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Alžběta Laurincová, “Uses of Gaelic Folk Traditions in Selected Plays by W.B. Yeats, 

J.M. Synge and Lady Augusta Gregory” (BA Thesis) 

 

Alžběta Laurincová’s essay addresses a subject which is clearly too extensive for a bachelor’s 

thesis. The decision to compare three modern versions of the story of Deirdre is a plausible one; 

however, the use of the term “Gaelic folk traditions” in this context is problematic, since it is left 

without any qualification. Moreover, the reference to “plays” in the thesis title is surprising, given 

that Lady Gregory’s is a prose rendering of the tale. A general structural issue of the work 

consists in the discrepancy between the candidate’s comments pertaining to folklore and the oral 

tradition and the discussion of the selected literary/dramatic texts, none of which are based 

directly on oral sources. 

 

The use of terminology is a fundamental problem of the candidate’s work. This is amply 

demonstrated in the thesis abstract, in which “a mythology” is equated with “the traditional Irish 

narrative”, while “mythology” is regarded as a literary genre. Furthermore, the tale elaborated by 

Yeats, Synge and Gregory is referred to as “the mythological folktale of Deirdre” (p. 52). Ms 

Laurincová also introduces a dubious concept of “folk telling”: what is that, one wonders, and (to 

restate an earlier point) why refer to oral narration in a thesis that discusses two plays and a loose 

prose translation of medieval manuscript material? The erroneous application of vital concepts is 

characteristic of the thesis as a whole, and is abundantly supplemented by a plethora of 

problematic terms such as the “traditional culture of Ireland” (p. 8) which lack any specification. 

Various speculations about the Irish people are rife, the most blatant example being perhaps the 

candidate’s fantasising about the Irish “peasantry” and their attitude to land, which is based on 

no research whatsoever (p. 16). 

 

The candidate seems to have a natural tendency to regard peoples in nineteenth-century racialist 

terms, which is difficult to accept in itself; however, what is entirely impermissible is her tendency 

to attribute intentions to authors that are in tune with her own views, in place of researching the 

available sources. It is quite stunning to see that in a work which purports to deal with the 

elaborations of an earlier Irish narrative, no reference is made to the source texts used by Yeats, 

Synge or Gregory. Moreover, biographical information is taken from prefaces or encyclopedia 

entries, in place of reference to the authoritative biographies of these authors which are readily 

available in the English and American Studies library. Other sources that should have been 



consulted include the relevant monographs by John Wilson Foster, Ben Levitas and Nicholas 

Grene. In their place, we get references to “Douglas J. Keating” (p. 35) or “Synge Season Deirdre 

of the Sorrows” (p. 36), sources which lack credibility and are absent from the final bibliography. 

The amount of mistakes and inaccuracies in Ms Laurincová’s argument (see, e.g., the particularly 

implausible section on Language and Politics) is arguably also the result of insufficient research. 

 

The standard of English is poor in terms of style, grammar and vocabulary alike. One example 

that verges on the amusing: the candidate’s reference to performing a tale “in an anal and in an 

oral form” (p. 18). 

 

If the thesis is to be successfully defended, the candidate must  

1. present accurate definitions of mythology, myth, and folktale; and 

2. elaborate on the source material used by W.B. Yeats for Deirde, J.M. Synge for Deirdre of the 

Sorrows, and Lady Gregory for Cuchulain of Muirthemne. 

 

I recommend the thesis for defence. Provided that the points listed above are adequately 

addressed, I propose to grade it as “good”. 
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