UNIVERZITA PARDUBICE

Fakulta filozofická

Katedra anglistiky a amerikanistiky

Posudek oponenta bakalářské práce

 (Literárně-kulturní)

Autor práce: Anna Janská
Studijní obor: AJSP
Název práce: “Second Generation” Holocaust Literature: Art Spielgelmann’s Maus
Akademický rok: 2012/2013
Vedoucí práce: Mgr. Šárka Bubíková, Ph.D. 
Oponent práce: Daniel Paul Sampey, MFA
	Kritéria  hodnocení 
	Hodnocení

1 - 2 - 3 – 4

	Všeobecná charakteristika


	Splnění zásad zpracování práce a naplnění stanoveného cíle
	2

	
	Logická struktura práce
	

	
	Vyváženost teoretické a praktické části
	

	Teoretická část 
	Kvalita uvedení do širšího kontextu
	3

	
	Tematická relevance teoretického úvodu k cíli práce
	

	Praktická část 
	Vhodnost využití primárních zdrojů pro podporu/ilustraci argumentace
	2

	
	Rozsah a hloubka vlastní analýzy
	

	
	Relevantní a srozumitelná argumentace a interpretace 
	

	Práce s odbornou literaturou
	Kvalita, množství a relevance zpracované literatury
	3

	
	Kritický přístup ke zdrojům
	

	Formální stránka
	Dodržení doporučených pravidel a norem formální úpravy (směrnice FF UPa)
	3

	
	Kvalita vědeckého aparátu, příloh, tabulek a  obrázků
	

	
	Dodržení bibliografických norem ČSN ISO 690
	

	Jazyková úroveň 
	Gramatická přesnost a komplexnost
	4

	
	Slovní zásoba
	

	
	Koheze a koherence
	

	
	Interpunkce a stylistické aspekty
	


Slovní vyjádření k hodnocení bakalářské práce:

The information and analysis presented in chapter 5 at times show a deeper understanding of some of the themes represented in Maus than what could be expected at the Bachelor’s level. For this reason in my opinion the BP should be accepted.

Yet there is a lack of specific literary background throughout the BP, especially in the theoretical part. One example is that in the four pages in which two generations of Holocaust literature is defined - adequately, albeit abstractly - not even one title or one author is named besides Spiegelman. 

The level of research and information presented in chapter 5 is generally at a higher, deeper level, with the examination of the themes in Maus of humans represented as animals, suicide, guilt and trauma generally well-researched and commented upon. Even so, again almost no works by any other authors are mentioned at all (The Painted Bird is referred to in passing on p.15.), thus an opportunity to place Maus in a clearer overall context was lost. Related to this point is that fact that many commentators including Kolář and Spiegelman himself have described how Maus (and other Holocaust literature) reflects not only the culture of Jews in Nazi Germany, but also generally comments generally on human society as well as directly on the time and place the works are written. The lack of cultural / literary background makes this kind of exploration impossible, so here the Holocaust is merely relegated to one aberration in the past, a simplistic view which has been condemned since the events themselves (e.g. Arendt).
A minor point is that Spiegelman’s name is not included in the English keywords, so a student, for example, searching for works specifically about the writer might miss the BP as an information source.
These shortcomings are perhaps understandable at the Bachelor’s level. There is, however, a much more serious problem: the lack of precision with language. On every page there are inaccuracies to the point at which a reader who is not familiar with “Czech English” would have a difficult time understanding the intended meaning. There are too many basic, easily preventable mistakes in this paper that are far below the C1 level of English. These include elementary article usage, confusion of countable/ uncountable and general/ specific nouns, punctuation, tense confusion (especially perfect tenses) as well as other mistakes such as word order which stem from incorrect direct and literal translations from Czech. As language communicates meaning and understanding, with a higher level of English I believe this BP would merit a higher overall mark.
Návrh otázek a podnětů pro diskusi při obhajobě:

See above.
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