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Inscribed in the current interest of the social sciences in the ‘private’ and in
the renewed focus of literary criticism on the author, L’intime épistolaire offers a
fascinating insight into the correspondences of major letter writers of the second
half of the nineteenth century, a synthetic study of which was sorely lacking.
Jovicic combines a textual approach—in which she considers ‘epistolarity’ as a
genre recognizable through specific traits within the larger first-person literature
(autobiography, diary, etc.)—with a cultural approach centered on the concept of
‘intimacy,’ leaning on the Foucauldian notion of technologie de soi. After attempting
to situate ‘intimacy’ between the ideas of ‘public’ and ‘private’ as presented by
social thinkers (Habermas, Sennett, Foucault) and historians (Michèle Perrot,
Alain Corbin), her first chapter goes on to trace the genealogy of the letter, from
Cicero all the way through the expressive letter of the Romantics, in the context
of a remarkable improvement of the postal system and an increased commercial-
ization of letters. Jovicic examines the status of the letter’s recipient, and presents
her method as a poétique based on thematic, rhetorical, and pragmatic analyses
within a larger socio-discursive perspective.

After pondering the exclusion of ars epistolandi from literature in the nine-
teenth century, an exclusion she explains by the trivialization of this form, and by
the redefinition of ‘Literature’ itself, Jovicic launches into her “poétique épisto-
laire du prosaïque” (53). She examines three topics present in the letters: health
(Maupassant, Zola, Goncourt), since the secularized body has now become an
integral, and fragile, part of the notion of self; money (Baudelaire), as the modern
self is largely apprehended through its properties; and leisure, the complement of
bourgeois work, and a way of asserting the preferences of the self (Sand, Zola).

Her next chapter deals with the construction of epistolary identity through
various stereotyped ‘figures.’ Her study of the conventional figure of the tourist
in the Orient—who is less in search of otherness than of a confirmation of his
Occidental idées reçues (Flaubert, Maupassant, Loti, Eberhardt)—does not add much
to current criticism on the issue; however, Jovicic offers compelling considerations
of the postcard as a combination of photography and (open) travel letter. She
goes on to demystify the image of the épistolière, and scrutinizes the figure of the
transvestite in Eberhardt, Bashkirtseff, and Sand/Flaubert. Finally, she shows
how the figure of the artist, invented in the nineteenth-century, develops in the
exchanges between Zola, Goncourt, Daudet, and their friends.

As a ‘cor-respondence’ rests on an interactive relationship, Jovicic’s chapter
on the pacte épistolaire examines two subtle types of pacts. The study of the
confessional letter, against the background of the religious practice and of the
literary model of confession, allows her to gauge Baudelaire’s parody, Eberhardt’s
thirst for an écoute, and the didactic and unstable exchange between Zola, Cézanne,
and Baille. Jovicic then proposes a ‘scénographie’ of the love letter, caught be-
tween socio-cultural codes (best exemplified by the Secrétaires galants or Manuels
amoureux) and personal expressivity. Finally, following a semiotic reflection on
the proper name, her last chapter shows how the ‘signature’ functions as a risky
‘exposition’ of the writer, and as a threshold between life and death. Hence its
role in a ‘thanatography’ illustrated by the consolation letter (Sand/Flaubert),
and by the suicide, or para-suicide letter, which is both a cliché and a means of
controlling one’s (im)mortality (Edmond de Goncourt, Baudelaire). In her con-
clusion, Jovicic summarizes the issues surrounding the publication of letters
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by dead or living authors, and paves the way for future research on an archeol-
ogy of intimacy in the nineteenth century. Written with rigor and elegance, her
book can indeed provide a model for the study of other periods and other types
of letter-writers.

New York University Claudie Bernard

LÉVY-BERTHERAT, DÉBORAH, et PIERRE SCHOENTJES, éd. “J’ai tué”: violence guerrière et
fiction. Genève: Droz, 2010. ISBN 978-90-70489-21-2. Pp. 306. 40 a.

The plethora of recent studies, colloquia, and essay collections examining
relations between history and literature or between history and memory in lit-
erature has overwhelmingly focused on contemporary wars. This volume is no
exception, spanning from World War I to Rwanda. It treats ‘conventional’ wars,
insurgent revolutions, and genocides, not to erase fundamental distinctions
among them but, on the contrary, to better delineate what sets the three contexts
apart. Moreover, in a century that condemned wars of aggression and thus privi-
leged victims’ perspectives, these scholars take the opposite tack by peering into
dark and troubling works which represent “la violence guerrière du point de vue
de celui qui l’inflige” (9).

In the first section of the volume, a short piece by Monique Canto-Sperber
and a substantial survey by Schoentjes seek to sketch out theoretical frames—
esthetic and ethical—for broaching such literary (and on occasion here, cinematic)
undertakings. The second section features articles on World War I by Lévy-
Bertherat (discussing Blaise Cendrars and Mikhail Bulgakov) and Corinne
François-Denève (examining Aziz Chouaki’s play, Les coloniaux [Mille et une
nuits, 2006]). The third contains works on World War II: Yan Hamel on Sartre’s
La mort dans l’âme (Gallimard, 1949), Alain Kleinberger on American war films,
and Vicky Colin on Jonathan Littell’s Les bienveillantes (Gallimard, 2006). The
fourth section turns its attention to Algeria and Vietnam as examples of wars for
independence (studies by Laurent Véray, Philip Dine, and Catherine Milkovitch-
Rioux), followed by a section addressing Rwanda’s civil war strife (Anneleen
Spiessens on Jean Hatzfeld and Gilbert Gatore; Jean-Pierre Karegeye on fictional
portraits of executioners; and Catherine Coquio on Gatore’s Le passé devant soi
[Phébus, 2008]). The collection concludes with the transcription of a roundtable
discussion among documentary producer François Bernard, renowned combat
photographer Patrick Chauvel, playwright Gatore, and noted author Laurent
Mauvignier (whose recent novel on the Algerian War—Des hommes [Minuit,
2009]—is especially relevant here).

Among the most noteworthy studies, Milkovitch-Rioux devises a compelling
interdisciplinary approach to these themes. As a point of departure for her re-
flections on the Algerian War, she contrasts historical testimony provided by
perpetrators well after the events (collected in Patrick Rotman, L’ennemi intime
[Seuil, 2005]) with fictional accounts. In successfully teasing out the psychological
dynamics germane to such ‘confessions,’ she is able to contextualize the choices
confronting authors such as Assia Djebar and Mohammed Dib who on rare occa-
sions attempt to project their imagination into the world of assassins and torturers.
The study is nuanced in its theoretical moves. Moreover, one would be interested
to see how her analysis would approach Henri Alleg’s La question (Minuit, 1958)—
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