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Abstract  

D. H. Lawrence is one of the leading modernist British novelists whose critical treatment of industrialization 

situates him among the earliest writers with a modern sense of ecological consciousness. Lawrence particularly 

observed the drastic transformations that industrialization caused through technological developments and the 

spreading of the mining pits around his hometown Eastwood, Nottinghamshire. Voicing both his aesthetic and 

political concerns for such ecological damage in his region, Lawrence presents an anti-industrialist approach 

towards the so-called triumphs of mechanization throughout his fiction. This article will particularly analyze his 

1915 novel, The Rainbow, set in his childhood town for its depiction of Lawrence’s green politics focused on the 

coal mining practice. The novel reflects how the pits gradually transform both the face of the land and the lives 

of the workers, by treating the first one as raw material and the latter as a mechanized labor force. With certain 

textual references from the novel, it argues that Lawrence prefigures an approach that can be closely associated 

with social ecology of Murray Bookchin and his ethics of complementarity by suggesting that the real cause for 

the modern environmental catastrophes is rooted in the exploitation of both nature and human beings by the 

capitalist system.  

Keywords: D. H. Lawrence, The Rainbow, “Nottingham and the Mining Countryside,” Murray Bookchin, social 
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D. H. Lawrence (1885-1930) stands out as one of the earliest modernist British writers not 

only with his novels that explore modernity in the face of the devastating First World War but 

also with his keen interest in the changing landscape of his post-war environment. As a prolif-

ic author and poet, Lawrence wrote twelve novels, ten short story collections, eight plays, 

fifteen poetry collections, and more than ten non-fiction books. His modernist stance is well 

reflected in various literary forms that he uses as well as in a set of themes that he recurrently 

employs in his works. A majority of his works show a tendency to depict “the processes of 

industrialisation and the social consequences which grew out of the transformation of England 
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from an agrarian to a mechanical, disintegrated, amorphous industrial society” (Holmes, p. 2). 

His focus on various landscapes, transformed through human practices, mostly carries nostal-

gic undertones for pre-industrial landscape in England as well as critical overtones for mecha-

nized urbanism in his surroundings. It is because of such specific emphasis that Lawrence’s 

works place on the transformation of the English landscape that F. R. Leavis considers them 

as “a study of contemporary civilisation” (p. 101). However, his works are particularly reap-

praised within the scope of ecocritical studies as his critical treatment of industrialization ech-

oes a modern sense of ecological consciousness. Lawrence particularly witnesses the drastic 

transformations that modern industrialization caused through technological developments as 

he grew up in Eastwood, Nottinghamshire. Observing the sprawl of the mining pits in his 

hometown, Lawrence voices his concerns that the British countryside image has undergone 

through a definitive change that would denote both an aesthetic and ecological decline for the 

landscape. Building on Lawrence’s anti-industrialist approach exemplified throughout his 

fiction, this article particularly chooses his 1915 novel The Rainbow, and analyses his green 

politics reflected through the depictions of the coal mining practices in his own hometown. 

The Rainbow portrays how the pits gradually transform both the face of the land and the lives 

of the workers, by treating the first one as raw material and the latter as a machine. With ref-

erence to such details in the novel, this article argues that Lawrence prefigures an approach 

that can be closely associated with socialist environmental ethics by suggesting that the real 

cause for the modern environmental catastrophes is rooted in the exploitation of both nature 

and human beings by the capitalist system. 

Lawrence’s Nottingham: From Robin Hood’s Wood to a Mining Town 

Born as a son of a collier in Eastwood in 1885, D. H. Lawrence grew up in an environment 

that had already gone under an industrial transformation. Still he could observe the 

reminiscences of the pastoral landscape around his changing environment, for which he felt 

both adoration and pity. He introduces his hometown in his famous essay “Nottingham and 

the Mining Countryside” (1929) with such enthusiasm about its nature:  

I was born nearly forty-four years ago, in Eastwood, a mining village of some three 

thousand souls, about eight miles from Nottingham, and one mile from the small 

stream, the Erewash, which divides Nottinghamshire from Derbyshire. It is hilly 

country, looking west to Crich and towards Matlock, sixteen miles away, and east and 

north-east towards Mansfield and the Sherwood Forest district. To me it seemed, and 

still seems, an extremely beautiful countryside, just between the red sandstone and the 

oak-trees of Nottingham, and the cold limestone, the ash-trees, the stone fences of 

Derbyshire. To me, as a child and young man, it was still the old England of the forest 

and agricultural past; there were no motor-cars, the mines were, in a sense, an accident 

in the landscape, and Robin Hood and his merry men were not very far away. (p. 287) 

The way that he emphasises the natural beauty of his environment and how that was doomed 

to change after the modern mechanization adds to the critical tone when he continues to refer 

to industrialization as “an accident in the landscape” (p. 287), causing a series of irrecoverable 

changes in the small British mining village. As a child, Lawrence idealized the pre-industrial 

England with its pastoral and agricultural environment, giving him the possibility to cherish 

such mythological stories as Robin Hood. Musing over his childhood years, he expresses that 

“the life was a curious cross between industrialism and the old agricultural England of 

Shakespeare and Milton and Fielding and George Eliot” (“Nottingham” p. 287). This shows 

that Lawrence is conscious of the fact that this agricultural past or pastoral landscape is 

already part of a cultural construction, achieved through Robin Hood stories, Milton’s lines, 
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Fielding or Eliot’s novels. On the other hand, he does not set aside the material conditions that 

demanded a radical transformation for his environment due to the recently springing coal 

mines as he states that “[t]he string of coal-mines of B.W. & Co.* had been opened some 

sixty years before I was born, and Eastwood had come into being as a consequence” (p. 287). 

Yet, he fervently favours that pre-industrial English landscape to the post-industrial one, 

especially considering the dehumanizing conditions that the latter one brought about for the 

dwellers. Lawrence’s critique of modernity takes industrialization as its target since it has led 

to “a catastrophic uprooting of man from nature (and hence from his own true nature)” for 

Lawrence (Jacobson, p. 82). As he explicitly points out, “[t]he industrial problem arises from 

the base forcing of all human energy into a competition of mere acquisition” (p. 292).  In 

other words, Lawrence does not only present a substantial tone of nostalgia for the pastoral 

English landscape in his fiction but he also creates novels that “emerge from the context of 

this politically charged and culturally powerful post-war engagement with ruralism” 

(McCarthy, p. 117). This results in more than “an escapist simplification” (McCarthy, p. 117) 

about the countryside since Lawrence treats the prevalence of mining pits in his environment 

as a political problem. He is seriously concerned with the dehumanized life styles of the 

miners as well as the environmental damage that the pits cause to the landscape. Lawrence’s 

pre-industrial England, constantly fictionalized in his novels, thus, operates both as a model of 

place where the human and non-human dwellers would coexist in harmony in their natural 

states and as a place that is lost to industrialization and its irrevocable effects on the land.   

Lawrence’s Green Politics or Modern Socialist Environmental Ethics 

In his posthumously published essay “[Return to Bestwood]” (1968), Lawrence describes the 

latest condition of his hometown during a visit he took four months after the General Strike of 

1926. He shares his honest opinions about the fight of the miners on strike as well as the 

transformed landscape with his readers. After his travels in such cities in the world as New 

Orleans, Mexico City, or Sydney, as Lawrence notes, he feels “at once a devouring nostalgia 

and an infinite repulsion” (p. 15) on his return to Nottingham Road, Bestwood. He is well 

aware of the fact that his native land has transformed into an urbanized and industrialized 

town at the time, but he shows his criticism of these practices as they overtake both the land 

and its dwellers’ lives. In Lawrence’s words: 

The country seems, somehow, fogged over with people, and yet not really touched. It 

seems to lie back, away, unreached and asleep. The roads are hard and metalled and 

worn with everlasting rush. The very field-paths seem wider and more trodden and 

squalid. Wherever you go, there is the sordid sense of humanity.  

And yet the fields and the woods in between the roads and paths sleep as in a heavy, 

weary dream, disconnected from the modern world. (p. 16) 

Lawrence observes that the land lost its connection with its dwellers due to the industrial 

practices that changed its scape permanently. His concern about the equal abuse of the land 

and its people by the mining enterprises is anti-capitalist in tone. This is why he echoes 

socialist environmental ethics’ identification of capitalism as the roots of our ecological 

problems. At the centre of modern environmental crises lies the basic assumption that it is 

possible to single out ecological problems without any reference to social ones. The social 

theorist Murray Bookchin directs the critical attention to what he calls “social ecology,” 

treating capitalism as the basis of both ecological and social problems. “The imbalances man 

has produced in the natural world,” Boockhin claims, “are caused by the imbalances he has 

produced in the social world” (“Ecology and Revolutionary Thought,” p. 84). The idea that 

the distortions or destructions in nature are of the same origin as those in human society lies at 
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the core of Bookchin’s social ecology. In The Philosophy of Social Ecology (1990), he offers 

a very similar view to Lawrence’s, suggesting that the modern epoch suffers from a 

liquidation of the natural world as well as the social and psychological worlds of human 

beings: 

The terrible tragedy of the present social era is not only that it is polluting the 

environment; it is also simplifying natural ecocommunities, social relationships, and 

even the human psyche. The pulverization of the natural world is being accompanied by 

the pulverization of the social and psychological worlds. In this sense, the conversion of 

soil into sand in agriculture can be said, in a metaphorical sense, to apply to society and 

the human spirit. The greatest danger we face—apart from nuclear immolation—is the 

homogenization of the world by a market society and its objectification of all human 

relationships and experiences into commodities. (p. 85) 

Bookchin voices the basic conviction of social ecology here that the ecological and social are 

entangled within the particular practices of corporate capitalism. Bookchin’s ecological 

thought questions not only the hierarchical order between human beings and their 

environment but also between societies and corporate communities that dominate them. 

Preceding Bookchin, there are some names associated with an anarchist tradition such as the 

Russian sociologist and writer Petr Kropotrin or the French geographer Eliseé Reclus, and 

they have contributed to the development of a form of social ecology that demands “wedding 

the social to the ecological without denying the integrity of each” (Bookchin, The Philosophy, 

p. 92). Bookchin’s philosophy does not go for the anarchist direction per se; yet, he develops 

“a comprehensive analysis of the relationship between humanity and nature, the causes of the 

ecological crisis, and the pathways humanity could reinstate to create an ecologically 

sustainable and just world” (Crist, p. 253). Social ecology considers nature and society as two 

phenomena that emerge through an evolutionary process, leading to freedom, complexity, and 

diversity for both. This is why the social structures or material conditions that shape those 

structures are also equally effective in shaping/reshaping the values attached to nature. In 

other words, social ecology reveals how intricate the relationship between nature and society 

can be as it has always been under the dominance of institutionalized social forces.  

As a theory, Bookchin’s social ecology provides us with a specific lens that critically 

approaches the ecological problems as part of the agenda of our social problems. Among the 

questions social ecologists ask in their analysis can be such questions though they are not 

limited to them: How can we achieve environmental justice when there is social injustice? 

How does hierarchical organization of society lead to ecological destruction? What are the 

major social forces behind the increasing ecological problems? How can we challenge the 

way capitalism dominates over people’s lives as well as the natural world? As hinted by these 

basic inquiries, social ecologists identify the market economy of capitalism as a fundamental 

force of our contemporary problems. Another leading social ecologist John Clark similarly 

expresses that the ecological problems stem from “the horror of economistic-technocratic 

globalism” (2000, p. 29) that takes over the ecological, the social, the economic realms of the 

modern world.  It has transformed the landscape due to the detrimental effects of 

industrialization; it has reorganized the way people work to such an extent that human beings 

are now part of the mechanized labor force; or it has changed the relationship between human 

beings and nature from that of a codependence into that of a hierarchical order. Janet Biehl 

summarizes Bookchin’s attitude towards capitalist hierarchies as such: 
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A ‘legacy of freedom,’ he believes, has run like an undercurrent within Western 

civilization and in other parts of the world, with certain social virtues and practices that 

are relevant to the socialist ideal. In its nascent form this legacy appears in the ‘organic 

society’ of prehistoric Europe, with a constellation of relatively egalitarian social 

relations. These societies were destroyed by the rise of hierarchy and domination and 

ultimately by the emergence of states and the capitalist system. (p. 9) 

Building a theoretical framework supported by anthropology and history (Biehl, p. 9), 

Bookchin presents a critical survey of how both human beings and nature are controlled 

within the social hierarchies of their own historical period, and most recently within the 

economic forces of the capitalist system. He emphasizes the need to observe the mechanism at 

work in directing the relationship between the ecological and the social. His article “What is 

Social Ecology?” notes how the natural and the social worlds are “interlinked by evolution 

into one nature that consists of two differentiations: first or biotic nature, and second or social 

nature” (para. 18). Bookchin considers the natural world as “first nature,” which emerges “in 

both continuity and discontinuity with ‘second nature,’ or the evolution of society” 

(Bookchin, p. xi). These two share “an evolutionary potential for greater subjectivity and 

flexibility” (Bookchin, “What is Social Ecology?” para. 18); however, this potential could 

only be realized if human beings first come to terms with what nature might represent for 

them as he further explains: 

Whatever nature may mean, we must determine in what way humanity “fits” into it. 

And we must confront the complex and challenging question of the relationship of 

society—more specifically, the different social forms that appeared in the past, that exist 

today, and that may appear in the future—to nature. Unless we answer these questions 

with reasonable clarity—or at least fully discuss them—we will lack any ethical 

direction in dealing with our environmental problems. Unless we know what nature is 

and what humanity’s and society’s place in it is, we will be left with vague intuitions 

and visceral sentiments that neither cohere into clear views nor provide a guide for 

effective action. (The Philosophy, p. 3) 

Bookchin’s efforts to initially identify what nature and humanity might mean are part of his 

project in setting the principles of social ecology. As he highlights above, the ethical position 

that we might take depends on these definitions or redefinitions of nature and human. He is 

against the idea that first nature and second nature are two distinct concepts as they are 

inclusive of one another since the beginning. He thinks that nonhuman nature has “its own 

interactive evolution rather than [being] a mere scenic vista” (para. 11) and human beings 

“belong to a natural continuum, no less than their primate ancestors or mammals in general” 

(“What is Social Ecology?” para. 12). The separation between two might lead to the loss of a 

potentially regenerative ethics for both. For this reason, Bookchin prioritizes a non-

hierarchical organization between nature and human beings, and introduces his ethics of 

complementarity as an emancipatory force against the on-going oppressive structure of social 

and ecological interactions. He aims to formulate an ethics that would guide human actions 

towards freedom of nature and human beings and emancipate both from dominance of 

institutionalized social forces. As a theorist from the Marxist tradition and highly influenced 

by anarchism, Bookchin does not act fully committed to these schools, and he generates his 

own theory of liberation based on social ecology. For Bookchin, freedom for both nature and 

human beings should come through cooperation or complementarity as he underlines that they 

are but of one nature (The Philosophy 1996). To create an ecological society could only be 

possible, for Bookchin, if human beings are emancipated from all their tendencies to rely on 

hierarchies or forms of domination. This is the point where he talks about freedom for 

humanity, which will connote freedom of nature from dominating practices of human society. 
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The same libertarian aspiration can be identified in D. H. Lawrence’s critique of modern 

industrialized society as well as his organic view of nature and human beings. While 

portraying the institutionalized hierarchies in his society, Lawrence keeps a critical eye on the 

dysfunctions of the economic system and its enforcements on the environment. His modernist 

works thus might be considered as a site of ideas to discuss the early development of 

Bookchin’s socialist environmental ethics. Accordingly, in the following section of this 

article, I will particularly analyse The Rainbow, his fourth novel, set in the pre-war period, as 

an example of Lawrence’s green politics and evaluated it as a precursor of socialist 

environmental ethics within ecocritical studies. 

The Rainbow: Modern Sense of Ecological Consciousness on the Horizon 

The Rainbow (1915) starts with a pre-industrial view of England as its setting is engaged in an 

autobiographical conversation with Lawrence’s childhood England. The novel traces back the 

story of three generations of the Brangwen family, who lived at the Marsh Farm, “in the 

meadows where the Erewash twisted sluggishly through alder trees, separating Derbyshire 

from Nottingham” (p. 1). In the opening scenes of the novel, the narrator describes what the 

Marsh Farm, the home of the Brangwen family, looks like and how the characters perceive 

and relate to its environment, focusing on the harmonious relationship between his characters 

and their rural environment. As a farmer family, the Brangwens lived in a rural environment 

where their relationship with their natural surroundings had formed almost an idealized level 

of harmony:  

But heaven and earth was teeming around them, and how should this cease? They felt 

the rush of the sap in spring, they knew the wave, which cannot halt, but every fear 

throws forward the seed to begetting, and, falling back, leaves the young-born on the 

earth. They knew the intercourse between heaven and earth, sunshine drawn into the 

breast and bowels, the rain sucked up in the daytime, nakedness that comes under the 

wind in autumn, showing the birds’ nests no longer worth hiding. Their life and 

interrelations are as such; feeling the pulse and body of the soil that opened to their 

furrow for the grain, and became smooth and supple after their ploughing, and clung to 

their feet with a weight that pulled like desire, lying hard and unresponsive when the 

crops were to be shorn away. (p. 2) 

The narrator here presents the whole elements of natural landscape as participants of a cosmic 

sexual intercourse with an emphasis on the harmonious unification: breasts and bowels of the 

earth filled with sunshine, rain sucked up; wind getting the trees nude. This introductory scene 

creates a similar atmosphere evoked in the traditional pastoral mode that situates human be-

ings in a natural harmony with their rural environment. As a past panorama of the farm, this 

vision constructs an ideal of the pre-industrial farm life, which Lawrence introduces nostalgia 

for. The idyllic home of the Brangwens is central in the novel to accentuate the drastic shift 

from a farming village into an industrial mining town. This scene captures how social life of 

the family demands them to have a reciprocal relationship with their natural environment. It 

well corresponds to the social ecologist idea that both first and second nature are at home with 

one another, denying any hierarchical position to destroy that harmony. 

Tom Brangwen is the protagonist of the first generation of the Brangwen family, and it is 

through his personal observations that the reader learns about the deforming effects of modern 

technologies of mining together with the dreadful consequences of new mining methods for 

the social life of the colliers. It is noted that there already existed several small pits before the 

more industrialized mining practices, but their environmental damage was limited on the land, 
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the dwellers, and the mining workers. In “Nottingham and the Countryside,” Lawrence com-

ments on the condition of the pits before modern mechanization as such:  

[T]he pit did not mechanise men. On the contrary. ...Under the butty system, the miners 

worked underground as a sort of intimate community, they knew each other practically 

naked, and with curious close intimacy, and the darkness and the underground 

remoteness of the pit “stall”,* and the continual presence of danger, made the physical, 

instinctive and intuitional contact between men very highly developed, a contact almost 

as close as touch, very real and very powerful. (p. 289) 

A similar observation is reflected through Tom’s remarks about the recent transformation in 

the mining industry, and the narrator points to how the farmers and the colliers shared the land 

based on their own professional needs. On their way home from town, the farmers would see 

“the blackened colliers trooping from the pit-mouth” (Lawrence, p. 7); or they would be 

surrounded by “a faint, sulphurous smell of pit-refuse burning” (Lawrence, p. 7) during the 

harvest; or again in November, “the sharp clink-clink-clink-clink-clink of empty trucks 

shunting on the line, vibrated in their hearts with the fact of other activity going on beyond 

them” (Lawrence, p. 7). It is possible to note that the narrator shows there were still traces of 

complementarity between nature and human beings even after a short time of the introduction 

of the mining pits in the village since the capitalist and industrial takeover of their 

environment is not yet complete back then, leaving both the land and its dwellers with a 

deformed version of their nature.  

Another town that the setting focuses on after the Marsh Farm is Cossethay, where Tom’s 

cousin Will and Anna live as a married couple. Their house, the Yew cottage is situated “next 

the church, with dark yew-trees, very black old trees, along the side of the house and the 

grassy front garden; a red, squarish cottage with a low slate roof, and low windows” 

(Lawrence p. 129). Around the cottage there is “the grassy garden, the procession of black 

yew trees down one side, and along the other sides, a red wall with ivy separating the place 

from the high-road and the churchyard” (Lawrence p. 129). With the shift of focus from a 

farmhouse to a cottage, the narrator shows various social and economic practices that 

organize people’s lives based on their means of production. There are some parts in the novel 

that the narrator makes a comparison between urban life and environment and those of the 

countryside, which increases the critical tone for the capitalist domination of human beings 

and nature. For example, during his visits to London, Will observes the striking differences 

between the city and his hometown with a reproach towards its natural and human worlds: 

Having occasion to go to London, he marvelled, as he returned, thinking of naked, 

lurking savages on an island, how these had built up and created the great mass of 

Oxford Street or Piccadilly. How had helpless savages, running with their spears on the 

riverside, after fish, how had they come to rear up this great London, the ponderous, 

massive, ugly superstructure of a world of man upon a world of nature! It frightened and 

awed him. Man was terrible, awful in his works. The works of man were more terrible 

than man himself, almost monstrous. (Lawrence, pp. 195-96) 

Will is shocked to see how human beings ended up building “a world of man upon a world of 

nature” (Lawrence, p. 195). This idea might suggest the basic exclusion of the two worlds (the 

natural and the social) from one another that creates hierarchies in society. Will’s rejection of 

such duality resonates with his criticism of the outcome as “the ponderous, massive, ugly 

superstructure” (Lawrence, p. 195). His astute reference to evolution also well corresponds to 

the shared evolutionary trajectory of first and second nature that Bookchin emphasizes in 

social ecology. However, Will here criticizes human beings for generating rather a formidable 
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and almost monstrous environment, built upon the natural world. He contends that human 

beings are responsible for all the dreadful changes in the physical environment as they 

appropriate the role of the colonizer on the natural world by becoming the lead actors in 

industrialisation or urbanisation process. 

The last part of the novel focuses on Anna and Will’s daughter, Ursula Brangwen’s 

experiences of the modern industrial world. Ursula lives in the Yew cottage within “the 

narrow boundary of Cossethay” (Lawrence, p. 272) until she starts the Grammar School in 

Nottingham to take the first steps to widen her physical and intellectual circle. Ursula’s vision 

of the relationship between human beings and their environment can be the most 

representative view of Bookchin’s ideology in social ecology since she is the one to introduce 

an ethics of care for her environment. Bookchin’s ethics of complementarity situate human 

beings as “ethical agents for diminishing needless suffering, engaging in ecological 

restoration, and fostering an aesthetic appreciation of natural evolution in all its fecundity and 

diversity” (“What is Social Ecology?” para. 5). Ursula seems one of the most environmentally 

conscious characters in the novel to take the ethical position of human beings as is suggested 

in social ecology. The way that she embraces nonhuman nature around her is presented by the 

narrator in the following lines: 

She ran a good deal alone, having a passion for all moving, active things. She loved the 

little brooks. Wherever she found a little running water, she was happy. It seemed to 

make her run and sing in spirit along with it. She could sit for hours by a brook or 

stream, on the roots of the alders, and watch the water hasten dancing over the stones, or 

among the twigs of a fallen branch. Sometimes, little fish vanished before they had 

become real, like hallucinations, sometimes wagtails ran by the water’s brink, 

sometimes other little birds came to drink. (Lawrence, p. 276) 

Ursula’s special attachment to her environment is also in line with what Lawrence proposes in 

his article “[Return to Bestwood]” as a principle, that is, “first and foremost, [human beings] 

must be sensitive to life and to its movements” (p. 23). Voicing an ethical responsibility for 

human beings as social ecology will later formulate in the 1960s, Lawrence also displays an 

attitude towards nature and human beings that underlines their organic unity and lays bare the 

dire consequences of irresponsibly abusing this relation as part of the social and industrial 

practices.  

Another remarkable example for Ursula’s attentiveness to her environment that echoes social 

environmental ethics is the scene when she visits Wiggiston, a coal-mining town, or “a 

moment of chaos perpetuated, persisting, chaos fixed and rigid” (Lawrence, p. 358). Ursula 

observes the dark environment that the pits caused together with the colliers working there, 

and she feels “[s]hocked and startled” (Lawrence, p. 358) upon seeing this scene: 

Ursula was fascinated by the many men who were there—groups of men standing in the 

streets, four or five men walking in a gang together, their dogs running behind or before. They 

were all decently dressed, and most of them rather gaunt. The terrible gaunt repose of their 

bearing fascinated her. Like creatures with no more hope, but which still live and have 

passionate being, within some utterly unliving shell, they passed meaninglessly along, with 

strange, isolated dignity. It was as if a hard, horny shell enclosed them all. (Lawrence, p. 358) 
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The image of the skinny colliers in the streets has a liminal appearance for Ursula as if they 

were at the threshold of life and death. Tom adds to her ideas by stating that “the pit matters,” 

and “the pit owns every man” (Lawrence, p. 360). The pits do not only own every man there 

but also the environment that they profoundly transformed. Coal-mining as a capitalist and 

industrial practice here dominates both the land and its people. “[B]lack souled and bitter,” 

Ursula notices, “the proud, demon-like colliery with her wheels twinkling in the heavens, the 

formless, squalid mass of the town lying aside” (Lawrence, p. 361). The sprawl of mining pits 

turns the landscape into a desolate environment with a very low prospect for having 

sustainable environments for human beings. The sulphurous town and its intoxicated dwellers 

look quite tragic to Ursula, who deeply cares for the natural world.  

Last but not the least, the metaphor of the rainbow that ends the novel deserves a critical 

explanation in relation to Ursula’s potential to generate new environmental values for the 

reader, reflecting a similar tone and approach to that of social ecology. This is the final scene 

of the novel, which also gives the novel its title:   

And the rainbow stood on the earth. She knew that the sordid people who crept hard-

scaled and separate on the face of the world’s corruption were living still, that the 

rainbow was arched in their blood and would quiver to life in their spirit, that they 

would cast off their horny covering of disintegration, that new, clean, naked bodies 

would issue to a new germination, to a new growth, rising to the light and the wind and 

the clean rain of heaven. She saw in the rainbow the earth’s new architecture, the old, 

brittle corruption of houses and factories swept away, the world built up in a living 

fabric of Truth, fitting to the over-arching heaven. (Lawrence, p. 515) 

Ursula looks at the rainbow, dawning upon the sky connecting human beings and nature with 

all its gorgeous colours. Gerald Doherty comments that since “it curves across the hideous 

industrial sprawl of Beldover,” Ursula sees “the rainbow as vividly concrete and literal” (p. 

129). Also, it is “a metaphorical sign that obliterates these literal horrors, and sweeps old 

degenerate visions away” (Doherty, p.129). It is a symbol of hope that augurs a more 

sustainable future for human beings and nature; and for human beings in nature. Through 

Ursula’s vision, Lawrence reflects his concerns about the ecological problems that start to 

reshape the natural world as well as the social problems that are subjected to the domination 

of the same hierarchies. Closing the novel with such an ecoconscious modern character as 

Ursula and her hopeful symbol appearing in the sky, Lawrence hints at a more cooperative 

future for all, the one that Bookchin sets up for in his social ecology.  

Conclusion 

Within the light of this analysis, we can conclude that Lawrence’s novel The Rainbow 

presents his anti-industrialist approach together with a criticism on the deterioration of the 

ecological values under the capitalist hierarchies. Lawrence well employs his social criticism 

on the deprived status of miners with a particular note on the environmental degradation of 

the mining towns. He closely associates the problems of the inhabitants with their landscape. 

Moreover, he equally treats their social problems as ecological or visa versa, and as the story 

in The Rainbow reveals through ecocritical lenses, he points to the need to configure more 

efficient ways in corresponding to these ecological and social problems. In his portrayal of 

certain mining towns, Lawrence vividly draws a visual picture of the squalid pits and their 

enslaving working conditions for the colliers. In conclusion, Lawrence’s critique of modern 

industrialization and its drastic effects on the landscape is well exemplified specifically 

through the novel with his autobiographical observations of the mining towns in Nottingham. 

His family saga in The Rainbow provides the reader with a notion of hope and progress in 
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terms of developing more resourceful environmental values that would nourish both nature 

and human beings. He especially achieves this by introducing Ursula, his third generation 

protagonist in the novel, as she has a keen interest in her environment together with a 

potential to generate new environmental values for the reader. Ursula’s care for her 

environment signifies a new shift in environmental ethics, which is epitomised by the 

metaphor of the rainbow at the end of the novel. Lawrence thus prefigures an ethics of care 

that might be closely related to the ethics of complementarity that Bookchin develops almost 

half a century later. 
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