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Štěpán Dudešek’s thesis aims to examine the character of Stephen Dedalus “from the point [sic] of his 
different stages, called personae” (though reasons for italicisation are never explicitly addressed) and to 
analyse “how these can be seen in the language employed.” The thesis covers the scope of Joyce’s A Portrait 

of the Artist as a Young Man from the vantage point of the development of its protagonist and how this 
development is conveyed in and through language – its three chapters are, respectively, devoted to the 
child’s language of the “persona infantis” (Book I), to the language of Stephen as influenced by the Church 
(Book III), and to Stephen as he is becoming, self-professedly or not, an artist (Book V). The thesis remains 
close to the text, discussing its syntax (theme x rheme), modality (e.g. the prevalence, in Book I, of the 
modality of necessity), and chiefly its vocabulary. The thesis concludes by stating that it has offered “a better 
understanding of A Portrait and its main protagonist” (43), a problematic statement for reasons below: 
 
1. Linguistic shortcomings (from plain typos to stylistic and syntactic incongruities) run the length of Mr. 
Dudešek’s thesis. At times, their gravity obscures their message, and casts serious doubt on the author’s 
linguistic competence vis-à-vis Joyce’s complex and difficult language (“wholesome” is not the synonym of 
“whole”; “surrounding” is an adjective not synonymous with the noun “environment,” etc.). 
2. These are coupled with Mr. Dudešek’s highly inconsistent referencing style, which is not in compliance 
with the one specified as the departmental preference.  
3. Mr. Dudešek’s terminology remains opaque and ill-defined: the crucial term persona, while attempting to 
replace the to-be-disregarded notion of “character,” remains still in full service to psychological realism, and 
the author´s promised analysis of “the use of language” amounts to little more than Hugh Kenner’s “Uncle 
Charles Principle” (9), i.e. a sort of expressive function of the narrative voice generating/generated by (an 
ambiguity never adequately addressed in the thesis) the “character” of Stephen Dedalus. 
4. Mr. Dudešek’s work with secondary sources feels superficial and perfunctory: on page 6, he speaks of “the 
number of vastly differing views of the [sic] Stephen in A Portrait” while specifying none; on the opening 
page of chapter 1, he resorts to the blatantly vague statement that “in the past, the language of A Portrait has 
certainly been under at least some scrutiny” (13), again failing to provide substantial evidence in its support. 
  
Points for discussion: 
1. Why is there incongruence between the opening intention of the thesis, which promises to “disregard the 

character of Stephen as such and focus on the language in detail” (6) and its conclusion: it is “the language 
of each individual passage that betrays his attitudes and poses” (41)?  

2. How does Mr. Dudešek’s approach differ from “the usual approach” to A Portrait, whose “stress is 
usually too much on vocabulary which is supposed to reveal all linguistic peculiarities” (13)? Especially 
in view of its conclusion which speaks of the personae of Stephen Dedalus and “their realisation in the 
language employed” (41)? 

3. Why does the conclusion, in one of the many (however, rather off-hand) references to his work, quote 
Derek Attridge to the effect that A Portrait depicts “linguistic community” rather than singularity, only to 
continue that “the various different styles always seem to reflect Stephen’s environment”? How, then, are 
Stephen’s personae at all Stephen’s? 

4. Why does a thesis purportedly examining the use of language as generative of some psychological reality 
fail to avail itself of, and discuss, a single psycho-linguistic theory that would endow it with some highly 
needed rigour (e.g., the above-mentioned Attridge has successfully used J. J. Lecercle’s)? 

5. Why does a thesis purportedly examining the multiple personae of Stephen Dedalus deal with a 
character’s developmental stages within one text, rather than its stylistic realisations across three different 
works? Why does it prefer not to address, even cursorily, the Portrait’s avant-texte, Stephen Hero, or its 
successor, Ulysses, in order to glean material for at least somewhat comparative study? 

 
In view of the work’s serious formal shortcomings and highly problematic content, I recommend that it be 
graded good, and this only if Mr. Dudešek’s performance at the defence manages to redress at least some of 
the flaws above. The opponent understands that had proper contact with the supervisor been established, a 
re-working and re-submission would have been the recommended (and supported) course of action. 
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