not
more. He is the one who more than once questiomsaRospontaneous tendencies

towards domination, which she consequently abandsritogical.

Overall, Ronia’s world is a world of men. Apart finoherself and her mother, every
character in the book is male, and primarily steqgical macho men at that. The
robbers are rowdy, enjoy a good fight and let Rsmiaother Lovis take care of all the
housework. Lovis in many ways functions as a motbeall of them, cooking their
food, washing their clothes, disciplining them whhaey are out of line, and watching
over all of them ferociously. Her domain is thetf@and she stays there: the only time
the reader encounters her outside it is when sheegdo the cave to try to persuade
Ronia to come home. Although Ronia misses her mathe the lullaby she sings every
night, the very definition of comfort and safetypJis does not succeed in her
mission—only Matt can make his daughter return hagain. Despite her nurturance
and empathy, Lovis, far from having any sort of csplerelationship to the Earth,
instead functions as the character most firmly edoin the domestic domain,

contextually functioning as civilisation. Instead being part of “angel in the
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ecosystem” tradition, she is representative oftthditional wilderness ideals Raglon

discusses, where domesticity is associated withevoamd the wilderness with men.

As illustrated, there are several ways of readimggliooks from an ecofeminist point of
view: the two discussed here are Plumwood’s “angé&he ecosystem” version, where
women are seen as intrinsically more close to eatusin men, and Raglon’s statement
that the wilderness is connected with men and dbaitgswith women. Although these
two versions may seem contradictory, it is impdrtamote that Plumwood talks about
nature, while Raglon discusses the wilderness Bpaty. Claiming that a woman is
more close to nature because she can give birihctold does not rule out the opinion
that the same woman should stay indoors, taking cérthat baby. However, this
apparent contradiction does result in the fact Bran'’s initial attitude towards nature
from an ecofeminist perspective could be seen #s &tereotypically masculine and
feminine. Raglon’s domesticity/wilderness-dichotomaces the initial Brian on the
feminine side of the scale, because he is used todmor lifestyle, watching television,
playing videogames and fetching food from the gefrator whenever he gets hungry—
not the traditional feminine domesticity, perhapst domesticity nevertheless. As the
circumstances force a change on him, he moves towards the masculine wilderness
identity. However, the book as a whole can be seera classic wilderness story,

making the male protagonist just another exampté@boy’s book tradition.

From the Plumwood perspective, Brian’s initial tatfie follows the classic male stance
of separating himself from nature completely. Ops@de that illustrates this clearly is
when he tries to regain some power over his sdnabiy listing his assets. He digs out
everything from his pockets—spare change, a firmjedhipper—Iists the clothes on his
body, the hatchet, and, as an afterthought, remesrithat he also has himself. His
assets are restricted to himself and the objectahees with him only; although certain
things about his environment—such as being close liake, full of water and fish—

could be counted as a definite advantage, he datesonnt these in his favour. In fact,
he does not even consider that there could barfiie lake until quite late in the story:
“Somehow it had never occurred to him to lankidethe water—only at the surface.

[...] It was, he saw after a moment, literally packeith life” (Hatchet 102, original
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italics). There is a whole world in the water, betlimits his assets to the things he has
brought with him from civilisation. Evernden talkatiout the relation of self to setting,
which in Brian’s case starts out as a perceptiohiwiself as the only thing he has, as
the tourist who observes, but eventually morphe isbmething more akin to the
resident’s stance of being part of the place he.is

The prolonged stay in the wilderness makes him naware of his surroundings,
however—Iike, for instance, the encounter with wWwves—and when he suddenly has
access to objects of civilisation, he is not suhetlver he wants them. The tornado that
destroys Brian’s shelter also makes the crashgdbag reappear in the middle of the
lake, and Brian begins to build a raft in ordegét to the plane and acquire the survival
pack from it. The pack, he imagines, “probably i@dd and knives and matches. It
might have a sleeping bag. It might have fishingrgeh, it must have so many
wonderful things” Hatchet 152). Some of these things would surely makelifes
easier; but considering that he does have fire argpear already, this longing for
matches and fishing gear seems more like a desigett back to the civilisation that

they represent than a wish for the objects thereselv

He finds the survival pack and starts taking thegs out of it one at a time to examine
them closely, feeling as if he is unwrapping Clmnia$ gifts. Among things like a knife,
matches, butane lighters and a fishing kit, he figts a .22 survival rifle. Just holding
it “somehow removed him from everything around hivithout the rifle he had to fit
in, to be part of it all, to understand it and utsethe woods, all of it. With the rifle,
suddenly, he didn’t have to knowHétchet 173). The mere act of picking up the rifle
changes him, he ponders, and he does not like ltaage. Although he previously
longed for matches, using a butane lighter gives &isimilar feeling, “that the lighter
somehow removed him from where he was, what hetdhv&dow” (Hatchet 173). The
Brian that he was when he first crashed in the ewildss—the passive, strictly
knowledge-based child of the city—has changed smimeone who actively lives with
his environment; and given a chance to change twagkat he was before, he does not
want to. Not long after these reflections, he iscoed and returns to his old life in

civilisation, but the epilogue states that manyhef alterations in him are permanent: he
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is more observant, thoughtful, and he has a neweation of food: “all food, even
food he did not like, never lost its wonder for hiRor years after his rescue he would
find himself stopping in grocery stores to justetat the aisles of food, marveling at the
quantity and the variety’Hatchet 179). He has left the stereotypically masculine
stance towards nature behind and developed a nymandc view of himself and his
surroundings, one that lingers even after he isoveth from the situation that has

forced him to adapt his attitude.

Mary Jeanette Moran (2008: 5) remarks on the dilfycof maintaining “a new sense of
normality in the presence of the old paradigm”, alhaktrates this by pointing out
Brian’s attitude towards the artificial food packagin the survival pack. He finds a
packet of orange drink powder, and although theetage is “sweet and tangy—almost
too sweet” Hatchetf 176), he drinks three in a row. Although Moraf@@&: 5) admits to
Brian’s reaction being perfectly understandabléght of his situation, she claims that
“the ease with which Brian readjusts to the oveeat®ned, artificial meals indicates
why it is so hard for people to change the way thagk about eating and, more
generally, to modify an accepted version of nortgaliThe point is that, although
Brian becomes another person in the wilderness, whiderness persona need not
necessarily be a permanent change, but only apjgi¢a that milieu. Because the story
ends when Brian is rescued, the epilogue is thg waly the reader has of knowing
whether the changes he has gone through remain hinthwhen he returns to his
normal environment. One might argue that the cheratays within the limits of the
book, and that speculation as to what that charaaeld do if the story continued is
futile; but Moran raises a valid point insofar asighlights the subjectivity of Brian’s
change. Because his adaptation to the wilderngssinged out again and again, it raises
the question of whether it could be perceived tglohis actions and thoughts even
without the explicitness. Although the exampleslys®d in this thesis would suggest
that a change does occur, questioning somethingstsa often pointed out does make

sense.

For Moran (2008: 6)Hatchet“reifies conventional gender roles”, and althougiiaB

comes to “redefine his ideas about environment, rcanity, and the means of
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subsistence”, a change in the normality of gendkasrnever occurs in the novel. The
protagonist learns ways to survive in the wildesndsit “the survival behaviors that
Brian identifies as most useful happen to coincidigh masculinised ideals of
behaviour” (Moran 2008: 6). As an example, she udes episode where Brian
succumbs to tears, and afterwards decides thatgcdoes not help: “It wasn'’t just that
it was wrong to do, or that it was considered inect: It was more than that—it didn’t
work” (Hatchet 77). In this way, she maintains, the text “preéseocietally constructed
gender roles as inextricable from and motivatedth®y instinct of self-preservation”
(Moran 2008: 6). Even though crying would hardlyphove Brian’s physical situation,
it could “provide an emotional release that woulért enable Brian to turn a more
focused attention on practical matters” (Moran 2088—which indeed it does, as the
boy wakes up from that episode with a clear idealoft he ought to do and in what
order. Moran (2008: 6) says that this event impied “the masculine ideal of stoicism
is rooted in a very basic level of human nature ithpulse to survive”, rather than
being a construction of a certain culture at a gjgegoint in time. Additionally, “the
novel suggests that independence, which Briannattirough necessity, constitutes a
good in itself apart from its survival value” (Mor2008: 6). This can be compared to
Mazi-Leskovar's (2004: 49)claim that wilderness stories present traditionally
masculine attributes as life saving. These impheessages firmly rootatchetin a
tradition that preaches that the wilderness isatnrdor boys, where there is no place
for stereotypically feminine activities such asingyand working together as a team. In
contrast,Ronia, the Robber’'s Daughtetresses that Ronia would not survive in the
wilderness without Birk, nor without the horse tipaovides them with milk; and the
macho man Matt cries bitterly and publicly when NiedPete dies, without comments

about it being wrong or unproductive.

As seen, both books can be read differently fromeeofeminist point of view. The

novel Ronia, the Robber’'s Daughtéits the tradition of boys’ books more than girls’
books: Ronia’s world consists primarily of men, d&f role models are therefore male.
Her closeness to nature is traditionally seen asni@e, however, and she displays
stereotypically feminine characteristics such apatimy and nurturance. Brian is used

to a life indoors, which has traditionally been weated with girls; but he clearly
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separates himself from nature, and the ideals leatifces with are traditionally
masculine. These different stereotypical gendeesrare culturally constructed and
based on Western society, which is also true ferdibject of the following section,

namely silence.

6.3 The Silence of the Wilderness

As stated in section 3.2.2, nature is often seesilast in Western culture, which is a
consequence of allowing voice only to supposedpesor human beings. In contrast,
other cultures have recognised the voices of natumienals and other silenced speakers.
Silence is a feature in both the primary bookshig thesis, but none of them portrays
nature as predominantly silent; Ronia, the Robber’s Daughtesilence is almost
unnatural and for the most part signals the presercdanger, while irHatchef it
functions as one way of distinguishing the wildesh&om the city life Brian is used to

from home

Ronia, the Robber’'s Daughtdepicts nature as full of life, and consequentbpdlll of
sound. The sound of spring in particular is desttilm vivid terms. At one point, Ronia
says to Birk: “Listen! You can hear spring, candu?” and they stand silent together,
“listening to the twittering and rushing and buzzend singing and murmuring in their
woods. There was life in every tree and watercoargkevery green thicket; the bright,
wild song of spring rang out everywhereRdnia 78). When spring comes, Ronia
always howls her “spring yell’'Ronig 107), because spring is so magnificent and fills
her up to the point of her bursting if she doeslabtt out. This is emblematic of how
nature wakes up after the winter, when many animidlernate, the river is frozen and
the forest is quieter than in the summer. In cattrahen Ronia walks in the autumn
woods, she remarks that it “was very quiet thene’n@onia 49). The book portrays a
way of life where the changing of the seasons istafost importance and can be
noticed with all the senses, hearing included.
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Aside from symbolising winter, silence iRonia, the Robber's Daughteoften
forebodes danger (which winter can be said toest as well—certainly for the
children living in a cave, at least). Far from lgesomehow Edenic and pristine, as for
Baudrillard (Slocombe 2005: 496), silence in Roswaorld is something very unusual
and therefore frightening. The first time Ronia &ik meet, they keep jumping across
the dangerous Hell's Gap in an unofficial competitover who is more daring. As they
jump, “everything was deadly silent. It was ashié whole of Matt’'s Fort were sitting
there on its peak, holding its breath, waiting $omething truly terrible to happen at
any minute” Ronig 25). And the terrible indeed happens—-Birk fafifoithe chasm;
but Ronia manages to save him. Later on, Roniaaikimg in the forest, and again the

silence is ominous:

It was as if all the living things in the woods htadlen silent and died, and it
made her feel uneasy. Were these her woods, thelsvsize knew and loved?
Why were they so silent and menacing now? And wiead that hiding in the

mist? There was something there, something unkraswdndangerous; she did not
know what. And that scared heRdnia 41)

Minutes later, she is bewitched by the Unearthlye©mmagical creatures that lure
people underground, and she would certainly hallevied them if Birk had not saved

her. In this quote, it is clear that what scaremiR@bout the silence is the unknown,
that it is unfamiliar to her, someone who knowsftirest like the back of her hand. The
book, far from following the Western tradition afesicing nature, portrays silence as
such a crucial part of the wilderness that its absein most cases suggests that

something is wrong.

Silence is unusual for Brian too, but in a diffareray. When he first arrives in the
forest, he is struck at first by the silence. Motsebefore, the plane was crashing,
making a great noise, and suddenly it is quiet. Now

it was silent, or he thought it was silent, but witne started to listen, really listen,
he heard thousands of things. Hisses and blurkall sounds, birds singing, hum
of insects, splashes from the fish jumping—thers g@at noise here, but a noise
he did not know, and the colors were new to hind, gn@ colors and noise mixed
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in his mind to make a green-blue blur he could hieaar as a hissing pulse-sound
and he was still tiredHatchet 38—39)

As a boy born and raised in a big city, Brian isdi$o noise, but not the kind of noise
that meets him in the wilderness. It is just oneartbing that is unfamiliar in the forest
and all of it is intimidating to begin with. Howavyespending more time there, he gets
used to it, and it changes him. Sounds start toam&are to him and he says to himself,
“I hear differently. He did not know when the chargfarted, but it was there; when a
sound came to him now he didn’t just hear it butuldoknow the sound”Hatchet
100). The sounds of the forest become more thandssuthey are sounds made by
someone, something, for some reason. Here, lilRoma, the Robber’'s Daughtethe
wilderness is not silenced, but full of voices wiitkent.

Nevertheless, it is a real revelation for Brian wine actually encounters silence for the
first time. Frustrated by his situation, he hovdtartling everything in the forest, and
when he stops screaming, it is completely quietarBflistened with his mouth open,
and realized that in all his life he had never Hesitence before. Complete silence.
There had always been some sound, some kind otis¢datchet 47). It does not take
long before the usual buzzing and cawing startaggin, but “it was so intense that it
seemed to become part of him. Nothing. There wasaumd” {Hatchet 48). While
Ronia’s howl was an organic part of the “fresh,dnilong of spring” Ronig 176),
Brian’s startles the wilderness to a silence thats unusual in his environment as in the
Lindgren book. The silence here functions as adéiyi separating Brian from his
surroundings; because it is completely unfamil@rhtm, and because the noise he

makes is alien enough to the creatures in thetftlmasthey are startled to silence.

Brian changes a lot during the course of the baokl one of the changes is the new
perceptive skill he develops. He becomes one ofyrbaimgs in the forest, and when he
hears a sound, he can “know what the sound waseébb®quite realized he had heard
it” (Hatchet 100). His learning to listen to nature is sigrafit as it pertains to the
discussion of privileged speakers and silencedreaflihe rhetoric of silence that,

according to Manes, only gives voice to human b®ing the speaking subjects is



80

reversed as Brian learns to take nature seriouslyliaten. Not only is nature not seen
as silent; but the sounds of the wilderness are edplicitly admitted to being full of

meaning and worthy of being listened to.

His new nature self is only attuned to the sourfdfi® wilderness, which leads to him
not recognising the sound of what is most probabbgarch plane looking for him. He
is working on a piece of wood to make a bow andcceatrates hard on the task at hand
when there is a noise:

A persistent whine, like the insects only more dyeaith an edge of a roar to it,
was in his ears and he chopped and cut and wdsrtgiof a bow, how he would

make a bow, how it would be when he shaped it with hatchet and still the
sound did not cut through until the limb was neaffythe tree and the whine was
inside his head and he knew it then.

A plane! It was a motor, far off but seeming to petder. They were coming for
him! (Hatchet 109-110).

Although his newfound understanding for the souridie wilderness is useful there, it
seems to have closed off the part of his brainithstill connected to his previous life in
civilisation. Because it takes him so long to reueg the sound, the plane has gone
before he has time to make a bonfire large enoadietseen from above. It seems that

it is impossible for him to live in both worlds thte same time.

None of the books portrays the wilderness as sitarttfull of life and sound, deviating
from the Western tradition of robbing nature of vitsice. But there is silence in both
books: inHatchetit features as something completely new and foréggBrian that
separates him from his surroundings; anBamia, the Robber’'s Daughtagrsymbolises
some sort of threat. Besides foreboding dangeaJsib is a sign of the approaching
winter, which brings with it harsh weather condigothat will be discussed in the

following section.
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6.4 Storms and Snow

When the protagonists live in a cave or a sheltevem of tree branches in the
wilderness, they are more exposed to weather thaheir respective homes. In that
situation, they are forced to live on nature’s telima very concrete way, as tornadoes
destroy their shelter and the winter brings cold anow. It is one thing to live in the
wilderness when the sun is shining and nights aemwquite another to battle storms
and bad weather, which is why it makes sense tlysamaow the characters of the book

are subjected to and deal with different aspectgezither.

Ronia and Birk get on very well in the cave inijabut as summer turns into fall, the
threat of winter becomes more pronounced. Fromb#dgnning, they both realise that
winter might be the death of them if they contitiveng in the cave, but they try not to
think about it. Any time the subject comes up, thewid it by referring that problem to
the future, dismissing it with a shrug: “it wasoagd) time until winter” Ronia 113). But
the thoughts are there constantly: even as Ron@y®m horseback ride on a warm
summer evening, she reflects that she “loved hestoand all that was in it. All the
trees, [...] all the flowers, animals, and birds—thehy did it sometimes feel so
melancholy, and why must it one day be winteRbriig 136). Through the autumn
rains, thunderstorms and cold they live in the cdué it is not until Ronia’s father
comes to make up with her and take her home tlegtléave it. The menacing nature of
winter is reminiscent of the Icy Mother-traditiorentioned in section 3.2.1, as cold and
demanding submission; but when the kids have retuto the Fort, they can also see
the beautiful and loving part of the Arctic natuagain. This aspect reflects the
Scandinavian winter, and goes along with Wood's0&0198-199) pointabout a
different tradition depicting a non-paradisiacalnfan survival, as opposed to the

Romantic notion of a kind Mother Nature.

When Brian first arrives in the wilderness, he #siibn improvised shelter by a stone
ridge using dead branches. It hides him well endugim the wind and rain, but as a
consequence of a skunk attacking him and eatindobid, he goes about making the

shelter sturdier to protect him and keep him safe@l. He spends three days fastening
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logs and weaving long branches in between to ceeatall, but his hard work is undone
when a tornado hits. He can do nothing but watctireswind took the whole wall, his
bed, the fire, his tools—all of it—and threw it dato the lake, gone out of sight, gone
forever” Hatchet 145-146). He is back to where he was after thagkrash: hurt in
the dark, with nothing but himself and the hatdhet he still wears on his belt. But the
stay in the wilderness has changed him. He saysntgelf that he is changed: “I'm
tough where it counts—tough in the head”, and ask#r® something else—nature?
God? Fate?—when he jeers: “come on. Is that theylmescan do? Is that all you can
hit me with [...] Well, that won't get the job dongHatchet 148; 147). The
circumstances make the wilderness feel antagor@atiche sees his existence as a battle

between himself and his environment.

Like Ronia and Birk, Brian does not actually hawe ltve through winter in the
wilderness, but returns to his home. He is reseugite it is still summer, and although
he does come up with ways to store food for futneals, he very much lives from day
to day and never thinks about how the change cfosesawill affect him. However, the
narrator uses the epilogue to tell the reader Bhnan’s chances of survival in case he
would have had to stay in the forest come fall esmter were not great. He states that
predictions are generally futile, but that wintevduld have been very rough on him”
because he would have lost his sources of food-fighevould have been out of reach
when the lake froze, and predators would have ngatee scarce and sometimes
nonexistent Klatchet 180). This lack of food is of course a resulttbé weather
changing, but of actual weather and how that waffdct Brian, the narrator says

nothing.

Harsh weather conditions function as a menace ih books, and are one example of
the rougher sides of the wildernessRania, the Robber’'s Daughtehe worst kind of
weather is the snow and minus temperatures thaewbrings, which would make it
hard to keep warm and possibly even prevent RamiaBark from leaving the cave. It
is only a threat when the children live away froome, however, and they are able to
appreciate the weather again as soon as they haverma home to return to in the

evenings. IrHatchet the tornado that destroys Brian’s shelter ishitheshest aspect of
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the weather, because it undermines everythingheatas built and manufactured for
himself so far, and takes him back to the hopedésstion he was in when the plane
first crashed in the forest. Apart from physicgtiytting him in a similar situation, it
also brings back the attitude he had in the beg@rnwvhen he saw nature as the enemy
that continually threw challenge after challengéiat.

In conclusion, the wilderness in both books funtdi@s an opposite to civilisation, an
environment that the protagonists go out into atdrn from in the end. For Ronia, this
trip into the wilderness represents escape, whilefian the adventure is forced upon
him, and the wilderness becomes an enemy. But botlks also emphasise positive
aspects of the milieu, predominantly the aesthetidsch the children experience in
different ways—Ronia more actively, and Brian mpwessively. None of the novels
represents nature as silent; silence is rather agemusual, and especiallyRonia, the
Robber’'s Daughteforebodes danger. This chapter also discussed dbksbfrom an
ecofeminist perspective as representatives ofragsily male wilderness text tradition,
which the books both follow to a certain degred,ibuifferent ways. WhildRonia, the
Robber’'s Daughteas a whole presents a stereotypically masculineatnag, it has a
female protagonist, who has a close relationshiph wiature. Hatchet projects
stereotypically masculine norms, although Briamsgd to a life indoors. Having thus
analysed the primary material in detail, the follegvchapter will draw conclusions and

attempt to show the relevance of this whole disonss
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7 CONCLUSIONS

This thesis has analysed nature representatiort$¢atohet and Ronia, the Robber’s

Daughterfrom an ecocritical perspective in order to idgntlie basic attitudes towards
the non-human world that these books convey, priynidarough their protagonists. The
hypothesis was that these approaches are diffaré¢hé two books, as one of the main
characters has lived her whole life in the forestjle the other has only encountered
nature in mediated form. The analysis has shownhthi@novels de facto do contain
varying implicit stances in terms of how the prataigts relate to different aspects of
nature, but thaHatchetin particular includes a major development and tratre is

seen differently at the beginning of the novel canegd with the ending.

The analysis has focused on the protagonistsud#sg, as the implicit reader of fiction
is often expected to identify with the main chagacthus experiencing the narrative
from that person’s point of view and mediated tigtoithat character’'s values and
opinions. The first analysis chapter considereaw point of the hypothesis, which is
the basic attitude of the protagonists. From thgirbeng, there is a fundamental
difference in the way Ronia and Brian approach neatRonia is active, while Brian is

passive. While Ronia dives into the wilderness vathof her senses, and actively
searches out every nook and cranny of the forestder to get to know it, Brian gets
his taste of nature through some sort of mediati®N5-books, films—and when faced

with the real thing, he continues to look to theserces for information. He changes
substantially during the course of the book angtsda more active attitude of learning

by doing and from his mistakes, but maintains sbmgtof his passivity throughout.

The following two analysis chapters then discussifidrent representations of animals
and the wilderness, primarily from a deep ecologisti ecofeminist point of view.
These two ecocritical positions were the main adtiles for the theoretical framework
of all the analysis of this thesis. While most lo¢ tecocritical discussion of this thesis
could be said to be deep ecologist—as Garrard says, the implicit or explicit
perspective of most ecocritics, and this is no ptoa—the main deep ecologist point

of interest concerns the intrinsic value of alliiy creatures, and whether this is
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reflected in the stories or not. Ronia, the Robber’'s DaughteBirk is the primary
representative of deep ecology, particularly apdiats out to Ronia that she strips the
animals of the forest of their claims to it where sbgards it as hers and only hers. But
aside from her possessive tendencies—which delyataiol be seen as her forming a
connection to the land and becoming native to l@reg—Ronia has a great love and
appreciation of the forest and everything in iteSiiso tends to regard most living
creatures with the same attitude, illustrated leyftct that she reacts in the same way
when seeing the human boy Birk for the first tinsendnen she sees water lilies and the
river for the first time: rejoicing in their existee. However, both children display a
dominating attitude when trying to capture a cougfiéorses to ride on, and although
the mutually beneficial relationship with anotherde nuances their approach to them,
they continue asserting their assumed superiontgr dhe stallions. For Brian in
Hatchet recognising the intrinsic value of other livingeatures is an acquired ability,
but as he spends more time in the wilderness, heegdo see himself as merely one
part in a larger ecosystem. This realisation owynes from the encounter with a wolf,
and does not seem to stretch to include, for exantpe birds he describes as “so
dumb” Hatchet 131), however.

The ecofeministic framework most referred to irsttiesis was Val Plumwood’s theory
of hierarchical dualism, consisting of backgroumgliradical exclusion, incorporation,
instrumentalism and homogenisation. As seen inatiaysis, several of these can be
found to various degrees in the primary texts. Ra@fows signs of radical exclusion,
that is claiming higher capabilities for herselhhem she assumes that the horses do not
understand kindness and need to be taught bettarera In the same episode, she also
displays incorporation, defining an assumed infegiccording to how well it fulfils her
own needs, when the horses are only seen as itieg animals, with no will or rights

of their own. Brian inHatchetshows signs of incorporation as well when he dass n
consider that the fish he eats live their liveseppehdent of him. Both these instances
could also be seen as instrumentalism, as the hiaise fish are only perceived as
instruments of the children’s will, as transpodatiand a source of nourishment,
respectively. Plumwood also writes how this hienaral dualism can be overcome, and

traces of that can to a lesser extent be founaih books. In the case of Brian and the
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fish, he is faced with the evidence, and recognibesg the animals have needs

independent of him, thereby taking a step towaxd@samming instrumentalism.

Although the analysis chapters have mainly disaiste protagonists and their
attitudes, it makes sense at this point to takeep sack and consider how the books
overall represent nature. The episode with thecfdxs, when Ronia displays possessive
tendencies and Birk lectures her about it, is aamgde of a situation where the attitude
of the protagonist and the narrative as a wholaatanatch. Although Ronia is a prime
example of the traditional Western stance of assgnsiuperiority over and laying
claims to the environment, the author has chosehate another character question
these views and reject them. The result is thatehder becomes aware of this attitude,
which, were it implicit, would perhaps not be neticat all. But through the explicit
rejection of the possessive stance, the book conuaes the message that the forest
belongs to everyone and that every living creatwss intrinsic value. The overall
impression ofHatchetis also that the book represents nature in what feo deep
ecologist perspective could be seen as a positasg @as the narrative shows Brian as
more successful and more likely to survive as heolmes more attuned to nature.
However, because of his extreme situation, it isdlhta say whether his newfound

wilderness persona is applicable to life in ciatisn.

Nature inRonia, the Robber's Daughtés portrayed as beautiful, diverse, full of life
and a natural part of the characters’ lives. Altffouhere are a number of instances
where Ronia acts superior and dominating, the sk whole represents nature in a
positive way and the affection shines through—aar&and Sjaastad (2004: 78) put it,
it is a love song to nature. The character of Ramimdeed nature-based to the point
that it is questionable whether she could existoneed from her setting. In comparison,
Brian’s wilderness experience changes him, butadgenture could plausibly have
taken place in another location. The nature reptatens inHatchetillustrate a more
antagonistic nature, but through the developmeidriain’s character, nature eventually
also provides comfort and beauty. However, the howeveys a more extractive view
of nature, as Brian’s life in the wilderness to aagk extent consists of obtaining

firewood, food and other things he needs. Roniaoaintrast, is predominantly content
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with spending time in the wilderness, without sgeih as a provider of various
necessities—but then again, she does not need twergparents provide for her for the

majority of the novel.

This project started with Richard Louv’s book (2Dp@®&ncerning the small amount of
time contemporary American children spend in natamed morphed into questions
about whether this was true for children in Northeéturope as well. Personal
experiences suggested there might be a differeara sparked an interest to find out
whether this assumed difference is real and i&it be tracked in children’s literature as
well. Although the hypothesis of this thesis comsaispeculation that the possible
difference in attitudes toward nature in the spe@fimary material can be partially
derived from the different cultural context in whithey were created, no such theory
can of course be proven through a literary analgtsithe books themselves. From the
analysis, it seems clear, however, that the nal@ls fact represent nature differently.
Nonetheless, they both share the common trait ofgb@rmly rooted in a natural
setting, and communicating a way of living thaturgamiliar to most children in both
the United States and Sweden. They both projectip®sepresentations of nature and,
most importantly, portray a way of living where téevironment is a natural and very

much present part of everyday life.
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