
Oponentskj posudek na diplomovou praci Davida Vichnara Joyce against Theory 
This impressive survey of Joycean criticism discusses individual trends largely after the 1984 
Frankfurt Symposium, which marked the radical turn of Joyce studies towards theory. For a 
non-Joycean, this thesis is a source of valuable information and it can certainly serve as an 
example ofthorough research oftheoreticalliterature, vital for the success of any MA or PhD 
dissertation. 

In spite of these indisputable marks of excellence, I have to raise several questions 
concerning general aspects of the thesis: 

1. It is a rule that an MA thesis should go beyond mere summarizing of critical 
sources. Although Mr Vichnar's analyses of Joycean criticism most often go far 
beyond mere summaries, I lack a wider reflection and comprehensive explanation 
ofthe purpose of his work. To be more specific, what is the "one important 
particularizing corrective" the author claims "to add" to the conclusions of his 
predecessors (19)? I am afraid, the phrase "are ... always already aware of the 
importance of being Joyceanized" (20) does not clarify much. Moreover, in the 
context of Derrida's reading of Joyce, used as the framework of the first part ofthe 
Introduction, it is clear that neither "being Joyceanized" nor its "always already" 
existing "awareness" can be understood as "particularizing correctives." 

2. Another question concerns a more general role of critical theory. Despite the 
author's reference to de Man's "Resistance to Theory" I lack, especially in the 
introduction, a discussion of de Man's theoretical stance, which is not 
"Joyceanized" but includes both a certain historical perspective on the "question of 
theory" and the awareness of the risks of any theoretical enterprise. 

3. Although individual readings of Joycean criticism in the thesis demonstrate 
manifold ways in which Joyce has been constructed as a general instance of 
"transversality," I lack the reflection of this process with respect to more 
traditional developments in literary studies, especially to the efforts to construct 
Shakespeare as a universal author. In particular, I would welcome a comparison of 
the construction of Joycean and Shakespearean canons and ofthe use ofthese two 
authors in some influential recent canon-making enterprises, such as Harold 
Bloom's "Western Canon." 

4. Though the work pays adequate attention to the technological references and 
aspects of Joyce's writing, especially to the problems of "techne," and 
"technicity," I lack in it a wider reflection of a specific functioning of Joycean 
criticism as "industry" which operates both in the academia and on the market, 
producing not only its own themes but also the demand of its products. For 
instance, the discussion of Michael Walsh's essay on "A(dorno) to (Z)izek: From 
the Culture Industry to Joyce Industry" (189-90) does not even mention the 
problem of "industry." 

These questions are intended as incentives for the author to submit his project to wider and 
deeper reflection which is necessary for its further development. Measured by the standards of 
MA theses, the work exceeds them significantly. Doporucuji proto k obhajobe a navrhuji 
hodnotit znamkou "ryborne". 
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