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7. Připomínky a otázky k obhajobě:  

This final project represents quite a comprehensive attitude to the topic of Hamlet, its staging in Czech theatres and using different drama’s translations.   
There is a quite well-balanced match between the theoretical part and practical part. 
You draw appropriately on a number of published sources, both Czech and English ones. Most of them are primary ones and the second-hand references are handled properly as well. Sources are, however, hardly ever properly synthesized or cross-referenced to make links between the theoretical and practical part. There are numerous inconsistences in bibliographical notes (for example, the names of works are not in cursive typeface, mistakes in punctuation and inconsistent use of low-case and capital letters. e.g. P. 200-204 in footnotes on p. 8). Sometimes sources are not acknowledged appropriately so it is not evident whether it is a direct quotation or paraphrase (e.g. on p. 15: “to be or not to be, to die or to sleep or deny and suffer or resist and be through”).

The organization of the project is good, though not always coherent. I was surprised there were no appendices and on pp. 8-13 the topic of Hamlet is dealt with just marginally. It might be useful to ponder upon the etymology of the name of Hamlet (e.g. one of many inspiring explanations can be found at http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Prince_Hamlet#Etymology_of_his_name: “… the root name of Hamlet is an Icelandic noun, Amlooi, meaning ‘fool.’ ” … or further on, …“Amlaidhe … Irish name was given to a hero in a common folk story. The root of this name is ‘furious, raging, wild.’ ”).

The level of English used throughout the project is  quite good in spite of numerous minor flaws (e.g. unfinished sentences - p. 6: “Focusing on the Czech extracts of their work I tried to find out.”, punctuation, some prepositions and articles, non-existing vocabulary in English – for example, on p. 6: “inscenations” instead of staging, production, or performance, strange titles of subchapters  – for example, on p. 7: “Elizabeth I 15th and 16th century”, to name just few. The number of mistakes makes reading a bit difficult at places: cf. on p. 10 “…Stratford where on the 23rd April 1616 died.”
This project is, however, interesting and inspiring. It shows the writer’s involvement in the topic and his enthusiasm. It is a pity there is not a more independent analytical comparison of two productions of the tragedy in question.
There are several aspects worth discussing during defence:

1. On page 13 you discuss the inspiration of the Hamlet tragedy. Can you explain what kind of man Hamlet was in Kyd’s tragedy or in Nordic Sagas? Is there any recognizable evolution of Hamlet’s qualities? You did that on pp. 20-22 for the period after the staging of this play by Shakespeare.
2. On pages 17-19 you ponder upon different Czech translations in an inspiring way focusing on the rhythm. It is intriguing to see the application of a dash in all translations. What do you think might be its function? 
3. What have you learned about contemporary people’s indecisiveness in the light of Hamlet’s hardship in making up his mind?  
4. I find it rather controversial to make comparison of two different performances when one was seen so to say face-to-face with a direct impact of the performance (Husa na provázku), and the other one was seen as a recording of a live performance which misses the  overall atmosphere of staging a tragedy (National Theatre). Can you explain your choice?

5. To what extent, in your opinion, is the director obliged to stick to the original text or to divert from it?

In spite of numerous comments specified above, it is quite a good piece of academic writing.

Závěr:
Práce je doporučena k obhajobě.
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