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Canon, Modernity and the Institution of Literature 

This second part of the volume is a response to the controversy surrounding the canon debate and 

the latest developments in the British contemporary novel and literature. Even though this debate 

started over fifty years ago, in the late 1970’s, the territory of debate, canonical British literature 

and the rise of “the new”, is by no means settled. The context of the collected studies is clear. It 

will develop, explore and optimize perspectives about the “making of the new”, which is a 

problematic task as “new” has no completed shape.  The authors decided to examine writing, 

bringing theoretical matrices to bear on Canon, Modernity and the Institution of Literature. Not 

so much canon formation, but canon problems in the light of the contemporary novel project and 

British/Irish identity at the turn of the 21
st
 century. Thus, they explore a process in the making, 

and strive to bring more light on how writers become canonized and whether this may affect 

identity beyond literary circles. The authors contextualize their readings within the understanding 

that this project has also crystallized discussion of literary value, canonicity, and narrative 

identity and the ensuing controversy of this new novel’s reception with its aesthetic and socio-

cultural impact in the world. 

Yet, while this volume constitutes the occasion for writing, the collection in the Second part was 

inspired by the Exploratory Workshop of October 2008, organized by the Centre for the Research 

of the Contemporary British Novel, active in the Department of English Language and Literature 

of the Faculty of Letters, at Babes - Bolyai” University. The debate about the literary canon and 

modernity in that workshop has expanded itself as research project with as many contributors as 

the members of the research centre who felt responsable for such a topic. (Preface, p. 229) 

 


