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Dﬁyoﬁ-ﬂ' © An open letter addressing the issues and state of affairs within cultural jour-
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Ex Emo nals; we solicit opinions, critiques and submissions. Note (hat this literature hegan to be
G

recogrized abroad, precisely at a time
when it ceased to define itself in terms

READING DIFFERENCE: Views Of/From Québec

of norm and distance. The recent re-
ception of our literature, however,
shows that exoticism is stifl expected of
it. A whole study could be done on
‘Europeanreadings of Québécois liter-

ature,’ (p_48)
‘The Novel of (Juebe¢’ The study of Canadian and  inthe Yale French Studies’ Quebec In turn, Joseph Melancon con-
Lesprit créateur Quebec literatures is perenially ac-  issues wearing a different hat, as cludes his study of “The Writing of
XX1II, No.3 (F il 1983) cused of being parochial. While  French scholar, in a study of Differencein Quebec’:
» : a comparative studies of either of  Aquin’s revolution which he per- . . .

them in connection with other lit-  ceives as staged within the confin- w'ﬂ; ftew erg:c_:tptlons, ‘?“rilfemt“‘: ha;

eratures havebeen few, mostofthe  ed space of aroom withinaroom, e, SIS O 118 OWE sinee its mode o

‘The Laneuace of . . X 1.3 existence is French. Nor can ouy litera-
; guag navel-gazing has been the conse-  Inthis guise, Jameson exhibits the tare have a French status since France
Difference: Writing in quence of a lack of international  otheropeningoftheborderswhich  cannot see its Québécois distinctive-
QUEBEC(OiS)’ critical interest in them. Things  has occurred in recent years as a ness. To write difference is to write this
. have been changing of late on all  result of the very active promotion contradiction and fo inscribe it in the
Yale French Studies, sides of therelevant borders. of Canadian and Quebec culture  form of writing used. The absurdity of
65 (1983) The title of a special issue of  abroad by the Minstry of External it all is that this writing still reveals

‘Sociologies de la

Mosaic edited by Robert Kroetsch
int 1981 bore aloft the title ‘Bevond
Nationalism’, echoing the stan-
dard raised in a 1977 issue of Stud-

Affairs and the Quebec delega-
tions. The Association of Cana-
dian Studies in the United States is
a flourishing affair. Equally active

beneath the surface that it has been
borrowed. Perhaps one day a literary
work which accepts this absardity and
the consistency of derision will thus

eyyr . : .
littérature . ies in Canadian Literature, ‘Minus is the North East Council of Que- comeinto existence.

Etudes frangaises, Canadiar’ in the fight for litera-  bec Studies whose members have But what are we to make of the
19, 3 (hiver 1984-5) ture qualiteraturethat wouldleave  contributed both to the YFSissue  absurdity of this difference erased

Barbara Godard

A FACELIFT?

behind a preoccupation with Ca-
nadian specificity. Notablein both
cases was the introduction of
structuralist and post-structuralist
approaches to literature. And it is
theimpact of this newest of critical
strategies that has also prompted
the opening up of Quebec’s literary
frontiers. This happens from with-
in in the issue of the Université de
Montréal periodical, Etudes
francaises, devoted to literary
sociology, for here we find a num-
ber of contributions in translation
from anglo-Canadians, even an
article on the literary sociology of
English-Canadian literature
which, giventhestated mandate of
the periodical, constitutes aborder
violation of the first order. So too
does the presence of Frederic
Jameson represented by an article
on mass culture which focuses on
American culture, Heappearsalso

andto L’Espritcréateur.

Both issues are designed to in-
troduce Quebec literature to Am-
ericanreaders, thoughthefactthat
all the Yale articles are translated
into Bnglish will make its impact
broader. A quick glance at them
reveals that this opening of bor-
dershasoccurred under thebanner
of post-structuralism, contempor-
ary critical discourse making it
both possible to see Quebec for the
first time and consequently mak-
ing its literature subject to the ap-
propriation of criticism. The may-
pole around which the narrative
strands of all three reviews weave
themselves is the question of ideol-
ogy and literature. Most brightly
coloured of the streamers are those
of feminism and of deconstruc-
tionism—two modes of differ-
ence. Strangely, though, giventhis
optic, there is an unfortunate lack
of attention to the present occa-
sion, that is to the ironic situation
of publication within an American
periodical.

Indeed, the whole issue of Am-
erican imperialismisleft totheside
in articles which address the differ-
ence that Quebec writing inscribes
in itself with respect to that of
France. OQccasionally, there is
some discussion, especially in the
many essays on Hubert Aquin who
emerges as the most important
Quebec writer from these collec-
tions, of the power reltionships
with Anglo-Canadian culture. But
of the United States, nothing. No
essays on the American-ness of
Quebec literature, on her lost son,
Kerouac. These, however, as the
teachers of Quebecliteratureinthe
United States will tell you, are the
reasons that students flock to their
courses, toreclaim their own Fran-
co-American heriiage. This atav-
ism is deeply buried here, visible
only in the geographical locations
from which these Quebec issues
haveemerged, namely fromtheca-
jun stronghold of Louisiana, and
from New Haven, Connecticut,
home of the factories that made
‘les Btats’ into a 19th-century El-
dorado for poor ‘habitants’. At
this juncture, I should like to
reshape the paradox enunciated by
two of the contributors to ‘The
Language of Difference’, and turn
it back on the.irony of the present
instance of enunciation. In her
study of the language of Quebec
writing, Lise Gauvin concludes:

: J. Samuels

in translation into English? These
guestions are not addressed within
the essays in the way Gauvin has
pointed her finger at her European
audience, listening to the first ver-
sion of the essay. The study of the
European reception of Quebec lit-
erature she advocates has been
completed, and reveals the fact
that the books published by Laf-
font and Seuil sell only a couple of
hundred copies in France com--
pared to the thousands sent over
for the Canadian market. ! Plus ¢ca
change, plus ca reste pareil... Such
a study now deserves to be made of
the American reception of Que-
bec/Canadian literatures. Unfor-
tunately, I shall not be able to ful-
fill such a mandate here. Several
newspaper commentators (I'm
thinking especially of Norman
Snider in The Globe and Muail)
have played the game of the Em-
peror’s clothes and denounced the
flimsy fabrication of the critical
vestments in ‘The Language of
Difference’, calling loudly in
moral indignation against the Am-
ericans who have so distorted the
literature of Quebec through their
critical discourse as to make it un-
recognizable, But his majesty’s
real nakedness has only been
covered with yet another layer of
insubstantiality. For the real truth
of the matter is (at least in the ver-
sion of the story I'm telling.and T
could expand it with notes on the
family or academic relationships
of the authors) that most of the
contributors to theseissues are Ca-
nadians and Québécois, and not
Americans at all. What we learn
from these issues tells us more
about the current critical scene in
the Quebec/Windsor corridor
than it does about American views
of the north. Though it does per-
haps indirectly tell us something
about the United States. Despite
the banner of deconstructionism
being sent out from Yale, launch-
ed with the title of différance,
there are no ideological Iances left
in its army once it has crossed the
Atlantic. The pointed shafts are
outside its borders, directed in,
albeit very obliquely in the present
case. The imperialist power hasno
ideology, it would pretend, ideol-
ogy being the preserve of anti-im-
perialists. For, as analyses of the



PP
T

el
el

i

o
,W
fe

%

i)
Lepsy
G5
=
?z .K‘ig
Shine
G
e
e
vt
L
-
At
B

yiodha
3

Fhpe

gf’ :

:
%%T(

i

i

5
cArE0dd
=

brari
b
-
i

=
i
7
=
o
i
o

w%“
G S ] “&gﬁ.
i i

g S e
b gx
e
PRy

SRtaE
i

5
PSR
-

L
il e
b

SRestichy

et
t
R

-
o
T
o
L
e
o
e
: i
SRR

o

SRR
S
e

e
£
3
L
th
Fess
s

A
I
oy
:
et
B bt -3,1‘
i
R
-
i

<
et
.
e
il

A

3
b2
ShEnE

5
5
£
3
&

7

Y5

x
S 8

ety
wﬁ'«%«e&e
e

cebea

i

=
g.

iy

1

b

e
Ere

R

w
=
-

.
5
i
i

-

;

i
R

i
i
e

bk

M
o
i

el

&

i
b
3
i
£
-

&
o
ok

i

% e s
= :
: %3 o :
SNk &
: )

=,

By
foes

oy

-

T

5
H

s

o

i
i
o) 403

e
haniaiinrad,
bt
o
e
drEsi RERERINEa ISR

fhi
i

a

g

iy

5

e
o
o
e
5
i
oo
b
o5
SR :
ot maks
§§§ it
Ty
.
ddnivii

SaiEay

Fes
e
%’a i
S

:
s

=

s
-

i
Nias
e
ﬂ%’a’m&wf
e
i
e
=

SRR B

R
5
3
o
em
2
e

mreaet

=
2
ﬂ&i

i
43 2
S

&
-
:
5
i
i
¥
.
B
-
A

S
b
e
s

Esg 1
o :
e

g

Fe
BB
.
=
.
s

ipaen
e

bt
i

g
chia

5
i
1

-
CreTi
Bt b

Simies

e
i

e

LE
L
s
o
o

C
:
i
-

=
L

-

2

5

:
g g G £ 0

M
Bt
e
EiE

R

asperey

s

S -
; S
j S

FE s

e
i
b
pest
4
o
e o
o
i 4 4R
xﬁegﬁi’ o
i
Lo
S
?ﬁ'j‘&ﬁm&&iﬂ
e
S
S
i
B e

aoi

i
B

s
e

e
o
e

By
e
5

e
s
ﬁ
i
i
S
Pt

Teitin

.

wé‘"*@ﬁ&‘i‘aﬁi

e
“)‘El

- S5
L
S
s
‘:‘W”fﬂ“?‘
s
gretin
St

-
S
o

S
S

7
=

ity
S
i
=
i

T
i

e b
o

-

"
pERgaTE

i

o

T
e

i
> e
SR 8 Exiied
e L
e B
e e
i1 fd
gz"ﬁ*%& «ﬂvz*% oy
S .
jReasade i siictiin it

discourse of power inform us,
authority is maintained through
singularity of perspective, while
all that it excludes on its way to the
unique point of view has the possi-
bility of multiple perspectives,
since this encompasses both the
view of power and the excluded
view.

What I have just defined is
Bakhtin’s concept of the monolog-
ic and the dialogic. And Bakhtin is
the éminence grise hovering
behind these three collections, ex-
plicitly brought into play in André
Belleaw’s contributions, ‘Carni-
valisation et roman québécois:
mise au point sur Pusage d’un con-
cept de Bakhtine’, in Etudes fran-
caises and ‘Code social et code lit-
téraire dansleroman québécois’ in
L’Esprit créateur, and in Yale
French Studies by Maroussia Haj-
dukowksi-Ahmed’s ‘The Unique,
Its Double, and the Multiple: The
Carnivalesque Hero in the Qué-
bécois Novel’. For what Bakhtin
has done through his concepts of
the ideologeme and the carnival-
esque is to introduce a vocabulary
to handle the ‘question of the in-
teraction of the text, the author
and the society’, an epistemo-
logical problem that Iucie
Brind’Amour, guest editor of
L’Esprit créatur, raises as the con-
tribution of the general articles on
Quebec literature in that special
issue. However, Bakhtin’s identi-
fication of specific literary devices
for encoding ideological positions
also replies to many of the critic-
isms raised by Marcel Fournier in
his introduction to Etudes fran-
gaises, ‘Littérature et sociologic an
Québéc’, regarding the methods
of literary sociology practised by
earlier sociologists like Lucien
Goldman. The deep structures
sought by the latter that would
link literary artifact and society
need to be transposed into the rele-
vant codes: his system founders on
the question of homology, of iden-
tity intuitively perceived. A
typology of codes is necessary to
extend Bakhtin’s work to Quebec
fiction, something Belleau does in

his article where he explores the
conflicts of codes through close
textual analysis which ieads him to
study the dissociation of the
knowledge to speak, the duty to
speak, the power to speak and the
desire tospeak in Quebec fiction.

But as well as developing
Bakhtin’s theories, Belleau, like
many of the other contributors to
these issues, draws heavily on
work in semiotics. As Ralph Sar-
konak comments in his editor’s
preface to ‘The Language of Dif-
ference’, despite his own orienta-
tion of the problem evident in the
title and the contributions of
Melangon and Gauvin, already
discussed, traces of Derrida and
Foucault are less frequently in-
scribed in the texts than are those
of Bakhtin and Barthes. And here
the hegemony of Yale give way to
that of Queen’s and Toronto, The
former hosted an international
conference on Bakhtin in the fall
of 1983 and will organize another
in 1985, Toronto, in turn, is home
of the Toronto Semiotic Circleand
the International Summer School
in Semiotics. Representatives of
both are included in these issues:
Pierre Gobin on the intertextuality
of Michel Tremblay’s drama and
prose, Renée Leduc-Park on repe-
tition in Ducharme, Gerard Bes-
sette on his own writing—all in
YFS—and Agnes Whitfield on the
changing role of the narratee in
post-1960 fiction in L’Esprit
créatur; all hailing from Queen’s:
The Toronto group is represented
by Janet Paterson on Anne
Hébert’s discourse of the unreal,
Paul Perron on language and wri-
ting in Bessette’s fiction, and Had-
jukowski-Ahmed on the carnival.
Bessette is a key figure here. As
Sarkonak explains it, a semester
Bessette spent at Yale in 1982
would seem to be the originating
moment of the special Quebec
issue. Its trace is to be found in the
contribution of Jadwiga Seliwo-
niuk, ‘Gerard Bessette and His
Dream of *“Generration”’ an es-
say for his course and one of the
two American contributions to the
issue, There is of course a great
irony here for Bessettetobecomea
major Quebec novelist when, asan
intellectual, he haslong livedin ex-
ile from Quebec in order better to
foster a critical attitude to its dis-
course. Is this also Sarkonak’s aim
as a Canadian exile in the US, to
establish his perspective through
an emphasis on norm and dis-
tance?

Concentrating on closereadings
of the texts in question and identi-
fying the literary codes, none of
these contributions heads for the
jugular and tackles the issue of
transcoding, an essential element
in the establishment of equivalen-
cies between social and literary
texts. Hope of such an undertak-
ing is raised in Etudes francaises
by Luc Racine’s title, ‘Symbolisme
et analogie: Penfant comme figure
des origines’, which in invoking
figuration, especially symbol and
analogy, promises to shed some
light on the problematic relation-
ship of author, text and society.
This is later dashed by Racine’s
statement of intent to the effect
that within his semiotic approach,
he will be descriptive. A much
more probing study of these issues

is that of Manon Brunet who, in
‘Pour une esthétique de la produc-
tion de la réception’, in FEtudes
Jrancaises, introduces reader-re-
sponse theory to respond to fun-
damental epistemological prob-
lems in existing definitions of what
reality is. Formalists and structur-
alists have understood the literary
work as a concrete totality in its
symbolic function. To recongile
the two, to bring together dia-
chronic and synchronic ap-
proaches, to conceive of the work
dialectically, is her aim. Rejecting
the efforts of both Goldmann with
his structural homology and Tyni-
anov with his theory of literary ev-
olution, Brunet finds a model in
Hans Robert Jauss’ reader-re-
sponse theory. In this, the literary
work is made concrete in the mo-
ment of the actualization of a dia-
logue intheinterpretation of signi-
fication. By adding to Jauss’ anal-
ysis one of literary practices, she
hopes to arrive at a history of the
production of reception. To do
this, one must explore the virtual
signification of the work, that is
‘the horizon of literary expecta-
tion’, and also the effect produced
by the work, ‘the horizon of social
expectation’, that is the history of
the different guestions posed by
readers at different historial mo-
ments and especially by those
superreaders or agents of legitima-
tion of symbolic goods found in
the literary institution, Through
comparative analysis of the mean-
ing offered by different groups of
readers she hopes to escape the
possible intuitive or subjective im-
plications of this hermeneutic.
This is a relatively complex and
flexible approach which takes ac-
count of the way individual read-
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ers are positioned by social forma-
tions and, by shifting the grounds
of the relationship between the
social and the aesthetic to the ac-
tivity of the historically-based
reader, avoids many of the pitfalls
of other sociologies of literature.
Brunet’s is the most forward-look-
ing of the contributions on literary
sociology, attempting to adapt the
newest mode of literary theory to
yet other uses, while most of the
contributions are historical evalu-
ations.

In tryving to make a seamless
whole of three different collec-
tions of essays, I have been doing
some complicated feather-stitch-
ing to put this crazy quilt together.
The order [ have been constructing
has its basis in the nearly simulta-
neous publication of these three
periodicals and of their different
implied readers. L'Esprit créateur
includes texts from a wide geogra-
phical range, including French cri-
tics of Quebecliterature, and more
contributions by American writers
than the other two periodicals.
Consequently, there are more
studies of specific works, fewer
general studies, these latter
presuming both a more know-
ledgeable audience, but more spe-
cifically, a more widely-read
critic. The introductory nature of
this collection is implied by the
first essay on ‘Nationalité et na-
tionalisme’, in Quebec literature
by Gilles Dorion which gives the
venerable, though very necessary,
periodization of Quebec litera-
tures into the national novel, the
nationalist novel, identity crisis,
quiet revolution, autonomy re-
conquered, This is material for an
introductory lecture on Quebec
literature for undergraduates, not

L Ja}

Caglo

o
0 @
om0 =] SEns o r—;
[}
B f Cewmorms )0—'5' i
&} B orm O

Cen



40 borderhtines spring 985

\
=3 D

BN O30

[a] CEROBEESQOCO

| N
o [&] e F'e
Q

omg U-o
U %j %o
intended for experts. The same is
true of Madeleine Durocqg-

Poirier’s ‘I.es romanciéres qué-
bécoises et la condition féminine
contemporaine’, which gives a
brief historical approach within
an outmoded images-of-women
analysis, identifying a persisting
image of alienated woman and a
new group of feminist novelists.
Happily this study is balanced by
Karen Gould’s analysis of Made-
leine Gagnon which gives sub-
stance to this feminist writing.
Here it surfaces in the archaic
language of the maternal body,
dream-like syntax and visceral im-
agery. While not as extensive as an
earlier essay by Gould on contem-
porary Quebec feminist writing
that appeared in Signs, ‘Unearth-
ing the Female Text’, would do
well in the collection ‘The Lan-
guage of Difference’, where it
answers the assertions made by
Gauvin and Melancon that it is in
contemporary feminist writing
that difference has best been in-
scribed, not backed, however, by
any concrete evidence within that
volume. The close textual analyses
of individual works in L’Esprit
créateur—one on Hébert, three on
Aquin, one on Ducharme—beg
the question of the relationship of
the aesthetic and the social by
focussing on the former with gen-
erally satisfying results. However,
Maurice Cagnon’s supposed ‘lec-
ture idéologique’ of Yves Beau-
chemin’s Le Matou is disappoint-
ing—merely a plot analysis of the
novel, lacking in critical sophisti-
cation on the question addressed.
The unevenness in the contribu-
tions, as well as the use of both
English and Frenchin this volume,
betray an ambiguous implied
reader.
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The issue of Eiudes francaises
on ‘Sociologies delalittérature’, is
diversified in the range of its con-
tributors and comparative in its
format, as befits its analysis of the
pluralist situation of sociological
perspectives on literature. As a
summary of the ‘state of the art’, it
aims at a general—and mainly lit-
erary—audience. It includes speci-
fic textual studies like those of
Jameson and Racine, as well as
one on the city of Montreal in the
novel of the seventies, ‘La
stratégie du désordre’ by Jean-
Francois Chassay, which treats
the interest in fragmentation and
the city as a new phenomenon of
that decade, ignoring the earlier
phases of accommodation to the
city sketched out in work by An-
toine Sirois and Barbara Thomp-
son published in the sixties. The
issue also includes a section of
position pieces attempting to
reconcile the traditional hostility
of formalist and sociological per-
spectives on literature by outlining
new infer-relationships between
them. Among these are Belleau’s
development of Bakhtin’s concept
of carnivalization, Brunet’s exten-
sion of reader-response theory
and Greg Marc Neilson’s ‘Esquisse
d’une sociologie critique’ in which
a model of ‘homologie multi-
dimensionelle’ is developed to ac-
count for interdiscursivity in the
interaction of cultural praxis with
the literary institution. By intro-
ducing the definition of the social
discourse as everything that is
said, ‘the narratable and the
argumentable in a given society’,
Neilson aims to move beyond
Lukacs and Goldmann’s fetishism
oftheclassics of aculture.

These new perspectives are plac-

ed in context by three introductory

essays, Raymond A. Morrow’s
historical overview of the critical
theory of the Frankfort school and
John D. Jackson’s review article
on the sociology of literature in
English Canada and Marcel Four-
nier’s comparable overview of ac-
tivity in Quebec. These latter two
should be translated into English
and published again as a diptych,
for the perspectives they offer on
their relative milieux are almost
diametrically opposed. Jackson
comments on the lack of interest
by Anglo-Canadian sociologistsin
the sociology of culture and can
cite only a collection edited by
Paul Cappon, a series of articles
by the Graysons—all shaped by
the mirror metaphor, so strongly
contested by formalist appro-
aches—and his own work with the
Concordia group on popular cui-
ture as a cultural practice con-
testing the social structure. Liter-
ary scholars following in the wake
of Frye and Mandel have taken up
categories such as the garrison
mentality, the frontier, etc.,
drawn from the socio-historical
context, and accepted asreal facts.
The question of why this particu-
lar option, why this debate, is
never asked. And as literary critics
have been crying out for a decade,
such descriptive criticism is reduc-
tive of the complexity of both liter-
ary and social structures.

Against this depressing picture
of activity in English Canadaisthe
extremely rich history of literary
sociology in Quebec in the last 20
years. Fournier’s article refers
back to the 1964 conference at
Laval published by Jean-Charles
Falardeau and Fernand Dumont
which, despite attacks on the
simplicity and rigidity of its em-

pirical approach, provided a-

wealth of documentation on the
material factors of literary pro-
duction in Quebec and stimulated
interest in the discipline, It had an
impact on literary critics as evi-
denced in de Grandpré’s L’His-
toire de la littérature francaise du
Québec, which avoided the ex-
tremes of a structuralist reading of
the work or a reductive sociologi-
cal one by placing the work of art
and the artist in context. Fournier
lists many examples of such anal-
yses before the 1974 publication of
‘Sémiologie et idéologie’ in the
review Sociolgie et sociétés an-
nounced another shift in direc-
tion, the development of greater
sophistication in both theory and
methodology, direction that has
marked critical essays in literary
periodicals such as Voix et images
and continued in the theoretical
speculation manifested in the cur-
rent special issue, marking a 20th
anniversary, Fournier himself
qualifies Belleau’s optimism about
the relationships of semiology and
sociology, changing his term com-
plementarity to complicity. In his
conclusion, Fournier sketches in
the grounds for evaluating the
divergence of interest and sophis-
tication in literary sociology in the
two Canadas when he underlines
the material conditions of Quebec
literary production, heavily sub-
sidized by the government,
whether this be in the form of
direct grants to artists or in the
form of government authorized
purchase of their works which
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have been placed on college cur-
ricula. The Quebec author knows
that the act of writing in French is,
as Hubert Aquin said, a political
engagement. His alternative is
silence and exile. But then, all
Canadian writers are subsidized
by the government. Why is this
engagement not universally recog-
nized as a political act? Echoing
from the past are the traditionally
different definitions of nation-
hood and statehood given by fran-
cophone and anglophone Cana-
dians. For the former, the nation-
state is perceived as the flowering
of a specific culture. Anglo-
Canadians, on the other hand,
have viewed culture as an activity
of the spirit divorced from the
state which is conceived in terms
of economic and political union of
divergent cultures. Obviously, a
much longer history could be writ-
ten on this subiect. But these two
articles offer an excellent starting
point for anyone interested in such
speculation.

‘The Language of Difference:
Writing in QUEBEC(ois)’, is, as I
have suggested, an inner mono-
logue by francophone Canadians
which, written down, may be over-
heard by a wider audience. This
dialogue with the self is ultimately
what makes an interesting anthol-
ogy, for the articles present
something that has not hitherto
been available to anglophones,
critical articles which reveal what
Quebec literary scholars think of
their own literature. Much of what
is published in English on Quebec
literature is intended for the neo-
phyte. Not this collection, which
can be read equally profitably by
the expert or the greenhorn in the
field. It does attempt a range of
coverage, by including essays by
Laurent Mailhot on the essay, by
Michel Van Schendel on ‘Refus
Global, or the Formula and His-
tory’, by Valerie Raoul on the
diary. While the focus is on con-
temporary fiction, Lise Gauvin’s
essay ranges back to Octave Cré-
mazie and Guy Lafléche writes
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about Ringuet’s classic novel,
Trente arpents. The theatre is
represented in Pierre Gobin’s
discussion of Tremblay which ex-
plores the difference in his work
between fiction and drama, while
Pierre Nepveu looks at those be-
tween poetry and fiction in ‘A
(Hi)story that Refuses the Telling:
Poetry and the Novel in Contem-
porary Quebecois Literature’.
Then there is the historical survey
Ralph Sarkonak offers as intro-
duction, All together, the essays
provide both range and depth that
make this publication one with
wideappeal.

But the impact it will have can
be measured also in terms of the
success with which it bridges inter-
nal and external approaches to the
novels, synchronic formalist anal-
yses with diachronic and/or social
critiques. And the whole anthol-
ogy does so effectively. Taken
alone, Janet Patterson’s study of
Anne Hébert’s ‘discourse of the
unreal’ is an excellent close anal-
ysis from a semiotic perspective of
Hébert’s range of techniques for
problematizing the ‘real’. In the
context provided by the opening
three essays, this becomes not just
a particular stylistic trait but one
of the mutations of writing involv-
ing successive saturations which is
a manifestation of contradictory
forces brought into play in literary
production itself. Like Melancon
the reader of Hébert follows the
trace of these contradictions in
which ‘difference is written as an
expressive device of the semantic
différend.” Hébert’s textual
subversion may also beread as an
ear]y attempt at the disconstruc-
tion of other cultural models—the
full assumption of derision and
absurdity—that is currently the
work of Quebec feminist writing.
Given the emphasis here, in Sar-
konak’s introduction, and Gau-
vin'’s general statements on lan-
guage and difference, about the
role of Quebec women writers in
assuming the contradictions of
writing against everyone else and
for the splendours of the Mother
Tongue, it is surprising not to find
more anatysis of women writers in
this collection. We can read Mary
Jean Green’s ‘Structures of
Liberation: Female Experience
and Autobiographical Form in
Québec’, but this is a study of the
‘classic’ women writers, Roy,
Guévremont, Claire Martin and
Marie-Claire Blais. Like
Paterson’s essay, this one is sug-
gestive, but stops too soon to il-
lustrate Melangon’s contention,
ending as it does with prophesy by
quoting the words of Nicole Bros-
sard about these writers: ‘How isit
that women have played such an
important part in our literature.
{...)With what collective schizo-
phrenia did their own phantasms
connect? On what oppression did
they throw light? To follow this
up with a study of Brossard her-
self, of her practice of dérive and
différence, would be a logical
development, But the ultimate
flaw in the argument constructed
by the anthology is that it fails to
take this step. The lucky possessor
of L’Esprit créafeur can turn to
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Gould’s essay on Gagnon’s female
text, though its celebration of an
archaic language is not the same
thing as Brossard’s careful decon-
struction of literary and social
norms and her assumptions of the
nonsense of paradox, writing
always acting out the adventure of
language itself, the game of
reading-writing-reading. In Bros-
sard’s work, a feminist critique of
patriarchal ideology is married to
a deconstructionist analysis of dis-
cursive formations and a Barthian
heritage of semiotics. The in-
terested reader of French can pur-
sue this question in the studies of
Brossard and La Nouvelle barre
du jour in Féminité, Subversion,
Ecriture, edited by Suzanne Lamy
and Iréne Pagés. But the one who
reads only English will be left with
her hunger, though many of Bros-
sard’s creative works are available
intranslation.

So, while many intersections of
approaches that emphasize the
symbolic function of a work and
those that emphasize its social
functions have been mapped in
these three collections, more work
is needed to fill in the outlines.
What can be perceived from them,
however, is that the Tel Quel pro-
ject of uniting Marx and Saussure,
marxism and structuralism, is far
from forgotten. It is alive and well
and living in Quebec, a repetition
with a différance that makes all
thesense.

1. Jacqueline Gerols. Le roman québéc-
ais en France. Cahiers du Québec, col-
lection Littérature {Montréal: Hur-
tubise, HMH, 1984).
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