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	Hodnocení A,B,C a F (nevyhovující)
	Poznámky

	1/ Cíl – záměr: vymezení
	B
	

	                         splnění
	D
	See my comments below.

	2/ Metoda/teorie: vymezení 
	C
	

	                             využití
	D
	

	3/ Argumentace (schopnost formulovat východiska a závěry, logická koherence, schopnost generalizace a konkretizace)
	D
	The work has a clear structure, defines its conceptual framework, though not always accurately. Arguments are well supported,  conclusions relatively well-made.

	4/ Znalost primární literatury 

	A
	

	5/  Znalost sekundární literatury (rozsah, adekvátnost)

	C
	

	 6/ Samostatnost (schopnost odborné polemiky, kritický úsudek), originalita
	
	The author applies critical concepts but does not challenge them. Her work is compilative.

	7/ Formální úroveň (dodržování zvolené bibliografické normy)
	B
	

	8/ Jazyková a stylistická úroveň práce

	C
	Some mistakes, sometimes broken or incomplete syntax

	9/ Jazyková a stylistická úroveň resumé

	C
	

	10/ Typografické provedení, úprava

	A
	

	11/ Poznámka k práci

	
	Some parts of the text are well-documented, others are not at all, and thus there is no clear borderline between the author’s own voice and her sources.



Připomínky a otázky k obhajobě:

On the positive side, the work has impressive length and its references seem to display an extensive research (25 relevant sources of theory and criticism). The author knows her Pythons very well and has a reasonable understanding of the postmodern theory and is able to work with it. Her writing demonstrates enthusiasm for and lively interest in the topic, and the work has a good structure. 
On the negative side, the resulting work is largely compilative and has some serious shortcomings as regards the academic style of work. The main problem is the lack of academic discipline. In spite of the efforts of the author to improve the documentation of the material,  when compared with previous versions of the thesis, there are now about 120 notes, there are still some blocks of text left unreferenced – e.g. p. 35 “Similar to the play with language….” – taken from Marcia Landy; p.15 paraphrasis of Derrida’s ideas is taken verbatim  from Wikipedia. It is especially disturbing when it comes to definitions of concepts. While some parts of her definitions and explanations are well-documented, other parts are not at all. E.g.: I miss the source of definition for intertextuality (p.52), pastiche; see also 1st par. p.18. The author also tends to use some of the concepts like satire, parody in a rather casual and loose manner – see p. 56: satire on master of English literature, or grotesque (p.83).

Questions and comments:
What is the relation or difference between parody and intertextuality? Is every parody intertextual?
Why is Gumpy “a symptom of postmodern society”? (p.72)

Sometimes I am not sure if the author understands all the ideas and concepts she adopts: what does she mean by positioning the spectator (p.21)? The sentences and formulation appear to be taken from some source material and obviously undigested, unreflected: “The nature of postmodern television and film production is divided by the values of capitalism and the contradictory signs of the struggle produced within it.” (p.22) Can your comment on that?
Can you define stream of consciousness and provide examples?

Závěr: 
Práce je doporučena k obhajobě.

Navržený klasifikační stupeň:
Given the serious drawbacks mentioned above:  E
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