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Filip Krticka’s M.A. thesis, “Telling Community in William Faulkner´s ‘A Rose for Emily’: A 

Case Study in Narrative Technique,” is a first-rate piece of scholarship.  Filip’s study 

examines a problem in narratology exemplified by Faulkner’s short story “A Rose for Emily”: 

the use of first-person plural narration.  Such a narrative format, termed “we-narration” in 

most current accounts of it, such as Brian Richardson’s important Unnatural Voices: Extreme 

Narration in Modern and Contemporary Fiction (2006), raises significant theoretical and 

interpretive issues.  Krticka takes up the instance of Faulkner’s use of the device in one of 

his most written-about stories, and produces genuinely original complications of how we-

narration may be conceptualized, and fresh practical results for assessing the social import 

of narrative form in Faulkner’s fiction.  I have been extremely impressed with Filip’s work, 

which I first got to know when he attended my M.A. seminars at Charles University during 

my Fulbright lectureship there (2010-11).  “Telling Community” grows in part out of a major 

paper he wrote for a seminar devoted to Faulkner’s fiction, and we have corresponded 

periodically since then about his further specialized research in Faulkner.  But the thesis 

rests more broadly on solid base of reading in narrative theory and history acquired through 

his extensive training in linguistics and literature at Charles.  Filip is a remarkable student, 

and if Boston University had a corresponding prize for master theses, his would be one I 

would be eager to nominate. 

 

The organization of “Telling Community” impeccably presents the logic of his analysis.  The 

first two chapters focus on the state of the scholarship on we-narration.  These discussions 

are impressively thorough, judicious, and lucidly expository.  Filip looks closely into previous 

efforts to distinguish kinds of narrative relation to narrative on the basis of anthropomorphic 

assumptions about “person-ality.”  The thesis makes its way productively, never just 

dutifully, through the regnant taxonomies evolved by Chatman, Genette, Bal and others, but 

also begins to apply pressure to the concealed metaphoricity of such categorization.  In the 

work of Benveniste, Margolin, and Richardson especially, Filip identifies the inescapable 

linguistic and discursive status of notions of person in narration.  From here it is a short step 

to the tasks of the second chapter, which assess the dimension of social discourse in the 

production of narrative.  Filip establishes the interplay between the nature of narrative 

epistemology and social ideology so as to proceed to his reading of narration in “A Rose.”  

Chapter 2 demonstrates how first-person plural narration in particular illuminates the 

unsustainable segregation of first- from third-person narration.  Using Richardson and 

others, Filip prepares for his brilliant analysis of the social projections that determine the 

epistemology of representation in Faulkner’s story.  This first half of the thesis puts deep 

roots into narratological literature, astutely adjusting such prior work, correcting it where 

necessary, and developing it where it was embryonic.   
 

For me the heart of what's original in the thesis comes with the brilliant analysis of the story 

as it appears in chapters 3 and 4.  The first stage of Filip’s reading of the story takes up the 

complexities of collective narration implied by a plural first person.  Filip demonstrates that 

the narrator cannot simply be a personified townsperson speaking on behalf of the 

community, but that Faulkner is forcing the non-anthropomorphic metaphoricity of the 

device to get at the ideological structures upheld by the processes of communal memory 

(the subject of the next chapter, too).  The thesis draws on Richardson crucially here to 

expand Margolin’s more literal definition of collective narration.  Richardson enables the idea 



of “unnatural voices,” a way to describe the fused or composite production of narrative 

between individual observation and social narratives (collective histories, beliefs, narratives).  

Filip’s discussion illuminates the coercive nature of the assumed "we" of community, how it 

recruits the reader to a particular bias toward the events of the story.  There’s a superb 

analysis of the tensions within the narrator’s references to "they," and a very perceptive 

observation about the logic of exclusion in the narrative's treatment of Tobe's race and 

Emily's sexual behavior.  Filip’s meticulous theoretical discussion gives him access to other 

problems not obviously related to voice, such as temporality, the subject of the fourth 

chapter.  Here again he makes excellent sense of the relation between method of narration 

and Faulkner’s subject matter (specifically modernization in “A Rose”).  What Filip does with 

collective memory in chapter 4 is extremely good, maybe the most valuable conceptual 

contribution of the thesis.  His argument gives us a much more comprehensive, theoretically 

grounded, and carefully illustrated explanation of how the story functions to express a 

projective construction of the past that aims to negotiate the passing of an order.  Filip 

makes sound use of the distinction between memory and history, and leads to the very fine 

discussion of iconicity, totem, and taboo.    
 

The questions I have for Filip less involve particulars of the claims in the thesis, which 
obviously I find persuasive, than their implications.  For our understanding of Faulkner, I 

wonder how Filip’s model of we-narration might be applied to other instances of first-person 

narrative (of both the singular and plural sorts) in his fiction.  There are versions of 

communal narration in Light in August, for example, when the narrator refers to what “we” 

knew and when.  There’s also a gap that opens between knowledge that was contemporary 

and widespread but limited (even erroneous), and what the narrator is ‘now’ in a position to 

know.  I wonder about the question of interior temporalities, then, and how they may (or 

may not) indicate Faulkner’s calling attention to the formation of communal knowledge (and, 

with it, the mechanisms by which consensus about what happens or happened depends on 

the coercive power Filip identifies).  On this count, I’d also ask specifically whether Filip 

would distinguish his approach at all from Scott Romine’s reading of Light in August (in the 

Narrative Forms of Southern Community, cited briefly in the thesis).  I’d also be interested 

in Filip’s view of how “we-narration” might relate to the “unnatural” narration found in The 

Hamlet, which exists somewhere between the written page and Ratliff’s embodied 

storytelling, or to the writerly status of Quentin and Shreve's narration in Absalom.  Could 

Filip find other examples of what appears to be an invaluable modernist resource for 

delineating the broad processes of modernization Filip identifies as the local concerns of "A 

Rose"?  In other words, where else do we find we-narration in modernist fiction, and is it 

used in similar ways for similar reasons? 


