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Ms Siljanoska’s ambitious and large BA project surveys the work of five 20th-century 

Anglophone women writers whose “feminist” status has been coupled with their serious 

engagement with, and critique of, psychoanalysis. This engagement, the thesis argues, 

has produced in their writing a certain tendency toward “doubling”: H.D. and Anaïs Nin 

use fiction as a double of autobiography, problematizing the sometimes all-too-neat 

divide between the two; Ann Quin and Brigid Brophy deal with the doubling of gender 

and narrative perspective; and finally Kathy Acker’s plagiarist punk aesthetics double 

and recycle other authors’ texts, characters and motifs. The purpose of the thesis, then, 

lies in exploring “how and why these five authors use the doubling in their self-

conscious fiction, through the theoretical framework of psychoanalytic, feminist and 

postmodern theories” (4). The chief contribution of this thesis lies in Ms Siljanoska’s 

acute and apt synthesis of these three theoretical discourses.  

 

Ms Siljanoska’s thesis is broad in both its historical scope—covering the ground from 

some lesser-known modernist texts (H.D.’s Tribute to Freud and Nin’s Winter of Artifice) 

to even lesser-known postmodernist texts (especially laudable is her inclusion of Ann 

Quin’s Berg)—and its theoretical engagement. Ms Siljanoska’s close readings are always 

honest, complex and well-argued, apt at synthesising concepts from widely divergent 

theoretical discourses. While the genealogy may appear rather sketchy and the 

theoretical framework is by no means exhaustive (see below), both are laid out with 

sufficient cogency for a BA thesis. 

 

Three points deserve expanding upon and addressing at the defence: 

 

1) The issue of the “canon” and “literariness”: are these five authors selected for purely 

thematic reasons (i.e. their engaging with self-conscious fiction), or do they constitute a 

“canon”, a “tradition” in other respects as well? Where do we locate, esp. with Brophy 

and Acker, their “post-“ness in regard to their predecessors? While postmodernism 

seems sufficiently covered through Ms Siljanoska’s discussion of such seminal figures as 

Kristeva, Cixous, Hutcheon and Waugh, her treatment of modernism seems rather 

reduced (and thus reductive). Freud’s towering presence notwithstanding, what is the 

inspiration behind some other discernably modernist “moments” in Nin’s and H.D.’s 

texts? 



 

2) Connected to this is the historical context of “modernity” versus/vis-à-vis 

“postmodernity” – here I am fully aware that Ms Siljanoska’s introduction issues an 

early disclaimer that her work is not a contribution to the endless modernist/ 

postmodernist debate. But surely, across the 20th century, the political situation of the 

woman was a developing one, and the context in/about which Nin and H.D. were 

writing was poles apart from Acker’s. How do we evaluate the development and change 

of the political message of these texts as pieces of feminist activism? 

 

3) Departing from that, the decision to select five exclusively female authors invites the 

suspicion (and criticism) of the sort of gender-essentialism for which e.g. Gilbert and 

Gubar (with whom the thesis actually opens) have been excoriated by Toril Moi. Neither 

Kristeva’s écriture feminine, nor for that matter Hutcheon’s historiographic metafiction, 

and still less Waugh’s metafiction, are concepts restricted to women writers. Can Ms 

Siljanoska clearly substantiate her decision to focus exclusively on women writers, and 

perhaps in “compensation” speak of male writers who would “shadow” her selected 

female canon (writing from similar anti-patriarchal & anti-essentialist positions as her 

five authors)?  

 

Having raised these minor misgivings, I am still positive Ms Siljanoska’s BA thesis 

presents a well-researched syncretic work bringing into dialogue authors and critical 

discourses one seldom considers side by side. It vastly exceeds the usual scope and 

depth of a regular BA thesis. As such, I have no qualms in recommending it for the 

defence and propose a grade of excellent – výborně.  Práci doporučuji k obhajobě. 
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