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Abstract

Focusing on the texts of James Cook, Samuel Hearne, Alexander Mackenzie,
Archibald Menzies, David Thompson, and George Vancouver, Mapping the Nation:
Exploration and the English-Canadian Literary Imagination argues that exploration
writing is a subgenre of travel writing defined by its empirical perspective and function.
Incorporated into the English-Canadian literary canon while being disparaged for its lack
of literary qualities, exploration writing is used by English-Canadian literary histories,
encyclopaedias, and companions to prove an environmentally deterministic
developmental thesis of the national literature. The developmental thesis permeates
anthologies that offer excerpts of exploration writing and discussions that pertain to the
influence of exploration writing on later English-Canadian literature that returns to it.
Returning to exploration writing addressing land exploration are Farley Mowat’s People
of the Deer (1952), John Newlove’s “The Pride” (1965) and “Samuel Hearne in
Wintertime” (1966), Don Gutteridge’s The Quest for North: Coppermine (1973), Marion
R. Smith’s Koo-Koo-Sint: David Thompson in Western Canada (1976), and Brian
Fawcett’s “The Secret Journal of Alexander Mackenzie” (1985). Returning to
exploration writing addressing oceanic exploration are Earle Birney’s “Pacific Door”
(1947), Damnation of Vancouver (1952), and “Captain Cook™ (1961); P. K. Page’s
“Cook’s Mountains” (1967); George Bowering’s George, Vancouver: A Discovery Poem
(1970); Gutteridge’s Borderlands (1975), and George Bowering’s Burning Water (1980),
Audrey Thomas’s “The Man with the Clam Eyes” (1982) and Intertidal Life (1984).
Each text represents an individual interpretation of exploration writing that operates

through genre and forms of return such as allusion, imitation, paraphrase, and quotation.
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Chapter 1
Departure

An exegesis in the name of exigency I offer as a point of departure. On the back
of the one-hundred-dollar bank note issued first in “2004” as part of the “Canadian
Journey series” (“Bank Note”), the Canadian economic imagination has much to say
about exploration. If one follows the note’s design from bottom left to top right, one first
sees a quotation from Miriam Waddington’s “Jacques Cartier in Toronto” (“The Poem”):
“[d]o we ever remember that somewhere above the sky in some child’s dream perhaps
Jacques Cartier is still sailing, always on his way always about to discover a new
Canada?” Deferring discovery so that exploration is infinitely sustained, the quotation
and its translation are positioned below the top left “100” indicating the bank note’s
amount: the stuff of dreams indeed. Waddington’s rhetorical question heads a
reproduction of Samuel de “Champlain’s map of New France” (1632) (“Library and
Archives”). Travelling outward from the map’s lower left corner is an “explorer”
(“Explorer Canoe”) canoe; in the lower right corner, over top of and exceeding the map,
is a draftsman’s or geometer’s compass, the travelling foot of which points to the right
and to the realisation of canoe, compass, and early map: a current map of Canadian
territory, courtesy of “Natural Resources Canada” (“New $100”). The map blossoms
from lines of latitude and longitude and is framed, in the upper left, by the
“RADARSAT-1,” “an advanced Earth observation satellite that was developed by the
Canadian Space Agency to monitor environmental change” (“RADARSAT-1"), and, in
the lower right, by an earth receptor dish. The Bank of Canada explains the design as

follows: “[a]t the suggestion of Dr. Marc Garneau, President of the Canadian Space



Agency and Canada’s first astronaut, the new theme on the back of the bank note
celebrates innovation and exploration through mapping” (“New $100”). Because the
celebration is also a historical narration that takes a moment of exploration and
transforms it into a certain present, if I take a point from this one-hundred-dollar note at
all, it is this: it is always possible “to discover a new Canada.” Of course, Canada, like
every other nation, was not discovered but imagined.

Following Benedict Anderson’s definition of nation as “an imagined political
community” (6), Mapping the Nation: Exploration and the English-Canadian Literary
Imagination studies the ways in which exploration writing is written into the English-
Canadian literary canon, often as part of a process of imagining Canada. There are a
number of qualifiers in this study—not the least of which is the just-mentioned “often”—
for there are neither convenient generalisations nor easy divisions where exploration
writing and the English-Canadian literary canon are concerned. Because of the number
of qualifiers shaping this study, I have resorted to metaphor. “Departure” here offers my
rationale, and so that my framing device encloses and my study has closure, “Return”
ends my study-journey with some conclusions.

Not only is the study restricted to the English-Canadian literary canon but also
focused upon British exploration writing—although French exploration writing (whether
in French or in translation) is also part of the English-Canadian canon, as Waddington’s
poem suggests. When I say the English-Canadian literary imagination I do not use the
definite article to indicate that there is but one imagination shared amongst Canadians
writing in English, nor do I mean to distinguish a particular type of imagination as

literary. I mean the imagination in an abstracted rather than universalised sense, for



expressions of the imagination might be as diverse as the plural imaginations ad
infinitum. The abstracted imagination is here literary because it concerns exploration
writing and produces the English-Canadian literary canon.

While the Imagination and Nation of my title acknowledge my debt to Anderson,
the Literary of my title serves a two-fold function, for not only am I interested in
exploration writing as an English-Canadian canonical phenomenon, but I am also
interested in expanding the boundaries of what is conceived of as literature by defending
exploration writing as such. The impetus for my defence is that a great deal of English-
Canadian scholarship misunderstands exploration writing; my defence itself, however,
takes me beyond the borders of Canada. Offering a context in which the remainder of the
study operates, “A Beginning” is a theoretical and historical recuperation of British
exploration writing that sees it as a subgenre of travel writing distinguished by its
empirical perspective and function.

“On Origins” turns to Canada and addresses how English-Canadian literary
histories, encyclopaedias, and companions misinterpret the empirical perspective and
function of exploration writing. They misinterpret in order to remove exploration writing
from its literary origins and traditions in order to prove an environmentally deterministic
developmental thesis of English-Canadian literature. This thesis paradoxically bestows
upon exploration writing a simultaneously canonical and non- or anti-canonical status by
positioning it as the non-literary origin of English-Canadian literature. At stake in this
positioning are understandings of what defines the nation in time and space.

“Origin Unknown” further addresses the canon-making process by examining

anthologies of English-Canadian literature that offer selections of exploration writing.



Because, typically, readers come to selections with no knowledge of their original
context, I view both the critical apparatus and the excerpt or excerpts included in the
selections as interpretations of exploration writing. Sometimes defined by the
developmental thesis of English-Canadian literature, sometimes by narratives of
Canadian history, selections, nonetheless, offer a range of interpretations. Exploration
writing is seen to have a mimetic function: it affords a view of the past, a geographical
prospect, a glimpse of indigenous peoples. Conversely, it is associated with a central
literary genre: it becomes an epic, an adventure story, a gothic fiction.

“O, Printed Muse!” examines how scholarship that addresses the relationship
between exploration writing and later English-Canadian literature that returns to
exploration writing is determined by the developmental thesis of English-Canadian
literature and invested in finding a national ethos expressed in exploration writing.
Because this scholarship supposes exploration writing to be either historical document or
history, it overlooks the meaning of individual texts of exploration writing in favour of
making generalisations about exploration writing as a whole. Against this generalising
tendency, I establish the context in which my own interpretations of English-Canadian
literary texts that return to exploration writing operate. The context is for the three
chapters that follow. Beginning with the idea that repetition establishes relationships
between literary texts, I argue that meaning between texts of British exploration writing
and later English-Canadian literature that returns to it is produced through allusion,
imitation, paraphrase, and quotation.

While I address the literary histories, encyclopaedias, and companions

comprehensively, the matter of producing readings of the excerpts from the anthologies



and the texts of English-Canadian literature that return to exploration writing necessitated
some limitation. I chose to limit my analysis to excerpts and literature addressing
exploration writing dealing with exploration beginning in the late eighteenth century:
more particularly the texts of James Cook, Samuel Hearne, Alexander Mackenzie,
Archibald Menzies, David Thompson, and George Vancouver. I chose texts addressing
exploration beginning in the late eighteenth century both because these are the texts most
often addressed in literary histories, encyclopaedias, companions, and anthologies, and
because these form the largest grouping besides those produced out of the more recent
interest in early-nineteenth century Arctic exploration. Limited although my study is, it is
by no means comprehensive.

In choosing the late eighteenth century, I not only limited the English-Canadian
literature that I addressed but also affected the emphasis of “A Beginning.” Because “A
Beginning” serves as a context in which the chapters that follow it operate, when I
discuss exploration writing conceptually and historically, I focus on exploration writing
of the late eighteenth century and discuss Cook’s, Hearne’s, Mackenzie’s, and
Vancouver’s texts in some detail. Because neither Thompson’s nor Menzies’s text was
printed during its period, however, I had to consider at what point I might address details
of each. As a result, Thompson’s appears in “On Origins” and Menzies’s in “By Sea.”

Taking the perspective that texts of English-Canadian literature that return to
exploration writing represent individual interpretive gestures, I produce readings of
selected texts by defining them generically and tracing moments of repetition to their
exploration writing origins. “By Land” addresses the following texts that return to

exploration writing addressing land exploration: Farley Mowat’s long prose work People



of the Deer (1952), John Newlove’s poems “The Pride” (1965) and “Samuel Hearne in
Wintertime” (1966), Don Gutteridge’s long poem The Quest for North: Coppermine
(1973), Marion R. Smith’s long poem Koo-Koo-Sint: David Thompson in Western
Canada (1976), and Brian Fawcett’s short story “The Secret Journal of Alexander
Mackenzie” (1985). “By Sea” addresses the following texts that return to exploration
writing addressing exploration by sea: Earle Birney’s poem “Pacific Door” (1947),
drama Damnation of Vancouver (1952), and poem “Captain Cook” (1961); P. K. Page’s
poem “Cook’s Mountains” (1967); George Bowering’s long poem George, Vancouver:
A Discovery Poem (1970); Gutteridge’s long poem Borderlands (1975), and Audrey
Thomas’s short story “The Man with the Clam Eyes” (1982) and long prose work
Intertidal Life (1984). Disrupting my otherwise chronological approach, “Naval Gazing”
is an extended study of George Bowering’s historical novel Burning Water (1980), which
returns to exploration writing that addresses oceanic exploration. This disruption was
necessary not simply because of the quantity of scholarly work addressing the novel but
because the work is ostensibly interested in what Bowering does with exploration writing
but is actually largely interested in theorising about what Bowering does with history.
The difference between the ostensible and actual interest points to a perceptual problem
regarding exploration writing that is not unlike that of the developmental thesis of
English-Canadian literature.

Although Anderson’s influence is writ large across my title, Edward Said’s
influence is no less important because less obvious. His influence pertains to the
Mapping of my title, for cartographic endeavours are often part of an imperial enterprise.

I have, therefore, tried to bear in mind Said’s remark that “most of us should now regard



the historical experience of empire as a common one” and observe his dictum: “[t]he task
then is to describe it as pertaining to Indians and Britishers, Algerians and French,
Westerners and Africans, Asians, Latin Americans, and Australians despite the horrors,
the bloodshed, and the vengeful bitterness” (xxiv). Thus, although I address British
exploration writing, [ have tried to be mindful of the representation of Aboriginal Peoples

or persons in all of the texts that discuss, excerpt, or return to exploration writing.



Chapter 2
A Beginning

Although exploration writing is a subgenre of travel writing, it uneasily inhabits
travel writing’s larger generic space. This uneasiness speaks of a history of ideas, for
exploration writing is, unlike travel writing, distinguished as much by epistemology as by
style, structure, and content. The epistemology is empiricism, understood as knowledge
acquired by accumulating facts from the perceptible—particularly visible—world. It is
empiricism, in its purest sense, and that empiricism qualified by rationalism. It manifests
as observations of the terrestrial, aqueous, and celestial zones, as natural history
notations, and descriptions and enumerations pertaining to social science and science.
The inspiration for empiricism and travel writing defined by empiricism, exploration
writing bears the burden of its experience.

To better understand exploration writing, the first question to be asked is, “what is
travel writing?” In answering this question, one encounters two problems: the problem
of definition and the problem of literary status. Touching upon the problem of definition,
Glenn Hooper and Tim Youngs note, “[t]ravel writing [. . .] remains a loosely defined
body of literature” (“Introduction” 2). Travel writing remains as such because it is often
defined or described by the word travel and because it is highly incorporative of other
discourses, forms, and genres and, thus, tends to disturb generic distinctions. Moreover,
because of travel writing’s present popularity, there is a will amongst critics to push the
possibilities of its definition.

Part of the impetus for this push derives from figurative conceptualizations of the

word travel. For example, Tzvetan Todorov begins his discussion of travel writing with



the question “[w]hat is not a journey?”” and answers, “[a]s soon as one attributes an
extended figurative meaning to the word—and one has never been able to refrain from
doing so—the journey coincides with life” (287). Moreover, he explains, “journey and
narrative imply one another” (287) and, thus, demonstrates one line of logic that permits
travel writing to become an all-inclusive category. If “everything is a journey” (287),
then all writing is travel writing. Youngs, however, cautions against such logic, which
enlarges the definition of travel writing so widely as “to dematerialize travel and to make
of it a huge and empty metaphor” (179), and, although by no means cautionary, Todorov
concludes his exercise in logic by noting that, because “everything is a journey, [. . .] this
‘everything’ has no specific identity” (287). The implication is that, in order for a
definition of travel writing to be meaningful, it should not proceed from all meanings of
the word travel.

Conversely, a meaningful definition of exploration writing requires no caution.
Although as likely to be defined or described by the words exploration or explore as
travel writing is by travel, exploration writing is not a study of the temptations of
“extended figurative meanings.” Definitions of exploration writing do not proceed from
all meanings of the words exploration or explore but only from those meanings linked to
what is tangible, concrete. Movement is no mere abstraction here: exploration is the
material actuality of geographical searching. It is “[t]he action of exploring (a country,
district, place, etc.); an instance of this” (OED 2) and this “action of exploring” is to
explore, “to search into or examine (a country, a place, etc.) by going through it; to go

into or range over for the purpose of discovery” (OED 3. a.). Literal meanings only

apply.



Although by literal meanings exploration writing seems exempt from travel
writing’s problem of definition, figurative meanings of travel are only one part of travel
writing’s problem. The other part of the problem is linked to matters of terminology that
speak of the genre’s variety. Listing some of the many terms used to refer to travel
writing, Jan Borm argues that “their sheer abundance raises the question of what we
actually mean by [. . .] travel writing” (13). Each term, however, has its particular
nuance, and the terms should not cause us to question what we mean by travel writing
unless they are all used interchangeably or as synonyms for travel writing. Variety of
nuance should not be confused with uncertainty of genre.

While some of the terms that Borm lists speak of differences in the media used to
convey accounts of travel, others evoke possible stylistic variations; thus, some may be
taken as subgenres and some as modulations. Travel book suggests an artefact of print
culture, whereas travel narrative is not fixed to a particular medium of communication.
Travel narrative might also be distinguished from travel writing on the basis of narrative
conventions, which, however, in a post-modern age, work to erase the distinctions
between writing and narrative. As, by definition, a narrative is a story, travel narrative
and travel story might be used interchangeably, although story could suggest a brief
narrative or a colloquial style. A traveller’s tale might be the anecdotal or short-story
version of a travel narrative. Tale might describe the familiar style in which the brief
narrative is communicated, or it might also imply a reader’s or listener’s suspicion of the
veracity of the narrative itself. Travel journal and travel memoir point to the
autobiographical potential inherent in travel writing; journal suggests an immediacy of

style and memoir a reflective quality. Travels is the “elliptical” use of the plural travel,
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according to OED, which cites Samuel Johnson’s Dictionary of the English Language
(1755) for its definition, “‘[a]ccount of occurrences and observations of a journey into
foreign parts’ (J.)” (2. c.), and provides, for its “earliest recorded usage” (OED) the title
of a late sixteenth-century text. Journeywork seems to be a modern elliptical construction
of travel writing that performs a kind of word game with obsolete understandings of the
word journey, which indicates a day and its travel or travail, a day’s work or the
productions of a day, with, perhaps, the derogatory connotation of inferiority implied.
Travel writing might include all manuscript, printed, and electronic narratives and non-
narratives of travel, whereas travel narrative, which would depend upon narrative
conventions but not upon the media of written communication, would include oral
renditions of travel. Travel literature assumes selection criteria and canonicity.

Quite a different study in terminology, exploration writing says much not only
about the empty metaphor of travel but also about the relationship between literature and
reality. Referring to James Cook’s first text as an example, Dennis Porter explains, “The
Voyage of the Endeavour is without doubt an important form of travel writing, but it is
not the kind literary intellectuals usually have in mind when they think about the subject”
(117). Following the usual habit of mind, Mary Louise Pratt speaks of “travel and
exploration writing” (5). The juxtaposition suggests union, a generic relation, “travel and
exploration” (emphasis mine), and distinction or chronology, a move from the general to
the specific or a change in characteristics, travel then exploration, but it also suggests
opposition: travel not exploration. The reason for the opposition is not so much generic
as pragmatic. While travel writing may take an empirical perspective, it is not, unlike

exploration writing, assumed to have an epistemological function. This distinction
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confers upon exploration writing a special status. Exploration writing is not just any
travel writing: it is travel writing that produces knowledge from facts. The distinction
also, however, confers upon exploration writing a negative status: that is, exploration
writing is not literary travel writing because it produces knowledge from facts.

In his search for meaning, Borm argues that, because “the literary is at work in
travel writing [. . .] the terms the literature of travel, or simply travel literature,” might be
used “as synonyms of travel writing” but that travel writing “is not a genre” (13). For
generic purposes, however, he notes that “[i]n both French and German, one [. . .]
distinguishes between the genre travel book (récit de voyage—Reisebuch or—bericht) or
travelogue [. . .] and [. . .] travel literature (la littérature de voyage—Reiseliteratur)” (18-
19). Following the French and German practices, Borm would have “travel book or
travelogue as a predominantly (and presupposedly) non-fictional genre and travel writing
or travel literature [. . .] as an overall heading for texts whose main theme is travel” (19).
While clearly the French and German practices are precedent, there are two problems
with Borm’s proposition.

The first problem is that, in using the terms travel book and travelogue
interchangeably, Borm dismisses the origins and, thereby, the full definition of the second
term in preference for its “current looser meaning” (18). As the OED indicates,
travelogue “originated” in the “United States of America.” It is derived from “TRAVEL
n. + -LOGUE, after MONOLOGUE n.” and means, “[a]n (illustrated) lecture about
places and experiences encountered in the course of travel; hence a film, broadcast, book,
etc., about travel; a travel documentary.” My point here is that, while the travelogue may

be a “book,” the travel book may not be a “lecture” “film” or “broadcast.” Although the
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slippage is easily understood, the use of “travelogue” or travelog is more recent and
should be distinguished from “log of travel,” often the basis for or manuscript form of
travel writing—particularly exploration writing—in print. Travelogue suggests not only
new media for accounts of travel but also a new purpose for the travel account: that
purpose—performance.

The second and greatest problem of Borm’s proposition is his definition for travel
writing. The problem lies with his notion that travel writing “is not a genre” (13) but a

9% ¢

“thematic category,” “an overall heading for texts whose main theme is travel” (19). The
matter of genre is not insignificant. Genre is not something invented by academics for
arcane purposes but is, as Alastair Fowler argues, “a communication system, for the use
of writers in writing, and readers and critics in reading and interpreting” (256). He
explains that “genre [. . .] makes the expressiveness of literary works possible” (20).
Given Fowler’s conception of the function of genre and Borm’s distinction between genre
and “thematic category,” the question then to be asked is what does Borm’s “thematic
category” communicate?

To understand the communicative work that the “thematic category” does, one
must consider that, in the phrase “thematic category,” are the notions of a work’s “central
idea” (Cuddon 969) and its grouping or placement in relation to other works. If the
“central idea” travel is the means by which the “category,” travel writing, is defined, I
might modify Todorov’s question to suit my purposes and ask “what is not travel
writing?” for surely at the level of idea, figurative conceptualizations of travel come to

bear. If travel writing is not a genre but, as Borm suggests, a “collective term” that

operates at the level of idea, then it is a term that communicates very little. If, however,
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Borm’s “thematic category” is not so much a category of theme as a category of travel,
then the matter of grouping points to the circular logic underpinning conceptions of travel
writing that lie outside of genre.

Borm’s argument for categorising real with imaginary travel is speculative, but
Philip Babcock Gove’s study The Imaginary Voyage in Prose Fiction (1975) is
bibliographic—and persuasive. What Gove observes is that the distinction between real
and imaginary travel “is attested to not by lexicographers and encyclopedists but by
authors of fiction and their critics” (5). Considering English, French, and German
practices, he argues that the imaginary voyage (or imaginary travel writing) is “a literary
genre, as evidenced particularly by its use as a term of classification by literary historians
and writers on fiction” (5), and his bibliographic work, which includes his “Annotated
Check List of 215 Imaginary Voyages from 1700-1800” (subtitle), explores those less-
blatant examples of the genre that caused, either purposefully or accidentally, problems of
classification. At stake are the distinctions between reality and realism, truth and
verisimilitude: that is, the other part of travel writing’s problem of definition, spuriously
linked to matters of terminology, derives from a desire to push travel writing into the
realm of the unreal.

In his study, Gove speaks of the French classification voyages imaginaires, which
is used to indicate fictional texts that address some form of travel. Voyages imaginaires
is used in contradistinction to récit de voyage. Borm’s category la littérature de voyage,
which “includes works of non-fiction and fiction” (19), would, however, combine the
récit de voyage and the voyages imaginaires. The paradox might be resolved in one of

three ways: the category of travel writing is no more than an acknowledgement of the
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ready exchange between the récit de voyage and the voyages imaginaires, the category
contests the very notions of non-fiction and fiction upon which the genres depend, or the
category reflects the difficulties of classifying some works as either or.

There is no need for me to elaborate upon the historical exchange between the
récit de voyage and the voyages imaginaires, for Percy G. Adams does so in his Travel
Literature and the Evolution of the Novel (1983), in which he equates travel writing with
“the récit de voyage” (ix) and argues that “prose fiction and the travel account have
evolved together, are heavily indebted to each other, and are often similar in both content
and technique” (279). There is little to be said regarding critical contestation of the
assumptions that underpin the categories of non-fiction and fiction except that, while the
matter is interesting at the level of idea, at the level of practice, the idea tends to lose
integrity. Seeing all writing as “text” and, thereby, acknowledging that all writing is
constructed goes some way toward contesting the truth/lie and fact/fabrication
dichotomies upon which the categories of non-fiction and fiction are predicated, yet the
categories remain remarkably secure and, indeed, useful.

In an attempt to circumvent the problems of classification, the editors of the
Oxford anthology Travel Writing 1700-1830 use the term “non-fiction travel writing”
(Bohls and Duncan xiii), and Porter uses the term “non-fiction travel books™ (5). The
problem here is that, if one addresses the idea of “non-fiction travel writing” generically,
one must assume that a genre “travel writing” exists (or has existed), and from this
assumption, one of two things is possible. One is that within the assumed genre must
exist (or have existed) non-fictional and fictional elements, from which the subgenres

developed. The problem with such a possibility is that one must then return to the
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question “what is travel writing” or, more precisely, “what is travel?” Another possibility
is that one must first determine that the travel writing genre is defined by its fictional
status, and then one might use the opposite term as a qualifier. Consider the
classification, “fictional autobiography,” in which “fictional” is used to describe the
contradiction of a text that is very like autobiography but is not, as autobiography is
supposed to be, non-fictional. The problem with considering travel writing as a fictional
genre is that the notion works against present-day reader expectations. It is, therefore,
more logical to have “travel writing” and “fictional travel writing” (voyages imaginaires).
In this instance, “fictional” modifies the readers’ expectations, and with the modification
comes the creation of a distinct genre—not subgenre.

In the case of exploration writing, the negating prefix “non” is assumed. Non-
fictional exploration writing would be a redundancy. Moreover, because exploration
writing is writing that deals—or should deal—in facts, there is no desire to open the
subgenre to the imaginary. Rather, there is every desire to restrict it to the real. Fictional
elements in exploration writing might be one of three things: anecdotes, errors, or
falsities. Because neither figurative nor imaginary conceptions of exploration impinge
upon exploration writing as it is understood generically, exploration writing does not
suffer from travel writing’s problem of definition.

Travel writing’s problem of definition does not speak of a need for a new
definition but rather for understanding in the old the place of fiction. Although J. A.
Cuddon uses “travel literature” to indicate a “selection” of travel books and “travel book”
to indicate a “genre” that includes “extravaganzas” (or voyages imaginaires), much of his

entry for travel book is useful for understanding travel writing: a “much varied genre”
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produced by both “professional or ‘full-time’” and “occasional writers” (995). From the
genre’s variety, Cuddon distinguishes “works of exploration and adventure” and “guides
and accounts of sojourns in foreign lands” (995). While the grammatical structure of
“guides and accounts” suggests a unit, on the basis of function, the unit should be
separated into “guides for travel within foreign lands” and “accounts of travel in foreign
lands” because, whereas an account can be both narrative and descriptive (of Johnson’s
“occurrences” and “observations,” respectively), guides are, predominantly descriptive.
Cuddon’s entry favours non-fiction, but it includes fiction because it is reflective rather
than speculative: travel writing’s problem of definition arises not only from the critic but
also the writer, who, while employing the conventions of or excerpting from travel
writing, “creates a narrative partly or wholly fake but at the same time so realistic, so
much like other books, that he [or she] is able to deceive readers” (Adams, Travel
Literature and the Evolution 73) and cause difficulty for those who would determine
where hyperbole and errors end and hoaxes or fiction begins.

Whether because of the will of critic or writer, the problem of defining travel
writing as a genre involves the debate about whether or not non-fiction defines it. One
crux of the debate regarding this “defining element” involves the pragmatics of
determining non-fiction. Hooper and Youngs speak of “the medieval example of The
Travels of Sir John Mandeville (c. 1356): uncertainty about the author and what he
claims to have visited remain strong” (“Introduction” 2). They also note that “even when
we move into what we assume is more historically verifiable terrain — the eighteenth
century — problems regarding veracity continue to exist” (2). The other crux of the debate

resides in changing concepts of knowledge shifting reader expectations, for even if non-
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fiction might be determined according to whether the text, either by traveller, editor, or
amanuensis, reflects the travel experience of the traveller to whom the text is ascribed, the
non-fiction / fiction dichotomy is a conceptual invention of the nineteenth century.

Thus, if travel writing is to include some works of fiction it would be neither
because of figurative nor imaginary conceptions of travel but because of shifting reader
expectations. Borm observes that “the degree to which readers presuppose the author of a
travelogue [that is, travel writing] to be writing non-fiction varies throughout the history
of the genre” (17-8), and Ottmar Ette observes that “[m]any texts that we assign today to
fictional literature have been read from the perspective of the travelogue or even as
travelogue” (25) (a term that the translator of Ette’s text uses interchangeably with travel
writing). Ette’s point is an important one. For generic purposes, one must be careful to
create a distinction between texts “read from the perspective of” and texts read “as” travel
writing. Texts “read from the perspective of” travel writing are those texts of a genre
other than travel writing that have travel writing influences, whereas texts once read “as”
travel writing deserve some consideration, fictional status included—although
considering those fictional texts once read “as” travel writing as a part of the history of
the genre is not the same as concluding that travel writing presently comprises fiction and
non-fiction.

Concerning the distinction between influence and historical change and
considering the question of genre, Jonathan Swift’s Travels into Several Remote Nations
of the World. In Four Parts. By Lemuel Gulliver, First a Surgeon, and then a Captain of
Several Ships (1726) is an excellent point of reference. Written in the manner and style

of the travel writing of its time, it makes a critique of travel writing assumptions that does
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not work if the text is read “as” travel writing. As much about the ideology of travel
writing as more recent post-colonial critiques of the genre, Swift’s text not only explores
the links amongst perception, imagination, and belief but also explores reader
expectations—beginning with the text’s title itself. Important to the discussion of non-
fictional categorization, Swift’s text tells its readers, do not be so gullible as to believe
everything that you read in travel writing.

A reader’s gullibility implies a writer’s intent to deceive, but deception is not the
sole reason for a writer’s flight into fiction. Because it is often difficult if not impossible
to determine a writer’s intentions, however, Ette believes that it is better to address
“reading functions of the travelogue” (25) (that is, travel writing). He addresses these
“reading functions” using Roland Barthes’s expression “effet de réel” (Barthes 88, qtd. in
Ette 25), which does not mean “‘faithfulness’ to reality” but “is rather coupled to
historically effective and changing forms of writing and their ‘credibility’ in a socio-
historical and epistomologic-sociological definable audience” (Ette 25-6). Rather than
categorize travel writing as non-fiction, Ette would characterize it as comprising those
travel accounts that achieve a “reality effect” for a given audience and historical period.
After describing the “reality effect,” Ette notes that the effect “is based on an explicit pact
with the reader” (26). It is this “pact” in which I am most interested, for while the
“reality effect” offers a means of qualifying the definition of travel writing, it presumes
that the reader is, indeed, seeking a reality effect and excludes the reader’s desire for the
fantastical or incredible. How else might one explain bizarre images of Hottentots and
exaggerated descriptions of Patagonians? (Or, conversely, my all-too-real encounters

with Yahoos?)
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While Ette’s “reality effect” permits the critic to acknowledge those texts once
read “as” travel writing and, thus, their possible influence on the genre, it does not
explain why those texts that are then proved to be fictional are reclassified as imaginary
or why the desire to distinguish the real from the “reality effect” persists. Ette too readily
dismisses writer intentionality when he assumes that both reader and writer participate in
determining the terms and conditions upon which the “pact” that generates the “effect”
depends. Given historically changing concepts of knowledge and reader desire for the
fantastical, it would be best if we were to consider that the reader first reads the text as the
production of an authority or writer; we should, therefore, speak of a “credibility
effect”—and heed Gulliver’s warning.

Connected to changing concepts of knowledge, the problem of defining travel
writing as non-fiction derives from addressing non-fiction as a category of fact. For
instance, early modern travel writing collector Richard Hakluyt dispensed with
Mandeville “without apology” (Parks 175) in the second edition of his collection, The
Principal Navigations, Voyages, Traffiques, and Discoveries of the English Nation (1599-
1600), because he was interested in travel “narratives of the eyewitness” (126) (although
he retained his excerpt from Geoffrey Monmouth’s History of the Kings of Britain
concerning King Arthur’s travels in Ireland and northern Europe). While today one
might readily dispense with eighteenth-century fiction once read “as” travel writing, not
only because the eighteenth century is a period “more historically verifiable” (Hooper and
Youngs, “Introduction” 2) but also because it was a period of empiricism, one might not
wish to dispense with Mandeville because Mandeville provided travel writing with “a

two-part structure that was to be popular until after the great eighteenth-century novels
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appeared—one part objective [. . .], one part personal” (Adams, Travel Literature and the
Evolution 168). Moreover, one might say that it is neither that the readers of Mandeville
were more credulous than present-day readers nor that they little presupposed travel
writing to be non-fictional but rather that they had a conception of travel writing that was
not predicated upon categories of non-fiction and fiction, perhaps, rather, was predicated
upon concepts of textual authority based in learning instead of experience. As Andrew
Hadfield observes of the difference between medieval and early modern travel writing,
“what holds the knowledge gained from accounts of the New World together is the
rhetoric of the ‘I’/eye-witness, forced to abandon all appeals to a canon of authorities and
insist on the unclassifiable newness of the data which can only be described by one who
has seen it in person” (83). It is this element of personal experience that is essential for
today’s audience. While Mandeville’s original audience may have been interested in the
truth of the text, today’s audience may be interested in whether or not the text is true, and
while fact (even understood as un fait accompli) would have been of little concern to
Mandeville’s original audience, because of the legacy of the empiricist-rationalist
enterprise now known as science, fact is the means by which today’s audience would
determine whether the text were true.

It is because of the matter of fact, understood as repeatable observation or “datum
of experience” (OED), that exploration writing suffers not from travel writing’s problem
of definition but greatly from its problem of literary status. The problem of travel
writing’s literary status is classificatory “ambiguity” (Fowler 11), but as an object of
literary criticism lost to literature’s periphery, travel writing has its proponents advocating

aesthetics as a means of rescue. Ette argues that it is necessary to “question [travel
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writing] texts about their literary proceeding, about their metaphorical and metonymical
movements [. .][,] to work out the literary [. . .] and to treat the poetical” (29), and Borm
argues for examining “the transforming energy of mimesis” and “the dynamic role of
individual Style” (22). While aesthetic arguments such as these offer ways of reading
travel writing, they assume that there are fixed qualities that determine what is literary,
but seeing travel writing as literature requires not a consideration of travel writing’s
qualities but a reconsideration of conceptions of literature.

Fowler explains that “[t]he materia critica” of literary criticism “should not be
thought of as a group of objects” but rather “the results of reading” (1). Fowler’s
contention is that literature is socially-defined and mutable. It is tied to oral, written, and
printed texts, which might be valued as much for function or popularity as for aesthetics:
that is, literature depends on what we are reading for. Moreover, while we may speak of
“literature” as a unity, it is a unity that comprises historical understandings, and we must,
therefore, acknowledge both its polymorphism and its historical specificity. At one time
denigrated, the novel today is not literature because is embraces agreed-upon aesthetic
qualities but because it is read as literature.

The reason that critics grasp after aesthetics has to do with the ways in which
travel writing defies present conceptions of literature. A slight defiance, perhaps, but an
interesting one, is the problem of authorship. The problem of authorship particularly
affects the exploration subgenre because it is more likely than other travel writing to be
the production of “occasional writers” (Cuddon 995), who defy our present conception of
the writer, who is so either by vocation or volume. The writing of many exploration

writers is of such an “occasional” nature that it may be a one-time endeavour from which

22



only a single work results. Moreover, the work may as often be a composite or the
production of a collective as of an “occasional writer.” Germaine Warkentin explains
that texts of exploration writing are “‘incremental’ texts, often with several stages of
composition of which the daily log is only the first, sometimes with additions by fellow
explorers, and often revised by other hands” (Canadian Exploration x). While
Warkentin’s explanation is accurate, it says more about her own view of exploration
writing than it does about what distinguishes exploration writing from other literature, for
one might merely substitute “manuscript” or “typescript” for “daily log” and “writers” or
“editors” for “explorers” and “other hands,” and one would speak of all literature. That
is, “incremental texts” reflects exploration writing’s epistemological function; implicit in
the mention of the “log,” which is the first increment, is the idea that exploration writing
begins as not literature.

While one part of the difficulty of viewing travel writing as literature pertains to
the problem of authorship, another part pertains to travel writing’s formal qualities, which
contribute to making travel writing, in Cuddon’s words, a “much varied genre” (995).
Exploration writing shares travel writing’s formal qualities, which are neither merely a
reflection of the diversity of the earth’s places and peoples nor of the authors’ intentions,
itineraries, perceptions, and preoccupations but are, rather, the result of the genre’s
incorporative propensity and tendency to disturb generic distinctions. Because there is a
vogue amongst literary critics for writing that trespasses generic boundaries, travel
writing is much celebrated as such. There are, however, two problems with the
celebration of trespass: the first, and most significant, is a failure to understand the

workings of genre, and the second is moral. As Fowler observes, “[b]Joundaries have
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always been transgressed, genres have always been combined” (32). Because trespass
and combination are communicative functions of genre, it is better to understand that
genres are not discrete entities functioning in isolation from each other but rather multi-
valent continua. Thus, while a genre can be described, it cannot be delimited. Because
the idea of “trespass” is actually a function of genre, I should like here to remove moral
judgment—whether positive or negative—and refer to travel writing’s incorporative
propensity and its tendency to disturb generic distinctions as formal eclecticism and
generic modulation respectively. More than simply a reflection of an enduring interest in
travels, travellers, and places travelled, travel writing’s historical durability derives, in
part, from its formal eclecticism and generic modulation.

Formal eclecticism is the tendency of genres to incorporate other discourses,
forms, and genres. I use formal eclecticism rather than the popular “hybrid” (Borm 13
and Ette 26) because the popular term is used imprecisely if not incorrectly. Although
hybrid has the connotation of “mixture,” the term is biological in origin and refers to the
breeding of two animals or the exchange of the genetic information of two plants of
different species. The species model does not apply to literary genres, which should not
be seen as a collection of “classes, but [as] types” (37), as Fowler argues, because they
function on the basis of an aggregate of shared characteristics, all of which are not always
present and among which there is not one that is always shared. Moreover, genre is
imposed (that is, socially constructed) rather than inherent or inherited. If one is to apply
the term hybrid to literature at all, then, one ought to apply it only to those cases in which
a text is the equally-balanced mixture of two clearly-distinguished, even antithetical

forms or genres. To use hybrid in any other way is either to talk of modes of influence

24



and borrowings, rather than true hybridization, or is just a trendy way of saying mixture,
which is not meaningful from a generic perspective because, if there is a genre recognized
as travel writing, generically speaking, it itself cannot also be a mixture. I should grant,
however, that, because travel writing is an eclectic genre, it is a genre more likely to
produce a “hybrid,” but it is the individual text and not the genre itself that is hybrid.

While formal eclecticism is not unique to the genre, the genre’s propensity for
formal eclecticism is high, and the materials amongst which it selects varied. Ette draws
a comparison between the novel and travel writing on the basis that both are able to
“include the most diverse literary and non-literary text types and fragments™ (26), and he
lists some common inclusions: “diary and statistics, images and map material, political
treatise and literary narration, philosophical essay and scientific discussion, legend and
autobiography, [. . .] geographical disquisition and ethnographic field studies” (26)—to
which I would add history. Although I have difficulty with the division of inclusions into
“literary and non-literary,” the list of inclusions suggests another way by which travel
writing cuts across the non-fiction / fiction divide: that is, by incorporating fictional
elements. Because non-fictional inclusions in novels are perceived as part of their
fictional construction, fictional inclusions in travel writing should be perceived as part of
travel writing’s non-fictional construction.

Generic modulation is based on definitions of genre that are implicit in reader
expectations. Although it is only recognized in one way, through similarity, it proceeds
textually in one of two ways. If, at some point, a text’s eclecticism favours one discourse,
form, or genre, there is an instance of generic modulation. Oppositely, generic

modulation can come about because qualities internal to the genre match those of another.
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As with its eclecticism, travel writing is only particular in the degree to which generic
modulation occurs.

Inclusions are also useful for predicting modulation. For example, because much
travel writing employs first-person narration, it is at the level of narrative that travel
writing may modulate into autobiography. The modulation can be increased if the
external travelling becomes a prompt for introspection or if the justification for the travels
is the growth and development of the individual. Just as it is difficult to determine
whether some texts belong to the non-fictional or fictional category, in cases of generic
modulation there is the difficulty of assigning genre; here, however, preponderance iS
useful. Where travel writing modulates into autobiography, one might determine genre
by asking whether the autobiography is constructed around travel or whether the travel is
merely an element of the autobiography. There will always, however, be texts that lack
preponderance, and these hybrid texts can be read as both genres equally—or as neither.

Another example is adventure, with which exploration writing is sometimes
confused. The confusion results because exploration writing often includes chance and
risk, and adventure often includes action in the form of travel into regions unknown, but
whereas chance and risk are requisite for adventure, chance and risk are accidents of
exploration writing. Whereas the unknown is useful for producing adventure’s chance
and risk, the unknown is essential for exploration writing’s enterprise, which is producing
knowledge. Although exploration writing and adventure are not mutually exclusive, the
genre of a text in question might be determined conceptually by purpose decided on the

basis of preponderance.
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Because literary influence does not recognise borders, travel writing sometimes
modulates towards fictional genres—particularly given travel writing reader expectations
for the wonderful, unreal, or fantastical. The modulation that results is from the
similarity between travel writing and fantasy, imaginary voyages, romance, and utopias.
One must bear in mind not only that travel writers read but also that travel writers read
travel writing and writing that reads travel writing. Thus, perhaps Columbus’s greatest
achievement was to have discovered Mandeville, whose “long, amazing defense of the
roundness of the earth was one of” his “influences” (Adams, Travel Literature through
the Ages 44). Mandeville’s “defense” of “how the erthe and the see ben of rownd forme
and schapp” relies on “the sterred that is clept Antartyk™ (131) and his observations of the
star’s elevation taken by “astrolabre” (133) at various southern locales.

Although some of the difficulty of viewing travel writing as literature pertains to
its authorship and formal variety, the main difficulty of viewing travel writing as
literature is its non-fictional status, but the difficulty of viewing travel writing as literature
is not simply resolved by philosophising or pretending away its non-fictional status
because the difficulty stems not from its non-fictional status itself but from the way in
which its non-fictional status affects how it is read. Ette notes that, although travel
writing shares with the novel a propensity for inclusions and has inclusions in common
with the novel, travel writing may be distinguished from the novel “through its other
historical place within the system of genres, through the position assigned to it in the
spectrum of fictional and non-fictional literature, as well as through [. . .] the
institutionalization of its reading” (28). To say that one genre may be distinguished from

another through its generic relations and its position in respect to the categories of fiction
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and non-fiction is to state the obvious; to say that a genre depends upon “the
institutionalization of its reading,” however, is to state the essential. In the case of travel
writing, “the institutionalization of its reading” derives from interpretations of its non-
fictional status (which is bolstered by its non-fictional inclusions and modulations). The
inability to see travel writing as literature reflects fairly recent habits of reading that read
the non-fictional status—by transposition—as a non-literary status. More precisely, the
difficulty of seeing travel writing as literature is the result of the tendency to read it as, in
Ette’s words, “an empirical, reality-bound document, as narratio vera” (28).

With all travel—including exploration—writing, the problem of literary status is
connected to definition, problem or not. It is because of our profound reliance on the
category of fiction for our understanding of literature that those critics who are interested
in travel writing want not only to show that travel writing traverses the boundary between
the categories of non-fiction and fiction but also to push that boundary themselves.
Because our understanding of literature is entrenched in the category of fiction
(particularly the fiction of the realist novel), the “literature” of “travel literature” is the
place of leverage that critics use to open the genre to fiction: that is to say that, invested
in the debate over travel writing’s non-fictional status is its literary value.

At the periphery of the periphery, the exploration subgenre elucidates travel
writing’s problem of literary status because the difference in degree of literary status
between travel writing that “literary intellectuals usually have in mind” (Porter 117) and
exploration writing depends upon the degree to which each is read as “empirical” or
“reality-bound” (Ette 28). Put simply, exploration writing is read as more real and,

therefore, less literary than other travel writing because it is predominantly engaged in the
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production of facts. Units of the new epistemology of which Hadfield speaks, facts find,
in exploration writing, their very provenance. Thus, not only do travel writing reader
expectations for non-fiction vary “throughout the history of the genre” (Borm 18) but also
within the genre itself at different points in history.

The derivation of fact is the development of the British subgenre. Johnson’s and
Cuddon’s “account,” understood as to narrate or to document, defines this development,
and narrating subsumed to documenting elucidates the empirical perspective and
epistemological function that combined answer the question “what is exploration
writing?” To begin, there are two strands of British travel account: the one religious, the
other mercantilist. The first is both to narrate and to document and the second is to
document, to record, even to enumerate. Of the one stream, Cuddon notes that “[o]ne of
the earliest extant accounts of an Englishman’s travels abroad are those concerning one
Willibald who set out for Rome [. . .] in c. AD 718 (997) and progressed to Jerusalem as
part of a pilgrimage. As Rome shifted from a centre of religion present to religion past, it
became a place of social, political, and historical interest for the British traveller. By the
sixteenth century, “[w]ith pilgrimages to the Holy Land and Rome less important for
Protestant England, Englishmen found other reasons for going to the Continent—for
study, for trade, for picking up new languages and fashions, for diplomatic service”
(Adams, Travel Literature and the Evolution 51). Studying and acquiring cultural cachet
(if not also artefacts) abroad transformed from reasons into an institution, the elitist Grand
Tour developed, and the touring sons of nobles turned travel into an individualist
enterprise. Surprisingly, the impulse to account seems, at first, lost in the process of

religious conversion so that, in “Of Travel” (1625), Sir Francis Bacon could, of those
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touring sons, bemoan, “[i]t is a strange thing, that in sea voyages, where there is nothing
to be seen but sky and sea, men should make diaries, but in land-travel, wherein so much
is to be observed, for the most part, they omit it” (374). The Grand Tourists who mind
Bacon and “keep [. . .] a diary” (375), however, might combine the personal or subjective
with the impersonal or objective observations typical of seamen’s “diaries.”

Although its existence is evident in Bacon’s remark, of the other stream of travel
account Cuddon is necessarily silent because the objective observations of seamen’s
“diaries” and the data and descriptions of ships’ logs are remote from conceptions of
literature. Cuddon notes, however, that “[i]n the last half of the 16" ¢. a number of
accounts of [British] exploratory journeys began to appear” (997). These accounts did
not simply “appear” as a result of British exploration but were woven from the two
strands of travel account and typically printed in collections. The most notable of the
collections was that of Hakluyt, who produced two editions, The Principall Navigations,
Voiages, and Discoveries of the English nation, made by Sea or over Land to the most
remote and farthest distant Quarters of the earth at any time within the compass of these
500 yeares (1598) and The Principal Navigations, Voyages, Traffiques and Discoveries
of the English Nation, made by Sea or over land, to the remote and farthest distant
quarters of the Earth, at any time within the compass of these 600 yeares (1599-1600).
Hakluyt was not the first to produce a collection of travel writing, but, as Mary C. Fuller
notes, “[w]hile Richard Eden and Richard Willes preceded him in issuing edited English
collections of voyage narratives, neither Eden’s 1555 collection nor Willes’ 1577 revision
of Eden focused as Hakluyt did on narratives of English voyages” (147). A translation of

a collection of writings pertaining to “the Spanish New World” (Adams 53), Eden’s text
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was the first of its kind available in English. More important from a national perspective,
however, Hakluyt not only collected British writings but also had many printed from
manuscript for the first time. A mixture of chronicle-history accounts of travel, travel
writing, merchant accounts, diplomatic letters, and settlement and political treatises to
suit his interest in the mercantilist and expansionist enterprises, Hakluyt’s collection does
not solely comprise writings that could be described as exploration writing; nonetheless,
Hakluyt made previously unprinted British exploration writing accessible to a segment of
the British populace—the reading class that could afford his text. Moreover, in
compiling the collection, Hakluyt both implicitly classified the writing in his collection as
written in the pursuit of practical knowledge and explicitly encouraged more of the kind
of writing that his collection favoured by “soliciting” (Fuller 149) it.

Travel writing is an international genre, and continental connections were
essential for Hakluyt, who was prompted by nationalist sentiment to begin his Principall
Navigations. George Bruner Parks observes that during the early modern period, “[t]he
great collections of travel narratives were those of Ramusio, Hakluyt, and de Bry” (161).
Italian Gian Battista Ramusio’s collection was “the model and the inspiration for
Hakluyt’s,” and Hakluyt personally influenced the Dutch engraver Theodore de Bry,
who, “[i]n 1590 [. . .] published in four languages, Latin, German, English, French” (162)
the first volume of his four-volume collection, the first of, as Parks describes them, “the
stately illustrated folios of the Peregrinations” (163), which formed “the most tastefully
and expensively illustrated collection of travels begun before 1600” (Adams 54).
Although by no means the first to produce illustrated travel writing, de Bry intended to

and did distinguish his collection by the quality of its graphic art-as-document and
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established the practice that saw not only charts, maps, and views necessary to navigation
but also sketches of plants and animals (human and non-human) as features of
exploration writing.

Hakluyt’s collection was followed by that of his self-styled literary executor,
Samuel Purchas, who produced Hakluytus Posthumus, or Purchas his Pilgrimes,
containing a History of the World in Sea Voyages and Land Travell by Englishmen and
others (1625). Although Purchas included much of Hakluyt’s collection within his own,
he did not focus on British mercantilist and expansionist interests so much as try to offer
a world history of travel. Also unlike Hakluyt, Purchas edited the texts of his collection
for what he conceived of as readability: “[w]hen a voyage dwindled to the pattern of a
mere log book, Purchas was quite likely to abridge; and dates and positions and sailing
distances went by the board” (Parks 229). Hakluyt’s is typically read as the better
collection by those who, like him, understand its contents as informational documents and
who overlook his compilation efforts and admire his lack of editorial intervention in the
texts collected.

Fuller explains that “[p]rimary documentation [. . .] was available to Hakluyt
largely because both commerce and navigation were intimately involved with the
production of written records” (2). By virtue of collection, however, Hakluyt converted
records into data. The best proof of the effect of Hakluyt’s collection is the foil provided
in Hakluytus Posthumus: “[w]hen one observer seemed to Purchas to repeat another, one
was omitted; and the perspective of two witnesses gave way to the possible bias of one”

(Parks 229). Within an empirical system, the catalyst for transforming data into
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knowledge is repetition; lack thereof demands more data: the logic of Hakluyt’s
collection.

Not only did Hakluyt convert records into data by virtue of collection but he also
emphasised exploration writing’s record-keeping function. Of practical value, the records
of commerce and navigation, by virtue of sequence, might sketch a “skeletal” (Fuller 3)
narrative, but their concern is with details of transactions and observations of “objects and
phenomena” (8). The ship’s log was the repository for these records, and Fuller explains
that “the task of the [record] writer [was] almost more to transcribe or to copy from the
world of objects and events rather than to author a text as such” (8). With the
expansionist joined to the mercantilist enterprise, exploration writing is, no matter the
quality of its narrative, no matter the beauty of its graphics, conceived of as records of
reality: the perceptible world measured and made word. Thus, it is exploration not travel
writing.

Transcription also transforms exploration writing into travel guide. Useful for
imperial endeavours, exploration writing records astronomical observations; it makes
charts, maps, plans, and views of the geography through which it travels. Fuller explains
that “the most simple recording, of a one-to-one correspondence between voyages of the
ship and of the pen, even the most neutral transcriptions of bare facts [. . .], reach beyond
themselves to become instructions for repetition” (148). Exploration writing is also
useful for imperial endeavours because, while its purpose is to take travel and convert it
into text to be used for repeatability, its narrative and descriptive emphasis is on the
impossibility of repeatability: that is, on the uniqueness of the exploratory travel. This

stance of uniqueness serves the imperialist venture because it makes claims to originality.
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With account begins exploration writing’s association with reality—understood as
the measurable or perceptible made fact by repetition. This association, however,
redoubles, returns full-circle, and begins again with Bacon, for Bacon so admired the
early modern merchant records, navigational notations, and travel accounts that before
telling those nobles’ sons to take diaries on their study-tours he charted a new path to
knowledge in his Novum Organum (1625), “[I]iterally ‘The New Instrument’” (Jardine
and Silverthorne, note 4, 5). Exploration writing was both Bacon’s metaphor and
inspiration, for if classical deduction is divorced from the real thing and medieval
learning merely the accretion of authority, early modern exploration writing deals in

99 ¢

“objects,” “phenomena” (Fuller 8), and newness. Moreover, exploration itself required a
new instrument: Bacon explains that, “before the ocean could be crossed and the
territories of the new world revealed, it was necessary to have knowledge of the nautical
compass” (10). As the compass is to the explorer, so induction is to the empiricist:
Bacon argues, “it is absolutely essential to introduce a better and more perfect use and
application of the mind and understanding” (11) for the purpose of intellectual discovery
because “it would be a disgrace [. . .] if wide areas of the physical globe, of land, sea and
stars, have been opened up and explored while the boundaries of the intellectual globe
were confined” (69).

A new epistemology for an old form transformed an old message with a new
method. The crucible of change: the Royal Society of London for Improving Natural
Knowledge (1660) institutionalised Bacon’s argument. Advocating the importance of

extensive and systematic record-keeping, the Royal Society printed “Directions for Sea-

men, bound for far Voyages” in its first volume of Philosophical Transactions (1665/6).
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Written by Robert Hooke, these directions echo the purpose of Bacon’s new instrument:
“to study Nature rather than Books, and from the Observations, made of the Phenomena
and Effects she presents, to compose such a history of Her, as may hereafter serve to
build a Solid and Useful Philosophy upon” (140-41). The directions require said seamen
to make astronomical observations and observations of direction, location, underwater
substrate, tides, water depth, weather, and wind patterns. These observations might take
the form of descriptions, enumerations, and measurements, but they are also to take
graphic form as “Plotts and Draughts of prospects of Coasts, Promontories, Islands and
Ports” (142). Seamen are “to keep an exact Diary” of their observations, and copies of
their diaries are to be delivered to “the Lord High Admiral of England” and “the R.
Society” (141). While these observations pertain closely to navigation, in a later issue of
the same volume, Robert Boyle offers “General Heads for a Natural History of a
Countrey, Great or Small” (1666) to all travellers. These categories of observation,
“Heads,” are classified under the elements, “Air,” “Water,” and “Earth” (186) and
include all of the above-mentioned observations as well as those pertaining to daylight
hours, climate, topography, minerals, metals, soil types, diseases, flora and fauna, and
physical descriptions of humans and descriptions of their diets and their customs. In the
second volume of the Royal Society’s Transactions (1667), the first “Directions” are
expanded in detail and purpose. As their title suggests, “For Observations and
Experiments to be made by Masters of Ships, Pilots, and other fit Persons in their Sea-
Voyages” (433), they exhort not only methodical observation but also experimental
method for gathering data. The new method emphasised the empirical perspective, as is

captured in the more general understanding of “to explore™: “to look into closely,
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examine into, scrutinize; to pry into (either a material or immaterial object)” (OED 2. a.).
Most importantly, however, the new method made the empirical perspective an
epistemological function: recording not only for keeping but also for knowing.

Eric J. Leed argues that Bacon “legitimated the new science [that] altered, in turn,
the form and style of travel books which began to be conceived [of] as a means of
[making an] objective description of the world, an inventory of its contents” (178). While
the Royal Society’s directions had an impact upon travel writing in general, the effect of
the directions upon exploration writing was a shift of predominance rather than
substance—a more focused view of function. Pre-dating Bacon’s practical epistemology,
inspiring it, and finally incorporating it, thanks to the auspices of the Royal Society,
exploration writing returned to its roots in early modern documenting activity—this time
with the approved stamp of knowledge-acquisition grounded in reality.

The advocate for exploration writing’s function, the Royal Society was also the
arbiter of its style. As a result of the influence of the Royal Society’s rules on style,
exploration writing is often subdivided into sequential types that fall before and after the
Royal Society’s founding: discovery, then exploration. The fallacy of the sequence is the
historical view that perceives the differences between early modern and eighteenth-
century exploration writing as a difference of experience rather than aesthetics or
emphasis: that is, exploration begins where discovery ends. For example, T. D.
MacLulich argues that “the fundamental change which had taken place in the activity
performed by European geographical investigators” (“The Emergence” 52-3) is reflected
in the difference between “‘discover,” with its connotation of accidental encounter and

(119

lack of careful investigation” (51) and “‘explore,” with its connotations of deliberate and
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systematic investigation” (51-2). The distinction is false. Discovery may occur either by
chance or method, and, as OED’s definition for exploration explains, “the purpose” of
exploration is “discovery” (3. a.). The unknown is essential to both.

John McVeagh believes that, because from 1660-1780 the British Empire was
concerned with “assimilation and consolidation” (6) rather than expansion, the
exploration writing of the period “reflects a reduced sense of wonder” (7). This “reduced
sense of wonder,” however, points not to changes in exploration but to a shift in rhetoric.
Studying the conservation of elements of the English language from the Anglo-Saxon,
Ian Gordon notes that “Humanist Latinity has left its most abiding mark on English in the
enormous expansion of vocabulary” (75), rather than in rhetorical flourish, because
innovations in the language were tempered by a shift towards a “speech-based” prose that
“occurred at the end of the seventeenth century” (31) as a result of the Royal Society’s
language reform. As Thomas Sprat explains in his History of the Royal Society (1667),
the Society exacts from its members “a constant Resolution, to reject all amplifications,
digressions, and swellings of style: to return back to the primitive purity, and shortness,
when men deliver’d so many things, almost in an equal number of words” (113).
McVeagh’s “reduced sense of wonder” is the result of the Royal Society’s injunction,
which institutionalised an objective, plain style, the purpose of which was not to produce
a reflection of the world but to create greater correspondence—that is, coincidence—
between words and world.

Although Wayne Franklin creates a distinction between discovery and exploration
writing, he notes that the distinction does not hold with individual texts but is, rather,

conceptual. He says that a discovery text “tends whenever possible to rely on a group of
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presentational means in which time plays no crucial role—catalogues, tables,
descriptions, discourses, expositions” (21). The rhetoric of discovery is of transcendence
or timelessness. By contrast, “[f]or the explorer [. . .] time is an openly accepted fact”
(69). He is time-bound and, therefore, engaged in the ordering of events and locations:
“[a]ction is the key to this traveler’s language, for he gives to the discoverer’s sense of
wonder (which in fact he may share) an edge of calculation and containment” (69). As
exploration writing increasingly concerns a series of coordinates linked by movement,
Mandeville’s “two-part structure” (Adams 168) becomes a convenient means for
separating narration of progress from timeless presentation. Because discovery and
exploration writing reflect perceptual modes, the best way to comprehend the error of
separating the two is to consider how emphasis on either space or time might shape a text.
More than other travel writing, exploration writing is concerned with travel’s
materiality, which will structure—if not interrupt and intrude upon—the text. One way to
consider structures is to approach travel linguistically. Travel might be a journey or, if
the journey is by water, a voyage—both of which suggest completion. Travel might also
be of a part of a journey or voyage, the action or motion of travelling itself. Travels,
while it might suggest a grouping of two or more journeys or voyages, also suggests the
present tense: as in s/he travels. While a unit of exploration writing, a journey or voyage,
might tend to follow the structural conventions of narrative more than that of parts,
groupings, or series of exploratory travels, nonetheless, a part might satisfy narrative
conventions more readily than the whole, and a series or grouping might be organized
around a final destination, shared point of departure, or a common goal. A text with a

conventional narrative structure of rise in action, climax, and dénouement might have the
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point of departure begin the rise in action, the destination act as the climax, and the return
to the point of departure as dénouement; conversely, the climax may occur during
exploratory travel to or from the destination or even at return to the point of departure.

At its most general, whether noun or verb, travel describes an action or a state of
motion. Like all actions or states of motion, travel comprises the repeated intersection of
external space and time. Whether space and time are determined by the rate of human
movement over terrain during the course of a day or by sophisticated global positioning
systems, the bulk of exploration writing is biosphere bound. (The exception is space
travel, which was once classified only as imaginary voyage.) Because travel describes an
action, the emphasis of exploration writing might be upon the change of space or the
passage of time or both, or it might address the intersection of space and time by focusing
on sequence or on those moments when space seems fixed and time frozen. By analogy
with the travelogue, the structure of exploration writing might be a filmic experience, a
slide show—or a single photograph.

Johnson’s “‘[a]ccount of occurrences and observations of a journey into foreign
parts’ (J.)” (qtd. in OED, “Travel, n”) reflects two of the main modes of expression in
exploration writing: “[a]ccount of occurrences” provides narrative and “observations”
description. Conceiving of geography as place rather than space, Peter Hulme says,
“[t]ravel writing is hardly possible without the description of movement of some sort, but
travel writing almost always wants to say something about the places the travel writer
visits. Movement and place are always therefore in some tension” (21-22). If exploration
writing is less narrative and more descriptive, the points of intersection of time and space

may substitute as narrative progress. Conversely, a linear or sequential structure, the very
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idea of progress, can be disrupted by reflection, reminiscence, or retrospection. Finally,
memory allows for forms of return or even exploratory travel-within-travel as possible
structures.

Ette details some structures as conceived geometrically: “[t]he circle [...] in
which the traveler returns to the place of departure” (39); “[t]he pendulum” or “the
commuting between two or several locations” (43); “[t]he line [. . .] from a starting point
to a destination point” (43); “[t]he star [. . .] starts from a definite center, which serves as
a starting point for a more or less circular journey” (45); and “[t]he jump,” for which
there is “neither a concrete starting point nor a concrete destination” (47). My only
addition to Ette’s conception of structures would be to modify the idea of the departure
and return to the place of departure by noting that while it may be a circle (or loop) it may
also be a double line, depending on whether the return route differs from the route out or
not. Also, as a geometric conception of travel, the circle encompasses one of the great
travel paradoxes, circumnavigation or, as Mandeville calls it, “envirounynge” (135): the
paradox is that, by following the earth’s surface, one may travel further and further from
the point of departure until one travels nearer and nearer to it.

Before he departed on James Cook’s first voyage of circumnavigation, Sir Joseph
Banks responded to the suggestion that “he should do the Grand Tour instead” (Barber

(139

84) by declaring, “‘[e]very blockhead does that; my Grand Tour shall be one round the
whole globe’” (qtd. in Barber 84). With this declaration, Banks not only points to the
eighteenth century’s interest in travels (written and actual) but also celebrates the joint

empirical venture of the Admiralty and Royal Society as the grandest of tours. Cook’s

first voyage of circumnavigation was to observe the 1769 Transit of Venus for the

40



purpose of improving upon the measures of the 1761 Transit observations for the
determination of “the solar parallax, or the mean distance of the earth from the sun”
(Woolf vii). The interest in the parallax expressed the wish for a numerical constant that
would “complete the Newtonian system of the world by determining its actual scalar
dimensions” (vii) (as well as those of the solar system). Important to practical astronomy,
cartography, and navigation, the expeditions to observe the Transit of Venus not only
celebrated the paradigm shift from the Ptolemaic to the Copernican worldview but also
ushered in a period of heightened natural history interest: “[t]he cause of natural history
was considerably advanced when the Transit expeditions were linked with those engaged
in the detailed exploration of the world” (197)—as was the case with Cook’s first
circumnavigation thanks to the presence of Banks, Fellow of the Royal Society, and Dr.
Daniel Carl Solander, a Fellow of the Royal Society who had studied under Carl von
Linné or Linnaeus, architect of the system of binomial nomenclature for Earth’s beings.

Although today one might think of natural history as the equivalent of field
biology, eighteenth-century understanding of natural history did not depart from Bacon’s
early modern understanding, which the Royal Society’s “Directions” follow. Stuart
Houston, Tim Ball, and Mary Houston explain that “[i]n the eighteenth century the term
‘natural history’ encompassed both climatology and astronomy as well as the study of
animals, plants, and minerals” (14). Included within the kingdom Animalia, humans too
were fit subjects, and what one might now categorise as observations pertaining to
ethnology, ethnography, or anthropology, were also part of natural history. Observations
of geologic and geographical features fell within the rubric of natural history too.

Distinct from and yet overlapping with natural history observations pertaining to
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astronomy and geography, were those observations, measurements, and calculations
necessary to navigation and cartography. Thus, exploration writing’s empiricism took
two forms of expression in the eighteenth century, and these two forms were often either
represented in one exploratory enterprise or embodied in a single explorer.

MacLulich argues that Cook’s voyages “triggered the process which changed the
somewhat vaguely defined class of writings dealing with geographical discovery into a
recognizable literary genre, the exploration narrative” (10-11). The reasoning that
MacLulich offers is as follows: before Cook’s voyages “scientists had made use of the
reports of explorers,” but “after Cook’s voyages the two activities of geographical
discovery and scientific observation were firmly united as part of a single process” (11)
and, therefore, the writing that emerged from this process “incorporated many new
departures in subject, in theme, in style, and in organization” (12) that other writers of
exploration wished to emulate because Cook’s texts were “popular” (12). MacLulich’s
reasoning is false. While Cook’s voyages had both cartographic and natural history
interests, the combination of the two interests preceded Cook: “by 1700 it was common
practice to send “scientists on official embassies or voyages of exploration” (Adams 79).

Although a “literary genre, the exploration narrative” did not result from Cook’s
voyages, Cook’s voyages affected exploration writing because they were themselves of
general interest, and the writing about these voyages that was attributed to Cook satisfied
this interest; its popularity, however, lay not in how it departed from previous exploration
writing but in how it conformed to reader expectations for travel writing. Expressing, if
not establishing, travel writing reader expectations, in February of 1760, in The Idler No.

97, Samuel Johnson exhorts, “[e]very writer of travels should consider, that, like all other
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authors, he undertakes either to instruct or please, or to mingle pleasure with instruction”
(298). Johnson complains of explorers, “sons of enterprize” (300), and Grand Tourists
who merely describe the space through which they travel or the things that they see while
travelling, “without incidents, without reflection” (299), and he exhorts, “[h]e that would
travel for the entertainment of others, should remember that the great object of remark is
human life” (300).

Thirteen years later, An Account of the Voyages Undertaken by Order of His
Present Majesty for Making Discoveries in the Southern Hemisphere, and Successfully
Performed by Commodore Byron, Captain Wallis, Captain Carteret and Captain Cook,
in the Dolphin, the Swallow and the Endeavour (1773) was printed in London by Strahan
and Cadell. The three volumes were edited by John Hawkesworth, and Cook’s first and
westward exploratory circumnavigation comprises the last two of the three. “Cook” here
is a less-than-seamless composite of the journals of Cook and Banks with commentary by
Hawkesworth, whose editorial choices echo Johnson’s exhortation. Besides establishing
a general context for the exploratory voyages in his text—Charles the Second’s “design
of sending out vessels for making discoveries of countries hitherto unknown” (i)—and a
specific one for Cook’s voyage—*"“it was resolved by the Royal Society, that it would be
proper to send persons into some part of the South Sea to observe a transit of the planet
Venus over the sun’s disk” (ii)—in his “General Introduction,” Hawkesworth explains
that, although he has written the text in the first person, he has taken the liberty to
“intersperse such sentiments and observations as [his] subject should suggest” (v).
Moreover, in his “Introduction” to the second and third volumes of his work,

Hawkesworth explains his reason for combining Cook’s and Banks’s journals by
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delicately suggesting that the two are complements as necessary to exploration writing as
are the Admiralty and Royal Society to exploring: “[t]he papers of Captain Cook
contained a very particular account of all nautical incidents of the voyage, and a very
minute description of the figure and extent of the countries he had visited” (xiii), while
the papers of “Mr. Banks” included “a great variety of incidents which had not come
under the notice of Captain Cook, with descriptions of countries and people, their
productions, manners, customs, religion, policy, and language” (xiv). Thus, Cook
provides the travel; Banks provides the human interest. Besides including charts, maps,
plans, views, and drawings that depict peopled landscape or foreground human activity, a
botanical sketch, “branch of the bread-fruit tree with the fruit” (xxxvi), and sketches of
items of material culture from Peoples encountered during the voyage, Hawkesworth
satisfies his general reader with a brief but useful dictionary, “An Explanation of the
Nautical Terms not generally understood which occur in this Work™ (xxiii).

In a study of Cook’s journals concerning his three circumnavigations, Cook’s
biographer J. C. Beaglehole calls the voyage of the Endeavour “the last part of [Cook’s]
apprenticeship” (Cook the Writer 8) “for discovery” (7) because it was during this voyage
that Cook developed as a writer under the tutelage of Banks. Thus, the two-volume A
Voyage towards the South Pole and round the World. Performed in His Majesty’s Ships
the Resolution and Adventure, in the Years 1772, 1773, 1774 and 1775 (1777), also
printed by Strahan and Cadell, was “Cook’s own book™ (12), as its title page indicates:
“WRITTEN / By JAMES COOK.” It is important, however, to note that, although Cook
wrote and revised the text, he incorporated into it parts of the journals of others on the

voyage, most particularly astronomer “William Wales” (16), who observed the 1769
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Transit of Venus from “the Hudson’s Bay Company post of Prince of Wales’s Fort”
(“Wales, William™). Also, in separate sections, A Voyage includes “CAPTAIN
FURNEAUX’s NARRATIVE of his / Proceedings and ADVENTURE during the
Separation of the Ships” (title page), between Dusky Bay and Queen Charlotte’s Sound,
New Zealand and after the ships leave Cape of Good Hope until they reach England.
Finally, the whole was edited by “Dr. John Douglas, Canon of Windsor” (17)—although
Beaglehole asserts that Cook retained control of the process.

While Hawkesworth’s is a collection of voyages taken “for making discoveries in
the Southern Hemisphere” (title), these volumes are dedicated entirely to Cook’s more
difficult eastward circumnavigation “in search of a Southern Continent” (19). As with
Hawkesworth’s volume, the “General Introduction” (ix) sets a context for the exploration
by establishing its importance: “[w]hether the unexplored part of the Southern
Hemisphere be only an immense mass of water, or contain another continent, as
speculative geography seemed to suggest, was a question which had long engaged the
attention, not only of learned men, but of most of the maritime powers of Europe” (ix). It
then offers a brief history of exploration in the southern hemisphere—and Cook’s voyage
begins as the logical conclusion to this history. Although Cook’s voyage is the farthest
south in the sequence, its results speak to the nature of exploration. On Sunday, January
30, 1774, the ships reach “field-ice” having “ninety-seven ice hills” of such extent and
height that Cook must resort to analogy by contrast: “[s]Juch mountains of ice as these,
were, | believe, never seen in the Greenland Sea” (Vol. 1, 267). The dangerous ice makes
the way nearly impassable; Cook decides to go no further south; and, thus, the result of

the search for the Southern Continent is conjecture: “[i]t was indeed my opinion, as well
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as the opinion of most on board, that this ice extended quite to the pole, or perhaps joined
to some land” (268). Such a statement might be read as a suggestion for further
exploration despite Cook’s pronouncement that, as a result of his voyage, “a final end
[has been] put to the searching after a southern continent” (Vol. 2, 239).

As with the volumes dedicated to Cook’s first circumnavigation, these volumes
include charts, maps, plans, views, and drawings of peopled landscape, human activity,
objects of material culture, and natural history specimens (animal, this time, as well as
botanical). Barbara Stafford argues that the graphic inclusions in travel writing from
1760 to 1840 express a “scientific aesthetic” (xix); while I would suggest that the
aesthetic is more properly “empirical,” because it is interested in neither quantification
nor induction, I agree with Stafford that the graphic inclusions are influenced by, if not a
part of, the knowledge-making enterprise associated with the Royal Society. In context
of the empirical aesthetic, the “PORTRAITS of PERSONS” (title page) included in
Cook’s second text comprise a curious study in human interest. There are a number of
portraits depicting human beings as natural history specimens, such as those of “MAN
OF EASTER ISLAND” and “WOMAN OF EASTER ISLAND” (Vol. 1, unpaginated).
There is also, however, the frontispiece portrait of “CAPTAIN JAMES COOK. F.R.S.”
himself, hero of exploration. Finally, there are those portraits, liminally positioned,
representing human beings as named individuals, such as those of the Tahitians, for
examples “OTOO KING OF O-TAHEITE” (Vol. 1, unpaginated) and “OMAI”
(unpaginated).

While most of the graphics are interspersed throughout the travel portion of the

volumes, nonetheless important to the voyage account are those separate sections
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following. There are tables of astronomical observations and meteorological data in
tables following the Royal Society’s “For Observations and Experiments” model (445).
There is “A VOCABULARY OF THE LANGUAGE OF THE SOCIETY ISLES” (Vol.
2, 318) with pronunciation guide, and a table that compares “LANGUAGES spoken in
the South Sea” (Vol. 2, 364-5). Finally, introduced by a letter, there is, “annexed” (367)
to the volumes, Sir John Pringle’s “Discourse upon Some Late Improvements of the
Means for Preserving the Health of Mariners” from a paper delivered to the Royal
Society “November 30, 1776 (369). The paper addresses how Cook managed to keep
the health of his men by airing his ships and fighting scurvy.

As important to cartography and navigation as his Transit of Venus voyage,
Cook’s second circumnavigation was not only a search for a southern continent but also
an experiment addressing longitude. Long the bane of open ocean travel, longitude had
eluded exact determination because, as Beaglehole says, “[IJongitude—to put the matter
crudely—is wrapped up with time” (The Life 114), and, until John Harrison’s invention
and perfection of the chronometer (1730-1770), there was no techology available for
accurately measuring time under the varying and potentially extreme conditions of
oceanic travel. Before the chronometer was invented and even afterward while
chronometers were yet uncommon in navigation, a ship’s longitude was most often
determined according to the method of dead reckoning using a “log,” which was “[a]n
apparatus for ascertaining the rate of a ship’s motion, consisting of a thin quadrant of
wood, loaded so as to float upright in the water, and fastened to a line wound on a reel”
(OED def. II. 6.). One record kept in the ship’s log or log-book was the log measure: not

only a record of travel that determined the ship’s course but also one that might make
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repeating that course possible. Because dead reckoning determined longitude as a
relative measure based on the ship’s direction “determined from the stars or a compass”
(Sobel 14) and the log’s “rate of motion” timed by “sandglass or pocket watch” (14) and
corrected for winds and tides, however, there was a high degree of uncertainty in
longitudes determined during long voyages over open water.

Because this uncertainty could and did lead to disaster, Britain instituted the
“Longitude Act of 1714, in which Parliament promised a prize of £20,000 for a solution
to the longitude problem” (16) and “set up the Board of Longitude” (Beaglehole 115) to
promote solutions and adjudicate amongst them. The two solutions in serious
competition for the prize were, as Beaglehole describes them, “the astronomical-
mathematical, and the mechanical” (115): that is, lunar distance, which depended upon
observations of the angular distance between the moon and sun (during the day) or the
moon and fixed stars (at night) as taken at sea and from a fixed point on land, and the
chronometer, respectively. Cook’s second circumnavigation provided an opportunity to
test the chronometer against the lunar distance method—on an extended voyage.
Beaglehole says that Cook’s “devotion to the lunar method, by the end of his first voyage,
is clear” (287), but, over the course of Cook’s second voyage, Beaglehole charts Cook’s
increasing admiration of and dependence upon the chronometer, a model of Harrison’s
made by Larcum Kendall (K 1). By the time that Cook departed on his third
circumnavigation, Kendall had made two more chronometers, and “the Board of
Longitude decided that both K 1 and K 3 should go with Cook” (Lamb, “Introduction,” A
Voyage 51). As good as an advertisement for the chronometer, Cook’s final two voyages

mark a turning point in perceptions of exploration by sea. Arriving at a single destination
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lost some of its importance because time fixed location: everywhere became somewhere.
Moreover, given the scalar dimensions of the earth and determination of longitude,
mapping the earth in its entirety became not merely possible but inevitable.

Although Cook did not complete his final eastward circumnavigation because he
was killed in Hawaii, the first two volumes of the three-volume A Voyage to the Pacific
Ocean. Undertaken, by the Command of His Majesty, for Making Discoveries in the
Northern Hemisphere. To Determine the Position and Extent of the West Side of North
America; Its Distance from Asia; and the Practicability of a Northern Passage to Europe.
Performed under the Direction of Captains Cook, Clerke, and Gore, in His Majesty’s
Ships the Resolution and Discovery. Inthe Years 1776, 1777, 1778, 1779, and 1780
(1784), printed in London by Strahan, “were edited by Douglas from Cook’s journal”
(Beaglehole, The Life 691). The final volume belongs to James King, who, commanding
the Discovery after Clerke’s death near Kamchatka, completed the circumnavigation’s
northern hemisphere return. Given Cook’s death, it is hardly surprising that the prefatory
matter strikes a note of finality in regards to geographical exploration. Preceding the
dedicatory eulogising of Cook, the highly footnoted introduction concerning “[t]he spirit
of discovery” as it pertains to “Great Britain” (i) of the mid- to late eighteenth century
situates Britain’s discoveries within those of other European nations; its message,
however, is that Britain’s are superior and that Cook’s discoveries represent Britain’s
zenith. Surveying exploration of the South and North Pacific, the introduction’s purpose
is to establish a context for Cook’s final circumnavigation, which, “besides revisiting
many of the former discoveries in the Southern, carried its operations into untrodden

paths in the Northern Hemisphere” (iii-iv), most “particularly” for the purpose of
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determining the “existence, or, at least, [. . .] the practicability of a Northern passage
between the Atlantic and Pacific Oceans” (xxviii).

Although predominantly of nautical interest, the graphic inclusions in the volumes
are like those concerning Cook’s previous circumnavigations (excepting botanical
specimens). Hinting at a separate function for some of the graphics, however, the
prefatory matter notes that “Purchasers of this Work may choose to preserve the larger-
sized Plates in a separate volume in folio” (xci)}—perhaps purely for the pleasure of
viewing. Besides the interspersed graphics, there are seven appendices. Two are of
meteorological and navigational interest. Three are of vocabularies of Pacific Peoples,
and two are comparative vocabularies.

Like Cook’s three voyages of circumnavigation, George Vancouver’s three-
volume A Voyage of Discovery to the North Pacific Ocean, and round the World; in
which the Coast of North-west America Has Been Carefully Examined, and Accurately
Surveyed. Undertaken by His Majesty’s Command, Principally with a View to Ascertain
the Existence of Any Navigable Communication Between the North Pacific and North
Atlantic Oceans; and Performed in the Years 1790, 1791, 1792, 1793, 1794, and 1795, in
the Discovery Sloop of War, and Armed Tender Chatham, under the Command of
Captain George Vancouver (1798), as printed in London for Robinson and Edwards,
speaks of open ocean travel punctuated by harbouring and interacting. The similarity
between Vancouver’s and Cook’s texts is, however, more than merely exploration by sea.
It is both route and relationship. Vancouver was aboard Cook’s Resolution, for Cook’s
second circumnavigation, and Clerke’s Discovery, for Cook’s third. Vancouver’s voyage

not only “followed much the same route” (Lamb, “Introduction,” A Voyage 5) as Cook’s
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third voyage but also was taken for the same purpose: to seek a Northwest Passage.
Moreover, Cook appears in Vancouver’s account—as a man he admired and mourns and
as a man whose work he is completing and correcting. Despite the multilayered influence
of Cook, there is, however, one significant difference between the texts of the two:
whereas Cook’s graphics include natural history interests, Vancouver’s are entirely of
navigational interest—although they too may be bound in a separate folio volume. W.
Kaye Lamb notes that the written text is largely Vancouver’s creation. It “was not
rewritten for publication by a ghost writer. It is a straightforward revision of the journal
[Vancouver] kept during the expedition” supplemented by “the reports or journals of
other members of the expedition” (229). Moreover, although Vancouver’s brother John
completed the manuscript, “[a]ll but a hundred of the nearly fifteen hundred pages in the
first (quarto) edition were either in type or ready for the printer when Vancouver died”
(229). Within four years of its first British edition, the text was printed in translation in
French (1799), German (1799-1800), Danish (1799-1802), and Swedish (1800-01) (Lamb
267-68).

Although MacLulich mentions “Vancouver” (4) as offering an example of the
“exploration narrative” and bases his argument upon the influence of Cook’s accounts,
his interest is in exploration writing dealing with land exploration taken in the mid- to late
eighteenth century and pertaining to the trade in beaver furs in the now-Canadian
northwest. Of the writing dealing with this time and space, the only two texts printed
within their period that he acknowledges as examples of “true exploration narrative” (7)
are those of Samuel Hearne and Alexander Mackenzie (for while he considers David

Thompson’s the third example, Thompson’s text was not published until 1916). Hearne’s
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text, like Vancouver’s, speaks as much of the community of British exploration as it does
of the influence of Cook’s accounts, for parts of Hearne’s text appear, eleven years before
his full volume, in the introduction to Cook’s third circumnavigation. The reason that
Hearne appears is the search for a Northwest Passage, for he, “Mr. Hearne, a young
gentleman” (xlvii), as Cook’s introduction describes him, had travelled by land under the
auspices of the Hudson’s Bay Company in search of “‘a passage out of Hudson’s Bay
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into the Western Ocean’” (Hearne xli) before Cook departed upon his own search, and
Hearne, in his “A Map exhibiting M.R HEARNE’S TRACKS in his Journies for the
discovery of the COPPER MINE RIVER, in the Years 1770, 1771, and 1772 under the
direction of the HUDSON’S BAY COMPANY” reveals the cartographic information that
is reproduced, visible in the inland lakes west of Hudson’s Bay, in one of the graphics
included in Cook’s text that a purchaser may have had bound in folio, “A GENERAL
CHART Exhibiting the DISCOVERIES made by Capt.” JAMES COOK in this and his
two preceding VOY AGES, with the TRACKS of the SHIPS under his command.”
Within his own text, Hearne reveals his desire to emulate Cook as a leader. In a section
dedicated to describing “GRASS of several kinds” (456) found in the vicinity of
Hudson’s Bay, Hearne notes that he “never had one man under [him] who had the least
symptoms of scurvy” (457). Although personal, the tribute suggests that Hearne is
familiar with Sir John Pringle’s “Discourse,” perhaps from Cook’s second text.
Mackenzie also reveals that, if he has not read, he is at least aware of the content of
Cook’s third text when, on the day that he arrives at “a narrow arm of the sea” (The

Journals 372) (that is, the Pacific Ocean), he writes of seeing a woman with copper

labrets and notes that these are “as described by Captain Cook” (371).
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Samuel Hearne’s A Journey from Prince of Wales’s Fort in Hudson’s Bay to the
Northern Ocean. Undertaken by Order of the Hudson’s Bay Company, for the Discovery
of Copper Mines, a Northwest Passage, &c. In the Years, 1769, 1770, 1771, and
1772(1795) was first printed in London for Strahan and Cadell and translated into
German (1797), Dutch (1798), Swedish (1798), French (1799), and Danish (1802), within
seven years of its London edition. Comprising three distinct sections in its first edition,
Hearne’s text includes maps, plans, and views as well as sketches of items of material
culture, and it covers his two failed attempts and one successful journey to reach the
Arctic Ocean, “A short Description of the Northern Indians, also a farther Account of
their Country, Manufactures, Customs, & c¢.” (304) pertaining to the Chipewyan with
whom he travelled, and descriptions of the plant and non-human animal life of the
Hudson’s Bay area. Alternating between narrative of progress and descriptions, the
journeys section’s style, like Cook’s and Vancouver’s, is digressive. The text iself, like
Cook’s third, is also footnoted, but the footnotes are Hearne’s and, rather than authorise
exploration history, they offer reminiscence. Although to date there is no definitive
evidence of the transformation from notes into printed text, I. S. MacLaren addresses the
text’s climax, the Chipewyan massacre of Inuit living along the Coppermine River near
its mouth at the Arctic Ocean, and notes that the printed volume contains descriptions
“that one cannot find in the two surviving versions of Hearne’s field notes” (21).
Although there is no proof of either, the addition suggests either that there was editorial
intervention or that Hearne himself was catering to public tastes.

Perhaps thinking of Cook’s vocabularies, Hearne moans in his “Preface,” “I

cannot sufficiently regret the loss of a considerable Vocabulary of the Northern Indian
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Language, containing sixteen folio pages” (x). Hearne had “lent” the Vocabulary to the
Hudson’s Bay Company’s “Corresponding Secretary” for copying, but the man died, and
the Vocabulary was lost. The loss as Hearne describes it is significant given his
substantial “A Short Description of the Northern Indians,” for the vocabulary and
description taken together represent an extensive exploration of Chipewyan culture. In
bemoaning the loss, Hearne points to the focus of his text, and this focus is not only
essential for understanding his conception of the readership for his text but also for
understanding its relationship to Mackenzie’s text. Although Hearne was both a
cartographer and a natural historian, he emphasises his natural history achievements by
explaining that his text is “not so much for the information of those who are critics of
geography, as for the amusement of candid and indulgent readers, who may perhaps feel
themselves in some measure gratified, by having the face of a country brought to their
view, which has hitherto been entirely unknown to every European except myself” (vi).
In his Voyages from Montreal, on the River St. Laurence, through the Continent of
North America, to the Frozen and Pacific Oceans; in the Years 1789 and 1793. With a
preliminary account of the rise, progress, and present state of the fur trade of that
country (1801), Sir Alexander Mackenzie establishes his text and its readership in
opposition to Hearne’s. Although his text contains many passages describing the Peoples
whom he encounters, Mackenzie, in his “Preface,” disclaims interest in natural history or
“the science of the naturalist” (The Journals 58), in favour of “geographical science”
(57), and whereas Hearne’s text has few astronomical observations or indications of
direction, Mackenzie’s emphasises his astronomical observations, which follow

“Galileo’s method for finding longitude” (Sobel 27) on land according to “Jupiter and his
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satellites” (Mackenzie, The Journals 256), and he includes long passages of directional
description detailing his inland waterways travel taken under his own auspices as a
partner of the North West Company. Dedicated to George III and edited by “William
Combe” (who wrote The Three Tours of Doctor Syntax) (Montgomery 303), the text was
first printed in London for Cadell and Davies and was translated into both French (1802)
and German (1802) within one year of its London edition. Although it has no sketches,
the text has three maps, one showing “America between the latitudes of 40 and 70, and
longitudes 45 and 180 WEST,” which includes the cartographic information of Hearne’s
“A Map exhibiting M." HEARNE’S TRACKS,” and the other two showing Mackenzie’s
routes “from Fort Chipewayan to the North Sea” and “from Fort Chipewayan to the
Pacific Ocean.” Along with the “Preface” by Mackenzie, there are three sections: the
vocabulary-containing “A GENERAL HISTORY OF THE FUR TRADE FROM
CANADA TO THE NORTH-WEST,” perhaps written by Mackenzie’s cousin “Roderic”
(Lamb, “Introduction,” The Journals 33) McKenzie, Mackenzie’s one failed attempt to
reach the Pacific Ocean, during which he reached the Arctic instead, and his one
successful attempt. Because Mackenzie travelled largely by lakes and rivers, the rhythm
of his text of landmass exploration is like those of the oceanic explorations of Cook and
Vancouver, for Mackenzie’s inland waterways travel is punctuated by landing and
interacting. Unlike Cook’s, Vancouver’s, or Hearne’s, however, Mackenzie’s style is
linear; it subordinates description to action and progress.

The strength of MacLulich’s argument regarding Hearne and Mackenzie is that it
establishes that fur traders worked within a British tradition of exploration writing and

that, therefore, their “attitudes, interests, and very modes of perception were all
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conditioned by a set of preexisting attitudes and literary conventions” (211), its weakness
is that it tries to turn exploration writing into “narrative,” a “literary genre” (11), at the
expense of the genre’s variety. For instance, MacLulich dismisses “[t]he third part” of
Hearne’s text “as an appendix and not as a part of the narrative proper” (119) because it
includes a character sketch of Hearne’s guide Matonabbee, ethnographic descriptions,
and a section describing the plants and non-human animals of the Hudson’s Bay area.
MacLulich also says that “the important parts of Mackenzie’s book are the ‘Preface,’ [. .
.] and his accounts of the two voyages themselves” (137) and, thereby, excludes the entire
first section of Mackenzie’s text, “A GENERAL HISTORY OF THE FUR TRADE.”
Moreover, he argues that “[i]f a full-dress summary of the historical background [to the
“exploring venture”] is thought desirable, it is given in a separate introduction, not made
part of the narrative proper” (56) and, in so arguing, fails to sees that Mackenzie’s “A
GENERAL HISTORY™ also offers a generalised voyage “from Montreal” (title) to Fort
Chipewyan and is, therefore, necessarily, a part of Mackenzie’s “narrative proper.”
Given such willed oversights, one might well ask what MacLulich would do with
Hawkesworth’s glossary of nautical terms, Cook’s maps, or the portraits of Cook’s
second text.

MacLulich argues that Cook’s voyages changed “the voyage account into the
exploration narrative, and [made] authors out of almost all the nineteenth- and early
twentieth-century explorers” (73), but for Johnson, the eighteenth-century “writer of
travels” was already “like all other authors™ (298). The difference between MacLulich
and Johnson is a historical difference in conceptions of literature: while Johnson seeks

for works that instruct and / or please, MacLulich seeks for works that are narrative.
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Thus, MacLulich’s argument regarding exploration writing is not unlike those aesthetic
arguments put forth by theorists in support of travel writing’s literary status, for it seeks
to define literature by qualities internal rather than factors social. Neglecting the whole in
favour of the part, MacLulich attempts to transform exploration writing into literature by
removing from it those elements that might link it to other fields of study.

Influenced by practical early modern documenting activities and infused with the
spirit and style of empiricism, exploration writing is now likely to be read as a primary
document of geography, history, science, or social science. Adams notes that “[o]f all the
literature of travel, that of exploration has been most thoroughly examined by historians
of geography and cartography” (60). Because exploration writing shares features of our
present-day academic disciplinary discourses, it is often elided with those disciplines; the
problem with such an elision is that it fails to recognise that our present discourse
communities do not readily transfer to earlier discourse communities. Discursive clusters
shift. For example, in the eighteenth century, the distinctions between literature and
science were, if not nonexistent, at least not as distinct as they are today. The difference
is between a conception of knowledge and our present disciplines, which are
institutionalised categories of knowledge. The matter might be complicated by function
if the writer of exploration supposes his writing (or his travels) to be in service to the
collection of particular categories of knowledge. It is certainly complicated by
exploration history, for with the last of the great geographical exploration of the Arctic
there is sub-generic modulation so that categories of knowledge predominate. For
example, in Alexander von Humboldt’s Personal Narrative of Travels to the Equinoctial

Regions of the New Continent, during the Years 1799-1804 (1814) and Charles Darwin’s

57



A Journal of Researches into the Natural History and Geology of the Countries Visited
during the Voyage of the H. M. S. Beagle under the Command of Captain Fitzroy, R. N.
from 1832-1836 (1839) a scientific function predominates. The geographical explorer-as-

observer is replaced by the travelling scientist-as-explorer.
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Chapter 3
On Origins

Because some exploration writing deals, in part or wholly, with the geographical
space that would become Canada, there is a will amongst some scholars of English-
Canadian literature to include it in the nation’s literary canon by writing it into English-
Canadian literary histories, encyclopaedias, and companions. The process of inclusion
results in what I term a paradox of place. The paradox of place is the simultaneously
canonical and non- or anti-canonical status conferred upon exploration writing as a result
of the conceptual negotiations demanded by the transfer of writings of non-Canadian
publication to Canadian territory. In this transfer exploration writing transforms into the
origin of English-Canadian literature; its empirical perspective and function transmute
into proto-realism.

Capturing and creating something of the paradox of place that exploration writing
holds in the English-Canadian literary canon, in his “Conclusion” to the first edition of
Literary History of Canada (subtitled Canadian Literature in English), Northrop Frye
remarks that “[t]he literary, in Canada, is often only an incidental quality of writings
which, like those of many of the early explorers, are as innocent of literary intention as a
mating loon” (822). Simultaneously disparaging the literary in Canada and exploration
writing in general, Frye’s remark creates a distinction that plagues English-Canadian
literary histories. He creates the distinction by using “literary”” and “writings” to indicate
two separate spheres of production that only occasionally, and by chance, coincide. If the
distinction is correct, then Literary History of Canada might more properly be called

History of the Writings of Canada, given that its first three chapters, “The Voyagers,”
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“Explorers by Land to 1860,” and “Explorers by Sea: The West Coast,” in part survey
exploration writing pertaining to the geographical space that is now Canada. Given that
these first three chapters address mostly British print productions written by British
subjects, Frye’s remark is more than merely a disparaging simile effecting aesthetic
distinction. His remark is also an elision of distinctions between British and Canadian
writings and is, thus, essential given the cultural work that Literary History intends, for
the text is a “history” in the sense that it writes of the developmental progress of
Canadian literature, which not only improves but also becomes more Canadian with time.
In Frye’s words, Literary History “has its own themes of exploration, settlement, and
development,” and “these themes relate to a social imagination that explores and settles
and develops,” an imagination that “has its own rhythms of growth as well as its own
modes of expression” (822). Therefore, as both the text’s final part and the happy result
of the imagination’s growth and development, there is “The Realization of a Tradition”—
national, Canadian.

The unfortunate result of a developmental approach is that, while it goes some
way towards canonizing exploration writing by virtue of inclusion, it also works against
that very canonization process by, as Jonathan Kertzer observes, placing exploration
writing at the base of an aesthetic hierarchy that is believed to be natural and to reflect
improved quality in sequence: “[r]ecords of first discovery [. . .] are followed by
reflective travel literature [. . .], followed by exploratory narrative poems [. . .], and then
realistic stories of settlement” (19). The problem with this sequence is that, in casting
exploration writing as poor-quality, precursor-Canadian literature, it necessitates casting

explorers solely as agents of imperial expansion and not as writers with literary
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intentions. Thus, not only does the sequence remove exploration writing from its British
empirical literary context but it also removes it from the larger travel-writing tradition of
which it is a part. The removals are essential given that exploration writing
disconcertingly moves across not only the permeable boundary between Britain and
Canada but also across that more resistant boundary between document and literature.
Exploration writing calls into question the very notion of boundaries geographical and
classificatory, and the move to remove it from its empirical-literary and travel-writing
contexts speaks to the way in which a developmental approach to literary history
proceeds.

Addressing Frye’s comment “that the Canadian sensibility [. . .] is less perplexed
by the question ‘Who am 1?7’ than by some such riddle as ‘Where is here?’” (826), Leon
Surette traces the importance of territory to English-Canadian conceptions of the national
literature. Surette coins the term “topocentrism” to indicate the tendency to imagine
cultures geographically. He explains that, while “[a]ll varieties of cultural history are to
some degree topocentric” (49), cultural history written about English-Canadian literature
is such to a great degree: ““[t]Jopocentrism dominates critical perspectives on Canadian
literature, because no other means of establishing its boundaries are available” (51).
Relying on geography to define nation, then, Literary History transforms destination into
destiny by proceeding from the assumption that exploration writing is the point of origin
for the national literature because it is about “here” and, more importantly, about where
“here” is.

I take as my own point of origin Frye’s remark in Literary History, but, of course,

the remark and the history also had their origins. In the spring 1990 issue of Critical
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Inquiry, Robert Lecker and Frank Davey debate the processes of English-Canadian
canon-formation. Beginning the debate, Lecker argues that “[a]t the end of World War II
[...] [t]here was no canon” (“The Canonization” 656) of Canadian literature but that with
the publication of Literary History of Canada, “the institution called Canadian literature
was born” (657). Davey finds Lecker’s choice of Literary History of Canada “arbitrary”
(“Critical Response I’ 674) and his narrative of canon formation suspect because it
largely ignores selection processes or pressures that preceded Literary History or that
were unrelated to the study or teaching of Canadian literature. Lecker, nonetheless,
insists, “I chose the Literary History of Canada because it is important and different: it
was the first large-scale, academic research project to present an encyclopedic view that
was endorsed by a critic of international stature—Northrop Frye” (“Critical Response 11
685). Let Davey and Lecker bicker: they are both right. The history of canonization is
longer and more complicated than Lecker suggests, but Literary History of Canada is,
despite Davey’s objections, a defining moment in English-Canadian literary canon-
formation, perhaps not only for its critical sanction but also for its publication history,
which may have resulted from that sanction or from the text’s first publication just two
years in advance of centennial celebrations. Unlike any English-Canadian literary history
before or since, Literary History of Canada’s first edition of 1965 was reprinted in 1966,
1967, 1970, and 1973, and translated by Maurice Lebel and published in 1970 as Histoire
littéraire du Canada: littérature canadienne de langue anglaise, before it went into a
second edition in 1976, which was reprinted in 1977.

One year after the Critical Inquiry debate, in an essay in a collection edited by

Lecker, Dermot McCarthy argues, “Literary History of Canada (1965) does not represent
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an act of literary autogeny. The origins of [. . .] the displaced Protestant teleology of
Frye’s ‘Conclusion’ to the Literary History, are to be found in the nineteenth-century
anthologies” (31-2). McCarthy continues, “[f[rom its beginnings in the nineteenth

century, the writing of Canadian literary history has been organized around the extra-
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literary concept of the ‘nation’” (32). McCarthy bases his argument not only on two late-
nineteenth-century anthologies of poetry, E. H. Dewart’s Selections from Canadian Poets
(1864) and W. D. Lighthall’s Songs of the Great Dominion (1889), but also on the
following early-twentieth-century literary histories, all listed together in sequence in
Literary History of Canada as “proof of the spirit of literary nationalism and optimism
which was characteristic of the 1920s” (484): Ray Palmer Baker’s A History of English-
Canadian Literature to the Confederation (1920, reprinted 1968), J. D. Logan and
Donald G. French’s Highways of Canadian Literature (1924, second edition 1928),
Archibald MacMechan’s Head-Waters of Canadian Literature (1924), Lionel
Stevenson’s Appraisals of Canadian Literature (1926, reprinted 1970), and Lorne
Pierce’s An Outline of Canadian Literature (French and English) (1927). McCarthy does
not mention V. B. Rhodenizer’s Handbook of Canadian Literature (1930), but it too is
included in Literary History’s list. While I agree with McCarthy’s first assertion, the
logic of his second is suspect, for any attempt at a national literary history is necessarily a
nationalist project. That it should be remarkable that a Canadian literary history
organises itself around “the concept of the ‘nation,”” implies that other national canons
oppose nation with evaluation. One might well question why the canon of English

literature begins with Beowulf except that its many translations obscure the fact that

Beowulf is not in English (nor is it about England, for that matter). If philology plays a
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part in determining the English nation, so too does religion, and one might also question
whether Edmund Spenser’s Faerie Queene would have been canonized had England
returned to Catholicism. Finally, one might well ask why the English are not
embarrassed by the early modern importation of Italian sonnet conventions. My point is
that, in canon-formation, “the concept of the ‘nation’” is not “extra-literary.”

Although each of the five literary histories that McCarthy studies organises itself
around “nation,” each understands “literature” and “history” somewhat differently, and
some of this difference can be seen in each text’s relationship to exploration writing. Ray
Palmer Baker’s non-chronological survey of literary influences, A History of English-
Canadian Literature to the Confederation: Its Relation to the Literature of Great Britain
and the United States (1920), assumes that there is a pre-Confederation English-Canadian
literature of which to make a history but that that literature “does not begin until the close
of the American Revolution” (7). Thus, Baker’s sense of what defines the nation is like
much of Canadian nationalism that distinguishes itself by first arguing that it is not
American.

Baker has a chapter devoted to “TRAVEL AND EXPLORATION” (147). The
chapter heading suggests a generic classification with exploration writing as a distinct
subgenre of travel writing, but the chapter is, more precisely, devoted to travel,
exploration, and settlement writing connected with “the history of the fur trade” (152).
The chapter limitation is telling for it suggests that Baker’s concept of what makes early
Canadian literature is tied to the British mercantilist economics of the geography. Baker
begins the chapter by noting, “[b]y a strange trick of fate the writers of travels who are

now remembered make no pretension to literary skill” (147). The note is essential to
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Baker’s view of exploration writing, but it misrecognises a literary topos common to
subgenre. As Percy G. Adams explains, “[b]y the time [Richard] Hakluyt was translating
writers out of early collections of voyages, [. . .] prefatory apologies [concerning literary
skill or style] were commonplace” (248). By the late eighteenth century, these apologies
were more than merely commonplace: they were “obligatory” (Leed 191). By the late
eighteenth century, these apologies acted as a variation of false modesty: to disclaim
literary skill or style was to claim the concise and precise plain style demanded by the
Royal Society.

Baker, however, from his premise that making “no pretension to literary skill” is
the same as having no literary skill (or no editor with skill), explains that the texts of
exploration writing “that have become classic are [. . .] unpolished” (147), and, to sustain
the idea that exploration writing is not literary, he describes the “explorers and fur
traders” as “men of action who had no thought of literary fame” (149). If not harbouring
thought of “literary fame,” explorers (their amenuenses, colleagues, ghost-writers, and
editors) certainly thought of pecuniary advantage and did not take the time to try to see
their writings to publication purely for self-edification. Thus, Baker’s “no pretension to
literary skill,” much like Frye’s “innocent of literary intention,” is a double celebration of
those “men of action” who are also able, by some accident, to leave writing—but not
literature—to posterity. Although Baker’s interpretation of the modesty topos is
inaccurate, in addressing the writing of his three late-eighteenth century explorers,
Samuel Hearne, Alexander Mackenzie, and David Thompson, he reflects an awareness of
two common modulations of exploration writing. He says that Hearne’s text “established

[. . .] the autobiographical form adopted by his successors” (147), and he calls
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Mackenzie’s a narrative “of adventure” (152). Included only to be disparaged,
Thompson’s text is anachronistic within the historical limits of A History’s survey of
literary “progress” (5) because it was unavailable to a reading public before
Confederation.

J. D. Logan and Donald G. French’s Highways of Canadian Literature (1924),
which traces English-Canadian literature up until the year of its publication, begins just a
little before Baker’s with the fateful, pre-Confederation date of 1760, which “marks both
the Fall of Montreal (following the Fall of Quebec in 1759) and the Puritan Migration
from New England” (20). Contradicting Lecker’s version of the English-Canadian
literary institution, the literary history notes, “[i]n very recent years Canadian universities
and colleges have added to their curricula systematic study of the verse and prose of the
chief writers born in or resident in the Dominion” (5). To distinguish their text from its
predecessors, the authors declare that, previous to their text, “those who wished to be
informed on the literary history of Canada [. . .], had to depend on Anthologies, summary
annalistic Sketches, and biographical Compendia” (5). One problem that they see is that
“[t]he earlier anthologies comprise verse”; another is that sketches and compendia “do
not, by themselves, disclose the development of Canadian Literature” (5).

While this interest in “development” shows that their concept of the appropriate
historical narrative for English-Canadian literature is like that of Literary History, they do
not integrate exploration writing into the narrative of that development but, rather,
segregate it in their text’s third and final section, devoted to “SPECIAL AND
MISCELLANEOUS (1760-1924)” writings, in the chapter “NARRATIVE

LITERATURE” (395). Although the chapter subheading, “Travels, Exploration, Sport”
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(400), suggests an affiliation by bodily movement rather than genre, travel and
exploration writing share some of the same interests as sports writing in instances of
outdoor pursuits such as canoeing, hunting and fishing, and camping and, thus, some
modulation occurs between the genres. Curiously, the “Exploration” of the subheading
refers not only to exploration writing itself but also to histories of exploration, which are
more appropriately, as the chapter heading designates, “narrative.” Although “narrative”
is an imperfect appellation for the prose of exploration writing in particular, the two texts
of exploration writing mentioned, J. W. Tyrrell’s Across the Sub-Arctics of Canada
(1897) and Mackenzie’s Voyages, are not only narrative but also highly linear in
narrative. Here Mackenzie is both empiricist and artist, for he is “a keen observer” and
his text is “marked by colorful style and imaginative presentation of the scenes he visited
and of the inspiring or sublime phenomena he observed” (401).

Neither Archibald MacMechan’s Head-Waters of Canadian Literature (1924) nor
Lionel Stevenson’s Appraisals of Canadian Literature (1926) includes exploration
writing, but Stevenson has some interesting things to say about geography. Beginning
figuratively, he argues that there is a “Canadian quality sufficiently distinctive to warrant
the acceptance of Canadian literature as a separate entity in the intellectual geography of
the world” (viii). He then creates a literal geographical distinction between Canadian
poetry and prose by saying, “[p]oetry is a less localised affair than prose narrative” (x)
because the poetry best “exemplifying the essential Canadian spirit” deals with “universal
poetic themes” (x), whereas “writers of prose [. . .] have been content with the superficial
distinctiveness which Canadian settings and events provide” (xii). Not only does

Stevenson subscribe to topocentrism to remark upon the distinctiveness of Canadian
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literature and mark distinctions between valuations of poetry and prose, but he also uses
topocentrism to justify talking about Canadian literature at all: although he makes “no
extravagant claims for the excellence of Canadian literature” (xiii), the literary works that
he discusses are valuable because they either capture “the elusive national quality” or
“depict the real life of the country” (emphasis mine xiii). In these remarks is a hint of the
future, a hint of what Lecker calls Frye’s “nonevaluative stance” (661) concerning
Canadian literature. It is a stance marked by an embarrassed topocentric logic that argues
that it is all right for one to study Canadian literature—because it is there.

In An Outline of Canadian Literature (French and English) (1927), Lorne Pierce
charts the development of the “national ideal” (“Foreword”), or “genius” (238), of which
his concluding chapter, “The Genius of Canadian Literature,” offers a description. In his
Outline, he first considers the central literary genres the novel, poetry, and drama and
then peripheral genres and subgenres, two of which are “Travel and Exploration” (203).
Striking a fine balance between reading exploration writing as adventure and historical
document (although not history, for which there is a separate chapter), Pierce calls the
texts “tales of adventure and heroism” (10) and “unpretentious records” or “verbal
portraits of those distant times and civilizations, priceless data which form a background
for our present civilization” (203). Despite the separate chapter for histories, however,
like Baker, Pierce includes histories of exploration with the exploration writing itself and,
thus, conflates the two. The conflation ignores the important difference between history
and historical document. Unlike the other literary histories from the nineteen-twenties,
Pierce’s An Outline tries to be comprehensive in its list of exploration writing; it begins

with early-sixteenth-century French exploration in the east and progresses through British
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western and arctic exploration of the late eighteenth and early nineteenth centuries to
Canadian exploration of the twentieth. Although its organisation differs from Literary
History of Canada, Pierce’s history might be something of a template for Literary History
because of its scope, variety of peripheral genres, and potent sense of destiny.

Although not addressed by McCarthy, the last in the list of texts indicative of the
nineteen-twenties’ literary “optimism” (484) is V. B. Rhodenizer’s Handbook of
Canadian Literature (1930), which includes a “TRAVEL, EXPLORATION, AND
MEMOIRS” chapter, the composition of which reflects both generic classification and
modulation. Memoir is not as exploration writing is to travel writing, but rather memoir
is to travel writing as it is to exploration writing—given both the record-keeping and
autobiographical functions. Addressing exploration writing with an aesthetic assessment
similar to Baker’s, Rhodenizer demonstrates the simultaneously canonical and non- or
anti-canonical impulse. Explorers are part of “a group the mere stories of whose lives,
regardless of anything they wrote, have an almost epic interest because they display [. . .]
heroism” (emphasis mine 55). Here is part of the paradox of place that exploration
writing holds in the English-Canadian literary canon: dismissed in favour of the writer,
the writing is, nonetheless, important to read because the writer’s life—as the writing
shows—is like a literary genre. Rhodenizer’s one explorer is Mackenzie, whose
regarded-regardless text is “a record of great historical significance” written by a writer
who “is not an artist” (58), as Rhodenzier evidences by mentioning Mackenzie’s
“apology” for his style.

While Pierce’s text might be something of a template for Literary History,

Reginald Eyre Watters’s A Check List of Canadian Literature and Background Materials
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1628-1950: In Two Parts (1959) is more certainly so, and although not an English-
Canadian literary history, it is worth looking at because it speaks of what underlies the
paradox of place that exploration writing holds in the English-Canadian literary canon.
First, however, it is interesting to note that, before publishing his checklist, Watters
compiled Canadian Anthology (1955) with Carl F. Klinck, the general editor of Literary
History of Canada. Canadian Anthology does not include exploration writing, whereas A
Check List does. The difference is easily explained because Watters divides his checklist
into “Part I,” which deals with “the recognized forms of poetry, fiction, and drama” and
“Part I1,” which “is a more or less selective listing of books by Canadians which seem
likely to be of value to anyone studying the literature or culture of Canada” (vii).
Necessary but not quite literary, exploration writing is in Part II, in the “Travel and
Description” chapter, where Watters includes explorers from Champlain to Tyrrell.
Watters’s explanation of his checklist’s division is echoed by Klinck in his “Introduction”
to Literary History of Canada: “[t]his book treats, not only works generically classified
as ‘literature,’” but also, chiefly in separate chapters, other works which have influenced
literature or have been significantly related to literature in expressing the cultural life of
the country” (xi). The difference is that while Watters’s checklist shows a clear
distinction between the central and peripheral literary genres, Klinck’s Literary History
blurs that distinction—albeit incompletely.

Unlike Watters’s A Check List, however, Literary History of Canada, in both its
first (1965) and second (1976) editions, strives, like Pierce’s An Outline, to be
comprehensive in its coverage of exploration writing—but only that in English.

Beginning with the late-sixteenth-century Martin Frobisher exploration in Hakluyt’s
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collection, it ends with the arctic exploration of the early- and mid-nineteenth century and
does not include J. W. Tyrrell’s post-Confederation text, perhaps because the text
contradicts its narrative of literary development. Although comprehensive, its chapters
(the first three) addressing exploration writing are not, however, strictly generic. Most
particularly, “The Voyagers” not only deals with Elizabethan exploration writing but also
with the impact that the “NEW WORLD?” (3) had on other genres and, thus, in a curious
way, suggests that the environment that would become Canada is itself a distinctive
literary influence. Taken in light of the topocentrism of Literary History, the logic of the
suggestion is that from such an influence must a distinctive literature arise. “Explorers by
Land to 1860” and “Explorers by Sea: The West Coast” are more focused on exploration
writing but also include more general travel writing, (fur-trade) settlement writing,
missionary tract, captivity narrative, and adventure. David Galloway, who writes “The
Voyagers,” suggests that besides including some of the earliest references to the
geographical space that is now Canada, the voyages of the late-sixteenth century are the
earliest of English-Canadian literature because they influence later English-Canadian
literature: “[t]he early voyagers—plain and crude as their accounts usually were—are the
real forefathers of later poets such as Earle Birney” (18). Allusively echoing this
suggestion, Victor G. Hopwood ends his “Explorers by Sea” with a quotation from
Birney’s “Pacific Door” (51), which mentions Drake, Bering, Cook, and Vancouver.
While Hopwood does not explain his allusion, Galloway does not elaborate upon the
nature of exploration writing’s influence.

Perhaps thinking of 1760, certainly neglecting the influence of late-sixteenth

century exploration writing on Birney, in Canadian Literature in English (1985, second
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edition 2006) W. J. Keith calls Canada “[a] country [. . .] whose English literary tradition
can be traced back no further than the middle of the eighteenth century” (1). As with
Literary History, Keith is interested in a narrative of literary development and begins his
first chapter, “The Beginnings in Prose,” as follows:
[plaradoxically but appropriately, we detect the first clear signs of literary
activity in English Canada in the work of travellers and explorers —
paradoxically because they would never have considered themselves
contributors to literature, appropriately because their efforts at surveying
the terrain, describing both physical features and native inhabitants, were
necessary first steps towards coming to terms, imaginatively as well as
practically, with the country as a whole. (13)
Sounding rather like Baker and Frye, Keith’s inaccurate estimation of the literary
intentions of the explorers not only celebrates the explorers as “men of action” (Baker
149) but also goes one step further and celebrates them as men boldly navigating the
previously-unknown literary influence of the Canadian environment.

Keith, however, distinguishes amongst the explorers: “[a] few, including George
Vancouver and Simon Fraser, have given their names to parts of the country [...]. And
some — notably Alexander Henry, Samuel Hearne, Alexander Mackenzie, and David
Thompson — helped indirectly but palpably to initiate a Canadian literary tradition” (13).
Before addressing Keith’s comment, I must note that, although Henry is interested in
natural history and although he dedicates his Travels and Adventures in Canada and the
Indian Territories between the Years 1760 and 1776 (1809) to Sir Joseph Banks, I
exclude him from my study because his text is more appropriately classified, as his title
suggests, as adventure. There are two things that are important about Keith’s comment:

his reiteration of “literary tradition” (1, 13), this time “Canadian” rather than “English”

(1), and his use of “indirectly” to describe how exploration writing initiated that tradition.
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Naming Vancouver and Fraser but not explicating their work, Keith associates Hearne,
Mackenzie, and Thompson with “literary tradition” because he is interested in their
influence on the work of later writers including John Newlove, Don Gutteridge, and
Farley Mowat (addressed in chapters “By Land” and “By Sea”). Unfortunately Keith’s
distinction between those explorers whose texts influence later writers and those whose
texts are merely records of place names breaks down in two instances. First, Keith
mentions Birney’s The Damnation of Vancouver and “Pacific Door” (71) but does not see
the influence of George Vancouver’s text. Second, Keith remarks upon George
“Bowering’s fascination in both poetry and fiction with the figure of George Vancouver”
(112) but does not note that it is not only the “figure” but also the text of the man in
which Bowering is interested. The breakdown of Keith’s distinction in his simultaneous
recognition and denial, thus, points to a privileging of landmass over oceanic exploration.
Although pointedly noting that “[b]efore 1867 there was no Canadian nation”
(23), W. H. New, in emphasising “nation,” does not take an absolutist stance in
determining what constitutes Canadian literary history but, rather, spends approximately
the first two-and-a-half pages of A History of Canadian Literature (1989, second edition
2003) sketching out the problem of determining such and then, beginning well before
Confederation, the rest of his text historicises the many literary works that he categorises
broadly by periods. With his first chapter dedicated to explaining the linguistic and
cultural diversity of the original Peoples of the Canadian landmass to provide a context
for discussing Aboriginal oral literature in printed translation, New dedicates a section,
“Exploration Journals” (38), of his second chapter, “Reporters: literature to 1867 (24),

to exploration writing. Although he begins the section by mentioning earlier exploration,
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New spends the larger part addressing the works of “Vancouver” (40) and “[t]he three
major journals of Canadian land exploration [. . .] Thompson’s [. . .], Hearne’s [. . .], and
Mackenzie’s” (43). While the emphasis is important, the chapter title is more telling. For
New, these writings originate from a cultural perspective cultivated elsewhere and are
strictly pragmatic, “designed to send impressions from the edge of civilization to an
authority who stayed back home” (24). Although New appears to eschew a narrative of
literary development in favour of typifying periods of time, he turns function into a stage
of aesthetic development when he says that “[t]he explorers’ journals [. . .] offer [. . .]
opportunities to trace the transformation of simple documentation into narrative
literature” after describing the difficulty that the European perceptual framework

99 ¢¢

experienced when confronted with the frightfully “sublime” “uncontrolled wilderness”
(42). In other words, like Keith, New sees exploration writing as an early attempt to
grapple with the literary influence of the Canadian environment. This comment suggests
that, once the wilderness is subdued through the process of documentation, a real
narrative literature can take hold.

Despite tending towards a developmental reading of exploration writing, New’s
literary history is, in its approach, exceptional-—and necessary—because it confronts the
difficulty of writing literary history in a nation that was once a settler colony. In their
study of post-colonial theory and literature, The Empire Writes Back, Bill Ashcroft,
Gareth Griffiths, and Helen Tiffin note that in determining a national literature “[i]n the
settler colonies the first task [of those colonies] seems to be to establish that the texts can

be shown to constitute a literature separate from that of the metropolitan centre” (131-32)

of the empire. Mentioning Literary History, they also note that “the task of compiling a

74



national literary history has usually been an important element in the establishment of an
independent cultural identity” (132). While one obvious problem with developmental
approaches to English-Canadian literary history is that they do not account for French
influence, one less-obvious problem is that, while “the establishment of an independent
cultural identity” from Britain is their aim, in using exploration writing as the origin of
the national literature, they reiterate imperial territorial claims at the same time that they
suggest that indigeneity is defined by contact with the geography. Thus, imperial
territorial claims are not only reasserted but are also naturalised.

Once territorial claims are naturalised, it is easier to proceed with the business of
literary history. Of course English-Canadian literary history begins with British
exploration writing: British exploration writing is, after all, the first writing in English
about “here” and where “here” is. It is simple enough to see, from this premise, how
early Aboriginal literature is effectively ignored or erased because it is not in English.
The erasure continues, however, even with early English print productions. One
particularly important case in point is the “first Canadian [Aboriginal person] to write a
book in English” (Petrone 43), George Copway, whose autobiography, The Life, History,
and Travels of Kah-ge-ga-gah-bowh (George Copway), a Young Indian Chief of the
Ojebwa nation, a Convert to the Christian Faith, and a Missionary to His People for
Twelve Years; with a Sketch of the Present State of the Objebwa Nation, in regard to
Christianity and Their Future Prospects. Also an Appeal; with All the Names of the
Chiefs now Living, who have been Christianized, and the Missionaries Now Laboring
among Them (1847), has a combined ethnographic and travel interest, and whose

Running sketches of men and places, in England, France, Germany, Belgium, and
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Scotland (1851) describes “Copway’s European tour” (Dictionary of Canadian
Biography). Not only did Copway write with the popular genres of the eighteenth and
early-nineteenth centuries in mind but he also became popular himself; his autobiography
“became such a success that it was reprinted six times” (Petrone 43). The American
publication of Copway’s books seems insufficient reason for exclusion, particularly given
that the American-published text of the American fur trader Alexander Henry is included
in both Baker’s “TRAVEL AND EXPLORATION” chapter—perhaps as part of “the
history of the fur trade” (152)—and Hopwood’s “Explorers by Land to 1860 chapter “as
a fur-trader’s narrative” (27). Henry’s inclusion, however, repeats Baker’s focus on the
fur trade.

While it is simple enough to understand how early Aboriginal literature is
effectively ignored given linguistic choices, what is, perhaps, less obvious is how
Aboriginal orature is effectively subsumed within English-Canadian literary history. For
example, by categorising English translations of early Aboriginal literature as “Folktales
and Folk Songs,” described as “our unwritten prose and poetry” (163), Literary History of
Canada traps Aboriginal orature into a developmental history in which its status depends
upon its low valuation as undeveloped literature: if it is unprinted, it remains “the
literature of an unlettered people,” but its texts “tend to lose their folk quality once they
are frozen in print” (163). The developmental view of literature espoused here and
Copway’s exclusion seen in context of Henry’s inclusion speak of the values of Canadian
metahistory: Canada develops out of a fur trade that is not an equal exchange amongst

independent nations but the triumph of a European system imposed upon the geography’s
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original peoples, who are either silent or soon to be silenced in face of advancing
civilization.

Not all literary histories before Literary History naturalise imperial territorial
claims, however. For example, in An Outline of Canadian Literature, although Lorne
Pierce argues that “[t]he history of Canadian literature begins with the Peace of Paris” in
1763 and mentions the “journals of explorers” amongst its earliest literature, he does trace
“the sources of our literary inheritance” (emphasis mine 1) to Aboriginal, French, and
English origins, in that order. Although Pierce gestures towards Aboriginal presence,
New’s work is necessary because in his first chapter “Mythmakers: early literature” (1),
he is careful to note both Aboriginal and European myths. Moreover, he notes the
diversity of Aboriginal languages and the variety of ways by which early Aboriginal
literature is presented in the official languages of the nation. Unfortunately, in a text that
aims to be chronological, New finds it necessary to mention, in this chapter of “early
literature,” twentieth-century texts written by Aboriginal persons as a means of
countering the fact that much of Aboriginal oral literature was first made available in
English through the work of non-aboriginal ethnographers. This mention seems to me
less a weakness of the text than a demonstration of the difficulty of compiling a history of
the literature of even one of the national languages—never mind a truly national literary
history. Whether Aboriginal Peoples in Canada wish their literatures to be included in
such a national literary history is another matter altogether.

If relying on geography to define nation allows exploration writing to run riot
over Aboriginal literature in Literary History, it also lets irony creep into the plot.

Because developmental histories of English-Canadian literature proceed from the
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assumption that exploration writing is the point of origin for the national literature,
exploration writing must not, itself, be seen to have origins and is, for this reason,
removed from its empirical-literary and travel-writing contexts so that it appears to have
no origin but, for the convenience of narrative structure, the conflict between explorer and
environment. The removals take place in a curious fashion, for although the British
origins of the printed volumes might be mentioned, what is contained within those
volumes is, nonetheless, viewed as the result of a pure and unmediated conflict between
the British subject (without literary pretensions) and the environment that he encounters.
Thus, although Literary History of Canada acknowledges that the origins of the printed
texts of the exploration writing that it addresses are elsewhere, its organisation tells
another story: after the first section, “New Found Lands,” dedicated to the three chapters
dealing with exploration writing, is the section “The Transplanting of Traditions,” which
does not begin with exploration writing because, of course, exploration writing is not a
transplant because simultaneously it is not planted, neither settled nor printed, in Canada,
yet it is a plant seeded by the conflict between British subject and Canadian environment.
Springing forth fully—albeit imperfectly—formed from this conflict, exploration writing,
thus, comes to represent, in most literary histories, something of “the genius” (Pierce 238)

299

or the lack of ““genius’” (Frye 823) of Canadian literature.

The genius or lack of genius of Canadian literature is intimately bound with the
paradox of place, the simultaneously canonical and non- or anti-canonical status of
exploration writing. The paradox is a theme of literary histories. Even before Baker, T.

G. Marquis, who is in search of “permanent value” (493) in Canadian literature,

addresses exploration writing in the “TRAVELS AND EXPLORATION” (511) section

78



of his “English-Canadian Literature” chapter of the history Canada and Its Provinces
(1913). Although Marquis addresses exploration writing, he begins by highlighting the
pragmatics of exploration, “geographical and scientific knowledge” (512), and by saying
of the texts themselves, “these journals have small literary value” (512). By the necessity
of explaining their inclusion, however, he qualifies his assertion: “there are a few books
of Canadian exploration that rank high, in passages at least, as literature” (512). From “in
passages at least,” the distance is not far to Frye’s “incidental quality” (822) or New’s
“simple documentation” (42). Exploration writing has no literary value except the value
that it is begrudgingly given. Although Marquis says that Hearne’s text is “of great
interest” (512), he does not name it because it is not one of the “few books” of value to
which he alludes: the interest is not literary. For literary interest, there are, however, the
texts of Tyrrell and Mackenzie, and it is Mackenzie’s text that Marquis addresses in some
detail because he values not only of the quality of Mackenzie’s “descriptive literature”
(513) but also Mackenzie’s personal qualities. Mackenzie, the empiricist or “keen
observer” (513), is the perfect literary figure because he is both a hero and a writer, and
his heroic actions, of which he writes, are the stuff of which literature of “permanent
value” is made: ““[t]he wanderings of the heroic Ulysses are commonplace compared
with the travels of this Scottish explorer who was his own Homer” (513).

Given that earlier literary histories show that Frye’s valuation of exploration
writing is a common one, his remark might simply be seen as but an intersection of space
and time in the history of literary histories; his remark is, however, pivotal because of the
distinction between “quality” and value that Frye establishes in his “Conclusion” as a

whole. Lecker argues that, in his “Conclusion,” Frye “set the nonevaluative tone that
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would characterize most of future discussions of Canadian literature,” yet while Frye
“claimed that his nonevaluative stance was consciously anticanonical” (661), it instituted
a practice of canonizing English-Canadian texts valued for “their ability to represent
nationalist thought through a displaced formal equivalent: mimesis” or “representational
realism” (662). Lecker’s argument is convincing, but it neglects one important point.
When describing Frye’s approach to literary value, one must place “nonevaluative” (661)
under erasure, for buried in Frye’s “nonevaluative” approach is his evaluative premise,
nicely captured in his remark about the literary intentions of a loon: Canadian literature
is not very good (that is, not very literary). Frye explains that “[t]he evaluative view is
based on the conception of criticism as concerned mainly to define and canonize the
genuine classics of literature. And Canada has produced no author who is a classic”

299

(821), no author of ““genius’” (823). Although Frye appears to question the idea of
“genius” by putting the word under erasure, “‘genius’” (823), he is, rather, more
interested in explaining why there is no genius in Canada; his answer reinstates genius
because it is not that there is no such thing as genius but that the Canadian environment
permits no such genius. Providing both a justification for looking at literature that is not
very literary (possibly not very Canadian) and also a way by which to encourage the
production of good literature, Frye’s “Conclusion” is the justification for Literary History
of Canada’s developmental approach to English-Canadian literary history.

Unfortunately, while instituting the value of realism, Frye also devalues realism as a
literary quality because the premise of his “nonevaluative” approach is that English-

Canadian literature has little literary value. When Frye implies that other national canons

are interested in evaluation as opposed to nation but says that Canadian literature matters
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simply because it is there and tells us something about “here,” we believe him. Frye’s
message is as follows: study English-Canadian literature not because it is good but
because it is good for you. Returning to McCarthy’s argument then, the problem is not
that concepts of the nation define the literature. The problem is that Canadian literature is
defined by not being very good.

While for Frye, realism represents English-Canadian literature’s lack of genius,
for Pierce it represents a part of English-Canadian literature’s genius. Listed in Pierce’s
Outline’s final chapter as the ninth of eleven qualities comprising “the genius of
Canadian literature” (238) is “a considerable strain of realism” (242). The same quality
given the opposite evaluation, realism is neither bad nor good except as the critic’s values
determine. One case in point is Stevenson, who privileges poetry over prose because
poetry offers “universal poetic themes” (x) whereas prose only “the superficial
distinctiveness which Canadian settings and events provide” (xii). If so, Kertzer’s
aesthetic hierarchy might well extend from its base of exploration writing, firmly
grounded in geography, to an apex of poetry, reaching to the heavens to grasp the
national spirit. In this hierarchy, poetry attains empyreal heights while realist prose
fiction remains earth-bound because realist prose fiction does not merely rest on its base
of exploration writing: it grows from it. The connection between the two is, of course,
the Canadian environment. There is a hint of this connection in Pierce’s Outline when he
suggests that the national literary genius, empiricist-like, expresses “an eagerness for
first-hand evidence” (242). To Frye’s mind, evidence is what surrounds Canadians; it is
the “frontier” (826) that is “all around one” or the “unknown” (826) environment that is

“the immediate datum of [. . .] imagination” (emphasis mine 827). Transforming
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empirical fact into fodder for the imagination, Frye turns the environment that is observed
in exploration writing into the source of inspiration for later Canadian writing. Reading
exploration writing developmentally rather than generically, Frye, thus, elides empiricism
with realism.

Given the connection between realism and environment, there is a tendency in
literary histories to read exploration writing developmentally rather than generically.
Rather than see exploration writing for what it is, literary histories see it for what it might
become: that is, realist fiction or “real” literature. Development is there in New’s
“transformation of simple documentation into narrative literature” (42). Development is,
however, difficult to trace, and, for this reason, Keith errs on the side of caution, saying
that exploration writing “indirectly” (13) initiated a Canadian literary tradition. In either
instance, there is a return to origins. Thus, just as, rather like Hakluyt’s prose epic of the
British nation, exploration writing serves as a piecemeal-prose epic of Canada; at the
same time, by some weird elision of distinctions between non-fiction and fiction, it serves
as the origin of English-Canadian realism. The problem is not that critics argue that
exploration writing is connected with the development of prose fiction, for Adams makes
that argument in his Travel Literature and the Evolution of the Novel (1983); the problem
is that exploration writing is disparaged for not reading like prose fiction rather than
viewed as a subgenre of travel writing coincident and interacting with prose fiction. That
is, exploration writing is an influence but not the first stage in a direct line of
development.

Although they have different functions from literary histories, like literary

histories, literary encyclopaedias and companions offer both assessments of and
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contributions to canonization. As with literary histories, categorisation is telling. For
instance, in both its first and second editions, The Oxford Companion to Canadian
Literature (1983, 1997) chooses to survey by subgenre “Exploration Literature in
English” (entry), rather than to categorise by explorer name. It does so although many of
its entries from later periods are categorised by author, and what might be described as its
originating text, Norah Story’s The Oxford Companion to Canadian History and
Literature (1967), lists exploration along with exploration writing by explorer name.
Encyclopedia of Literature in Canada (2002) also takes a generic approach to
“Exploration literature” (entry). The Cambridge Companion to Canadian Literature
(2004), however, returns to the system more typical of older literary histories and uses the
“Exploration and Travel” (chapter title) designation—except in this instance exploration
takes precedence, perhaps because it is considered as the first of the travel writing in the
developmental thesis. Although the categorisation of the two encyclopaedias indicates
subgenre, their entries are not restricted to exploration writing but are rather more like
Literary History’s first three chapters in scope.

Vacillating between ideas of origin and influence, in her “Exploration Literature
in English” entry of The Oxford Companion to Canadian Literature (1983) Germaine
Warkentin first says that texts of exploration writing

form the earliest record in English-Canadian culture of the confrontation
between the rationalist component of the European imagination and a vast
and sensuous network of river valleys, lakes, and heights of land that
invited far more in the way of interpretation than a strictly descriptive
account. (242-43)

Careful to acknowledge that the conflict between explorer and environment is only an

originary moment in the European imagination, Warkentin, nonetheless, supports the
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notion that the Canadian environment is a distinct literary influence by turning the
conflict into an inspiring sensual encounter between man and muse. Beginning with
origins, she ends her entry with a section that speculates on “THE INFLUENCE OF
THESE WRITINGS” (249), in which, besides mentioning as the results of influence the
unconvincing “image of ‘map-making’ as a term of critical discourse” (I blame Frye) and
“the metaphor of exploration to describe the very act of writing itself” (a
misunderstanding of the empiricism) (249), Warkentin mentions Gutteridge, Newlove,
and Bowering (addressed in chapters “By Land,” “By Sea,” and “Naval Gazing”) as
authors whose writing returns to exploration. Finally, reconfiguring Frye’s
“nonevaluative” evaluation, she argues, “Canadian writing reflects some of the same deep
inhibitions about language and metaphor, and shows the same abiding trust in the
primacy of the document” (249) as exploration writing and, thus, suggests that while the
muse invites, the writer of English-Canadian texts cannot bring the moment to its literary
fruition.

In the second edition of The Oxford Companion to Canadian Literature (1997),
Warkentin declares, “[t]he imaginative role of exploration literature in Canadian writing
is increasingly better understood, for these texts hold the same place in our literary
heritage as theological treatises and captivity narratives do in early American literature”
(379). The understanding, however, seems curiously gained given that, in the first
edition, she has this to say: “[t]he imaginative role of exploration literature in Canadian
writing is still not fully understood, though these texts hold the same place in our literary
heritage as theological treatises and captivity narratives do in early American literature”

(249). Without explaining either the role of exploration writings in Canadian literature or
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of theological treatises and captivity narratives in American, Warkentin transforms “not
fully understood” to “better understood” by turning the neglected parallel into the cause
of understanding. The typographical legerdemain is revealing, for the only differences
between the first- and second-edition entries are that more work has been done on
exploration writing, “the recapturing, through careful study of oral tradition, of
Aboriginal narratives of contact with early explorers” (2" ed. 379), and more modern
authors have returned to it. There must, therefore, be an explanation for the power that
exploration writing holds over the English-Canadian literary imagination.

Although Warkentin mentions Hakluyt in her entry, she is firm: “Canadian
exploration writing in English emerges late in the seventeenth century” (The Oxford 1%
ed. 243). Her rationale is that “[m]any of these writings—for example, those recording
purely maritime exploration and the search for the Northwest Passage—are hard to
associate with our imaginative literature because they really belong to the colonial history
of England” (243). Having said so, she restricts her entry to tracing exploration writing
concerning landmass exploration from the late-seventeenth century to John Franklin’s
Narrative of a Journey to the Shores of the Polar Sea, in the Years 1819-20-21-22 (1823).
Warkentin’s distinction between oceanic and landmass exploration is, nonetheless, a
curious one for four reasons. The first is the obvious: landmass exploration is just as
much connected “to the colonial history of England” (243) as oceanic exploration. The
second is that even land explorer Hearne was instructed to search for a Northwest
Passage. As his “ORDERS and INSTRUCTIONS” (xxxv) state: “find out [. . .] whether
there is a passage through this continent” (xi), “a passage out of Hudson’s Bay into the

Western Ocean” (xii). The third is that Franklin searched for the Northwest Passage—
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although it is true that both Journey (1823) and Narrative (1828) concern Franklin’s land
exploration for the Passage. The fourth is that, if she is interested in exploration writing’s
association with “imaginative literature,” she neglects Birney’s work; moreover, rather
like Keith, she mentions Bowering in her consideration of influence but fails to
acknowledge Vancouver’s text. Again, the inconsistency points to a privileging of
landmass over oceanic exploration. To my mind, such a privileging speaks of four
things: a difficulty in claiming as Canadian exploration writing that deals with oceanic
exploration, particularly global circumnavigation; an unspoken residency requirement for
British explorers to be considered Canadian writers; a notion of Canadian history that is
based on the fur trade, particularly in Rupert’s Land; and a concept of Canadian
geography that views its oceans as peripheral and its landmass as central.

Broader in scope than Warkentin’s entry, Bill Moreau’s entry in Encyclopedia of
Literature in Canada (2002) covers both French and English exploration writing.
Although when considering exploration writing in English, Moreau mentions Hakluyt’s
collection in general and Frobisher and Gilbert within the collection in particular,
sounding somewhat like Warkentin, he argues that the late-sixteenth-century texts belong
“to a discourse firmly centred in Europe” (347). By contrast, for him, Canadian
exploration writing in English belongs to the eighteenth century and extends to Franklin’s
early-nineteenth century texts because these writings “consciously engaged in an
evolving interpretive discourse” (347) concerning the Canadian environment. Of course,
this “discourse” is European and is “consciously [. . .] interpretive” (emphasis mine)
because it is more strictly empirical as a result of the Royal Society’s influence. Because

Moreau defines Canadian exploration writing by date rather than geography, unlike
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Warkentin he does not disregard all writing of oceanic exploration but includes Cook and
Vancouver by simply distinguishing their texts from the “western fur-trade” (348)
exploration writing of Hearne, Mackenzie, and Thompson of approximately the same
period. Although he sees exploration writing as the origin, “the very beginning” (349) of
the national literature, he is careful not to talk about a direct line of development but
speaks, rather, of later texts as being “inspired” (350) by exploration writing.

While The Oxford Companion to Canadian Literature and Encyclopedia of
Literature in Canada aim to be comprehensive in their treatment of Canadian literature,
The Cambridge Companion to Canadian Literature (2004) aims to introduce readers to
the ideas that Canadian literature is diverse and sometimes difficult to define. Not
organised solely by genre, it does, however, have a chapter devoted to “Exploration and
Travel,” in which Eva-Marie Kroller argues that

[e]xploration and tourism, and the writing resulting from them, often
overlap in a country where travelers are called upon to match the
pragmatic and aesthetic principles to which they have become accustomed
(and which they are determined to pursue) against extraordinary
geographical, climatic, and cultural challenges. (70)
While I do not disagree that there is a connection between exploration and tourism, as, for
example, a tourist needs an explorer’s map, I believe that the argument is made for the
convenience of explaining the chapter composition and overlooks the significant
differences in purpose and rationale of these two types of travel. Moreover, the argument
reinstitutes the notion that the sublime Canadian environment imposes a kind of terrified
uniformity on the literature that comes out of it.

Taking what seems to be an anti-historical position concerning exploration

writing, Kroller adds, “[t]he literature of exploration and travel cuts a broad swath
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through histories, genres, disciplines, and readerships, and it has frequently been a place
where evolving ideas about Canadian [. . .] identity are being played out” (70). I can
make no comment on travel writing as a whole; I can, however, say that, preceding
Confederation, exploration writing is not concerned with Canadian identity. Rather
readings of exploration writing are concerned with Canadian identity: that is, exploration
writing may be a locus for, but it is not a “place where.” Although “evolving” and
“identity” combined suggest origins of a much broader scope than merely literary, like
Moreau, Kroller is, nonetheless, careful to describe exploration writing’s impact on later
Canadian literature as “inspiration” (71).

Kroller’s chapter addresses a broad historical range of travel writing, from
exploration writing in English that deals with early European arrival to recent “[1]iterary
travel” (88), and in a section, “‘Incremental’ narratives” (75), that nods to Warkentin’s
work, she focuses on Hearne, Mackenzie, Thompson, and Vancouver. Although she does
make a passing reference to “Cook™ (75), it is not clear whether the reference is simply
for the sake of comparison with other “incremental” texts or is to include Cook’s third
voyage amongst Canadian exploration writing. Focusing on the four-mentioned
explorers, this section of Kroller’s chapter repeats a common theme.

What is uncommon about The Cambridge Companion, however, is that
Christopher Irmscher’s chapter “Nature-writing” begins by discussing Mackenzie’s,
Hearne’s, and Thompson’s texts because of their natural history content. Although the
discussion itself is uncommon, it, nonetheless, returns to the idea of conflict between
explorer and environment. Of the vast area that Mackenzie traversed, Irmscher says,

“[e]ven a trained naturalist would have found little to write about in this inhospitable

88



terrain” (94). What is ironic is that Irmscher makes his comment in context of what he
considers the “rather apologetic note” (94) on which Mackenzie’s text begins. This
“apologetic note”—*“I must beg to inform my readers, that they are not to expect the
charms of embellished narrative, or animated description; the approbation due to
simplicity and to truth is all I presume to claim” (Mackenzie, The Journals 59)—ofters
no real apology. Rather, in disclaiming, “I do not possess the science of the naturalist”
(58) but hoping, “that this volume, with all its imperfections, will not be thought
unworthy the attention of the scientific geographer” (60), Mackenzie carefully aligns his
text with scientific geography and against the natural history interest of Hearne’s text.
Despite the weakness of his reading of Mackenzie’s introductory remarks, in
returning to the idea of conflict between explorer and environment, Irmscher offers an
important variation on the theme, for he considers exploration writing no literary
accident. For him, rather, it is the unique product of the conflict between explorer-writer
and environment: “Canadian nature is, first and foremost, a physical challenge. But it is
also, because it follows none of the established rules, a challenge to the powers of the
writer” (95). Thus, seeming just one step short of the “Progressive Insanities of a
Pioneer,” as Margaret Atwood’s poem has it, Thompson’s “messy jumble of notes” “fit[s]
perfectly a landscape not intended for the limited perspective of the human observer”
(97). Finally, as if environmental determinism is not enough, in a further testament to
Frye’s irresistibility, Irmscher argues that nature writers from the explorers onward are
less concerned by “Frye’s puzzled, ‘Where is here?’ [. . .] than, more typically, a patiently
repeated, genuinely amazed ‘What is here?” (96)—although this distinction may, perhaps,

be because nature writers are people more likely to travel with navigational equipment.
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T. D. MacLulich importantly argues against “any theory of pure environmental
determinism” (“The Emergence” 211) used to explain exploration writing by taking a
“generic approach” (209) to the texts of Hearne, Mackenzie, and Thompson in order to
establish that they “are part of a [British] literary tradition” (208). Although his argument
is restricted to exploration writing, he acknowledges the developmental thesis of English-
Canadian literature as his goad when he concludes his argument by saying that “Canadian
culture is more a transplanted version of European culture than it is a rough beast
emerging from the land” (213). Although MacLulich argues that “explorers’ attitudes,
interests, and very modes of perception were all conditioned by a set of preexisting
attitudes and literary conventions™ (211), it is I. S. MacLaren who examines these
“attitudes and literary conventions” in detail in context of “aesthetic responses” (“The
Influence” 16) to the environment. He shows that Hearne’s text “demonstrates an
understanding of the aesthetics of the Sublime and Picturesque” (101), that Mackenzie’s
editor “translates” Mackenzie’s journal notes “into picturesque parlance” (120), and that
Thompson’s perceptions are conditioned by his “scientific learnedness” (401-02). Rather
than see the environment as presenting a purely unmediated literary challenge to
explorers, MacLaren sees explorers importing British “myths and modes of landscape
perception” (6-7) and bringing them to bear upon and / or adapting them to the
environment.

Before the arguments against reading exploration writing as a poor-quality
product of conflict between explorer and environment, an aesthetic assessment not
confined to genre and one of the earliest of pieces criticism that addresses exploration

writing as good-quality Canadian literature is Constance Lindsay Skinner’s Literary

90



Review (1924) review of a drama, a novel, and a collection of sketches on the Canadian
northwest. Little impressed with the texts under her review, Skinner turns her attention to
exploration writing, and, much in contrast with Baker’s assessment that Thompson’s
“journals are valueless except as they represent types among the diarists of the
Northwest” (149), declares, “Thompson’s ‘narrative’ is still by far the best literature on
the Northwest, and Hearne’s and Mackenzie’s ‘journals’ come next” (149). She not only
praises Thompson but also describes him as “one of the first Canadian authors” (149) to
write about the Northwest. In describing Thompson as such, Skinner touches upon a
significant concern of literary histories, encyclopaedias, and companions, for not only are
critics in some debate about when Canadian literature begins but they are also in some
debate about who is a Canadian author, and British explorers, rather like British literary
influences, are embraced and rejected in turn.

Although both Baker’s and Logan and French’s texts include exploration writing,
Baker excludes “visitors” but retains “those of European birth and education who became
identified with [Canada’s] development” (6), whereas Logan and French are more
inclusive of the literature but more precise in regards to the writer’s relationship to
Canada. They use “‘Incidental’” (21) to describe literature “written in or about Canada
by British authors, visiting or sojourning in Canada” (20) and ““Nativistic’” (21) for the
pre-Confederation literature of writers who were born in or emigrated to Canada—both of
which are distinguished from the post-Confederation ““Native or National’ (21)
literature. Certainly one explanation for the exclusion of exploration writing from both
MacMechan’s and Stevenson’s histories has to do with determining who is a Canadian

author. MacMechan distinguishes his text from others like it by noting that “it narrows
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the definition of ‘Canadian’” (7). While MacMechan seems to restrict his concept of who
is a Canadian author to the post-1760 “literary activity” (18) of writers whose works were
printed on Canadian soil, Stevenson simply muses on what exactly defines a “Canadian
author™:
the effort to treat Canadian literature systematically and categorically is
immediately beset by the difficulty of striking a basis of definition among
the various writers who might demand inclusion — Canadian-born authors
domiciled elsewhere and not using Canadian themes, authors born outside
of Canada but genuinely interpreting the country, and so on. (vi)
Although Stevenson’s definition of literature prevents him from including explorers as
Canadian authors, his musing, “genuinely interpreting the country” (vi), suggests a
similar valuation of realism to that which Lecker finds in Frye’s “Conclusion”—although,
in Frye’s case, I should note that it is paradoxically a devaluation.
Watters too muses on what defines a “Canadian author,” but, unlike Stevenson,
his musings end in a definition. Distinguishing his own checklist efforts by noting that
“[i]n previous compilations of a somewhat similar nature [. . .], books by Canadians,
about Canada, or printed in Canada were combined more or less indiscriminately” (viii),
he explains,
[t]he definition of “Canadian author” was [. . .] deliberately left very
broad. [...] Canadian birth alone was not considered an adequate claim
for persons who left Canada in early childhood and apparently never
returned. On the other hand, persons who came to Canada in maturity to
reside here and then commenced or continued as authors are normally
included, whether or not they later left the country. (vii-viii)

Unlike Stevenson, who remains open to “Canadian-born authors domiciled elsewhere,”

Watters suggests, both for the Canadian- and foreign-born, that to qualify as a Canadian

author, one must be influenced by Canada as a geographical construct: that is, there is

implicit in Watters’s musings, as in Warkentin’s selection of explorers, the idea of a
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residency requirement, which Baker before them demands, for he asserts that Canadians
who left Canada before the beginning of the twentieth century “invariably surrendered
their interest in national concerns” (6). While some of the explorers may count as
Canadians, whether they fully qualify as authors of literature may be debated given that
their texts are relegated to the “books” (vii) of Watters’s A Check List’s “Part I1.”
Echoing but expanding upon Watters’s idea of breadth, in the “Introduction” to
Literary History of Canada, Klinck says, “‘Canadian’ has been broadly used for whoever
or whatever is native, or has been naturalized, or has a distinct bearing upon the native—
that is on people or events which had their focus here” (x), and in his “Conclusion,” Frye
says that Literary History includes “the writings of foreigners, of travellers, of
immigrants, of emigrants” (822). Combined, the comments, although seemingly offering
the broadest of all definitions, are, as Lecker argues, “in favor of the native over the
cosmopolitan” (657) because they incorporate “foreign” only if it can be viewed as
affecting the “nativ