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SUPERVISOR’S REPORT 

 

B.A. THESIS 

The Depiction of Ethnicity in the Short Stories of William Saroyan 

Matěj Moravec 

 

Although I consider the thesis accomplished for a text on the undergraduate level, in each of 

the three chapters, there is a problem that could have been addressed more carefully. As the 

student is aware of these issues, I will merely present their summary:  

 

Whether or not we accept that the first-person narrator of Saroyan’s stories is “through 

various self-reflective means basically identified with the author himself” (11), it is obvious 

how unreliable the narrator is. The thesis takes his statements at face value, without noting the 

degree of self-irony, inconsistency or dishonesty. For instance, can we really believe the 

narrator when he says in “Seventy Thousand Assyrians”: “I am repeating his words precisely, 

putting in nothing of my own”? We know the event in question took place “months ago.” Or, 

in the same story, the narrator says that he has “no desire for fame,” that he is “writing a letter 

to common people, telling them in simple language things they already know”—but a few 

lines earlier, he complained about having his writing rejected by Scribner’s and The Yale 

Review (which do not strike me as typical “hang-outs” of the “common people”). The 

narrator’s statements, I think, cannot be regarded as true revelations of his (and, even more so, 

of Saroyan’s) beliefs.  

 

The second chapter presents a rather limited portrayal of the origin and function of popular 

culture, and certainly a one-sided view of the relationship between collectivity and 

individuality. Even if these are merely the opinions of Saroyan’s narrators, the thesis could 

have attempted to evaluate them critically and to consider them in their historical and literary 

context. 

 

Finally, when discussing Saroyan’s treatment of Armenian culture, the thesis proposes that “it 

is not only the culture per se that Saroyan is interested in merely because of his bond with it, 

but […] the Armenian culture offers something Saroyan is generally looking for” (30), 

namely a model for his vision of the “brotherhood of man.” Why is this not outright 

nationalism? In fact, considering Saroyan’s oeuvre, does not his practice contradict his theory; 

i.e. is his portrayal of other nations and ethnicities indeed as unbiased; does he embrace all his 

“brothers”? Where are the African-Americans? The Mexicans? The Muslims? And the sisters, 

for that matter? 

 

Notwithstanding these issues, in my view the thesis may be graded excellent or very good 

(výborně or velmi dobře) as there are also many successfully completed sections. 

 

Pavla Veselá, PhD. 
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