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Mr Kostohryz's BA project surveys the work of B.S. Johnson, an influential if somewhat
neglected British experimentalist. It deals with three of his seven novels, Albert Angelo (1964),
The Unfortunates (1969), and Christie Malry’s Own Double-Entry (1973), in the context of the
“Introduction” to Aren’t You Rather Young to be Writing Your Memoirs? (1973), often regarded
as Johnson’s manifesto.

It is laudable, then, that the purpose of the thesis lies in not just reviewing the Johnson
corpus, but also in a critical / theoretical engagement with the author's own “theory”,
addressing some of its logical contradictions and paradoxes and aiming to shed light on “the
contradictory nature of his theory and its inconsistent ‘practice’ in his novels” (p. 5).

The thesis falls into four chapters, each dealing with one of the four key texts, plus an
Introduction, which surveys the extant Johnson criticism—and some of the current critical
resurgence of interest—and Conclusion, which aimsto provide an eclectic theoretical context
of its own: Gérard Genette’s narratology, possible worlds theory of Lubomir Dolezel, the
ludic aspects of fiction a la Johan Huizinga and Roger Caillois, and finally Johnson’s “acts of
literature” as per Jacques Derrida.

Although Mr Kostohryz's thesis is broad in its theoretical engagement, it employs these
sources to inform its own argument, without the author’s voice ever becoming subservient
to theirs or relying on them to make the case for him. Mr Kostohryz's close readings of the
primary texts are always honest, complex and well-argued, apt at synthesising concepts and
drawing original conclusions.

The supervisor is happy to state that Mr Kostohryz took to heart most of his criticisms
levied during the research and writing process and addressed them in the final product. Mr
Kostohryz was also exemplary in diligently following all of the supervisor’s suggestions and
tips for further research—this is especially true for the Conclusion. The supervision process
was a smooth and productive one, and a process of discovery for both the candidate and the
supervisor. The final productis a thesis that is gracefully written, critically astute, and original
in its contribution to the contested field of Johnson criticism.

Given the above, the supervisor shall constrain himself to raising four questions of a
general nature (leaving it up to the opponent’s report to raise critical points pertaining to
the nitty-gritty of the thesis, should she have any). The first two have to do with issues of
literary history/reception, the other two with the Derridean interplay between the
singularity and the exemplar:



1) | would like to make a broader inquiry into the nature of Johnson’s posthumous
reception—what reasons can be given for the neglect he faced in his lifetime, and its stark
contrast with the post-2000 resurgence of critical interest in Johnson? Sure, there is Coe’s
biography to thank in this respect, but even Coe himself must have answered some “need,”
supplied some demand? Do the essay collections and monographs consulted in the thesis
manage to do justice to Johnson’s peculiar struggles, or do they aim to co-opt and/or
“recuperate” him for their own purposes (culture industry appropriation, “normalisation" of
experimentalism, etc.)?

2) How does Johnson fare in terms of the (not always productive) modernism /
postmodernism binary? In places, Mr Kostohryz uses Johnson as a textbook example of
Patricia Waugh’s “metafiction”, which is a postmodernist staple; elsewhere he details
Johnson'’s Joycean inheritance. Is this yet another productive Johnsonian contradiction?
And if yes, what is it productive of?

3) What makes Johnson’s case unique? What constitutes his writerly “signature” and
why [ how does Mr Kostohryz seek to “countersign” this signature in his thesis?

4) What makes Johnson'’s case paradigmatic? What can it tell us about “fiction” as such?
(In what ways) can he serve as a good “example” of a broader tendency within post-
modern [ experimental fiction?

In conclusion, | have no doubt that Mr Kostohryz’'s BA thesis presents a well-researched,
single-author monograph, which brings into productive dialogue literary texts and critical
discourses seldom considered side by side. It should be obvious from the above that the
thesis vastly exceeds the usual scope and depth of a reqular BA thesis, dealing in detail with
a whole corpus of a difficult and overlooked experimental writer.

As such, | have no qualms in recommending it for the defence and propose a grade of
excellent — vyborné. Praci doporucuji k obhajobé.

| would also hereby like to nominate it for the Mathesius Prize.

Prague, 18 August 2022



