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	Evaluation justification (strengths and weaknesses of thesis):

Strengths
1. The thesis discusses one of the most historically and culturally important plays of the 20th century, especially for the Avant-garde movements around Europe, RUR written by Karel Čapek. Two translations published slightly more than 90 years apart are compared. 
2. Some interesting examples are analyzed in Chapter II that make the reader think about the change in approach to the translation of the texts. 

Weaknesses

1. The thesis focuses on issues (namely, metaphors, idioms, colloquial Czech, forms of addressing) similar to another thesis written by Lucie Hosnedlová at Západočeská univerzita v Plzni: https://dspace5.zcu.cz/bitstream/11025/41204/1/Bakalarska_prace_Hosnedlova_2020.pdf. I believe that the play is unique enough to leave space for other aspects that can be analyzed and compared across the translations. 
2. The structure of the thesis also leaves space for criticism: for instance, some sections, such as section 2.1 and full Sub-chapter 7, seem to be unnecessary for the discussion. Sub-chapter 7, for instance, deals with RUR references in pop culture that do not contribute to the discussion of the translations in any way. Additionally, the introduction and methodology sections do not correspond to the common practice in the field. Sub-chapter 7 focuses on the student’s likes and personal experience with the translations rather than steps of the analysis or motivation for the choice of the two translations. In general, Chapter I lacks solid translatological approach which should have been the main focus of the thesis. 
3. The lack of translatological background is also reflected in the bibliography. Though the names of Pym, Baker or Bassnett are mentioned in the bibliography, the discussion of their contribution in Sub-chapter 4 is insufficient, which raises a question of whether the student is really familiar with the books she quotes. For instance, Pym is referred to in the explanation of etymology of words theory and theatre (p. 14) rather than with regard to his contribution to Translation Studies. Altogether of the 36 sources in bibliography, web encyclopaedias or general knowledge web pages appear 18 times. Some of the bibliographic references are not duly formatted as well, as well as some references are missing. 
4. What also leaves the reader puzzled is the actual number of fragments selected for the analysis. Since only one example is analyzed in almost every section of Chapter II, I am not sure that those are enough to come to solid conclusions about the nature of the translator’s approach. Some comments to the translations look immature, e.g.: a discussion of a metaphor “hluchý květ” (p. 32). Slovník spisovného jazyka českého actually gives this word combination as an example to the meaning of hluchý as “jalový, neplodný”. So is “dead” or “sterile” the best possible translation? Why only this example was chosen? What about other metaphors? Is translator’s approach the same throughout the text? If Selver omitted this metaphor, does it mean he omitted every metaphor in the text? Additionally, it is not clear for the reader why idiom is viewed by the student as a trope.
5. The language of the thesis also leaves much to be desired. There are many linguistic mistakes as well as coherence problems. E.g., italics are not used for the titles of books and the play itself; or some statements make little sense: “Robert Corrigan (1961, in Bassnett 2014) a researcher on translating for actors says that the reader must “hear” everything from the written dialogue [sic]” (p. 15); while others are fallacious: “Because Selver omitted this part, Wyllie’s translation is more accurate” (p. 32). 


	Questions to be answered by student:

1. You mention censorship in your introduction (p. 8); however, you do not seem to return to the idea later in your analysis. You concluded that the translation of 1923 by Paul Selver has many omissions and inaccuracies. How much of this was influenced by censorship in the UK where the translator was from? Can some of the omissions be a result of not knowing the Czech language well and having not much access to the corpora and dictionaries as we have now, rather than censorship?
2. In Drama Translation Studies, three types of translations coexist: introductory, gloss and stage/performance translations (see Schechener 1973; Aaltonen 2003). To which of the types would you refer each of the analyzed translations? Why? 
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