








and formalistic approaches, respectively. In his Formacdo da
literatura brasileira (1959), published in two volumes, Candido
attempted to situate, in the words of José€ Paulo Paes, ‘“‘a andlis e
e avaliacdo propriamente estéticas do fato literdrio no contexto
histérico-social em que ele ocorre” (Paes 65). Subtitled
Momentos decisivos, the work invoked largely sociological
criteria — the absence of a Brazilian reading public and the
inexistence of a printing industry, for example — to relegate
seventeenth-century literary production to the category of isolated
manifestagdes literdrias, while privileging the arcadismo of the
eighteenth-century for its development of an organic literary
system and the romanticism of the nineteenth-century for its
definition of a truly national literary consciousness.

Coutinho’s A literatura no Brasil, originally published in
four volumes, from 1955 to 1959, sought for the first time to
impose formalist, or “‘stylistic’’, criteria to the periodization of
Brazilian literature. Written by a team of Brazilian literary
scholars with varying methodological orientations, the work,
nevertheless, was primarily inspired by the aestheticist or
immanentist doctrines of Anglo-American New Criticism,
according to its organizer, and incorporated some of the
suggestions for periodization made in recent years by the émigré
critic Otto Maria Carpeaux.® It was an attempt to counter what
Coutinho perceived as the dominant
“histérico-sociolégico-cultural’’> bias in Brazilian literary
historiography inherited from Sflvio Romero (Coutinho A
literatura. . . I, xx). “Este livro (. . .) representa mais uma
tentativa de reagdo contra o sociologismo, o naturalismo e o
positivismo, e contra o historicismo’, he claimed, ‘‘em nome dos
valores estéticos, em nome da critica intrfnseca ou
estético-literdria, ou poética. . .”” (I, 42-43). Yet, despite its own
obvious biases, the work was indeed a notable achievement, not
only for its monumental scope and attempt to innovate literary
periodization, but especially for its positing of a Brazilian
baroque, which Coutinho seemed to regard as the initial
flowering of a Brazilian literary nationalism.

Since the 1960s, as in the case of canon-formation, the
question of periodization has drawn ever greater critical attention
in Brazil. Indeed, some of the same factors may be said to explain
this occurrence. Younger literary scholars have now begun to
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reevaluate and challenge as well the formulations of Céandido,
Coutinho and their followers, proposing, in turn, new ways to
categorize Brazilian literary production which, they feel, are more
consistent with the specificity of Brazil and its literature. I should
like to discuss some of these proposals, particularly as they bear
on the question of canon-formation. It is my contention — by no
means an original one — that the two questions are intimately
linked to one another and that both, as I have suggested, are
ultimately ideologically driven. I am not so naive as to imagine
that this is an earthshaking assertion; indeed, such a linkage is
often implicit, if not openly stated, in the literary value judgments
and theoretical formulations of even Romero, Verissimo and their
precursors. The attempted marginalization of Machado de Assis
by some and the stigmatization of the nineteenth-century
naturalist novelists by others, generally their ideological rivals,
attest to the historical and ongoing validity of this claim.® What I
should like to stress here, however, is that even in those cases
which purport to eschew narrow ideological considerations —
indeed, perhaps especially in such cases — there is always already
an unacknowledged ideological subtext, a hidden ‘‘axe to grind”’,
so to speak, one that is often disguised in seemingly innocuous
axiological terms. If I am right, then, the present analysis should
enjoy no exemption from this rule: the fact that I take no sides
here or set forth any proposals of my own for periodization or
canonization should not be read as a claim to objectivity.

I1. Jameson, in his book The Political Unconscious, warns of the
pitfalls of periodization. Associating this practice with
Althusser’s negatively valorized notions of ‘‘historicism’ and (to
some extent) ‘‘expressive causality’’, he asserts that:

any rewarding use of the notion of a historical or
cultural period tends in spite of itself to give the
impression of a facile totalization, a seamless web of
phenomena each of which, in its own way, ‘expresses’
some unified inner truth — a world-view or a
periodstyle or a set of structural categories which
marks the whole length and breadth of the ‘period’ in
question.

[Tlhe construction of a historical totality
necessarily involves the isolation and the privileging
of one of the elements wizhin that totality (a kind of
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