
Alžběta Ambrožová´s B. A. thesis – review written by the supervisor 

 

      Ms. Ambrožová´s B.A thesis, Assimilated Aliens: The Rise of David Levinsky 

and Portnoy´s Complaint, is a daring and ambitious work in that it tries to apply 

Homi Bhabha´s, and, to a lesser degree, Judith Butler´s theories in an unexpected 

context. Namely, Ms. Ambrožová attempted to, with the following selected secondary 

sources („Of Mimicry and Man“ and „Performative Acts…..“), interpret two Jewish 

American novels of her choice, knowing what the limitations of such an unusual  

project might be. Homi Bhabha is thus, and I have to say that in my opinion very 

successfully, contrasted with Parks and Burgess and used consistently throughout the 

the whole analysis, while Judith Butler is being referred to only once, albeit in a 

relevant fashion. What the real or potential problems of such a methodological 

approach might be, will be most probably raised by the opponent; here, I would just 

like to add that even though Judith Butler herself expressed some doubts as to the 

validity of her comments once they are not related to gender, but to ethnicity or race, I 

have already supervised two M.A. theses doing exactly that, that is discussing 

ethnicity and race in light of her concepts, and both of them vere truly excellent 

(Karolína Jelínková, David Lukeš). 

 

      As to the main argument, I find it focused, fluent, and clearly structured, leading 

in a persuasive manner to the aims reached. Those are then explicitly articulated in 

Ms. Ambrožová´s conclusion. The only question that remains unanswered is, I think, 

which other works of American Jewish literature would she propose for further 

research (or did she intend to suggest all of them?), and whether she believes that all 

American immigrant fiction might deserve similar treatment or not (see e.g. Asian 

American literature). And, perhaps even more importantly, what would she say about 

African American literature in that respect? 

 

      Unfortunately, though, there are a few things Ms. Ambrožová has overlooked, and 

I feel I have to list them. I am afraid that both abstracts are rather inadequate, as they 

do not mention, for example, the results Ms. Ambrožová has come up with. 

Moreover, the Czech version uses quite persistently capital letters in certain adjectives 

(Židovské, Anglosaských, Americkým, etc.), and there are some misprints as well 

(New Arku). I have also detected a disruption of the alphabetical order in her 

bibliography (see Zanger), and instead of Parks, there is, at least in two instances, 

Pound (bibliography and note 15). And finally, her subchapter III. I bears a different 

title (together with another misprint) in the contents than in the actual text.      

 

      This being the case, I am suggesting the following grade: „výborně/excellent“, or 

„velmi dobře/very good“. The final result, though, depends on Ms. Ambrožová´s 

performance during the oral defense, as well as on the review written by the opponent.  
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