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	Odůvodnění hodnocení práce:

The author took on the difficult task of comparing two English translations of RUR published almost a century apart. She only succeeded partially, as she seems out of her depth in discussing the historical context and its linguistic and translatological implications of both translations. 
The weakest point is the thesis structure. There are confusions in categorizing (e.g., addressing, usage of T/V forms, titles – definitions and examples are generally missing, and the discussed concepts lack internal organization). There are problems with the contents and focus of the chapters; for example, a chapter on translation theory starts with the etymology of the word theory and theater. Another example is a confusing misplacement of T/V forms, which are not included under the translation of addressing. Why is a chapter on translation methods contained in a section on language and not on translation? Some chapters seem unnecessary or lack proper explanation as to why they are included. Unfortunately, the structure (not the rest of the work, though) resembles a similar thesis defended at the University of West Bohemia. 
Usage of sources is problematic as well, especially in some chapters. For instance, Ch. 5 contains almost no references, with the majority of writing coming directly from the thesis author, without any validation from specialized literature. Such lack is then interconnected with the above-mentioned confusing structure. I believe that if the author read more, she would be writing in a more organized way. 
In terms of language, the most acute problem is the lack of coherence; the explanations and setting of the individual issues into context are missing (e.g., Ch. 6 does not explain why the treatment of colloquial language is included in the thesis on RUR).
The analysis is the stronger of the two thesis parts. However, the findings seem missing or are superficial due to a lack of internal thesis organization, contextualizing, and literature overview. For instance, what is the author’s conclusion on the factual deviations from the ST? In the introduction, the author claims to expect Willie’s translation to be more up-to-date while Selver’s should be more similar to the original. However, there seem to be no analyses in the thesis addressing this issue. 
Despite the obvious weak points, most examples are well-chosen, and some partial conclusions are well formulated. I followed the creation of the thesis closely as the author discussed and wrote diligently since she is obviously passionate about literary translation. 


	Otázky k obhajobě:

In the introduction, you mention censorship as a possible cause for translators to omit parts of texts. Do you think Selver was censored, and if yes, who could be the censors? If there is no censorship, what other motives might there be for Selver to adapt the translation so heavily? 
Could it be a simple mistake, rather than an adaptation, that the 2015 translation claims 2,000 instead of 200,000 members of the League of Humanity? 
There are two similes and two metaphors analyzed in your work. Were there only the two and two used by Čapek, or are there more examples in the play? 


	Práce byla zkontrolována systémem pro odhalování plagiátů Theses s výsledkem negativním. 
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