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[bookmark: _Toc46063019]Abstract


	Of the many scholars who have undertaken an interpretation of Shakespeare’s The Tempest, there are a few who have briefly speculated that Shakespeare might have drawn inspiration for this play from his contemporary Richard Hakluyt. However, none of them has offered sufficient evidence to support this claim. The present thesis provides a gateway to the historical possibility that Shakespeare did borrow from some of Hakluyt’s works--a topic that has previously been scantily studied, if not entirely neglected by scholars in the field. To this purpose, the thesis adopts a comparative and interdisciplinary approach in studying The Tempest and several travel narratives from Hakluyt’s Principal Navigations, combining stylistic analysis, including the fundamentals of Transitivity and Social Actors Theory, with principles from postcolonial theory and book historical statistics.  It begins by exploring the intellectual space within which modern scholars have situated Shakespeare’s The Tempest, the historical background and sources of Shakespeare’s text, as well as the background of Hakluyt’s life and writings. The thesis then proceeds to a stylistic and thematic comparison of several passages from The Tempest with various excerpts from Hakluyt’s compiled travelogues, revealing an interplay of similarities and appropriations at the level of economics, politics and social theory. Finally, it offers a brief, overall interpretation of The Tempest, based on the findings of the previous thematic and stylistic analyses and on a close reading of the play’s Epilogue. 
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In a secret document from 1584 called, A Discourse Concerning Western Planting, which was meant for Queen Elizabeth I, Richard Hakluyt argued for various reasons to encourage English commercial expansion across the globe:  
1. That this western discoverie will be greatly for the enlargement of the gospel of Christ whereunto the Princes of the reformed religion are chiefly bound amongst whom her Majestie is principally.
2. That all other English trades are grown beggerly or dangerous, especially in all the king of Spain his Dominions, where our men are driven to fling their Bibles and prayer Books into the sea, and to forswear and renounce their religion and conscience and consequently their obedience to her Majestie.
3. That this western voyage will yield unto us all the commodities of Europe, Africa, and Asia, as far as we were wont to travel, and supply the wants of all our decayed trades. (Hakluyt 3, 1877) 
Hakluyt has included three main themes in these first three chapters of his document. First and foremost is the idea of spreading the Christian English religion around the globe. This takes a formal first place in Hakluyt’s letter, while the economic prosperity of English expansion comes second.  Note, however, that out of all the 21 chapter titles of The Discourse on Western Planting, the first chapter is the only one that makes religion its main focus; throughout the rest of the document, mostly economic elements are foregrounded.  Hakluyt’s opening rhetorical move is religion, which reinforces what Paul Simpson calls his positive “face” (i.e., public image or reputation);  in other words, it allows Hakluyt to appear as a trustworthy authority in his position of Church minister (Simpson 156).  Hakluyt’s second chapter focuses on appealing to the Queen’s own “face” or public image  He mentions that the current European trades have “grown beggerly or dangerous” and that if the Queen approves of this “western voyage” the English trade will recover, thus reinforcing her own positive image. At the same time, in this second chapter, Hakluyt imposes a negative “face” upon the Queen, mentioning that her men are under attack in their current dangerous trade routes and are even forced to renounce their allegiance to her (Simpson 156). In the third chapter, Hakluyt mentions how colonizing the Americas will solve English economic problems in terms of trade, thus directly implying that he has a solution to save the Queen’s reputation. 
Although scholars are uncertain of Queen Elizabeth’s reaction to Hakluyt’s text, it would presumably be difficult for the Queen not to seriously consider Hakluyt’s plea, as in this document he raises some of the most important concerns of English trade. William Shakespeare’s The Tempest also references several of the colonial matters and issues that Hakluyt presents in his Discourse on Western Planting. Shakespeare would probably not have read this secret document, as it was addressed to the Queen and her closest confidants. However, it is highly relevant as an introduction to a more complex topic concerning the world Shakespeare lived in and to which he reacted, particularly in The Tempest: the rise of England as a colonial power and the attending social and moral consequences of this historical development. 
Furthermore, it is interesting to note that a detailed stylistic analysis of Hakluyt’s  Discourse of Western Planting would produce a rather robust display of language use based on monetary value and ideology, patterns which could be categorized under both colonial discourse and a discourse on trade and economic prosperity. The present thesis contends that the very same patterns can be seen in Shakespeare’s The Tempest. Although Shakespeare probably did not read the Discourse on Western Planting, the thesis argues that he did read parts of another work by Richard Hakluyt, namely The Principal Navigations Voyages Traffiques and Discoveries of the English Nation, which engages in detail the same topics that are summarily introduced in Hakluyt’s letter to the Queen.
Many interpretive possibilities exist when studying Shakespeare’s works in general because they elicit diverse and profound topics of debate: they both comment on his own historical age and transcend a limited space-time of human experience and knowledge. Few  No scholars, however, have yet explored whether there is a deep connection between William Shakespeare and Richard Hakluyt, who was one of the most famous historians and writers during Shakespeare’s lifetime. 
Some scholars, such as George Lamming, make a brief reference to a possible link, but do not delve further into proving it: “There is a sense of a personal history here, which invests these parallels with great dynamism; but the argument is not simply personal--there is also a larger history, one that associates Hakluyt with The Tempest, reads the play 'against the background of England's experiment in colonisation'” (Lamming in Hulme and Sherman 226).  Lamming, like most scholars who briefly link the two authors, simply alludes to the fact that they lived in the same cultural milieu, but does not engage in any critical and textual analysis to substantiate any biographical, stylistic or thematic links. In turn, Claire Jowitt is somewhat more specific than Lamming in mentioning a relation between Shakespeare and Hakluyt, but does not elaborate on the likelihood of this connection (Jowitt 297). She limits herself to inserting as “proof” a footnote reference to John Gillies who, in turn, does not actually study the two authors in conjunction and only mentions a possible link between them (Gillies 41). 
This thesis, therefore, attempts to fill a gap in the Shakespearean studies of the sources and origins of The Tempest. It explores elements indicative of the likelihood that Shakespeare had used various parts of Richard Hakluyt’s The Principal Navigations in writing his play.  It focuses on the possibility that Shakespeare had not only read Hakluyt’s work, but had also known and interacted with him personally, since they belonged to the same intellectual circles in London. Through stylistic and thematic links, the thesis not only further enhances its interpretation of The Tempest, but also strengthens the historical likelihood that Shakespeare and Hakluyt were aware of each other's work. 
The thesis thus expands the possible corpus of texts that Shakespeare had used in composing The Tempest and casts further light on various passages in the play that have been subject to misreading or controversy among modern scholars.  In order to bolster its arguments, it employs a comparative and interdisciplinary approach: it places side by side key passages from both Shakespeare’s play and Hakluyt’s travel collection and compares them from a stylistic and a thematic point of view, highlighting some of the close similarities, as well as some differences between these texts, especially as far as ideological orientations are concerned.  The main questions this thesis addresses and answers include: Does William Shakespeare’s The Tempest utilize Hakluyt’s The Principal Navigations? And if so, to what purpose?  Additional questions that the thesis addresses include: What are the most plausible arguments that Shakespeare might have used Hakluyt’s work? Did Shakespeare’s play actually draw inspiration from William Strachey’s True Reportory, as many Shakespearean scholars believe, or is it the other way around? What is Shakespeare’s purpose in employing Hakluyt’s colonial language in The Tempest? In other words, is Shakespeare’s intention to support the budding ideology of English colonialism as Hakluyt does, or does he implicitly critique this ideology? And if the latter, what is the place of this critique within the overall meaning and intention of the play?
	In order to answer these questions, the thesis begins by conducting an analysis of the wide variety of texts that encompass studying Shakespeare’s The Tempest in relation to Hakluyt’s Principal Navigations.  Thus, in Chapter one, “The Origin and Sources of The Tempest,” it explores several hypotheses about the possible sources of inspiration for Shakespeare’s play.  It also takes a close look at the (in)famous Strachey text that is argued by many scholars to have inspired Shakespeare: it undertakes a comparative, historical and stylistic analysis of several passages from both The Tempest and Strachey’s True Reportory to determine the plausibility of the hypothesis that Shakespeare was inspired by the latter. 
	In Chapter two,  “The Hakluyt Hypothesis,” the thesis discusses how previous scholars accept the notion that Shakespeare might have read Hakluyt, but have conducted little research into the matter. Rather, focus seems to remain on other figures such as William Strachey or Richard Eden, who scholars believe, but have not conclusively proven, that Shakespeare had read. The chapter explains why Hakluyt is not included in these discussions and when he is included, why certain scholars have done very little to no analysis on the subject. It then explores how successful or “popular” Richard Hakluyt was during the time that Shakespeare lived. Finally, it explores how likely it was that Shakespeare might have read Hakluyt through historical documents, or even because of possible personal links between the two authors. 
	In Chapter three, “The Tempest and Hakluyt’s Principal Navigations: Scholarly Readings and Interpretive Tools,”  the thesis reviews several modern and postmodern scholarly interpretations as well as introduces an overall reading of Shakespeare’s and Hakluyt’s texts in order to answer the question as to whether Shakespeare read Hakluyt’s book, and as to what possible cultural occurrences and events happened during his time.  It also defines and discusses the stylistic and other interpretive tools, such as Social Actor Theory and Transitivity, as well as New Historicist and postcolonial theory, which are applied in subsequent comparative analyses of these texts in the rest of the thesis.
	Chapter four, “The Tempest, Henry Hawkes and the Principal Navigations: Stylistic and Thematic Similarities,” undertakes a detailed comparative stylistic and thematic analysis of both The Tempest and several travel narratives from Richard Hakluyt’s Principal Navigations, with a main focus on Henry Hawkes’ narrative, attempting to answer the question: How does the analysis of the language of economy found in both texts fit within the wider context of the early phase of English colonialism? The thesis also argues that, from a stylistic and thematic perspective, Shakespeare could have read and have drawn inspiration from Hakluyt’s collection, while not sharing its positive view of European colonial practices. 
	In turn, Chapter five proposes a new possible source for Act II, Scene i of The Tempest in one of Hakluyt’s collected narratives. For modern Shakespearean scholars, this scene of the play has been an object of perplexity that the present thesis attempts to elucidate. The chapter also proposes a brief, overall reading of the play, based on a close, second look at its Epilogue. It  explains why it is possible that The Tempest was, indeed, Shakespeare’s last play before his intended retirement: certain language choices within the Epilogue show that Shakespeare was saying a preliminary farewell to his audience, as The Tempest was probably the last play he authored alone. Finally, in the “Conclusion,” the thesis recapitulates its main findings, based on its comparative thematic and stylistic approach to Shakespeare’s The Tempest and Hakluyt’s The Principal Navigations.
	As to the methodology employed, in carrying out its comparative analyses, the thesis has selectively borrowed methods from stylistics, a branch of linguistics aimed at studying the formal and functional components of language to deduce the intended meaning of written structures.  At the same time, it has combined these stylistic analyses with a New Historicist approach to the topic. The thesis has subscribed to the New Historicist assumption that a scholar’s reading of history is simply a more or less cogent interpretation, rather than an indisputable truth. Within these limits, it has explored the various cultural processes shared amongst Shakespeare’s contemporaries, as well as the conceptual connections between the various scholars who have commented on Shakespeare’s play as questioning early English colonialism, in addition to describing general human insecurities and motives.  The thesis has, therefore, also subscribed to a New Historicist approach to The Tempest in this wider context of colonialism.  
	A note on modern stylistics (versus the traditional field of rhetoric out of which it developed) and cognitive stylistics in particular may be appropriate in the present context, since this methodology is not widely applied in English Renaissance studies. One should keep in mind, however, that the modern methods of stylistics have been rigorously applied in other fields such as computer science and digital humanities, and they are even used in law practices in order to explore the conscious or subconscious language choices of any written document, aiming at proving the culpability of various people on trial. In turn, cognitive stylistics, as a branch of cognitive linguistics, is not merely a comparative analysis of a subset of words that share semantic meaning, nor is it merely based on statistical analysis of how often words are used, although this analysis constitutes a subdiscipline of modern stylistics. Rather, it aims at demonstrating, as Patricia Canning states, “the (often unconscious) analyses of cognitive work involved in the act of reading and understanding” (Canning 163). Moreover, what Canning argues overall in her book is that ideologies subconsciously or consciously permeate a piece of writing, and it is a cognitive stylistician’s job to extract these processes. 
Moreover, cognitive stylistics can fit into a New Historicist approach, because it can also be used to explore how various scholars throughout history up to the present have read a piece of literature, and what personal interpretations and ideologies they have produced. Thus, cognitive stylistics is also the study of how personal thought is disseminated in various readings, including how the “self” interprets or reads a work. The present thesis, therefore, has employed a New Historicist approach in order to discuss the theories of various scholars who have commented on Shakespeare’s and Hakluyt’s work, while using cognitive stylistic methods of text analysis in directly dealing with primary sources, such as The Tempest and the travel narratives from The Principal Navigations.   
Inspired by Canning who was one of the first scholars to apply principles of stylistics from cognitive linguistics to Renaissance literature, the present thesis has followed in similar footsteps. In pursuing Canning’s stylistic and interpretative path, it has integrated the stylistic comparisons between The Tempest and The Principal Navigations into the thematic ones and has engaged in further analysis of The Tempest as a comment on specific English colonial practices, focusing on the economy of commodities and trade both from the English colonial perspective and from a wider viewpoint of social commentary. Within this framework, the thesis has also demonstrated that Shakespeare had most likely read parts of Richard Hakluyt’s Principal Navigations, particularly the travel narrative collected by Hakluyt and written by Henry Hawkes. 
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[bookmark: _Toc46063023]		1.1 Introduction
The Tempest is a play with many uncertainties surrounding its ideological origins and inspirations, in terms of political and literary sources.  It cannot be totally proven as to which texts Shakespeare took inspiration from, and current scholarly speculations on the topic remain only more or less educated guesses.  This chapter will present several of these origin theories that scholars have explored. It will discuss the plausibility of their claims, the conjectures, and the unproven aspects of their studies. I will also introduce these studies, in order to conduct a similar study in this thesis, specifically by applying stylistic and other theories to Shakespeare’s and Hakluyt’s texts. This chapter will present different scholarly viewpoints surrounding the play, but more particularly, chosen studies that discuss The Tempest’s controversial colonial themes, such as its possible geography, which is approached by scholars such as John Gillies, or its possible literary origins, discussed by Roger A. Stritmatter and Lynne Kositsky. For this thesis, it is important to study the controversial matters surrounding the play, in order to understand why and how Hakluyt’s texts might fit into the colonial themes found in Shakespeare’s play. 

[bookmark: _Toc46063024]1.2 Studies and Plausibility of True Reportory 
Moreover, following in the footsteps of Stritmatter and Kositsky, I shall  discuss the plausibility of William Strachey’s True Reportory as being a main source for Shakespeare’s work. Stritmatter and Kositisky deploy many interesting arguments against the theory that Shakespeare took inspiration from Strachey, which was first popularized in the 20th century by discussed by scholars such as David Kathman (Kathman 1995). I would also like to scrutinize the arguments offered by other scholars concerning Strachey’s True Reportory such as Alden Vaughan, who tries to refute Stritmatter and Kositisky’s claim that Shakespeare most likely did not read Strachey (Vaughan 2008). These works discuss the possibility of a Shakespearean reading of Strachey and give a historical background behind Strachey’s text. 
[bookmark: _Toc46063025]1.3 Stritmatter and Kositsky on the True Reportory 
First, I shall turn to Stritmatter and Kositsky who  argue against the traditional interpretation that Shakespeare took inspiration from Strachey’s True Reportory--an established view held and supported by such prominent scholars as Alden T. Vaughan, David Kathman, R.R. Cawley and C.R. Sanders. These scholars believe Shakespeare took inspiration from Strachey because their two texts share some stylistic and thematic similarities.  Stritmatter and Kositsky’s findings are important to this thesis, as they refute the idea that Shakespeare was mostly inspired by Strachey, proposing instead that he might have drawn greater inspiration from other texts.  In later chapters, this thesis will consider the validity of their proposition that Shakespeare drew far more inspiration from other texts and will propose, in turn, that Hakluyt's Principal Navigations was one of these texts.  The True Reportory is Strachey’s account of the circumstances under which the ship he was on, The Sea Venture, crashed in the Bermudas in 1609, because of a strong tempest. Reportedly, in 1610 the document that Strachey wrote was sent to England, and allegedly Shakespeare received it from the Virginia Company (Stritmatter and Kositsky 15, 2013). The document itself remained unpublished until 1625. 
One of the problems that Stritmatter and Kositsky address is that Strachey’s True Reportory is purported to be a transatlantic letter, but the version that scholars claim Shakespeare had read was a 24,000 word text, with references to documents such as John Smith’s Map of Virginia, which was published in 1612, after Shakespeare had supposedly read the letter (Stritmatter and Kositsky 16-17). In addition, most letters sent across the Atlantic tend to run between 1,000 to 6,000 words, rather than a 24,000 word edited document (Stritmatter and Kositsky 17). Stritmatter and Kositsky, however, argue for the possibility that a much smaller and unedited letter had been sent to London in 1610, which Shakespeare might have possibly read  (Stritmatter and Kositsky 16-17).
 The two scholars argue that the earlier version that Shakespeare might have read is the B version discovered in 1983 and discussed by Ivor Noël Hume. Hume’s argument  is “based on a manuscript (B) discovered in a Tucker family trunk in Bermuda in 1983 [and] is only 5,800 words (less than a quarter the length of the published Reportory)” (Stritmatter and Kositsky 17). Hume argues that the B version was indeed the shorter and perhaps even the original version of the True Reportory. Stritmatter and Kositsky point out the differences between the B version and the final True Reportory version of 1625, specifically that the final version includes historical literary sources and citations from other Virginia documents such as that of John Smith, as well as the responses to Strachey’s original 1610 letter made by Richard Martin in 1611 (Stritmatter and Kositsky 20). Thus,  Stritmatter and Kositsky conclude: 
The discovery of the B manuscript on the other hand, providing an antecedent to the True Repertory, is consistent with Strachey’s own testimony that the Repertory was still unﬁnished in 1612. These ﬁndings, along with other arguments, many introduced for the ﬁrst time in this book, have devastating consequences for the longstanding theory of Strachey’s inﬂuence on Shakespeare’s Tempest and, consequently, the play’s chronology. (Stritmatter and Kositsky 21)
Although Stritmatter and Kositsky’s claims cannot falsify the idea that Shakespeare took inspiration from Strachey, they can certainly callbring the matter into question. It is possible to imagine that Shakespeare would have only read a primitive version of the account. Stritmatter and Kositsky outline the differences between the 1625 version and the B text which is clearly far less descriptive than the 1625 version: 
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(Stritmatter and Kositsky 163)

I will not study this text in depth, but the reader can take note of the above passage which is a good demonstration of how the B text compares to the 1625 version, especially since the 1625 version exceeds the word count of the B text by 18,200 words. A far more extensive study is necessary to further explore the differences between the two texts, but this is not the specific goal of this thesis. Moreover, any stylistic similarities that Shakespeare and Strachey share between the 1625 version of the True Reportory and The Tempest may very well be because Strachey could have actually possibly drawntaken inspiration from Shakespeare’s play and/or from other sources in rewriting his True Reportory  for popular consumption. I do not want to overstate this my case however, as it is not entirely possible to prove this hypothesis. Instead,, however, later on in this chapter,this Ithesis shallwill simply present the issues that arise from a comparisonoccur betweenbetween Strachey’s and Shakespeare’s texts., I   I will further elaborate on the idea throughout this chapter. 
	Shakespeare’s play includes many elements that point to the possibility that he had read other colonial texts before writing The Tempest, some specifically predating Strachey.  For instance, Stritmatter and Kositsky mention Richard Eden’s 1555 publication of Decades of the New World as a possible text that Shakespeare might have drawn inspiration from. I agree with them, because this was a popular text and because Stritmatter and Kositsky demonstrate some parallels (both themes and events) between Eden’s publication and Shakespeare’s play, more specifically from Peter Martyr’s De Orbe Novo decades cum Legatione Babylonica (Stritmatter and Kositsky, Chapter 2, 2013). ItI cannot be deniedy that these parallels are a plausible proof that Shakespeare might have read Martyr’s text: once again, this text was around for much longer than Strachey’s, and Stritmatter and Kositsky have found several similarities between the two, such as: the Eden text is one of the only only texts in the English language to include the rarely used word “setebos”, which Shakespeare also uses in his play;  a mixing of Old World and New World references that also occur throughout the play; the description of a storm that matches the same metaphor found in Shakespeare’s text of representing political instability; and, most strikingly, various names of characters in The Tempest are also found in Eden such as “Gonzalo”, “Ferdinand”, “Alonso”, “Duke of Milan”, “Antonio”, “Stephano”, “Sebastian”, “Ceres”, “Francisco” and “Caliban (Cannibal)” ( Stritmatter and Kositsky 32). In turn, Stritmatter and Kositsky also describe a number of elements that are found in both Eden and Strachey, such as the names of characters they have in common with Shakespeare’s play, possibly showing that Strachey mightust also have been influenced copied byfrom Eden (Stritmatter and Kositsky 25).

[bookmark: _Toc46063026]1.4. Alden T. Vaughan’s Response to Stritmatter and Kositsky
	However, Alden T. Vaughan has tried to argue against Stritmatter and Kositsky who defend the theory that Strachey read Shakespeare, rather than the other way around. Vaughan argues that Stritmatter and Kositsky’s hypothesis that the Strachey text would not have been fully published and edited in 1610 is incorrect. Rather, Vaughan contends,  Shakespeare had perhaps read both the B text discussed by Stritmatter and Kositisky and a more revised version that Strachey had probably written in Jamestown before sending it back  (Vaughan 258, 2008). Vaughan claims that Richard Hakluyt was already interested and in possession of both Strachey’s documents in 1610 and was looking to publish them in a new edition of The Principal Navigations. However, Vaughan says that Hakluyt did not publish them because they were too controversial and were damning towards the poor treatment of the Native Americans by the English colonists of the Virginia Company (Vaughan 256). 
	Most of what Vaughan argues in his text is conjecture, and unfortunately he does not address the uncertainty of his claims.  Stritmatter and Kosistsky are  not free of the problem of conjecture either, but they at least recognize that their conclusion that Richard Eden’s text is the most likely possibility of having influenced Shakespeare, and not an  incontrovertible truth. It appears that all three authors are trying to prove something that cannot fully be proven: the historical information is too incomplete in order to determine conclusively what Shakespeare read or did not read for composing The Tempest. All we have are more or less plausible hypotheses, based on indirect or inferred evidence. I do believe, however, that arguments for what Shakespeare might have read can become more plausible by using a comparative stylistic analysis, which will be conducted in Chapter four of this thesis, below. Vaughan unfortunately employs a logical fallacy by stating that “Most close readers of The Tempest have found its congruities with the close at hand ‘True Reportory’ too numerous and too vivid to be coincidental” (Vaughan 272). The logical fallacy is that Vaughan assumes that because most “close readers” read The Tempest as being inspired by Strachey, that the claim must be correct. However, most “close readers” are not a reliable source as information changes, and claims can become outdated. Further instances of his unsubstantial claim are that Vaughan mentions both Shakespeare’s and Strachey’s texts include a “frightful storm,” which they spend a considerable amount of space writing on. He then mentions that, in both texts, the  survivors of the shipwreck are rejoicing to have survived, that there is a mutiny and division that occurs, that both texts contain islands that were only originally inhabited by spirits rather than human beings and, finally, that in both texts the parties sail away peacefully from the island in the end (Vaughan 273).  	Comment by Angeline Franssen: As these two are notorious Oxfordians, this is putting it mildly indeed …
Interestingly, Vaughan’s main arguments for Shakespeare having read Strachey include: both texts include a “frightful storm,” which both authors spend a considerable amount of space writing on;  in both texts, the  survivors of the shipwreck are rejoicing to have survived and they describe a mutiny and division that occurs; both texts contain islands that were originally inhabited only by spirits rather than human beings; and, finally, that in both texts the parties sail away peacefully from the island in the end (Vaughan 273).  These are the same arguments are the same ones that can be found in David Kathman’s online article, and they are not definitive proof that Shakespeare was inspired by Strachey.  Kathman’s online study provides a “stylistic” comparison between True Reportory and The Tempest. However, Vaughan claimsargues that his “thematic parallels” (which I  paraphrased in the previous paragraph) provide stronger arguments for his case than Kathman’s old school stylistic analysis does (Vaughan 272, 2008). This claimI is debatable.am inclined to disagree with Vaughan on this point. It must also be mentioned that the thematic elements that Vaughan and Kathman explore are not entirely exclusive to Strachey’s text, as I will demonstrate in my analysis of Henry Hawkes’ travel narrative from Hakluyt’s Principal Navigations later in this  thesis. 
[bookmark: _Toc46063027]1.5 Kathman’s Online Comparative Analysis  
Nevertheless, let us also look at Kathman’s article which keeps recurring in the debate as to whether Shakespeare read Strachey.  This online article is taken as a major source for proving that Shakespeare did, in fact, read Strachey:, Vaughan, Stritmatter and Kositsky and other scholars such as Peter  D. Mcintosh reference and quote Kathman’s text. Kathman criticizes the Oxford school by saying, “Rather than dealing with the mass of evidence we have just seen, Oxfordians usually attack straw men and present badly distorted versions of what Shakespeare scholars actually say” (Kathman “The significance of the parallels”). Kathman here is referring to the Oxford schoolians whoich supposedly denied the idea that Shakespeare used Strachey, or even used colonial texts. 	I have a few problems with Kathman’s statement: first, the mass of evidence is not so much a mass as a number of inconclusive similarities between Strachey’s text and Shakespeare’s. The most compelling argument that Kathman makes is that Strachey’s experience of the storm and St. Elmo’s fire is very similar to Shakespeare’s description. Upon further study, I have found that the passages containing the storm from Shakespeare’s play and Strachey’s narrative do have some close similarities thatare in fact too similar, so similar that it arouse the suspicion that is possible one author might have copiedplagiarized from the other. 
Kathman’s online article presents, perhaps, the strongest indirect evidence regarding the various similarities, both thematic and linguistic, between the two texts. It is fascinating as it confronts parallels and general themes face to face, such as the fact that both Strachey and Shakespeare write about St. Elmo’s fire. Below, I shall now fully discuss the pertinent passages on this phenomenon, because they are, in my opinion, Kathman’s most intriguing example of a possible influence (but not in the way Kathman would like his reader to believe). Strachey has a description of St. Elmo's fire that corresponds in many particulars to Ariel's description of his magical boarding of the King's ship: 
Strachey says: Sir George Somers . . . had an apparition of a little round light, like a faint Starre, trembling, and streaming along with a sparkeling blaze, halfe the height upon the Maine Mast, and shooting sometimes from Shroud to Shroud, tempting to settle as it were upon any of the foure Shrouds . . . running sometimes along the Maine-yard to the very end, and then returning . . . but upon a sodaine, towards the morning watch, they lost the sight of it, and knew not which way it made . . . Could it have served us now miraculously to have taken our height by, it might have struck amazement. (Strachey in Vaughan and Wright 11-12, 2013)
Ariel:
	I boarded the King's ship; now on the beak, 
	Now in the waist, the deck, in every cabin,
	I flam'd amazement.  Sometimes I'ld divide, 
	And burn in many places; on the topmast, 
	The yards and boresprit, would I flame distinctly, 
	Then meet and join.  Jove's lightning, the precursors
	O' th' dreadful thunder-claps, more momentary 
	And sight-outrunning were not (1.2.196-203). (Kathman, “Dating the Tempest”) 
Nevertheless, bBeyond the fact that both passages refer to St. Elmo’s fire and that there are apparentt  stylistic similarities, on a closer reading the descriptions reveal themselves to be rather dissimilar and, therefore,  problematic for Kathman’s hypothesis that Strachey influenced Shakespeare.
[bookmark: _Toc46063028]1.6 The Corona Discharge Phenomenon and Inconsistencies in Strachey’s Text
 In Strachey’s text the sighting of the Corona discharge phenomenon contains several inconsistencies which are not present in Shakespeare’s text and which shall be explored in this section.  It is rather likely that Strachey was misinformed about the experience, or he made it up and included magical elements that he took from Shakespeare’s play and/or other sources.  It must, however, be mentioned that Strachey died in 1621, and the first print of Shakespeare’s The Tempest was released in 1623. Therefore, this piece of information would seem to go against the theory that Strachey copied from Shakespeare. One should also mention that Strachey’s True Reportory was first published in 1625, which further problematizes this theory. However, in defensce of the theory, it must be said that Strachey returned home in late 1611, the very same year that The Tempest was first performed, which was also in the later part of the year, on the first day of November. So, he could have seen the first performance of the play. Betty Wood notes that “Strachey's keen interest in literature and the theatre brought him into close contact with several of the leading literary lights of his day, including Ben Jonson, Thomas Campion, and William Shakespeare” (Wood 1). Moreover, the play would have been performed more than once, therefore there is also the possibility that Strachey had seen it at a later date. Another possibility is that Strachey might have seen a copy of the play in manuscript, presumably circulating in a restricted circle around the theater, since he was in close contact with Shakespeare, among other dramatic luminaries, as Betty Wood argues. Of course, this is again only a reasonable conjecture that cannot be proven.
Another possibility is that Strachey did see the play in 1611, but rewrote his travel narrative later on, before his death in 1621. Another possible issue is that Strachey had died was dead before Samuel Purchas had published True Reportory in 1625. Therefore, it is alsonot beyond the realm of  possibilityle that Purchas edited Strachey’s text after the latter’s death and drew inspiration from The Tempest’s first 1623 printed edition, although, of course, this cannot be proven either. In any case, all of the preceding time lines seem to exclude the possibility that Shakespeare was inspired by Strachey, who came back to England around the time that the play was first performed. Thus, given all of these possibilities and uncertainties, as well as the discrepancies in the description of St. Elmo’s fire to which Ithat I shall now turnaddress, the hypothesis ofconsidering Strachey’s text as a main source for The Tempest remains far from proven factproblematic.  
For one, the actual scientific phenomenon of St. Elmo’s fire would occur mainly on the points of the mast of a boat. Even though Shakespeare is writing fiction as he describes the phenomenon and is not bound to scientific accuracy, the fire could very well occur on the topmast, bowsprit and yards as Ariel says. It is less likely, however, to occur along the main yard, and it is most likely not a ball shooting back and forth across the main yard and from shroud to shroud as Strachey describes it, because the phenomenon typically occurs at pointed edges, rather than on flatter surfaces (Beaty, Scientific American). 
 Another issue is that Strachey’s description of the Corona discharge being a “little round light” that moved about for half the night would be false. Beaty explains the phenomenon as follows: “Among other differences, ball lightning can drift around like a soap bubble, while St. Elmo's Fire always remains attached to an object” (Beaty, Scientific American). The Corona discharge would appear as streams of colorful electricity to the onlooker, and very much on the points of the ship or above the mast, as already mentioned, rather than on areas such as the “shrouds.”  Furthermore, the phenomenon could be confused with ball lightning, which does fly around rather than sticking to objects; however, ball lightning only lasts around a minute: “Its lifetime varies widely, ranging from a few seconds to several minutes; the average duration is about 25 seconds” (Uman, Scientific American). 
Stylistically, I find great similarities between the two passages, which leads me to think that one writer did drawtake inspiration from the other. However, it is less likely that Shakespeare would have copied Strachey’s writing style. I find it rather interesting that both writers use such similar abnormal paradigms to describe the occurrence of the Corona discharge. One clear parallel is that Shakespeare has the character Ariel use a semantic deviation: “I flam’d amazement” (Tempest 1.2 198), which is much like the same semantic deviation that Strachey uses: “it might have strucken amazement” (Strachey in Vaughan and Wright 12, 2013).  Shakespeare uses the word “flamed” in this passage, while Strachey uses the synonym “blazed”.  Moreover, both writers actually personify the Corona discharge event; for example, Shakespeare says that Ariel would “sometimes” “divide”, “burn”, “flame distinctly”, “meet and join” (Tempest 1.2 196-205). Strachey very similarly personifies the “faint star” he is describing by saying it was “trembling and streaming”, “shooting”, “tempting”, “running” and “returning” (Strachey in Vaughan and Wright 12, 2013). 
The effect this produces is that the Corona discharge appears as a living entity or spirit. But Strachey goes through this lengthy personification of a kind of spirit, only to declare that this is not such an awe- inspiring event, because it has actually occurred quite a few times in history. He believes that it had no spiritual relevance to their journey, unlike the Spaniards and the Italians, who typically attributed spiritual significance to it; he even calls the latter “the superstitious seamen”. One may question why Strachey would describe St. Elmo’s fire in such extravagant language, if he sees it as being rather common (Strachey in Vaughan and Wright 13). 
 	Another telling problem is that Strachey claims to have not been on the deck when St.Elmo’s fire occurred, but reports it, second-hand, from the account of Sir George Somers who was there at the time and died later on. Of course, we do not know for certain ifI do not think, however, that Strachey actually used Somers’ account, but the account of Shakespeare. Because there are too many controversies around hisStrachey’s text, such as the timeline Stracheyhe actually wrote it and whether the 1610 version was the same as the 1625 version, it is possible that in writing the St. Elmo’s fire episode, I can only assume that Strachey most likely copiedcould have been inspired by the episode of St. Elmo’s fire from Shakespeare or by someone else, as. Moreover, Shakespeare was a far more reputable writer than Strachey, and his texts were elaborately writtenwill be explained in the next section. . 	Comment by Angeline Franssen: Surely if it were not, that would have been remarked by the likes of Strittmatter and Kositsky?
[bookmark: _Toc46063029]1.7 Comparison Between Strachey, Tomason and Shakespeare
	Due to the various inconsistencies found in Strachey’s text, he might have copied the entire episode, or only part of it, from Shakespeare or someone else. One example is an account from Hakluyt’s Principal Navigations. In fact, Strachey’s  account is similar to Robert Tomason’s text from 1555, which is included in Hakluyt’s Principal Navigations and which describes St. Elmo’s fire as follows: “This light continued aboord our ship about three houres, flying from maste to maste, & from top to top: and sometime it would be in two or three places at once” (Tomason in Hakluyt 345). As one can see, Tomason describes the phenomenon in terms similar to Strachey’s, thereafter explaining it in a scientific manner. He actually sought reliable information from experts about the nature of the phenomenon: “I informed my selfe of learned men afterward what that light should be, and they said, that it was but a congelation of the winde and vapours of the Sea congealed with the extremitie of the weather, which flying in the winde, many times doeth chance to hit on the masts and shrowds of the ships that are at sea in foule weather (Tomason, in Hakluyt, 346).
At first, Strachey, like Tomason, mentions that the phenomenon lasted three to four hours, but then he adds that it actually lasted half a night: “And for three or four hours together or rather more; half the night, it kept with us” (Strachey in Vaughan and Wright 12, 2013). The problem with this account is that the Corona discharge in a storm has never been recorded to last half a night; in addition, if it were long enough, it is often a sign that lightning is likely to strike the ship, which it reportedly did not. It must also be noted that three or four hours is also quite a lengthy time for the phenomenon to last, but not necessarily out of the realm of possibilities.  It looks to me as if Strachey, while copyin might have drawn from g Tomason’s report and, might have decided to embellish it byand havinge the event last even longer, for dramatic effect (Strachey in Vaughan and Wright 12, 2013). Moreover, Strachey follows the same line of reasoning that Tomason does: he initially finds the event intriguing, but then decides that it is a natural, and not a supernatural, phenomenon. Strachey had most likely read the Principal Navigations and Tomason’s text, as he was supposed to be one of the official writers travelling to the Virginia Colony. Therefore, he could have referenced Tomason on this matter, however, it looks like Strachey was simply copying Tomason’s description rather than referencing him. 
On the other hand, oneI shwould also like to consider the possibility that Robert Tomason’s account of Nova Hispania from Hakluyt’s Principal Navigations was the text that Shakespeare took inspiration from, rather than from that of Strachey. In terms of Hakluyt’s collection, Tomason’s travel narrative appears two texts before that of Henry Hawkes, which I will link to Shakespeare’s play in Chapter 4, below.  So, it would have been likely that Shakespeare first read Tomason’s text and thereafter Hawkes’. Additionally, proposing it as a source of inspiration for Shakespeare is less controversial than the Strachey text, because Tomason travelled to America in 1555 and composed in 1598 the narrative that Hakluyt published in his collection. 
	 Shakespeare’s and Strachey’s texts share stylistic similarities that point to one of them influencingcopying the other; it is possible that Strachey had seen The Tempest performed in the theatre or read it manuscript form, but this has not been proven.  In contrast, Shakespeare’s and Tomason’s texts are different in stylistic terms, but not in technical terms. It is likely that Shakespeare would have borrowed terms from Tomason and added his poetic descriptions to Tomason’s report, while blending them with his character Ariel.  For example, Tomason writes that St. Elmo’s fire was “flying from maste to maste, & from top to top: and sometimes it would be in two or three places at once”; while Ariel says he would “divide”, signifying that he too was in more than one place at once. Moreover, Tomason’s text also states that St. Elmo’s fire would burn on the mast and the top--much like Ariel’s description, where he would burn on the topmast, yard and bowsprit (Tempest 2.2. 195-205). 
	In contrast to Shakespeare, however, Tomason is, as we have seen, scientific in his description, offering at the end an explanation of where St. Elmo’s fire actually comes from. In addition, Tomason mentions that his fleet was caught in an extremely powerful storm-- so powerful that one of the ships from the fleet is separated from the rest and sinks after splitting on some rocks. Moreover, the entire fleet was separated due to the storm. In Shakespeare’s text, Prospero commands Ariel to separate one boat from the fleet, and the rest would seemingly survive, although it would obviously not be shipwrecked on the island   (Tempest 1.2.). Tomason describes the accident as “There were drowned of that ship 75 persons, men, women and children, and 64 were saved that could swim, and had meanes to save themselves” (Tomason in Hakluyt 343). Some of the passengers actually survived and made it to land, which also occurs in Shakespeare’s play. 
	 Tomason also mentions that there was a leak in the ship:  “that she opened at the sterne a fadome under water, and the best remedy we had was to stop it with beds and pilobiers, and for feare of sinking we threw and lightned into the sea all the goods we had or could come by” (Tomason in Hakluyt 344). In Shakespeare’s play there is also a leak that occurs in the ship. I will not claim any outstanding evidence of similarity between the two texts, but will entertain the possibility that Shakespeare had read Tomason’s text (included in Hakluyt’s Principal Navigations), and that Strachey, in rewriting a report of St. Elmo’s fire for dramatic effect, might have taken inspiration from Tomason, as well as Shakespeare. Moreover, even if Strachey did not actually see St. Elmo’s fire, but heard about it from Sir George Somers (according to his own report), he should not have feigned amazement at the occurrence, because he had most likely read Tomason’s account of it before journeying to Virginia. Even though this cannot be proven,  iIt would be very surprising if Strachey, the official writer of the Sea Venture colony headed to Virginia would not have read most of Hakluyt’s texts, including Tomason’s.  Consequently, Strachey must have simply wanted to create some dramatic effect in order to interest more readers in his text.
 		To sum up my argument, it is likely that Shakespeare had taken inspiration from The Sea Venture wreck, but I question whether he borrowed from Strachey’s text. Many elements, such as the leak in the ship, St. Elmo’s fire, a ship that was castaway on an island and split on some rocks, and praying and holding onto one another when they believed the ship would capsize, he could have borrowed, more plausibly, from Tomason’s text.  The details of the storm in Strachey’s text are similar to Shakespeare’s play, but the details of the storm in Tomason’s text are equally similar to Shakespeare’s and Strachey’s texts. The only difference, however, is that Shakespeare and Strachey do share stylistic similarities in describing the storm--another detail that makes me suspect that Strachey might have borrowed fromobserved Shakespeare’s play and/or other similar sources that Shakespeare might also have also read.  . 
	The point of including Tomason’s text in my analysis was to prove that it would still still be more likely that Shakespeare took inspiration from Hakluyt’s Principal Navigations, which was much larger and more comprehensive than Strachey’s smaller account, which appeared in a complete formwas probably not completed only inuntil 1625 when Samuel Purchas published the text. Of course, it is also possible that Shakespeare started writing The Tempest years before, and not only after hearing about the Sea Venture shipwreck, in which case Tomason’s text could have been available to him before it was included in Hakluyt’s collection. 
	I amThe stylistic similarities lead me to think, however, that Strachey was paraphrasing or copying Tomason’s travel narrative and/or the description of Shakespeare’s character Ariel, mainly because he uses the same stylistic devices that Shakespeare does with portraying Ariel, and then goes on to immediately dismiss these descriptions as superstition in favor of a scientific explanation (offered by Tomason in his own text).  In this regard, one can conclude that although David Kathman is indeed correct that linguistic and thematic similarities are shared between Shakespeare and Strachey, his conclusion that Shakespeare had simply drawn inspiration from Strachey, which precludes the idea that Strachey might have drawn inspiration from Shakespeare or from other sources , is problematic in ways I have already discussed and will elaborate on in the next section.  highly debatable. 
[bookmark: _Toc46063030]1.8 Inconsistencies between Silvester and Strachey 
Returning to Kathman’s article, I am inclined to agree with him, however, that Shakespeare might also have drawn inspiration from Jourdain Silvester’s text, mainly because I find no gaps in the historical research, and Kathman’s comparative analysis of The Tempest and Silvester’s text is extensive and sound. Silvester’s report, which describes the same event of The Sea Venture crashing on the Bermuda island, is quite different from Strachey’s account of the voyage. Even though both reports were assumed to return to England in 1610, Silverster’s account was published during that year, while Strachey’s text ‘circulated’ and was, as we have seen,  published only much later, in 1625 (Vaughan and Wright ix, 2013). Sylvester does not mention the Corona discharge anywhere in his travel narrative; in addition, his account is far less dramatized than Strachey’s narrative. It is very possible that Strachey added on his account of the Corona discharge much later than we currently assume, especially since he also includes references to Greek and Roman accounts of this phenomenon (Strachey in Vaughan and Wright 12, 2013). In addition, the reported person who saw the Corona discharge, Sir George Somers, died in the Bermudas in 1610 and, therefore, there are no other existing reports claiming to have seen the Corona Discharge (while Somers spent three days and nights at the helm of The Sea Venture), besides that of Strachey. 
Moreover, not all of the thematic events that occur in Strachey’s account happen in Silverster’s. Here I would like to mention a brief disclaimer:  indeed either of these accounts could have very well been a propaganda piece written for the Virginia Company in London. Let me sum up the main differences between Strachey’s and Silvester’s travel narratives:
· Strachey mentions St. Elmo’s fire, and Silvester does not (Strachey in Vaughan and Wright 12,2013).
· Strachey speaks of mutiny occurring amongst Sir George Somers’ men, and Silvester does not; rather, Silvester actually mentions that the survival on the island was rather smooth. 
· Strachey mentions the storm beginning on the 24th of July, and Silvester mentions it beginning on the 25th of July (Silvester in Vaughan and Wright 105). 
· Strachey mentions that the leak lasted from “Tuesday noon until Friday noon”, for four days total (Strachey in Vaughan and Wright 14), while Silvester says that the storm and leak lasted for “three days and three nights”, so basically three days total (Silvester in Vaughan and Wright 105).
· Strachey describes mutinies amongst the men of the The Sea Venture company (Strachey in Vaughan and Wright 42,43,44), and Silvester describes the stay on the island as “the richest, health fullest and pleasing land (the quantity and bigness thereof considered) and merely natural, as ever man set foot upon” (Silvester in Vaughan and Wright 109).
 	These minor but telling differences between Strachey’s and Silvester’s narratives bring a few issues to light. For one, this differential evidence shows that even though the two stories are discussing the same events of The Sea Venture, their accounts are too different to be taken as fact. I think it is possible that one of the authors, mainly Silvester, could have written a propagandistic report for the Virginia Company (in order to further the economic support for colonizing Virginia), which is also why his text would have been immediately published in 1610 when returning to England, in comparison to Strachey’s text, which describes a rather disastrous scene in the Bermudas, which would have made investors of colonization far more weary compared to the paradise that Silvester paints.  
Moreover, it is very possible that any stylistic similarities that exist between Shakespeare and Strachey might beare due to the fact that Strachey might have actually been inspired by The Tempest and/or Thomason’s text, and rewrote his travel narrative in a more dramatic manner, to later be published in 1625, after his death, by Samuel Purchas. After all, it was Silvester’s narrative that was officially published in 1610, and not Strachey’s. Therefore, theoretically very little money was to be made by Strachey for his True Reportory when it first arrived in London in 1610, simply because it was not widely read. He would have rewritten it before publishing it in 1625, in order to popularize the text andto later sell it to Samuel Purchas or other publishers for the purposes of making some money. 
Rewriting True Reportory in a letter format to a renowned figure (the “Excellent Lady”) as a more tragic event that included Shakespearean dramatic elements in it would have made the text an even more popular and profitable piece of literature. Thus, Strachey may very well have been inspired by Shakespeare ’s The Tempest and Thomason, rather than the other way around.  Therefore, it remains a possibility that the B text studied by Ivor Noël Hume might indeed have been what Strachey’s original text would have appeared as, which he later re-edited for popular consumption in London (Hume 2001). 
Moreover, many of the themes found in Strachey’s True Reportory can also be found in texts that I have previously mentioned, such as Richard Eden’s Decades of the New World, Jourdain Silvester’s The Discovery of the Bermudas, and, finally, Richard Hakluyt’s compilation of travel narratives, The Principal Navigations. and finally, even more likely, Jourdain Silvester’s The Discovery of the Bermudas. Hence, rather than arguing for Shakespeare having received information from one specific text with many uncertainties surrounding it,  I have suggestedwill demonstrate, by pointing tostudying relevant passages from Richard Hakluyt’s Principal Navigations (such as the St. Elmo’s fire episode and storm described by Tomason), that this collection would beis a more likely--and a rather neglected--candidate for inspiring Shakespeare than Strachey’s text would be. I shall offer further arguments in favor of this hypothesis in chapters three and four below.
[bookmark: _Toc46063031]1.9 John Gillies and the Geography of The Tempest
Another interesting scholar who aims at trying to discover the geographic origins of Shakespeare’s play is John Gillies. I am particularly fond of his text which aims at further understanding how Shakespeare created the geographical framework for various plays.  Gillies describes The Tempest in terms of Shakespeare setting up a geographical location of “exoticism” (Gillies 140, 1994). It is difficult to pinpoint any location, because indeed it does not exist but is, rather, a metaphorical place for travel and foreignness (Gillies 140). Gillies describes the play in comparison with the “Bermuda Pamphlets.” 
Gillies argues that the traditional debate of the island’s exact whereabouts is outdated; rather the island is indeed this magical and liminal space for social commentary on many different cultural matters during Shakespeare’s time or, a cultural milieu (Gillies 145). Gillies describes ideological similarities between The Tempest and several travel narratives at the time. Although his aim is not to prove that Shakespeare had read these writers, he does aim at showing how Shakespeare discusses similar themes to construct an infinite space on the island in his play. Gillies analyses The New Life of Virginea written by Robert Johnson in comparison with Shakespeare’s The Tempest. Although Johnson’s text is from 1612, Gillies tries to use it to demonstrate various themes that the Virginia Company in London might have been concerned with at the time. For example, Gillies points out  that Johnson describes an unrest and mutiny at the Virginia Company and that the English take it upon themselves to teach English to the natives and educate them in English manners (Gillies 148-149). 
What I gather from Gillies' attempt to study Shakespeare’s ideological milieu is that the activities of the Virginia Company are very important in this discussion, but of course not exclusively so. I would therefore imagine that Shakespeare might have been in some contact with people from the Company, since indeed the themes Shakespeare takes up in The Tempest are those generally discussed by the travel writers of his time. I would, furthermore, imagine that if Shakespeare wanted to write one of his last plays on a subject as historically important as English colonial expansion, he might have consulted someone from the Virginia Company. In my opinion, no other scholar besides Richard Hakluyt could have been more suitable for this matter, since he was probably the most learned and popular historian of  travel narrative in London during Shakespeare’s time. 
Even if Shakespeare and Hakluyt never met each other and exchanged information in person (although I think it was very likely that they did), Shakespeare must have had the opportunity to read some of Hakluyt’s travel narratives when writing his play.  What I would like to discuss in the next chapter is what I call the “Hakluyt hypothesis”. The idea behind this chapter title is that many scholar’s either briefly mention Hakluyt as an inspiration for Shakespeare, or they ignore the idea altogether, but give no arguments for or substantial evidence that this is the case; some of these scholars will be discussed in the upcoming chapter.  I want to explore how popular Hakluyt actually was and what was the likelihood that Shakespeare might have met with him and read some of his books. I also wish to discuss why scholars tend to ignore, or briefly mention in passing, the idea that Shakespeare might have drawn inspiration from Hakluyt’s Principal Navigations and perhaps even from Hakluyt himself. 


[bookmark: _Toc46063032]Chapter 2: The Hakluyt Hypothesis

[bookmark: _Toc46063033]2.1 Hakluyt’s Life and Reputation
	Richard Hakluyt the Younger was a collector of travel narratives and consultant to the Virginia Company in England. He was born in 1553 and died in 1616, the same year as Shakespeare. In his largest work, The Principal Navigations which is a collection of important travel narratives of his time, his personal commentary is limited. It is interesting to note that Shakespeare had relations with the Virginia Company thanks to his patron the Earl of Southampton who was a secretary for the Company and, therefore, had a direct link to Hakluyt, or very likely, friends in common. It would have been impossible for Shakespeare to not have ever heard of Hakluyt. In this chapter I will explore this matter in greater detail, by studying firstly Hakluyt’s life and various historical links between Hakluyt and Shakespeare. I will also explore some scholar’s who briefly mention that Shakespeare and Hakluyt must have known each other, or mention them in a passing connection, but provide no evidence for this claim. 
	The scholarly research conducted on Hakluyt in the twentieth and twenty-first centuries is mainly based on references from Hakluyt’s contemporaries and some of his writings. Two of the most comprehensive sources on Hakluyt the scholar’s life are Peter C. Mancall, and George Bruner Parks’ (Mancall 2010) (Parks 1928). Although an older source, Parks’ book is rather useful in dating many of the major events from Hakluyt’s life. Claire Jowitt has a volume on Hakluyt and his importance in early modern Europe, but this is more of a collection of interesting historical occurrences surrounding Hakluyt, rather than a comprehensive history of important moments in Hakluyt’s life (Jowitt 2016). These scholars claim that Hakluyt was a major player in the economic success and expansion of the English empire. Their claims can very well be true, as Hakluyt held some important positions at Westminster Abbey, was a major advisor to the East India Company, and the Hakluyt name was personally trusted by Queen Elizabeth I herself. It is well established that Hakluyt wrote a secret document known as A Discourse on Western Planting, trying to convince the Queen that it was in the nation’s better interest to colonize parts of the Americas. Although it is uncertain to what extent Hakluyt’s work was popular during this time, we can assume that it was at least in parts circulated around London. The biggest issue, however, remains that to date no scholars have explored the number of copies of Hakluyt’s work published and sold during his life, especially his main work, The Principal Navigations, Voyages, Traffiques, and Discoveries of the English Nation, which continued to develop from the first time it was published in 1589 to 1600 and even later. 
	Parks’ and Mancall’s works are very important to my thesis as they are the main scholars interested in the archival research behind the important historical figure who was Richard Hakluyt and why it might be possible that Shakespeare took inspiration from this figure. In turn, Jowitt and Carey’s work provides interesting scholarly research on showing how Hakluyt shaped political and economic movements during his lifetime.
	 In fact, it is a partnership that seems likely, as Shakespeare would have undertaken research for writing The Tempest on a topic such as world travel, and Hakluyt would have enjoyed any cultural material that would bring attention to the East India Company, in order to perhaps acquire more investors for colonizing Virginia.  The first matter I would like to discuss is the sequence of important events in Hakluyt’s life, and how they led up to his success as a writer and scholar of English expansion and travel. 
	Richard Hakluyt the Younger came from the gentry class, meaning that several members of his family were already public officials before he was born. He was trained and raised under his uncle who is also called Richard Hakluyt and whom for convenience’s sake I will call Richard Hakluyt the Lawyer since he was a lawyer who worked for the Russia companies and was trying to find a Northwestern passage to India through Newfoundland (Parks 239). In a sense, Hakluyt the Younger carried on the work of his uncle, which was consultancy for travel and expeditions, and would later receive his income and fame from this work.  
[bookmark: _Toc46063034]2.2 Travel Narratives and Hakluyt’s Career
	Peter Mancall mentions that Hakluyt started collecting travel narratives for his first document in 1581: Divers Voyages Touching the Discoverie of America, and the Islands Adjacent (Mancall 92, 2010). Hakluyt sincerely believed that this document contained vital information for all travellers thinking of travelling to the New World, either adventure seekers, people looking to make some money through trade and farming, or those who volunteered to help set up English colonies in America.  He made sure that the document was in English by translating several texts or simply including English texts, so that all potential English travellers could study the land or be encouraged to visit it. It is also useful for this thesis to mention that Hakluyt was in contact with a circle of various historians and writers from his time, such as Sir Philip Sydney and others whom I shall mention later in this chapter. For example, Hakluyt once wrote to Sir Philip Sydney on the issue of the Spaniards and Portugese already having heavily colonized the Americas. He mentions that the English empire has not “set fast footing in such fertill and temperate places, as are left as yet unpossessed of them.’’ (Mancall 93) Hakluyt compiled the Divers Voyages in order to demonstrate the vast amount of rich goods that could be supplied from the Americas, rather than from India or the East, and to demonstrate how comparatively easy it was to reach and explore the Americas. 
	Between 1583 and 1589, Hakluyt started to gather and compile travel narratives for his Principal Navigations. But the early seventeenth century years of his life were his most successful. George Bruner Parks’ Richard Hakluyt and the English Voyages details a comprehensive timeline of Hakluyt’s life and achievements. For example:
· In 1601, he was hired by the East India Company for his “geographical notes of advice” (Parks 254).
· In 1603: “Hakluyt was Archdeacon at Westminster 1603-1604 (Abbey Records)” 	
· In 1606: “Hakluyt was named one of the four London patentees in the first Virginia Company charter” (Parks 255).
	- In 1606, he also received special “dispensation” along with “Thomas Gates and George Somers knights, Edward Maria Wingeilde, Thomas Hannam, Rawleight Gilbert… to make a plantation habitation and plantation and lead forth a colony to those parts of America commonly called Virginia and other territories of America either belonging to the King” (Parks 255). 
	The examples previously mentioned are only some of the important events in Hakluyt’s life. Moreover, Hakluyt was actually supposed to travel with Sir Thomas Gates and Sir George Somers to America in order to colonize Virginia; so, he would have also been in the fateful shipwreck of The Sea Venture. However, he was too fearful to journey to the Americas. This is the very same journey that William Strachey undertook and later reported on. Hakluyt died in 1616 and was buried in Westminster Abbey. He was, therefore, most likely rewarded with high honors in serving the English Empire.
[bookmark: _Toc46063035]2.3 Hakluyt’s InfluenceFame 
	Hakluyt’s involvement in matters concerning the Americas are more than clear, but his connections to Shakespeare’s work and perhaps life are not so explicit. Furthermore, I have found no extensive research on the matter up to this point. Consequently, I will approach this question indirectly by looking into Hakluyt’s social circle and his fame during the time of Shakespeare in order to explore links between the two.  Interestingly, Hakluyt is often cited by political officials, historians and writers of his time. For example, John Parker includes a mention of Hakluyt by Thomas Fuller, a famous English historian: “In a word many of such useful tracts of sea adventurers, which were before scattered as several ships, Master Hakluit hath embodied into a fleet, divided into three squadrons” (Parker 137, 1965). Likewise, Mancall mentions that a English mathematician named Thomas Hariot told Captain Samuel Mace to bring a copy of the Principal Navigations when journeying to the Americas (Mancall 251).
	Another example is William Cambden’s praise of Hakluyt’s work: ‘‘Discoveries of the learned and industrious M. Rich. Hakluit made him the ultimate authority on English travellers abroad” (Mancall 244). Cambden was an English historian and geographer who was acquainted with Sir Philip Sydney and became an Usher at Westminster School. In turn, E.P. Kuhl, in his article on “Shakespeare and the Founders of America: The Tempest” cites the famous English writer Michael Drayton’s To The Virginia Voyage, which ends  with a tribute to Richard Hakluyt: “Thy Voyages attend; industrious Hakluit; whose reading shall inflame Men to seek fame, And much commend to after times thy wit” (Kuhl, 3 1962). I will mention Kuhl’s text immediately below, as it discusses Shakespeare’s link with the East India Company and, therefore, his probable link to Richard Hakluyt. 
	The problem I find is that although Hakluyt appears to be quite famous and often quoted by the intellectuals of his time, he is often excluded in scholarly commentaries on The Tempest, such as in Stephen Orgel’s OUP 1998 edition of The Tempest, or Peter Holland’s 2016 edited version of The Tempest. Shakespeare must have gathered a lot of information on the Americas in order to write his play and, as Cambden states, Hakluyt was the “ultimate authority”. Therefore, why would Shakespeare not consult the most knowledgeable and popular source on the New World? 

[bookmark: _Toc46063036]2.4 Hakluyt, Shakespeare and the Earl of Southampton
	E.P. Kuhl argues that there is a link between Shakespeare and the Virginia Company through the Earl of Southampton who, as I have already pointed out, was “the secretary of the Virginia company” (Kuhl 126, 1962). According to Kuhl, “In the new charter of 1609 (probably drafted by Sir Edwin Sandys) Southampton’s name stands first among active members (Sir Robert Cecil and Sir Thomas Howard- nefarious designers and enemies of these founders head the list)” (Kuhl 126). This is the very same Earl whom Shakespeare supposedly “singled out in 1593 for his dedication of Venus and Adonis: it was this Earl who encouraged the poet to write The Rape of Lucrece which appeared in 1594” (Kuhl 126). It is widely agreed upon that the Earl of Southampton was Shakespeare’s patron, and furthermore, that the Earl had great connections to the Virginia Company, much like Hakluyt, who was even supposed to voyage on The Sea Venture to help set up a colony in Virginia. Given this situation, it is hard to imagine that the Earl of Southampton was not well connected with Hakluyt, who was also active in the Virginia Company during 1609--when the Earl of Southampton was the secretary of the company and headed its charter. Hakluyt was even a patentee in the second Virginia Charter of 1609,  headed by the same Earl of Southampton. 
	It is, furthermore, easy to imagine that Shakespeare had read Hakluyt’s work and possibly knew him personally. The Earl of Southampton was Shakespeare’s connection to the Virginia Company, the company with the most advanced information on colonial matters and travel at the time. In any case, it is widely known that Shakespeare had connections to the Virginia Company, but scholars give too much emphasis to William Strachey’s text, while often ignoring one of the most important sources of information: The Principal Navigations. Strachey was a minor player in the Virginia Company, compared to Richard Hakluyt; moreover, Shakespeare would not have read only one source in order to write such a politically charged and historically significant play. He would have had to gather from various sources to create an accurate portrayal of travel and commentary on the politics of his time. Also, it was more than likely that a performance of The Tempest would be seen by major figures from the Virginia Company, possibly even by Hakluyt himself, as the play was most likely making a commentary on the very journey of the Sea Venture, described by Silvester and Strachey, but also onmany other more journey’s that had been undertakentaken place thanks byto the Virginia company.
	Another issue to keep in mind is that if Shakespeare’s patron was indeed the Earl of Southampton, and the Earl was at the time secretary to the Virginia Company, Shakespeare would have to write his play around some of the propaganda encouraged by that company.  John Gillies mentions the notion of the Virginia Company’s propaganda in The Tempest, arguing that the character Ariel is “clearly associated with a motif of ‘temperance’, which figures the island as  ‘temperate’ in both a climatic sense and a moral sense” (Gillies 1994, 142). Gillies’ supposition would also explain Gonzalo’s appreciation for the island and Prospero’s description of the various foods and natural items found on it, but I shall return to this idea in a later chapter of this thesis. At any rate, the description of the island as a pleasant place may indicate that Shakespeare would have taken into consideration or included the propaganda most likely desired by his patron. Furthermore, Strachey’s account from True Reportory is quite negative in terms of the events that occurred in Virginia, so it would certainly not have been Shakespeare’s only source of inspiration, if he had to consider the Virginia Company’s propaganda, especially since he only had access to the B-text rather than the 1625 version.. 
	It is no coincidence that in the same year of 1609, Hakluyt published Virginia Richly Valued and dedicated it to the Virginia Company and its secretary. Virginia Richly Valued is Hakluyt’s translation of Ferdinand De Soto’s Portuguese text on his exploration through Florida. In Hakluyt’s “The Epistle Dedicatory,” he describes the Native Americans as follows: 
But for all their faire and cunning speeches, they are not overmuch to be trusted: for they be the greatest traitors of the world, as their manifold most craftie contrived and bloody treasons, here set down at large, doe evidently prove. They also be unconstant as the wethercock, and most readie to take all occasions of advantages to doe mischiefe. They are great liars and dissembler; for which faults often times they had their deserved paiments. (Hakluyt, “The Epistle Dedicatorie” 1609)
	Hakluyt’s description of the Native Americans from “The Epistle Dedicatorie” is stylistically similar to the way Shakespeare portrays Caliban in his play. I shall further explore this comparison in chapter four of this thesis. For the moment, let me speculate that it is very possible that Hakluyt’s text was read by Shakespeare, who might have received it from the Earl of Southampton. 
	
[bookmark: _Toc46063037]2.5 Hakluyt, Shakespeare and Other Notable Contemporaries
	E.P. Kuhl further outlines the possible connections to Shakespeare’s corpus for The Tempest by mentioning that John Florio, the translator of Montaigne’s Essays from French into English, lived in the Earl of Southampton’s house. Shakespeare, therefore, probably connected with Florio and had indeed taken inspiration from Montaigne when creating his character Gonzalo--  the “idealist” who sees the New World as a kind of paradise.  Kuhl’s interpretation of Gonzalo is widely accepted among scholars in the field (Kuhl 131). Moreover, in 1580 Hakluyt hired John Florio to translate John Cartier’s explorations of New France, which is yet another link in the social circle between Hakluyt and Shakespeare  (Mancall 73). 
	Additionally, Kuhl makes a fascinating comparison of Shakespeare’s character Caliban to the political figure of Sir Robert Cecil, whom Kuhl describes as one of the “enemies of the Virginia Venture” (Kuhl 129). Kuhl’s theory, although interesting, warrants further research. As he puts it, “Caliban claims ‘This island’s mine’ (I.ii.331); later he complains that Prospero has cheated him of the island (III.ii): the new Virginia charter of 1609, we recall, was headed by Sir Robert Cecil and Thomas Howard (the Earl of Southampton stands third); but Cecil in a last desperate offensive was taking arms against a sea of fortune” (Kuhl 129). Kuhl for one believes Cecil was a traitor to the Virginia venture, and he goes as far as to say that Caliban’s hunchbacked nature compares to the popularized image of “Sir Robert Cecil whose deformity, satirized at Court, was a commonplace.” (Kuhl 130). Kuhl’s argument may very well be true however requires more evidence to substantiate his claim, nevertheless, the character Caliban would represent far more than only a depiction of Sir Robert Cecil, the depiction of a Native American or slave must also be included in a character analysis of Caliban. 
	Kuhl’s argument is not that far fetched, as Shakespeare would most likely defend the Earl of Southampton’s honor, and Sir Robert Cecil was often popularly satirized in the English politics of the time (Kuhl 130). Scholars have also speculated that Shakespeare had quite the distaste for Sir Robert Cecil. For example, M.G. Aune argues that Shakespeare based the character of Richard III from his play Richard III on him. Aune explains that the comparison of Sir Robert Cecil to Richard III, who was portrayed as hunched back and ugly, can be found in several depictions beyond that of Shakespeare (Aune 28, 2006). According to Aune, both Shakespeare and Thomas More likened Sir Robert Cecil’s “physical character to his moral shortcomings” (Aune 28, 2006). Therefore, Kuhl's comparison of Caliban to Sir Robert Cecil is not implausible; however, it does not exclude the character of Caliban from being a depiction of a Native American as well. 
	The overall point to gather from Kuhl’s text is that the play was centered around English politics and, moreover, very likely contained comments on some of the central figures of the Virginia Company and scholars and writers of Shakespeare’s time. Therefore, it would not be implausible that Richard Hakluyt, who was the greatest expert on the New World at the time, was in some way linked to the writing of The Tempest, most likely through his informative collection The Principal Navigations, not least because Hakluyt had a patent in the second Virginia Charter of 1609, headed by Shakespeare’s closest patron, the Earl of Southampton. 
	D.B. Quinn includes a chapter on the possible writers whom Hakluyt might have influenced, mentioning his wide range of contacts from Sir Walter Raleigh to Thomas Hariot (Quinn 528, 2010). Disappointingly, however, there is no mention of Hakluyt’s possible influence on Shakespeare’s work. Of course, written records are not available as to who might have read Hakluyt; yet the possibility of Shakespeare as one of his readers  is certainly understudied by the Hakluyt Society’s publications. 

2.6 Contemporary Scholarly Sources on Further Possible Historical Links between Hakluyt and Shakespeare
	As we have already seen, Richard Hakluyt’s works may have played a substantive role in the development of early English colonialism. During most of Hakluyt’s life, he was disappointed with the English trading world of his time. Spain and Portugal had a larger stake in overseas colonization, and the English were falling behind. Hakluyt’s works embody a mercantilist endeavour to expand the economic wealth of the English crown. According to Francisco J. Borges, Hakluyt predicted that the English would surpass the Spanish in successful colonization (Jowitt 167). It is very possible, therefore, that he was a major influence and supporter of English colonization and, therefore, a key figure in the expansion of the English empire. 
	Hakluyt had a large circle of support in his younger years: “Thus Sir Francis Walsingham, a favorite of the Queen who had commended Hakluyt in March 1583 for his efforts to spread knowledge that facilitated ‘the discovery of the Westerne partes yet unknown,’ believed that the young geographer needed to spend time in France” (Mancall 102). The Queen supported Walsingham’s recommendation and even allowed Hakluyt to obtain leave for France in order to gather information on various places to travel in the Americas. His research gave the English Empire a list of various goods, items and people, but also a more accurate geographic representation of the Americas. 
	Hakluyt’s Principal Navigations was the very same book that established his expertise and ultimately his fame. According to Peter Mancall, “Hakluyt’s Principal Navigations saw more of the world than the man who assembled the collection” (Mancall 257). Mancall further describes Hakluyt as follows: “Hakluyt had become the preeminent English authority on the Americas, celebrated in poetry as well as prose. He had attained that status not because he had actually seen Virginia or the West Indies or anywhere farther than France. But the authority of his writings in this age when the printed book rose to prominence placed him in a category by himself. He was the expert” (Mancall 237). 
	Hakluyt apparently also had an impact on English wealth, as he encouraged the English to trade more in spices over rare minerals. Throughout the sixteenth century the English were absent from the scene, as the spice trade had already made various European countries rich. Hakluyt was the expert who encouraged the East India Company to shift its priorities to trading in spices, and by 1601 after Hakluyt published his third volume of Principal Navigations, he already had enough information to provide to the East India Company for the English to safely become successful in the trade (Mancall 238). Mancall states that “Hakluyt provided an extended list of the available spices and their origins. He told the company members where they could find amber, musk, civet, benjamin, frankincense, myrrh, snakewood (used to make cures for poisons and illnesses), and lignum aloes” (Mancall 240). 
	Hakluyt was also instrumental in John Pory’s translation of Leo Africanus’ A Geographical Historie of Africa (1600), as he had persuaded Pory to undertake it. Furthermore, Hakluyt praised the book, and his comments on it were later stamped into the printed edition: ‘‘I do hold and affirm it to be the very best, the most particular, and methodicall, that ever was written, or at least that hath come to light, concerning the countries, peoples, and affairs of Africa” (Mancall 243). Hakluyt’s words were the seal of approval that allowed this work to become the largest influence on how the English conceptualized Africa at the time. It most certainly influenced Ben Jonson’s Masque of Blackness, which was performed in 1606 and very likely other English literary texts.  It is widely argued that Shakespeare was also influenced by Pory’s translation when writing both Anthony and Cleopatra and Othello (Mancall 244). I am not versed enough to ascertain the validity that Shakespeare had read Pory’s text; however, if he had, he would have certainly known the critically acclaimed figure of Richard Hakluyt, since the latter introduced Pory’s work. Unfortunately, in terms of the scholarly world when it comes to exploring Shakespeare’s reading of Hakluyt, this is the closest link I have discovered up until now.	
	In passing, John Gillies mentions that Shakespeare might have used one of Hakluyt’s maps in order to visualize the New World. He mentions R.H. Coote’s argument that Shakespeare was a true contemporary of Hakluyt (Gillies 41). Coote states concerning the new geography that “It appealed… to Shakespeare because its rhumbliness illustrated Malvolio’s smiles; and it appeals to commentators on Shakespeare as showing that although Shakespeare knew something of Hakluyt, who dedicated himself to a study of what was outside Europe… [he]... did not write of the new-found New World and the new-found old world as momentous additions to the world in which his characters lived and moved” (Gillies 41).  Gillies, however, limits his own input only to this brief mention of Coote’s comments and does not elaborate on the possible relationship between Shakespeare and Hakluyt.  
	In turn, Claire Jowitt briefly describes Shakespeare’s The Tempest as being indebted to The Principal Navigations. However, she does not elaborate either, but rather states in a footnote: “For an analysis of Shakespeare in these and other plays in the new geography, and Hakluyt’s  The Principal Navigations in particular, see John Gillies, Shakespeare and the Geography of Difference” (Jowitt 297). As I showed earlier, although Gillies’ text is very informative on the subject of The Tempest and the New World, it does not in fact explore or aim to prove the possible relationship or “indebtedness” that Shakespeare hads to Richard Hakluyt. Nevertheless, both Jowitt and Gillies entertain the idea, which allows for the possibility of further research into the matter, such as I am conducting in this thesis.  
	 	Hakluyt must have enjoyed seeing a famous play about the Americas, as making the idea of travelling to the New World popular in mainstream culture would encourage other English explorers to venture there. The Tempest as a product of popular culture would also encourage high level businessmen to invest in colonizing and travelling to the Americas. Claire Jowitt even describes how most English people in 1599 learned about foreign places through plays: “With these and many more amusements the English pass their time learning at the play what is happening abroad.” (Jowitt 295)  Furthermore, Shakespeare’s play was not the first play written about the New World. Jowitt lists several plays around or before 1599 that were being performed and mentioned the New World, such as The New World Tragedy, Muly Molloco, Sir John Mandeville or Eastward Ho! (1605)-- a play that satirizes the Virginia Company and the English desire to settle in the New World through a group of men who want to travel to America in order to gain riches and sex; of course, the group fails in their journey  (Jowitt 295). Eastward Ho!, could  have also inspired Shakespeare to write The Tempest in a satirical manner but, rather than making social commentary on the Virginia Company itself, Shakespeare pokes fun at the cyclic and arrogant behavior of men, irrespective of whether they are in Europe or in the New World. 



[bookmark: _Toc46062840][bookmark: _Toc46063038]Chapter 3. The Tempest and The Principal Navigations: Scholarly Readings and Interpretive Tools
[bookmark: _Toc46063039]3.1 Introduction
	In the previous chapter I outlined Hakluyt’s social circle and discovered similar points of contact that hint at the fact that Shakespeare might have drawn inspiration from Richard Hakluyt when writing The Tempest. The ideas I have expounded are plausible, even though they lack solid evidence. It is not possible to directly prove that Shakespeare knew Hakluyt personally or that he even read The Principal Navigations. The only possible way to further support this idea is through conducting a comparative analysis of Shakespeare’s and Hakluyt’s texts from both a stylistic and a thematic perspective. Thereby, I will not only further elucidate my interpretation of Shakespeare’s text, but will also establish cohesive stylistic and thematic links between the two writers in order to increase the historical likelihood that they were indeed aware of each other’s work. In my analysis, I shall also use terminology from Colonial and Postcolonial studies, which has described certain social processes and definitions that I find can be applied to The Tempest and The Principal Navigations.
	Before I deploy my stylistic and thematic comparative analysis of Shakespeare’s and Hakluyt’s texts, however, I would like to present several scholarly readings and my own brief, overall reading of The Tempest.
[bookmark: _Toc46063040]3.2 The Tempest and Contemporary Scholarship
	 Shakespeare’s play is an imaginary “no man’s land,” but the lessons that can be drawn from it are applicable to all humans. It is a play of power structures and disillusionment; it is also a magical dream, but one that is all too real in relation to Shakespeare’s time and our own. 
	For example, John Gillies describes the geographical location as such: “The Tempest creates a more conventionally geographic impression of ‘the exotic’ than any of the foregoing plays. However, since the setting of The Tempest is-- like its characters, plot and themes--notoriously elusive, the task of  defining ‘the exotic’ in this play is less than straightforward” ( Gillies 140). In fact, the task of elaborating almost any interpretation of The Tempest is, as Gillies says, “less than straightforward”. To the audience the play is an “as you like it”, moldable entity. It caters, as many Shakespeare plays do, to the entire audience, from the servant class to the gentry class and even to the high nobility. 
	This moldability is moreover why so many interpretations of The Tempest have come about in the 20th and 21st centuries. Frank Brevik, outlines six decades worth of interpretations with a focus on the most recent “hyper American” readings, which consist mainly of postcolonial readings of the text. Brevik undertakes an analysis of various scholars’ points of view such as George Lamming and Craig E. Matteson, who apply a postcolonial interpretation of an oppressor versus oppressed dynamic to the play (Brevik 18, 2012). It is very obvious that postcolonial scholars have adopted Shakespeare into their intellectual sphere, but that operation is not so simple. Jeffrey Knapp is critical of E.E. Stoll’s notorious interpretation of the play, which is simply that the play actually has nothing to do with the Americas or colonization, as it makes no references to this time in history (Knapp 220, 1994). Stoll takes the more Eurocentric view of Shakespeare’s play, by arguing that The Tempest has very little to do with English travel to the Americas, his interpretation being rather far-fetched and uncompromising (Knapp 220, 1994).  
	By contrast, I favor Charles Frey’s article that describes “two New World schools” that elaborate on possible Shakespearean ties to the Americas. To the first school belong scholars such as “Frank Kermode, Geoffrey Bullough, and Hallett Smith discussing New World materials as they may have influenced The Tempest” (Frey 31, 1979). They argue for texts such as Richard Eden’s writings on exploration, as being exclusive inspirations for Shakespeare. According to Frey, this New World school aims at exploring the history that predates The Tempest.  In a certain sense, my own approach is close to that of this school, aiming at exploring a corpus of texts on the New World possibly read by Shakespeare. 
	Frey goes on to identify a second New World school which includes scholars such as Leo Marx and Leslie Fiedler who propose a more post-historical interpretation of The Tempest (Frey 32). There are many such scholarly interpretations, but here I will briefly discuss only that of Leo Marx as being somewhat relevant to my own interpretation of the play. Marx provides a fascinating reading of a utopian versus non-utopian dichotomy between the characters Prospero and Gonzalo. From one point of view, Marx mentions the image of the Americas as a utopian place: “The familiar picture of America as a site for a new golden age was a commonplace of Elizabethan travel literature and there are many reasons for its popularity” (Marx 38). On the other hand, Marx remarks that to “describe America as a hideous wilderness, however, is to envisage it as another field for the exercise of power” (Marx 43). He argues that Prospero represents the ideal of self-mastery, while Gonzalo optimistically believes humanity to be good by nature (Marx 57). According to Marx, however,  both of these positions will end up in a Utopian state (Marx 64). Thus, he concludes that The Tempest “is a comedy in praise neither of nature nor of civilization, but of a proper balance between them” (Marx 65). 
	I have outlined this very brief historical account of various scholarly viewpoints on The Tempest in order to set up my own reading of the play. In my view, the way The Tempest is structured actually allows for the validity of most viewpoints: it has utopian and anti-utopian viewpoints, Eurocentric and New World elements,  dichotomies of master and slave, oppressor and oppressed, nihilism and optimism, realism and fantasy, as well as notions of  “otherness” and the “exotic”. Thus, Shakespeare’s play comes close to being a universalist work for at least two reasons: first, it is easier to “sell” something that caters to everyone; but secondly and more importantly, Shakespeare was coming to the end of his career and was framing what I will call the process of “releasement” in his play. Releasement is the process of a metaphorical “death”, or retirement from the power struggles of life, and the precondition for a rebirth to a new order of reality.  

[bookmark: _Toc46063041] 3.3 Prospero’s Epilogue and Releasement
	In order to explain the process of releasement in more detail, it is necessary to return to the play itself, and what better place to begin with than its conclusion, that is, with Prospero’s Epilogue:
	
PROSPERO
Now my charms are all o’erthrown,
And what strength I have’s mine own,
Which is most faint. Now ’tis true,
I must be here confin’d by you,
Or sent to Naples. Let me not,
Since I have my dukedom got,
And pardon’d the deceiver, dwell
In this bare island by your spell,
But release me from my bands
With the help of your good hands.
Gentle breath of yours my sails
Must fill, or else my project fails,
Which was to please. Now I want
Spirits to enforce, art to enchant,
And my ending is despair,
Unless I be reliev’d by prayer,
Which pierces so, that it assaults
Mercy itself, and frees all faults.
As you from crimes would pardon’d be,
Let your indulgence set me free.
Exit. 
(The Tempest, Epilogue 1-20)
	The Epilogue is key to interpreting Shakespeare’s play as a totality. There are several ways to interpret it, which I will explore in later chapters, but the most literal is the idea that Prospero is asking the audience, who is Shakespeare’s audience, to free him from their attention. This is indeed breaking the fourth wall, and perhaps one of the more obvious cases of it found in Shakespeare’s works. Prospero declares that he is the audience's slave, and that only we can allow for his freedom, or “release” him from his “bands” (The Tempest, Epilogue 9). This is rather ironic, as Prospero himself was the slave owner of Ariel and  Caliban. 
	Moreover, Prospero is asking to return to Milan as he has finally got his Dukedom back. Ironically, he will most likely return to a place where political power games will continue unabated, as much as they had on his island. So, Prospero is begging the audience to set him free from these power dynamics as well. In turn, Shakespeare seems also to be asking the audience to set him free for his own retirement from the theatre, as The Tempest was one of his last plays--more specifically the last play that was not co-authored. It is possible that by the end of his career, Shakespeare would have been fed up with court dramas and politicians such as Sir Robert Cecil, who engage in a constant power struggle, pridefully arguing for their petty interests, to few people’s benefit, besides their own. Moreover, I think that the master/slave dynamic is integral to Shakespeare’s world view, but extends beyond the postcolonial concept of social victim and oppressor, to an inner struggle that affects the divided ego and requires releasement at the deepest (or highest) levels of human consciousness. In short, this is my overall interpretation of Shakespeare’s play, on which I shall elaborate in Chapter five of this thesis.
	Here, a brief note might be appropriate about the various modern critical views on the “death of the author” and the biographical fallacy of reading the author’s intention into a text (Barthes 146). My reading of The Tempest obviously does not subscribe to these views, for two reasons: First, I believe that the artist’s historical persona remains relevant in literary interpretations, whenever it can be plausibly and cogently reconstructed through direct or indirect testimonies available inside or outside their work. To do otherwise would deny an author’s agency as an individual, who has the same rights and responsibilities as any other individual in their community and humanity at large. That is not to say that an artist’s works are only the sum total of their intentions and cannot often transcend such intentions. Otherwise, we would deny the relevance of a work of art beyond its immediate historical or personal circumstances and would also deny the existence of unconscious elements inherent in its linguistic structures. Secondly, this thesis works from the related assumption of cognitive linguistics/stylistics that elements of the consciousness (and the unconscious) of an author, which develops in relation to a specific social and cultural milieu, can be extracted through linguistic and stylistic analyses from the literary text, as detailed below.   
3.4 Stylistic Tools for a Comparative Analysis of The Tempest and the Principal Navigations
	In order to further strengthen my comparison between the two texts, the main stylistic methods that I have chosen are Transitivity and Theo Van Leeuwen’s Social Actor theory. I shall first outline these two methods from stylistics, as they are not necessarily easy to grasp, and then shall apply them to The Tempest, as well as to several of Richard Hakluyt’s texts, most notably to the travel narrative of Henry Hawkes. Additionally, in later sections of this thesis, I shall use theories from colonial and postcolonial studies as tools of my thematic analysis of these works. 
	I shall begin with detailing the processes of transitivity and functional grammar. Popular scholarly analysis of literature starts with the personalized process of first understanding and then analyzing a text.  Interpretive fields of knowledge are not inherently undesirable, as they can be useful to those seeking mental solace in a piece of literature or, as Patricia Canning argues, “we often make sense of what we read by bringing our own lives to bear upon the book” (Canning 1, 2012).  
[bookmark: _Toc46063042]3.5 Functional Grammar and Transitivity 
	To elaborate, M.A.K Halliday explains that language is functional, “in the sense that it is designed to account for how the language is used. Every text-- that is, everything that is said or written-- unfolds in some context of use; furthermore, it is the uses of language that, over tens of thousands of generations, have shaped the system… A functional grammar is essentially a ‘natural’ grammar, in the sense that everything in it can be explained, ultimately, by reference to how language is used” (Halliday 1985, xiii ). This is a simple way to explain language by stating that everything said or spoken undergoes a “process”. Transitivity is the grammatical outline that gives order to our experiences. According to Halliday a process consists of three elements: 
“(i) the process itself’(ii) participants in the process; (iii) circumstances associated with the process” (Halliday 101, 1985). 
	Per Canning’s formulation, transitivity is a type of “story” or a way of telling things. She adds that “[m]ore importantly, every linguistic representation of the process of thinking, saying, sensing doing, being and becoming, has the potential to carry ideological, social or political significance” (Canning 56). Canning argues that, in brief, the way that our writing is structured linguistically allows us to understand how “we conceive of those experiences socially, ideologically and so on, and to some extent, how we want others to conceive of them” (Canning 56). Transitivity includes three main processes: the Material Process (Doing), the Mental Process (sensing) and the Relational Process (Being). 
	Material Processes simply contain the action of doing. They include an actor (a performing entity), process (an action), goal (the element acted upon) and circumstance (the context which they occur in), while a mental process includes a sensor (entity that perceives), process (a mental action) phenomenon (the element perceived) and a circumstance (the context). In turn, a relational process includes a carrier (entity of being), process (the verb of “being”), and attribute (attribute ascribed to it). 
	Here is a simple example of a material process: 

	Actor
	Process
	Goal
	Circumstance

	I 
	hit
	the man 
	with a bat



In a material process, it is also possible to foreground a goal using a passive construction of a sentence:

	Goal
	Process
	Circumstance

	The man
	was hit
	with a bat



In this case, it is the “actor” that is deleted and, therefore, the agency is also deleted. 
	Halliday also mentions other types of processes such as behavioral processes, verbal processes and existential processes. According to Halliday, behavioural processes describe “physiological and psychological processes of behaviour, like breathing, dreaming, smiling, coughing” (Halliday 128). Verbal processes are simply processes of saying, such as “Why did you say that?”. Verbal processes according to Halliday can be either quoted or indirectly reported (Halliday 129).  In turn, existential processes “represent that something exists or happens, as in there was a little guinea-pig, there seems to be a problem, has there been a phone call?” (Halliday 130). Canning describes it as a process of being “an ‘Existent’ that is said to exist. In this way, agency can be excised completely from the process described and the grammatical subject of the clause is replaced by the deictic marker ‘there’, for instance in ‘there was a murder” (Canning 64). 
	Canning also quotes Paul Simpson who explains the importance of the transitivity model by describing how a text is linguistically encoded to encourage the reader to develop a “particular worldview’’ (Canning 65). This encoded worldview stems from the selectiveness of language, which allows the writer to pick and choose a linguistic structure tailor-made for transfering ideology; this is the same kind of mental dynamic that Theo Van Leeuwen explores in his Social Actor Theory.
[bookmark: _Toc46063043]3.6 Social Actor Theory
	Theo van Leeuwen’s Social Actor Theory is a linguistic method that explores how Social Actors can be referred to in the English language (Van Leeuwen 23,  2008). The theory is most useful for understanding how social groups are linguistically formed, but also helps understand in what ways social groups are implicitly referred to. Van Leeuwen outlines 49 different categories of how social actors are represented. The first categories are exclusion and inclusion, and Van Leeuwen  explains that representation of social actors “include or exclude social actors to suit their interests and purposes in relation to the readers for whom they are intended” (Van Leeuwen 28).  Here, the main point is that what is included or excluded always has a reason. The principal focus of my analysis of The Tempest and Principal Navigations, however, is on Van Leeuwen’s idea of “impersonalization” also known as “abstraction”.  The process can be identified when social actors are not represented by a possessive pronoun, but “by abstract nouns or by concrete nouns whose meanings do not include the semantic feature ‘human’” (Van Leeuwen 46).  One example of an abstraction in The Tempest is when Caliban is referred to as “monster” rather than his actual name. 
	Van Leeuwen’s social actor theory can also be seen in close conjunction with the idea of ‘othering’ from postcolonial theory. This theory was initially presented by Edward Said in Orientalism, where he was critical of the power dynamics between the West and the East. According to Said, the process not only creates a mystification of the East but also an inferiority complex, thereby the East is lesser than the West.  Van Leeuwen describes the same type of process in his Social Actor theory; however, for him an actor is distanced socially and linguistically from a cultural group, which subsequently establishes a power dynamic. One example Van Leeuwen uses to demonstrate this is the sentence: “Australia is in danger of saddling itself up with a lot of unwanted problems” (Van Leeuwen 46). In this instance, the “unwanted problems” that are being referred to are migrant workers going to Australia. (Van Leeuwen 46). 

[bookmark: _Toc46063044]3.7 Process of Blending
	Another theory that is interesting to study in conjunction with The Tempest and Principal Navigations is the process of “blending,” which is explained by Fauconnier and Turner as a process in which mental associative spaces are created that affect the human subconscious in ways that people are not aware of. One example they use of conceptual blending is:  “The owner of a Dodge Viper sports car told Parade magazine, ‘My Viper is my Sharon Stone. It's the sexiest vehicle on the road.’ Apparently he felt no hesitation in committing himself to this blend of sexuality and motoring” (Faconnier and Turner 30, 2002). Blending is metaphorical and can very well take a sexual form as in the preceding citation. This specific blending is often induced by corporations and advertising, but blending is a process that is found in any activity. It is both metaphorical and associative. Blending occurs especially at the earliest stages of life and is also known as association, for example, when a baby associates the words “Mama” or “Dada” to their parents. Blending is evolutionary and adapts as phenomena change. Thus, Fauconnier and Turner state: 

Nearly all important thinking takes place outside of consciousness and is not available on introspection; the mental feats we think of as the most impressive are trivial compared to everyday capacities; the imagination is always at work in ways that consciousness does not apprehend; consciousness can glimpse only a few vestiges of what the mind is doing; the scientist, the engineer, the mathematician, and the economist, impressive as their knowledge and techniques may be, are also unaware of how they are thinking and, even though they are experts, will not find out just by asking Themselves. (Faconnier and Turner 33, 2002)
	As we shall see later on in this thesis, the concept of blending can be easily explored in Shakespeare’s play, as the entire work is an insightful example of this process and can further convey the conscious/subconscious ideational and emotional massage that Shakespeare wishes to transmit to his audience. 
[bookmark: _Toc46063045]3.8 Distraction and Indolence
	To supplement the theory of blending, I propose a new conceptual model of analyzing linguistic and stylistic entities. The idea comes from the Taoist book, Secret of the Golden Flower, which is a text detailing the process of Zen meditation. I propose two new categories which the Secret of the Golden Flower terms as “indolence” and “distraction” (Cleary 42, 2013). Moreover, the word “indolence” can also be replaced with the word “oblivion”. The discourse on distraction and indolence/oblivion occurs in the context of successfully meditating. In the mind, these two mechanisms occur in the subconscious. The book describes distraction and indolence as follows: “If one is not seated in meditation, one will often be distracted without noticing it. To become conscious of the distraction is the mechanism by which to do away with distraction. Indolence of which a man is conscious, and indolence of which he is unconscious, are a thousand miles apart” (Cleary 42).	
	The two processes are both mental and physical. Distraction is mental in that a myriad of thoughts abound in our minds when we lack concentration; moveover, acts like eating, sex, taking drugs, drinking and intellectualizing can be considered distractions. These acts are automatic, subconscious inputs that can further induce a momentary state of lacking consciousness. Distraction can very well lead us away from what we term “peace of mind”. In turn, indolence is the act of laziness or lethargy. It is more of a physical process, as it occurs in the lack of willingness to do something. It occurs, moreover, when our bodies take over our mental processes. One can very well think of being extremely inebriated and not remembering any of the events while in such a state; thus, the body takes control over the mind. The two processes often converge in the human psyche and can take a form of distraction as indolence, or indolence as distraction. 
	The ultimate aim of the Taoists is to put a stop to these two processes in order to find stillness of the heart (also known as the mind)--one can call this aim achieving mindfulness. Achieving a state without distraction or indolence allows for full focus and, hence, theoretically the subconscious has difficulty in taking over. As Faconnier and Turner state that “consciousness can glimpse only a few vestiges of what the mind is doing,” the process of meditation allows a person to further glimpse into the functions of the mind  (Fauconnier and Turner 33).
	In terms of stylistics and blending, the psychological entities of distraction and indolence can help in further understanding various written patterns, habits and social constructions that occur within a text. It is precisely because these two elements are so prevalent within our thought processes that they are useful in studying writing or dialogue, as they can further convey ideology within a text. Although it is true that a piece of writing is cleaner than the internal working of the mind, because within the mind the process of distraction or indolence is contingently and constantly occurring, while in writing these processes are supposedly cleaned up, written works are nowhere near exempt from these processes. In fact, within writing, an imaginative framework is constructed in which streams of consciousness occur relatively often, especially in modern fiction. Events and experiences that are used to build a story often reveal the various distractions that appear in the mind of the characters by free association. Not only do these distractions and indolences contribute to the story, but they can also echo the mental framework of the writer. For example, in Homeric literary criticism, one hears the phrase “Homer nods” (as in dozing off) to describe some of the narrative inconsistencies in the Iliad or the Odyssey, attributed to the bard’s lack of attention to details of plot, temporal frame, character description, location, etc. 
	The two processes are interesting to apply to the actions of various Shakespearean characters as well, since these actions are examples of societal habits.  Shakespeare’s plays are filled with rich examples of both distraction and indolence, which can additionally be understood through the process of blending.  For example, In Act I, Scene ii of The Tempest, Prospero asks how the king’s ship and his sailors have been “disposed” of: “Of the king’s ship/ The mariners, say how thou hast disposed, and all the rest o’the fleet” (The Tempest 1.2. 225-227). The use of the word “disposed” in this passage is rather complex. The word itself is plurisemantic, as it may mean to “settle something”, “take care of”, but also “to throw out” (as in something one has no longer use for, such as refuse), or even to “kill off”. Thus, it may involve both distraction and blending. 
	Of course, here Prospero uses the word “dispose” to ask in what manner the crew were taken off the ship during the wreck. The word “dispose,” therefore, distracts the audience from the king’s ship and his mariners’ safety, while at the same time associating the latter with worthless refuse. Prospero subconsciously calls them “refuse” as he holds disdain for the king and the mariners, because of his past negative experiences with kings and courtiers in Italy, which had led to his exile. It may very well be that Shakespeare did intend such a blending of concepts; or, possibly the word carries more substantial weight than he originally intended, which is less likely, however, given the fact that he is such a self-aware writer. 
	Additionally, not only does the word perhaps demonstrate Shakespeare’s dislike for authoritarian institutions, but it also subconsciously sends the audience on a path of distraction that allows them to also feel contempt towards these institutions. These stylistic processes say a lot concerning Shakespeare’s ideology, and studying his play in conjunction with some of Hakluyt’s texts will further strengthen a link between them. It will also provide insight into Shakespeare’s ideological intentions whether they are conscious or subconscious.















[bookmark: _Toc46063046]Chapter 4. The Tempest and the Principal Navigations: Stylistic and Thematic Similarities
[bookmark: _Toc46063047]4.1. Patterns of a Master/Slave Dynamic in The Tempest and Hakluyt’s Virginia Richly Valued 

	The first topic I shall study, using stylistics, is the ideological link between Shakespeare’s play and Hakluyt’s Principal Navigations. In order to understand the link between the two texts, I shall identify the similar cultural entities which demonstrate that they employ the same ideological thought patterns, although their attitude toward them might differ, as we shall see in a later section of this thesis. 
	The most obvious relation between master and slave to explore in The Tempest is that between Prospero and Caliban. In his interactions with Caliban, Prospero undertakes a process of othering that is very similar to a master versus slave dynamic--the same kind of treatment Native Americans would have received during Shakespeare’s time, as evidenced in Hakluyt’s Virginia Richly Valued, for example. The description of Caliban in Shakespeare’s play and Hakluyt’s description of the natives undergo a very similar process, which Van Leeuwen calls Impersonalization or Abstraction (Van Leeuwen 46). The process is one of “othering”, implemented in order to establish a hierarchical power structure, based on feelings of superiority and inferiority. 
	In Hakluyt’s text the natives are impersonalized in several manners: for one, Hakluyt only refers to them as an impersonalized “they”, without using any proper nouns. I have highlighted the pertinent instances in yellow, below: 
But for all their faire and cunning speeches, they are not ouermuch to be trusted: for they be the greatest traitors of the world, as their mani∣fold most craftie contriued and bloody treasons, here set down at large, doe euidently proue. They be also as unconstant as the wethercock, and most readie to take all occasions of aduan∣tages to doe mischiefe. They are great liars and dissemblers; for which faults often times they had their deserued paiements. (Hakluyt, Epistle Dedicatory)
	There are eight (highlighted) instances of impersonalization through the personal pronoun “they”, ignoring the natives’ proper name which is mentioned in the text, “Cacique” (Hakluyt, Epistle Dedicatory). Moreover, Hakluyt describes them as “cunning”, “traitors”, “unconstant as the wethercock”, “liars”, “dissemblers” and “craftie”. Impersonalization  creates distrust and also implies that the natives are inferior in some way. It is in this manner that Hakluyt is able to commodify the natives as a “product” needing to be refined. He goes to such an extent that he “blends” them with words that are similar to commodities: “To Handle them”, “Gentle polishing” and “to square and prepare them”.  
	The exact same processes occur in Shakespeare’s text in relation to the characters of Caliban and Prospero. Prospero and Caliban in Act I, Scene ii, argue about why the latter should listen to him. In order to justify his ideology, Prospero uses impersonalizations with negative connotations to exact his superiority over Caliban. He refers to Caliban in these ways: “Savage”,“Abhorred slave”, “thy vile race”.  Prospero creates these abstract groupings in order to separate Caliban from the rest of the island society (e.g. Miranda and Prospero), much like Hakluyt does in Virginia Richly Valued. In turn, Caliban can also be materialized as a commodity and seemingly be diminished in value, by almost all the characters who interact with him in the play, including Prospero, Stephano, Trinculo, Miranda and Antonio.  Thus, the enslavement of Caliban is mostly psychologically enforced. 
	However, Caliban does not seem to heed Prospero, resisting him instead, because he does not believe in Prospero’s “European standards”.  Moreover, the two characters squabble over the value of what they taught each other upon their first meeting. Caliban argues that he taught Propsero how to survive on the island, by showing him “all the qualities o’ the isle, the fresh springs, brine-pits, barren place and fertile” (The Tempest 1.2. 337-338).
	 Prospero argues, in turn, that he provided Caliban with the skills to communicate with language: “I pitied thee,/ Took pains to make thee speak, taught thee each hour/ One thing or other: when thou didst not, savage, know thine own meaning, but wouldst gabble like/ A thing most brutish…” (The Tempest 1.2. 353-356). Here Shakespeare creates an apposition: “When thou didst not, savage, know thine own meaning” (The Tempest 1.2. 355-357). This apposition is actually key to understanding that Shakespeare is specifically referencing Native Americans, but also possibly other “primitive” people that the English or other European countries had “discovered” during this time period. . It is a pause in the flow of dialogue, something that an actor or the reader must ponder for a brief while. 
	The term “savage” was a colloquial manner of referring to Native Americans, thus Shakespeare’s linguistic construction places blending attributes upon the term “savage”;  his audience would have consciously and subconsciously undergone the process of distraction, which allows them to take on Caliban as the “typical” native, creating a mental narrative stream of blending Caliban with savageness and the notion that Natives were untrustworthy, uneducated, cunning and so on. 
	Centered around this apposition is the idea that Caliban is actually quite linguistically cunning, so much so that he is able to challenge Prospero’s European moral standards: “You taught me language; and my profit on’t/ Is, I know how to curse. The red plague rid you/ For learning me your language!” (Tempest 1.2. 363-365). Hakluyt also references the idea: “But for all their faire and cunning speeches, they are not ouermuch to be trusted” (Hakluyt, Epistle Dedicatory, 1609). Shakespeare  endows Caliban with argumentative power as well, but the latter is still portrayed as having attempted to rape Prospero’s daughter Miranda. Much like Hakluyt’s description of the Natives, Prospero cannot trust Caliban fully, despite his “cunning” speech. 
	 Prospero eventually finds that his abstractions are not working on.  At the beginning of the play he is initially gentle with Caliban (the island native), but so in the end he resorts to forceful threats: “If thou neglect’st or dost unwillingly what I command,/ I’ll rack thee with old cramps, fill all thy bones with aches” (The Tempest 1.2. 369-370). These threats parallel Hakluyt’s observation that when the Natives do not listen to gentle means, more forceful manners can be applied. The ideological discourse and timeline of Shakespeare’s play and Hakluyt’s work are similar. It is likely that Shakespeare would have read the Virginia Company’s policy of dealing with Natives. So, after a  comparison with Hakluyt’s text, it appears that Prospero mimics Hakluyt’s recommendations. It must be kept in mind that Hakluyt’s Virginia Richly Valued was addressed “To the Right Honourable, the Right Worshipful counselors, and other cheerful adventurers for the advancement of that Christian and noble plantation in Virginia” (Hakluyt, Epistle Dedicatory, 1609). Thus, this text was most likely personally directed toward and given to the secretary of the Virginia Company, who, as I have already pointed out, was Shakespeare’s patron, the Earl of Southampton. 
[bookmark: _Toc46063048]4.2 Thematic similarities between Shakespeare’s play and Henry Hawkes’ travel narrative (collected by Hakluyt)
	Shakespeare’s play also resembles in theme and ideology the travel narrative by Henry Hawkes, written in 1572 and included in Hakluyt’s collection. In my view, Hawkes’ text is one of the key texts that Shakespeare drew inspiration from when writing The Tempest. I have previously argued that the Hawkes travel narrative belongs to the most likely corpus of sources for Shakespeare’s text, while I have questioned Strachey’s True Reportory as being too uncertain to confirm whether Shakespeare had read or not. I would first like to point out several themes that Shakespeare’s play and Hawkes’ narrative have in common, and then make a stylistic analysis of both texts. 
	First, Hawkes writes that on the Carribean coast, there is an island in which spirits abode and to which the Spaniards avoid to travel. Hawkes says that this island is
called The Island of sacrifices, whereas the Spanyards did in times past unlade their Spirits goods: and for that, they say, there are upon it spirits or devils, it is not frequented as it hath bene. In these places the North wind hath so great dominion that oftentimes it destroyeth many ships and barks. This place is given to great sicknesse. (Hakluyt 378,  Vol. 9,  2014)

	The location that Hawkes describes is similar to that of Shakespeare’s play. Alonso and his men arrive on an island inhabited by spirits such as Ariel. In the general area that Hawkes mentions, there is a great wind that can cause shipwrecks, which is quite common in parts of the Carribean, often beset by storms. It is obvious that Alonso and his men were shipwrecked by a storm caused by Prospero, while Ariel was the spirit in charge of destroying the boat. 
	In addition, Hawkes describes the Spaniards as not being able to find certain cities because the natives use magic to hide them: 
The Spanyards have notice of seven cities which old men of the Indians shew them should lie towards the Northwest from Mexico. They have used and use dayly much diligence in seeking of them, but they cannot find any one of them. They say that the witchcraft of the Indians is such, that when they come by these townes they cast a mist upon them, so that they cannot see them. (Hakluyt 382,  Vol.9 2014)
	By contrast, in The Tempest, a European possesses more magical powers than the Natives. When Prospero arrives on the island, he subdues its rather strange inhabitants by magic: Caliban whose mother was a witch named Sycorax (who died before Prospero’s arrival) and Ariel and other spirits, whom Sycorax had entrapped in a tree. Prospero uses his magical powers to free Ariel and the other spirits, but also forces them and Caliban to serve him, thus taking charge of the island. 
	 Another theme present in Hawkes’ narrative is the immorality of the native Mexicans who, he asserts, are often drunk on wine and commit incestuous acts: “They are soone drunke, and given to much beastlinesse, and void of all goodnesse. In their drunkennesse they use and commit Sodomy; and with their mothers and daughters they have their pleasures and pastimes” (Hakluyt 389,  Vol.9 2014). The same theme of Native drunkenness and lack of morality appears in The Tempest in Act II, Scene ii, in which Stephano gives Caliban wine. The latter becomes inebriated and readily agrees to betray his master Prospero. 
	Hawkes further recounts that in Mexico, although the Spaniards are not allowed to beat or kill the natives, they are allowed to use condescending names: “But they may cal them dogs, and use other evill words, as much as they will, and the Indian must needes put it up, and goe his way” (Hakluyt 394,  Vol. 9, 2014).  In The Tempest, Caliban receives a similar treatment at the hands of the Europeans, who call him many degrading names. Lastly, Hawkes writes that there are cannibals among the more “wild” natives. It became part of European folklore during Shakespeare’s time to call the Natives “cannibals” and to assume that they ate people. It is therefore possible that Shakespeare chose his character’s name (Caliban) as a distortion and reference to the word “cannibal”, which also occurs in Montaigne’s famous essay Of Cannibals (1580), which Shakespeare was most likely aware of. .”  

[bookmark: _Toc46063049]4.3. Common Stylistic Elements in The Tempest and Hawkes’ Travel Narrative
	While there are a number of thematic similarities between Shakespeare’s, Hakluyt’s and Hawkes’ texts, there are even more stylistic similarities between them. I should first observe that such stylistic similarities are not the ultimate proof of Shakespeare having read Hakluyt. However, what a stylistic analysis will show is that, in The Tempest, there are various patterns or choices of language that construct a specific worldview, one which bears a close resemblance to that in Hakluyt’s texts. Therefore, Shakespeare’s play can be seen as referencing the budding English colonialism of the Elizabethan period. Rasti and Sahragard, who apply Theo Van Leeuwen’s Social actor theory in a different context, state:   “Discourses are, in a sense, responsible for favoring some groups or conceptions at the cost of marginalizing others. And they make such differential treatment seem natural, hence their intrinsically hegemonic nature” (Rasti and Sahragard 730, 2012). 
	Although Rasti and Sahragard focus mainly on the media, Van Leeuwen’s critical discourse analysis can be applied to various other pieces of writing.  Thus, the same process of social marginalization through discourse occurs in both Shakespeare and Hakluyt. The first step in reading The Tempest in light of Van Leeuwen’s theory is looking at Shakespeare’s characters, who adopt different power stances and roles throughout the play. In Van Leeuwen’s terms, some characters are inclusive agents rather than exclusive ones. In Shakespeare, almost all of the main characters, with the exception of King Alonso, undergo some form of being suppressed or backgrounded by other characters.  They are:  
1. Caliban: Slave of Prospero and Native to the island. Represented negatively through the words of European characters such as Prospero, Stephano and Trinculo. He also has some agency in self representation, but often undergoes the process of “suppression” and sometimes “backgrounding” by European characters. 
2. Prospero: Represented negatively by Caliban, has positive self-representation, suppressed by Antonio, the usurping Duke of Milan, through his exile and also by Shakespeare’s audience at the end of the play. 
3. Stephano: The drunken butler who is negatively represented by Sebastian, Antonio and Alonso the King of Naples, suppressed and even backgrounded. A servant himself but he negatively represents Caliban.
4. Trinculo: A jester also negatively represented by Sebastian, Antonio and Alonso the King of Naples, suppressed and backgrounded. Also a servant, but he negatively represents Caliban. 
5. Gonzalo: “an honest old counsellor” --an idealist who is represented as old and kind, but is also made fun of by the servants courtiers and is surprisingly inclusive when it comes to the Natives. 	Comment by Angeline Franssen: Courtiers, rather
6. Alonso: King of Naples, who is represented as fair (but was unjust to Prospero in the past) and as a commanding figure, even on an island over which he has no dominion. He negatively refers to Stephano and Trinculo who are his servants. 
7. Sebastian: Brother of Alonso. Negatively refers to Stephano and Trinculo.
8. Antonio: Usurping Duke of Milan and brother to Prospero. Negatively refers to Stephano and Trinculo
9. Ariel: Spirit and slave of Prospero. He is compliant with all of Prospero’s demands and is referred to more positively. 
	Caliban is the most obvious case to study as he is one of the central characters. He is often “backgrounded”, which actually further emphasizes his importance as a character. For example, when Prospero is speaking with Ariel, well before Caliban has entered on stage, Prospero convinces the spirit that he must continue to be a slave, because he saved Ariel from Sycorax, the “foul witch” who inhabited the island before Prospero (The Tempest 1.2. 258). Prospero backgrounds Caliban by first referring to the island, which was abandoned with no owner: “Then was this island-/ Save for the son that she did litter here,/ A freckled whelp hag-born- not honour’d with/ A human shape” ( The Tempest 1.2. 281-284). 
	Here, Caliban is not directly mentioned in proper name: he is backgrounded, thus belonging to what Van Leeuwen describes as agents that “are not so much excluded as deemphasized, pushed into the background” (Van Leeuwen 8). Van Leeuwen terms it passive agent deletion, and here is where the transitivity model comes into play. The first remark Prospero makes about Caliban begins with an existential process: 
	Actor
	Process
	Existent

	Then
	was
	this island-



The reader may notice that agency is excised for several purposes: for one, this is to control the sympathy of Ariel towards Prospero in the play. The island for Prospero is clearly a controversial topic: he was exiled on it and does not necessarily own it, because Caliban and the spirits had lived there previously. The island is thus a metaphor for his own situational inconvenience and pain as an exile. This is simply the rhetoric of how he tries to convince Ariel to choose his side over Caliban’s-- it is Propsero’s plight. 
	The island is also the physical space and reminder of Prospero’s troubles, which will later be the same troubles that the Europeans shipwrecked on the island will experience.  According to Patricia Canning, the ways that texts are written aim at constructing a “specific ideology by manipulating the point of view” (Canning 65).  The worldview that Prospero tries to construct is one of shifting blame: the island, Antonio and Alonso are all to blame  is to blame rather than Prospero himself, and therefore, much like Ariel who is a victim of his enslavement, Prospero, too, casts himself as a victim. The physical space of the island is the main problem for Prospero, and the subset issue is Caliban, who claims to be the rightful owner of the island and does not comply with Prospero’s European moral standards. The “passivation” of Caliban that occurs in the foregoing citation from the play   confirms Prospero’s sentiments and is expressed through a passive construction of a material process: 
	Goal
	Actor
	Process
	circumstance

	Save for the son
	that she
	did litter 
	here



	In this sentence construction, the goal is foregrounded rather than the actor and, thus, the agency is backgrounded. The goal in this case is “the son”  (Caliban) whom Shakespeare’s audience does not know yet; however, Prospero foregrounds the son over “she” (Sycorax) to emphasize that Caliban is the main subset problem, besides the island itself. Furthermore, Prospero excludes himself from this construction in order to free himself from blame; this also explains the fact that he uses a material process construction which Canning terms as “processes of the external world” (Canning 58). In other words, it is a process that Prospero allegedly could not control and, thus, he creates what Van Leeuwen terms an “association/dissociation discourse.” According to Van Leeuwen, associations are groups of social actors that are not directly labeled in a text but that nonetheless are still referred to; dissociations are simply groups that are “unformed”, for example, two separate entities becoming one (Van Leeuwen 17). Prospero convinces Ariel to join his associative group (the superior beings of the island including Miranda his daughter) and to shun the inferior group or, in this case, Caliban. 

[bookmark: _Toc46063050]4.4. The Rhetoric of Commoditization in Shakespeare and Hakluyt/Hawkes
	Another overarching example of an associative group created between Caliban and the Europeans is made by Stephano and Trinculo and later on by Sebastian and Antonio. This impersonalization is blatantly first brought into existence in Act II, Scene ii, in which Caliban meets Trinculo for the first time. The passage is extremely telling as to how the commoditization of Caliban occurs linguistically.  Trinculo describes Caliban by exclaiming: 
What have we here?/ A man or a fish? Dead or alive?/ A fish: he smells like a fish; a very ancient and fish like smell; a kind of, not of the newest Poor-John./ A strange fish! Were I in England now, as once I was, and had but this fish painted silver/; there would this monster make a man; when they will not give a doit to relieve a lame beggar,/ they will lay out ten to see a dead Indian. (The Tempest 2.2. 24-32) 
	This passage is particularly interesting, as it includes much social commentary. Here Shakespeare implements a blending process that is incredibly creative. Caliban is blended with the commodity of a fish-- a fish that whether it is dead or alive (or rather that it does not matter whether it is dead or alive) is nothing but a fish. This passage also entirely reveals to the audience that Caliban is in fact representative of aa Native American, but also a North African where Sycorax is supposedly from, more specifically from  “Argier” (The Tempest 1.2. 265), or any other “Barbarian” people.n.  Caliban is compared to a “Poor John,” which is a type of less valuable cod or hake that is dried and salted, thus “blending” Caliban with being less valuable than even one of the least valuable types of fish. In the next sentence, Shakespeare provides us with a more telling description, an external deviation: “Were I in England now…” An external deviation belongs to the linguistic theory of Foregrounding, in which a writer attempts to foreground elements to produce an effect in the reader. Katie Wales states that “External deviation measures the language of the text against the ‘norms’ outside it” (Wales 111, 2014). In this case, Shakespeare deviates from the idea that Trinculo would more likely describe Italy rather than England, because he is from there. It is external deviation precisely because it goes against the ‘norms’ outside of the text in conjunction with the English audience--it is an understatement to say that it is actually confronting it. 
	Shakespeare is directly addressing his English audience here, the audience knowing fully well that Trinculo is an Italian servant who is not from England. Trinculo goes on to say that were he to paint Caliban silver like a fish, he could put him on as a show in an English fair.  While in England people would not give away a “doit”, which is a sum of money similar to an American penny nowadays, they would pay 10 “doits” to see a dead “Indian” on display. Here “Indian” refers to Native Americans, and there is no need to prove this link, because there already exists such a bountiful semantic pool of blending between “Indian” and Native American. 
	Shakespeare then seems to reference the fact that in England, Native Americans were put on display dead or alive, for the curiosity of English citizens, much like a commodity at a market. Alden T. Vaughan addresses the matter in his research on possible candidates amongst Native Americans who came to England during the late 16th century and might have served as inspiration for the character of Caliban. (Hulme and Sherman 49) I do not doubt that Vaughan’s research has discovered an accurate historical fact, or at least the possibility that Shakespeare would have commented on the fact that the English put the Native Americans on display, like curious items in a fair. Nevertheless, the imagery Shakespeare uses is rather daunting, and this specific blend of “fish” and “Indian” was probably calculated to shock his English audiences. The specific impersonalization of Caliban as a “fish” recurs various times throughout the play. 
	In Act III, Scene ii, Caliban, Stephano and Trinculo are by themselves on another part of the island after having drunk alcohol and taken Caliban as their slave. Here Shakespeare is making a commentary on servants, but also on the fact that the Natives of his time were referred to as commodities, with Caliban being once again described as  a “fish”.  The process that transpires in this scene is what Van Leeuwen defines as impersonalization, whereby social actors are represented “by abstract nouns or by concrete nouns whose meanings do not include the semantic feature ‘human’” (Van Leeuwen 25). Thus, Trinculo says: “Why, thou debosh’d fish, thou was there ever man a coward that hath drunk so much sack as I to-day? Wilt thou tell a monstrous lie, being but half a fish and half a monster” (The Tempest 3.2.  26-28). Here it is possible to mistake Caliban for being an actual monster, who is half man and half fish, which Shakespeare may have jokingly proposed. More likely, we are dealing with another process of blending and what Van Leeuwen calls an “abstraction”: Caliban is being assigned the quality of a “fish”, which is a marketable good.  Therefore, in the eyes of Stephano and Trinculo, he is a commodity to be used and nothing more. 
	Further into the scene, Caliban is telling Stephano and Trinculo that the island was unjustly taken from him by Prospero. An invisible Ariel is also present in the scene, speaking against Caliban, who mistakenly believes that Stephano or Trinculo are actually the ones speaking to him. Stephano is also confused and blames Trinculo for not letting Caliban speak, while it is in fact the invisible Ariel who interferes with them. Stephano is upset with Trinculo and says: “interrupt the monster one word further, and, by this hand I’ll turn my mercy out o’doors, and make a stock-fish of thee” (The Tempest 3.2. 68-70).  Stephano is here threatening Trinculo with a similar insult that he used on Caliban. Stephano is jokingly threatening to kill Trinculo, and Shakespeare’s audience would have known that a stock-fish is a fish that is gutted and dried in the open air without salt-- a commodity that was also sold at the market. Therefore, Stephano threatens to turn Trinculo into a commodity, much as Caliban already is. 
	 Shakespeare has clearly chosen the commodity of a marketable “fish” to blend the idea of certain inferior beings as commodities at the disposal of their owners. The same blending technique appears in Act V, Scene i, near the end of the play. While in the previous scene Stephano and Trinculo were comparing Caliban to a fish, in this scene, the masters of Stephano and Trinculo are directly comparing them to a commodity. In the scene, Ariel brings Stephano, Trinculo and Caliban onto the stage, and they are wearing stolen clothes that are previously described as “glistering apparel” or fancy clothes (The Tempest 5.1. 194). Antonio and Sebastian, upon seeing their drunken and fancily dressed servants, remark jokingly: “Sebastian: Ha, ha! What things are these, my lord Antonio? Will money buy ‘em?” to which Antonio responds: “Very like; one of them/ Is a plain fish, and, no doubt, marketable” (The Tempest 5.1. 264-267).  
	Once more the abstraction of “fish” and an unnamed commodity is used in order to create a hierarchy of “inferior” humans who are no better than “things” or commodities, to be used and sold. Shakespeare creates a blend between his characters implying that the status of Natives from America isare not so different from that of European servants. Caliban, Stephano and Trinculo are all oppressed by masters who use degrading rhetoric towards their social “inferiors.” At the same time, Shakespeare seems to make a reference to the slave trade, since Antonio calls Caliban a “marketable fish.”
	Additionally, it is interesting to note that comparing Caliban with a fish might also be a satirical reference to the English fish trade of the 16th century. Edward M. Test provides an extensive overview of the historical background of the commodity of “fish,” which is represented in The Tempest. Test examines “the little-known trade history of ‘Poor John’ and how the lowly codfish contributed to the highest concerns of the nation state: domestic stability, national security, and foreign trade” (Test 202, 2008). During Shakespeare’s lifetime, the commodity of fish played a huge economic role. Test outlines how the trade shifted to Newfoundland, where there was an abundance of fish, specifically cod, which could be transported back to England.  According to Test, the trade was so successful that “Newfoundland became a new economic model for England: a foreign space temporarily housing a mobile labor force, employed wage-earners who produced salt-dry cod in the New World for trade in the Old World” (Test 202). Test’s article contains convincing evidence that Shakespeare was likely inspired by the fishing industry for his metaphor of lowly workers compared to commodities. 
	The Hawkes travel account, as well as other travel narratives that were written for the Virginia Company and/or were collected by Hakluyt, always mention the fact that there is an abundance of fish in the Americas. For example, Hawkes writes:
 They have great store of fish in the South sea, and many oisters, and very great. The people do open the oisters, and take out the meat of them, and dry it as they do any other kinde of fish, and keepe them all the yeere : and when the times serve, they send them abroad into the countrey to sell, as all other fish. (Hawkes 385) 
	Shakespeare was clearly pointing to this trade and to the fact that the Natives were treated horribly by the colonizers. The commoditization of the Native Americans also appears in the Hawkes narrative in a rather latent way. Hawkes does describe them as being protected by the Catholic friars in various ways, but then complains that, since the Natives are no longer enslaved, there is less revenue from gold and silver going towards Europe: “that by them and by their meanes they are free and out of bondage; which was so ordeined by Charles the emperor: which is the occasion that now there is not so much gold and silver comming into Europe as there was while the Indians were slaves” (Hawkes 388). Hawkes goes on to say that if Natives were still enslaved, more money would be made, because then they would be forced to work rather than be lazy: 
For when they were in bondage they could not chuse but doe their taske every day, and bring their masters so much metall out of their mines: but now they must be well payed, and much intreated to have them worke. So it hath bene, and is a great hinderance to the owners of the mines, and to the kings quinto or custome. (Hawkes 388) 
	 Hawkes then enumerates the various elements necessary to successful mining: “A good owner of mines must have at the least a hundred slaves to cary and to stampe his metals; he must have many mules, and men to keepe the mines; he must have milles to stampe his metals; he must have many waines and oxen to bring home wood to fine the oar” (Hawkes 389). Slaves are foregrounded at the beginning of the preceding passage as a main element--the items that follow are simply to distract from the controversial topic of slavery. In fact, most mine owners would understand the essential elements of mining, but Hawkes combines the conceptual blending of necessary tools with slaves precisely in order to argue for the re-enslavement of Natives. Later in the passage, however, slaves are given the same level of importance as “mules”, “men”, “milles”, “waines and oxen”. Here the word “slaves” undergoes a parallelism that allows readers to make a connection with the parallel structures. The vehicle through which these parallelisms are made is the relational process “he must have”. “He must have” is a possessive type of relational process. As Halliday suggests, in “the possessive type, the relationship between the two terms is one of ownership; one entity possesses another” (Halliday 121). In the case of Hawkes’ description, the transitivity analysis is: “A good owner of mines must have at the least a hundred slaves.” 
	Carrier
	Process: possessive
	Attribute/possesed 

	A good owner of mines
	must have
	at the least a hundred slaves



	This relational process is attributive-possesive.  In the Hawkes example, a state of being is represented through the attributive element “at the least a hundred slaves”. It signifies a state of being which is fixed, and is attributive because it belongs to an unchangeable attribute; in other words, without slaves there is no “good owner of mines”. This type of relational process therefore signifies an irreversible situation that the carrier cannot change. Rhetorically, the set up of this relational process is to assign a state of being to “good owner of mines”. It implies that there are bad owners of mines and that if mine owners are without the attribute “a hundred slaves”, they are not good. Hawkes’ implementation of this relational process is rather interesting, as he is clearly critical of the decision not to enslave Native Americans. 
	Shakespeare refers to the same underlying process in his play when Prospero tells Miranda that they shall go visit Caliban. Miranda is not happy about this and would rather not visit him; she says: “Tis a villain sir, I do not love to look on.” To which Prospero responds: “We cannot miss him: he does make our fire,/ Fetch in our woods” (The Tempest 1.2. 309-311). 
	The phrase “We cannot miss him” is a process of negation and is a rather strangely chosen one, since, on the one hand, Prospero rejects Caliban’s character as being a nuisance and, on the other hand, reinforces it as being useful. Michael P. Jourdan describes processes of negation thus: “As single-statement structures, they can carry great communicative weight by denying the expected presupposition by the listener or reader”  (Jourdan 746, 1998). Prospero’s specific negation implicitly describes Caliban as both a problem and a solution. He cannot be “missed”, while in fact Prospero and Miranda would clearly be very happy to be rid of him.  
	Moreover, the phrase “we cannot miss him” is a relational process just like Hawkes’ description of a “good miner must have”: 
	Carrier 
	Process
	Attribute

	We
	cannot miss 
	him



Prospero’s response to Miranda also denotes a process of “being”, one that the carrier of the attribute cannot be without (Prospero the Carrier and Caliban the Attribute). While, on the one hand, the process “miss” is actually more akin to the transitive function of a “mental process” here it denotes a relational process, because it signifies a state of being: Prospero and Miranda cannot be without Caliban. 
	Hence, Shakespeare puts into question the similar relational processes of “being” in which the carrier claims that his attribute cannot be changed: a good miner cannot be without slaves, and Prospero and Miranda cannot be without their slave Caliban. Shakespeare is, therefore, confronting the categories of European being or circumstance with the idea of slavery as a necessity; these are the very same socially driven categories that Hawkes mentions in his text, by making the assumption that the Spaniards make less profit because they pay Native Americans rather than enslave them.

[bookmark: _Toc46063051]4.6 Paternalism in Hawkes and Shakespeare
	The process of impersonalization can be easily explained through Hawkes’ description of how the Natives are treated by the various officials in Mexico. Hawkes describes a policy about the Natives which, he says, is based on the fact that the “Indians are much favoured by the Justices of the Countrey, and they call them their orphanes” (Hawkes 394).  The same paternalistic relationship is found between Prospero and Caliban in Act I, Scene ii, where Prospero says: “Filth as thou art, with human care, and lodged thee/ In mine own cell, till thou didst seek to violate the honour of my child” (The Tempest 1.2. 246-348). Prospero further mentions that he had a part in Caliban’s upbringing as if he was an adopted child: “I pitied thee, took pains to make thee speak, taught thee each hour one thing or other” (The Tempest 1.2. 354-355). 
	Hawkes’ description of the Natives as orphans is therefore quite similar to how Shakespeare presents Prospero’s relationship with Caliban. Prospero’s language choices are very similar to that of a parent with a sacrificial attitude towards their children, rather than those of a master toward his slave. Once Caliban becomes rebellious towards Prospero’s general desires, the latter will use forceful means to control him. These forceful means take the form of impersonalizations, as previously mentioned. 
	The same types of impersonalizations are present in Hawkes’ account. Hawkes states that although the Spaniards are not allowed to use physical punishment anymore, if there is a feud between the Spaniards and the Natives, they can use impersonalizations: “But they may cal them dogs, and use other evill words, as much as they will, and the Indian must needes put it up, and goe his way” (Hawkes 394).  Hawkes does not mention, however, that the Natives cannot use impersonalizations in response to the Europeans, and this is the fundamental difference between masters and servants. Caliban is also unable to rhetorically respond by impersonalizing Prospero in conversation. Prospero and other Europeans call Caliban various abstractions, but not vice versa.
[bookmark: _Toc46063052]4.7 Exploration and Economy 
	In both texts there is  a language of exploration and economy. Shakespeare would have been inspired by these collected texts of Hakluyt, because they describe both the interest of exploring and the economic benefits of this exploration. These texts were written by explorers of the Americas specifically for geographically mapping out various commodities and economic possibilities for English travelers. I have already discussed the Native enslavement as a process of commoditization, but it is also pertinent to explore how Shakespeare might be portrayings the Virginia Company’s intentions in his play. 
	Shakespeare’s character Gonzalo is often referred to by scholars as a representation of Montaigne, who describes the Native as a “noble savage”--a Native who is uncorrupted by society and pure of heart. It is very likely true that Shakespeare was making a comment on Montaigne’s Essais. However, Gonzalo also embodies the traveller whose excitement of exploring and conquering the New World is also based on the economic opportunities of colonization. In Act II, Scene i, Alonso, Sebastian, Antonio, Gonzalo, Adrian, Francisco and other characters are exploring the island. The scene may very well represent Hakluyt and other important figures of the Virginia Company. In this scene, Shakespeare opposes idealism with economic gains, and there is an exchange between the language of economy and that of  exploration. Gonzalo is optimistic about the island being a trove of riches, while the other characters jest that Gonzalo is not realistic about the amount of profitable goods that can be found on it. 
	Gonzalo says: “Here is everything advantageous to life”, which foregrounds the elements of the island and richness of goods on the island (The Tempest 2.1. 50). Here, Shakespeare seemingly makes a joke about the Virginia Company rhetoric. Gonzalo’s phrase is a relational process that foregrounds the island as a separate entity, before describing its qualities. Shakespeare could have very well decided to have Gonzalo say: “Here everything is advantageous to life”, but he obviously chose this construction to foreground the Carrier and process, before the attribute:  
	Carrier 
	Process
	attribute

	Here 
	Is 
	everything advantageous to life



Shakespeare probably writes this way in order to show that Gonzalo views the island as an entity free for the taking, before placing the attribute of being valuable upon it. Basically, Gonzalo is hinting at the fact that the island has no owner and that he could profit from it, while, of course, the audience already knows that it does have an owner. Foregrounding its “being” before its attribute recalls the same linguistic process present in texts written for the Virginia Company. 
	Hakluyt’s introductory commentary to Henry Hawkes’ text begins with “A relation of the commodities of Nova Hispania, and the maners of the inhabitants” (Hakluyt 378). Here the theme of “commodities” is foregrounded rather than the topic of the “inhabitants”. Hakluyt’s use of the term “manners'' to refer to how the inhabitants will be discussed in Hawkes’ text is an effective distraction strategy (Hakluyt 378). “Inhabitants” is a neutralized word that belongs to what Van Leeuwen calls a process of indetermination. As he points out, “indetermination anonymizes a social actor” (Van Leeuwen 19).  The writer treats his or her identity as irrelevant to the reader (Van Leeuwen 19). Hakluyt uses indetermination in order to explain that the Natives are “inhabitants” and nothing more than that. Moreover, rather than mentioning the fact that Hawkes, in his travel narrative, views the Natives as a problem, Hakluyt refers to the Native’s actions as “manners” (Hakluyt 378). Thus, this process of indetermination allows Hakluyt to present the Natives as irrelevant to the reader. Rhetorically, it also advises Hakluyt’s reader to review the physical place and what is found there, rather than be distracted by the fact that people “inhabit” the island (Hakluyt 378).
	Shakespeare, however, seems to be making fun of Hakluyt’s rhetorical set up of the richness of the Americas. In response to Gonzalo’s optimistic view of the island as a paradise, the other characters joke that Gonzalo is delusional, since in fact the island is rather barren. For example, in Act II, Scene i, there is an exchange between Gonzalo and the other characters on the nature of the island. Adrian observes that “this island seems to be desert” and that it is “uninhabitable and almost inaccessible” (The Tempest 2.1. 35 and 39). 
	Additionally, when Gonzalo describes that “Here is everything advantageous to life,” Antonio ironically responds: “True; save means to live”; and Sebastian adds: “Of that there’s none, or little” (The Tempest 2.1. 51-52). Gonzalo also says that the grass is extremely green and lush, to which Antonio responds: “The ground indeed is tawny” (The Tempest 2.1. 55). The men and Gonzalo go on to discuss how they visited Tunis and witnessed the marriage of  “the king’s fair daughter Claribel to the King of Tunis”, to which Sebastian responds to Gonzalo: “Twas a sweet marriage, and we prosper well in our return” (The Tempest 2.1. 72-73). Sebastian also makes fun of Gonzalo’s desire to profit from the island by saying: “I think he will carry this island home in his pocket, and give it his son for an apple” (The Tempest 2.1. 90-91). The passage seems to satirize the Virginia Company’s and the East India Company’s desire to profit off of the rest of the world. 
	Shakespeare makes his characters undermine Gonzalo’s desire to conquer the island and profit from it. But, the most telling passage in this scene is yet to come: Gonzalo dreams of what he would do if he colonized the island: “And were the king on’t what would I do?” to which Sebastian replies derisively: “Scape being drunk for want of wine”. Gonzalo ignores him and goes on to describe his island as a Utopia: “I’the commonwealth I would by contraries execute all things; for no kind of traffic would I admit; no name of magistrate; letters should not be known; riches, poverty, and use of service, none; contract, succession, bourn, bound of land, tilth, vineyard, none; no occupation; all men idle, all; and women too, -but innocent and pure; no sovereignty”, to which Sebastian observes: “Yet he would be king on’t”; and Antonio adds: “The latter end of his commonwealth forgets the beginning” (The Tempest 2.1. 145-158). The passage is clearly a satirization of utopian thinking and a reference to Thomas More’s Utopia which I will not delve into, but has been further researched by scholars such as Judith E. Boss and John X. Evans (Boss 1972) (Evans 1981). 
	Shakespeare is also satirizing Montaigne's and possibly other authors' descriptions of the Americas as an earthly paradise. Door Faith Nostbakken has created a student guidebook for The Tempest in which Montaigne’s text is included. The translation of this text is specifically John Florio’s, dating from the Elizabethan period. The issue has been previously studied by other scholars such as Kenji Go, Elizabeth Robbins Hooker, Allen Gilbert and many others  (Go, 2012) (Gilbert 1914) (Hooker 1902). Shakespeare appears critical of the idea that pristine nature would supply all the necessities such as food and water and would help produce an outstanding moral character in people. Considering that Caliban attempted to rape Prospero’s daughter Miranda, he lacks the moral character that Montaigne believed some of the Natives of America had.  Furthermore,  Caliban mentions that if he had not shown Prospero how to survive on the island, the latter would have died upon arriving there. (The Tempest 1.2. 331-340). 
	I think that Hawkes’ text was a major source for Shakespeare’s belief that the Americas was very far from being an earthly paradise, as Hawkes is often critical of the Natives and is more realistic in describing various places of the Americas that are destitute or difficult to live in. For example, he mentions regions of Mexico that are plagued by mosquitos (Hawkes 379). Hawkes also mentions that Mexico City is often hit by earthquakes, which can destroy many households and kill people (Hawkes 380).
[bookmark: _Toc46063053]4.8 The Language of Magic 
	Another underlying theme connecting Shakespeare with Hawkes’ text is that of magic. It is abundantly addressed in both texts. Before I begin a comparison between the two texts on magic, I should point out that a language of magic was persistently associated with the Americas since its discovery, a topic which is discussed by scholars such as Jorge Magasich-Airola and Jean-Marc de Beer (Magasich-Airola and de Beer 2017). Their book actually describes a period in which some Europeans believed they had actually conquered paradise. To them, America was a land full of strange occurrences and creatures that had never been seen before. This rhetoric of magic continued from Columbus' discovery of the Americas until Shakespeare’s time. It is therefore only natural that Shakespeare would have utilized the theme of magic in his play. 
	Shakespeare addresses this theme through a rhetoric of superstition and magic as a power structure, which pervades the mentality of both the Natives and the Europeans in his play. In Hawkes’ text, on the other hand, magic is a rhetorical tool of depicting the Natives as ‘savages’. Magic therefore  plays a part in why Europeans believed that the Natives are uncivilized. 
	In The Tempest, Shakespeare also represents the duality of magic as being a useful entity, but an entity that is not necessarily desired or desirable. Furthermore, Shakespeare envisions magic as both an enslaving factor for  the slave and also “enslaving”, in a metaphorical sense, for the master. In various parts of the play, Prospero has to use magic in order to demonstrate that he is more powerful than his slaves or his peers. Caliban is notably fearful of this magic, and in Act I, Scene ii he says, “I must obey: his art is of such power it would control my dam’s god, Setebos, and make a vassal of him” (The Tempest 1.2. 373-375). In turn, even though Prospero often refers positively to Ariel, he still uses threats against him to ensure that the spirit properly does his bidding: “Prospero: If thou murmur’st I will rend an oak and peg thee in his knotty entrails, till thou’st howl’d away twelve winters” (The Tempest 1.2. 294-296). 
	Prospero, however, sees this magic as both a tool and a burden. He actually does not seem to enjoy using it, but does so out of necessity. For example, he talks about how he will be free of using his ‘charms’ and will set Ariel free once he is able to return to Italy. Prospero says: 
“But this rough magic, I here abjure; and, when I have required some heavenly music, -which even now I do- to work mind mine end upon their senses that this airy charm is for, I’ll break my staff, bury it certain fadoms in the earth, and deeper than did ever plummet sound i’ll drown my book” (The Tempest 5.1. 51-57). 
Magic is therefore both desirable and undesirable for him. He attributes the quality of “rough” to this magic likely for the reasons that this power is a painful burden to wield, and it can be quite violent and brutish.  It would in fact be rather problematic if Ariel or Caliban had magic more powerful than Prospero’s: it is very obvious that they would rebel against him, and both characters try to do so in various parts of the play. 
	Interestingly, the same ambiguous attitude toward magic--awe mixed with fear, or both desirability and undesirability--is found in Henry Hawkes’ passage where he mentions that the Natives know a way of drowning Mexico city:

 The Indians know a way to drowne the city, and within these three yeeres they would have practised the same: but they which should have bene the doers of it were hanged: and ever since the city hath bene well watched both day and night, for feare least at some time they might be deceived: for the Indians love not the Spanyards. (Hawkes 381) 

 What is interesting about this passage is the fact that the Natives do not like the Spaniards is not mentioned until the very last part of the paragraph. Rather, Hawkes seems to place emphasis on the fact that the Natives who knew how to drown the city by magic (i.e., their witch doctors) were “hanged”.  
The sentence “for the Indians love not the Spanyards” is a most telling mental process: 
	Senser 
	Process
	Phenomenon 

	For the Indians
	love not
	the Spanyards



Hawkes transforms the information that the Indians do not like the Spaniards into a mental process, in order to foreground a thought process, rather than physical actions. The physical actions at the end of the paragraph are ignored and categorized into a cognitive field of opinion. The Natives do not love the Spaniards, but the reason why this is so is not given to the reader. Thus, rather than placing emphasis on the negative physical interactions between the Spaniards and the Natives, these actions are reduced to a subjective mental process of opinion. 				If  Hawkes were to put it bluntly, he would very well have to admit that the Natives wanted to retaliate when the Spaniards conquered Mexico City; they wanted to drown their own city, because of their hatred towards the Spaniards, but their witch doctors were killed before they were able to do so. Here the Natives were initially in a position of power, because they could drive away the Spaniards with the threat of drowning the city. Unfortunately for them, their enemies, the Spaniards, were able to kill their magicians before the latter could carry out their threat. 
	Thus, magic is a powerful tool for the Natives to retaliate, but the Spaniard’s power to kill their witch doctors (rather than peacefully leaving Mexico City) is more formidable. Here, too, magic is a tool that is both useful (for the Natives) and unwanted or feared (by their enemies). Moreover, Hawkes much like Prospero, actively chooses not to address the fact that there is a power dynamic between the Native “slaves” and their “masters”, stemming  from prior negative interactions between the two. 
	In Hawkes’ text, magic is also used by the Natives to defend themselves against the Spaniards. As I have already pointed out, Hawkes mentions that the Spaniards have been searching for seven different cities that are reported to exist, but that they cannot find them, because the Natives use magic to hide them. “They say that the witchcraft of the Indians is such, that when they come by these townes they cast a mist upon them, so that they [the Spaniards] cannot see them” (Hawkes 382). 
	This power dynamic relates well to the relationship between Caliban and Prospero. Caliban invokes his mother Sycorax’s charms in order to curse Prospero: “All the charms of Sycorax, toads, beetles, bats, light on you” (The Tempest 1.2. 339-340). Caliban would very quickly retaliate against Prospero, but he lacks the magic necessary to do so. In turn, Prospero knows that using magic to overpower Caliban and Ariel is wrong (from a Christian point of view), or else he would not be rid of it by the end of the play. However, he ignores the fact until the very end, in the Epilogue, where he states: “Now my charms are all o’verthrown, and what strength I have’s mine own, which is most faint: now, ‘tis true, I must be here confined by you, or sent to Naples.” (The Tempest Epilogue). Here Prospero finally admits that without his  strength through magic he is “faint” and  no more powerful than Caliban and Ariel. Not only has Prospero abandoned the power dynamic which his magic has created, but he also frees Caliban and Ariel from being his slaves. Thus, the language of magic is very closely related to the power dynamics of oppression in both Hawkes’ and Shakespeare’s texts.
	I should also point out that the ambiguous attitude toward magic would have been shared by both Hawks’ and Shakespeare’s audiences, because the Christian church was very much against it, although people were still practicing it in secret, as we can see in other Shakespearen plays, such as Macbeth. This also explains why Prospero gives up his magic at the end of the play, so as not to lose the sympathy of the audience (or for Shakespeare to get into trouble with Church authorities or even with King James I, who was very afraid of black magic  and would even burn books of witchcraft, even though he was a believer in white magic,). 
[bookmark: _Toc46063054]4.9 Alcohol 
	The way Shakespeare represents the use of alcohol in The Tempest appears to be closely related to the issue of alcoholism amongst the Natives mentioned by Hawkes. In addition, it is interesting to note that alcohol is not at all mentioned in Strachey’s True Reportory, which is to this day considered to be a major Shakespearean source.  In the play, Stephano lets Caliban drink alcohol in order to help him calm down. Stephano says: “if he have never drank wine afore, it will go near to remove his fit” (The Tempest 2.2. 73-74).  In response to drinking, Caliban says: “I’ll swear upon that bottle, to be thy true subject; for the liquor is not earthly”  (The Tempest 2.2. 122-123).  Here Caliban insinuates that he enjoys the experience so much that he would be fine with having Stephano as his master. 
	One would firstly assume that Shakespeare was making a commentary on the fact that the English used liquor to control the Natives into being more “compliant” subjects (not to deny that this very well might have occurred during European colonization and may very well be present in one of the European travel narratives). However, Shakespeare was probably also referring to another  topic that Hawkes mentions in his travel narrative. According to Hawkes, the Natives were extremely addicted to alcohol and they became very disorderly when they drank it: “They call the same wine Pulco. They are soone drunke, and given to much beastlinesse, and void of all goodnesse. In their drunkennesse they use and commit Sodomy; and with their mothers and daughters they have their pleasures and pastimes” (Hawkes 386).  Hawkes also goes on to say that the Natives were so addicted to alcohol that they had to outlaw the Natives from consuming it. According to him, they are so addicted that without the law in place, “all the wine in Spaine and in France were not sufficient for the West Indies onely” (Hawkes 386).
 	The Natives, much like Caliban, were extremely addicted to alcohol, possibly also because Europeans had a law in place that being inebriated is counterproductive to society, so getting drunk was a passive-aggressive form of resistance.  However, Hawkes seems to explain why the Natives are not allowed to drink, not because they commit the immoral crimes he describes earlier, but for economic reasons: “Whereupon they are defended from the drinking of wines, upon paines of money, as well he that selleth the wines as the Indian that drinketh the same” (Hawkes 386). By being drunk, Hawkes implies, the Natives would not be able to work, thus incurring many more economic losses than would be gained through the wine merchants’ profit.  In any case, this passage is historically telling as to why Shakespeare included Caliban’s obsession with alcohol in his play. 


[bookmark: _Toc46063055]Chapter 5. Shakespeare, the Illusive Artist
[bookmark: _Toc46063056]5.1 The Voyage of Henrie Earl of Derbie: Another possible source for The Tempest
	 In Chapter 1 above, I mentioned Robert Tomason’s Account of Nova Hispania, included in Hakluyt’s Principal Navigations, as a possible source for the description of the shipwreck and St. Elmo’s Fire in The Tempest, claiming the likelihood that Shakespeare would have drawn inspiration from this text over Strachey’s.  Now I would like to discuss another text that I discovered within Hakluyt’s Principal Navigations and that possibly involves the often  debated Scene 1 of Act II, in which Shakespeare references Tunis and Carthage. It can also have some significant consequences for an overall reading of the play that I shall attempt in the second part of this chapter.  
	In Act II, Scene 1, the fact is mentioned that Alonso and his men were previously in Tunis before they shipwrecked on the island. Sebastian, Adrian, Gonzalo and Antonio have a debate over whether Tunis is Carthage or if they are a separate place.  Gonzalo mentions that they were all at the marriage of the King’s daughter Claribel to the King of Tunis.  Sebastian adds: “‘Twas a sweet marriage, and we prosper well in our return” (The Tempest 2.1. 72-73). Afterwards, the characters reference the Aeneid, comically discussing the details of the story of Dido. 
	What is fascinating about this Shakespearean passage is that it references various points in time--it is a cross between the fictional, the historical and the legendary. The most obvious reference, of course, is the one to Virgil’s epic. In his notes on the play, Stephen Orgel remarks  that the passage  “has proved baffling to editors” (Orgel 40, 1987).  It is very possible that the episode is beyond scholarly interpretation for the time being. Due to my research, however, I have discovered a possible link between Richard Hakluyt and this specific passage, a link that, to my knowledge, no scholar has mentioned before. In his Principal Navigations, Hakluyt includes a description of “The voyage of Henrie Earle of Derbie, after Duke of Hereford, and lastly Henry the fourth king of England, to Tunis in Barbarie, with an army of Englishmen, written by Polidore Virgill. pag. 1389” (Hakluyt Vol. 4, 450). 
	There are a few cultural matters I should first mention about this text, which warrants far more research than I am able to conduct here. For one, Polidore Virgill (or Polydore Vergil of Urbino) was an Italian humanist, priest, historian and diplomat who spent most of his life in England and who is called the “father of English history” because he wrote the Anglica Historia, which would have been one of Shakespeare’s main textbooks in school growing up as a young boy. Roberta Mullini argues that Polidore Virgill’s history is an important source for Shakespeare’s play Henry VIII (Mullini 2005). But what is pertinent here is Virgill’s narrative, included in the Principal Navigations,  in which he describes King Henry IV’s voyage to Tunis. 
	Virgill presents the historical background of this incursion in terms of the French being encouraged to wage war on the Moors, who were supposedly looting islands off the coast of Italy. The English King, along with the French, besieged the city of Tunis, whereupon the “Barbarians”, as Virgill calls them, asked for a peace treaty.  The English agreed, on condition that the “Barbarians” pay a certain sum of money as retribution and that they would stop attacking Italy (Hakluyt 451). English occupation during this time would have also resulted in the enforcement of slavery upon the Moors, be they Muslims or Christians. However, Virgill fails to mention this fact in his account of the events. He also does not mention the reason why the King of England assisted the French and Italian troops to besiege Tunis. Rather than helping Italy and France out of Christian solidarity, it is possibleobvious that the English Kingdom was simply trying to gain wealth by overrunning and plundering Tunisia and taking slaves for workers. The conflict never truly ended after Henry IV supposedly conquered Tunis. The same would occur years later when Charles V conquered it in 1535, and political instability continued throughout, with pirates still looting islands and ships. 
	It is revealing that Richard Hakluyt would choose this text as one of the reports on Tunis for his Principal Navigations and that Shakespeare apparently decided to refer to it. He is possibly commenting on a number of issues in the comic debate that he is staging between Antonio, Sebastian, Adrian and Gonzalo. When he refers to the The Aeneid, he is not only citing the famous poet Virgil, but poking fun at the famous historian and humanist Polidore Virgill, who shares the name of the Latin poet. Shakespeare has his characters argue over historical and geographical inaccuracies in order to ridicule the fact that Polidore Virgill’s history is biased and riddled with historical falsehoods in favour of the monarchy or other high-placed mercantile interests. In the play, Gonzalo says that they married the King’s daughter to the King of Tunis and gained much benefit from the alliance, leaving it at that. We are not told what kind of benefit they gained from it, which makes one suspect that Shakespeare might allude to the fact that Polidore Virgill omits mentioning the real reason why the English conquered Tunisia:  economic plunder. 
	In John Pory’s translation of Leo Africanus which I also mention as a source for Shakespeare’s works in Chapter 2 above, Tunis is often cited as a major city in both European and African history (Pory 1896). In turn, the author, Leo Africanus was a famous Moorish adventurer and merchant who was a colorful figure and who some scholars believe to have been one of Shakespeare’s models for his character Othello. In his volume dedicated to the kingdom of Tunis, however, there is no mention of any King of Tunis marrying the daughter of an English or Italian king. A reference to a royal marriage between a Moor and a Christian was actually another way of Shakespeare poking fun at the European monarchies.  This kind of a marriage would have been highly controversial.  So, Sebastian’s comment that “‘Twas a sweet marriage and we prosper well in our return” must have struck Shakespere’s audience as rather ironic (The Tempest 2.1. 72-72). Possibly, here Shakespeare also signals his disapproval of the royal and political figures’ extensive practice of engaging in marriages of convenience, whereby a King would not mind selling off his own daughter for political and economic gains.. 
	In The Tempest, the King seems to be regretful of his actions and mentions that he wishes he had never married his daughter in Tunis: “Would I had never married my daughter there” (The Tempest 2.1. 107-108). But he is regretful not because he loves or misses his daughter, but for purely political reasons. With the absence of his son Ferdinand, whom he believes to have drowned, he fears his kingdom is now in jeopardy, for he goes on to say: “O thou mine heir of Naples and of Milan, what strange fish hath made his meal on thee” (The Tempest 2.1. 311-312). Should King Alonso die, in the absence of a male heir, the Moorish King his son-in-law could claim his kingdom, which is hardly acceptable in the eyes of Christian Europe.
	In this scene, Shakespeare once again employs the blended metaphor of a fish. In King Alonso’s mind, a fish has “eaten” his heir, so it is only “natural” that he would also associate it with the Moorish King, who would potentially “swallow” his kingdom. In turn, Shakespeare’s Christian audience would be aware of the association of Caliban with a “strange fish” and, since his mother Sycorax came from North Africa and was probably a Moor or in any case, a “Barbarian”, would place the King of Tunis in the same category of an inferior person (not because of his color or race, but because of his Muslim religion).		
	The whole scene actually represents a blending process of various cultural elements from Shakespeare’s historical period. It also creates a distraction process that intertwines elements of human insanity, hiding the real motivations of the world that Shakespeare stages in the play--a world all too similar to his own, where humans choose profit over family, enslave beings, and create a corroded history in favour of an elite that engages in nothing but political power games and flattery. 
	The character Gonzalo possibly embodies this negative feature of flattery, as he may very well also represent Polidore Virgill. According to Eugene Porter, Virgill as an English historian was highly criticized by his contemporaries:  “he was accused of not only perverting the sources but also destroying them” (Porter 57). The fact that Antonio and Sebastian also argue with Gonzalo reproaching him with mouthing historical falsehoods concerning Dido in The Aeneid, may very easily be Shakespeare’s way of criticizing Polidore Virgill and perhaps even other notable historians and humanists of his time and before his time. 
	In fact, Gonzalo may very well be a blend of many authors who claim to write history, including Polidore Virgill and the poet Virgil, who equally tampered with historical truth in writing his Aeneid: he had Aeneas, a legendary Trojan mentioned in the Iliad, found Rome. He also changed the story of Dido in order to make her a contemporary of Aeneas (see Encyclopedia Britannica, “Dido”). Therefore, both Virgils are implicated in having manipulated history for political purposes, in order to please their patrons.  Furthermore, Shakespeare is putting Hakluyt himself into question who includes the Tunis narrative in his collection. 	Not only do the passages from The Tempest I have analyzed show how complex the play itself is, but they also demonstrate that Shakespeare simply included all of the pertinent elements he could think of when writing about colonialism. The fact that Shakespeare included Tunis as an example shows that he was not focusing just on Europe, or on America or on Africa, but on all of these places. 
	In fact, Shakespeare seems to mimic Hakluyt, who was the main English historian of all colonial travel narratives. Shakespeare blends elements of the Old World, the New World and Africa into his play and characters. Tunis is part of this blending, as it was a major object of conquest for the English. Slavery and commoditization seem to permeate all of these different worlds, which reveal themselves to be not so different after all. And the blended word of  “fish” highlights these two pervasive world phenomena throughout the play. Finally, Shakespeare appears to be ridiculing intellectuals in general, which claim to search for truth but, like Virgill and Hakluyt, are simply promoting the official ideology of those in power and, in this particular case, the English colonial ambitions. 
	All of my preceding comments, in this subsection, may amount to a plausible explanation for the reason why Shakespeare included the Tunis episode in his play, which seems to have confounded scholars. Even if my theory warrants further research, the facts certainly point in that direction, and I would like to invite other scholars to pursue this lead. 



[bookmark: _Toc46063057]5.2 Prospero Alluding to Shakespeare’s Retirement: A Reading of The Tempest through its Epilogue
	Let us turn, again, to the Epilogue of The Tempest, which is necessary for understanding what Shakespeare ostensibly wants his audience to take away from his play, in addition to the highly questionable practices of colonialism. As we have already seen in Chapter three above, this Epilogue is spoken by Prospero, whose plan of being vindicated and reinstated as the Duke of Milan has worked out according to his wish. There are some very telling elements as to what Shakespeare is actually trying to tell his audience here. 
	First, one should keep in mind that Shakespeare would by now be planning his retirement. In 1613 he stopped working, left London and retired to his home in Stratford upon Avon, until he died in 1616. So, many scholars believe that The Tempest was likely the last play he wrote alone (although he might have co-written other plays, including Henry VIII, before he retired completely from the stage). In turn, then, the character Prospero might be seen as actually announcing Shakespeare’s retirement from the theatre. In this light, the Epilogue only makes sense if Shakespeare’s life events are taken into account. At the end of the play, before Prospero speaks the Epilogue, he mentions to King Alonso his plans upon returning to Milan. First, he would like to witness the marriage of his daughter in Naples, “And thence retire me to my Milan, where every third thought shall be my grave” (The Tempest 5.1 311-312). 
	Like Prospero returning to Milan, Shakespeare returns to his birthplace, where he too lives out his days peacefully until the time of his death, presumably preparing himself for that moment. The Epilogue is even more telling as to Shakespeare’s retirement when Prospero mentions that “Now my charms are all o’erthrown and what strength I have’s mine own, which is most faint” (The Tempest Epilogue 1-2). Just as Prospero is giving up his magic power, Shakespeare intends giving up his own kind of magic, which is creating lifelike illusions on the stage for the entertainment of his audiences--his lifelong work that his power and reputation rested on. 
	At this point, Prospero is breaking the fourth wall and directly speaking to the audience, which can also be a rhetorical tool for a playwright to share their views with the audiences of their day. Prospero says: “Since I have my dukedom got,/ and pardon’d the deceiver, dwell/ in this bare island by your spell;/ but release me from my bands/ with the help of your good hands” (The Tempest, Epilogue 7-10).  Of course,  the “deceiver” Prospero refers to is his usurping, treacherous brother, but one cannot help but think that Shakespeare also has in mind his own “deceivers” whom he must forgive: the politicians, nobility, other playwrights and poets, literary critics and scholars with whom he had presumably come into conflict during his career. 
	Then Prospero goes on to say that he can only receive forgiveness from Shakespeare’s audience, the only people who can set him free: “Gentle breath of yours my sails/ must fill, or else my project fails,/ which was to please” (The Tempest Epilogue 11-13). Likewise, Shakespeare’s “project” was all the plays he had written to entertain or, as Prospero says, “to please”.  After Prospero asks for the forgiveness of his sins from his audience because of the various charms he has wrought, he adds: “And my ending is despair,/ unless I be relieved by prayer,/ which pierces so, that it assaults/ mercy itself, and frees all faults” (The Tempest Epilogue 15-18). This is an obvious reference to Christian religion, which Prospero seemed to have forgotten in his struggles throughout the play, and which Shakespeare may very well have occasionally lost sight of in his career. The language is clearly religious and sentimental, as the last sentence runs: “As you from crimes would pardon’d be,/ let your indulgence set me free” (The Tempest Epilogue 19-20). 
	The most telling words here are “indulgence” and “free”. Indulgence points, again, to an ambiguous linguistic blending, as it can mean tolerance or forbearance, but also being entertained (or indulging in religiously forbidden pleasures such as the theater, which the Church frowned upon) and being forgiven by God. The religious concept behind indulgence (as in “papal indulgence”)  is that a sinner must atone for the sins s/he has committed and suffer some type of penitence--such as incessantly repeating a prayer for a designated period, or visiting a holy place, or committing some kind of good works--before s/he can be pardoned. This penitence would allow the sinner to purify their soul and reinstate moral harmony. 
	Shakespeare was well aware of the various meanings behind the word indulgence.  Matthew 7:12 would have dictated to him and his Christian audience: “Therefore whatever you desire for men to do to you, you shall also do to them; for this is the law and the prophets” (The Bible, Matthew 7:12).  Shakespeare, through Prospero, invokes the Golden Rule in asking his audiences to treat him as they would have liked to be treated, thus forgiving him, so that they too would be forgiven. 
	Moreover, Shakespeare would, perhaps, be using religious language also to mollify King James I, who was notorious for being fearful of magic and witchcraft, having written a book on Daemonologie in 1603. Nevertheless, theThe epilogue is certainly a moment of either distraction or indolence to confront the audience with. The audience would contemplate their sins, and Shakespeare his own, and they would all free themselves from their various power struggles. This brings us to the last word of the Epilogue:  it is very telling that the last word of possibly the last play that Shakespeare wrote on his own would be “free” (Epilogue 20).
	Prospero was once a slave owner, and ironically declares himself the slave of an audience whom he asks to release him or set him free (“but release me from by bands”, Epilogue 9). Through him, Shakespeare likewise is asking his audience to free him from his theatrical career of providing others the indulgence of his plays. In turn, as the play comes to a close, the audience is also released or freed from it and its troubling concerns. Ariel is freed from slavery, Caliban is the owner of the island once more, and all power struggles and sins are resolved and forgiven. Thus, Shakespeare seems to suggest, he would likewise be free to withdraw from the struggles of society and return home to live quietly the few years he has left before his death-- a kind of karmic cleansing in which all actions of his past life have been resolved, and he achieves “releasement”. 
	If we refer back to The Secret of the Golden Flower, we recall that distraction and indolence within meditation are said to bind or “enslave” a person from true reality. It appears that Shakespeare had a similar realization, namely that his life in the theatre succumbed to ceaseless, distracting feuds and moments of ignorance. By the end of his career, he would have decided that what should be taking primacy in his thoughts and actions was to prepare for the biggest release of them all, which is death. Why else would Prospero say, after having his every wish in the world fulfilled, that he wanted to return to Milan where his “every third thought” would be contemplating his death (The Tempest 5.1 311-312). Is that not the most serious contemplation in the face of human frailty, pride and glorified attachments? But, perhaps, it is also, if we are to believe The Secret of the Golden Flower, the most exhilarating moment of freedom a human can experience.  
	

[bookmark: _Toc46063058]Conclusion
	In the last three chapters of this thesis, I have argued that The Tempest falls mainly into the linguistic paradigm of distraction, which is enforced through the blending process. The play is a knowledgeable intersection of various political, social and economic interchanges between Europe and the colonies. It is not implausible to argue that Shakespeare used Hakluyt’s Principal Navigations as something of an outline for several of his main themes (such as mercantilism and slavery) that he staged for debate in his play. In any case, I hope to have shown that Hakluyt’s Principal Navigations would have been a wonderful aid in Shakespeare’s writing The Tempest, along with other rich sources from his time.  The two works refer to the same dominant ideology of English colonial expansion (even though they exhibit opposite attitudes toward it) , and share similar stylistic and thematic elements that point to Shakespeare’s having drawn inspiration from some of Hakluyt’s collected travel narratives. In turn, I have argued that Shakespeare probably did not use Strachey’s text, which he had likely not even read, since it had not yet been completed by the time his play was performed. If anything, a close stylistic comparative analysis seems to points to Strachey being influenced by Shakespeare, rather than the other way around. 
	The various studies conducted by scholars on the play are often valid in terms of ideological interpretation, but always fall short because they do not incorporate the fact that Shakespeare wrote his play as a romantic comedy, that is, as a work of art.  Literature and art in general do not have to be discursive, truth-seeking entities; rather, they can also be a self-validating method of human contemplation, beyond what may pass for truth and falsehood during different historical periods, thus rising above the accidents of history. Sir Philip Sidney, one of Shakespeare’s most brilliant contemporaries, made a similar argument in his Defence of Poesy, when he says, in the wake of Aristotle in his Poetics, that poetry (literature) rises above both philosophy and history, in the sense that the poet turns the philosopher’s abstract and general precepts into concrete images, while exceeding the limited imagination of the historian who, “wanting the precept, is so tied, not to what should be, but to what is; to the particular truth of things, and not to the general reason of things” (Sidney 31-32). So, Shakespeare could very well have shared Sidney’s view of poetry by the end of his career. There is no other reason why he would create a comic set-up for so many professions, ideologies and themes, while not favoring one specific faction over another, thus rising above the political concerns of the moment and asking his audience to do the same and view things sub specie aeternitatis. 	
	While it is true that one of the overarching themes in the play is slavery or the master/slave dynamics, this binary opposition is equally dissolved in the end, as we have seen in the preceding chapter. Furthermore, this releasement exceeds the imaginary space of the play itself and spills into real life. Such breach of artistic illusion has also inspired me to take Shakespeare’s hint and speculate that, through Prospero’s Epilogue, he equally addresses his audience (and us) in a moving, final farewell.  
	In conclusion, with all distractions confronted, all indolence endured, and Shakespeare returning to his home where he most likely lived peaceful days until his death, I too ask my reader to set me loose from my scholarly bonds, that this thesis be received kindly, and that we shall all one day understand our own processes of indolence and distraction, casting off all trivialities and living out our days in serene contemplation.
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Table 17.1.
Repartory Des

Many leaks were thus founds and
hastily stoppeds bus the principle one
could not be discovered. Though the
pumps were kepe constanly going,
the water still rose; but from the
quanities of bread brought up, the
leak was conjeceured to be in the
bread toom, where the carpenter
made a scarch equally unsuceessfully
as clsewhere. (70)

The leak was ac length discovered in
the hold on Tuesday morning, when
our governor divided the whole peo-
ple, being one hundred and forty
men, besides women, ino thrce por-
ons... (71)

arallel Passages from B and
bing Discovery of the Leak

Reportory

Many a weeping leak was this vay
found and hastily stopped, and at
length one in the guner room made
up with | knexw not how many
of beef. But all was 0 no purpose

the leak (f it were but one) which
drunk in our greatest scas and wook in
our destruction fastest could not then
be found, nor ever was, by any labor,
counsel, or scarch. The waters sill
increasing and the pumps going,
which at length choked with bringing
up whole and continual biscuit (and
indecd all we had, ten thousand
weightl, it was conceived as most
likely dhat the Teak might be sprung
in the bread room, whercupon the
carpenier went down and ripped up
all the room, bur could not find it so.
©

Our governor upon the Tuesday
morning (at what time, by such who
had becn below in che hold, the leak
was fiest discovered) had caused che
whole company (about 140, besides
women) 0 be equally divided into
chree parts... (10)





