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Abstract

According to Gaile McGregor, nature has largely been associated in Canada
with a “violent duality,” that “is not accessible and [where] no mediation or
reconciliation is possible.” Faced with an unexpected, unexplainable, and
unimaginable wilderness, Americans, Annette Kolodny theorizes, fantasized the
pastoral ideal—that nurturing feminine landscape—into daily reality, while
Canadians, according to Northrop Frye, Margaret Atwood, Tom Marshall, D. G.
Jones, W. H. New, Coral Ann Howells, and McGregor, erased pastoral
expectations, and replaced them with stories of disaster and survival. Margaret
Atwood explores “the North,” within this tradition, as a place “hostile to white
men, but alluring” (19), as a place explored, experienced, and colonized almost
exclusively by men. Atwood challenges us to examine women’s wilderness
writing in relation to masculinist texts that paint Canadian landscape as “a sort of
icy and savage femme fatale who will drive you crazy and claim you for her
own.”

In compliance with Kolodny’s theories of “pastoral impulse,” Lawrence
Buell's and Terry Gifford’s *“post-pastoral,” and Murphy’s “proto/ecological
literature,” Michael Branch theorizes how the “topological imperative”
demonstrates an American “need to have a culture develop in the greatness of the
landscape” (284). Canadians, in contrast, seem to have developed a ‘topological

departure.” Thus, for the Canadian scholar, ecocriticism poses many unique

cultural and political complexities, and cannot be easily transplanted from Europe
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or America and applied to Canadian literature. Though Canadians write profusely
about nature, in general, they do not reflect an eco-consciousness in a nature-
aesthetic that strives towards biotic community as Gary Snyder, W. S. Merwin, A.
R. Ammons, and Wendell Berry have in the U.S.A.

I believe that an ecological consciousness can be found in the Canadian
literary tradition—in both theory and literature—but that its continued love/hate
relationship with nature stems from an inability to think outside of, or even aspire
beyond, inherited European conventions. Focusing on, though not limited to
women writers, this study explores the ways in which ecofeminist writers—as
those who identify with the marginalized position of nature in society, and are
likewise, identified with a mysterious and feared wilderness-environment—revisit
the human-nature dynamic through an emerging Canadian (proto)ecological

literary sub-genre.
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INTRODUCTION

Theoretical Overview: Feminism, Ecofeminism, and Ecocriticism

One of the central goals of the feminist movement, bluntly stated, is to work
towards the end of the domination of woman by the patriarchy, and to seek the
recognition of woman’s valid and valuable contribution to society. Feminism, at
its core, is a struggle for equality, not a movement that seeks the transference of
power. It is proper then that feminism has developed into a movement that
celebrates women’s empowerment through multifarious approaches to issues of
oppression, and that works against any dominant ideology that marginalizes or
excludes difference. Feminism seeks an “equality in difference’ that can only
come from an informed sensitivity to the issues and concerns of woman, and their
relationship to a number “isms”—imperialism, classism, racism, heterosexism,
sexism, etc. It is not my intention here to offer an historical outline or critique of
the feminist movement, but rather simply to begin by acknowledging that the
issues which concern contemporary feminists are wide-ranging, and equally
politically patulous, extending beyond the narrow agenda which is traditionally
associated with feminism into all areas that are concerned with relationships of
power, including the central focus of this thesis—the environment.

Ecofeminism, as an often-controversial branch of feminist theory, concerns
itself with an extensive list of discriminatory practices that are rampant in

Western patriarchal society. In particular, ecofeminism is interested in raising



animalism and speciesism to the same level of awareness and relevance that
surrounds feminism’s attention to sexism and racism. Like feminism itself,
ecofeminism challenges the constructions of patriarchal thought that function
largely unexamined in Western society and culture. These precepts include the
myths of 1) the logic of domination which includes the logic of the hierarchical
structure that grants man dominion over woman, the land, and all living things; 2)
the logic of dualisms that polarize man and woman, culture and nature, white and
black, civilization and wilderness, mind and body in such a way that confers on
woman and nature the status of “other;” and 3) the logic of the mind/body split
which allows for a denial of the importance of the body and the planet in the name
of more abstract ideals such as spiritual transcendence and culture. This kind of
dualistic thinking, some feminists have argued, leads to the feminizing of nature
and the naturalizing of woman via a prevailing association of higher
consciousness (the mind) with conceptions of the masculine, and instinct (the
body) with the feminine. As Carol Adams points out, the logic of dualisms as
social and intellectual constructions, when left unchallenged, commits Western
culture to “several patriarchal theological tenets: transcendence and domination of
the natural world, fear of the body, projection of evil upon woman [and], world
destroying spiritual views” (Adams E&S 1). Ultimately, Adams contends, these
tenets make *“‘oppression sacred” (1).

Thus, it becomes unavoidably apparent that in Western society issues
concerning woman and issues concerning nature are politically and conceptually

intertwined. For this reason I intend to ground the theoretical approach of this



study on two fundamental positions: 1) that feminism is a valid and necessary
addition to any environmental debate, and 2) that ecofeminism is a valid and
politically necessary new feminism. It is from this theoretical foundation that I
will argue my central critical contention, that expanding the feminist critique of
Canadian literature, both canonical and emerging, to include issues of
ecofeminism and deep ecology, will lead to a clearer understanding of the
political implications of Canadian literature’s much touted obsession with nature
and wilderness.

With the ever increasing discourse of ecofeminism as a theoretical
framework, I will endeavour to understand the various ways in which Canadian
writers—most centrally, but not exclusively, Canadian women writers—have
sought to interpret their experience of the feminine as *“other” through their
identification of the feminine with the environment. Many Canadian women
writers attempt, in their work, to carve a position for themselves, in respect to
nature, that transcends that of an outsider, that attempts to go beyond being an
observer, or perhaps more accurately, a voyeur describing nature’s beauty and
power. Instead these writers seek identification with the natural world through a
shared position of marginalization, and a willingness to struggle against a
prevailing cultural logic that pits human civilization against nature.

Despite the many advancements won by twentieth-century feminism,
attitudes, cultural beliefs, and residual language perpetuate the belief that
‘woman-as-vessel’ is necessarily more closely aligned with nature—her mysteries

and her cycles—than with culture. According to Isaac Balbus, this constructed



In light of what ecofeminist critics have said about the historical, social, and
imaginative/mythical links between women and the natural world, re-reading
some Canadian writing, particularly but not exclusively by women, that explores
the feminine identification with nature from a feminist perspective, makes it quite
apparent that for many Canadian writers, the feminine identification with nature is
as much political as it is poetical. Ecofeminists do acknowledge the destructive
qualities inherent in not questioning the ‘essentialist’ link between women and
nature, but they also recognize the empowering possibilities for women to be
found in the re-shaping of this association to emphasize and promote its feminist
aspects. It may appear contradictory to argue that the association of woman with
nature is a dangerous idea, perpetuated by a patriarchal society and culture to
justify the exploitation of both woman and the environment, but that a woman
writer reconsidering that association in her work is a positive and progressive
development. However, it is important to remember that a woman openly and
freely exploring her personal or political links with the natural world is a
particularly effective strategy for breaking through the silence that has often
restricted women from defining or discovering their own political and cultural
identities. The act of writing poetry, fiction, and drama concerned with the
association of the feminine and nature from a feminist perspective offers a kind of
cultural practice that can legitimize the celebration of feminism and
environmentalism that characterizes the theoretical and political language of
ecofeminism. At least this is what I will endeavour to show. Co-extensively the

act of reading literature from an environmentally critical position is also a



productive and politically engaged kind of cultural practice, and it is my intention
to explore the possibilities which ecocriticism offers feminism and feminist
critical practice through my engagement with a variety of Canadian literary texts
from a variety of authors (both male and female), genres, and historical
perspectives. Of course before I can proceed to the reading of actual literary
texts, there are many issues, terms, and theoretical positions that demand
clarification. I will begin by expounding, in turn, on the two central critical terms
of this thesis—ecofeminism and ecocriticism.
Ecofeminism

Because of the multifarious factions that are the result of any feminist
movement whose mandate is to give voice to the silenced, defining ecofeminism
requires an in-depth look at the various avenues of theory and practice which are
gathered under the banner of ecofeminism. Vandana Shiva and Maria Mies in
their book Ecofeminism loosely define ecofeminism as “a term for an ancient
[matriarchal] wisdom™ (15) “that grew out of various social movements—the
feminist, peace, and the ecology movements—in the late 1970s and early 1980s”
(13). Patrick Murphy offers a more philosophical perspective by approaching
ecofeminism as an extension of the study of ecology which he argues is a way of
seeing the interconnectedness of all living matter not as the “external environment
which we enter” but rather as “the recognition of the distinction between things-
in-themselves and things-for-us” (LNO 4). Furthermore, Murphy describes
feminism as “the difference between things-in-themselves and things for us” as it

correlates with “us-as-things-for-others.” Thus ecofeminism can be seen as the



logical combination of two distinct ideologies—environmentalism and
feminism—both working toward the abolition of the cultural denigration of the
“other” in such a way that “we can begin to comprehend a gender hierarchical
valorization™ (5). While Shiva and Mies maintain that “the liberation of woman
cannot be achieved in isolation, but only as part of a larger struggle for the
preservation of life on this planet” (Mies & Shiva 16), others prefer to emphasize
the feminist aspects of ecofeminism by even more strongly arguing that
ecofeminism is “feminism taken to its logical conclusion, because it theorizes the
interrelation among self, society, and nature” (Birkeland WAN 17-18).

Most ecofeminist philosophers argue the importance of ecofeminist theory
and practice in relation to its relevance to social justice and global survival. Greta
Gaard and Patrick Murphy are typical when they explain that:

Ecofeminism is a practical movement for social change arising out of
the struggles of women to sustain themselves, their families, and their
communities. These struggles are waged against the ‘maldevelopment’
and environmental degradation caused by patriarchal societies,
multinational corporations, and global capitalism. They are waged for
environmental balance, heterarchical and matrifocal societies, the
continuance of indigenous cultures, and economic values and programs
based on subsistence and sustainability. The foundation and ground of
ecofeminism’s existence, then, consists of both resistance and vision,
critiques and heuristics. Ecofeminism is not a single master theory and

its practitioners have different articulations of their social practice. [...]



Such theorizing will do so through increasing the self-consciousness of
its participants and representing its beliefs to those who are open to it.
(Gaard ELC 2)
However beyond exhibiting itself as a movement solely interested in social
justice, as Birkeland explains, ecofeminism is:
[...] a value system, a social movement, and a practice, but it also
offers a political analysis that explores the links between androcentrism
and environmental destruction. It is ‘an awareness’ that begins with the
realization that the exploitation of nature is intimately linked to
Western Man’s attitude toward woman and tribal cultures, or in Arial
Salleh’s words, that there is a “parallel in men’s thinking between their
‘right’ to exploit nature, on the one hand, and the use they make of
woman, on the other.” (Birkeland WAN 18)
Understanding the essential political aspect of the ecofeminist movement, as
Birkeland above briefly sketches it, is vital for any investigation of ecofeminist
theory or practice and thus demands a more detailed discussion.
Ecofeminist Genealogy
While many environmental historians and ecological theorists agree that the
birth of ecological studies came out of the free-thinking era of the 1960’s, it was
mainly Rachel Carson’s 1962 book, The Silent Spring which shocked the
(Western) globalized village into a reevaluation of unchecked pollution; Carson
urgently insists that “the public” demand more information concerning scientific

manipulations (i.e. poisons, insecticides, biocides, herbicides, etc.) in order to



avoid completely falling “into a mesmerized state that makes us accept as
inevitable that which is inferior or detrimental” by allowing *“the chemical death
rain to fall as though there were no alternative™ (12). Ideas raised in this text
brought to fruition the popular conceptions of conservation, ecology, and
environmental ethics, which had been brewing throughout North America during
the nineteenth and twentieth centuries, raised by early writers such as Ralph
Waldo Emerson, and Henry David Thoreau, and followed by John Muir, Gifford
Pinchot, Aldo Leopold, John Burroughs, Edward Abbey, Gary Snyder, Wendell
Berry, Barry Lopez, and W. S. Merwin, among others. In Canada, historical
documentation of such liberated environmental thinkers has yet to be highlighted
in Canadian literary and/or philosophical history. However, I would suggest that
the writings of Susanna Moodie, Catherine Parr Trail, Anna Jameson, and later,
Emily Carr reveal some of the most potent early environmental and ecofeminist
preambles to a late twentieth century Canadian environmental ethics of care.
Through the writings of visionaries such as Rachel Carson, the idea that scientific
advances designed to “better”” our world are actually seen as destroying it through
silent killers—air-borne pollutants, poisonous by-products of production,
contaminants released by the tonne into our waterways, pesticides, chemical plant
and animal fertilizers etc.—revolutionized our ways of seeing nature.

The term ecofeminism or ecologie-Féminisme (Marks & Courtivron 25)
stems from French writer Frangoise d’Eaubonne who wrote such radical articles
as Le Féeminisme ou la mort (1974), and Ecologie Féminisme: Revolution ou

mutation? (1978) in which the “destruction of the planet” is intrinsically









studies and on the fringes of environmental studies” (5). In the 1990’s, Gaard and
Murphy acknowledge its invasive presence in:
[...] other departments, such as criminology, in conjunction with
environmental justice in terms of both racial and gender oppression;
political science, in terms of social movements and community politics;
cultural studies, almost exclusively to the degree to which it engages
postcolonial considerations: and English departments, in terms of
women’s and environmental literatures. (5)
Their claim attempts to document the valid growth of ecofeminism in the 1990’s
as a branch of ecocriticism that is “finally making itself felt in literary studies”
(5). Gaard and Murphy explain:
Critics are beginning to make the insights of ecofeminism a component
of literary criticism. They also are discovering a wide array of
environmental literature by women being written at the same time as
ecofeminist philosophy and criticism is being developed. (5)
Ecofeminism and the Political
Noel Sturgeon has referred to ecofeminism as “one of the most popular and
significant locations for radical politics today” arguing that:
It attracts people because of the seemingly apocalyptic nature of our
ecological crises and the many ways in which environmental problems
affect people’s daily lives, as well as the sense of its global relevance.
(24)

Furthermore, Sturgeon maintains that ecofeminism is:






theoretical aspects of ecofeminism, I by no means intend to dismiss the grass
roots organizations engaged in ecofeminist activism.
As a movement that hopes to link environmental theory and practice with

the development of new strategies for social change (Birkeland WAN 16),
ecofeminist politics are currently generally understood as a:

[...] radical green philosophy [that] is premised on the conviction that

the sources of the environmental crisis are deeply rooted in modern

culture, and therefore fundamental social transformation is necessary if

we are to preserve life on earth in any meaningful sense. (13)
Ultimately, ecofeminism aims to change “the cultural and institutional
infrastructures—our frameworks of thinking, relating, and acting,” that are
responsible for bringing us to our current state of environmental crisis. Birkeland
speaks for most ecofeminists when she identifies these infrastructures and
frameworks as being largely patriarchal in nature:

The glorification of what have traditionally been seen as “masculine”

values and the drive for power and control are simply maladaptive in an

age of toxic waste and nuclear weapons. Healing the powerful

psychological undercurrents created by thousands of years of

Patriarchy requires rigorous self and social criticism. (17)
Such self and social criticism has an inescapable feminist element since, for
Birkeland, we “require a gender-conscious political analysis, because only
through naming the invisible realities can we break ‘the silent conspiracy that

upholds the status quo’” (17).
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Ecofeminism, emerging as a constant theme in my examination of changing
attitudes towards nature and the environment in Canadian literature, is a
theoretical framework that encompasses human concerns for equality in
difference, and not just the feminist struggle for equality. Since both men and
women, along with animals and nature, are marginalized by patriarchal standards,
ecofeminism cannot be characterized as a movement that is in the interests of
women exclusively. Ecofeminist Charlene Spretnak suggests that:

[...] women seem to have an elemental advantage [... but] biology is
no destiny. All minds contain all possibilities. The sexes are not
opposites or dualistic polarities: the differences are matters of degree,
whether negligible or immense. (Spretnak Healing 130)
It is a central ecofeminist tenet that a healthier planet is of benefit to all of the
groups mentioned above, and would mean a better, more harmonious, and
sustainable life on Earth. Mies and Shiva explain:
Ecofeminism is about connectedness and wholeness of theory and
practice. It asserts the special strength and integrity of every living
thing. For us the snail darter is to be considered side by side with a
community’s need for water, the porpoise side by side with our appetite
for tuna, and the creatures it may fall on with Skylab. (14)

Specifically focused on falsely constructed ideologies that have led women
and animals to continued subordination, and nature to mass destruction,
ecofeminism is a movement that blends feminism with a pragmatic essentialism

that fosters political strength and offers resistance to the patriarchal positioning of
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women. And though, as Shiva and Mies assert, ecofeminism is a “woman-
identified movement,” it sees “the devastation of the earth and her beings by the
corporate warriors, and the threat of nuclear annihilation by the military warriors”
connected not specifically to men but to the “same masculinist mentality which
would deny us our right to our own bodies and our own sexuality” (14).
Ecofeminist political thinkers strongly feel that “in denying this patriarchy we are
loyal to future generations and to life and this planet itself” since a heightened and
informed understanding of ecological destruction clearly and unmistakably
reminds ecofeminists of the “‘connection between patriarchal violence against
women, other people and nature” (14).

The ecofeminist struggle for recognition and respectability among
ecological theorist colleagues proves its fundamental point: deep ecology and
ecological theory maintain a masculine-encoded ethic which, in its ignorance of
women’s issues concerning subordination, cannot legitimately argue for a biotic
community prospectus. Most ecofeminists advocate continued division from
movements such as deep ecology, that they may (as Ynestra King asserts) *“hold
out for a separate cultural and political activity so that we can imagine, theorize or
envision from the vantage point of critical otherness” (Slicer “Wrongs” 34).
Ecofeminists thus believe their movement has a more enlightened ecological
theoretical stand since it “recognize[s] and condemn|[s] androcentrism in the
world and in its own theories” (36): it labels male-centred ecological theories as
androcentric in the ways in which they devalue women’s contributions, omit

1ssues which are of special concern to women and exhibit overt misogyny (36).
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And though ecocentrists stress similar boundaries outlined by Warren as
ecofeminist—*‘narrative inclusiveness, contextualism, reconceiving interspecies
relations nonanthropocentrically” (38)—ecofeminists such as Warren, Salleh and
Slicer “recoil at that suggestion” since:
[...] androcentrism is still so deeply entrenched in so much work by
environmental philosophers, including Deep Ecologists, and their
response is either superficial or defensively shrill when this is pointed
out to them. (38-9)
That said, most ecofeminists believe that any ecological movement is necessarily
ecofeminist whether it is consciously recognized as such, or not: ecofeminists
weave the tale of a tangled web of oppression which must be addressed if any
social changes can be made. Otherwise, we are just spinning air, and it is an air
unbreathable.
Multifarious Factions
Like feminism, ecofeminism is far from a singular theory; it embraces a
variety of perspectives, ideologies, theoretical approaches, and political practices
that share its essential feminist and environmental ethic. This openness of
approach, and appeal to difference are so vital an aspect of ecofeminism that
Karen Warren sees it as foundational, and she foregrounds this characteristic
when she broadly defines ecofeminism as:
[...] the name of a variety of different feminist perspectives on the
nature of the connections between the domination of women (and other

oppressed humans) and the domination of nature. “Ecological feminist

17





















occur without a concrete and compelling demarcation between those that
represent what is revolutionary and those who maintain control of the power
structures in question. According to ecotheorist Noel Sturgeon, essentialism is
vital to the success of connecting ecofeminist practice to ecofeminist theory. In a
sense, attempts to define, justify, and include ecofeminist essentialism as part and
parcel of the development of a feminist environmental politics, separate from the
development of other environmentally engaged politics, establish ecofeminism as
distinct from the so-called “gender neutral” positions that deep ecologists or
“greens’ take. As both activist and academic, Sturgeon continually points to the
tension between theory and practice as a fundamental problem contained within
any revolution, including the revolution of environmental ethics. She often refers
to the various ways in which “feminist theory has created what might be pictured
as an invisible moat between its most sophisticated and complex political
critiques and various kinds of social movement practices” (6), making it perfectly
clear that she believes that “debates around essentialism are at the heart of this
problem™ (7). As Deborah Slicer complies: ecofeminists ought to be “faulted for
what they have said rather than for what the unread have said about them” (ELC
50).

The distinctly ecofeminist circumnavigation of the problem of essentialism
1s one that calls for the rethinking, recycling, and reusing of nature-woman images
in a manner that forces the questioning of established relationships with women,
with the environment, and most particularly with the construction of the

connection of women and the environment. Birkeland explains that while
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the foresight to designate areas not to be disturbed by human civilization, without
which “there might be no great wilderness debate going on right now” (17).

This argument is, of course, not to take away from the force with which
those resisting the received wilderness idea, particularly feminists and post-
colonialists, point out that the conception “‘of wilderness as virgin, unsullied
territory—expresses [...] an essentially male point of view, as well as an
essentially colonial point of view” (19). Ecofeminists, in particular, are engaged
in combatting the inherent injustices that stem from such a deeply ingrained
wilderness ideology, applying both feminist and ecological critical and theoretical
tools in order to call attention to, and scrutinize, the logic of dichotomies which
prevent us from connecting completely, or even more appropriately, with the
natural world, and the nature within each of us. From an ecofeminist
perspective—Calicott and Nelson point out—<critics such as Val Plumwood (see
“Wilderness Skepticism and Wilderness Dualism”) offer an alternative vision, one
that promotes harmony and unity, rather than segregation and opposition:

Both terms of the old nature-culture dichotomy need to be maintained,
but not opposed. If one were to try to put their point graphically and
succinctly, one might say that nature and culture can be united as the
yin and yang. They are opposites, yet not opposed. They are two, yet
together form one whole neither complete without the other. Nature
and culture—Iike male and female or self and other—are, in a word,

complementary. (Calicott & Nelson 20)
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Plumwood thus criticizes the androcentrism (defining man outside of and opposed
to nature), and ethnocentrism (ignoring the historic presence of aboriginal
peoples), that lies at the heart of the received wilderness idea, while recognizing
that attempting to deconstruct the difference between nature and culture is
reductive. (Plumwood *“Skepticism” 671-8).

Wilderness, for ecofeminists, cannot be adequately understood in the
absence of the human, just as human society and culture, when defined as
oppositional to wilderness, only limits our experience of the presence of nature
and thus distorts our conception of it. Cardinal to the ecofeminist critical
enterprise is the recognition of the need to create “‘conceptual space for the
interwoven continuum of nature and culture, and for that recognition of the
presence of the wild and of the labor of nature we need to make in all our life
contexts, both in wilderness and in places closer to home” (Plumwood 684). It is
this revisioning of the relationship between wilderness and the human, defined
within a context that emphasizes the mutuality of presences rather than alterity
defined by absence, that Plumwood contends, may “be what we need to help us
end the opposition between culture and nature, the garden and the wilderness, and
to come to recognize ourselves at last at home in both” (684).

Ecocriticism

Despite their differences, it is particularly important for literary scholars to
consider ecofeminism and deep ecology as part of a larger project that has come
to be known as ecocriticism. Though, as an academic pursuit, ecocriticism is only

now gaining respect among colleagues in literary circles (i.e. official recognition
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of Ecocriticism by the Modern Language Association at the 1998 Conference in
San Francisco) those working in the field of ecology and literary studies are not at
all surprised by its increasing support and popularity. Jonathan Bate explains:
We live after the fall, in a world where no act of reading can be
independent of the historical conditions in which it is undertaken. It is
therefore not surprising that ecocriticism should have emerged at a time
of ecological crisis; it is to be expected that those who practise this kind
of reading should be sympathetic to some form of Green politics.
Marxist. feminist and multiculturalist critics bring explicit or implicit
political manifestos to the texts about which they write. (266)
Likewise, William Howarth defines the ecocritic as one “who judges the merits
and faults of writings that depict the effects of culture upon nature, with a view
toward celebrating nature, berating its despoilers, and reversing their harm
through political action” (69). And although we are, as Howarth rightly points
out, “stuck with language” in which we *“cast nature and culture as opposites, in
fact they constantly mingle, like water and soil in a flowing stream” (69).
Ecocriticism, then, tries to work “within a set of informed, responsible principles,
derived from four disciplines: ecology, ethics, language, and criticism” (71), in a
way that provides an entry into literature that not only celebrates the aesthetic
value of the natural world but also suggests a political interaction with nature as a
means towards a healthier and more sustainable life.
To avoid confusion I will, as other ecotheorists have, draw a distinction

here between ecological writing, or ecopoetry, and ecological literary theory, or
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goes too far with his language-centred approach—such as when he romantically
connects “learning the language of animals” with “knowing the secrets of
nature”’—he is right to bemoan how “nature has grown silent in our discourse,
shifting from an animistic to a symbolic presence, from a voluble subject to a
mute object” (16).

Ecocriticism, whether its essential philosophy stems from a perspective
more sympathetic to deep ecology or ecofeminism, seeks to understand that voice
which attempts to recognize a silenced nature unable to express or protest its
exploitation, abuse, and destruction and humanity’s largely self-imposed
marginalized relationship with that biotic community. It attempts to shift
environmentalism into the politically charged arena of language and cultural
interpretation in a manner that aims at giving voice to nature in a way that does
not anthropomorphize that voice for the sake of human gain. As Manes asserts:

To regard nature as live and articulate has consequences in the realm of
social practices [...] we can, thus, safely agree with Hans Peter Duer
when he says that “people do not exploit a nature that speaks to them.”
Regrettably our culture has gone a long way to demonstrate that the
converse of this statement is also true. (16)
Ecotheorists hope that developing such a theoretical framework will have an
effect, not just on the way that texts are interpreted, but also on daily human
actions, though attitudes towards the environment which effect cultural practice

and production.

50








































































wilderness created, as McGregor argues, a nineteenth century poetics that, “has a
kind of strained undercurrent, visible in sudden disconcerting glimpses or equally
disquieting ambiguities of tone, that accords ill its decorous surface” (36).

The literature many of these pioneers produced, particularly the poetry,
reveals an early New World Canadian attitude towards nature that, in its own
inability to interpret the wilderness, leads to a “splitting apart different aspects of
the writer’s own vision”—a “‘violent duality” indeed. The result for settlers such
as Susanna Moodie is a feeling of violence against a natural space that continued
to remind them of its failure to live up to the pastoral ideal they brought with them
from Europe. Like Kolodny who argues the “pastoral impulse,” and Canadian
critic W. H. New who theorizes an East (civilized, European) versus West
(wilderness frontier), where the “West” shifted to accommodate the “Eastern”
need for liberation against the paradoxically much-needed strictures inherent in
the civilizing process (xiv), D.M.R. Bentley, in his text, “The Gay]Grey Moose:
Essavs on the Ecologies and Mythologies of Canadian Poetry 1690-1990,
explores the traditional baseland/ hinterland argument from an ecocritical
perspective. He argues that the mimetic nature of literary form demands a writer
to write either towards or away from a more open relationship with nature.
Bentley explores how this “violent duality” manifests itself within poems and
texts, often calling attention to way that the baseland/ hinterland dichotomy
reverberates, not just in the subject matter of a poem, but in the shape and

technique it ultimately takes. Bentley writes:
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Although poets’ preferences for order or disorder in the landscape or in
social relations may not necessarily be reflected at the formal and
technical level in their poems, [...] when celebrating a high degree of
openness or, conversely, organization in and through a particular
Canadian landscape (or some other subject), poets are more likely than
not to embody the same preferences in the form and techniques of their
poems. (9-10)
Though much of Bentley’s argument focuses on the way that the developing
Canadian relationship with nature is reflected in the formal aspects of early
Canadian writing, he also makes it a point to urge Canadian critics to move away
from the narrow linguistic obsession of much recent criticism in Canada, (what
Lawrence Buell calls “the hermeneutics of skepticism™) particularly the
Saussurian approach to language advocated in much deconstructivist and post-
structuralist criticism. By suggesting that theory-laden critical approaches “have
done literature a disservice by placing it in a realm remote from its physical,
emotional, and moral contexts,” he contends that the result is a poetics that is
included in a *“‘verbal universe but not one that is independent of the physical
world” (10). In other words, words, Bentley maintains, “do not create reality” but
reflect it, and in so doing, “they can help us to think and they can make us act, but
it was not the word “bomb” that destroyed Hiroshima. Nor was the Exxon Valdez
merely a proper noun that exuded a floating signifier’” (10). Thus, in their attempt
to define our world, there must be a connection between poetry and philosophy,

the word and the world, thought and action.
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Finding such a critical approach politically problematic, Bentley advocates
instead a return to, or concentration on, the:
[...] equivalences between Canadian poems and the external world of
which they are in their very nature as analogous representations,
cultural artifacts, and human productions, an integral and inescapable
part. Poems are not possible without matter: the matter of which they
treat, the matter upon which they are inscribed, the human matter that
creates and apprehends them. (10)
Bentley moves toward pointing out how the discord between external reality and
the form, content, and criticism of Canadian literature can be a negative influence
on Canadian attitudes toward the environment in what he calls “past-modern
writers” (287). The ultimate aim of the book, as Bentley himself formulates it, is:
[...] not only to reawaken attention to the mimetic and analogic
qualities of Canadian poems, but also to raise questions about the
possible origins and consequences of the contemporary emphasis on the
non-realistic and non-emotional aspects of Canadian poetry. (10)
Though it may never have been his intention to write an ecocritical interpretation
of early Canadian literature, judging from his own understanding of his aims and
intentions, it 1s clear that Bentley’s text clearly marks the first book-length
publication by a Canadian critic that attempts to explore the history of Canadian
nature literature, both in form and content, from an ecocritical perspective. In his
optimism for the potential of such a new critical approach to Canadian literature,

Bentley argues:

77



[...] it promises to cast in a new light its fabled “mooseness™ or

“mapleness,” to show how poetry in Canada, like the flora and fauna

(not to say the people) that have migrated, survived, and evolved here,

fit into physical and social environments that can be both distinctively

regional and distinctively Canadian. (19)
In Search of the Canadian Thoreau

In McGregor’s “Frontier Antithesis,” she asks why “Americans have

generally viewed nature as a source of inspiration, natural wisdom, moral health,
and so on, [and] Canadian writers seemingly do not even like to look upon the
face of the wilderness” (47). Her attempt to answer this compelling question
begins, in the first place, with geography, by pointing out that the reason
Canadian wilderness “seems more hostile to the Canadian [is] because it is more
hostile” (47), or in the very least, the Canadian “perceived nature as being more of
a threat that did his [sic] neighbour” (48). Also, McGregor makes the point that
the “conceptual vocabulary” brought to the new world was largely dependent on
the time-frames of settlement patterns. This is an important point because
Americans, “under the influence of the millennial expectations of the seventeenth
century [...and who] borrow[ed] concepts from scriptural explications” tended to
resort to Biblical superimpositions onto the environment. Thus, for early
Americans, the wilderness was seen as “a moral waste but a potential paradise,”
“a place of testing or even punishment,” and “a place of refuge (protection) or
contemplation” apart from a sinful secular world (49). Canada, on the other hand,

was settled, according to McGregor’s research, during a period with a markedly
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different way of talking about nature, and thus a different dominant understanding
of wilderness. McGregor explains:
The simplistic Shaftesbury-Wordsworthian image of nature which had
come to dominate cultural expectations by the time English Canadians
were attempting to come to terms with the wilderness experience was
inadequate for comprehending the colonial situation. The impact of
nature was too frightening to be seen as potentially benevolent and too
immediate to be aesthetically distant. And since the late-eighteenth,
early nineteenth-century cultural milieu did not offer any appropriate
alternative models, the result was that the man/nature relation in
Canada became, quite simply, a conceptual impossibility. (49-50)
In effect, what McGregor is saying here is that one of the reasons Canadians and
Americans have always expressed a conspicuous difference in their attitude
towards wilderness is simply the fact that they were founded with different
“conceptual languages”—Americans confronting their wilderness with religious
concepts which embraced the contradiction of beauty and danger which they
found in North America, and Canadians struggling and failing to impose onto the
wilderness a European pastoral poetics, which was simply too naive and romantic
to adequately encompass the rugged and dangerous landscape of the North.
McGregor’s musings may not fully explain the Canadian “desire for and
fear of reconciliation with nature,” but it does provide a background against

which stands what many critics see as the perpetual manifestation of Atwood’s
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“violent duality” in Canadian culture, a background from which to understand
why Canadians, as Douglas Cole summarizes were,

Smitten (at least superficially) with America’s mythicization of its

pioneer forebears, Canadians embraced enthusiastically a romantic cult

of primitivistic wilderness worship that expressed itself in such diverse

phenomena as ‘the creation of wilderness parks, like Algonquin and

Garibaldi, [...] children’s woodcraft camps, [...] Grey Owl, [...] the

animal stories of Ernest Thompson Seton and Charles G.D. Roberts,

the summer cottaging movement, [and] the art of Emily Carr and the

group of seven.” (Cole 69)
McGregor, however, is quick to point out that pretending that the ideological
implications of the frontier played or should play a positive role in the Canadian
experience ‘“‘could only exacerbate the problems of coming to terms with nature”
(59). And though numerous Canadian writers and commentators have attempted
to sanctify the so-called pristine ideology of the Canadian wilderness as an
exclusively Canadian cultural trope, particularly set against American cultural
influences, McGregor argues that the wilderness still symbolically represents
something “monstrous rather than inviting” to the Canadian cultural
consciousness.

If we look more closely, in fact, it would seem that while the intentional and

especially the rhetorical levels of such productions are dominated by a:

[...] specifically American version—a B-movie image of Canada as

‘God’s country,’ a primitive snow-covered wilderness where one goes
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to find moral, physical, and spiritual rejuvenation (see Pierre Berton’s
Hollvwood's Canada)—the more spontaneous elements, from modes of
composition to iconography, tend to communicate something quite
different. (52-3)
While, for McGregor, the myth of the American self-made man was born out of
the conception of the American frontier as a limit of knowledge and control that is
“a temporary and arbitrary boundary that may not only be transcended but
actually redefined—moved, advanced, or even eradicated—by human effort,” the
disorderliness and lawlessness of the Canadian “Prairies” and “Rockies” was
conceived by British immigrants to Canada, not as an opportunity for
transcendence or individual redefinition, but rather as a challenge to the social
order they brought with them from Britain. Thus, for early Canadians, wilderness
represented, not just a threat to one’s life, but to one’s cultural and social values
as well. Ecocriticism then, for the Canadian scholar, poses many unique cultural
and political complexities, and cannot be easily understood as just another critical
approach transplanted from Europe or America and applied to Canadian literature.
If we reexamine Annette Kolodny’s theory that Americans internalized and
practiced the “pastoral impulse,” as a means of belaying wilderness fears by
placing them within the care of a nurturing feminine landscape, and Michael
Branch’s further theorizing of the “topological imperative” as a “social need to
have a culture develop in the greatness of the landscape” (Branch 284) from a
Canadian perspective, given the above-mentioned cultural, geographical,

historical, social evolution, and interpretive differences, it becomes clear that

81



Canadians developed, in contrast to Americans, what [ would call a “topological
departure” reflected in a kind of “pastoral impulse” that manifested itself in a
retreat from the “unnatural” wilderness-terror (feminine or not) into the
garrisoned confines of traditional Mother country, psychological and physical,
fortresses. While Americans, Kolodny theorizes, fantasize the pastoral ideal into
daily reality, Canadians, faced with the tabula rasa of pastoral expectations erased
by actual experiences with wilderness that may have been more violent than what
the Americans witness (or at least perceived as such) fostered a *‘violent duality”
within the literary imagination that sought *“the beauty of terror” (F. R. Scott).

Bentley largely concurs with McGregor’s views on the development of
human-nature conflict in a Canadian sensibility, but takes the argument further,
examining why this dichotomy has persisted in Canadian cultural attitudes and
more specifically in Canadian literature. While early writers, he contends,
worked necessarily within the limitations of the European tradition, Canadian
modernists, or members of “The Montreal Movement,” can be offered no such
excuse. Bentley essentially attributes the perpetuation of unacceptable attitudes
of indifference or hostility towards nature to the insistent values of those poets
and critics who, in their attempt to validate Canadian poetry internationally,
“shape[d] the creation and study of Canadian poetry for decades to come [with]
deep ambivalence towards the Canadian environment and its representation in
poetry” (252). Bentley suggests that we should:

[...] recognize that the simplification, devaluation, and

decontextualization of reality that is widely evident in high modern
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Canadian poetry participates in the industrial and capitalistic enterprise
whose most obvious effects in the present century have included the
degradation and homogenization in Canada and elsewhere of
distinctive natural and social environments. (265)

Originating with A. J. M. Smith’s article, “Wanted—Canadian Criticism,”
Bentley offers pointed ecocritical commentary on an historic literary movement
born out of an understandable distaste for the gushing sublimations of borrowed
“Romantic delusions” (263) in Canadian poetry, and offered instead a poetics that
followed American and British Modernist examples of “cosmopolitanism” which
advocated “particulars in favour of universals (257). According to Bentley,
Smith and his cronies condemned contemporary poets who did not acknowledge
external nature as neutral, resulting in the profoundly damaging attitude that
nature:

[...] has nothing to offer man beyond the materials of existence, that

there are no impulses from vernal woods, no messages in wayside

flowers, no moral in maple leaves. That birth, copulation, and death

are universals is the only information worth having from nature. (263)
In the final assessment, as Bentley argues, in order to understand the development
of the Canadian attitude towards nature in twentieth-century literature, it is
important to comprehend, as Jonathan Bate does, that “the high Modermnist is the
very antithesis of the bioregionally grounded poet” (234).

Canadian Modernists, namely the poets of the McGill movement,

attempted, if one accepts Bentley’s characterization, to gain international favour
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by championing a poetics based on the neutralization of ‘nature’ with the idea of
rendering it a kind of ataractic backdrop to humankind’s civilizing impulse. In
both theory and poetry, the McGill movement aimed at replacing a “Canadian
poetry” which Leo Kennedy described as:
[...] a colony of shoddy late-Tennysonian poets [...] miraculously
preserved here in all the drab bloom of their youth, cut from improving
contact with the outer world [...] No Walt Whitman sauntered on
Montreal quays; no Poe fretted his life in a Toronto newspaper office.
For generations Canadian poetry was the off-hour killcare of Empire
Loyalist parsons, who pursued their halt iambics and cornered their
unresisting rhymes with all the zest of professional soul sleuths.
(Stevens 13-14)
The Modernist effort to eradicate what the Montreal poets characterized as an
exhausted pastoral impulse led to a radical change in the way that nature was
defined in the Canadian literary imagination. Ironically, though their attempt was
to shout down what they saw as a naive poetics and create a more “cosmopolitan”
approach to literature by replacing dichotomous interpretations of nature
(Atwood’s “violent duality’”) with a nature-as-pococurante, this early Canadian
Modernist movement may have actually shifted Canadian poetics into a literary
phase through which ecopoetics was made possible (Tom Marshall cursorily
concurs by pinpointing this movement as the breaking point for a changing
human-nature dynamic). For it was the shift away from a highly

anthropomorphic Romantic tendency in the literary imagination begun by the
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Modernists that set the stage for the kind of ecologically conscious approach to
culture that, a half-century later in a post-postmodern climate, “respect[s] nature
as it is and for itself, while at the same time recognizing that we can only
understand nature by way of those distinctly human categories, history and
language” (Bate 65).

In his ecocritical response to A. J. M. Smith’s characterization of the beauty
of nature as “either deceptive or irrelevant,” Bentley nonetheless bemoans that
time in the development of Canadian criticism when literary trends favored a
dismissal of any reference or evidence of a relationship between literature and a
biotic community. He writes:

Why bother with maples and sumachs when there were golden boughs
and multifoliate roses to be had? Perhaps the most telling and certainly
the most amusing passage in “Wanted—Canadian Criticism™ is a
contemptuous dismissal of Canadian poetry that contains “French and
Indian place names” and ‘“‘allusions to the Canada goose, fir trees,
maple leaves, northern lights, etc.” (252)
Scholars specializing in Canadian literary history can attest to the kind of power
this movement had, dominating literary magazines and attitudes at a time when
the country seemed to crave scholarly validation of its own literary and cultural
advances. One has to wonder whether the McGill movement had the kind of
negative power that Bentley claims it had over generations of Canadian critics and
writers. Did it open the door to ecopoetry or stall its development? By Bentley’s

own admission, Smith and Scott, two prominent leaders of the movement, waffled
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in their views on technology, nature and cosmopolitan poetics by the 1950’s, as,
in particular, “Scott had begun to graft an ecological awareness onto his
international imagination” (265).
Nevertheless, it is important to note that despite the “ecologically attractive”
efforts of some poets, most prominently “Canada’s low Modernists, particularly
certain members of the 7ish group,” and their championing of proprioceptive
verse (the seeking of life-rhythms that emanate from the source of the thing-in-
itself), the general tendency of the development of Canadian poetry, according to
Bentley, still worked against any poetics that sought to strengthen a human-nature
dynamic (281). Thus Canadian poetics cut a path divergent from the development
of an ecopoetics in two important directions:
The first of these is towards a concentration on the experiencing mind
that has led many writers into a self-centeredness that is, by turns,
banal, solipsistic, and aesthetic—disconcertingly oblivious to large
moral, social, and political issues in its heavy emphasis on the
subjective and personal. The second is towards a concentration on
language as an isolated and uniform system that is not continuous with
life but, as some literary theorists would have it, constitutive of a reality
that has little, if any, connection with what exists outside of words and
texts. (283)

And yet, as ecocritics and ecophilosophers attest, there is a new movement afoot

in our age, a movement of new-ageism, healing, and spiritual growth that seeks to

create a space for a revamping of attitudes, both political and cultural, towards the
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environment. And thus, as Bentley argues, if we can “accept that to inhabit a
linguistic realm detached from the world is to court fatalism,” and that “to think
of language as a system that dictates utterances is to deny responsibility for one’s
own words,” then the stage may be set for a rediscovery of literature as a way of
discovering and connecting with a biotic community.

Indeed this is exactly the cultural and literary movement that critics such as
Gaile McGregor, D. M. R. Bentley, Diane Relke, and Verna Buhler Roth see
emerging around the edges of Canadian literature. Born in reaction to the
Modernist and post-Modernist movements which aim towards a “sublime
escape,” by employing “metaphysicalism, Frygian Archetypalism, Derridean
deconstruction,” and other such critical approaches, Canadian poets, as Bentley
argues, have come to recognize that “willy-nilly they are dependent upon the very
‘reality’ from which the ‘reversed Odysseus’ attempts to escape,” and
contemporary critics are beginning to realize that, as McGregor puts it, they are
witness to “the emergence of a distinctive and potentially powerful literature” that
is struggling to revitalize all of the issues which surround the relationship between
human beings and nature (Bentley 271, McGregor 71). This emerging project,
this attempt to “bring poetry back to earth,” is, for Bentley, “necessary if poetry is
to have a part in reintegrating humanity and nature” (271). It is, however, not
without pitfalls and problems, as Bentley rightly points out, remarking that “to
many people the moral dimensions of an ecological approach to Canadian poetry
will doubtless be distasteful” (276). He is, of course, plainly referring to the

adverse reaction that such a project will receive in the academic ivory towers.
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Nonetheless, there is for these critics, something both timely and exciting
connected with ecopoetics and ecopoetry, an opportunity to affirm a “moral
awareness born of sensitivity to the grave dangers that post-Renaissance man has
come to pose to himself and other living things,” and to theorize and create in
response to the growing critical sense that there is a need to approach literature
“with an awakened ecological sensibility” (276).
Interpreting Nature: Canadian (Eco)Literature

If Relke’s investigation is correct, Canadian ecocriticism was first
mentioned as a possibility in Laurie Ricou’s article, “So Big About Green”
(Canadian Literature 1991) wherein he deemed Canadian ecocriticism as “almost
an underground phenomenon” (3). Ricou observed, “Canadian critics have been
loud [...] on landscape [...] But in the apparently closely related matter of
environmentalism, critics on Canadian literature lag behind” (3). With 1991 as
the formal beginnings of ecocriticism in Canada, Relke argues that the history of
Canadian ecocriticism is thus, relatively short. Nonetheless, tracing this history
is, as Relke and I concur, no easy task. Canadians have always written about a
human-wilderness dynamic; nature writing whether textually foregrounded or not,
is an identifying characteristic of much of Canadian literature. Relke astutely
argues that Frye’s profoundly influential suggestion that Canadians view nature
with “a tone of deep terror” instigated a critical war through which, many critical
and creative writings were “suspicious[ly]” lost (Green 206). Relke cites Phyllis
Webb and P. K. Page as writers of early ecological poetry that “establish[] the

necessary preconditions for an emerging feminist and ecopoetic consciousness in

88






Crozier, with continued contributions from Waddington, Page, and Marriott,
emerges in the 1960’s to establish Canadian (proto)ecological poetry (poetry
which may be interpreted as ecological or a precursor to this more conscious look
at the human-nature dynamic) through their attention, generally, to the fusion, the
identification, and the revisionist mythmaking of women’s link to nature,
landscape, wilderness, animals, and pastoralism. Broadly speaking, these poets
establish a woman-nature identification in Canadian literature that recognizes
women’s historical connection to the Canadian literary landscape and embraces,
even if only metaphorically, that identification with elements and entities of the
wilderness. In other words, by asserting a subjective feminine voice, through an
instinctual and intellectual movement away from the tenets of high modernism,
these women poets all find some form of empowerment through nature-metaphors
that define a new course for writing by women in Canada.

Used largely for metaphoric purposes, nature-as-landscape is often
internalized by these writers as a profound reflection of the Canadian experience.
Broadly speaking, women writers in this period of second wave (proto)ecological
writers have a tendency to identify strongly with nature, choosing to reveal
internal struggles through nature-metaphors that often personify their own
position as an element of nature. Even if a subjective identification is not made
apparent through direct first-person narrative, these poets oftentimes reveal a
symbolic sympathy through which the reader negotiates his/her response to both
the narrator and the ‘misunderstood’ wilderness entity. Both Waddington and

Page explore the mindscape-landscape link to a simpler, more ‘natural’ internal
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pastoral—that personal Greenworld, the sublime found by observing nature and
internalizing personal wisdoms gained from the experience. In “Green World”,
Waddington’s poet-speaker may “Step out and feel the green world [...] hold
[her]” but she is really stepping inside herself, “beyond all geography in a
transparent place/ where water images cling to the inside sphere/ move and
distend as rainbows in a mirror/ cast out of focus” (Collected 1). Page only
dreams of becoming a bird with the ability to fly in “Cry Ararat!”

Nonetheless, prior to the 1960’s, Page’s poetry clearly intuits ecopoetics
with a delicate blending of a non-violent human-nature dynamic in “Journey
Home”, *“Now This Cold Man...”, “Stories of Snow”, “Christmas Eve—Market
Square”, “Vegetable Island”, “After Rain”, and “Cry Ararat!” “Vegetable Island”
(Collected 48-9) and “Now This Cold Man ...” (41) establish gender divisions
through a consistent feminist voice that attaches ecological sympathies to women.
In ecofeminist studies, this ideological shift in the human-nature dynamic is
worthy of investigation. Obsessed with order and control, men may visit
“Vegetable Island,” owned by the flowers, wherein, “the deep woods are stormed/
and trees throw bouquets to each other, pass/ petals along from bough to bough./
It is theirs”, but he cannot stay long since the need to cleanse himself of the wild-
ness of wilderness overcomes “the hedges calling/ coyly as they advance,/ the
bright grass/ silently leaping”™ (48). Ultimately:

[...] a man must strip and throw his body
into the acid ocean to erase
the touch and scent of flowers, their little cries

like sickly mistresses, their gentle faces
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pleading consumption.
Sometimes he has no strength to meet a tree
debauched with blossoms.

Women, on the other hand, intuitively embrace the chaos and join, not fight it, as
they “wander unafraid as if/ they made the petals™ (49). Likewise in “Now This
Cold Man...” the male subject exists, once again, in resistance to nature until he
enters the garden and “feels the ice/ thawing from branches of his lungs and
brain” (41). He is unable to be fully alive, to create, Page suggests, “until he is
the garden: heart, the sun/ and all his body soil’’; then, “glistening jonquils
blossom from his skull,/ the bright expanse of lawn his stretching thighs/ and
something rare and perfect yet unknown,/ stirs like a foetus just behind his eyes.”
While seemingly ecopoetic, Page’s work, particularly her use of nature-as-
metaphor is, arguably, more feminist than ecofeminist.

Waddington also writes about nature prior to a more environmentally
conscious voice in the 1960s, but it is the exceptional poem that approaches
ecopoetry. For example, “Inward Look the Tree” (1955) Waddington ‘grounds’
the notion of stability in an unwavering tree but creates an anxious internal
dialogue within herself when the tree, formerly serving as a shelter, can no longer
protect her from post-war fear of the manmade atom bomb (created, ironically, for
protection). This poet’s ecological vision is somewhat limited, as one might
expect from a writer making a place for the feminine voice in Canadian poetry.
Marriott’s poetry, which leans more towards direct narrative observations of the
natural world, contrasts Waddington’s and Page’s individual quests for self-

knowledge and women’s voice by avoiding symbolic representations of ‘nature’



and ‘landscape.” Among these three modernists, Marriott comes closest to an
ecological approach to writing the human-nature dynamic. Page and Waddington
may be responsible for “establishing the necessary preconditions for an emerging
feminist and ecopoetic consciousness in Canada” (Relke Green 206) but they
remain protoecological, until shifts in their perspectives (late 1960’s) regard the
complexity of nature with the politics of ecology.

I believe that knowledge of ecological theories, even if rudimentary and
popularized, is mandatory for the emergence of ecopoetry. Thus, it comes as no
surprise that with a second wave of women poets writing on nature, emerging in
the 1960’s, perspectives shifted to better embrace new ecological philosophies.
One of the more noticeable changes made in women’s thematic nature poetry is
the bold assertions of the subjective “I”” as a natural entity. These
transmogrifications of women into wilderness entities empower emerging
feminist voices by transforming existing language and realities to embrace new
emotional, experiential, and psychological frontiers. From an ecofeminist
perspective, these metamorphoses can be equally engaging; however pseudo-
surreal dream sequences may also dismiss ecological realities for a more
fantastical psychological or symbolic meaning. Page explores this spiritual/
symbolic exploration of selfhood through animal and plant metamorphosis in such
poems as “Element” and “Summer” wherein, “I sang the green that was in my
groin [...] the song stained with the stain of chlorophyll/ was sharp as a whistle of

grass/ in my green blood.”
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Marriott maintains her focus on describing the nature-aesthetic but begins in
this twentieth century decade of radical changes to intermingle human observation
with an attempt to recognize her place in the bioregion. Rarely transmigrating her
poet-speaker into non-sentient form, as Page, Atwood, Crozier, and Kogawa do,
Marriott makes the exception when describing esoteric states of intense human
emotion. In “As You Come In” (1973), the poet-speaker experiences, “a huge
flower opening / inside my skin” when she initially declares love for a romantic
partner; she ultimately predicts her growth, with or without the return of that love
into “a rich stalk/ a honeyed pole/ a tree thick with leaves/ long closed/ opened by
this new sun” (52). More commonly, Marriott identifies animal or plant aspects
within a poet-speaker’s consciousness in a sensitive placement of oneself in the
biotic community. In “The Circular Coast” (1969-79), the poet-speaker connects
her earthbody with the planet Earth, giving herself “‘stuck peg in sand/ my own
axis” thus gaining intuitive ‘access’ to “the unseen worm’s tube in the log and
sand/ my infinite centre/ and the worm in me” (18). By maintaining a consistent
first-person narrative throughout 7he Circular Coast, Marriott does not
compromise, through narrative distancing, the speaker’s position as one who
respects the biodynamic between self and nature. In what serves as an ecocritical
strategy, Marriott resists allusions to historical and literary figures and places that
might obfuscate a sincere and deliberate attempt to make a human-nature
relationship respectful but enriches her poetry with obscure local place names as a

reflection of recognition of her bioregion.
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Waddington’s poetry likewise makes a shift in perspective in the 1960’s
with the publication of Say Yes in 1969. Poems such as “Understanding Snow”,
“Looking for Strawberries in June”, “Swallowing Darkness/ Is Swallowing Dead
Elm Trees”, and “Driving Home” as well as poems from the 1970’s and 1980’s,
to name a few, “Dead Lakes™, and “Totems”, “The Secret of Old Trees”, “The
Big Tree”, and “The Milk of/ The Mothers™ all mark a thematically ecological
shift in Waddington’s work. In particular, The Last Landscape (1992) shows a
sophisticated move towards a respectful biotic communal celebration of self and
other. This thematic change in Waddington’s voice shifts her focus on social
injustices onto the iniquities within the natural realm and those contained within
the human-nature dynamic. The above-listed poems from Say Yes and Driving
Home all nostalgically explore a loss of ‘home’ described as a kind of Greenworld
and “green” world that 1s vanishing psychologically, emotionally, and physically:
“I knew a certain/ leaf-language from somewhere but now// it is all used
up”’(Collected 169). What remains of a world that is rapidly destroying itself,
evidenced by the disappearance of wild strawberry fields, inland lakes, and
magnificent elm trees is a diseased world without cures. Herein, while
“search[ing]/ for a living element/ in the dead places/ of my country” (234), “I//
don’t recognize the landscape it is all/ grey feathery the /voices of birds are/
foreign™ (169) as “the divine arm/ that in our world/ has darkened everything/
then choked our breath/ away/ and drowned/ and drowned/ our green” (189).

Connected through a national consciousness and similar socio-political and

cultural influences as Canadian women living in the information age, these
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women have inherited a certain struggle against masculine-encoded mainstream
interpretations of the Canadian experience; their own quest, as writers, involves
voicing these experiences from a woman’s perspective. Furthermore, these poets
clearly work from within a well-defined history of published and accessible
Canadian nature writing in which nature—vengeful, helpful, or indifferent—has
yet to be clearly defined as a space of mutual benefit and respect. Though it is
impossible to locate a poet’s influences clearly, their poetics reflect a society in
which ecological theories of the sixties and seventies have moved into popular
consciousness and common everyday practices in the eighties, nineties, and the
new millennium.

It is has been my intention to focus particularly on the emergence of a
feminist ecopoetic consciousness and writings in Canadian literature; as such, and
for obvious reason, most of my material is literature written by women.
Nonetheless, re-reading Canadian literature that approaches the feminine
identification with nature is not exclusive to women writers, as | have shown in
Chapter Two with playwright Michael Cook’s dramas. Section Two attempts to
show how a more ecologically conscious nature-writing makes this feminine
identification with nature as much political as it is poetical. As such, Chapter Six
deals briefly with how late twentieth century male poets reconcile cultural, social,
and historical placement of man-the-hunter with current trends toward ecological
consciousness that demands compassion for that which men have, for centuries,
sought to conquer. This position is further complicated by possible psychological

and instinctual remnants of the “primitive” man, (of Robert Bly’s Iron John fame)
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considered in some circles as the empowered male counterpart to the ecofeminist
“goddess”.

Male writers, generally speaking, struggle with their own responses to
traditional survival narratives through which nature, they are taught, and as their
ancestors experienced in the Canadian wilderness, has always been the enemy. A
feminist sympathetic connection to nature as an innocent by-stander, oppressed
and silenced by a greater patriarchal force of will, ideology, policy-making, and
exploitation insures a place for modernist women writers in any theorizing of the
beginnings of ecological writing in Canada since it profoundly contrasts the man-
versus-nature poetry of the 1940°s and 1950°s made popular in Canada through
the poetic explorations of E. J. Pratt. A closer ecocritical study of Canada’s late
male modernist writers—particularly Irving Layton and Earle Birney—reveals a
complexity of fears, reverence, and guilt that, like the above-mentioned
ecologically influential women poets, one may argue, help to set the preconditions
for an emerging ecological consciousness in Canada through their poetry. Future
studies in this area of Canadian ecocriticism ought to include a “second wave” of
Canadian male writers whose compassion for their biotic community places their
poetry within the realm of (proto)ecological and early ecological literature. My
list includes: Don McKay, David McFadden, John O’Neill, Tom Wayman, Tim
Lilburn, Chris Dewdney, bill bissett, David Waltner-Toews, and Joe Rosenblatt.

Structurally, I have divided this thesis into two sections, each focusing on a
major ecofeminist theme, and each discussing that theme as it applies to the

reading of specific works of Canadian drama, fiction, and poetry. Section One
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examines works which revisit the well-noted Canadian preoccupation with nature-
as-enemy from all manner of ecologically aware and feminist perspectives. The
intention is not simply to present an ecofeminist interpretation of specific works,
though certainly this is a major component of each section, but rather also to
investigate the broader effects that both the ecological and feminist movements
have had on the way in which Canadian writers approach the subject of nature in
their work. In particular I include chapters on Margaret Atwood’s The Journals
of Susanna Moodie, Michael Cook’s Head, Guts, and Sound Bone Dance, and
Jacob’s Wake, as well a Marian Engel’s Bear. Framing Section One will be a
wide-ranging discussion of the concept of “getting bushed.” which has developed
as a major theme of Canadian literature, and how this concept can be understood
from an ecofeminist perspective.

Section Two is centered on the roles that spirituality and mind-body-spirit
unification have played in the contemporary ecofeminist movement, and how it
has impacted on the possible readings of contemporary Canadian women writers.
The notion that the current ecological crisis is as much spiritual as it is economic
or political is an essential touchstone of ecofeminist and deep ecological theory.
Chapters Four and Five focus on Nova Scotia playwright Cindy Cowan’s 4
Woman from the Sea, and a discussion of the rediscovery of the relationship
between woman, nature, and the sacred in contemporary Canadian poetry.
Chapter Six deviates slightly to incorporate more radical ecopoetry that centres on
politically motivated ecological issues that affect a mind-body-spirit unification of

one’s earthbody and how actions against the “sacred body” harm the body-Earth.
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These chapters explore the ways in which Earth-centered and matriarchal
spiritualities are being offered as alternatives, by Canadian writers, to more
mainstream and less radically environmentally concerned traditions. By
challenging masculine-encoded dichotomous constructions that divide man from
woman, civilization from nature, and the transcendental spirit from the earthbody,
these women writers reconnect with selthood, and the spirit through a mind-body-
spirit integration. From an ecofeminist perspective, respect for the individual
body-as-biosphere is paramount to instigating necessary changes in attitudes
towards the Earth-body as sacred space, both psychologically and physically. 1
use the term “earthbodies” instead of “bodies” throughout to distinguish the body
as the site of division and denigration from the revisioned ecofeminist earthbody
that strives for renewed respect and holism through mind-spirit-body unification.
Likewise, when I refer to the body-Earth, my intention is to make explicit the
notion of Gaia—the planet Earth as a limited biosphere—functioning as a web of
intricately connected life forms, macrocosmic to the microcosmic human body.
This shift in consciousness of place (a landscape-oriented concept) towards space
(a geographical place that involved a more complex integration of the
psychological and emotional with the physical) embraces a more ecologically
minded system of bioregion in literature. Bioregion, a term borrowed from
Edward O. Wilson’s The Diversity of Life, refers to ““a place that has its own
distinctive natural economy” (Bate 54) and is, within ecocritical circles, in the

process of integrating itself into the “geopsyche” (Murphy WTE 42) of the author,
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narrator, and/or reader as a simultaneously physical space and psychological
location.

In Chapter One, I begin the exploration into an ecocritical examination of
Canadian literature by looking at Margaret Atwood’s The Journals of Susanna
Moodie in relation to other canonized writers writing about the phenomenon of
being “bushed” in a Canadian context. With little regard for its mythical origins,
the term “bushed” is commonly used to describe a wide range of psychological
disorders that result from time alone in the wilderness. From insanity to living a
“simplified” wilderness lifestyle, sometimes referred to as “‘going native,”
Canadians have a long and continuing history of bushing incidents. Chapter one
deals with how this colonial mehtality, this *“us versus nature’” mindset continues
to be the focus of our strained relationship with wilderness within late twentieth
century literature.

Specifically in Margaret Atwood’s The Journals of Susanna Moodie,
Susanna Moodie—as the symbolic embodiment of conflicting attitudes towards
the Canadian wilderness in Roughing it in the Bush—resists a strong and direct
spiritual connection to “the bush” even though, as Atwood observes in her poetic
revisiting of Moodie’s difficulties, she had every opportunity to discover the
liberating feminist possibilities that an untamed landscape had to offer.
Nonetheless, Moodie’s own fear concerning the possibilities tied up with
liberation leaves her regretting that “there was something they almost taught me/ 1
came away not having learned” (Journals 27). According to Atwood, Moodie

continually refused *“‘to look in a mirror” to see her own “wolf’s eyes”; eyes that
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are required not only to survive the pioneering experience but also to “see the
truth”, that is to become aware of the possibilities inherent in the liberation of the
colonial lady. For Atwood then, as a writer who embodies a contemporary view
of post-colonial feminism and environmentalism, Moodie needs chastising for her
resistance to learning these lessons fully. By arguing Moodie’s lack of
identification with her landscape throughout this collection of poems, and by
seeking to expose Moodie’s unconscious symbolic connection with trees, Atwood
displays a sympathy with Moodie as a woman working through a deeply rooted
patriarchal hegemony and finding, for all of her efforts, that she is finally very
tree-like—voiceless against patriarchal restrictions, deaf to new lessons
concerning the power of the feminine, and powerless against the destructive
forces of mankind.

I join Diane Relke (as she asserts in Greenwor(l)ds) in recognizing
Margaret Atwood’s Journals as a kind of pivotal point of an emerging interest in
published early Canadian (proto)ecological literature. As (eco)feminist, Atwood
thus sets the tone for future ecopoetic writings which, as Relke and I concur, have
a strong presence in Canadian literature. Despite Relke’s publication of
Greenwor(l)ds, in 1999, (after my own study of Journals was completed) I
believe my investigation is distinct, emphasizing a more recent emergence of
ecological writings as opposed to Relke’s concentration on a variety of
exclusively women poets whose publications span Canadian literary history from
Marjorie Pickthall (1884) and Isabella Valancy Crawford (1927) to the more

recent Phyllis Webb and Jeanette Armstrong. Though I initially considered
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Pickthall, and Armstrong in planning stages of this study, [ opted to focus on the
emergence of ecological writing as a response to ecological crisis brought into
popular consciousness through the mass appeal of Rachel Carson’s 1962 classic,
Silent Spring. In this way, my examination centres on an emerging literature
through a new critical perspective and not, as Relke’s text reads, an exploration of
a Canadian human-nature perspective reread through an ecocritical perspective.
Likewise, Bentley’s Gay]Grev Moose employs a similar strategy without the
emphasis on feminism.

Continuing on the theme of literature that examines the severed link
between humans-as-animals living in civilization and their fellow/sister members
of a greater biotic community that is introduced in Chapter One, Chapter Two
revisits nature-as-enemy via another canonical writer of drama, Michael Cook.
Though it may appear peculiar to include such a male-identified writer in this
thesis, Cook’s unique awareness and concern regarding the environment-in-
crisis—particularly since his writings eerily predict the demise of the
Newfoundland fishing industry roughly two decades prior to the moratorium on
ground fish off Newfoundland’s coast in 1994—and his sensitive treatment of the
nature of exploitation make his work a fascinating site for the exploration of the
socialized links between violence and woman/nature. Though Cook has been
criticized by some of his reviewers as a blatant misogynist, mainly because his
plays are full of nameless women being cursed, beaten, and blamed by male
characters for masculine failures, Cook’s strategy of essentializing woman as a

“conventionally female life-force”” dramatizes the feminine as “an ideal of
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spiritual Wholeness (Walker “Elegy” 200-201), and thus actually highlights a
failed masculinity made barren by an arrogant attempt to conquer the “natural”
through ultimately self-destructive technological creation. What seems to remain,
for Cook’s male characters, is their women for whom they harbour resentment,
largely directed towards their biological ability to create life. What makes this
presentation of resentment particularly potent is its stark characterization of men
facing failure in a world where they are no longer linked to the process of
sustaining life, but rather see their masculinity linked only to processes of death
and failure. Women too are diminished by the actions of the patriarchy, though
the ideal of their creativity, their natural connection with life somehow finds
resonance in Cook’s plays. In this chapter entitled “Pregnant(Sea) Miscarried,”
the natural cycles of life and death, and the part they play in contemporary social
roles, are examined with an eye towards their relationship with ecological crisis,
particularly the over-fishing crisis in the Grand Banks which is such a vital aspect
of Cook’s dramatic perspective.

Chapter Three extends the discussion of the colonial (pastoral) response, so
central to the Canadian critical tradition of Northrop Frye and Atwood, as it
focuses on the ecocritical implications of Frye’s haunting question “where is
here?” (Reflections 71). In Atwood’s Survival and Strange Things, she asks us to
consider “The North” as “a state of mind [that] can mean ‘wildemness’ or
‘frontier’ [...] We know—or think we know—what sort of things go on there”
(Strange Things 8). As a place in “popular lore and [...] literature” we know it as

*“‘uncanny, awe inspiring in an almost religious way, hostile to white men, but
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alluring,” a place “that would drive you crazy, and finally, would claim you for its
own,” the North is a place explored, experienced and sometimes colonized almost
exclusively by men (19). Its central place of this characterization of the North in
the Canadian literary imagination silences and marginalizes any feminine
experience of an environment which understands that, like her, it follows
“natural” cycles of birth, creation, and death.

It is within this Canadian literary context that the emergence of Bear and
Surfacing, novels in which a female protagonist matches the Canadian empathy
with animals to the “pastoral impulse,” as a yearning to know the landscape as
feminine, signify a timely shift in a masculine-inscribed consciousness to a new
(eco)feminist order. By answering Atwood’s call for a feminine response to texts
that construct the North not as “nurturing mother” but as “a sort of icy and savage
femme fatale who will drive you crazy and claim you for her own” (Survival 89),
these women authors reverse the nature-as-enemy paradigm in revisioning the
pastoral impulse from a non-masculinist perspective. This chapter examines
Marian Engel’s quintessentially feminist-Canadian novel, Bear, but also points to
novels written in a similar vein as women’s wilderness quests, such as Aretha Van
Herk’s Tent Peg, Ethel Wilson’s Swamp Angel, and, and Margaret Atwood’s
Surfacing.

For many writers and theorists, Earth-centered spiritualities provide an
opportunity for women to rethink, rediscover, and reshape sacred cultural symbols
and personal mythology into empowering images and ideas. By examining

Canadian female poets in Chapter Four who explore tenets of neo-paganism, I
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have found a wealth of spiritual concerns for women, all linked to the health and
well-being of the environment, and the natural world as a temple of women’s self-
discovery. Poets such as Karen Connolly, Gail Fox, Anne Szumigalski, Eva
Thiyani, Kristijana Gunnars, Gwendolyn MacEwen, Lorna Crozier, Daphne
Marlatt, and Erin Mouré, who attempt to connect the language of nature with a
place of spiritual fulfillment, seek to define themselves within spiritual traditions
that better attend to the concerns of women and environmentalists. [ have chosen
to attend to their ideas and work in this chapter because of the way that their
poetry, as possibly the most personal, and hence political, genre, attempts to
inspire changes in thought and action. Though the majority of poets in Canada
address nature in one way or another—as a central characteristic of their
poetics—I limited my choice, after a decade-long search, to women poets who |
believe to be writing within the so-designated field of ecopoetry (see my section
on ecopoetics). I’ve restricted the poetry of Chapter Four, and for the most part,
this entire study, to women authors since I think, (and as ecocritic Diane Relke
who examines Canadian female poetry exclusively concurs) their marginalized
status in Western culture, and their historically constructed connection to nature-
as-other gives them a unique perspective from which new feminist and
ecologically minded practices and ideologies are possible.

Given these parameters, this chapter examines Canadian ecopoetry by
women writers that reflects a certain aesthetic and politic of the ecospiritual
and/or the ecofeminist in *“‘nature poems.” As a “branch” of ecopoetry, these

poetics rewrite nature into an everyday earth-centred spirituality, a grounding
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which makes absurd the idea of separation between the Christian transcendental
privileging over the earthly woman-as-body and earth body as sacred. My most
non-traditional, and ‘groundmending’ examples of ecopoetry focus on the earth-
rhythm poetry (falling into the category of matrilineal art) contained within the
limited selection of poetry by Eva Tihanyi, Kristijana Gunnars, Lorna Crozier,
and Daphne Marlatt. I have, no doubt, overlooked many appropriate and
deserving Canadian poets falling intentionally and peripherally into the category
of (proto)ecological writing. Space permitting, I also would have included poetry
by Joy Kogawa, Meira Cook, Penny Kemp, Jan Zwicky, Jane Southwell Munro,
Patricia Keeney, Deborah Keahey, Lyn King, and more recent works by Miriam
Waddington. It has not been for lack of love or appreciation of First Nations’
(eco)poetry that | have excluded it: I strongly considered the works of Annharte
and Jeanette Armstrong for this study.

For many writers and theorists, earth-centered spiritualities provide an
opportunity for women to rethink, rediscover, and reshape sacred cultural symbols
and personal mythology into empowering images and ideas. Cindy Cowan’s
decidedly earnest ecofeminist approach to staging feminist ideas, allows for an
aggressive examination of the spiritual and political crisis that lies at the heart of
Western civilization’s wasteful and self-destructive relationship with the natural
environment. In A Woman from the Sea Cowan identifies, quite forcefully,
exploitation and destruction as fundamental characteristics of patriarchal society,
and advocates the rediscovery of a pre-Christian goddess-centered understanding

of the natural world as a strategy for reconnecting humanity with the environment
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and women with their instinctive power to survive, create, and to sustain life on
this planet. In Chapter Four, I look at the ways in which wanton environmental
destruction, in Cowan’s eyes, exists as more a spiritual crisis and a patriarchal
sickness than just another economic/political problem. She explores, through
Almira and the selkie-Sedna, a woman’s power to revision culture, literature, and
social/spiritual traditions as a method for resisting patriarchal hegemony and its
destructive attitudes towards nature. This spiritual quest ultimately recovers, for
Almira, her self worth as creator and potential mother within the embrace of a
greater global politics of “mothering.” An ecofeminist reading of these texts
reveals how the feminist quest to control one’s own body is problematized by the
ways in which manipulation and exploitation (technologically, medically,
socially, and psychologically etc.) of the female body have changed the dynamic
of the issue of “choice,” particularly given that women are falsely taught that their
earthbodies are the enemy or the sole agency of women’s success in corporate
[North] America.

The final Chapter, Six, expands on the notion of evolving ecopoetical ideas
in Canadian poetry by sampling emerging themes in nature poetics that affect the
earth-body both in the killing of animals and in the use of their bodies—
unnecessarily, we are told—as luxurious dining, status symbols etc. In this way,
personal choices amalgamate with public well-being in a highly politicized issue
of how degradation of the biotic community affects the individual spirit (dead
animal corpses in our bodies) and all members of the biotic community,

particularly those animals sacrificed for human luxury. As an emerging new
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poetics of nature, I will explore differences between what many academics deem
environmental ‘propaganda poetry’ and ecopoetry. These poems focus on the
theme of animal trafficking for human consumption, the most common of which
1s eating meat but extends to medical and makeup experimentation on animals,
and the wearing of animal furs and leathers. Most of the poems chosen for this
chapter focus on the theme of eco-vegetarian (Strecker, Jaffe, Bluger, Shreve,
Forsythe, Ford, Mouré¢) but extend, briefly, to the theme of hunting and male
ecological guilt (O’Neill). Literary merit was not the sole criteria for my
selection; so, many of these poems, particularly the ones I have labeled
“propaganda poems” oftentimes read more political than poetic. This chapter
includes both male and female poets, all writing consciously from an ecological
perspective, within an ecofeminist ideological framework.

As an introduction to applied ecocriticism in contemporary Canadian
literature, [ have chosen a variety of texts, authors, and genres to illustrate the
pervasiveness of a concerned ecological consciousness held generally within the
collective Canadian literary imagination. Because of the nature of this project, I
found it necessary to begin with established Canadian authors such as Atwood,
Engel, and Cook in order to establish a decades-old emergence of a new kind of
challenge to the relationship Canadians have with nature and how the linguistic
and literary construction of that relationship is evolving within mainstream
Canadian literary imagination and marketplace. Recognizably, Part Two
examines lesser known writers; though many—MacEwen, Szumigalski, Connelly,

and Mouré—as recipients of the Governor General Award, are viewed, in the very
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least, as having a permanent place in Canadian literary history. As previously
stated, literary merit was not my primary concern for this selection; I sought to
demonstration some of the major components of (proto)ecological literature as I
feel they are emerging in Canadian literature and criticism. In my own decade-
long search, I was fortunate to find exceptionally fine writers whose skill and
subject matter will meet, in my opinion, with many future accolades in literary
and ecologically minded literary circles. My intention was never to survey (as
Relke and Bentley have attempted) the historical development of Canadian
attitudes towards nature and how they have evolved in a reflecting literary milieu.
This study of ecological writing and literary ecocriticism provides, instead, a
critical analysis of an emerging genre in Canadian literature, unique in many ways
to Canada. This new critical perspective affords the opportunity to explore how
these texts, and many others, may be brought into critical fruition through a new
way communicating human-nature relations. In this way, the ecological writer-
optimists hope to forge new awareness (some not yet imagined) that may assist in
changing damaging ideologies, so obviously constructed for human physical,
emotional, or psychological consumption.

Ecocritics slowly emerging in Canadian letters (namely Bentley, Roth,
Relke, and McGregor) take an ecologically oriented approach to studying the
human-nature relationship in Canadian literature but fall short, with the exception
of Relke, of incorporating ecological philosophies, criticism and a consequent
critical vocabulary necessary for the continued academic study of ecological

writings. My goal in this study is to define some of the fundamental principles in

109



ecological philosophies (Introduction) and show how they contribute to a growing
critical perspective—ecocriticism—that recognizes an important connection
between the personal and the political, the aesthetic and the critical (Sections One
and Two). By surveying the emergence of an ecological literary movement in
Canada, I have attempted to show how the development of such an approach to
the human-nature dynamic can be fostered, furthered, and read, through this
informed critical perspective.

In this way, ecological writers may be recognized for their literary and
cultural contributions while academics and critics may learn to identity and
discuss changing social, cultural, and scientific attitudes concerning a
psychological connection to geographical space taken within any number of biotic
communities. While I have limited my focus of ecocritical discussion to
Canadian literature published after Silent Spring (1962), other ecocritics apply
these theories to earlier nature writing, urban narratives, postcolonial/indigenous
literatures, and writing of the body and the planets in a technological age (i.e.
science fiction), to name a few. Ultimately, this study hopes to show how the
political and the personal meet in ecopoetry and ecopoetics that seek ideological
and cultural changes (both subtly and overtly), which, on a practical level, marry
theory with practice against mass global (but particularly Western influenced)

ecocidal actions, attitudes, and hegemony.
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SECTION ONE
Moving beyond nature-as-enemy: Pioneering Canadian

proto-ecological literature

“I have long been impressed in Canadian poetry by a tone of deep terror in regard to
nature [...] It is not a terror of the dangers of discomforts or even the mysteries of nature,
but a terror of the soul at something that these things manifest. The human mind has
nothing but human and moral values to cling to if it is to preserve its integrity or even its
sanity, yet the vast unconsciousness of nature in front of it seems an unanswerable denial
of those values” (225).

Northrop Frye The Bush Garden

“We are not/ a simple people and we fear/ the same simplicities we crave. /No one wants
to be a terminal/ Canadian or existentialist or child, dumbly/ moved because the clouds
are bruises,/ crowskin coats through which invisible/ bits of rainbow nearly break. //The
clouds look inward, thinking of a way/ to put this. Possibly/ dying will be such a pause:/
the cadence where we meet a bird or animal/ to lead us, somehow,/ out of language and
intelligence” (60).
Don McKay Night Field

As if to answer Atwood’s original question in Survival, concerning
women’s reaction to a masculine-encoded notion of the Canadian North as “a sort
of icy and savage femme fatale who will drive you crazy and claim you for her
own” (Survival 89), Canadian women writers have begun to embrace ecopoetics
as a way of excising their essentially masculine-encoded link to nature-as-
landscape (through which nature and women become falsely static) and
revisioning a connection to the environment from within women’s experience.
By challenging what Kolodny refers to as the pastoral impulse—a yearning to
know the new world environment as feminine—women writers fundamentally
explore selfthood, femininity and the woman-nature bond by deconstructing their

stereotypical associations within their perceived place in nature as either the

fecund garden or the disgruntled and vengeful Windigo. In defiance of
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masculinist nature mythologies that inextricably link women with wilderness as
“features in that landscape” (Relke 50), Canadian female poets “whose pursuit of
the theme of reconciliation of the culture-nature conflict” still, nonetheless, face
“considerable critical bewilderment, even hostility” (32). By foregrounding
women’s gender, race and sexuality within writings that explore the woman-
nature dynamic, authors chosen for this section challenge falsely constructed
perceptions of women (from a feminist perspective) and the environment (from an
ecofeminist perspective).

The emergence of a new environmental consciousness, as it is progressively
reflected in Canadian literature, reveals a “refut[ation of] Frye’s terrifying view of
nature as “‘other” [... which is] irreconcilably opposed to human consciousness™
(Relke Green 25). Canadian ecocritic Diane Relke, whose recently published
text, Greenwor(l)ds (1999) marks the book-length beginnings of theoretical
recognition of ecofeminism in Canada, views this particularly new area of interest
in Canadian literature as almost exclusively addressed by Canadian women since
their work “remain[s] on the peripheries of Canadian myth criticism or [is]
subjected to the imposition of this dualistic way of knowing nature™ (25).
Through her effort to establish feminist ecocriticism as a valid approach to
Canadian literature, Relke despairingly expresses what she claims is a lack of
published women’s nature writing in prose; the exception is Helen Buss’s
recovery of pioneer autobiographers and their settlement journals. Citing literary
critic and editor of the first anthology of Canadian nature writing, Living in

Harmony: Nature Writing by Women in Canada (1996), Andrea Lebowitz, Relke



adds that the myth of the garrison has “obscur[ed] a ‘second story’ about nature—
the one told by the women who find that “the natural world offers an alternative
way of being human through harmony with the land’” (126). This neglected
aspect of Canadian history and literary publications is, however, not strictly
divided along gender lines; Lebowitz connects “the story of the garrison” with a
masculinist agenda, but argues for a division between the favoured man-versus-
nature narratives and the male nature writers who do not share this view.
Ultimately, however, Relke and Lebowitz agree—on what is essentially, a lost
Canadian nature writing tradition—men and women exhibit very different
perspectives. Thus, it is important, Relke reminds us, to:
[...] explor[e] the alternative myths of nature evident in the poetry of
women, myths that acknowledge a two-way relationship between text
and context, myths informed by self-reflexivity and a sensitivity to the
feminine. These alternative myths constitute an epistemology of
knowledge which operates as a corrective not only to the hierarchical
and oppositional model of nature identified by Frye but also to the view
of poetry as detached from its “physical, emotional, and moral contexts.
(26)

Like Relke, I have selected mostly women writers for my ecocritical study,
though I commit less strongly to the pursuit of nature-identification as
fundamentally feminine. While Relke does not entirely omit male writers from
her text, her focus within Greenwor/[l]ds clearly does not make room for them. 1

have included male writers, even if only in a limited manner, to reduce the risk of

113



alienating men from an emerging ecofeminist and ecocritical study within
Canadian writings and its application to Canadian literature. Since elitism and
ostracism run counter to the basic principles of ecofeminist thought, the inclusion
of ecological literature written by men avoids such labels which can preclude
multifarious perspectives, particularly those simpatico with ecofeminist
ideologies. My own research has revealed essential differences in ecological
literature written by Canadian men who speak less about identification and more
about ecological guilt; though their tentative entry into restoring nature-human
conflict is genuine, direct identification with nature—which women writers
abundantly articulate—necessarily becomes hypocritical to both the writer and the
critic.

Relke’s selection of female poets ranges from early Canadian writings (such
as Isabella Valancy Crawford) to the writings of First Nations authors—none of
which, with the exception of Atwood’s The Journals of Susanna Moodie, overlaps
with my particular choices for ecocritical study. In this way, Relke’s inaugural
ecofeminist text reads like a survey of possible ecofeminist literature within the
entire Canadian tradition. Because | have chosen authors writing after the
publication of Rachel Carson’s Silent Spring and the resulting fruition of
environmental concern to the populace, my study aims at literature directly
influenced by this change in consciousness. For this reason, I have not limited my
study to poetry, as is the focus in both Relke’s Greenwor(l)ds (1999), and D. M.
R. Bentley’s The Gav]Grey Moose (1992); nor have I concentrated on one author

as a harbinger of ecological merit as Roth tends to in Wilderness and the Natural
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Environment: Margaret Atwood’s Recvcling of a Canadian Theme (1998).
Instead, I have included fiction and drama to show the scope of the emergence of
such a newly forming critical perspective within Canadian literary studies. Unlike
Relke, Roth, and Bentley, who attempt to forge readings of Canadian literature
from an environmental perspective, | have extensively researched the study of
ecofeminism, ecocriticism, and theories of deep ecology from outside a Canadian
focus to clearly define emerging criticism and terminology as a basis for future
readings in Canadian ecocriticism and of ecological literature. My study uniquely
embraces ecofeminist theories within the umbrella of ecocritical studies, largely
developed and developing in the U.S.A. Thus, the human-nature dynamic
becomes, largely, the focus of my study and not exclusively how women connect
with new nature metaphors.

In this first section, Margaret Atwood and Michael Cook attempt to create a
harmony or desire for harmony between civilization and nature without reducing
nature to bystander, enemy, or victim status. Thus, the authors of the first two
chapters show a collapsing of the kind of “violent duality,” that “‘dangerous
obsession” within the Canadian psyche, which sets humanity against members of
a wilderness community. As proponents of necessary political, psychological,
intellectual and spiritual change, both Atwood and Cook bravely pioneer unique
contributions to Canadian ecological literature; in so doing, these writers establish
a break from traditional Frygian notions of the wilderness as psychological
enemy, manifest in Canadian literary mythology. Instead, their writings strive for

a reconciliation of the human-nature conflict, practically and ideologically.
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constructed notions of human-nature relationships wherein a poet is more likely to
“take one horrified look at the country and [flee]” (Reflections 50) is challenging.
This continuing trend in Canadian literature— wherein the harmony among
god(s), nature and society remains unstable— problematizes traditional notions of
literary tragedy from the outset. Ultimately moving Canadians—politically,
emotionally, or spiritually—through unromanticized poetics that put a more
positive and yet, realistic ‘slant’ on *“this faceless mask of unconsciousness not all
glacier and iceberg and hurricane” (35) becomes one of the ecological writer’s
many challenges. In a literature that necessarily reflects “equality in difference,”
interpretations of nature as a god-like entity (vengeful, loving or indifferent) must
cease 1n order to foster positive changes in the human-nature dynamic; likewise,
and most obviously in this ecofeminist formulation, hu/mankind can no longer
claim superiority over nature.

Fundamentally, human arrogance disintegrates that ancient social order
which allows for the participation of god(s), nature and human civilization in a
harmonious biosphere; ecological drama (as it unfolds in Cook’s plays) predicts
the fall of Western civilization (once considered a social-spiritual-physical
harmony) through its unwillingness to change. In this way, ecodrama challenges
its readers’ expectations with newly constructed ideologies, theories, and
connections that alter, subtly and massively, formulaic anticipations. This
emerging literature is thus post-tragic in the way it exposes ‘civilization’ as failed,
ironically, for 1) worshipping the golden calf of industrial, technological,

intellectual, and scientific progress, in a world wherein “god is dead” and 2)
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ecopoetic that aims to create new forms and new visions through which our
relationship within the biotic community may be renewed by women and men, for

all members, speaking and silent.
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Chapter One
Be(at)ing around the bush: Exploring a “violent duality”

in Atwood’s poetics

Women are devalued by virtue of their perceived association with nature rather than vice
versa or for some other independent reason.
Deborah Slicer (“Wrongs™ 31)

Explorer, you tell yourself this is not what you came for
Although it is good here, and green;

You had meant to move with a kind of largeness,

You had planned a heavy grace, an anguished dream.

But the dark pines of your mind dip deeper
And you are sinking, sinking, sleeper
In an elementary world;
There is something down there and you want it told.
Gwendolyn MacEwen, from “Dark Pines Under Water”

Early Canadian literary criticism focuses its attentions on the “heroic
explorers” of Canadian letters as men who have “identified the habits and
attitudes of the country, as Fraser and Mackenzie have identified its rivers”
(Hutcheon, ECW 151). The “literary cartography,” Linda Hutcheon points out,
tends to valorize this colonizing act as a “science.” Within a masculine-encoded
literary tradition, where “women are presented as [geographical] features in that
landscape” (Relke Green 50), women writers (re)defining the “otherness™ of
wilderness likewise connect literary landscapes to selfhood. Feminists re-
appropriating literary cartography as a spiritual and physical journey into
uncharted feminine territory resist the continuing patriarchal colonizing of the
feminine. If, as Atwood suggests in Survival, we consider “Canada [as] a state of
mind [...] that kind of space in which we find ourselves lost” (18), then the

‘mapping’ of open and wild spaces—figuratively and literally—is fertile ground
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for forging a new conception of the [eco]jfeminine (Thompson 48). Exploring a
uniquely feminine approach to wilderness runs counter to the traditional
understanding, as F. P. Grove describes it, of the “pioneering world [... as] a
man’s world” where “woman is the slave” (8).

From an ecofeminist perspective, early women writers who validate aspects
of the feminine that denounce the all-too-prevalent understanding of pioneering as
a process of “civilizing” approach the pioneer experience as a negotiation, as a
working out of the tension between resisting the lessons of nature (particularly in
Susanna Moodie’s writing) and embracing them (such as critics argue that
Susanna Moodie’s sister, Catharine Parr Traill, did by embracing the adaptation
process). Relke explains that since:

[...]Canadian poetry by women tended overwhelmingly to refute
Frye’s terrifying view of nature as “other” and irreconcilably opposed
to human consciousness; hence the work of women poets either
remained on the peripheries of Canadian myth criticism or was
subjected to the imposition of this dualistic way of knowing nature.
(Green 25)
Unfortunately for Susanna Moodie, though her pioneer experience becomes less
about conquest than about personal liberation, she too awkwardly hangs onto a
European ideology that forces her to face a “violent duality”’ within herself; she
strives towards a personal interpretation of the healing wilderness and its ability to
destroy with indifference. Thus, it is through Atwood’s late twentieth century

poetic revisioning of Susanna Moodie’s interaction with the Canadian wilderness
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that bush-madness can be investigated from a female perspective; that is, by
establishing a connection between women and the environment, both as ‘others,’
Atwood proceeds to both expose and challenge masculine-encoded ecological and
sexist hegemony and offer imaginative possibilities for change. To avoid
confusion, I have named Atwood’s character, Moodie, and Moodie’s self-
character in Roughing it in the Bush, Susanna; when discussing Moodie as a
historical figure, I refer to her as Susanna Moodie.

From an ecofeminist perspective, the critical retracing of Atwood’s poetics,
in The Journals of Susanna Moodie and “‘Progressive Insanities of a Pioneer,”
reveals how early ecopoetics speak to members of a postmodern political climate,
open to ideological changes. Through what is commonly interpreted, and by
Atwood’s own admission, as a feminist examination of exploitive patriarchal
practices and ideologies, Atwood’s poetry dispels the myths of the logic of
masculinist hegemonies that contaminate positive possibilities contained within
the emancipation of gender, racial, species, aesthetic, and cultural differences
when they are no longer associated with an inferior and denigrated ‘other.’
Atwood considers the practical application of abolishing oppressive attitudes and
practices before the unbalanced rulings of patriarchal power strictures
permanently destroy a better, more shared, quality of life. From feminist and
post-colonial perspectives, Atwood explores how the obliteration of cultural,
racial, and gender distinctions discounts both similarities and differences of the
‘other’ forced to conform to a homogeneous European male standard. An

ecofeminist reading of these same texts necessarily explores an identification
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between women and nature, largely neglected to date by Canadian literary critics
(with the exception of Ricou, Lebowitz, Pratt, Roth, and Relke). Likely Canadian
critics have resisted this approach to Atwood since it indulges a historically
essentialized woman-nature position, scrutinized since the beginnings of
popularized feminism. Furthermore, a lack of ecocritical perspective and
vocabulary—until their emergence in the late twentieth century—has made such
an academic critique virtually impossible.

As a launching point for ecofeminist discussion in Canadian literature,
Atwood’s poetics—namely Journals and “Progressive Insanities of a Pioneer”—
confront masculinist ideological and cultural aggression towards women, nature
and ‘other’ thus creating the theoretical possibility for biospheric unity which
fights against “dilemmas common to masculine identity formation” (Wright 325).
Feminist, ecofeminist, post-colonial and feminist psychoanalytical theories all
identify racist and speciesist hegemonies that “affect both the content of and the
methods favoured by male-dominated philosophy, literature and cultural
ideologies” (325). I will employ a variety of these critical theories since |
strongly believe that the evolution of feminist studies, particularly amongst
feminist scholars, continues to respect multifarious perspectives, and a
corresponding vocabulary developed primarily to clarify newly emerging
perspectives.

Canadian cultural and literary theorists agree that nature betrayed the New
World expectation of the idyllic pastoral (see my Introduction), thus creating

tension in a potential Canada between the “world you’re living in and the world
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theorists as Northrop Frye and Margaret Atwood and poets such as Earle Birney
(“Bushed”), Gwendolyn MacEwen (“Dark Pines Under Water”), Douglas LePan
(“A Country without a Mythology” and “Coureurs de Bois™), Charles Lillard
(“Bushed’), and Barry McKinnon (“Bushed”) who have interpreted this
phenomenon in their work, we come to understand getting “‘bushed,” in a
Canadian context, as a more serious condition than being “tired out.” In Frye’s
own musings, to be Canadian is not to ask “who am I” but “where is here?”” To
be bushed is to discover that the reality of ‘here,” outside of imaginative and
archetypical musings, is recognizing the relationship Canadians necessarily have,
positive or negative, within a biosphere of wilderness, historically perceived as
speaking ‘““a foreign language” (Atwood, JSM 11). From an ecofeminist
perspective, being “bushed”—a psychological phenomenon largely associated
with the masculine psyche—is politically incorrect: it is a slang term, which
connects women’s sexuality with nature’s hostility. While “being bushed”
derogatorily names the wilderness as a place that will drive men mad, the term
“bush” like the “beaver” (whose pelts are likewise traded as commodity) labels
female sexual genitalia as a place of dangerous and unknown psychological
mystery. This common perception of the wilderness, named in conjunction with
female sexuality as a place capable of destroying one’s mind, leaves ecofeminist
critics and Canadian women writers with an interesting Canadian conundrum.
Atwood’s poem, “Progressive Insanities of a Pioneer,” like The Journals of
Susanna Moodie, examines this Canadian phenomenon as a starting point for

masculinized Canadian cultural heritage. Published in 1968, and as ecocritic






LTS 8). Djwa argues that “unlike Birney, Atwood articulates the moral” (32), but

*

fails to recognize that Birney’s “Bushed’

upon close ecocritical reading—
challenges the ethics of a perceived wilderness idea that is predisposed to a
masculine-encoded concept of nature-as-enemy.

As a place divided along gender lines—where men often go mad and
women find liberation—Atwood’s mythological wilderness becomes, for
feminists, a ‘safe’ place for challenging masculinist ideology and culture in its
“capacity to resist the destructive ordering of a masculine identity” (Nicholson
16). Critic Frank Davey observes Atwood’s “sense of male and female space” as
“the most pervasive element” in her work. He explains:

Male space is not merely inherited [...] but [...] is mathematical [...]
Female space is its Other [...] Male space is substantial, ostensibly
unchanging: female space is unsubstantial [sic] anonymous, subject to
time, and often expressed as organic matter. (17)
Furthermore, Davey argues, “ultimately, female space—space that exists in
time—prevails” (23). He believes, “purely spatial aesthetics, the humanist
ordering of space, and the patriarchal myth of the hero who conquers disorder are
also discredited” (23). Thus, at the heart of Atwood’s poetics is “a world of
feminine alterity [that] discomposes the male attempt to lay static systems over it”
(Nicholson 21). These earlier interpretations of Journals saw the author’s attempt
to place Moodie as a fellow-colonizer and not, as an ecofeminist reading of the

text suggests, a sister-settler. Relke argues that “Atwood could hardly be clearer
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about the insanity at the heart of Western Epistemology and, by extension, Frye’s
masculine myth of nature” (Green 44).

As a point of departure for contemporary environmental consciousness in
Canadian literature, Relke and I both—independently and simultaneously—chose
Atwood’s poetics for her obvious connections between women and nature,
particularly in Journals wherein both the pioneer wilderness woman and the
urbanite exist. While Relke and I both take an ecofeminist approach to reading
Atwood, Relke centres more on a feminist agenda in exploring the human-nature
(largely, woman-nature) connection, while my strategy deviates from hers in the
ways it attempts to harmonize the nature-woman potential. In this way, for Relke,
Atwood’s text(s) become a model for proto-ecological literature, while my
critique considers how they fall short of expected criterion for a committed
ecological poetic. Relke criticizes Davey’s suggestion in From Here to There that
Journals is “just another nationalist poem” simply because “[Moodie] cannot help
trying to impose some order on the green chaos she senses around her” (**Double”
35-36, Green 46). Relke rightly argues for a sharp fundamental contrast in
Atwood’s poetic perspective on bush-madness between a male antagonist in
“Progressive Insanities of a Pioneer” and a female protagonist in Journals. The
male pioneer strives to impose order, while Moodie “[tries] to come to terms with
the landscape and thus with herself” (“Double” 39, Green 46). Critic Sherrill
Grace explains:

By casting himself as the ‘square man in a round whole’ in the belief

that he must impose his reason, order, culture, in the form of straight
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writings, prior to Atwood’s refiguring of her feminist imagination. Relke

explains:
To Moodie, who “lives there—indeed, is the wilderness—it is very
real. Men however, as she discovers in a sudden flash of recognition,
“deny the ground they stand on” and thus deny here. Her husband and
the other men live in a phallocentric world of pretense and “illusion
solid to them as a shovel” in that they refuse to “open their eyes even
for a moment” to female presence in the world. (“Double’ 40)

Where the male pioneer hero finds madness in the bush, and where women
find liberation, women like Moodie who cannot fully escape patriarchal social
strictures find themselves mad, not within the lack of apparent humanist ordering
in the wilderness, but with the lack of fulfilling options for women. Relke argues
that without the physical reminder of masculine rationality, without Mr. Moodie,
“Susanna is left in the bush to make her greatest self-discoveries [but] in his
absence she suddenly recognizes the extent to which she is imprisoned in the cage
of male logic” (Green 52). Symbolically trapped within the confines of the
homestead, her forest-walking husband, “an X, a concept/ defined against a
blank” returns with the power to change her “with the fox eye, the owl/ eye, the
eightfold/ eye of the spider” (Atwood, JSM 19). Significantly, Atwood links
masculine power to night-hunting animals such as the cunning fox, the wise owl,
and the eternal spider, all culturally connected—not surprisingly—to unnatural
death: the fox is hunted in British sport; many species of the owl are extinct or

near extinction; and the poisonous spider’s small bite can be deadly to humans.
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In *“Progressive Insanities of a Pioneer” Atwood gives us an initial sense of
the “violent duality,” that paradox of Canadian cultural identity, by creating a
character that is both ego and androcentric in his attempt to define the natural
environment. The action of the poem tangentially grounds this character to his
surroundings as “he stood” (i.e. his ground) even though his control is necessarily
one that he must insist on by *“‘proclaiming himself the centre” of a shapeless,
limitless space “with no walls, no borders/anywhere; the sky no height above
him.” Yet, we find this figure painfully aware of his own limitations as he
commands, “let me out,” itself a paradox in a space that has only mental confines.
He is a figure filled with hope, a vision that appoints himself dictator in a land
void of class hierarchies; yet, ironically, it is that same vision, contained within an
old-world class system that he seeks to escape in the New World order. This
pastoral impulse paradoxically shapes his dream of personal success in the New
World while it simultaneously destroys his chances for satisfaction. And though
he seems to stand strong (his imperative command sits on a line separate from the
rest of the stanza), within the poetic construction, he is alone with his belief of
superiority to a believed vindictive landscape.

Clearly, for him it is better to have a vengeful god represented in a hostile
landscape than to live in a chaotic universe without meaning and predictability.
Thus, when he implores: “let me out,” he is really pleading to be let in. Through
his attempt to order his universe in stanzas ii - iii as he “dug the soil in rows, /
imposed himself with shovels”—pitching a house and staking a plot, the poet-

speaker builds his surroundings, hoping to assert “into the furrows, I / am not
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human desire to construct order on the seemingly chaotic. The opposing voices of
nature in the poem reply that his exercise is futile since they have their own order,
which remains ‘absent’ from human understanding. Atwood illustrates a
masculine arrogance that essentially invokes an ecofeminist reaction against
patriarchal hegemonies. Such a theoretical revelation exposes the hazardous
nature of any system of power that neglects or degrades the opinions, ideas, and
perspectives of those outside of the circle of control. In this case, Atwood’s
patriarchy destroys, physically and psychologically, both the environment and
women when treated simply as property. Bushed, and reduced to wormness, this
character continues to struggle against the wilderness-as-perceived-chaotic
enemy. By not recognizing the celebration of natural cycles, he remains
unchanged by the land, and predictably insane: he concludes, “things / refused to
name themselves; refused/ to let him name them.” Atwood’s didactic voice,
albeit from a twentieth-century eco-knowledgeable vantage point, stresses that
these obsessions, still with us, must be readdressed if we are to have “the green /
vision, the unnamed / whale” left.
Susanna Moodie and the Pastoral Impulse

In contrast to her male settler in “Progressive Insanities,” Atwood’s
refiguring of the pioneer woman through The Journals of Susanna Moodie shows
a connection to the land that is essentially (eco)feminine as she explores Moodie’s
link with the life/death cycles of the forest, the seasons, and the landscape. As
such, Atwood attempts to disclose the pioneering woman’s approach to the

pastoral ideal through a feminist examination of *“‘the pastoral impulse”
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(Kolodny). I will attempt to explore how women’s nature writing (herein
explored by Moodie and Atwood), offers an alternative literary history and
perspective of the nature-human dynamic to the commonly accepted garrison
myth and how this alternate view of the nature-human dynamic is able to embrace
biospheric harmony instead of a man-versus-nature dynamic. By first exploring
the Canadian *“‘violent duality” as a pastoral departure (in opposition to the
pastoral imperative), | hope to unearth layers of environmental awareness
contained within Atwood’s diagesis and extradiagetic narrative(s). In making a
case for women’s unique perspective with regard to nature, I will endeavour to
examine the complexities of how psychoanalytical, feminist and ecofeminist
critiques of Journals interact.

Kolodny labels and defines as uniquely American, “the pastoral impulse” as
a “yearning to know and to respond to the landscape as feminine” (175) which has
been largely pursued, in Canada and the U.S.A., from a masculine perspective
(see my Introduction for a discussion of differences in the masculine-encoded
responses between American and Canadian writers). For women, this need to
respond to the landscape as feminine, in a world that has transported and
translated a strict social, psychological, economic, and emotional patriarchal code
from its own “mother country,” remains potentially more imprisoning, and
paradoxically more liberating, than a restrictive social code of behaviour. Her
link through patriarchal gender apartheid to the ‘otherness’ of literary landscapes

and the mysterious cycles of the wilderness, grants the woman artist a unique
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perspective necessary for illuminating discriminatory myths that degrade women
and nature, making exploitation, oppression, and denigration seem ‘“natural.”
In response to critics such as Kolodny and Frye, archetypal critic, Annis

Pratt in “Affairs with Bears™ questions whether there is an essential difference
between men’s and women’s writing on nature. Though she openly admits—as a
feminist critic—to hoping to find a particularly unique archetypal division along
gender lines, ultimately, Pratt sees archetvpal images between sexes, at least
within a Canadian wilderness context, as similar. Pratt argues that the essential
difference she initially suspected was the “‘otherness’ that women feel having
been:

[...] aliened as women, from their own bodily nature, because of

society’s opprobrium for femininity [...] women internalize culture’s

splitting up of sexuality from intellect, political power from feminine

force, of virgin from mother crone. (“Affairs” 164)
Thus, Pratt suggests—Ilike Kolodny who argues a unique perspective for
Americans, resulting from an disjunction between the myth of the pastoral
expectations in a natural setting, and the reality of living in the wilderness—that
Canadians have a “tendency to leap from the cultural to the unconscious realm
without as much respect for the former as Frye would have us believe typifies
human beings in general” (164). In contrast to the American response to the
pastoral impulse, however, is the typical inability of Canadians to mythologize the
landscape in idyllic form. The result is a much discussed and theorized “violent

duality” inherent in the Canadian consciousness.
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The gender-difference in nature-writing is not a relational difference,
according to Pratt, but a distinction based on the social distancing of woman from
her own “bodily nature.” However, what Pratt fails to examine is how this
difference changes women'’s perspective with regards to nature. Specifically,
early Canadian writing by women shows a literature born of out tradition, yes, but
it also shows moments of archetypal connections to nature-myth. For example,
Susanna Moodie occasionally identifies with the enduring cycles of nature that
arguably connect her to feminine archetypes that are not easily simplified by the
human mother/crone/virgin triage. Atwood extracts this tendency in Moodie’s
original writings and revisions traditional feminine mythological archetypes by
connecting a New World Moodie with ancient sacred Aboriginal associations
with animal wisdom, manifest in Moodie’s desire for “wolf’s eyes.” From an
ecofeminist standpoint, this movement towards the blending of female and animal
forms suggests an ancient revival of iconoclastic metaphor, which once helped
humanity interpret and survive a closely woven interaction between humankind
and the wilderness. Through these feelings of otherness and alterity, the pioneer
woman finds herself closely linked with a subconscious that taps into distant
archetypes, and/or a mind that necessarily (re)invents symbols needed for her own
sanity in the wilderness. Ironically, while working within a masculinist culture,
(which historically attempts to destroy feminine-centred images of power) the
women-nature link becomes a source of empowerment for (eco)feminist

revisionists.
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Woman'’s identification with the bush as an undefined, and clearly
unqualified place of biological function and mystery manifests itself oftentimes in
literature that posits it as a place of rebirth or escape from patriarchal strictures.
In contrast to a masculine-encoded dissociation with wilderness, generally
speaking, women's unique identification naturally problematizes exclusionary
descriptions of the Canadian wilderness that deem it ‘alien,” ‘barren,” and/or
‘vast,” where “even the mosquitoes have been described as ‘mementos of the
fall’” (Frye, Conl 75). By identifying with the bush in a counter-masculine way,
the early Canadian woman—not unlike pioneering writers exploring new
possibilities for literature and political and social change through an emerging
ecopoetry—alienates herself from the only *“civilization™ she has ever known and
enters into moments of courageous uncertainty. Though perhaps critically naive,
or unfashionable to essentialize women (see my Introduction) with regards to an
historical and often derogatory link between women and nature, revisiting the
possibility of an early ecologically sound link to the Canadian wilderness through
literature becomes itself essential for devising practical measures of sustainability.

Atwood’s The Journals of Susanna Moodie is a feminist refiguring of the
pioneer experience—so important to Canadian cultural heritage because of the
focus it gives to an historically squelched perspective. Coming to Canada with
her own male-conditioned European ideology, Moodie is initially threatened by
the Canadian landscape; she is “a word in a foreign language™ (Journals 11).
Nonetheless, Moodie journeys towards a self-discovery that uncovers

identification with the landscape that guides her towards personal liberation.

141



Earlier critics of Journals, without the linguistic and conceptual tools of
ecocritical theory, are understandably quick to explore it from a psychoanalytical
perspective (at Atwood’s suggestion in Journal’s “Afterword” which was omitted
in future printings) and thus match it to a dualistic and reductive understanding of
the quest for selfhood. When Journals is read as a quest for identity, Atwood’s
Moodie “is a split person containing both a conscious self and an unconscious
self” (Simmons 140).

From an ecofeminist perspective, the problematic assertion of selfhood
reduced to a binary opposition is consistent with an underlying philosophy of
degradation. That is, when a theoretical image of the self as the amalgamation of
two opposites is created, the range of possibility between black and white, man
and woman, good and evil becomes limited, if not impossible. Furthermore,
particularly in the Canadian cultural mindset, “the guilty greys” result from
pathological pastoral impulse that desires to see the landscape as feminine,
nurturing and idyllic but which cannot reconcile itself with a radically opposing
actuality of a harsh environment that threatens survival. This radical swing to
opposing interpretations of wilderness likewise problematizes a respectful human-
nature dynamic as it anthropomorpically manifests a hostile wilderness equal in
vengefulness as the pastoral is nurturing.

The pastoral impulse exists in ecofeminist terms, at the same ideological
core of discriminatory practices that denigrate women, animals, nature, and
minorities. Reading Atwood’s poetry from a feminist perspective forces an

interpretation which sets man against women, and wilderness against humanity,
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while psychoanalytical investigations likewise presume an ideological “given”
that “naturally” divides consciousness instead of either fragmenting it, or seeing it
within a new complexity. Interpreting these kinds of arguments as reductive,
ecofeminist philosophy insists that theories based in dualistic logic violate its
fundamental tenets, which strive for harmony instead of balance, and multifarious
factions within a unified identity rather than the construction of the self as a
consciousness consisting of “two opposing selves.”

It is easy to see, when reading Roughing It and Journals, how one might
interpret the “‘violent duality” Atwood speaks of, as “the obsession still with us”
(“Afterword” 62). As a working out of an internal “dichotomy in Moodie
between the sublime view of nature at a distance and the ‘disagreeable things in
her immediate foreground, such as bugs, swamps, tree roots and other

M

immigrants’” (my emphasis, Friedman 66), language mirrors this division
between the aesthetically beautiful, the sublime (which is consistent with the
pastoral ideal) and the physical and psychological ugliness not easily ignored and
necessarily endured in the human-wilderness interaction. In essence, Atwood
explores Moodie’s own pastoral impulse that is ultimately transformed by her
inability to dismiss “the animals/ [who] arrived to inhabit [her]” (JSM 26) and as
such, celebrates her feminine ability to adapt. Critic Susan Johnston describes the
tension inherent in a colonial paradox by explaining that:

[...] the aesthetics of the sublime, the beautiful, and the picturesque in

eighteenth and nineteenth century Britain [... is] concerned with

surface appearances; the object of the picturesque gaze is almost devoid
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of value, of transcendence, of any power to inspire the passions, but is

instead formed, literally and figuratively, by the human subject’s ability

to comprehend it as art. (Johnston 29, 32)
She argues that Moodie eventually comes to appreciate “the row of corn rather
than the decorative watercolour” (30) since *“‘real physical danger inhibits
aesthetic appreciation” (30). For Johnston, Moodie’s transcendence in practical
terms appears to be an exercise in trust within her relationship with the
environment: after all, “nature [initially] betrays expectation because it is not the
daisy-covered fields of England, it does not reflect the natural order and human
supremacy presuppose by British landscape paradigms” (49).

Yet, one might argue that Atwood’s choice of the word “duality,” with
which she has become strongly associated, is in fact misleading, and unfortunate
since her treatment of nature supports an ecofeminist critique of the logic of
dualisms. Ironically, however, her radically feminist poetics divide men and
women in a culturally historic opposition— a necessarily decentring and
recentring of cultural identity in order to find definition, voice and placement in a
society otherwise deaf to minority perspective. It is Atwood’s pursuit of the
feminist fight for equality in difference that allows for recognition of a non-
dualistic utopia or ecotopia in her works. By her own admission, her language
(albeit limited by convention) forces readers to examine opposite ends of
culture—split along gender lines—vacillating between one and the other. In the

“Afterword” of Journals Atwood argues, conflicted, on this subject that “the
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national mental illness of [...] Canada is paranoid schizophrenia™ (62). She
explains:

Mrs. Moodie is divided down the middle: she praises the Canadian

landscape but accuses it of destroying her; she dislikes the people

already in Canada but finds in people her only refuge from the land

itself; she preaches progress and the march of civilization while

brooding elegiacally upon the destruction of the wilderness. (62)
According to critic Diana Brydon, Canadians, women, and those who are
‘othered’ are “torn between alternative interpolations” yet simultaneously “exist
only in process” (Brydon 51). Brydon confirms this confusion among critics who
have wavered on their interpretations of Atwood’s explorations of the logic of
dualisms when she cites Sherrill Grace as one who initially (in Violent Dualities)
“shows the Hegalian pattern structuring Atwood’s work” but “later revises her
focus to argue that *“from the beginning of her career, Atwood has tried to find a
third way, a non-Cartesian way, to think of and structure images of personal and
social life” (51).

Relke argues that Atwood’s interpretation of Journals in its “Afterword” is

a “somewhat reductive interpretation of all the varieties of doubleness that inform
the poem™ (46 Green). Patriarchal conventions posit such a split in Moodie’s
moods—as a writer and woman—simply because of her feminine-gendered social
placement as inferior to mankind. Because she identifies with landscape as other,
thus seeing herself in wilderness, Atwood’s Moodie accomplishes what Susanna

could not, given discriminatory practices against women during the nineteenth
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century; by finding herself ultimately in nature, thus shedding the restrictive
confines of a male-determined society, both Moodie and Atwood—subject and
poet—“become fully integrated and Atwood restores formal structure to the work
by making it circular” (49). In so-doing, Relke argues, Atwood undermines the
very “double vision” she speaks of by embracing the cyclical over the
dichotomous, when her omniscient spirit remains earth-bound and not heaven-
sent.

Critic Sherrill Grace’s later work finds Atwood revealed as a feminist writer
against the logic of dualisms in a masculine-encoded system, as one who
recognizes the “violent dualities” of a colonial patriarchy but who does not
celebrate that particular obsession as a healthy one. Grace quotes an over-
generalizing Atwood who says, “unlike the empirical British and analytic
American, the Canadian ‘habit of mind [...] is synthetic’ and likely to produce

%9

‘all-embracing systems’” (Grace, LTS 1). By resisting dichotomous
interpretations of Canadian social and psychological ideologies, Atwood, among
many other critics such as Armour in The Ildea of Canada, feels that Canadians
must “discover a theory which preserves history and traditional values while
providing at the same time a model for a society which is flexible and pluralistic”
(Grace, LTS 2). Grace sees Atwood’s Survival as a text that “rejects the
bifurcation of reality which permits an ideology of ‘power politics,’ of strife and
domination” (3). In defense of Atwood’s obvious indulgence in thematic

dualisms, Grace argues: “Atwood is not simply rejecting duality but working

with it, from it” (4). Furthermore, Grace asserts—taking nature for example—
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that “Atwood manipulates the inescapable tension between the artificial and the

natural, a tension not merely destructive but also dynamic, [as] a tension which

enlists language in the process of recognizing and healing the polarities and

divisions of a ‘Cartesian hell’” (4). In other words, Atwood’s unfortunate

labelling of the Canadian “violent duality” may be an “obsession still with us” but

what may not be clear is that it i1s an obsession that must change. Grace explains:
What [Atwood] continues to offer is a system embodying dualities, but
dualities understood as mutually interdependent aspects of a continuum
of relationship, functioning dialectically and modelled upon natural life
processes. The walls and fences which are set up to divide culture from
nature, male from female, logic from intuition, and which facilitate
domination and devaluation, must come down, not in order to change a
culture-male-logic dominated system into its opposite, but to facilitate
the harmonious process of inter-relationship. Hence, to read Atwood
correctly is to understand her as breaking imprisoning circles, not as
resolving (cancelling or transcending) polarities altogether, not as
transforming myth into reality or as reversing the power structures in
the dichotomous system. (13)

Critic Laura Groening does not give Atwood enough credit for being
intrigued by early reactions to the Canadian wilderness, which, in Atwood’s
opinion, are still prevalent in present-day Canadian society. She views Atwood as
“surprised that Mrs. Moodie can speak in the same breath of the Divine Mother

and the swamps and bugs” (Groening 176, my emphasis); yet thorough
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examinations of Journals reveals a much subtler approach to the dualistic nature
clearly supported by the tension between Susanna-as-character and Susanna-as-
narrator in the original text, Roughing it in the Bush. Criticizing Atwood for not
appreciating Susanna’s embodiment of these extremes, Groening notes:
[Susanna Moodie’s] appreciation for progress in no way undermines
her dismay that the “Canadian cuts down, but rarely plants trees, which
circumstance accounts for the bland look of desolation that pervades all
new settlements.” It did not occur to Mrs. Moodie, living in the
thriving metropolis of Belleville in the middle 1800s that she could not
have it both ways. She may have been wrong, but she was not
schizophrenic. Again, Atwood has read a social contradiction as if it
necessarily entailed a psychological split. (180)
Since Atwood describes Susanna Moodie’s “schizophrenia” not in terms of
personal dementia but as a “national illness,” an “obsession still with us,” Atwood
virtually erases Susanna Moodie’s documented personal struggles with insanity
with a greater Moodie-myth contained within the more privileged symbolic value
of her bush “schizophrenia.” To read Journals as one which focuses narrowly on
the ‘reality’ of Moodie’s stay in the Canadian wilderness, and not on the
imaginative possibilities contained within a creative exploration of Susanna
Moodie’s psychological, and emotional depths, is to miss Atwood’s literary
exercise entirely. While this separation does not occur consciously for Susanna in
Roughing it in the Bush, Atwood forces Moodie into a self-reflective

consciousness; Moodie, from her first moments in North America, recognizes the
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“incongruous pink of [her] shawl;” she knows she is in a “space [which] cannot
hear,” where “the rocks ignore” (JSM 11), and even the “air [speaks] a twisted
dialect to [her] differently-/shaped ears” (14).

According to Simmons, “Canada’s harsh wilderness proves an excellent
counterbalance to the refinement of the England which Moodie knows” (my
emphasis, 140), where Moodie’s opposing Canadian self is a “yet-undiscovered
harsh, wilderness self” (140). While it may be valid that “a wilderness self” is
foreign and invisible—undesirable in fact, to Moodie—viewing nature as an
opposing self, an opposition in any way, particularly for women, is to an
ecofeminist scholar, equally disdainful and wholly inaccurate. Verena Buhler
Roth in her examination of Atwood’s Wilderness and the Natural Environment
argues that Atwood’s exploration of wilderness and other:

[...] always keep[s] the reality of the empirical natural space in

perspective, [while] she examines the imaginative possibilities which

nature and the forest offer, [...] consequently develop[ing] a variety of

differentiated ways for her characters to relate to the natural

environment in their search for themselves and for the other. (1)
Likewise, in Greenwor(l)ds, Relke recognizes Atwood’s attempt to expose a
dualistic “tension between woman as cultural artifact and woman as uncultivated
landscape” (51) but ultimately sees Moodie’s quest as a “shift in self-perception™
that links her to the “landscape [that] is not ‘other’ but ‘self”” (50); thus, her role
as (eco)femininist hero begins by dismantling a masculine-encoded logic of

binary oppositions which have “unnaturally” constructed limited definitions of

149



womanhood; emancipated physically from a masculine-encoded society, the hero
Moodie moves into an unending quest, and paradoxically, also a new beginning in
which Moodie is psychologically, spiritually, and emotionally liberated from the
confines of such a paradigm.

In dividing Moodie into two, making a division between the masculine-
constructed social self and the biologically determined ‘natural’ self, Simmons
suggests, “the self is directly involved in experience. Unlike the refined, non-
physical, and somewhat self-centred societal self, the wilderness self is crude,
very physical, and practical” (145). Yet, by establishing a pattern of dualistic
natures inherent in the process of self-discovery, Simmons perpetuates the
divisions that exist prior to Moodie’s necessary intricacies with the wilderness
that ultimately keep her from that very integration Atwood insists she must seek
(and does daringly in Journals). However, Simmons never fully defines what a
“harsh, wilderness self” might be; she explains unsatisfactorily that “the societal
self lives life; the wilderness self is life”” (145). In addition, the over-use of
“harsh” indicates an assumed subjective bias towards what Callicott and Nelson
asserts is “the wilderness idea” (see “defining wilderness” in my Introduction)
which impedes the progressive evolution of human integration with the biosphere.
Clearly, Journals is the story of a woman’s attempt to dispel the unnatural hold
dualistic ideologies have on the feminine psyche; however, an ecofeminist
reading of the text further exposes it as an attempt to show how integration
between humanity and wilderness harmonize feminist and ecological beliefs that

refuse to discriminate against woman-other and animal-other. While Simmons’
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interpretation of the nature of dualities in Atwood’s text suggests a perpetuation
of the “Cartesian hell” that Atwood herself claims to be dissolving, a current
ecocritical reading pushes the simplicity of such a claim further through an
investigation that calls for the elimination of the logic of dualisms which claim
ownership over gender and species apartheid.

Although Atwood establishes a clear division—in Moodie’s mind—
between civilization and wilderness, which puts forth the very dichotomy she
claims to want to abolish, it is a necessary strategy in order to expose the narrow-
mindedness of Moodie’s vision, a time-honoured patriarchal misconception of
this particular power-dynamic. Moodie’s possible emancipation from the
ideological hold these dichotomies have on her renders her ‘natural’ ability to
adapt nearly impossible. Initially, in questing for meaning, she finds “that
England/ [is] now unreachable, [has] sunk down into the sea/without ever
teaching [her] about washtubs)” (Atwood, JSM 14), where the discovery of new
meaning seems unlikely since, “the moving water will not show [her]/ [her]
reflection.” In Roughing It in the Bush, the bush has a language of its own that
Susanna resists learning and which in and of itself presents difficulties for her:

The voice of waters, in the stillness of night, always has an extra-
ordinary effect upon my mind [...] and looking upon them [...]
hoarsely chiding with the opposing rock, now leaping triumphantly
over it, creates within me a feeling of mysterious awe. (Moodie 100)
Here, in the original text, Susanna mixes her sense of sight (“looking upon them”

with sound (“voices of waters”™ “hoarsely chiding”), thus illustrating how
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indeterminate a chaotic and over-stimulating environment can be for someone
unfamiliar with untamed wilderness. Filled with a “mysterious awe,” Susanna
envies the communicative relationship between the “opposing rock™ and the
stream, which “triumphantly leaps over [it].”

In an effort to understand, Susanna personifies these natural elements as an
experience of the sublime; yet read from an ecofeminist perspective, her
personification accentuates her own emotional distance from the wilderness by
exposing an imposed internal conflict between rock and water. This natural
mirror (one which previously existed in “stillness”” and had an “extra-ordinary
effect upon [Moodie’s] mind”) is, in Atwood’s poetic interpretation, a “moving
water” incapable of showing her her reflection. The mirror, as instrument for
seeing herself reflected in the nature-other, herein becomes stormy, opaque, and
unable to sustain any constant reflection. Significantly, Moodie’s actual
experience with the moving water does ‘move her,” and does display back to her
an image not clearly identified by sight, but by sensual self-awareness. While
Atwood confirms Moodie’s original expression for the loss of self, she
inadvertently also seems to dismiss Moodie’s moment with “the moving waters”
(JSM 11) as an initial connection with a new Moodie-self. Atwood explains that
the waters which once held self-defining articles of comfort—her “stiff lace,”
“pink shawl,” “china plates,” etc.—that is, the sea, becomes that which swallows
her social identity by “black[rotting]/ off by earth and the strong waters” (JSM 24-
5) a misguided faith in soothing possessions. Ultimately, however, this “moving

water,” which does not show Moodie her reflection, is not to be read despairingly

152



as a mirror-lack but as a gain for Moodie who, through her senses, and natural in-
sight, attempts to rewrite herself out of a masculine-encoded definition of
womanhood, into a more satisfactory adaptation.

Simmons describes Moodie’s “unwillingness to look in the mirror” as
“cowardice” (141); significantly, however, Moodie does actually look to find “the
moving water will not show me/ my reflection / The rocks ignore” (Atwood JSM
11). By stripping Moodie of her courageous willingness to look, Simmons
neglects to make a distinction between her fear of ‘emasculation’ from society
and a curiosity to know alternative feminine lifestyle choices and philosophical
teachings. According to Atwood, Moodie does /ook though she does not see, thus
displaying a brave willingness to explore aspects of a fragmented self. What she
lacks is “wolf’s eyes”—the knowledge, wisdom, and the insight to adapt to a
wilderness-self. Moodie exposes her wilderness naiveté by choosing moving
water in which to view her own reflection; clearly, she might have seen her
figurative “wilderness self” had she chosen a more appropriate still water for
reflection-viewing. Moodie misses the mark to be sure, but her lack of self-
awareness and bush-confidence seem more out of self-preservation than
cowardice. Ironically, Susanna/Moodie fights against immersing herself into the
water, and thus, initially resists a clear connection with the wilderness-other; as it
all “[floats] dimly on [her] sight—/her] eyes [are] blinded with tears—blinded by
the excess” (Moodie 22).

Feminist psychoanalytical critics ask us to question such limitations in

defining and interpreting the quest for selfhood. As Jung astutely notes, and
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Simmons reminds us “individuation is impossible without a relationship to one’s
environment” (Simmons 142), though environment-as-nature is not likely what
Jung had in mind. Simmons strongly argues that Moodie is initially “a minor
invalid” since “nothing in the Canadian wilderness is able to be used by Moodie”
(142). “To understand the wilderness,” Simmons asserts, “she must be at home in
it be integrated into it” for which Moodie “yearns” (142). It is a process in which
Moodie is to find “her true self” by “respond[ing] to this environment like all
animals inhabiting Canada’s woods [...] alone and [...] from within” (143).
Simmons’ critique of Moodie’s vision quest, vaguely describes Moodie’s process
of individuation as a humanist-centred quest for “her true self” which privileges
completion and wholeness as a kind of ultimate goal over a standard feminist and
ecofeminist conviction to celebrate the evolving self in an ever-changing and
adapting life-process.

Furthermore, all quests for self-identity are solitary; however, Simmons
neglects to recognize the assistance of a wilderness-other which, in ecofeminist
terms, serves as a community less alienating than our forefathers have dictated.
Moodie repeatedly tries to “adapt,” falling back into old habits of identification by
resuturing herself into a masculine-defined role. She discovers that she needs
“wolf’s eyes to see” but unfortunately for her, neglects in her lifetime to
become—to Atwood’s satisfaction—Windigo, monster, wilderness creature, or
Medusa. Nonetheless, it is her attempt to convert that ecocritics view as a
progressive environmental lesson since animal transmogrification, albeit literal or

symbolic, risks colonizing a wilderness-other in its anthropomorphism. From an
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ecofeminist perspective, the process of becoming or the attempt to break free
from patriarchal strictures is equal to the ultimate goal. In fact, any privileging of
product over process, particularly when it is ascribed to identity-quests, reeks of
masculine-encoded ideologies. This mindset, which diminishes worth from any
process that fails to meet a satisfactory conclusion is the very masculinist
expectation that the feminist poet, Atwood, works to defeat. In overlapping
feminist and ecological principles, the ecocritic observes how the masculinist
propensity towards “capturing’ wildlife conservation simply, and easily in the
National Parks system inaccurately makes stagnate conceptual interpretations of
wilderness through its misrepresentation of confinement, and predictability (see
“defining wilderness” in my Introduction). Likewise, Moodie may not ever reach
the ultimate status of bush-woman healer, or bear-lover (as Lou is portrayed in
Engel’s Bear) but her attempts to evolve have warranted extensive exploration
among historical and literary critics. Atwood’s final sections of Journals reveal
how limiting oneself to boundaries—even death—is counterproductive to an
(eco)feminist mission.

According to Frank Davey, a repeated idea in Atwood’s poetics is the
“Adamic giving of names” which “fails” where “nature refuses to receive,
refused, we might say, the traditional female role” (23). He suggests a necessary
feminist reading of Atwood, which demands a look at the unquestioned use of
linguistic codes. Like identification which Atwood defines as “liquid” (not
dualistic) where “‘substantiality—the basis of static form—is an illusion which

Adamic men have invented through their fences and their camera eyes (Davey
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25), language slips through a woman’s experience of the world with only the use
of a man-made language to articulate, to create her subjective findings. As Davey
asserts: “Atwood’s recurrent concerns with feminism and ecology merge”
separating a male space (concrete and static) from a feminine space of liquid
process where “woman’s body is also the world’s body” (29). He explains:

[...] the male desire to have woman mirror back to him his own needs

[...]1s merely another form of the humanistic male will to have the

planet mirror back his utilitarian purposes. (29)
For Atwood’s women, identity is a process of unlearning, undoing, and un-
understanding the feminine and feminine space as it has been defined by
masculinist culture. Atwood challenges such coded understandings of the self
that are erased by the tide of a nature (as we have already seen in “Progressive
Insanities of a Pioneer”), unwilling/unable to adhere to them, unaware. Thus
language, as it is associated with the wilderness-self, raises the question: what is
it that Moodie must find? As a woman, without language and without wolf-eyes,
how will she ever hear it, know 1t?

In critical discussions that examine Atwood’s idea of wilderness as a
woman’s escape-space, a “feminist green world,” “city/ pseudo-wilderness/
wilderness continuum” (Murray 77), or “wild zone” (Showalter 30), “nature”
becomes associated with quest for identity, “independent and undetermined [...]
opposite the culturally dominant male space” (30). As such, “the wild zone is the
country of utopian dreams, the land of feminist mythology, the construct of

metaphysical speculation” (30). As a place of renewal, clearly the pseudo-
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wilderness of women’s Canadian literature is limited in terms of non-mythical
connections with the environment in that it is merely a stepping stone, a
temporary retreat, corresponding to the “role of woman in society [who have] a
strong affinity with the in-betweenness and the doubleness of the pseudo-
wilderness space itself” (Roth 35). As Verena Buhler Roth reminds us, “for
women who grew up in the forest [...] it is a cold, isolated and hostile
environment” (33). With wilderness generally represented in women’s writing as
a place of renewal, identification, and connection against a commonly constructed
masculinist literary tradition of nature-as-enemy, Canadian literature may seem to
divide wilderness writing along gender lines. Heather Murray’s argument that the
pseudo-wilderness is a “third space and thus break[s] up the duality or opposition
of nature and culture” (Roth 35), problematically assumes that wilderness-the-
good is something to enter in and out of, something which is essentialist in an
exclusionary, unhealthy way. Omitting men from the kind of community one
finds in/with wildemess is to perpetuate gender divisions associated in feminism
with the limitations of patriarchal androcentrism. Thus wilderness-the-good,
which supposedly attempts to escape masculinist logic of dualisms that limit
women’s role in society and culture, becomes another extension of that very
essentialism, where it is ““good” insofar as it is without masculine intervention.
Defining wilderness in a literary pseudo-wilderness pattern restricts nature to its
already limited cultural definition as *“‘other.”

Nonetheless, where do women find a mediating space of reflection,

renewal, and reconstruction of the self if not outside civilization in the
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“wilderness?” Roth explains Heather Murray’s model as a “feminist re-
interpretation of the pastoral, in which the female is associated with the
(potentially) positive middle ground, rather than identified with the civilizing
force or the unknowable wilderness” (37). In this way, feminist critics can
explore the possibilities of women in wilderness without running the risk of
essentializing nature, (seen as a limitation for feminists) and yet, they can
simultaneously enter that realm of counter-culture to explore its possibilities as a
alternative to masculinist civilization. Unfortunately, this kind of middle ground
may not allow for a revisiting of an essentialized woman in positive ecofeminist
terms; that is, in avoiding the patriarchy, female protagonists often mis-see the
forest for the non-masculine trees.

So, where Moodie initially quests for structures, she begins imposing
structures in order to suture herself into the Canadian experience; like the
protagonist in “Progressive Insanities of a Pioneer,” she isolates herself in a space
outside nature. The first poem in Journals “Disembarking at Quebec” attaches
Susanna Moodie’s feelings of alienation to the “incongruity,” the trappings of her
former materialistic society. This poet-speaker’s ties with material objects
(clothes, book, and bag) bind her to a former British world and therefore prevent
her from feeling free in Canada where nothing belongs to her. It also suggests a
subtext of tension between European values and Aboriginal philosophies that do
not recognize the planet earth as something to be divided and “owned.”
Susanna’s handmade objects, in contrast to the following stanza’s natural “barren

sand,” and *‘the bone-white driftlogs,” immediately suggest a tension between the
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ordering principles in her former world and the chaos to which she is forced to
submit: the wild “omens of [the Canadian] winter” (11).

As a consumer, Susanna/Moodie is alienated from all wildlife except, not
surprisingly, what does not, in her perception, belong in the bush—namely,
flowers. Susanna chooses to paint flowers, but not the landscape (Moodie 127).
This mirror/canvas allows for an interpretation of Susanna’s violent duality
plagued on one hand by her loyalty to a European ideology and exposed on the
other hand as her deep psychological connection with an ecology that, like her, is
oppressed by male exploitation. These blooms painted by Susanna are “God’s
pictures [...] hid away in the wilderness, where no eyes but the birds of the air,
and the wild beasts of the wood, and the insects that live upon them, ever see
them” (127). Clearly, she identifies with these flowers, or is at least soothed by
the aesthetic comfort they represent. Susanna’s friend, Brian, questions whether
or not, “God provides for the pleasure of such creatures [...] whom we have been
taught to consider as having neither thoughts nor reflection” (127). Susanna does
not comment: her excuse—*"“to argue with Brian was only to call into action the
slumbering fires of his fatal malady.”

Ironically, Susanna’s painting both undercuts and supports Brian’s
statement. By painting these flowers, Moodie documents her access to what only
the wildlife normally sees. On the other hand, by painting flowers, Susanna
becomes speciesist in her neglect of less aesthetically pleasing, less tamed
European aspects of the wilderness. Also, by committing it to canvas, Susanna

metaphorically attempts to ‘capture’ the wilderness in a way that both celebrates it
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and stagnates it. Effectively, she becomes this wildlife through her identification
with it; however, in support of Brian’s statement, the painting itself, as a metaphor
for the English/literary garden, establishes Susanna’s desire to artistically arrange
what is traditional anthropocentric beauty, chosen from the chaotic wild.
Ironically, Susanna’s resistance to consider the “thoughts [and] reflection[s]” of
wildflowers, even though they symbolically reflect her own consciousness as
portrayed by her art, points to a lack of self-awareness to which Atwood’s
Journals responds.

Atwood’s interpretation of this incident exposes Moodie’s attempt to
displace her feelings of alienation and inadequacy in the Canadian wilderness.
Moodie claims she “got use to being/a minor invalid” and,

Finally I grew a chapped tarpaulin
skin; [ negotiated the drizzle

of strange meaning, set it

down to just the latitude;
something to be endured

but not surprised by. (JSM 14-15)

Moodie recognizes her own desire to project herself into the violets; however,
their beauty is fleeting, and their lifespan, limited. While symbolically, and sadly,
Susanna/Moodie falsely identifies with the superficiality of beauty, Atwood’s
Moodie has the foresight to reach beyond typical masculinist worth to find a more
meaningful replacement for a limited identification strategy. In “First
Neighbours” Moodie casts off her earlier stronghold in materialistic trappings
(shawl, purse) and grows a more necessary “chapped tarpaulin / skin,” a direct

contrast to the primped Moodie who arrived in Canada, unprepared—emotionally,
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intellectually, and psychologically—for the wilderness. While adapting for
Moodie is equated with finding the means to escape, an ecofeminist reading
reveals a cry for help, a wanting to “go wild” herself, but fearing *““the horror, the
horror” likened to Joseph Conrad’s centre of chaos in Heart of Darkness that she
feels would result.

Her own paranoia. her own bush-madness asserts a resistance to the voices of
the woods, the healing power of native plant-life (as some argue her sister
Catherine Parr Traill embraces). Her determination not to be surpressed by the
wildemess is, as Moodie states:

Inaccurate. The forest can still trick me:
one afternoon while I was drawing
birds, a malignant face

flickered over my shoulder,

the branches quivered.

Resolve: to be both tentative and hard to startle
(though clumsiness and

fright are inevitable)

in this area where my damaged
knowing of the language means
prediction is forever impossible (15)

Herein, Moodie is not flower but bird. Atwood gives the historical Moodie the
potential to be a mythological figure in this text and in future Canadian feminist
writings, giving her wings to fly, figuratively, from the metaphoric English
country garden-as-patriarchal-society, or better, the reductionist literary linking of

women and nature wherein women become the garden. The canvassed birds, as a

161



reflection of herself, are a “malignant face:” thus Moodie metamorphosizes into a
bird as she resolves, “to be both tentative and hard to startle.” Atwood’s sudden
return, grammatically, to the present-tense from the past with the word,
“Inaccurate,” (capitalized and isolated as a one-word sentence) itself startles the
reader—it unsutures Moodie and the reader away from the flower/bird as though
any significant changes in Moodie are tempered with her resistance to it.
Following “Inaccurate,” Atwood’s poetics enable Moodie to reflect on her
conclusion as an intellectual luxury she lacks in Roughing It. Unsure of herself
and her ability to “adapt,” to psychologically transmogrify, she states, “the forest
can still trick me” and proceeds to explain that a bird she was drawing turned into
a “‘malignant face / [flickeringl over [her] shoulder” (JSM 15). If we read the
canvas as mirror and Moodie’s artistic progression from earth-bound flowers to a
bird capable of movement and flight, then her own metamorphosis reflects the
terror of the wilderness, within and without Moodie. While striving for a
harmonious existence in the bush, she resolves, “to be both tentative and hard to
startle” though “clumsiness and fright are inevitable” (15). Atwood reflects
Moodie’s transformation into madness or animal-consciousness by blending the
dichotomous extremes of Moodie’s self-awareness into each poetic cadence. For
example, the word “resolve” (as a definitive statement) begins this sentence, and
it is completed with “inevitable,” clearly an absolute; in the middle, however, the

bAIRYY

word “tentative” undermines Moodie’s “inevitable” “resolve.” Similarly, the
poem ends with juxtaposed extremes: “prediction is forever impossible.”

“Forever” (synonymous with always) is played against “impossible”/ never.
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Though her confusion and contradictory nature suggests a kind of bush-
madness, an (eco)feminist reading of the text exposes how she is conditioned to
resist but desires to transform. In this way, Moodie’s quest illustrates a
pioneering Canadian ecofeminist quest into the wilderness-as-haven: her attempts
to make necessary changes to her psyche in order to serve as a viable member of
the wilderness biosphere is the process that is herein celebrated—regardless of
whether she actually ever accomplishes a complete and satisfactory integration.
Despite the difficulty, Moodie leaves the wilderness with her identity fractured:
after seven years in the woods, Moodie’s “heirloom face [she] brought / with [her]
a crushed eggshell / among other debris™ (24), can be cut out with “sewing
scissors” to make it “the shape you already are/ but [. . . ] have forgotten [. .. ] or
never known” (25). It is a cut and paste solution, however, since leaving her
bush-psyche behind to return to civilization is impossible.

From “heirloom face” (24) through “chapped tarpaulin skin” (15), and
finally, “crushed eggshell / among other debris” (24), Moodie’s previous identity,
so strongly associated with masculinist culture, may have attempted to adapt, but
in its transformation, leaves Moodie, faced with re-entry into civilization, with
nothing of organic or materialist substance. The “crushed eggshell” suggests that
she was once a fertile, viable woman; ironically, however, though she sees her
“heirloom face”—beauty, and youth—as necessary currency for women in
masculinist culture, by trashing this definition of womanhood, sending it “among
other debris™ (24) she liberates herself from predisposed expectations of

femininity and the trivialities of cultural status. Emptied of what once gave her
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comfort, and offered her meaning, now, for Moodie, “Every-/thing appears”
where these eyes were, these “eyes bewildered after/ seven years, and almost /
blind/ buds, which can see/ only the wind” (25). Where the unstable Moodie
wobbles from English teatime to Canadian incongruity, her final departure from
the woods leaves her with the beginnings of a sense of belonging, though she is
still “frightened by their eyes (green or/ amber) glowing out from inside [her]”
(27). Reading Atwood reading Moodie—still resistant to changes that render
either as inconsequential in a masculinist society—exposes a feminist victory in
the dispelling of essentialized notions of womanhood. From an ecofeminist
standpoint, the crushed eggshells might symbolize a loss of feminine (biological)
power, (which, ironically they do here); however, more likely, eggshells serve as
a natural and thus, more appropriate substitute for a traditionally symbolic
porcelain doll, whose shattering monumentally reflects a necessary loss of naiveté
concerning the feminine mystique. For men who pedestalize and for women who
do not question the limitations of its existence, this loss of innocence which
‘protects’ adult feminine figures in an unnatural state of perpetual girlhood,
becomes everyone’s ultimate gain.

Dissolving “violent dualities”: Moodie’s return to “civilization”

Simmons, like most critics, agrees that “[Moodie] dies without ever
achieving individuation” (150) and, thus, gives way to Atwood’s reading of the
failed Moodie in Journals. Part Il of Journals reveals a Moodie much haunted by
horrific dreams of the wilderness, the wilderness within her still, and the

wilderness she regrets not knowing, granted by her physical distance from the
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wilderness. Moodie’s three nightmares (“Dream 1: The Bush Garden” (34),
“Dream 2: Brian the Still-Hunter” (36), and “Dream 3: Night Bear Which
Frightened Cattle” (38-9)) all reveal a sub-conscious unraveling of Moodie’s fear
of violent death by wilderness-related mutilation mixed, finally, with a
compassion for nature and natural life-cycles. Consistent with Atwood’s attempt
to push dichotomous boundaries of male/female, civilization/wilderness,
rational/mysterious, Moodie’s return to urban society after years in the bush
exposes a dissolving of her “violent dualities™ by blending, through dream-
visions, Moodie’s extreme interactions with wilderness. Moodie’s post-bush
urban life reads like an ecofeminist triumph since Moodie, though haunted with
fear by the wilderness, takes a nature-consciousness of compassion and
understanding with her into the city. In this way, wilderness and urbanity are no
longer divided psychologically for Moodie and as so, she becomes potentially
capable of maintaining membership, through a newly evolving interpretation of
the civilized human, in a biotic community. On the other hand, Moodie’s need to
physically distance herself from the bush in order to experience this revelation
problematizes the ecofeminist position. Although Moodie’s move to the city—a
tropological return from the underworld-—serves as a feminist success, her
ecofeminist subconscious insights are remarkable as evidence of having been
“bushed.” By recognizing a natural wilderness hostility the bushed Moodie
resists madness and incorporates it into a harmonious appreciation of its aesthetic

beauty and its healing potential.
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be trees,” not angels. The term “last judgement” has been stripped of
all its patriarchal overtones of authority, damnation, salvation, and
becomes merely a term that marks the point of metamorphosis into
vegetation of all dead creatures. (63)

Like Moodie herself, suffering a violent duality, Atwood’s poetics also
celebrates a resistance to the limitations of completing a process. Because
Moodie’s spirit does not die, nor does it enter heaven (a masculine-defined
afterlife that serves in dichotomous opposition to the physical earth realm)
effectively, Moodie’s post-death consciousnesses create a newly defined space for
Moodie, more easily entered because of her experience in the bush than a
patriarchal afterlife which defeats cycles and maintains another division between
body and spirit, the earth and heaven. By embracing death and post-life
possibilities, Atwood abolishes the limitations inherent in the dichotomous
life/death and earth/heaven constructions. Thus, this cyclical process of life,
carried through to Moodie’s afterlife, reveals certain ecofeminist tenets within the
conclusion of Journals: 1) by releasing Moodie from social conventions and,
ironically, her earthbody, Atwood unites her with a biotic community within
which she is emancipated from her lack of opportunity to fully explore her
“natural” self; and 2) in her metaphoric death, Moodie’s link to natural cycles as
an alternative to constructed and limited dualisms that defined her existence
within the confines of Western patriarchy, begins a starting point for ecofeminist
literary/social Canadian history. In this case, Moodie does not appear, as critics

would have us believe, as a pioneering loser, nor does she fail to attain
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Again in an article entitled “The painful struggle for the creation of a Canadian
repertory” (1976), Cook complains about the responses to his writing which range
from *“vengeful comments that [he give] up writing entirely, to a more personal
proposition that [he] be dumped, together with a few stones, in St John’s
Harbour” (25).

Nonetheless Cook does not seem to consider all the possibilities for why his
plays raised the hackles of Newfoundlanders. After all, he criticizes fishermen
and seal-hunters, both representitaive of age-old Newfoundland livelihoods,
within Newfoundland and condemns traditional masculinist values in what he
deems the decline of patriarchal power within a conservative community. By
taking a extremist position as feminist and cultural commentator, Cook brazenly
appropriates the voice of Newfoundlanders since he is considered by
Newfoundlanders a mere CFA (come from away). In addition, Cook insults the
intelligence (as it turns out, rightly so) of all members of Canadian ocean resource
industries, by predicting a communal, governmental, and technological
mismanagement of the fish and seal stocks. Regardless, Cook’s plays raised
predictable controversies, the least of which was a resistance to watching the
eschatological ruin of masculinist culture and prosperity built at the expense of
the exploited “other.”

Critics failed to interpret these plays, staged initially in the early 1970’s, as
ecodrama, even though Cook admits to his conscious foregrounding of the
environment as another character. Production notes explain: “it is essential [...]

that the storm becomes a living thing, a character, whose presence is always felt,
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if not actually heard, on the stage.” Montreal Star reporter Myron Galloway, like
others who concentrate on human character in the plays, claims that Cook *“hacks
his characters out of cold stone without compassion” (Wake 188), while other
critics such as Audrey Ashley (Ottawa Citizen) agree that Cook neglects to give
them any real dimension. Marian Owen-Fekete despairs over whether a “good
tragedy” can have “a hero who’s pretty lousy” (Owen-Fekete 121). St John’s
Evening Telegram theatre critic Patrick Treacher likewise observes how he has
“never sat on a stage-head and watched a people die, but I think I did last night”
(Critics 119).

Ultimately, Cook’s literary dramatic form challenges audiences not to
simply sympathize with antagonists who have lost their economic and
psychological livelihood (though Cook evokes sympathy for the wives and
children) but to look in this satirical mirror at their own environmentally
irresponsible actions. In what brings chills to the present-day environmentalist’s
spine, Cook begs us to reconsider our actions before it is too late. In other words,
his drama, based on a minority conception at the time, predicts a moratorium on
ground-fish which ultimately does leave Newfoundlanders in a dystopia not far
from Cook’s ““fantastical” presentation.

Significantly, Cook’s innovative exploration of the dramatic genre, from an
environmentalist’s point of view, leaves the audience with a post-tragic form that
attempts to eliminate a constructed myth of human privilege. By giving nature
the same respect humanity has reserved for itself by putting environmental

concerns on par with humanity’s purpose and evolution, Cook calls for a non-
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mutually exclusive biosphere in which humans and the environment are
recognized as interconnected. Cook’s The Head, Guts, and Sound Bone Dance
uniquely takes into consideration the ecological disaster that is both part human
and part environment, because of human miscalculation. In this way, Cook
recalls antiquity—in a revisioning of a once harmonious integration of the gods,
humanity, and nature—in a kind of post-tragic ecodrama that eliminates utopian
possibilities. Thus, Cook condenses the imaginary into reality forcing issues of
environmental urgency and human survival to the forefront. What has been lost,
Cook reminds us, is nature’s legitimacy as a respected entity in humanity’s
personal and social history. Cook asks us to reexamine “humanity’ and its
unnatural tendencies toward isolating itself from the natural “animal” realm of
instinct, and impulse as a way to challenge rampant and destructive human
practices, beliefs, and ideologies which will inevitably lead to extinction. Cook, I
argue, accomplishes a new complexity of the dramatic genre in a kind of
ecological drama or ecodrama that is necessarily post-tragic in the way that it
challenges the relevance of the tragic form in a post-industrial, post-modernist,
and possibly post-humanist age.
Technological wasteland

As a community whose own sense of self-worth is based on an over-fished
fishing industry, endangered largely by male-industrialist consumers (with their
advanced technology) and policy-makers, Cook’s barren and nihilistic setting
accurately reflects the outcome of a community in which increased violence

against women and nature is not only inevitable, it is co-existent with a masculine
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be bought and silenced, and the Newfoundland fishers whose practical knowledge
of cod— deemed superstitious and unscientific—eventually formed an industry
overly dependent on scientific model and thus, open to human error and political
corruption.
Because of this continued popular belief in science as “fact,” supposedly
not open to human interpretation and political corruption (after all, why would the
government ignore blatant warnings from the scientific community of impending
ecocrisis?), the cod fishing industry in Canada learned a costly lesson too late, if it
learned it at all. Harris explains:
Five years after the Earth Summit in Rio, the Sierra Club of Canada did
a report on Canada’s progress. It gave the federal government a D for
protecting marine biodiversity and criticized the DFO for blocking
effective endangered-species legislation, lobbing international scientists
to remove the northern cod from the IUCN red list, preventing
COSEWIC from listing Atlantic cod as an endangered species, and
opening the food fishery in Newfoundland just before the 1997
election. The report minced no words: ‘“This pattern of irresponsible
decision-making, placing the survival of a species at risk, borders on
the criminal.” (234)

In a kind of catch-22, technology creates a more efficient fishing industry which,

destroys the fishing stocks and, hence, brings the industry it had hoped to bolster

to the brink of failure; yet it is the science of environmentalism that hopes to solve

the problems caused by the limited focus of the science of technology. Cook’s
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Visually creating a tension between the all-encompassing sea and an all-
too-powerful humankind, Cook symbolically locates the fishermen’s small
dilapidated hut over top of the water. Cook explains:

The whole effect must be one of apparent mess and confusion, an
immense variety of gear representing men, and fish, and the sea in a
tottering, near-derelict place, and yet also reveals, as we become
accustomed to it, an almost fanatical sense of order. (Head 7)
As a fragment, a microcosm of a greater global crisis, Cook’s setting itself
suggests a masculinist obsession with control, which alienates men from
important “humanizing” interaction with their community, family, and
environment. This selfishness serves as a symptom of the factors contributing to
ecocrisis. Though clearly, from the play’s outset, male greed has destroyed the
environment, the fishermen, as symbolic representations of the total masculine
culpability, do not recognize their role in this ecological disaster; Skipper Pete
entirely blames “the Govermint wid its eddication and its handouts and the
women snivelling after hot air stoves and ‘lectric ovens and motor cars” (Head
14). John, in contrast, voices a learned willingness to accept responsibility for
mankind’s fate, though his actions hypocritically perpetuate the male desire for
that destruction. His post-tragic vision reflects a loss of natural order in a world
void of a participatory God, a viable environment, and a despotic human
community. In his own reduction of events, Pete believes “they was either
hypocritical God-driven old tyrants like ye or wild men like me fader who cursed

God and man and the sea until one o’ the three took’n” (14). In Cook’s
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misanthropic vision, it is either sadly, too late to change, or not in man’s ability to
make the necessary psychological, and/or spiritual adjustments for change.
The government’s war on/for cod

Though we interpret Skipper Pete as a man whose ultimate downfall stems
from his own inability to accept responsibility either himself, as part of the larger
industry, or as a man through humanity’s symbolic representative of its
industrious yet destructive environmental practices, Skipper Pete’s gripes about
the government, according to cod-biographer Mark Kurlansky, and political cod-
historian, Michael Harris, are not unfounded. The tension between government
officials, their commissions and condescending reports and recommendations to
the fishing community reflects dangerous so-called ‘educated’ perceptions born
out of inflated self-worth and self-interest that ultimately factored greatly in the
most recent desperate call for a moratorium on fishing ground-fish on the Grand
Banks in 1992. According to Kurlansky, a 1883 International Fisheries
Exhibition in London, in response to fishermen’s concerns in the drop in fish
stocks, records British scientific philosopher, Thomas Henry Huxley, as saying:
“overfishing was an unscientific and erroneous fear” (122). After all, his 1862
commission wrongly reported that, “fishermen, as a class, are exceedingly
unobservant of anything about fish which is not absolutely forced upon them by
their daily avocations™ (122).

This condescending attitude towards a “rural way of life” (Harris 110)
underwent little change in four hundred years: in the 1980’s fishermen were still

told by the Canadian government’s Department of Oceans and Fisheries (DFO)
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Symbolic of the decline of basic human needs, the setting in Jacob’s Wake
does not reflect a home; instead the skeletal frame of a house is papered with *“‘that
bulky consistency that comes from placing layer upon layer over the years upon
wooden walls” (Wake 215). Without permanent solutions or adaptation to a
world gone awry with human technological experimentation, this house becomes
the microcosm of a greater Earth-presence, maintained with short-term and non-
wholistic band-aid solutions. Though Cook initially calls for realism, his
alternative vision is perhaps a more cutting vision that is a “stark, skeletonized set
[...] a structure as white as bone, stripped of formality, the house equivalent of a
stranded hulk of a schooner, only the ribs poking towards an empty sky”’ (Wake
215). There is no place here for imagination; Brad’s clear separation fro