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Katetina Krej¢itova’s BA thesis is one of several recent students’ attempts to discuss film or
other visual media adaptations of canonical works of literature, especially Shakespeare’s. Yet
it does not repeat what has been presented in previous theses as it differs considerably in
methods of research, text organization, analysis and argument. In all these aspects the student
demonstrates her ability to approach the complexities that arise from what is not just a mere
adaptation of subject matter for different media but a genuine cultural transfer including
different times, different political and cultural situation, different expectations and experience,
in other words, profound re-contextualization.

After a brief introductory part the student’s attention is fully given to concrete film versions of
Hamlet, perhaps the most famous ones, presenting chapters on Grigori Kozintsev’s 1964 film,
Laurence Olivier’s 1948 version and Kenneth Branagh’s 1996 adaptation. Her decision not to
treat these works in chronological order is explained by the fact that Kozintsev’s Hamlet is the
only foreign version among the three, which in itself is a weak reason but it makes sense
finally: Kozintsev’s adaptation allows for allegorical reading the most while the most recent
film verges on pure Hollywood epic, with Olivier’s Freudian version standing in between.

Krej¢ifova’s treatment stands out in several respects: first, it presents a very well researched
thesis, in which the inspiring ideas of film critics and historians combine convincingly with
the student’s own interpretations; second, it proves the student’s ability to provide a detailed
discussion of the elements that constitute the very character of the examined adaptations. Her
comments on the relevance of nature in Kozintsev, the labyrinth-like character of the castle in
Olivier or the State Hall in Branagh, but especially on the characters’ motivations as
conceived by the directors are the best examples. She also sees weaknesses of all the three
versions and does not hesitate to point them out. Especially her extended discussion of
Branagh’s direction shows how problematic a modern adaptation, with financial success in
mind, can be. This implies what has not been developed in the thesis: to what extent the
production of this type depends on (and is not able to emancipate itself from) clichés of the
genre, creating a web of intertextual (or inter-visual) echoes. A study of these echoes would,
in my view, be immensely interesting.

It is my pleasure to conclude that the presented thesis was written with gusto and insight
which surpass standard expectations and that | have no problem to recommend it for defence.
My preliminary assessment is excellent (vyborné).
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