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論文名稱：安德魯˙馬維爾的《花園》、《鋤草者對上花園》和《論艾波頓莊園》

詩中園藝對自然的影響 

 

指導教授：林質心博士 

 

研 究 生：楊馥后 

 

論文提要內容： 

安德魯˙馬維爾的詩中經常出現花園，這一特殊的藝術形式為自然與工藝的

結合。關於園藝對自然的影響，馬維爾的看法一直以來被視為相當矛盾的。為了

釐清馬維爾以何標準去判定園丁是破壞自然，還是修復自然，本論文擬以十七世

紀關於園藝的文章，去探究馬維爾在《花園》、《鋤草者對上花園》和《論艾波

頓莊園》詩中對於園藝對自然的影響的看法。 

本論文共分為四章，第一章回顧評論，以及整理十七世紀關於園藝的文章中

所呈現的議題。第二章討論《鋤草者對上花園》詩中鋤草者如何批評園藝，並闡

明鋤草者在批評園藝時，是否反對工藝家改變自然和扮演上帝的角色。第三章討

論《花園》和《論艾波頓莊園》詩中馬維爾如何讚美園藝，並闡明馬維爾在讚美

園藝時，是否提倡工藝家應整理自然並重建樂園。最後，第四章總結全文，結合

鋤草者和馬維爾對園藝的看法，並加以衍伸評論馬維爾對於工藝對自然的影響的

整體看法。本文希望藉由探討馬維爾在《花園》、《鋤草者對上花園》和《論艾

波頓莊園》詩中對於園藝對自然的影響的看法，能夠證明馬維爾對於工藝對自然

的影響的看法並不矛盾。 
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Abstract 
 

The garden, as a distinctive type of architectural art based upon nature, recurs 

in Andrew Marvell’s poetry and Marvell’s attitude toward the influence of art on 

nature in the garden has been considered quite ambivalent.  To clarify how Marvell 

decides whether the gardener is impairing or repairing nature, this thesis proposes to 

study the influences of gardening on nature in “The Garden,” “The Mower Against 

Gardens,” and “Upon Appleton House” by examining how the gardener’s tasks in the 

poems are interpreted in the seventeenth-century treatises on horticulture. 

This thesis consists of four chapters.  Chapter One reviews critical opinions 

and introduces the seventeenth-century treatises on horticulture that we will consult. 

Chapter Two concentrates on the Mower’s criticism of gardening in “The Mower 

Against Gardens.”  In this chapter, we will examine the gardener’s tasks and explore 

whether artists should change nature and imitate God in the Mower’s view.  Chapter 

Three concentrates on Marvell’s admiration for gardening in “The Garden” and 

“Upon Appleton House.”  In this chapter, we will examine the gardener’s tasks and 

explore whether artists should organize nature and recreate paradise in Marvell’s view.  

Finally, the last chapter will conclude by showing how the Mower’s opinions and 

Marvell’s opinions about gardening complement each other, and commenting on 

Marvell’s attitude toward the influence of art on nature in general.  It is hoped that 

an exploration of the influences of gardening on nature in “The Garden,” “The Mower 

Against Gardens,” and “Upon Appleton House” will clarify Marvell’s attitude toward 

gardening as well as his attitude toward art and nature and show that Marvell’s 

attitude is not as ambivalent as it appears. 
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Chapter One 

Introduction 

 

Among all images of nature and art, the garden is particularly noticeable since 

nature and art coexist in the garden.  There are no gardens without natural 

elements—sun, water, and plants—and there are no gardens without artificial 

components—covert alleys, fountains, and hedges.  The garden, as a distinctive type 

of architectural art based upon nature, often becomes the focus of discussions on 

nature and art in literature.  Andrew Marvell’s “The Garden,” “The Mower Against 

Gardens,” and “Upon Appleton House” contain abundant images of nature and art in 

the garden.  Nature imagery, including the trees,1 the flowers,2 the fruits,3 and the 

grass or meadows, means things that exist in the universe not made by human beings.  

Art imagery, including the fountain,4 the grot,5 and the statues,6 means things 

shaped by human hands.  A close reading of the recurrent images of nature and art in 

Marvell’s garden poems shows that Marvell seems to feel ambivalent about the 

influence of art on nature.  In Marvell’s eyes, the garden is a place to produce 

“adult’rate fruit” (“Mower” 25) as well as enjoy “delicious Solitude” (“Garden” 16).  

Marvell on the one hand favors “most plain and pure” (4) nature undefiled by art in 

“The Mower Against Gardens” and yet on the other hand appreciates “orderly” (26) 

nature organized by art in “Upon Appleton House.”  Whether art impairs nature or 

repairs nature, Marvell’s attitude toward art seems to be revealed through his attitude 
                                                
1 For example, “the Palm” (2), “the Oak” (2), “Bayes” (2) in “The Garden” and “the Wood” (stanzas 
61-78) in “Upon Appleton House.” 
2 For example, “the Roses” (11), “The Tulip” (13), “the Marvel of Peru” (18) in “The Mower Against 
Gardens” and “the Tulip” (312), “Roses” (333) in “Upon Appleton House.” 
3 For example, “Ripe Apples” (34), “The Nectaren, and curious Peach” (37), and “Melons” (39) in 
“The Garden.” 
4 For example, “the Fountains sliding foot” (49) in “The Garden” and “the Fountain” (31) in “The 
Mower Against Gardens.” 
5 For example, “the Grot” (31) in “The Mower Against Gardens.” 
6 For example, the “Statues” (37) of Fauns and Faryes in “The Mower Against Gardens.” 
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toward art in the garden.  Indeed, when analyzing Marvell’s attitude toward the 

influence of art on nature in the three poems, many scholars have discussed Marvell’s 

attitude toward art in terms of his attitude toward art in the garden. 

A number of scholars who have noticed the influence of art on nature in 

Marvell’s garden poems argue that art in Marvell’s eyes has a negative impact upon 

nature.  Scholars such as Edward W. Tayler and Ann E. Berthoff believe that 

Marvell holds that art inevitably corrupts nature.  They focus on grafting in the 

garden and assert that art in “The Mower Against Gardens” represents man’s 

“immoral activity” (Tayler 162), “a principle of corruption” (162), the “corruption of 

nature” (Berthoff 155), and everything that is “hypocritical, unworthy, unnatural, and 

destructive of virtue” (195).  In other words, both Tayler and Berthoff merely 

discuss Marvell’s attitude toward art in terms of one type of art in the garden, that is, 

grafting, in “The Mower Against Gardens” and claim that art in Marvell’s eyes 

“corrupts” nature. 

There are, however, other kinds of art in the garden represented by Marvell.  

For instance, the gardener in “The Mower Against Gardens” creates artificial 

ornaments for the garden, such as fountains, grots, and statues (31, 37).  The 

gardener in “The Garden” arranges flowers and plants as a floral sundial (65-66).  

The gardener in “Upon Appleton House” lays out flowerbeds “In the just Figure of a 

Fort” (286) and grows flowers according to their colors: “See how the Flow’rs, as at 

Parade, / Under their Colours stand displaid” (309-10).  Thus, in the analysis of the 

influence of art on nature in Marvell’s garden poems, it is necessary to explore 

Marvell’s attitude toward other kinds of art in the garden, such as creating artificial 

ornaments, organizing flowers and plants, and laying out flowerbeds.  What then is 

Marvell’s attitude toward other kinds of art in the garden?  Are all kinds of 
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gardening corruptive in Marvell’s eyes? 

Several scholars have analyzed Marvell’s attitude toward gardening, but most 

of them emphasize simply whether Marvell approves or disapproves of gardening as 

one kind of art.  Scholars like Rosalie L. Colie and Michael Craze argue that Marvell 

disapproves of gardening and suggests that gardeners should not meddle with nature.  

In Colie’s view, Marvell holds that nature should grow wildly in fields rather than 

artificial gardens because in Marvell’s eyes only “unadorned, unaltered, unimproved” 

nature is “truly virtuous or truly beautiful” (39).  Craze notes that Marvell prefers 

meadows to gardens because gardens are “artificial man-made enclosures” and 

because garden flowers are unnatural and exotic, while meadows are “God-given 

natural growths” (130).  Unlike Colie and Craze, Donald M. Friedman and Frank J. 

Warnke argue that Marvell approves of gardening and suggests that gardeners bring 

order to nature.  In Friedman’s view, Marvell holds that gardening makes nature “a 

patterned and ordered reality” (123), and nature “finds its true purpose . . . in the form 

of artifacts” (242).  In Warnke’s opinion, Marvell’s nature is “a simulacrum of the 

world before creation” (248), and nature can be “reborn” (245) by the art of gardening.  

Basically, these two groups of scholars have different assumptions about Marvell’s 

view of nature, so they reach different conclusions.  The first takes nature as the 

original, unspoiled, or even perfect, so the art of gardening represents damage to the 

pristine integrity of nature.  In contrast, the second takes nature as the unformed, 

imperfect, or even corrupt after the Fall, so the art of gardening represents the means 

by which gardeners may repair nature. 

With different assumptions about Marvell’s view of nature, neither groups of 

scholars, however, clarify what criteria they hold when they judge whether nature is 

perfect or imperfect in Marvell’s poems.  Furthermore, scholars who choose to 
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defend either side neglect to consider Marvell’s seeming ambivalence toward 

gardening.  In the tenth stanza of “Upon Appleton House,” Marvell explicitly points 

out that nature “had laid so sweetly wast” (78) and the art of gardening “would more 

neatly have defac’d” (77) nature.  Here, the word “defac’d” apparently shows that 

Marvell is worried that nature may be damaged by the art of gardening, but the word 

“wast” seems to reveal that nature is useless if not neatly ordered.  Why does 

Marvell want nature to be ordered but meanwhile feel ambivalent about the art of 

gardening?  It seems a little arbitrary and simplistic to argue that Marvell either 

approves or disapproves of gardening in an analysis of Marvell’s attitude toward art.  

With the double influences of gardening on nature—defacing and 

ordering—represented in Marvell’s poems, probably Marvell does not incline towards 

either assumption about nature.  That is to say, Marvell may hold that nature is 

perfect and disapprove of gardening due to some factors, and he may hold that nature 

is imperfect and approve of gardening due to other factors.  It is thus necessary study 

what factors determine Marvell’s approval and disapproval of the art of gardening in 

the analysis of the double influences of gardening on nature in Marvell’s garden 

poems. 

Some scholars hold that Marvell’s approval and disapproval of gardening is 

determined by whether the gardener appropriately maintains the garden.  For 

example, Friedman argues that what Marvell deplores is not gardening but “man’s 

abuse of the fertile principles of art” (123) in “The Mower Against Gardens.”  That 

is, Friedman suggests that Marvell holds that gardeners impair nature when they 

abuse gardening.  In Friedman’s opinion, “The Mower Against Gardens” is then an 

account of the consequences of man’s abuse rather than a reproof against the art of 

gardening.  Indeed, Marvell in the poem explicitly refers to “Man” twice: 
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“Luxurious Man, to bring his Vice in use” (1); “To Man, that sov’raign thing and 

proud” (20).  Friedman’s observations on Marvell’s poetry may be true; it is possible 

that Marvell’s attitude toward the influences of gardening depends upon whether 

man—the gardener—abuses gardening or not.  However, Friedman does not further 

examine the gardener’s abuse of gardening in Marvell’s eyes.  How does Marvell 

distinguish between the gardener who abuses gardening and the gardener who does 

not?  By what standards does Marvell judge whether the gardener abuses gardening 

or not? 

Scholars seldom explore by what standards Marvell judges whether the 

gardener abuses gardening or not.  Only Patsy Griffin notices the gardener’s 

intentions.  In Griffin’s opinion, Marvell suggests that the gardener intends to “create 

a new Eden” (50) to evoke “Edenic feelings” (50) with the aid of gardening, and the 

garden in Marvell’s poems is an “artful re-creation” (50) of Eden.  By associating 

the artful garden with the re-creation of Eden, Griffin supposes that the art of 

gardening for Marvell is not sinful but redemptive when the gardener intends to build 

a paradise-like garden.  Griffin tries to show how Marvell distinguishes between the 

gardener who abuses the art of gardening and the gardener who does not—when the 

gardener intends to build a paradise-like garden.  However, the gardener’s intentions 

alone are not convincing standards for judging whether the gardener abuses gardening 

or not in Marvell’s view.  In the poems, when judging whether the gardener abuses 

gardening or not, Marvell seldom mentions the gardener’s intentions; what Marvell 

mentions most are the gardener’s tasks—what the gardener does.  It is thus necessary 

to focus on the gardener’s tasks in the analysis of the double influences of gardening 

on nature in Marvell’s poems. 

Coincidentally or not, in the sixteenth- and seventeenth-century treatises on 
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horticulture, the gardener’s tasks are also discussed as the factors by which 

horticulturalists decide whether the gardener is impairing or repairing nature.  Thus 

to understand by what standards Marvell judges whether the gardener abuses 

gardening or not, it is helpful to see first what factors the seventeenth-century people 

considered when they decided whether the gardener is impairing or repairing nature.  

This thesis proposes to examine the speakers’ opinions about the gardener’s tasks in 

“The Garden,” “The Mower Against Gardens,” and “Upon Appleton House” by 

studying how the gardener’s tasks are interpreted in the sixteenth- and 

seventeenth-century treatises on horticulture.  Without a consideration of the 

speakers’ various opinions about various gardening tasks in Marvell’s poems in the 

light of the seventeenth-century horticulturalists’ concerns and rationale, we may be 

bewildered by Marvell’s different attitudes toward gardening and have no ground to 

support our interpretation.  In “The Mower Against Gardens,” the speaker is the 

Mower.  Among all of Marvell’s poems, there are four “Mower” poems: “Damon 

The Mower,” “The Mower To The Glowworms,” “The Mower’s Song,” and “The 

Mower Against Gardens.”  Because each of the four poems is different, the readers 

cannot even assert that the Mower in the four poems is the same persona, not to 

mention assuming that the Mower represents Marvell.  Different from “The Mower 

Against Gardens,” the speakers in “The Garden” and “Upon Appleton House” are 

anonymous.  In discussing the two poems, most scholars agree that the speakers in 

“The Garden” and “Upon Appleton House” are very likely to be the same persona, 

and that persona is probably Marvell himself.7  Is there any difference between the 

Mower’s opinions about gardening and Marvell’s opinions about gardening?  What 

                                                
7 The supporting evidence is that the two poems were composed during the period (1651-1653) when 
Marvell served as a tutor to Mary Fairfax, the Lord General’s daughter, at Nunappleton in Yorkshire. It 
is believed that the two poems are inspired by Marvell’s personal experience at Nunappleton (Berthoff 
156; Friedman 199; Hunt 90; Legouis 17-20). 



‧
國

立
政 治

大

學
‧

N
a

t io
na l  Chengch i  U

niv

ers
i t

y

Yang 7 

 

is the difference between the Mower’s opinions in “The Mower Against Gardens” and 

Marvell’s opinions in “The Garden” and “Upon Appleton House?”  Do the Mower’s 

opinions about gardening contradict Marvell’s opinions about gardening?  Or, are 

the Mower’s opinions about gardening part of Marvell’s discourse on gardening?  

Apart from the difference between the speakers, the gardener’s tasks in the three 

poems are also different.  What is the difference between the gardener’s tasks in 

“The Mower Against Gardens” and those in “The Garden” and “Upon Appleton 

House?”  If the readers understand how each of the gardener’s tasks in the three 

poems is perceived in each speaker’s eyes, they may not be confused anymore.  To 

find out how the speakers perceive the gardener’s tasks in Marvell’s poems, we need 

to study how the gardener’s tasks are interpreted in Marvell’s time.  To understand 

how the gardener’s tasks are interpreted in Marvell’s time, it is probably essential to 

consult the seventeenth-century treatises on horticulture. 

In the seventeenth-century treatises on horticulture, various horticulturalists 

show their approval or disapproval of various gardening tasks and explain their 

reasons.  It is therefore necessary to examine how each of the gardener’s tasks in 

Marvell’s poems is viewed in the seventeenth-century treatises on horticulture.  

Among the gardener’s tasks in the three poems, the gardener’s tasks in “The Mower 

Against Gardens” are criticized by the Mower—including enclosing the garden with 

brick walls, making double flowers, changing the color and scent of flowers, grafting 

plants and fruits, and making fountains, grots, and statues.  In contrast, the 

gardener’s tasks in “The Garden” and “Upon Appleton House” are praised by 

Marvell—growing shade trees, organizing flowers, and laying out flowerbeds.  

According to the speakers’ different attitudes toward the gardener’s tasks, the thesis 

will explore the gardener’s tasks in “The Mower Against Gardens” first and then 
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those in “The Garden” and “Upon Appleton House.”  An examination of various 

seventeenth-century horticulturalists’ concerns and rationale is helpful in 

understanding what concerns and rationale Marvell might have about the gardener’s 

various tasks. 

For example, in Sir Hugh Plat’s Floraes Paradise and John Rea’s Flora: seu 

de Florum Cultura, both authors discuss the building of enclosed gardens.  

According to Plat and Rea, enclosing the garden with brick walls is particularly 

prevalent in the seventeenth century.  They hold that the gardener, when enclosing 

the garden with brick walls, is marking the boundaries of his own territory; with 

boundaries, the gardener can ensure that plants and flowers grow within his own 

territory.  In other words, Plat and Rea imply that the gardener takes God’s creations 

as his own possessions when he grows plants and flowers within the walls.  Rea even 

calls the enclosed garden “an immured Nothing” (1), which suggests that the gardener 

builds walls around the garden not only to possess nature but also to “immure” nature.  

Seeing the gardener “immuring” nature, Rea reveals that nature should not be 

enclosed in the garden and controlled by the gardener.  In brief, Plat and Rea explore 

whether artists have rights to take God’s creations as their own possessions and 

control them when they discuss the building of enclosed gardens.  In “The Mower 

Against Gardens,” the Mower indeed claims that the gardener builds enclosed gardens: 

“He first enclos’d within the Gardens square / A dead and standing pool of Air” 

(Marvell 5-6).  Does the Mower suggest that the gardener, when building enclosed 

gardens and enclosing plants and flowers within the gardens, is taking God’s creations 

as his own possessions as well? 

In Paradisi in Sole Paradisus Terrestris, for another example, John Parkinson 

focuses on the making of double flowers and the changing of the color and scent of 
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flowers.  In Parkinson’s opinion, making double flowers and giving flowers color 

and scent is God’s work; only God has the power to make double flowers and give 

flowers color and scent “at his will and pleasure” (24).  Parkinson maintains that the 

gardener, when making double flowers and changing the color and scent of flowers, is 

challenging God by doing what only God can do and trying to take God’s role as the 

Creator.  That is, the making of double flowers and the changing of the color and 

scent of flowers are interpreted as the means by which the gardener plays God in 

Parkinson’s view.  In “The Mower Against Gardens,” the Mower indeed reproaches 

the gardener for making double flowers and changing the color and scent of flowers in 

the garden: “With strange perfumes he did the Roses taint, / And Flow’rs themselves 

were taught to paint” (Marvell 11-12).  Does the Mower deem that the gardener is 

playing God and challenging God as well?  Is it possible that the Mower is reacting 

to the issue of the artists’ capability to play God’s role as the Creator when the Mower 

criticizes the gardener for making double flowers and changing the color and scent of 

flowers? 

Another task that is criticized appears in Francis Bacon’s Sylva Sylvarum, or, 

A Natural History and Ralph Austen’s Observations upon Some Part of Sir Francis 

Bacon’s Naturall History.  In these two treatises, Austen argues with Bacon about 

grafting and the grafted nature.  Bacon holds that grafting is improving nature by 

mending or repairing nature, so the grafted nature is still nature.  In contrast, Austen 

holds that grafting is creating a new species by mixing different species, so the grafted 

nature is a man-made product.  In other words, in discussing grafting, Bacon and 

Austen examine whether or not artists create man-made products when they change 

nature.  In another treatise The Spirituall Use of an Orchard, or Garden of 

Fruit-Trees, Austen further relates grafting to God’s work.  In Austen’s opinion, the 
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gardener who “makes choice of what wild Plants he pleaseth” (1) to graft is like God, 

who “giveth grace to those whom he hath chosen” (2).  Austen claims that the 

gardener, when grafting one plant onto another, is helping the plants as God “help[s], 

and encourage[s] those that are weake” (4).  Seeing grafting as helping the weak 

plants, Austen believes that grafting is a way to “obtaine the most usefull, and most 

profitable fruits” (23) and “strengthen the spirituall part against the fleshly part” (26).  

In short, both Bacon and Austen argue that grafting is a way to improve nature, 

whether grafting is mending nature or creating a new kind.  Austen even compares 

the gardener to God when the gardener is grafting.  In “The Mower Against 

Gardens,” the Mower criticizes the gardener for grafting plants and fruits.  In the 

Mower’s view, do artists improve or damage nature when they change nature?  What 

does the Mower really oppose when he criticizes grafting and the grafted nature in the 

poem?  Is it possible that the Mower, when commenting on the gardener’s task of 

grafting, is talking about the issue of art that changes nature and exploring whether 

artists should imitate God and think they could improve nature? 

Francis Bacon remarks on another task—the making of ornamental objects in 

the garden, such as fountains and statues—in his famous essay “The Garden.”  In 

Bacon’s opinion, both fountains and statues are made to adorn the garden.  Bacon 

prefers fountains to statues because fountains are made to beautify nature—the flow 

of water—whereas statues are merely made to glorify human achievements.  

Regarding fountains and statues as ornaments to the garden, Bacon addresses the 

issue of beautifying nature and examines whether nature needs to be beautified by art 

and whether artists can make nature more beautiful.  In “The Mower Against 

Gardens,” the Mower indeed refers to the making of fountains and statues in the 

garden.  In the Mower’s eyes, fountains are “all enforc’d” (Marvell 31) and statues 
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are just “polish’d by some ancient hand” (37).  What does the Mower mean exactly 

when he criticizes fountains and statues?  Does the Mower, when criticizing 

fountains and statues, suggest that art is not more beautiful than nature, artists could 

not beautify nature by making ornamental objects, and ornamental objects should not 

be admired more than God’s creations? 

In addition to discussing the making of ornamental objects in the garden, 

Bacon also remarks on the planting of shade trees in “The Garden.”  According to 

Bacon, growing shade trees is a way to reduce the heat of the sun, so that the climate 

of the garden can be mild like paradise (142).  That is, growing shade trees is 

interpreted as the means by which the gardener reconstructs the mild climate of 

paradise in Bacon’s view.  In his poem “The Garden,” Marvell praises the gardener 

for making “the milder Sun” (67) in the garden with trees and flowers.  Does 

Marvell suggest that the gardener is recreating paradise as well? 

In A New Orchard and Garden, William Lawson maintains that nature is 

“corrected by Art” (54) when flowers are organized by the gardener.  Regarding the 

ordered flowers as the “corrected” nature, Lawson suggests that wild flowers, which 

do not grow in order, are incorrect.  In other words, when discussing the organizing 

of flowers, Lawson deems that artists bring order to nature and change the disordered 

nature into the ordered nature.  In “Upon Appleton House,” Marvell admires the 

ordered flowers in Fairfax’s gardens greatly.  What does Marvell advocate when he 

admires the ordered flowers in “Upon Appleton House?”  Is Marvell here showing 

that he approves of the art that changes nature because art orders nature? 

Apart from Lawson, Ralph Austen also discusses the gardener’s task of 

organizing flowers in A Treatise of Fruit-trees.  Austen maintains that the gardener 

plants flowers in orderly flowerbeds because the “order and curious formes of things 
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much delight the sight” (36).  That is, planting flowers in orderly flowerbeds in 

Austen’s view is regarded as the means by which the gardener builds a garden that 

pleases the sense of sight, and building a garden that pleases the senses is one of the 

criteria of paradise (35).  Like Bacon, Austen suggests that the gardener is recreating 

paradise.  It seems that the intention to recreate paradise is the prevailing concern 

among the sixteenth- and seventeenth-century treatises on horticulture; that is, 

gardening is often interpreted as recreating the gardener’s own paradise around 

Marvell’s time. 

In Two Bookes of Constancie, Justus Lipsius also holds that the gardener is 

recreating paradise when discussing gardening.  In contrast to Austen, Lipsius 

emphasizes that a paradise-like garden is built for a wearied man to restore his peace 

of the mind; everything in the garden, such as flowers, fruits, and the gentle breeze, 

provides man with the peace of the mind more than the pleasure of the senses.  In 

“The Garden,” Marvell indeed refers to man’s spiritual repose and meditation in the 

garden.  However, Marvell also mentions the pleasure of the senses in the garden in 

“The Garden” and “Upon Appleton House.”  In Marvell’s eyes, is a paradise-like 

garden built for the pleasure of the senses or the happiness of the mind?  What kind 

of paradise does Marvell have in mind when he praises the gardener for building a 

paradise-like garden? 

To clarify how Marvell decides whether the gardener is impairing or repairing 

nature, the following two chapters will be devoted to studying the influences of 

gardening on nature in “The Garden,” “The Mower Against Gardens,” and “Upon 

Appleton House” by examining how the gardener’s tasks in the poems are interpreted 

in the sixteenth- and seventeenth-century treatises on horticulture.  Chapter Two 

concentrates on the Mower’s criticism of gardening in “The Mower Against 
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Gardens.”  In this chapter, we will examine the gardener’s tasks such as building 

enclosed gardens, making double flowers, changing the color and scent of flowers, 

grafting plants and fruits, and making ornamental objects and explore whether artists 

should change nature and imitate God in the Mower’s view.  After elucidating what 

exactly the Mower opposes when attacking those gardener’s tasks, we can understand 

the kind of art that the Mower opposes.  After understanding the kind of art that is 

criticized, we will study which kind of art is praised in Marvell’s poems in Chapter 

Three.  This chapter concentrates on Marvell’s admiration for gardening in “The 

Garden” and “Upon Appleton House.”  In this chapter, we will examine how the 

gardener’s tasks such as growing shade trees and planting flowers in orderly 

flowerbeds are interpreted in the sixteenth- and seventeenth-century treatises on 

horticulture and explore whether artists should organize nature and recreate paradise 

in Marvell’s view.  This chapter aims to see what Marvell exactly advocates when 

defending those gardener’s tasks.  Finally, the last chapter will conclude by showing 

how the Mower’s opinions and Marvell’s opinions about gardening complement each 

other, and commenting on Marvell’s attitude toward the influence of art on nature in 

general.  It is hoped that an exploration of the influences of gardening on nature in 

“The Garden,” “The Mower Against Gardens,” and “Upon Appleton House” will 

clarify Marvell’s attitude toward gardening as well as his attitude toward art and 

nature and show that Marvell’s attitude is not as ambivalent as it appears. 
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Chapter Two 

The Mower’s Opposition to Gardening: Gardening as Damaging Nature 

 

In “The Mower Against Gardens,” the Mower criticizes the gardener, showing 

his disapproval of “allur[ing]” (3) plants from the fields to the gardens, making double 

flowers, changing the color and scent of flowers, grafting plants and fruits, and 

making fountains, grots and statues.  In discussing the Mower’s criticism of 

gardening in the poem, scholars have noticed that Marvell presents an “argument over 

the relationship of nature and art” (Baldwin 26) and have agreed that the Mower’s 

opposition to gardening shows the Mower’s disapproval of art.  Edward W. Tayler 

claims that nature in the poem still “preserves something of the intercourse between 

heaven and earth that man forfeited through the Fall” (161), but gardening “has 

corrupted nature” (161).  Rosalie L. Colie asserts that gardening for the Mower 

represents “the artifices of a materialist, worldly, and producing society” (36).  

Michael Craze notes that gardening in the Mower’s eyes embodies the Epicurean vice, 

that is, “voluptuous idleness” (132).  These scholars have concluded that gardening 

represents the art that the Mower opposes, and the gardener in the poem represents a 

certain kind of artists—a corrupt man, a materialist, or an “Epicurean Man” (Craze 

132).  However, these scholars either fail to prove their interpretations or give 

unconvincing evidence.  Colie holds that the Mower’s opposition to gardening 

shows that the Mower abhors the artifice of a materialist society, but Colie does not 

show any documents that connect gardening with materialism.  Craze quotes the 

Elder Pliny’s The Historie of the World to demonstrate that the Mower opposes 

gardens because city gardens are invented by the “Epicurean Man” (132), but Craze 

does not explain why the Mower’s opposition to gardening must agree with a 
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criticism of city gardens in ancient Rome.  Tayler argues that the Mower sees 

gardening as a sign of man’s corruption after the Fall, but Tayler neglects to notice 

that gardening is also regarded as Adam’s employment before the Fall when he was in 

the Garden of Eden.  If the Mower’s opposition to gardening is a reflection on 

physical gardens or gardening, it seems more likely that the Mower is attacking 

contemporary gardens or gardening than to those in ancient times.  If the gardener in 

the poem is the key to the Mower’s criticism, it is probably essential to explore what 

the gardener does specifically in the Mower’s eyes.  In describing the gardener as 

“Luxurious Man” (Marvell 1) and “Man, that sov’raign thing and proud” (20), the 

Mower suggests that what the gardener does shows that the gardener is “luxurious” 

and “proud.”  To better understand the Mower’s opposition to gardening in “The 

Mower Against Gardens,” this chapter proposes to study the gardener’s tasks in the 

poem by examining at the same time how the gardener’s tasks were interpreted in the 

seventeenth century.  By consulting the seventeenth-century treatises on horticulture, 

we can understand what the seventeenth-century people thought about gardening and 

elucidate what the Mower opposes in the poem.  We will go through the Mower’s 

criticism of the gardener’s tasks first, including building enclosed gardens, making 

double flowers, changing the color and scent of flowers, grafting plants and fruits, and 

making ornamental objects, and then we will explore whether the Mower opposes the 

gardeners who changes nature and imitates God as the seventeenth-century 

horticulturalists oppose.  At the end of this chapter, we will discuss how the 

Mower’s attitude toward gardening in the poem shows his attitude toward art and 

nature. 

At the outset, the Mower rebukes the gardener for “seduc[ing]” (Marvell 2) 

the world of nature and “allur[ing]” (3) the flowers and plants from the fields into the 
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gardens.  It is noteworthy that the Mower uses the verbs “seduce” and “allure” to 

describe what the gardener does because men usually “seduce” or “allure” innocent 

women rather than flowers and plants.  Edward W. Tayler, from a theological 

perspective, argues that the gardener in the poem “seduces” nature as a result of his 

“fallen mind” (160).  Tayler states, “the fallen mind possesses for most religious 

thinkers some knowledge of good as well as evil, but here Marvell restricts himself to 

man in his knowledge of evil” (160).  In other words, Tayler maintains that the 

gardener seduces nature in pursuit of the “knowledge of evil” (160) in Marvell’s 

poem.  Nevertheless, pursuing the knowledge of evil is not exactly what the Mower 

criticizes.  In the poem, the Mower reproves the gardener for what the gardener 

physically does in reality: 

Luxurious Man, to bring his Vice in use, 

Did after him the World seduce: 

And from the fields the Flow’rs and Plants allure, 

Where Nature was most plain and pure. 

He first enclos’d within the Gardens square 

A dead and standing pool of Air.  (1-6) 

In this passage, the Mower criticizes the gardener because the gardener encloses “A 

dead and standing pool of Air” (6) within the gardens in the physical world, not 

because the gardener pursues the knowledge of evil in his mind.  To understand in 

what ways the gardener “seduces” or “allures” nature in the Mower’s view and in 

what aspects the Mower opposes the enclosed gardens, we have to study the 

gardener’s possible act of seduction and the implications of the enclosed gardens in 

Marvell’s time through the seventeenth-century garden books. 

In Floraes Paradise, Sir Hugh Plat mentions that the gardener, to have flowers 
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and plants in his garden, has to “fill it [the garden] with the best vegetable which [he] 

can get, that hath stoode two yeeres, or one at the least, quiet within his own Sphear” 

(2).  In other words, the gardener has to transplant flowers and plants from the fields, 

where they originally grow, to the enclosed gardens ruled by the gardener.  In a 

sense, “seduc[ing]” (2) or “allur[ing]” (3) nature in the Mower’s eyes probably refers 

to transplanting flowers and plants from the fields to the gardens.  Regarding 

transplantation as seduction, the Mower implies that flowers and plants do not belong 

to the gardener so that the gardener has to “seduce” (2) or “allure” (3) them into the 

gardens.  According to the Bible, plants and flowers are created by God.  John 

Gerard, a seventeenth-century herbalist, also emphasizes that plants are God’s 

creations: “the principall delight [of the plant] is in the minde, singularly enriched 

with the knowledge of these visible things, setting forth to vs the inuisible wisedome 

and admirable workmanship of almighty God” (“Epistle Dedicatorie”).  When the 

gardener “seduce[s]” (2) or “allure[s]” (3) God’s creations into his own gardens, the 

gardener shows no respect for God; that is to say, God created plants and flowers in 

the open fields originally, but the gardener entices God’s creations away from God.  

To some extent, the gardener’s seduction seems to be like the serpent’s seduction in 

the Book of Genesis.  The serpent, understood in Christianity to be Satan, aims to 

lead human beings away from the love of God by seducing Eve into disobeying God’s 

command—into eating the forbidden fruit.  Like Satan, the gardener who seduces 

flowers and plants away from the open fields leads God’s creations astray.  In the 

gardener’s case, flowers and plants are seduced into the gardener’s enclosed gardens. 

The enclosed gardens, which flowers and plants are seduced into, are gardens 

with brick walls.  According to the garden books, enclosed gardens were particularly 

prevalent in the seventeenth century.  Both Sir Hugh Plat and John Rea mention that 
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their contemporary gardeners build brick walls around their gardens.  In Floraes 

Paradise, Plat emphasizes that building brick walls is the first step to make a garden: 

“First, paue a square plot with bricke making vp sides of bricke also plaistered 

likewise: let this bee of a convenient depth” (1-2).  With brick walls around a square 

plot, the garden is definitely an enclosed space.  Moreover, Rea in Flora: seu de 

Florum Cultura states that the walls should be placed carefully so as to develop a 

garden: 

If you are to inclose a new ground for a Garden, be careful in placing the 

Walls, that the size, situation and form, may all be answerable to your 

intended plot: the ground exactly measured, and tried, that the Walls may 

be neither out of square or level, which will much advantage the work 

which is to follow. . . . The walls being finished, the ground is to be 

prepared for planting . . . .  (3) 

In Rea’s opinion, walls are crucial to the development of a garden because walls 

determine the size and form of a garden; in other words, the gardener uses walls to 

mark the boundaries of a garden.  Only when the walls are finished and placed well 

can the gardener prepare for planting.  Thus the walls are used to separate a garden 

from other areas, and the enclosed garden is usually viewed as the gardener’s own 

territory. 

As the gardener’s own territory, the enclosed garden is occupied by the 

gardener alone, which is not as easily accessible as the open fields; no wonder the 

enclosed garden is considered inferior to the fields in the Mower’s view.  

Interestingly, John Rea holds a similar view in his garden book.  Although Rea’s 

Flora: seu de Florum Cultura is a book on the “making and planting of fruit and 

flower-gardens” (1), Rea explicitly prefers “a green Medow” to his contemporary 
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formal gardens: 

I have seen many Gardens of the new model, in the hands of unskilfull 

person, with good Walls, Walks and Grass-plots; but in the most essential 

adornments so deficient, that a green Medow is a more delightful object: 

there Nature alone, without the aid of Art, spreads her verdant Carpets, 

spontaneously imbroydered with many pretty Plants and pleasing Flowers, 

far more inviting than such an immured Nothing.  (1) 

Here, Rea does not condemn all gardens but the gardens of the “new model” made by 

“unskilfull” gardeners, that is, the gardens “with good Walls,” the enclosed gardens.  

Calling the enclosed garden “an immured Nothing,” Rea reveals that the gardener 

imprisons plants and flowers; the plants and flowers imprisoned in the garden become 

the gardener’s own possessions, not the plants and flowers freely growing in the 

meadow anymore.  In Rea’s opinion, the garden is inferior to the meadow because 

plants and flowers do not grow “spontaneously” (1) in the garden as they do in the 

meadow.  Rea’s ideas help understand why the Mower holds that the enclosed 

garden contains “A dead and standing pool of Air” (Marvell 6).  Compared to the 

plants and flowers that spontaneously grow in the fields, plants and flowers in the 

enclosed garden are immured as if they were prisoners.  Prisoners, deprived of 

freedom, are less lively and less energetic, so the air in the enclosed garden, the place 

where plants and flowers are imprisoned, becomes lifeless and stagnant.  With the 

stagnant air, plants and flowers inevitably become ill in the enclosed garden. 

With the ill-grown plants and flowers, the enclosed garden is denounced as 

“Nothing” (Rea 1).  Seeing the enclosed garden as “Nothing,” Rea connects the 

enclosed garden with the concept of ex nihilo.  The Latin phrase ex nihilo, which 

means “out of nothing,” often appears in conjunction with the concept of creation.  
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As the sixteenth-century influential theologian John Calvin puts it in Institutes of the 

Christian Religion, “God by the power of his Word and Spirit created heaven and 

earth out of nothing” (179).  Here, “nothing” signifies the state before God’s creation, 

which was in chaos, “without form, and void” (Gen. 1:2).  When God created heaven 

and earth, God brought “form” and order out of chaos.  That is to say, when God 

created plants, God gave order to plants.  To know what kind of order God gave 

plants, we have to see what rule God gave plants when He created them.  According 

to the Bible, God created the plants that bring forth seeds or fruits after their own 

kinds: 

God said, Let the earth bring forth grass, the herb yielding seed, and the 

fruit tree yielding fruit after his kind, whose seed is in itself, upon the 

earth: and it was so. / And the earth brought forth grass, and herb yielding 

seed after his kind, and the tree yielding fruit, whose seed was in itself, 

after his kind: and God saw that it was good.  (Gen. 1:11-12) 

This biblical passage shows that God created the grass, the herb, and the fruit tree that 

yield seed and fruit after their own kinds.  That is, the rule or order God gave plants 

is that plants should bring forth seed and fruit after their own kinds.  Rea, in calling 

the enclosed garden “Nothing” (1), implies that the garden is similar to the state 

before God created it, chaotic and lack of order.  In other words, Rea suggests that 

the gardener destroys the order of nature created by God and throws flowers and 

plants into chaos in the garden, that is, the flowers and plants in the garden do not 

necessarily yield fruits after their own kinds.  In Marvell’s poem, the Mower 

contrasts the flowers and plants in the gardens with those in the fields.  While the 

flowers and plants in the gardens are seduced into going astray, the flowers and plants 

in the fields are “most plain and pure” (4).  That is to say, the Mower reveals that 
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“plain” and “pure” flowers and plants are those that follow the order of nature created 

by God and bring forth fruits after their own kinds.  By contrast, the flowers and 

plants in the gardens do not necessarily follow the order of nature created by God and 

do not necessarily bring forth fruits after their own kinds. 

In seducing flowers and plants into defying the order of nature created by God, 

the gardener in the Mower’s view indeed has something in common with Satan.  In 

the Bible, Satan’s seduction is believed to arise from his pride.  Due to his pride, 

Satan does not bow to God as all other angels do; what is more, Satan covets the 

chance to rule heaven himself.  Similarly, the gardener in the poem is called “that 

sov’raign thing and proud” (Marvell 20).  Donald M. Friedman claims that the 

gardener in the Mower’s eyes is a tyrant who “force[s] nature out of its own course” 

and commits the “sin of pride” (126).  Friedman’s interpretations seem reasonable, 

but Friedman neglects to consider the connection between the gardener and God in 

the seventeenth-century people’s view.  In the seventeenth century, people tended to 

associate the gardener with God.  Ralph Austen, a horticulturist and “radical Puritan” 

(Turner 39) of the seventeenth century, highlights the similarity between the 

gardener’s work and God’s work in The Spirituall Use of an Orchard, or Garden of 

Fruit-Trees.  According to Austen, the gardener “makes choice of what wild Plants 

he pleaseth” (1) as God “chose some persons” (1).  The gardener, like God, “giveth 

grace to those whom he hath chosen” (2) and let the trees “bring forth fruit” (2).  If 

the gardener is associated with God in the seventeenth century, what does the Mower 

imply through “that sov’raign thing and proud” (20)?  In Marvell’s prose work An 

Account of the Growth of Popery, and Arbitrary Government in England, Marvell 

attacks popery and the arbitrary government in the court and uses the term “the 

Soveraign” to describe the Pope and the King, who behave “as God and not as man” 
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(7).  In other words, “the Soveraign” for Marvell probably denotes not merely a 

tyrant who “force[s] nature out of its own course” and commits the “sin of pride” 

(Friedman 126) but also a person who thinks he could play God.  In the poem, seeing 

the gardener as “that sov’raign thing and proud” (Marvell 20), the Mower is very 

likely to suggest that the gardener is a person who is so proud as to think he could 

play God and covets the chance to rule God’s creations himself like Satan.  In brief, 

the Mower implies that the gardener is not only a seducer who entices God’s creations 

away from God but also a proud person who rules God’s creations as if he were God. 

Being imprisoned in the enclosed gardens where the air is dead and standing 

and being ruled by the proud gardener who thinks he could play God, flowers and 

plants in the gardens are inevitably “stupifi’d” (Marvell 8) in the Mower’s view.  

According to Oxford English Dictionary, to “stupefy” something means to deprive 

something of mobility.  That is, the Mower suggests that flowers and plants in the 

gardens are imprisoned and deprived of mobility.  Moreover, to “stupefy” someone 

means to stun someone with amazement or fear, making someone unable to think or 

feel properly.  That is, the Mower suggests that the gardener stuns flowers and plants 

with the amazing or frightening enclosed gardens; flowers and plants in the enclosed 

gardens become unable to think properly and distinguish the gardener from their 

Creator—God.  Unable to distinguish the gardener from God, flowers and plants in 

the gardens are easily led astray by the gardener and forget to follow the order of 

nature created by God.  Not following the order of nature created by God, flowers 

and plants would certainly become problematic.  In the poem, the Mower condemns 

the gardener for producing three kinds of problematic flowers in the gardens: 

“double” (9) pinks, roses tainted with “strange perfumes” (11), and white tulips 

streaked with red, “interlin[ing] its cheek” (14).  By picturing those flowers wearing 



‧
國

立
政 治

大

學
‧

N
a

t io
na l  Chengch i  U

niv

ers
i t

y

Yang 23 

 

“strange perfumes” (11) and being “taught to paint” (12), the Mower seems to 

associate garden flowers with “harlots” (Craze 134; Friedman 125), who put on 

cosmetics in an attempt to “improve natural beauty” (Friedman 125).  With a closer 

examination of the passage, we find that the Mower does not hold that putting on 

cosmetics improves one’s inborn beauty.  Instead, the Mower holds that wearing 

makeup taints one’s appearance as well as mind: “The Pink grew then as double as his 

Mind; / The nutriment did change the kind” (Marvell 9-10).  Here, the word 

“double” can be viewed as a pun, which implies a root with double flowers as well as 

a man with “double Heart”—the phrase Marvell uses to express that the heart is 

deceitful in “A Dialogue between the Soul and Body”: 

A Soul hung up, as ’twere, in Chains 

Of Nerves, and Arteries, and Veins. 

Tortur’d, besides each other part, 

In a vain Head, and double Heart.  (7-10) 

Literally, “double Heart” refers to its two ventricles.  Through the imagery of two 

ventricles beating as one, the speaker implies the duplicity of the heart; that is, the 

heart may be deceitful and untrustworthy; it may deceive others and even itself.  

Similarly, by saying “The Pink grew then as double as his Mind” (“The Mower 

Against Gardens” 9), the Mower may be showing not only that the gardener grows 

double flowers with one root but also that the double flowers mirror the gardener’s 

deceitful mind.  The Mower is not the only one that finds double flowers 

problematic.  With the rising interest in horticultural experiments in the seventeenth 

century, especially the making of double flowers and the changing of the color and 

scent of flowers, the seventeenth-century people became more and more concerned 

with such new gardening techniques.  To further understand what the Mower 
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opposes when he criticizes such garden flowers, we need to study how such garden 

flowers are perceived in the seventeenth-century garden books. 

      In Paradisi in Sole Paradisus Terrestris, John Parkinson holds that it is nature, 

or “the God of nature” (23), that makes double flowers.  Parkinson claims that 

double flowers “did first grow wilde, and were so found double, as they doe now 

grow in Gardens, . . . we onely haue them as nature hath produced them, and so they 

remaine” (23).  In Parkinson’s opinion, those double flowers are double by nature 

instead of being made double by art; that is to say, all sorts of flowers grow by nature; 

flowers that are single by nature grow single, and flowers that are double by nature 

grow double.  Parkinson further asserts that no proof shows that the gardener “can 

imitate nature, or rather the God of nature, to doe the like” (23).  In other words, 

Parkinson suggests that the gardener cannot play God’s role in making double flowers.  

Parkinson’s argument that the gardener who makes double flowers shows his 

intention to play God helps explain why the Mower opposes making double flowers.  

In the poem, double flowers are criticized for growing “as double as his [the 

gardener’s] Mind” (Marvell 9).  Viewing those flowers as “double” as the gardener’s 

mind, the Mower suggests that those double flowers are deceitful because they are 

made by a fake God—the gardener who counterfeits God.  In the Mower’s opinion, 

double flowers are made double by the gardener; that is to say, the gardener assumes 

God’s role as a creator when he makes double flowers in the enclosed gardens.  

When assuming God’s role in making double flowers, the gardener thinks he could 

create the flowers that only God can create.  However, the Mower deems that the 

gardener, who is absolutely not God, could only change what God creates: “The Pink 

grew then as double as his Mind; / The nutriment did change the kind” (9-10).  

Claiming that the “kind” was changed by the gardener’s nutriment, the Mower reveals 
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that the flowers made double by the gardener are not God’s creations anymore.  In 

the Mower’s eyes, the flowers that are made double by the gardener are fake double 

flowers; they resemble the flowers created by God, but actually they are not.  Here, 

by criticizing double flowers in the gardens as deceitful as the gardener, the Mower 

explores whether artists should produce the products that resemble God’s creations.  

The Mower argues that artists should not produce the products that resemble God’s 

creations.  In the Mower’s view, the products that resemble God’s creations, such as 

double flowers made by the gardener, are counterfeit: they are made to deceive others 

into regarding them as God’s creations, and the artist as the Creator. 

Apart from opposing making double flowers, the Mower reproves the 

gardener for changing the scent and color of garden flowers: 

With strange perfumes he did the Roses taint, 

And Flow’rs themselves were taught to paint. 

The Tulip, white, did for complexion seek; 

And learn’d to interline its cheek:  (Marvell 11-14) 

According to the Mower, garden flowers are “taint[ed]” (11) with either strange 

perfumes or alien color as if they put on makeup.  Obviously, the Mower holds that 

the gardener stains garden flowers when he changes the scent and color of flowers.  

Different from the Mower again, Plat and Parkinson doubt whether the gardener can 

change the scent and color of flowers.  In Plat’s opinion, the change of scent or color 

of flowers results from “their own naturall infused qualitie” rather than “the hand of 

man” (142).  Parkinson agrees with Plat and refutes the theory that the gardener can 

change the scent or color of flowers by steeping seeds in wine, watering plants with 

sweet or colored liquor, or putting sweet things on the top of the roots (24).  

Parkinson asserts, 
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[T]hey are all but meere idle tales & fancies, without all reason or truth, 

or shadow of reason or truth: For sents and colours are both such qualities 

as follow the essence of plants, . . . and if any man can forme plants at his 

will and pleasure, he can doe as much as God himselfe that created them.  

(24) 

Parkinson, similar to Plat, claims that the change of scent or color of flowers arises 

from nature rather than art.  Parkinson even notes that only God has the power to 

create flowers and give flowers scent and color “at his will and pleasure” (24).  

Again, Parkinson’s argument that only God can give flowers scent and color helps 

explain the Mower’s opposition to the change of the scent and color of flowers.  That 

is, in changing the scent and color of flowers, the gardener assumes God’s role again; 

this time, the gardener shows he could give flowers scent and color at his will and 

pleasure as God did. 

      The gardener’s presumption in changing the color of flowers is further 

clarified in Raphael Holinshed’s Chronicles of England, Scotlande, and Irelande: 

How art also helpeth nature in the dailie colouring, dubling and inlarging 

the proportion of our floures, it is incredible to report: for so curious and 

cunning are our gardeners now in these daies, that they presume to doo in 

maner what they list with nature, and moderate hir course in things as if 

they were hir superiours.  (351) 

Viewing himself as the “superior” of nature, the gardener in Holinshed’s eyes appears 

to take God’s role because nature is directly and only subordinate to God.  Moreover, 

Holinshed points out that the gardener presumes he could “moderate” the course of 

nature by coloring flowers.  To “moderate” something means to adjust or modify 

something; in addition, to “moderate” something also means to control, regulate, or 
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restrain something (O.E.D.).  In “moderating” the course of nature by coloring 

flowers, the gardener reveals that the original color of flowers created by God is either 

too showy or too plain.  Holinshed implies that the gardener is dissatisfied with the 

original course of nature created by God, so he modifies and controls it.  Here, the 

gardener further shows his pride.  In addition to rebelling against God by seducing 

God’s creations away from God, taking God’s creations as his own possessions, and 

attempting to create what only God can create, the gardener finds fault with God’s 

creations.  When finding fault with God’s creations, the gardener shows that he 

would be not only the superior of nature but also the superior of God.  Viewing 

himself as the superior of God, the gardener intends to not only play God but also 

surpass God by changing the scent and color of a species.  In the poem, considering 

the roses “taint[ed]” with “strange perfumes” (Marvell 11) and the flowers “taught to 

paint” (12), the Mower argues that the gardener does not modify the scent and color 

of flowers.  Instead, the Mower claims that the gardener perfumes and paints flowers, 

to deceive others into regarding the scent and color put on as the original scent and 

color of flowers.  Here, the Mower reveals that the gardener demonstrates stronger 

arrogance; that is, when changing the scent and color of flowers, the gardener is not 

only so proud as to think he could play God but also so proud as to think he could 

surpass God. 

In addition to changing the color and scent of garden flowers, the Mower is 

outraged by grafting.  In the poem, the Mower reproves the gardener for “deal[ing] 

between the Bark and Tree” (Marvell 21) and producing “Forbidden mixtures” (22).  

In discussing “Forbidden mixtures,” most scholars, such as Beretta,8 Craze,9 and 

                                                
8 Beretta, Ilva.  The World’s a Garden: Garden Poetry of the English Renaissance.  Uppsala: Acta 
Univ. Ups., 1993.  98. 
9 Craze, Michael.  The Life and Lyrics of Andrew Marvell.  London: Macmillan, 1979.  135. 
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Legouis,10 cite the passages in Leviticus and Deuteronomy from the Bible to 

demonstrate that there is a “scriptural objection to mixtures in gardens” (Craze 135), 

and that the grafted mixtures are the “forbidden mixtures mentioned in the Bible” 

(Beretta 98).  However, with a closer examination of the Biblical passages quoted by 

these scholars, we find that the forbidden mixtures in the Bible are not the grafted 

mixtures.  In Leviticus, God said: “Thou shalt not let thy cattle gender with a diverse 

kind: thou shalt not sow thy field with mingled seed: neither shall a garment mingled 

of linen and woollen come upon thee” (19:19).  In Deuteronomy, God said: “Thou 

shalt not sow thy vineyard with divers seeds: lest the fruit of thy seed which thou hast 

sown, and the fruit of thy vineyard, be defiled” (22:9).  Both of the Biblical passages 

show that God forbids man from sowing the field with “mingled” or “divers” seeds; 

that is to say, the “forbidden mixtures” in the Bible are not the grafted mixtures but 

the mingled seeds sown in the field.  Hence, the Bible does not seem to be an 

appropriate source for explaining the Mower’s opposition to grafting or the grafted 

mixtures.  To understand what the grafted mixtures mean to the Mower, we can 

consult what the sixteenth- and seventeenth-century people thought about grafting and 

find out what the Mower has in mind when he describes the grafted plants and fruits 

as “Forbidden mixtures” (Marvell 22).  Among others, Francis Bacon’s Sylva 

Sylvarum, or, A Natural History and Ralph Austen’s Observations upon Some Part of 

Sir Francis Bacon’s Naturall History are worthy of attention, in which Austen argues 

with Bacon about grafting and the grafted mixture. 

Francis Bacon in Sylva Sylvarum, or, A Natural History maintains that the 

gardener cannot “make a new kind” (492) by grafting; instead, the gardener only 

“make[s] the fruit greater” (487) or “mend[s] the fruit” (492) by grafting.  In 

                                                
10 Legouis, Pierre.  Andrew Marvell: Poet, Puritan, Patriot.  Oxford: Clarendon P, 1968.  43. 
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Bacon’s opinion, grafting is not creating but improving nature by mending or 

repairing the substance of nature, so the grafted nature is still part of nature.  

Disagreeing with Bacon, Ralph Austen in Observations upon Some Part of Sir 

Francis Bacon’s Naturall History maintains that the gardener grafts fruits by 

“mix[ing] and compound[ing] fruits” (23) in order to “make one new kind” (22).  In 

Austen’s opinion, grafting is creating “one new kind,” and the grafted nature is a 

mixture, a combination of the scion and the stock.  Austen further points out the 

difference between the grafted nature and nature: “although it [is] true that every graft 

keeps his owne nature, yet so as that it receives some small alteration from the stock” 

(23).  Austen asserts that the grafted nature is different from nature because nature is 

altered when the scion is grafted onto the stock.  Mentioning “mixtures” (Marvell 22) 

in the poem, the Mower is very likely to side with Austen and regard grafting as 

creating a mixture, a new kind, or a man-made product distinct from nature. 

Although both the Mower and Austen see grafting as creating a mixture, their 

attitudes toward the grafted mixture are quite different.  The Mower claims that the 

gardener creates “Forbidden mixtures” (Marvell 22), whereas Austen maintains that 

the gardener creates something even better than nature because what the gardener 

does is “to imitate God in this thing, to help, and encourage those that are weake” 

(Spirituall 4).  Agreeing that grafting is creating a mixture but opposing the grafted 

mixture, the Mower suggests that the gardener does not “help” plants and fruits by 

grafting.  It is possible that the gardener creates “Forbidden mixtures” (22) in the 

Mower’s eyes because the Mower holds that the gardener should not reveal his pride 

by trying to imitate God and think he could play God’s role in helping the weak plants.  

Viewing some of God’s creations as the weak that are in need of his help and taking 

action to help them by grafting, the gardener not only finds fault with God’s creations 
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but also mixes God’s creations at will merely to show he could surpass God by 

creating the mixtures that are better than God’s creations.  In creating the mixtures 

by grafting plants, the gardener is actually creating a new species by mixing different 

species.  Considering those grafted mixtures “Forbidden” (22), the Mower maintains 

that mixing different species to create a new species is not allowed by God.  On the 

one hand, the gardener defies God when he mixes God’s creations at will with no 

regard for God.  On the other hand, the gardener challenges God when he plays 

God’s role in creating a species.  The Mower further elucidates this species created 

by the gardener: 

No Plant now knew the Stock from which it came; 

He grafts upon the Wild the Tame: 

That the uncertain and adult’rate fruit 

Might put the Palate in dispute.  (Marvell 23-26)	 

Here, the “Plant” refers to the grafted mixture, which is personified as an illegitimate 

child, a child who is not born in wedlock and does not know his own ancestry.  

Through this personification, the Mower reveals that the grafted mixture is like a 

bastard who does not come from a married couple.  The Mower is not the first 

person that calls the grafted mixture a bastard.  Shakespeare has done so in The 

Winter’s Tale as well.  When Perdita and Polixenes discuss the grafted flowers, 

Perdita angrily rejects the “carnations and streak’d gillyvors, / Which some call 

nature’s bastards” (4.4.82-83) because those flowers were created through grafting.  

In defending the grafted flowers, Polixenes proposes that “The art itself is nature” 

(4.4.97) and tells Perdita, “do not call them bastards” (4.4.100).  The ambiguity of 

Shakespeare’s argument lies beyond the scope of our investigation; nevertheless, this 

debate demonstrates that the grafted plants are surely called “nature’s bastards” at 
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least in the sixteenth century.  According to Perdita in The Winter’s Tale, the grafted 

plants are called “nature’s bastards” and considered illegitimate because they are 

created by the gardener’s art: “There is an art which in their [the grafted flowers’] 

piedness shares / With great creating Nature” (4.4.87-88).  Perdita suggests that the 

art that gives the grafted plants their piedness is the art of “creating Nature,” by which 

the gardener seeks to be as “great” as the one who creates Nature—God.  In other 

words, Perdita implies that the grafted plants are “nature’s bastards” because they are 

not created by the legitimate creator of nature—God—but by the illegitimate creator 

of nature—the gardener.  Similar to Perdita, the Mower in Marvell’s poem calls the 

grafted mixture “the uncertain and adult’rate fruit” (25).  Regarding the grafted 

mixture as “the uncertain and adult’rate fruit” (25), the Mower reveals that the grafted 

mixture is the impure fruit as well as the fruit of adultery, the fruit after mixed kinds 

rather than the fruit after its own kind.  Creating the fruit after mixed kinds by 

grafting, the gardener obviously does not follow the order of nature to bring forth the 

fruit after its own kind.  In the poem, the Mower further compares the grafted plants 

and fruits to “eunuchs” and claims that the gardener “vexes” nature when grafting: 

          His green Seraglio has its Eunuchs too; 

          Lest any Tyrant him out-doe. 

          And in the Cherry he does Nature vex, 

          To procreate without a Sex.  (Marvell 27-30) 

Literally, “eunuchs” refer to castrated men, who were employed to guard the Sultan’s 

“seraglio”—a walled enclosure for the Sultan’s harems.  By comparing the grafted 

plants and fruits to eunuchs, the Mower implies that grafting plants is procreating 

plants “without a Sex;” that is, the grafted plants and fruits are not propagated from 

seed.  Criticizing the grafted plants and fruits for not being propagated from seed, the 



‧
國

立
政 治

大

學
‧

N
a

t io
na l  Chengch i  U

niv

ers
i t

y

Yang 32 

 

Mower implies that the gardener interferes with the generative powers of plants and 

disrupts the propagation of plants by crossbreeding.  That is to say, when the 

gardener grafts plants, the gardener makes a species mate with a different species.  

Thus the Mower deems that the gardener “vexes” nature; that is, the gardener throws 

nature into a sexual disorder when he, as an illegitimate creator of nature, creates a 

new species by mating two different species.  In creating a new species by mating 

two different species, the gardener in the Mower’s view breaks God’s rule that a plant 

should be propagated from seed.  In short, the grafted mixture is “Forbidden” (22) in 

the Mower’s eyes for two reasons.  On the one hand, the grafted mixture is created 

by an illegitimate creator of nature—the gardener who intends to imitate God and 

even surpass God.  On the other hand, the grafted mixture is created against 

nature—not being propagated from seed.  In condemning the gardener for making 

“Forbidden mixtures” (22), the Mower shows that the gardener is “that sov’raign 

thing and proud” (20) not only because the gardener intends to play God and surpass 

God by attempting to create what only God can create and changing the color and 

scent of a species but also because the gardener challenges God by throwing God’s 

creations into a sexual disorder and creating the grafted mixture that neither follows 

the order of nature—by creating the fruit after mixed kinds—nor follows God’s rule 

that plants should be propagated from seed. 

In addition to problematic garden flowers and forbidden grafted plants and 

fruits, the Mower blames the gardener for creating lifeless objects in the gardens, 

including fountains, grots, and statues.  In the poem, the Mower denounces fountains 

and grots as “enforc’d” (Marvell 31) objects in contrast to “willing” (33) nature and 

statues “polish’d by some ancient hand” (37) in contrast to fauns and fairies 

“presen[t]” (36) in the meadow.  Scholars often argue that these passages promote 
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pastoral conventions and values.  For instance, Donald M. Friedman regards fauns 

and fairies in the poem as the “pastoral deities” (128) that embody “beauty, innocence, 

fertility, and unsophisticated content” (129).  Rosalie L. Colie claims that the Mower 

speaks like a “pastoralist” hostile to “a rigid, tyrannical, self-indulgent society where 

all is . . . enforc’d” (38).  With a close examination of pastoral conventions and 

values, however, we find that there is a difference between the target of pastoral 

literature and that of the Mower’s criticism.  Usually, pastoral literature promotes 

“simple, basic virtues to counteract the deceit and violence of the court and the city” 

(Ormerod and Wortham xxix), but the Mower does not show how such innocence is 

counteracted by the vices of the city.  It is true that the Mower does praise the fields 

for simple and basic virtues: 

’Tis all enforc’d; the Fountain and the Grot; 

While the sweet Fields do lye forgot: 

Where willing Nature does to all dispence 

A wild and fragrant Innocence:  (Marvell 31-34) 

It is true that the Mower admires the fields for its “wild and fragrant Innocence” and 

implies that the sweet fields are generous, praising nature for dispensing its innocence 

“to all.”  However, in praising the fields as a place of innocence and generosity, the 

Mower is condemning the garden, not the city, as a place without such virtues.  In 

other words, the target of the Mower’s criticism is neither the court nor the city but 

the semi-pastoral garden.  The Mower considers the sweet fields “lye forgot” (32) 

because there are artificial objects—fountains, grots, and statues—in the gardens.  

To understand the Mower’s objection to the artificial objects in the gardens, we can 

study how the sixteenth- and seventeenth-century people perceived those fountains, 

grots, and statues.  Among others, Francis Bacon’s famous essay “Of Gardens” and 



‧
國

立
政 治

大

學
‧

N
a

t io
na l  Chengch i  U

niv

ers
i t

y

Yang 34 

 

John Evelyn’s The Diary of John Evelyn are typical of contemporary treatises on 

fountains, grots, and statues in the gardens.  By consulting the two treatises, we may 

understand what the Mower opposes when he criticizes the artificial objects in the 

gardens. 

In the poem, fountains and grots are regarded as “enforc’d” (Marvell 31) 

objects; that is, the Mower reveals that fountains and grots are not naturally born but 

are made by force.  Unlike the Mower, Bacon and Evelyn view fountains and grots 

as beautiful ornaments to the gardens.  Fountains, according to Bacon, “are a great 

beauty and refreshment” (140).  Bacon continues, 

Fountains I intend to be of two natures: the one, that sprinkleth or 

spouteth water; the other, a fair receipt of water, of some thirty or forty 

foot square, but without fish, or slime, or mud.  For the first, the 

ornaments of images gilt, or of marble, which are in use, do well: but the 

main matter is, so to convey the water, as it never stay[s], either in the 

bowls or in the cistern; that the water be never by rest[ing] discoloured, 

green or red or the like, or gather any mossiness or putrefaction. . . . As 

for the other kind of fountain, which we may call a bathing pool, . . . the 

bottom be finely paved, and with images; the sides likewise; and withal 

embellished with coloured glass, and such things of luster; encompassed 

also with fine rails of low statuas.  (“Of Gardens” 140-41) 

In this passage, Bacon expounds on how fountains are carefully made as ornaments.  

First, fountains are made to change the flow of water—to “sprinkle” and “spout” the 

water.  In Bacon’s opinion, the water sprinkling and spouting is more beautiful than 

the water following its natural course.  That is to say, Bacon suggests that water 

following its natural course is not beautiful enough; to sprinkle and spout the water is 
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to beautify the water.  Second, fountains are decorated with plenty of artificial 

materials, such as gilt or marble images, colored glass, and low statues.  In Bacon’s 

opinion, those artificial materials are “pretty things to look on” (141) and crucial to 

fountains; that is, fountains are ornamental mainly because of those artificial materials, 

not just the flow of water.  In brief, Bacon sees fountains as ornaments not only 

because they beautify the water but also because they are decorated with artificial 

materials.  In other words, Bacon holds that the gardener can beautify nature by 

changing the course of nature and creating artificial materials that are more beautiful 

than nature.  Aside from fountains, grots were also regarded as garden ornaments in 

Marvell’s time.  Evelyn, a seventeenth-century English gardener and diarist, 

describes grots paved with jewels and decorated with statues in the diaries of his 

European tour: 

From hence, we were led into the Menage, and out of that into a most 

sweet and delicious garden, where was another grot of more neat and 

costly materials, full of noble statues, and entertaining us with artificial 

music . . . .  (1: 37) 

The passage shows that Evelyn enjoys grots very much because they are decorated 

with “costly materials.”  That is to say, grots are the objects of luxury to some degree.  

With the grots, the objects of luxury, in the gardens, no wonder the Mower views the 

gardener as “Luxurious Man” (Marvell 1).  Calling the gardener “Luxurious Man,” 

the Mower suggests that the gardener in the poem, besides being a seducer and proud 

person who intends to play God’s role, is a person indulging in luxury.  To indulge 

in luxury in the gardens, the gardener creates fountains and grots, which are decorated 

with either artificial or costly materials.  In criticizing the gardener for making 

fountains and grots, the Mower reveals that the gardener should not indulge in 
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material wealth. 

      In addition to showing the problem with the gardener for attempting to create 

such a garden with ornaments, there is also a problem with how these ornaments are 

created.  In the poem, the Mower claims, “’Tis all enforc’d; the Fountain and the 

Grot” (31).  Here, the word “enforc’d” suggests that the fountains and grots created 

by the gardener do not want to serve the gardener’s purpose, unlike “willing Nature” 

(33) created by God.  By contrasting the “enforc’d” fountains and grots with “willing 

Nature” in the sweet fields, the Mower implies that the artificial objects that the 

gardener creates—fountains and grots—are distinct from nature; that is, fountains and 

grots in the gardens are inanimate and constrained by the gardener, whereas nature in 

the sweet fields is animate and free to grow.  Seeing fountains and grots as inanimate 

objects rather than beautiful ornaments of the gardens, the Mower contends that 

fountains and grots, decorated with the artificial or costly materials, neither adorn the 

gardens nor beautify nature; in other words, the Mower reveals that fountains and 

grots are unnecessary because nature is perfectly beautiful and does not need to be 

beautified.  In the Mower’s eyes, when the gardener intends to beautify nature by 

creating inanimate objects, the gardener is so proud as to think he could be a better 

creator than God because he could not only mix God’s creations to create something 

similar to or even better than God’s creations, such as the grafted plants and fruits.  

The gardener can even create something distinct from and more beautiful than God’s 

creations, such as fountains and grots.  In criticizing the gardener for creating 

fountains and grots, the Mower deems that the gardener not only indulges in material 

wealth but also commits the sin of pride when intending to surpass God’s role as the 

Creator. 

When the Mower comments on statues at the end of the poem, the Mower 
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clearly suggests that the gardener is so proud as to think he could play God but 

actually incapable of playing God: 

And Fauns and Faryes do the Meadows till, 

More by their presence then their skill. 

Their Statues polish’d by some ancient hand, 

May to adorn the Gardens stand: 

But howso’ere the Figures do excel, 

The Gods themselves with us do dwell.  (Marvell 35-40) 

Here, the Mower recognizes that statues, “polish’d by some ancient hand” (37), may 

“adorn the Gardens” (38); however, statues cannot replace deities in the Mower’s 

eyes no matter how skillfully statues are made.  Bacon in “The Garden” also 

indicates that statues in the gardens are skillfully made: 

[G]reat princes, that, for the most part, taking advice with workmen, with 

no less cost set their things together; and sometimes add statuas, and such 

things, for state and magnificence, but nothing to the true pleasure of a 

garden.  (143) 

According to the passage, statues look magnificent, but they are “nothing to the true 

pleasure of a garden.”  The reason why Bacon holds that statues are “nothing to the 

true pleasure of a garden” is not clarified in his essay; it seems that statues are made 

“for state and magnificence,” to glorify human achievements rather than to beautify 

nature, like fountains beautifying the flow of water, in Bacon’s view.  The Mower 

agrees with Bacon about statues as “nothing to the true pleasure of a garden” to some 

extent.  However, the Mower goes further than Bacon and suggests that statues are 

fake deities.  By comparing the statues in the gardens to the deities in the meadows, 

the Mower implies that statues only have the outward form of deities whereas real 
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deities—fauns and fairies—cultivate the meadows despite their lack of skill.  In the 

Mower’s opinion, although the gardener is able to visualize deities by creating statues, 

statues can never represent deities.  Here, the Mower reveals that artists are 

incompetent creators: artists may be able to create something similar to nature as well 

as something distinct from nature; nonetheless, artists cannot recreate nature and 

deities.  In the poem, the Mower suggests that nature can only be created by God, 

and deities cannot be created; therefore, what artists create is either fake nature or 

simply artificial objects.  More importantly, whether artists create fake nature or 

simply artificial objects, they can neither play God nor surpass God.  Thus the 

Mower suggests that artists cannot take God’s role as the Creator no matter what they 

create. 

To sum up, the Mower’s opposition to gardening stems from his denunciation 

of that gardener’s pride—the intention to play God and surpass God.  Throughout 

the poem, the Mower implies that the gardener is unable and unlikely to play God or 

surpass God whatever the gardener does—from transplanting flowers and plants from 

the fields to the gardens, enclosing flowers and plants within the gardens with brick 

walls, making double flowers, changing the color and scent of flowers, grafting plants 

and fruits, to creating fountains, grots, and statues.  In criticizing what the gardener 

does, the Mower actually reveals in what aspects he disapproves of art that changes 

nature.  In the Mower’s opinion, artists should not change the substance of nature.  

The substance of nature refers to the essential quality or feature of nature, which 

makes nature what it is on its own—what it looks like, what it smells like, what it 

sounds like, what it tastes like, and what it feels like.  If artists change the substance 

of nature, nature is not nature anymore.  In other words, when artists change the 

substance of nature, such as changing the color and scent of a species and procreating 
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a species by mating two different species, they create something like nature, the 

counterfeit or fake nature, and destroy the nature created by God.  To prevent nature 

created by God from being damaged and vanishing from the earth, the Mower 

proposes that artists should not change the substance of nature.  In addition to 

disapproving of art that changes the substance of nature, the Mower also reveals what 

else artists should not do: artists should not take God’s creations as their own 

possessions and not admire ornamental objects more than God’s creations.  In the 

Mower’s view, when artists take God’s creations as their own possessions, they are 

thought to play God and challenge God; when artists admire ornamental objects more 

than God’s creations, they are thought to despise what God creates and thus despise 

God.  In other words, the Mower proposes that artists should respect God as well as 

His creations no matter what they do.  Does the Mower’s opinion stand for Marvell’s?  

Does Marvell express himself entirely through the Mower?  Probably the Mower’s 

criticism is part of Marvell’s discourse on gardening;11 that is, the Mower’s 

opposition to gardening shows Marvell’s opinion about gardening when the gardener 

encloses flowers and plants within the gardens with brick walls, makes double flowers, 

changes the color and scent of flowers, grafts plants and fruits, and creates fountains, 

grots, and statues.  For evidence of how Marvell comments on gardening when the 

gardener does not do such tasks, we can turn to two other poems by Marvell, “The 

Garden” and “Upon Appleton House.” 

                                                
11 Please see Chapter Four for further discussion. 
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Chapter Three 

Marvell’s Admiration for Gardening: Gardening as Ordering Nature 

 

It cannot be denied that the Mower opposes gardening and claims that the 

gardener damages nature in “The Mower Against Gardens” as we have discussed in 

the previous chapter.  In two other poems by Marvell, “The Garden” and “Upon 

Appleton House,” however, both speakers express their admiration for gardening.  In 

“The Garden,” the speaker enjoys garden trees, fruits, and flowers.  In “Upon 

Appleton House,” the speaker praises the orderly layout of Fairfax’s formal gardens.  

In discussing the two poems, most scholars agree that the speaker in “The Garden” 

and “Upon Appleton House” is very likely to be Marvell himself,12 and they argue 

that Marvell approves of gardening.  Rosalie L. Colie asserts that Marvell admires 

the “artifice” (289) of the Appleton House and the formal gardens.  In Colie’s 

opinion, Marvell’s “Upon Appleton House” reveals that nature is neither “always 

pure” nor “always perfect” (289), which “cries out for reordering” (293) throughout 

the poem.  That is, Colie has noted that Marvell admires gardening because the 

gardener can reorder nature.  However, Colie neither explains why nature should be 

reordered nor elucidates what kind of order the gardener brings nature.  Isabel G. 

MacCaffrey notices that the order of Nunappleton is both “natural and artful” (148).  

MacCaffrey maintains that nature is the “model” (150) of art in Marvell’s eyes, so the 

order that the gardener brings nature is the “union” (148) of nature and art.  Robert 

Markley also asserts that nature for Marvell is both the “origin of value” (95) and the 

“standard” (95) against which art is measured.  Both MacCaffrey and Markley 

suggest that the order that the gardener brings nature in Marvell’s eyes is the union of 

                                                
12 Please see note 7 on page 6. 
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nature and art.  However, MacCaffrey and Markley leave some questions 

unanswered.  What does Marvell advocate when he approves of the gardener 

bringing order to nature?  How does the gardener order nature through gardening in 

the two poems?  Why should nature be ordered in Marvell’s eyes?  If the order that 

the gardener brings nature is the union of nature and art, what exactly is the union of 

nature and art in Marvell’s view?  To answer these questions, it is probably 

necessary to study how people around Marvell’s time praised gardening when 

gardening was used to order nature.  By understanding Marvell’s contemporaries’ 

viewpoints, we may elucidate what Marvell promotes by showing his admiration for 

the gardener who orders nature in the two poems.  In this chapter, we will examine 

Marvell’s attitude toward the gardener’s tasks in “The Garden” and “Upon Appleton 

House” first.  Then we will discuss what kind of order the gardener brings nature 

through his tasks by consulting the sixteenth- and seventeenth-century treatises on 

horticulture.  Finally, we will conclude by showing what Marvell advocates exactly 

when he praises the gardener for ordering nature and in what aspects Marvell 

approves of art that changes nature. 

In “The Garden,” Marvell praises the gardener for making the sun milder in 

the garden: 

How well the skilful Gardner drew 

Of flow’rs and herbes this Dial new; 

Where from above the milder Sun 

Does through a fragrant Zodiack run;  (65-68) 

The passage shows that Marvell praises the gardener for making the “Dial” because 

the “milder Sun” runs through there.  Here, the “Dial” refers to the floral sundial.  

Seeing that the “milder Sun” runs through the “Dial,” Marvell deems that the floral 



‧
國

立
政 治

大

學
‧

N
a

t io
na l  Chengch i  U

niv

ers
i t

y

Yang 42 

 

sundial makes the sun milder in the garden.  In analyzing the “milder Sun,” Ilva 

Beretta argues that the milder sun represents Christ.  In Beretta’s opinion, Marvell 

suggests that the world cannot function without Christ as the dial “only functions 

when the milder sun shines; without the sun it is useless” (192).  That is to say, 

Beretta holds that Marvell admires the “milder Sun” because it is a symbol of Christ.  

Nevertheless, with a closer examination of the passage, we find that the “milder Sun” 

may not be just a symbol.  In the passage, what Marvell mainly praises is the 

gardener’s “skill” in making the sun milder; that is, Marvell reveals that the sun may 

not be milder without the gardener’s “skill.”  In other words, the “milder Sun” is not 

symbolical here; it brings a milder climate.  To understand what the gardener’s 

“skill” is and why Marvell praises the gardener for keeping the garden in a mild 

climate, we can consult Thomas Hill’s The Gardeners Labyrinth and Francis Bacon’s 

“Of Gardens” to study what people around Marvell’s time thought about the 

gardener’s skill in keeping the garden in a mild climate. 

In The Gardeners Labyrinth, Hill mentions that the gardener ought to keep the 

garden in a mild climate despite the blazing sun and cold air: 

When the Citron or any of these be well sprung up, the Gardener ought to 

remove and set them into proper chests filled with light earth, which at 

will and pleasure may be rolled hither and thither, for the better avoiding 

of the Suns great heat, and bitter cold aire, by standing under a cover or 

Penthouse, made for the onely purpose.  (28) 

In Hill’s opinion, the gardener keeps the garden in a mild climate for the better growth 

of plants.  Hill notes that the techniques the gardener uses to reduce the great heat of 

the sun include making use of movable tubs and growing shade trees.  Here, the 

difference between the gardener in “The Mower Against Gardens” and the gardener in 
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“The Garden” is implicitly shown.  Unlike the gardener in “The Mower Against 

Gardens” who thinks he could help plants by grafting plants, the gardener in “The 

Garden” helps plants by creating an environment in which plants could grow better.  

By grafting plants, the gardener is showing his dissatisfaction with God’s creations 

and his belief that he could surpass God by mixing different species to create a new 

species.  In contrast, by creating an environment in which plants could grow better, 

the gardener respects God’s creations and does not meddle with the propagation of 

God’s creations.  It may seem that the gardener implies that the sun is perfect when 

making the sun “milder” (Marvell 67) in the garden; it may seem that the gardener 

implies that the sun hinders the growth of plants and flowers.  However, the gardener 

does not really change the substance of the sun; instead, the gardener reduces the heat 

of the sun by shading plants and flowers, so that plants and flowers could grow better 

with the milder sunshine.  In other words, the order that the gardener establishes here 

is a state or condition in which all God’s creations could live in harmony with one 

another. 

Apart from Hill, Bacon associates the garden with paradise when he discusses 

the gardener’s skill in keeping the garden in a mild climate (142).  At the beginning 

of his essay, Bacon asserts, “God Almighty first planted a garden.  And indeed it is 

the purest of human pleasure” (137).  Here, Bacon refers to the Garden of Eden, the 

paradise created by God.  In Bacon’s eyes, paradise is man’s “purest” pleasure; that 

is, man can thoroughly enjoy his time in paradise without any worry.  Throughout 

the essay, Bacon gives readers instructions on how to plant a paradise-like garden.  

Paradise, created by God, is the place where the climate is always mild.  Bacon 

mentions that the gardener ought to keep the garden in a mild climate by growing 

shade trees in the garden: “For the side grounds, you are to fill them with variety of 
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alleys, private, to give a full shade, some of them [sic], wheresoever the sun be” (142).  

In other words, Bacon maintains that growing shade trees is a method of making the 

sunshine milder in the garden, and the purpose of making the sunshine milder in the 

garden is to recreate the mild climate of paradise.  With the milder sunshine, “the 

ground [could be] set with violets, strawberries, and primroses.  For these are sweet, 

and prosper in the shade” (Bacon 141).  Proposing that the gardener should provide 

shade for certain “sweet” plants to prosper, Bacon reveals that the milder sunshine is 

the key to the growth of sweet plants of paradise.  Likewise, in Marvell’s poem, the 

gardener’s skill in making the sunshine milder in the garden is mentioned after an 

allusion to paradise or the Garden of Eden in the eighth stanza: 

          Such was that happy Garden-state, 

          While Man there walk’d without a Mate: 

          After a Place so pure, and sweet, 

          What other Help could yet be meet!  (57-60) 

This passage nostalgically invokes the happy garden state of Eden, where Adam was 

the sole man.  Regarding the garden as “that happy Garden-state” and “a Place so 

pure, and sweet,” Marvell suggests that paradise is a place of purity and sweetness, 

just as Bacon views paradise as man’s “purest” (137) pleasure and a place of “sweet” 

(141) plants.  Agreeing with Bacon’s concept of paradise—a place of purity and 

sweetness where the climate is always mild, Marvell reveals that the gardener, when 

keeping the garden in a mild climate, is recreating paradise in the garden.  In brief, 

when praising the gardener for building a garden where the “milder Sun” runs through, 

Marvell shows his admiration for the gardener’s skill in shading plants and flowers 

from the great heat of the sun, which not only helps plants and flowers grow better in 

the garden but also is a way to recreate the state of paradise. 
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In addition to admiring the gardener’s skill in shading plants and flowers from 

the great heat of the sun, Marvell praises the gardener for building a garden that 

“aim[s]” for man’s senses in “Upon Appleton House”: 

          But laid these Gardens out in sport 

          In the just Figure of a Fort; 

          And with five Bastions it did fence, 

          As aiming one for ev’ry Sense.  (285-88) 

Claiming that the layout of flowerbeds in Fairfax’s gardens is like a fort with five 

bastions “aiming one for ev’ry Sense,” Marvell praises Fairfax’s gardens as well as 

expresses his opinion about the senses in the garden.  Several scholars have argued 

that the line “aiming one for ev’ry Sense” shows Marvell’s attitude toward the senses 

in the garden.  In Beretta’s opinion, “aiming” at the senses suggests that Marvell 

regards Fairfax’s gardens as being made to “please the fives senses” (87).  Beretta 

uses Robert Laneham’s description of the garden of Kenilworth in A Letter in 1575 to 

form her interpretation.  In A Letter, Laneham concludes his description of the 

garden of Kenilworth by emphasizing that the Renaissance garden is characterized as 

the “garden of the senses” (Beretta 68), that is, the garden that pleases man’s senses.  

Different from Beretta, Friedman claims that “aiming” at the senses means that 

Fairfax’s gardens in Marvell’s eyes are constructed “against the temptations of the 

corrupt world” (226).  Friedman uses Edmund Spenser’s allegory of the House of 

Alma in The Faerie Queene to argue that the senses are regarded as “gates vulnerable 

to the assaults of sin” (226).  In Friedman’s opinion, Marvell admires Fairfax’s 

gardens because they shield man from sensual temptations.  The ambiguity of 

“aiming” (288) at the five senses in Marvell’s poem leads to two contradictory 

interpretations among the scholars.  Although scholars interpret the word “aiming” 
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differently, they at least agree that the word “aiming” shows Marvell’s attitude toward 

the senses.  Does Marvell hold that Fairfax’s gardens please the five senses?  Or, 

does Marvell hold that Fairfax’s gardens shield man from sensual temptations?  To 

understand Marvell’s attitude toward the senses, we can consult how the 

seventeenth-century horticulturalists perceived the senses in the garden.  An 

examination of horticulturalists’ concerns helps understand what concerns Marvell 

might have about the senses in the garden. 

In the seventeenth-century garden books, most authors hold that a garden is 

made to please the five senses.  As William Coles puts it, “there is no better place in 

the world to recreate himself than a Garden, there being no sense but may be 

delighted therein” (115).  In other words, Coles believes that the garden delights 

man’s senses.  Apart from Coles, Ralph Austen’s opinion about the pleasure of the 

senses in the garden helps understand what Marvell may have in mind when talking 

about the senses in the garden.  In A Treatise of Fruit-trees, Austen argues that 

building a garden that pleases the senses is recreating paradise.  According to Austen, 

a place that pleases the senses is “the Good of every thing, and a pattern of Heaven” 

(35).  Regarding a place that pleases the senses as “a pattern of Heaven,” Austen 

suggests that a place that pleases the senses is a model that shows how to recreate 

Heaven or paradise; that is, when the gardener builds a garden that pleases the senses, 

the gardener is recreating Heaven or paradise in Austen’s eyes.  To understand 

whether Marvell admires Fairfax’s gardens because they please the senses and 

whether Marvell believes that building a garden that pleases the senses is another way 

to recreate paradise, we can consult how Austen clarifies the pleasure of each sense in 

the garden in his treatise and examine whether each sense is pleased in the gardens in 

Marvell’s poems. 



‧
國

立
政 治

大

學
‧

N
a

t io
na l  Chengch i  U

niv

ers
i t

y

Yang 47 

 

For the sense of sight, Austen maintains that the pleasure of the sense of sight 

arises from “beholding the exact Order in Planting of the Trees, their decent formes, 

the well compos’d Allies, Walks, Seats, and Arbours therein: for order and curious 

formes of things much delight the sight” (36).  The two factors that please the eye in 

Austen’s view—order and curious form—also appear in Marvell’s description of 

Fairfax’s gardens.  In “Upon Appleton House,” Marvell appreciates the layout of 

flowerbeds “In the just Figure of a Fort” (286).  In admiring the fort-like flowerbeds, 

Marvell suggests that the “curious form” (Austen 36) of flowerbeds indeed pleases the 

eye.  Apart from the “curious form” of flowerbeds, Marvell praises the gardener for 

growing flowers in order: 

See how the Flow’rs, as at Parade, 

Under their Colours stand displaid: 

Each Regiment in order grows, 

That of the Tulip Pinke and Rose.  (309-12) 

In discussing the above passage, most scholars argue that the ordered flowers in 

Fairfax’s gardens for Marvell are “manifestations of the owners’ military past” 

(Beretta 85) and “imitating metaphorically the military activities of volleying, 

marching, bivouacking” (MacCaffrey 142).  Scholars seem to hold that Marvell 

admires the ordered flowers merely because he honors Fairfax’s military 

achievements.  How exactly this kind of order is formed and why Marvell admires 

such order is not that simple, though.  In the seventeenth century, gardeners 

preferred to lay out the garden in carefully planned geometric and symmetric lines; 

that is to say, “all the great gardens from 1660 to nearly the middle of the eighteenth 

century come under the general designation of formal gardens” (Reynolds 247).  

Indeed, the concepts of the “order in a garden” and “skilful management of Nature by 
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art” (251) appear frequently in the seventeenth-century garden books.  To understand 

what the ordered flowers signify in the seventeenth century and what Marvell 

appreciates when he praises the gardener for growing flowers in order, we need to 

consult William Lawson’s A New Orchard and Garden and John Parkinson’s 

Paradisi in Sole Paradisus Terrestris. 

In A New Orchard and Garden, Lawson maintains that the gardener organizes 

flowers so as to make them comely and orderly in the garden: “all these [flowers] by 

the skill of your Gardiner, so comelily and orderly placed in your borders and squares, 

and so intermingled, that one looking thereon, cannot but wonder to see, what Nature, 

corrected by Art, can do” (54).  Seeing the ordered flowers as the “corrected” nature, 

Lawson implies that the unordered flowers are not corrected.  That is, Lawson 

indicates that flowers do not grow in order naturally; it is art or the gardener’s skill 

that makes flowers comely and orderly in the garden.  Here, the ordered flowers 

signify a state in which flowers are “corrected”—being organized, placed in order, 

and arranged into a structured whole.  In other words, to “correct” nature in 

Lawson’s view is to correct the layout of nature, such as the unordered state of 

flowers, not to change the substance of nature, such as the color and scent of flowers.  

Agreeing with Lawson, Parkinson in Paradisi in Sole Paradisus Terrestris specifies 

how to organize flowers, place flowers in order, and arrange flowers into a structured 

whole: 

Hauing thus formed out a Garden, and diuide it into his fit and due 

proportion, with all the gracefull knots, arbours, walkes,&c. likewise 

what is fit to keepe it in the same comely order, is appointed vnto it, both 

for the borders of the squares, and for the knots and beds themselues; let 

vs now come and furnish the inward parts, and beds with those fine 
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flowers that . . . are most beseeming it . . . .  (8) 

According to Parkinson, to organize flowers, place flowers in order, and arrange 

flowers into a structured whole, first the gardener has to make the outlines in greenery 

and then fill in the empty spaces with flowers.  Parkinson asserts that the way to 

organize flowers is to organize the space of the garden; that is to say, the gardener 

does not organize flowers by changing the color or scent of flowers; instead, the 

gardener organizes flowers by dividing the garden into different areas and choosing 

the flowers that are “most beseeming” each area.  Here, the phrase “most 

beseeming” suggests that the gardener’s skill in organizing flowers is the ability to 

match flowers to each area of the garden.  In short, both Lawson and Parkinson hold 

that keeping flowers in order requires the gardener’s skill in organizing flowers, and 

organizing flowers is matching flowers to each area of the garden.  In matching 

flowers to each area of the garden, the gardener does not change the substance of 

nature, such as the color and scent of a species. 

      Lawson’s and Parkinson’s ideas of organizing flowers help explain why 

Marvell admires the ordered flowers in Fairfax’s gardens.  In “Upon Appleton 

House,” Marvell appreciates the color of flowers, but he emphasizes that those 

flowers are arranged in order: “See how the Flow’rs, as at Parade, / Under their 

Colours stand displaid” (309-10).  Here, Marvell shows that the flowers in Fairfax’s 

gardens please the eye not only because the flowers “displa[y]” (310) their colors but 

also because the flowers are ordered as the regiments “at Parade” (309).  That is to 

say, Marvell holds that those colorful flowers would not be so pleasant to the sight 

without being arranged in order.  Describing the flowers in Fairfax’s gardens as the 

regiments “at Parade,” Marvell praises the ordered state of flowers in Fairfax’s 

gardens.  In Marvell’s eyes, the ordered state of flowers refers to the layout of 
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flowerbeds rather than the order created by God.  As mentioned in the previous 

chapter, God has given nature order.  The order of nature created by God is the 

substance of nature; that is, plants will bring forth seeds or fruits after their own kinds.  

In Marvell’s opinion, to arrange flowers in order is to change the layout of flowerbeds 

according to the original colors of flowers.  With different groups of flowers 

blooming according to their colors, Fairfax’s gardens are full of the ordered 

flowerbeds that are pleasant to the sight.  In short, when emphasizing that the 

ordered flowers in Fairfax’s gardens please the sense of sight, Marvell approves of the 

gardener changing the layout of flowerbeds rather than the substance of flowers.  In 

Marvell’s opinion, though the substance of flowers, such as the color of flowers, is a 

source of the pleasure, what mainly pleases the sense of sight is the layout—the order 

and curious form—of flowerbeds. 

Apart from the sense of sight, Austen maintains that the pleasure of the sense 

of smell comes from the “sweet smelling blossomes of all the fruit-trees, which from 

the time of their breaking forth, till their fall, breath out a most precious and pleasant 

odor: perfuming the ayre throughout all the Orchard” (37-38).  The pleasant odors of 

flowers in Fairfax’s gardens are also noted by Marvell: “[each flower] dries its Pan 

yet dank with Dew, / And fills its Flask with Odours new” (295-96).  Here, flowers 

are metaphorically depicted as soldiers: drying out the dew is compared to drying the 

pan of their musket-locks; filling their petals with the odors is compared to 

replenishing their gunpowder-flasks.  With the use of metaphors, Marvell in a sense 

visualizes the pleasant odors in the poem; that is, Marvell employs synaesthesia to 

emphasize the fragrance of flowers.  By employing synaesthesia to emphasize the 

fragrance of flowers, Marvell implies that the pleasure of the sense of smell is more 

complicated than the pleasure of the senses of sight; that is, the fragrance of flowers 
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may not please the senses as directly as the ordered layout of flowerbeds does.  

Marvell continues to describe the scents of flowers in a metaphorical way in the 

following stanzas: 

These [flowers], as their Governour goes by, 

In fragrant Volleys they let fly; 

And to salute their Governess 

Again as great a charge they press: 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 

Well shot ye Firemen! Oh how sweet, 

And round your equal Fires do meet; 

Whose shrill report no Ear can tell, 

But Ecchoes to the Eye and smell.  (297-300, 305-08) 

Marvell uses the images of “fragrant Volleys” (298), “a charge” (300), and “sweet” 

(305), “round” and “equal Fires” (306) to visualize the scents of flowers.  In 

depicting the scents of flowers as “fragrant Volleys,” Marvell stresses that flowers 

really smell sweet, and the sweet scents of flowers are very strong, like a number of 

bullets discharged at one time.  In depicting the odor of flowers as “a charge,” 

Marvell shows that the odor of flowers is a sudden and sharp release.  In depicting 

the scents of flowers as “sweet” and “round” fires, Marvell reveals that the scents of 

flowers are not only fragrant but also emitted unceasingly and stably.  Here, Marvell 

goes further than Austen’s argument that the pleasure of the sense of smell arises from 

the odor of flowers.  Marvell not only portrays the “pleasant odor” (Austen 38) of 

flowers but also explores the interplay between the senses through the sense of smell.  

Certainly, the “shrill report” (Marvell 307) of “fragrant Volleys” (298) is unlikely to 

be heard because it is a scent merely for the nose to smell.  However, Marvell notes 
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that the sweet scent also “Ecchoes to the Eye” (308).  How does the eye detect the 

invisible scent?  There are several possibilities.  First, Marvell suggests that the five 

senses are not distinctively separated; that is, man may experience smells as sights or 

sounds sometimes.  Second, Marvell implies that the pleasure of one sense may not 

arise from a single sense; that is, man’s sense of smell is delighted not only because 

the flowers smell sweet but also because they look like a neat array of soldiers.  

Third, compared to the sense of sight, the sense of smell is more difficult for the poet 

to present because it is invisible and not concrete, so Marvell uses the sense of sight 

and the sense of hearing to depict the sense of smell.  In short, although Marvell 

agrees that Fairfax’s gardens please the sense of smell, Marvell, by presenting the 

pleasure of the sense of smell in a metaphorical way, also suggests that the pleasure of 

the sense of smell not only comes from the odor of flowers but also results from the 

interplay between the senses.  Clearly, Marvell deems that the pleasure of the senses 

may increase one another.  That is, Marvell reveals that a sense may be pleased if 

another sense is pleased; even though the pleasure of a sense itself is not strong, the 

pleasure of another sense will increase it and make it be strongly felt as well.  

Suggesting that the pleasure of one sense will increase the pleasure of another sense, 

Marvell probably holds that the gardener, when recreating paradise, does not have to 

build a garden that pleases all the senses; it may please just some of the senses. 

Indeed, in depicting the sense of hearing, Marvell does not assert that the 

sense of hearing has to be pleased in the garden.  The pleasure of the sense of 

hearing, according to Austen, is “to heare the sweet notes and tunes of singing Birds, 

whose company a man shall be sure to have in an Orchard, which is more pleasant 

there, then elsewhere, because of other concurrent pleasures there, a Consort of 

Musicke is more pleasant then upon a single Instrument” (35).  In Austen’s opinion, 
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the garden pleases the sense of hearing because of “concurrent pleasures” in the 

garden; that is, the garden pleases the ear because there are various tunes of singing 

birds in the garden.  That is, Austen suggests that the pleasure of the sense of hearing 

comes from the sounds of nature rather than the sounds of art.  The sounds of nature 

in the garden are also depicted in Marvell’s poem.  In “Upon Appleton House,” 

Marvell hears the hum of the bees in Fairfax’s gardens: “The Bee through these 

known Allies hums, / Beating the Dian with its Drumms” (291-92).  Marvell 

compares the hum of the bees to the reveille, a tune that is played on drums to wake 

soldiers in the morning; that is, Marvell here suggests that the sounds of nature can 

also be taken as the sounds of art, though Marvell neither clarifies which sounds 

please the sense of hearing better nor expresses whether his sense of hearing is 

delighted in the garden.  Does Marvell enjoy the sounds of nature in the garden as he 

enjoys the “curious form” of flowerbeds and the fragrance of flowers?  Or, does 

Marvell have reservations about the sounds in the garden?  In “The Garden,” 

Marvell appreciates the quietness of the garden: “Fair quiet, have I found thee here” 

(9).  In Marvell’s view, the garden attracts him because it is quiet, not because 

various tunes of singing birds in the garden please the sense of hearing.  In other 

words, what matters to Marvell is whether he could find quietness in the garden rather 

than whether his sense of hearing is delighted in the garden. 

However, while preferring quietness in the garden, Marvell does not really 

reject all kinds of sounds.  As shown in “Upon Appleton House,” Marvell does not 

reject the hum of the bees in the garden but accepts the hum of the bees as a substitute 

of the reveille; that is to say, Marvell does not reject the sounds of nature in pursuit of 

quietness in the garden.  Moreover, Marvell suggests that the sounds of nature—such 

as the hum of bees—can replace the sounds of art—such as the sound of drums.  
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Therefore, the sounds of art may not be needed in the garden.  In brief, Marvell 

accepts the sounds of nature in the garden, but he neither emphasizes nor insists that 

the sounds of nature in the garden must please the sense of hearing.  In depicting the 

sense of hearing in the poems, Marvell seems to have reservations about the pleasure 

of the senses in the garden.  Although Marvell agrees that Fairfax’s gardens please 

the senses of sight and smell, Marvell does not stress that Fairfax’s gardens please the 

sense of hearing.  In other words, Marvell praises Fairfax’s gardens even though 

they do not necessarily please the sense of hearing.  Clearly, Marvell admires a 

garden not because a garden pleases all the senses.  In Marvell’s view, not all the 

senses have to be pleased in the garden.  Does Marvell have the same concern for the 

sense of taste and the sense of touch? 

Indeed, in depicting the sense of taste in the garden, Marvell notices the 

pleasure of the sense of taste as well as the danger of satisfying the taste in his poems.  

In “The Garden,” the pleasure of tasting fruits in the garden is vividly presented: “The 

Luscious Clusters of the Vine / Upon my Mouth do crush their Wine” (Marvell 35-36).  

Here, Marvell enjoys much more than just tasting the fruits; that is, the luscious 

grapes spontaneously crush their wine upon his mouth.  Besides grapes, Marvell 

mentions “Apples” (34), “Nectaren” (37), “Peach” (37), and “Melons” (39) in the 

same stanza.  With a picture of various fruits in the garden, Marvell seems to agree 

that the fruits in the garden please the sense of taste.  Nonetheless, the pleasure of 

tasting fruits in the garden is absent from “Upon Appleton House.”  In Fairfax’s 

gardens, Marvell does not show how delicious the fruits taste; instead, Marvell 

implies the danger of satisfying the taste: “What luckless Apple did we tast, / To make 

us Mortal, and The Wast?” (327-28)  Here, Marvell alludes to the fall of mankind as 

a result of tasting that “luckless Apple,” the fruit of the Tree of the Knowledge of 
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Good and Evil.  After tasting that “luckless Apple,” human beings become “Mortal” 

and Paradise was lost.  With this analogy, Marvell suggests that the fruits in the 

garden may be temptations, though they please the sense of taste.  In Marvell’s eyes, 

pleasing the sense of taste in a sense is yielding to temptation, which may cause 

disasters, even so serious as the fall of mankind and the loss of paradise.  In showing 

the pleasure of tasting fruits in “The Garden” and the danger of tasting fruits in “Upon 

Appleton House,” Marvell warns the readers that the taste of fruits, though 

pleasurable, could be fatal to human beings.  In brief, Marvell implies that recreating 

paradise is not necessarily building a garden that pleases all the senses; if the gardener 

builds a garden that pleases all the senses, the garden may be dangerous. 

Marvell’s warning about pleasing the senses is also shown in his description of 

the sense of touch.  In “Upon Appleton House,” Marvell does not emphasize how 

pleasurable touching the leaves is; instead, he uses the sense of touch to describe 

conscience: 

Conscience, that Heaven-nursed Plant, 

Which most our Earthly Gardens want. 

A prickling leaf it bears, and such 

As that which shrinks at ev’ry touch;  (355-58) 

With the “prickling” leaves, conscience, a feeling that tells man whether his actions 

are right or wrong, does not necessarily please the sense of touch.  Moreover, 

through this metaphorical plant, Marvell implies that conscience “shrinks at ev’ry 

touch;” that is, touching the leaves of conscience threatens the plant of conscience.  

Touching the leaves, however, is a source of the pleasure in Austen’s view.  

According to Austen, touching the leaves in the garden is “refreshing and cooling in 

heat of Sommer” (36); in other words, Austen holds that touching the leaves pleases 
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the sense of touch.  In this passage, Marvell notes that most earthly gardens “want” 

(356) or lack the plant of conscience because there is too much “touch” (358) in the 

earthly world.  By describing how the touch threatens the plant of conscience, 

Marvell suggests that too much indulgence in the pleasure of the sense of touch is a 

menace to the existence of conscience.  In Marvell’s opinion, touching the leaves 

threatens the plant of conscience; that is, conscience shrinks when man indulges in the 

pleasure of the sense of touch.  In other words, Marvell holds that man should not 

indulge in pleasing the sense of touch; when man indulges in pleasing the sense of 

touch, he will neglect what does not please the sense of touch, such as the prickling 

leaves of conscience.  Marvell implies that what pleases the sense of touch may 

trouble the conscience, and man may sacrifice conscience for the pleasure of the sense 

of touch.  In portraying a metaphorical plant with prickling leaves that shrinks from 

the touch in “Upon Appleton House,” Marvell reveals not only that conscience is 

vulnerable to the touch but also that Fairfax’s gardens do not please the sense of 

touch. 

With a closer examination of Marvell’s depiction of the five senses in the two 

poems, we find that Marvell holds that the garden is not built to purely please the five 

senses; that is to say, Marvell’s praise of the layout of flowerbeds as “aiming one for 

ev’ry Sense” (288) does not indicate that Fairfax’s gardens are made to please the five 

senses in Marvell’s eyes.  As shown above, Marvell holds that Fairfax’s gardens go 

beyond the pleasure of the senses.  Although Marvell agrees that the senses may be 

pleased in the garden, Marvell goes further to contemplate the consequences of 

pleasing the senses in the garden.  Marvell is aware that pleasing the sense of taste 

may cause disasters, such as the fall of mankind and the loss of paradise, and pleasing 

the sense of touch may pose a menace to man’s conscience.  Stating that Fairfax’s 
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gardens please the senses of sight and smell, Marvell probably regards Fairfax’s 

gardens as paradise-like gardens.  However, not showing that Fairfax’s gardens 

please the senses of hearing, taste, and touch, Marvell reveals that paradise-like 

gardens in his mind are not just the places where all the senses are pleased.  Why 

does Marvell stress the pleasure of the senses of sight and smell but warns the readers 

of pleasing the senses when he depicts the senses of taste and touch?  Is it possible 

that Marvell’s different attitudes toward the senses show that Marvell has other 

concerns when he admires the gardener for building paradise-like gardens?  If 

Marvell deems that paradise-like gardens are not just the places where all the senses 

are pleased, what else is involved when the gardener builds paradise-like gardens in 

Marvell’s view?  What else is involved when Marvell admires the gardener for 

recreating paradise? 

In the sixth stanza of “The Garden,” Marvell suggests that the gardener should 

build a paradise-like garden that pleases not only the senses but also the mind: 

          Meanwhile the Mind, from pleasure less, 

          Withdraws into its happiness: 

          The Mind, that Ocean where each kind 

          Does straight its own resemblance find; 

          Yet it creates, transcending these, 

          Far other Worlds, and other Seas; 

          Annihilating all that’s made 

          To a green Thought in a green Shade.  (41-48) 

Here, “pleasure less” suggests the pleasure of the senses, while “its happiness” 

suggests the happiness of the mind.  In asserting that the mind retires from the 

pleasure of the senses to its happiness, Marvell suggests that the happiness of the 



‧
國

立
政 治

大

學
‧

N
a

t io
na l  Chengch i  U

niv

ers
i t

y

Yang 58 

 

mind is greater than the pleasure of the senses.  Here, Marvell does not suggest that 

man should reject or resist the pleasure of the senses in the garden; what Marvell 

advocates is that man should enjoy the happiness of the mind.  According to Marvell, 

the happiness of the mind is greater because of the mind’s ability to “creat[e]” (45), 

that is, to imagine the worlds and seas that “transcen[d]” (45) the worlds and seas 

perceived by the senses.  Here, the worlds and seas that “transcend” the worlds and 

seas perceived by the senses may be paradise.  As stated in the Bible, paradise was 

lost after Adam and Eve were expelled from the Garden of Eden.  From then on, 

man can only imagine paradise; that is, paradise can only be “created” and imagined 

by man’s mind rather than be perceived by man’s senses.  In other words, the 

happiness of the mind is greater than the pleasure of the senses because the mind 

contains everything undiminished by the deficiencies of the senses.  In Marvell’s 

opinion, if man merely enjoys the pleasure of the senses, he may expose himself to 

the danger of pleasing the senses or sacrifice conscience for the pleasure of the senses; 

however, if man enjoys the happiness of the mind, he can freely create worlds, seas, 

and even paradise by imagination. 

      Moreover, Marvell maintains that the mind annihilates “all that’s made” 

(47)—the created material world—to “a green Thought” (48).  Here, Marvell 

suggests that man finds the whole material world is of no value compared to “a green 

Thought.”  The thought is “green” because “green” is the color of trees and 

meadows; that is to say, compared with the material world, the “green” world is more 

like the world of nature.  In other words, Marvell implies that “a green Thought” is 

the contemplation of the world of nature.  Marvell reveals that when man is “in a 

green Shade” (48), namely the garden, man contemplates the world of nature rather 

than the material world.  In contemplating the world of nature, man thinks about the 
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world created by God; the material world becomes valueless for man.  When man 

thinks about the world created by God, man may think of another world created by 

God, that is, paradise.  In other words, “a green Thought”—the contemplation of the 

world of nature—helps man “create” and imagine paradise; when the gardener builds 

a garden where man can “create” and imagine paradise, the gardener is recreating 

paradise in Marvell’s view.  In brief, Marvell holds that a paradise-like garden is a 

place where man can contemplate the world of nature and imagine paradise, not just a 

place where man’s senses are pleased.  Understanding that building a paradise-like 

garden in Marvell’s view is for man to contemplate the world of nature and imagine 

paradise, we can further clarify why Marvell approves of the senses of sight and smell 

but warns the readers of the senses of taste and touch.  In Marvell’s opinion, when 

imagining paradise, man does not really reach for paradise but keeps a distance from 

paradise.  Likewise, when enjoying the pleasure of the senses of sight and smell in 

the garden, man keeps a distance from the objects that please the eye and nose.  

However, when enjoying the pleasure of the senses of taste and touch in the garden, 

man has to reach for the objects directly and thus expose himself to risks and danger 

more easily.  In other words, Marvell probably believes that man can recreate 

paradise more easily by keeping a distance from the objects that please the senses than 

by reaching for them directly. 

In addition to stressing the happiness of contemplating the world of nature and 

imagining paradise in the garden, Marvell further suggests that a paradise-like garden 

is a retreat for spiritual repose and meditation.  In “The Garden,” Marvell advocates 

a life of simplicity and tranquil solitude in the garden: 

Fair quiet, have I found thee here, 

And Innocence thy Sister dear! 
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Mistaken long, I sought you then 

In busie Companies of Men. 

Your sacred Plants, if here below, 

Only among the Plants will grow. 

Society is all but rude, 

To this delicious Solitude.  (9-16) 

In this stanza, Marvell withdraws from the “busie Companies of Men” (12) and rude 

society into the solitude and innocence of the garden.  Why is the garden regarded as 

a retreat for tranquil solitude in Marvell’s eyes?  Perhaps Justus Lipsius’s perception 

of the garden as a place for spiritual repose helps elucidate why Marvell regards the 

garden as his retreat for solitude.  In 1594 Justus Lipsius in Two Bookes of 

Constancie proposes that the garden is a retreat for a wearied man to restore the peace 

of the mind: 

For they [the gardens] be ordained, not for the body, but for the mind: 

and to recreate it, not to besot it with idlenesse: only as a wholesome 

withdrawing place from cares and troubles of this world.  Art thou 

wearie of the concourse of people? here thou maist be alone.  Haue they 

worldly businesses tyred thee? here thou maist be refreshed again, where 

the food of quietness, & gentle blowing of the pure & wholesome aire, 

will euen breath a new life into thee.  (65) 

According to Lipsius, the garden is “not for the body, but for the mind” (65); that is, 

Lipsius holds that man should not indulge in the pleasure of the senses in the garden, 

for the pleasure of the senses is connected with the body, namely the physical senses.  

In Lipsius’s opinion, the garden is a retreat for man to withdraw from the “cares and 

troubles of this world” (65) and refresh his wearied mind; everything in the garden, 
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such as sweet fruits and the gentle breeze, provides man with the peace of the mind 

more than the pleasure of the senses.  Lipsius further states the benefit of being 

solitary in the garden: 

So many sharp and subtil disputations of naturall philosophy, proceed 

from those greene bowers.  So many precepts of manners from those 

shadowy Achademies. . . . For why? the mind lifteth up and advanceth 

itself more to these high cogitations, when it is at libertie to beholde his 

owne home, heauen.  (65) 

In this passage, Lipsius points out that man, solitary in the garden, not only takes a 

rest from “cares and troubles of this world” (65) but also finds inspiration in the shady 

bowers.  Lipsius explains that man can take a spiritual rest and find inspiration in the 

shady bowers because the mind “lifteth up and advanceth itself more to these high 

cogitations” when it finds “his owne home, heauen,” in the garden.  That is, Lipsius 

suggests that the garden is a place for spiritual repose and meditation because the 

garden is heaven for the mind.  Through Lipsius, Marvell’s attitude toward building 

a paradise-like garden is more clarified.  In Marvell’s opinion, the gardener indeed 

builds a paradise-like garden that pleases the senses; however, man should not indulge 

in the pleasure of the senses the garden offers.  Instead, man should take what may 

please the senses as what refreshes and cultivates the mind.  In other words, man 

should enjoy and then transcend the pleasure of the senses, to find the happiness of 

the mind in the garden.  In Marvell’s opinion, building a garden that pleases the 

senses is not sufficient to recreate paradise.  Pleasing the senses, though pleasurable, 

may cause disasters, such as the fall of mankind and the loss of paradise, or pose a 

menace to man’s conscience, whereas refreshing and cultivating the mind provide 

man with spiritual peace and inspiration.  To put it simply, Marvell suggests that the 
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gardener should build a paradise-like garden that not only pleases the senses but also 

refreshes and cultivates the mind. 

Near the end of “Upon Appleton House,” Marvell concludes his panegyric on 

Nunappleton: 

          ’Tis not, what once it was, the World; 

          But a rude heap together hurl’d; 

          All negligently overthrown, 

          Gulfes, Deserts, Precipices, Stone. 

          Your lesser World contains the same, 

          But in more decent Order tame; 

          You Heaven’s Center, Nature’s Lap. 

          And Paradise’s only Map.  (761-68) 

Claiming that the world is not “what once it was” (761) but “a rude heap together 

hurl’d” (762), Marvell suggests that the order of the world has been destroyed; that is 

to say, the world is no longer the ordered world created by God.  As mentioned in 

the previous chapter, God created the world out of chaos and brought the world order.  

Seeing the world as “a rude heap together hurl’d,” Marvell implies that the world 

returns to the state before God created it, which is chaotic and disorderly—gulfs, 

deserts, precipices, and stone are all “negligently overthrown.”  That is, Marvell 

suggests that nature in the world is no longer the nature in the ordered world created 

by God.  Here, Marvell’s description of the world echoes the Mower’s complaints 

about the garden in “The Mower Against Gardens” to some extent.  In “The Mower 

Against Gardens,” the order of nature in the enclosed gardens is destroyed; in “Upon 

Appleton House,” the order of nature in general is disrupted.  In other words, the 

gardener’s enclosed gardens can be viewed as part of the world, both of which are 
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messier than the “lesser World,” Nunappleton, in Marvell’s eyes.  According to 

Marvell, Nunapplton “contains the same” as the world, but Nunappleton is “in more 

decent Order tame.”  Marvell suggests that Nunappleton is “tamer” than the world.  

That is, Nunappleton is more cultivated and less dangerous than the world.  In 

Marvell’s opinion, nature has become chaotic and no longer follows the order of 

nature created by God, so Marvell praises the gardener for reforming the disordered 

nature and bringing order back to nature at Nunappleton. 

      Moreover, calling Nunappleton “Paradise’s only Map” (768) rather than 

paradise, Marvell suggests that Nunappleton is not paradise but paradise’s “map”—a 

guide to paradise.  In other words, Marvell implies that Nunappleton gives man 

information or instructions about paradise and helps man to imagine paradise, but 

Marvell deems that Nunappleton is not paradise created by God.  Marvell realizes 

that the order the gardener brings nature is not the order of paradise—the order 

created by God; it is the order of paradise imagined by man.  That is, Marvell reveals 

that the gardener cannot bring nature back to the ordered state before paradise was 

lost, but the gardener can make the nature in a paradise-like garden more ordered than 

the nature in the chaotic outside world. 

      In “Upon Appleton House,” stressing that Nunappleton is “tame[r]” (766) than 

the chaotic outside world, Marvell implies that Nunappleton is a temporary retreat for 

Fairfax to withdraw from the busy companies of men and rude society and to restore 

the peace of the mind.  That is to say, Marvell suggests that Nunappleton is a haven 

against the chaotic outside world, and Fairfax’s gardens, as part of Nunappleton, are 

the paradise-like gardens.  By using the word “tame” to describe the paradise-like 

garden, Marvell implies that the gardener, who makes the garden tamer, is in a tamer 

state of mind as well.  Usually, a person in a tamer state of mind is more submissive 
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and less adventurous.  Here, proposing that the gardener is in a tamer state of mind 

when he cultivates a paradise-like garden, Marvell suggests that the gardener should 

be less adventurous and not try out novel methods of gardening, such as grafting 

plants and changing the color and scent of flowers; that is to say, instead of trying out 

novel methods of gardening, the gardener should be more submissive and humbler 

when he takes care of plants and flowers in the garden because plants and flowers are 

God’s creations by nature.  In Marvell’s opinion, only when the gardener is in a 

tamer state of mind can the gardener respect nature; only when the gardener respects 

nature can the gardener help nature without damaging it, and only when the gardener 

helps nature without damaging it can the gardener build a paradise-like garden. 

To sum up, Marvell’s admiration for gardening stems from his approval of the 

gardener’s skill in ordering nature.  In “The Garden,” the gardener grows shade trees 

to keep the garden in a mild climate; in “Upon Appleton House,” the gardener 

organizes flowers to have the ordered flowerbeds.  In other words, the gardeners in 

the two poems either change the environment where God’s creations grow, such as 

the climate, or arrange God’s creations in order.  They do not take God’s creations as 

their own possessions, change the color and scent of a species, create a new species 

by mixing different species, and admire ornamental objects more than God’s creations 

as the gardener in “The Mower Against Gardens” does.  Moreover, Marvell praises 

the gardeners in “The Garden” and “Upon Appleton House” for bringing order to 

nature.  In “The Garden,” by keeping the garden in a mild climate, the gardener 

establishes a state in which all God’s creations could live in harmony with one 

another.  In “Upon Appleton House,” by planting flowers in orderly flowerbeds, the 

gardener makes a garden please the senses as well as the mind.  In establishing a 

state in which all God’s creations could live in harmony with one another and making 
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a garden please the senses as well as the mind, the gardener is actually building a 

paradise-like garden, where man can contemplate the world of nature, imagine 

paradise, and take a spiritual rest.  All in all, through the discussions about Marvell’s 

admiration for the gardeners who bring order to nature in “The Garden” and “Upon 

Appleton House,” Marvell’s attitude toward art and nature is further clarified.  

Marvell does not oppose art that changes nature; what Marvell opposes is the art that 

changes the color and scent of a species and creates a new species by mixing different 

species.  In Marvell’s opinion, artists can arrange God’s creations into a state in 

which all could live in harmony with one another because when doing so, they do not 

stop God’s creations from following the order of nature created by God, that is, 

bringing forth seeds or fruits after their own kinds.  In admiring the ordered nature in 

“The Garden” and “Upon Appleton House,” Marvell even appreciates the artists who 

bring order to nature, though Marvell realizes that no man’s art can bring nature back 

to the ordered state as God created it. 
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Chapter Four 

Conclusion 

 

Reading Andrew Marvell’s “The Mower Against Gardens,” “The Garden,” 

and “Upon Appleton House” against the seventeenth-century treaties on horticulture, 

the thesis has shown that the speakers’ attitudes toward gardening is decided by what 

the gardener does—the gardener’s tasks—in the garden.  In “The Mower Against 

Gardens,” the Mower opposes gardening because the gardener encloses the gardens 

with brick walls, seduces plants from the fields to the gardens, makes double flowers, 

changes the color and scent of flowers, grafts plants and fruits, and creates fountains, 

grots, and statues.  In “The Garden” and “Upon Appleton House,” the speakers 

approve of gardening because the gardener grows shade trees to keep the garden in a 

mild climate and plants flowers in orderly flowerbeds to please the senses and refresh 

the mind.  That is to say, what the gardener does in “The Garden” and “Upon 

Appleton House” differs from what the gardener does in “The Mower Against 

Gardens,” so the speakers’ attitudes toward gardening in “The Garden” and “Upon 

Appleton House” differ from the Mower’s attitude toward gardening.  As mentioned 

in Chapter Three, the speakers’ attitudes toward gardening in “The Garden” and 

“Upon Appleton House” are generally regarded as Marvell’s own attitude.  Can the 

Mower’s attitude toward gardening be regarded as Marvell’s attitude as well?  Does 

the Mower’s criticism of gardening contradict Marvell’s attitude toward gardening?  

Or, is the Mower’s criticism part of Marvell’s discourse on gardening? 

Since the thesis only focuses on Marvell’s garden poems and discusses the 

Mower13 in “The Mower Against Gardens,” the thesis would not argue that the 

                                                
13 As mentioned on page 6, the Mower in the four “Mower” poems may not be the same persona. 
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Mower represents Marvell.  However, with the examination of the Mower’s 

criticism of gardening in Chapter Two and Marvell’s admiration for gardening in 

Chapter Three, the thesis would argue that the Mower’s criticism of gardening can be 

regarded as part of Marvell’s attitude toward gardening.  In “The Garden” and 

“Upon Appleton House,” the gardening that Marvell praises is building a garden that 

pleases the senses and refreshes the mind.  In “The Mower Against Gardens,” the 

gardening that the Mower opposes is enclosing flowers and plants within the gardens, 

changing the color and scent of a species, creating a new species by mixing different 

species, and admiring ornamental objects more than flowers and plants.  In other 

words, the Mower does not oppose what Marvell praises in the gardens. 

Moreover, due to the gardeners’ different tasks in the gardens, the styles and 

features of the gardens in “The Mower Against Gardens” would be different from 

those of the gardens in “The Garden” and “Upon Appleton House.”  In “The Mower 

Against Gardens,” the gardens are enclosed, in which there are double flowers, 

flowers with strange colors and “strange perfumes” (Marvell 11), grafted plants and 

fruits, and fountains, grots, and statues.  In “The Garden” and “Upon Appleton 

House,” the gardens are carefully organized, in which there are ordered trees and 

flowerbeds that please the senses and refresh the mind.  Coincidentally or not, the 

two kinds of gardens in Marvell’s poems more or less correspond to the two most 

common garden designs in the seventeenth-century England: the Italianate garden and 

the English Tudor garden.  The Italianate garden in England, inspired by Italian 

examples via France,14 tended to strike visitors with “topiary work, potted plants and 

shrubs, dwarf trees, and water-works of quaint forms and surprise arrangements” 
                                                
14 Myra Reynolds expounds, “When Charles II returned to England in 1660 he brought with him a 
knowledge of the new style of gardening in France, and an ambition to reform English taste according 
to French models.  He committed the care of the royal gardens of Whitehall, St. James, and Hampton 
Court to French gardeners, and he spent money lavishly in various attempts to naturalize French 
flowers, fruits, and vines in English soil” (246). 
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(Reynolds 248).  In contrast, the Tudor garden was a “small, carefully organized, 

open-aired extension of the manor house or hall which had barely been emancipated 

from the need for fortification” (Hunt 2).  To some extent, the gardens in “The 

Mower Against Gardens,” with striking plants, flowers, and fountains, can be taken as 

an example of the Italianate gardens, whereas the gardens in “Upon Appleton House,” 

extended from the manor house—the Appleton House—and carefully organized, can 

be taken as an example of the English Tudor gardens.  Having the gardens of 

different styles clearly before his eyes, Marvell probably would never think about 

gardening as just one single kind of art; it is highly possible that he would criticize 

one kind of gardens but admire the other kind.  In his garden poems, Marvell would 

like to see the gardens with natural winding streams rather than marble fountains 

sprinkling water, and the gardens with flowers arranged according to their colors 

rather than flowers with strange colors.  Clearly, the Mower’s criticism of gardens 

does not contradict Marvell’s opinion about the gardens.  Probably Marvell is 

opposed to a certain kind of gardens—such as enclosed gardens, the gardens with 

unusual plants and flowers, and the gardens with fountains, grots, and 

statues—through the Mower, so the Mower’s criticism of gardening and gardens may 

be regarded as Marvell’s attitude toward gardening and gardens as well. 

It is therefore necessary to take the Mower’s criticism of gardening into 

account in the analysis of Marvell’s attitude toward gardening.  As analyzed in 

Chapter Two, the Mower’s opposition to gardening stems from his denunciation of 

that gardener’s pride—the intention to play God and surpass God.  In the Mower’s 

eyes, the gardener is playing God when the gardener encloses the gardens with brick 

walls, seduces plants from the fields to the gardens, makes double flowers, changes 

the color and scent of flowers, grafts plants and fruits, and creates fountains, grots, 
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and statues.  In Chapter Three, the gardener is recreating paradise when the gardener 

grows shade trees to keep the garden in a mild climate, plants flowers in orderly 

flowerbeds, and builds a garden that pleases the senses and refreshes the mind.  

Marvell reveals that the main difference between playing God and recreating paradise 

lies in what the gardener does: the gardener who imprisons nature, changes the 

substance of nature, counterfeits nature, and creates ornamental objects to beautify 

nature is thought to play God.  In contrast, the gardener who organizes nature and 

changes the layout of nature is thought to recreate paradise.  In opposing the 

gardener who imprisons nature, changes the substance of nature, counterfeits nature, 

and creates ornamental objects to beautify nature, Marvell holds that the gardener 

damages nature and breaks God’s rules that God’s creations should not be taken as 

one’s own possessions, the color and scent of a species should not be changed, a new 

species should not be created by mixing different species, and ornamental objects 

should not be admired more than God’s creations.  Meanwhile, in approving of the 

gardener who organizes nature and changes the layout of nature, Marvell holds that 

the gardener reforms the disordered nature and follows God’s rules to bring order to 

nature; that is, the wild state of nature is arranged or rearranged into the ordered state 

of nature—a state in which all God’s creations could live in harmony with one 

another, a state that pleases the senses, and a state that refreshes and cultivates the 

mind. 

Marvell’s attitude toward gardening can further be read as an expression of 

Marvell’s attitude toward art and nature.  In general, Marvell neither disapproves nor 

approves of art completely nor feels ambivalent about art.  Instead, Marvell argues 

that it is the artist’s tasks that determine whether art perfects or perverts nature.  In 

Marvell’s opinion, when the artist imprisons nature, changes the substance of nature, 
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counterfeits nature, and creates something astonishing, fanciful, or unusual, art 

perverts nature.  In imprisoning nature, the artist thinks he could possess and control 

what God creates.  In changing the substance of nature, the artist thinks he could 

improve what God creates.  In counterfeiting nature, the artist thinks he could take 

God’s role as the Creator.  In creating something astonishing, fanciful, or unusual, 

the artist thinks he could surpass God as the Creator.  In other words, this kind of 

artists are either challenging God or breaking God’s rules, and inevitably, they pervert 

nature by art.  In contrast, when organizing nature and changing the layout of nature, 

the artist respects God and follows God’s rules to order nature by art.  In Marvell’s 

opinion, nature was in order when God created it; nonetheless, the order of nature has 

been destroyed by those who thought they could play God and surpass God.  To 

bring order back to nature, the artist would organize nature and change the layout of 

nature.  That is to say, the artist is attempting to recreate the ordered state created by 

God when he organizes nature and changes the layout of nature.  In brief, Marvell’s 

attitude toward art is decided by what the artist does: when what the artist does shows 

that the artist challenges God, Marvell attacks art; when what the artist does shows 

that the artist respects God, Marvell defends art. 

Marvell’s attitude toward gardening may be extended to the study of Marvell’s 

attitude toward other specific kinds of art, such as the art of poetry.  It is not 

groundless to associate the art of gardening with the art of poetry.  In 1589 George 

Puttenham uses the art of gardening to elucidate the relationship between art and 

nature in The Arte of English Poesie: 

In some cases we say arte is an ayde and coadiutor to nature . . . as the 

good gardiner seasons his soyle by sundrie sorts of compost . . . and 

waters his plants, and weedes his herbes and floures, and prunes his 
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branches, and vnleaues his boughs to let in the sunne . . . .  Finally in 

another respect arte is as it were an encountrer and contrary to nature, 

producing effects neither like to hers, nor by participation with her 

operations, nor by imitation of her paternes, but makes things and 

produceth effects altogether strange and diuerse, . . . as she neuer would 

nor could haue done of her selfe . . . .  (253-55) 

In this passage, Puttenham analyzes the art of poetry as the art that changes nature.  

In Puttenham’s opinion, when art changes nature, art either “aids” (253) nature or is 

“contrary to” (255) nature.  When “aiding” nature, the art of poetry “suppl[ies] her 

[nature’s] wants” (253); when being “contrary to” nature, the art of poetry “produceth 

effects altogether strange and diuerse” (255).  Whether the art of poetry is regarded 

as supplying what nature lacks or being contrary to nature, Puttenham asserts that the 

art of poetry can embellish nature, but poetic creations cannot replace God’s creations.  

In other words, when he discusses poetry, Puttenham consciously addresses the 

relationship between art and nature—art may create something that nature needs, or 

art may create something that nature does not need—as what Marvell does when he 

discusses gardening in his poems.  Marvell, as a poet, surely promotes poetry; 

however, as Marvell approves of gardening according to what the gardener does in the 

gardens, Marvell may promote poetry if the poet adopts a certain kind of style instead 

of promoting poetry unreservedly.  Writing poetry is an act of creating; in Marvell’s 

view, artistic creations should not be used to show the artist’s skills but be used to 

show the artist’s respect for God; therefore, Marvell deems that art should not be used 

to create something astonishing, fanciful, or unusual.  By the same token, the art of 

poetry for Marvell may not be used to “produc[e] effects altogether strange and 

diuerse” (Puttenham 255).  Marvell may prefer plain language to ornate and flowery 
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language in poetry; that is, Marvell probably holds that the poet should write poetry in 

plain language instead of using unusual words, abstruse terms, or complex syntax to 

write poetry.  In other words, Marvell may promote poetry that presents the order of 

the world, but he may oppose poetry that merely demonstrates the poet’s skills. 

Apart from the art of poetry, Marvell’s attitude toward gardening may also be 

extended to the study of Marvell’s attitude toward the art of architecture.  Since 

Marvell opposes the artist who creates something astonishing, fanciful, or unusual, 

Marvell may appreciate the architect who builds the houses that are modest or 

unpretentious.  Indeed, Marvell’s preference for a modest house is shown in the 

second stanza of “Upon Appleton House”: 

Why should of all things Man unrul’d 

Such unproportion’d dwellings build? 

The Beasts are by their Denns exprest: 

And Birds contrive an equal Nest; 

The low roof’d Tortoises do dwell 

In cases fit of Tortoise-shell: 

No Creature loves an empty space; 

Their Bodies measure out their Place.  (9-16) 

In this passage, Marvell uses beasts’ dens, birds’ nests, and tortoises’ shells to 

exemplify “proportioned” dwellings and suggests that architects should build modest 

houses as creatures do.  Claiming that “No Creature loves an empty space” and 

deeming that man is also a creature, Marvell judges that man should follow other 

creatures and build his proportioned dwelling.  Suggesting that architects should 

build modest houses, Marvell is probably warning the readers not to repeat the error 

of Babel.  The people who built the Tower of Babel, like the gardener in “The 
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Mower Against Gardens” who is “that sov’raign thing and proud” (20), were so proud 

as to build a tower “whose top may reach unto heaven” (Gen. 11:4).  In other words, 

Marvell’s antipathy toward “unproportion’d dwellings” (10), like his antipathy toward 

novel methods of gardening such as grafting plants and fruits and changing the color 

and scent of flowers, shows his disapproval of the artists who use art to challenge or 

compete against God. 

Of course Marvell’s attitude toward art and nature can more or less be found 

in other poems, but Marvell’s attitude toward the influences of gardening on nature in 

the three poems has demonstrated Marvell’s attitude toward the influence of art on 

nature explicitly.  Through the representation of the double influences of gardening 

on nature in the three poems, Marvell shows the readers how to employ art without 

harming nature.  That is, changing the layout rather than the substance of nature, and 

not creating something astonishing, fanciful, or unusual.  In Marvell’s opinion, 

whether the artist changes nature or creates something, the artist should esteem God 

rather than challenge or compete with God, so that nature would not be damaged or 

perverted.  With the understanding of Marvell’s attitude toward art through the 

analysis of Marvell’s attitude toward gardening, the readers can better speculate 

Marvell’s attitudes toward other specific kinds of art, such as poetry and architecture.  

Certainly there is room for discussions about Marvell’s opinion about other specific 

kinds of art by studying more of Marvell’s poems.  It is hoped that by clarifying 

Marvell’s attitude toward the influences of art on nature in the garden, the thesis has 

enriched the reading of Marvell’s “The Garden,” The Mower Against Gardens,” and 

“Upon Appleton House” and shown that Marvell’s attitude toward art is not 

ambivalent: he disapproves of art that shows artists challenge God, and he promotes 

art that shows artists respect God. 
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