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This BA thesis sets out to explore the development of B.S. Johnson’s experimental fiction. It is
commendable that the thesis, despite the limited scope set by the designated degree level, tackles
the selected works with a distinct degree of dedication in order to show broader trends across the
authot’s oeuvre, which is clearly one of the reasons why this BA thesis is twice the set length.
While sheer quantity is not always more, in this case the candidate’s take on the chosen topic results
in a rewarding academic work which fulfils and often exceeds the requirements of the BA degree.

The thesis is well grounded, written in a confident style, engaging in a series of complex
critical discussions. The selection of secondary material is extensive and used in a relevant manner.
The thesis also leaves space for potential further discussion, often hinting at unexplored avenues
of enquiry, which may, perhaps, result in a more fully fledged body of academic work to come at

the next degree level.

One of the minor drawbacks of the argument is a tendency to favour a summary of existing
criticism on B.S. Johnson’s experimental fiction and leave the most engaging critical discussion to
a coda. As the candidate’s abstract states: “The conclusion compares and contrasts the observations
of the thesis with some of the relevant theoretical frameworks and concepts, aiming to offer some
interesting points of departure for further research into Johnson’s fiction and the possible
theoretical frameworks in which to achieve a more comprehensive understanding of the authot’s
fiction.” It is worth noting, however, that the candidate has worked studiously while discussing the
selected texts to produce a critical reading of the issues arising and laying out their potential
assessment in relevant detail. The thesis shows a distinct level of knowledge, understanding, and
considerable potential — while the individual subsection titles sometimes leave the reader wishing
for a firmer signposting of the local argument, the conclusion widens the path of enquiry to hint

at further possible avenues.

My only reservation is that a particular theoretical framework which seems one of the
obvious touchstones for this thesis, i.e. play theory, in this case the origins of modern play theory
in the foundational work of Johan Huizinga and Roger Caillois, is only engaged with at the very

end of the thesis, and results in a cursory afterthought (just under 4 pages out of 90). Another issue



here is the slightly rushed summation of the topic at hand, resulting in needless generalisations
which water down rather than support the argument at this concluding stage: e.g. “Therefore the
analysis of literature and the ideas it presents often resist scientific or logical explanations’; ‘But
Johnson’s battle is also bound to be lost as his aims and expectations can never be completely
tulfilled’ (p. 89). The same can be said the candidate’s engagement with the relevant aspects of
Derrida, another foundational set of theoretical frameworks that would have further enriched the
thesis throughout had they been consulted earlier on (here only glimpsed through another
shorthand via Attridge’s Acts of Literature). These are, however, only wishful suggestions in
retrospect.

On the formal level, the thesis is well written, in a confident style and with critical acumen.

Formatting is in order throughout, and the bibliography is extensive and well-formatted.

I have a question for the candidate to respond to during the viva voce examination,
drawing on some of the issues raised at the end of the thesis and left largely unexplored: in your
opinion, what might we say about the specific employment of play strategies in B.S. Johnson’s

fiction unique to his work?

To conclude, I am happy to recommend the thesis for defence and propose a preliminary

mark of ‘excellent’ (vyborn¢).
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