Pfiloha A — Analyzy

Podnét a dodatek k nému zakladaji své argumenty zejména na analyze metadat a na shodé dil¢ich
formulaci ve vybranych ¢astech nékolika publikaci Martina Kovare.

V podnétu samém je konstatovana a dokladana podobnost textd, resp. ¢asti textl Kovar (1998), Kovar
(2001) a Kovar (2017) s knihou Coward (1994). Podnét komparuje podrobné uryvky Kovar (1998, s.
204-205) a Coward (1994, s. 395-396), v€etné jejich poznamkového aparatu, a uryvky Kovar (2001, s.
20-21) a Coward (1994, s. 131). Dale komparuje poznamkovy aparat v rozsahu Kovar (1998, s. 203—
226) a Coward (1994, s. 395-423) a jmenné rejstfiky z knih Kovar (2001) a Coward (1994) v omezeni
na pismeno F. Na bazi komparace rejstrik(i dochazi ke srovnani kontextl nachazejicich se v ptislusnych
odkazech. Zavérem podnét srovnava texty Kovar (2017, s. 258-259) a Coward (1994 s. 119-120), opét
vCetné poznamkového aparatu, ktery je srovnavan také cely v odkazu na Kovar (2017, s. 258-282) a
Coward (1994, s. 119-145). Ve vSech pfipadech je autory konstatovana a déale dokladovana nenahodna
shoda dosvédcujici plagiatorstvi v mimoradné velkém rozsahu. Dokladovani této shody a jejiho rozsahu
se vénovaly také lingvistické a translatologické analyzy prezentované na Akademickém sendatu FF UK a
podklady poté dodané EK FF UK. V nich je komparovana stat Kovar (2017) a kap. 4 knihy Coward (1994,
s. 119-150) a konstatovany rozlicné jevy, které plagidtorstvi potvrzuji. Dodatek podnétu se tyka
srovnani textl Kovar (2004, s. 133-152) a Harris (1984), dale textl Kovar (2004, s. 87-109) a Black
(1984b), a to sohledem na totoZnost obsahu a poradi poznamkového aparatu. Autofi dodatku
konstatuji, Ze v mistech, kde Kovar na rozdil od predlohy uvadi také stranky odkazovanych text(,
neodpovidaji tyto strankové odkazy obvykle realité, ¢asto jiz proto, Ze se ocitaji mimo strankovy rozsah
citovaného textu. Autofi dale konstatuji ndpadnou shodu v ndzvech a strukture kapitol, resp. nékterych
oddill knih Black (1984a) a Kovar (2004), dodavaiji ale, Ze k vlastnimu srovnani textu jim jiz chybél ¢as
s ohledem na pripadny rozsah a naro¢nost zpracovani.

K provéreni interpretace analyzy metadat jako plagiatu zvolila EK FF UK metodu nékolika sond do textd
Martina Kovare, v nichZ v jinych uryvcich textu sledovala shody v delSich uUsecich v roviné textové
vystavby, v syntaktické roviné a roviné lexikalni. Texty byly umysIné vybrany nad rdmec samotného
podnétu, tj. tak, aby byly nezavislé na ptikladech a analyzach jeho podavatel(l. Jednalo se o texty
Coward (1994, s. 166-176, 204-208, 259-261), Jubb (1984, s. 129-130), Hayton (1984, s. 95-97),
Harris (1984, s. 199) a Kovar (2001, s. 100-107, 121-127, 185-188), Kovar (2004, s. 138, 157-158, 196—
197, 212), Kovar (2017, s. 259). Tyto sondy potvrdily, Ze v pracich Martina Kovare se objevuje napadna
shoda celych Usekl textu s relevantnimi pasazemi v anglickych predlohach, aniz by na né na daném
misté bylo adekvatné odkazovano. Déje se tak v mife, kterd vylucuje ndhodnou shodu, ale plné zaklada
dlvodné podezieni, Ze se jedna o systematicky a Umyslny styl prace.

EK FF UK konstatovala, Ze zavislost na anglické predloze se promitd zejména Citelné v nasledujicich
rysech textu a jejich kumulaci, jak jsou dale doloZeny v jednotlivych sondéch:

1) Identicky vybér a strukturace sdélovanych informaci, a to i v pfipadé detailli, kde to nelze
obhajovat chronologii historickych udalosti. Tyka se napfiklad vyctl opatieni, dobovych problém( a
faktord ovliviiujicich déni, véetné okrajovych podrobnosti anekdotického razu (viz napf. Sonda 1, 1.
priklad, s. 186, vycet opatieni Barenboseova parlamentu). Dochazi rovnéz k paralelnimu prebirani
citat a autorskych poznamek v nich (viz Sonda 4), nebo k presunu nékterych ¢asti doslova prebiraného
textu do poznamky (viz napf. Sonda 2, priklad 1, Sonda 3, pfiklad 2 aj). Interpretovat vyskyt takovych
pasazi tim, Ze takovy byl béh déjin, je z hlediska ptirozené autorské subjektivity pti formulaci textu
pfinejmensim naivni.



2) Stejny vybér a posloupnost informaci jsou ¢asto podany ve vétach s identickou, nebo jen mirné
odlisnou syntaktickou stavbou (viz napt. Sonda 1; Sonda 2, Sonda 3, pfiklad 2 a Sonda 4 - identické
pasaze znaceny Zluté). Odvozenost Ceského textu od anglické predlohy je evidentni i v ptipadé, Ze
Kovar rozdéli dlouhé anglické souvéti, nebo kdyz do svého textu néco pridava nebo néco vynecha (viz
bod 4 nize).

3) Ndpadnou a zjevné nenahodnou shodu predstavuji otazky vlozené na identickych mistech textu

k oziveni vykladu (viz Sonda 1, ptiklad 1; Sonda 3, pfiklad 1: “[...] the current annual deficit had been
reduced to only £ 18,000. How was this achieved?” a [...] podafilo snizit ro¢ni deficit na pfijatelnych
18 000 liber. Jak se mu to povedlo?”; v Sondach pfislusné pasaze zesileny).

4) Ve svych adaptacich autor nékdy k zakladnim lexémim, pFevzatym z anglického textu,
pridava rozvijejici vétné cleny. Drtiva vétSina téchto modifikatorl vsak nepfindsi Zzadné nové
informace, pouze pfipomina obecné zndma fakta nebo explikuje slovnikovy vyznam slova, zfejmy z
kontextu (vyskytuje se ve vSech sondach, znaceno zejména v Sondé 2). Zakladni obsah i argumentacni
vyznéni ¢eského textu zlstavaji i v takto rozsifenych pasazich identické jako v anglickém origindle.

5) Shoda je také napadna ve volbé slovni zasoby, vcetné slov expresivni a hodnotici povahy, u nichz
se bézné nejvyraznéji projevuje individudlni autorské zabarveni, napt. “hated excise” a “nenavidéné
spotrebni dané” a dalsi tu¢né znacenad slova v Sondé 1.

6) Nepfiznana odvozenost od anglického textu je evidentni v pfipadech pouziti ad hoc pocesténého
anglického slova. Vtéchto anglicismech dochazi kposunu vyznamu, pfipadné ke wvzniku
nesrozumitelné formulace, které by bez anglické predlohy nemohly vzniknout. Viz ,kontrolni
masinerie” jako zjevny preklad anglického regulatory machinery, tj. ,kontrolni mechanismy“; nebo
,statutdrni kontrola kvality zbozi” jako preklad ,statutory control”, coz pfisné vzato znamena ,regulace
kvality zboZi s pomoci zakona“ (viz Sonda 2, ptiklad 2, znaceno tucné).

Sonda 1
Srovnavany jsou texty Coward (1994, s. 259-261) a Kovar (2001, s. 185-188), Coward (1994, s. 204—

208) a Kovar (2001, s. 123—-127). Sonda ukazuje, Ze vybér a posloupnost informaci jsou stejné, nékteré
Cowardovy pasdaZe jsou nicméné vynechany. Kovar také spojuje po sobé jdouci informace do jedné
kapitoly, na rozdil od Cowarda, ktery text vice ¢leni a do vykladu vklada shrnuti stavu badani. V sondé
jsou uzity nasledujici znacky:

Zluté — totozné pasaze,

Cervené — pasaze volné parafrazované, vyznamoveé shodné s anglickou predlohou, véetné
posloupnosti a hodnoceni udalosti

modre — odkazy na poznamky, pfipadné s komentairem EK FF UK k poznamce

tucné — expresiva

Priklad 1
Coward (1994, s. 259-261). Kovafr (2001, s. 185-188).
Cromwell’s public statements after the Na jafe 1653 se mnoha Anglicantim zdalo, Ze

dissolution of the Rump give the impression that |Oliver Cromwell odhodil veSkerou statnickou
he had thrown all political caution to the winds ([rozvahu, jiZ se jeho jedndni aZz dosud vyznacovalo,




and surrendered himself to millenarian
enthusiasm.

[...]

It is not often realized that the Barebones
Parliament (one of the first acts of the assembly
was to vote itself a parliament) did go some way
towards meeting Cromwell’s hopes. It spent a lot
of its brief life discussing reforms that were
uncontroversial and designed to remedy widely
recognized imperfections in the machinery of
government, the Church, and the law. The
abolition of the Church courts had left a huge
vacuum, to fill which the Barebones Parliament
established machinery for the probate of wills and
for registering births, marriages, and deaths. Civil
marriages, solemnized by JPs, were legalized.
Measures were proposed to rationalize the
revenue system, including the abolition of the
hated excise. Many of the law reforms proposed
by the Barebones Parliament were
uncontroversial. It was hardly shocking to suggest
that the debtor’s law should discriminate
between genuine and fraudulent bankrupts, that
punishment should match crimes, or that the law
should be made intelligible to litigants as well as
to lawyers. Enlightened Acts were passed for the
relief of creditors and poor prisoners and to
regulate conditions under which idiots and
lunatics were kept. Even the discussion finding a
more reasonable method than tithes for paying
church ministers were not at first unwelcome.
After all this was a problem that had concerned
people since the Reformation, because poor
salaries ensured an ill-educated, inadequate
clergy. Better salaries, whether guaranteed by the
state or by individual congregations, were seen as
a possible remedy for many of the ills of the
Church. The Barebones Parliament, too, was just
as concerned as the Rump had been with national
prestige. Despite Cromwell’s peace moves it
continued the popular Dutch war and went ahead
with proposals for the union of England and
Scotland, taking care that Scottish interests would
be subordinated to those of England.

Why, then did the Barebones Parliament fail to
persuade the political nation to forget the
traumatic events of 1649? Its task was greater
than that of Rump. The dissolution of 20 April
1653 isolated the republican regime even further

a oddal se “milenaristickému tresténi”. [p. 1,
citovan Coward, s. 259]

[...] s. 186

Cromwellowy nadéje spojované s timto
shromazdénim se naplnily pouze z¢asti. Poslanci si
nejprve odhlasovali, Ze jsou legitimni parlament, a
poté zahdjili diskusi o reformach a krocich k
zlepSeni prace vlady. Protoze zruseni cirkevnich
soudU zpUsobilo mnoho problémd, zridili
Urednicky aparat, jenz mél pravomoc potvrzovat
zavéti a registrovat narozeni a umrti.
Legitimizovali civilni snatky a navrhli opatreni,
ktera méla zjednodusit danovy systém (véetné
odstranéni nenavidéné spotiebni dané). Také
dalsi ndvrhy Barebonesova parlamentu byly
rozumné. Nikdo nepochyboval o tom, Ze je tfeba
upravit zdkony proti dluzniklim, aby bylo mozné
odlisit skutecné a faleSné bankrotare. Tresty mély
odpovidat vaznosti provinéni a legislativa méla
byt srozumitelna nejen pravnikim, ale i vSsem
strandm sporu. Poslanci schvalili také zakony na
pomoc véritellm a chudastim, ktefi se dostali
kvuli ptilis tvrdym zakonlm do vézeni. Za zminku
stoji i opatieni zlepsujici podminky, v nichz byli
drZeni slabomyslini a dusevné nemocni lidé.

A to jeSté nebylo vie. B€hem kratké existence
parlamentu se zakonodarci pokusili vyresit jeden z
17. stoleti potykala. Jak jsme jiz uvedli v
kapitolach vénovanych viadé Jakuba I., pfispéli ke
krizi anglikanismu a ke vzniku puritanského hnuti
Spatné placeni, malo vzdélani a neschopni
duchovni. | kdyZ nebylo mozné zarucit, Ze vyssi
platy zajisti lepsi uroven duchovenstva, mohlo to
podle poslanct prispét ke zlepSeni sloZité situace
cirkve. Opomenout nelze ani zahrani¢népolitickou
aktivitu “malého parlamentu”. Poslanci podpofili
valku s Nizozemim, kterou /s. 187/ Cromwell a
Rump rozpoutali v roce 1652, nebot odpovidala
anglickym narodnim zajmim. O tom, Ze dusevni
obzor zakonodarcl nebyl tak Uzky, jak naznacovali
néktefi soucasnici, svédcil také ndvrh na vytvoreni
anglo-skotské unie, v niz mély byt skotské zajmy
podfizeny anglickym.

Proc¢ se Barebonesovu parlamentu nepodafilo
dovést dobie myslené kroky do konce a pro¢
nepresvédcil Cromwella ani ostatni Anglicany, Ze
je nutné zapomenout na traumatické udalosti z




than before from the mainstream of political
opinion. Rumpers could not forgive what they
saw as a violation of parliamentary privileges by
the army in 1653. From July to October 1653
many JPs who had supported the Rump were
ejected from commissions of the peace, leaving
fewer greater gentry on them than ever

before. Nothing was more symbolic of the
alienation of moderate opinion from the republic
in 1653. What frightened moderates most of all
were the activities of the Barebones Parliament of
the Fifth Monarchists and members of other
radical sects,

who, also only few in number, were very well
organized. They planned their political tactics in
Arthurs Squibb’s house in London, and at times
were able to push through the parliament very
controversial measures: a vote to abolish the
court of chancery (5 August), a vote to allow the
introduction of a Bill to abolish the patronage of
church livings (17 November), and on 10
December the rejection (by 56 votes to 52) of a
committee’s report to retain tithes. (bez pozn.)
These were brief, temporary, and narrow victories
for the radicals, but they were enough to frighten
moderate opinion that property and society as
they knew it were in danger. This was no way to
heal the wounds of 1649, and Cromwell’s
conservative instincts for the preservation of the
regime were alarmed. He later said that, if the
Barebones Parliament had continued, the result
would have been ,the subversion of the laws and
of all the liberties of this nation, the destruction
of the Ministry, of this nation, in a word, the
confusion of all things.” (pozn. 47:Abbott,
Writings 1V, 489 ) Cromwell may not have
initiated the device on 12 December, by which
the moderates in the Barebones Parliament met
very early one morning and outvoted the radicals
to hand power back to him; but he certainly
needed little persuasion to accept it. The civilian
radicals by now had little time for Cromwell and
the army. Christopher Feake, the Fifth
Monarchist, called Cromwell the ,,man of sin, the
old dragon“ (bez pozn); and some suggested that

prelomu 40. a 50. let a vénovat se budovani
“nové spolecnosti”? Pricinou bylo jiz zminéné
rozehnani Kusého parlamentu, které dale
prohloubilo rozpolcenost “politického naroda”.
Mnozi poslanci a jejich voli¢i tento krok pokladali
za “znasilnéni parlamentnich privilegii a svobod”,
pocatku 40. let”. [bez poznambky, byt znaceno
uvozovkami jako citace] Od €ervence do fijna
1653 museli své posty opustit smirci soudci, ktefi
podporovali Kusy parlament, takze v téchto
Uradech zlstalo méné pfrislusnikd vyssi gentry nez
kdykoliv predtim. Pravé tato skutecnost zpUsobila
nedlvéru majetnych vrstev k “parlamentu
svatych” | jejich obavy, Ze snémovnu ovladnou
radikalové.

Tento strach nebyl zcela neoprdvnény. | kdyz
vime, Ze skutecnych radikal( zasedlo v
parlamentu malo, byli dobfe organizovani a velmi
aktivni. Schazeli se v londynském domé Arthura
Squibba a obcas ve Westminsteru prosadili néjaky
kontroverzni zakon ci nafizeni. Jako ptiklad Ize
uvést zruseni kanclérského soudu (5. srpna),
zakon na odstranéni svétského patronatu
cirkevnich obroci (17. listopadu) nebo odmitnuti
zprawvy, v niz prislusna parlamentni komise
doporucila zachovani desatkt (10. prosince).
[pozn. 6: VSechna hlasovani byla velmi tésna.
Napfiklad zprava, kterd doporucovala zachovani
desatkd, byla odmitnuta v poméru hlast 56:52 —
bez odkazu na pramen] TfebaZe podobnych
Uspéchl dosahovali zfidka, byla umirnéna vétsina
spolecnosti presvédcena, Ze radikalové ohrozuji
jejich majetek a dosavadni, jiz tak naruseny styl
Zivota. Dobfe minéna snaha poslancl
Barenboseova parlamentu “zhojit staré rany” [v
uvozovkach, ale bez o¢ekdavaného odkazu na
zdroj] tak vyznéla na prazdno.

V Cromwellovi ¢innost radikald probudila
konzervativni instinkty, které byly nedilnou
soucasti jeho sloZité osobnosti. Oliver pozdéji rekl,
Ze “kdyby Barebonestv parlament pokracoval ve
své Cinnosti, doslo by ke svrZeni zakon( a vSech
svobod naroda, ke znic¢eni viady” a “svét by upadl
do chaosu”. (pozn. 7: Abbott, W.C. (ed.), c.d. (the
Writings and Speeches of Oliver Cromwell), Vol 1V,
s. 489) Dne 12. prosince 1653 propukla krize. Clen
Paté monarchie Christopher Feake oteviené
zautocil na Cromwella a nazval jej “starym
dablem” a “muzem htichu” (pozn. 8: Coward, s.




the expenditure on the army be drastically cut
and that senior army officers receive no pay for a
year. One can imagine the relish with which the
radical minority were dispersed by the soldiers
from Westminster on 12 December 1653. For
Cromwell and the army, though, the end of the
Barebones Parliament (the Rump) solved nothing.
The dilemma of the revolution remained, and was
neatly encapsulated in two questions asked by a
contemporary pamphlet: ,whether the old
Parliament (the Rump) was not turned out for
leaving undone what they ought to have done,”
and ,whether the little Parliament [Barebones]
was not turned out for doing what the other left
undone.” (pozn. 48 Heath, vol VI, p. 17, n. 10)

261; [spravna citace, ale tyka se pouze
jednotlivosti]). Dalsi radikalové pozadovali
seskrtani vydajl na armadu a navrhovali, aby vyssi
dlstojnici nepobirali cely rok plat. Armada
reagovala tim, Ze parlament jesté téhoz dne
rozehnala. Era oteviené vojenské diktatury byla
prede dvermi. /s. 188/ Dobovy pamflet to
komentoval slovy “Stary parlament [Rump] byl
rozehnan, protoze neudélal, co mél; maly
parlament rozpustili, protoZe se o to pokusi
(pozn. 9: Heath: Making of the instrument of
government, Vol. VI, s. 17; [Heath mad tak, jak
cituje Coward])

I’I

Priklad 2

Coward (1994, s. 204-208).

In the second half of 1642, therefore, the desire
for peace was as strong in Westminster as in the
country at large. Denzil Holles later explained that
he became the leading spokesman in parliament
in favour of a speedy settlement with the king,
because he was afraid that in the train of political
instability would come a social revolution, when
,,Servants should ride on Horses” and ,,the
meanest of men, the basest and vilest of the
nation, the lowest of the people, have got the
power into their hands; trampled upon the
Crown; baffled and misused the Parliament;
violated the Laws; destroyed of superseded the
Nobility and Gentry of the Kingdom®. (pozn.
Holles, Memoirs, s. 191) Holles however wrote
this comment when in exile in 1646-47, when he
had more reason than in 1642 to connect war
with the appearance of popular radicalism. In
1642 shocked reaction at the horror of war
probably played a greater part in the desire of
Holles (and others) for peace. Holles was present
at the siege of Sherborne castle in September
1642 when, as soon as the royalist cannons were
fired, the frightened untrained parliamentary
soldiers ran, or so said the earl of Bedford ,,as if
the devil had been in them”. (p. 52: Underdown,
Somerset, p. 41)

Kovar (2001, s. 125-127)

Podobna vyjadreni vychazejici z touhy po miru a
po obnoveni predvale¢ného statu quo se na
podzim 1642 ozyvala na venkové i ve
Westminsteru stale ¢astéji. Denzil Holles, jenz se
stal jednim z hlavnich zastanct narovnani

s kralem, vysvétloval své chovani obavami

z dalsiho vyvoje. Holles se désil socialni revoluce,
kdy, kdy “sluhové vsednou na koné a nejsprostsi a
nejmrz¢i vezmou moc do svych rukou, poslapou
Korunu, zneuZiji parlament, zakony a znici Slechtu
v celém krdlovstvi“. [pozn. 8: Holles, Memoires, p.
191] Hollese vedla ke smiflivosti i osobni vale¢na
zkuSenost.

V zari 1642, byl pfi obléhani sherbornského hradu
svédkem toho, jak nevycviceni vojaci parlamentu
,ve straslivych bolestech umirali, kdyZz na né
roajalisté zacali palit z dél”. (p. 9: Underdown,
Somerset during the Civil War and interregnum, s.
41; [citdt se lisi od pramene, byt odkazuje na
stejnou stranul)




Not surprisingly in these circumstances, the early
military engagements of the war (like the battle of
Edgehill, 23 October 1642) were indecisive. The
rank and file, as well as most of the generals on
both sides, were fairly inexperienced. The failure
of other side to win a decisive battle gave force to
the growing peace movement, especially in the
House of Lords among people like the earl of
Pembroke, Holland, and Northumberland. On 29
October 1642 the Lords proposed that
negotiations be opened with the king, and, under
pressure from opinion in the City and country, on
2 November the Commons agreed. Even Charles’s
continued march along the Thames Valley
towards London, despite his agreement to open
peace negotiations, did not stop the pressure for
peace on the parliamentary side. After the king’s
march had been halted by the London trained
bands at Turnham Green (13 November 1642)
peace petitions were received sympathetically at
Westminster. In December parliament agreed on
peace proposals and negotiations on them
between commissioners from both sides became
in Oxford at 1 February 1643 and lasted until
April.

[....]

What really destroyed the peace hopes of the
early part of the war, however, was not Charles’s
duplicity, which after all was not revealed for the
first time in 1643. The changed political climate
was caused primarily by a new military situation:
in the spring and summer the royalist armies
threatened both to carry all before them and to
enable the king to set aside the reforms of the
Long Parliament. It is not often before 1645 that
one can talk in terms of either /208/ s having and
carrying out a nationwide strategy. But in 1643
Charles seemed to have achieved just that. His
three armies appeared to be acting in accordance
with a preconceived strategic scheme: the
norther army under the earl of Newcastle would
occupy Yorkshire and march south through East
Anglia to Sussex; sir Ralph Hoptone and the king’s
western army wold march through the south-
western counties towards London, both armies
acting out a kind of pincer movement on the
capital, while the king’s forces kept the main
parliamentary army under the earl of Essex

Prvni vojenska stretnuti, napriklad bitva u
Edgehillu z 23. fijna 1642, koncila vétSinou
smirné. Velitelé i fadovi vojaci byli dosud velmi
nezkuseni. Neschopnost zvitézit ve velké bitve
davala znacny prostor jiz zminénym mirovym
aktivitam, zejména ve snémovné lord(, kde hrala
hlavni roli hrabata z Hollandu, z Northumberlandu
a z Pembroke.

Dne 29. fijna 1642 lordi vyzvali k okamZitému
jednani s panovnikem. Poslanci, ktefi se ocitli pod
tlakem City i svych venkovskych obvodd,
souhlasili. O tom, Ze parlamentaridni byli ochotni
valku ukoncit, svédci fakt, ze volani po mirovych
rozhovorech neustalo ani tehdy, kdyz Karlovo
vojsko zahajilo pochod na Londyn.

\ prosinci 1642 se poslanci s lordy shodli na tom,
jaké mirové navrhy Karlovi predloZi. Komisafri
obou stran usedli v Oxfordu k jednacimu stolu 1.
Unora 1643.

Oxfordské rozhovory trvaly do 14.

dubna. Nakonec zkrachovaly, predevsim kvali
situaci na bojisti. Tehdejsi Uspéchy
roajalistického/s. 126/ vojska umoznily kréli
prerusit jednani s viidci Dlouhého parlamentu a
doufat ve vitézstvi. Na jare a v [été 1643 se navic
poprvé a na dlouhou dobu naposledy

zdalo, Ze se Karlovi podafilo podridit své vojsko
,celostatni valecné strategii“ jako by jeho tfi
armady jednaly ve vzajemné shodé a v souladu

s predem pripravenym planem. Severni armada,
které velel hrabé z Newcastlu, hodlala obsadit
Yorkshire a poté projit vychodni Anglii do Sussexu;
armady sira Ralpha Hoptona a krale samotného
mély postupovat pres jihozapadni hrabstvi na
Londyn. DulezZité bylo rovnéz to, Ze Karlovo vojsko
drZelo hlavné armadu parlamentu, jiz velel hrabé
z Essexu, uzavrenou v udoli Temze.

occupied in the Thames Valley. In fact, as will be




seen both sides were so reliant on local
commanders that overall strategies never went
beyond the discussion stage. However in the
spring and summer of 1643 it must have seemed
to many (albeit wrongly) as if the king had three-
pronged strategy that was succeeding beyond all
expectations. In February 1643 Henrieta Maria
landed at Bridlington with arms and money which
she had collected during her year’s absence on
the continent. She joint Newcastle’s army at York
and the royalist army proceeded to conquer the
whole of Yorkshire apart from Hull, where the
Fairfaxes held out. By the end of July Newcastle
had taken Gainsborough (Lincolnshire) and was
threatening to push southward into East Anglia.
Meanwhile Hopton overran Cornwall and Devon
(except Exeter and Plymouth) and in Somerset
joint forces with the marquise of Hertford and
Prince Maurice. This combined force decisively
defeated the parliamentary commander in the
west, Sir William Waller at Roundway Down near
Devizes (Wiltshire) on 13 July 1643, a battle which
delivered nearly all of south-west England into
royalist hands and made Prince Rupert’s siege of
Bristol an easier task than it might otherwise have
been. The parliamentarians were understandably
shattered by the surrender of Bristol on 26 July
1643 and subsequently court-martialled the
governor of Bristol, Nathaniel Fiennes. Fiennes,
however, had had little support. Waller by this
time had abandoned Bath and was retreating
eastwards slowly towards London. Nor did the
earl of Essex help Fiennes or parliamentary
morale. His only success was the capture of
Reading in April 1643 (resulting in the royalists’
court-martialling of the governor, colonel
Fielding), but Essex made little further progress.
Tied down in the Thames Valley, he was so
disillusioned that by July 1643 he suggested
reopening peace talks with the king.

V Unoru 1643 se v Bridingtonu vylodila kralovna
Jindriska Marie s penézi a vojaky, které ziskala
béhem roc¢niho pobytu na kontinenté, a pfipojila
se k Newcastlové armadé v Yorku. Vojsko pak
obsadilo celé Yorkshire, kromé Hullu, kde Uspésné
vzdorovali otec a syn Fairfaxové. Na konci
cervence 1643 dobyl Newcastle Gainsborough

v Lincolnshire a hrozil postupem do vychodni
Anglie. Hopton mezitim /s. 127/ obsadil Cornwall
a Devon, s vyjimkou Exeteru a Plymuthu, a spojil
se s jednotkami markyze z Hertfordu a prince
Mofice (Ctvrtého syna Fridricha Falckého a
Jakubovy dcery Alzbéty). Dne 13. ¢ervence
spolecné porazili parlamentni armadu Williama
Wallera u Roundway Downu, ¢imz ovladli takrka
celou jihozapadni Anglii. Nadéjné bylo rovnéz
oblezZeni Bristolu. Obranci tohoto vyznamného
pristavu se 26. ¢ervence vzdali princi Ruprechtovi
(Moficovu starSimu bratrovi) a jejich velitel
Nathaniel Fiennes byl postaven pred valecny
soud. Waller se v té dobé stahoval k Londynu a
ani hrabé z Essexu se nemél ¢im pochlubit; jeho
jedinym uspéchem bylo dobyti Readingu. Na
konci cervence 1643 vyhlizely vysledky valky pro
parlamentaridany natolik tristné, Ze Essex vyzval
krale k dalsimu kolu mirovych rozhovord.




Sonda 2

V prvnim pfikladu jsou porovnavany texty Kovar (2004, s. 196-197, 212), tj. kapitola 6.2. ,,Blizké
zahranici” Il: Anglie a Irsko (1714-1742) a Hayton (1984, s. 95-97). V druhém pftikladu texty Kovar
(2004, s. 157-158) a Jubb (1984, s. 129-130). Jsou uZity nasledujici znacky:

Zluté — totozné pasdze
cervené —velmi blizké, avsak jinak formulované pasaze

fialové — v Ceském textu pridana slova/paséaze (ve srovnani s anglickym textem); v anglickém textu
pasaze vynechané v Kovaroveé textu

modre — text prevzaty z anglické predlohy a prenesny v Ceské verzi do poznamky
tucné — anglicismy a jejich predlohy

V sondé je tfeba vychazet z toho, Ze shoda tématu (Irsko v prvni poloviné 18. stoleti) samoziejmé
umoziuje shodu klicovych slov (gentry, konfiskace atd.) nebo ¢iselnych udajd (80%/20% pudy), avSak
shoda sledu téchto kli¢ovych slov a ¢iselnych udajl vylu€uje vliv ndhody. Navzdory shodam s anglickym
textem neni nikde v pasazi odkaz na néj uveden; odkaz je uveden pouze v zavérecné shrnujici
bibliografii. Analyzou uvedenych Kovarovych text( byly identifikovany nasledujici postupy pfi adaptaci
Haytonova a Jubbova textu:

1) Autor ptidava rozvijejici vétné ¢leny zakladnich lexémd, prevzatych z anglického textu — napt. misto

,confiscations” najdeme v ¢eském textu ,konfiskace plidy a majetku” nebo misto ,migrations” je
uvedeno ,dobrovolnd ¢i nucena migrace obyvatelstva“; (pfidané rozvijejici vétné cleny shodujicich se
klicovych slov jsou oznaceny fialové). Drtiva vétsina téchto modifikatord vsak nepfinasi Zzadné nové
informace, pouze pripomina obecné zndma fakta, nebo explicituje slovnikovy vyznam slova, zfejmy z
kontextu (srov. vySe ,migrace obyvatelstva” nebo ,konfiskace pidy a majetku”); zakladni obsah i
argumentacni vyznéni textu jsou identické jako v anglickém origindle.

2) Explicitovany jsou rovnéz ¢asové Udaje a nékteré dalsi britské redlie — jednd se o adaptaci anglického
textu pro Ceského Cétenare, napf. Vladnouci anglo-irska vrstva/zvysit moc spolecnosti sdruZujicich
vyrobce jednotlivych primyslovych odvétvi, jiz zminéné livery companies/tzv. exil "divokych housat"
(odchod odptrct anglické nadvlady v Irsku ze zemé)/jakobitska valka z let 1690-1692/Za skutecny kli¢
k narodni prosperité byl v prvni poloviné 18. stoleti ve Velké Britanii a zejména v Anglii pokladan
"export prace".

3) Nékteré Udaje z anglického textu, pravdépodobné povazované za irelevantni pro ceského Ctenére,
jsou naopak vynechany — oznaceno fialovym pismem v anglickém textu (napt. gentry, lacking the
necessary substructure of yeomanry and freeholders; nebo Presbyterian Scots, many of them recent
immigrants, ...).

4) Nékteré pasaze z anglického textu jsou v ¢eském textu presunuty do poznamky, napf. pozn. ¢. 82 a
83 nas. 212 v Ceském textu pochazeji z vétsi ¢asti ze za¢atku Haytonova ¢lanku a pozn. 90 na str. 212
v Ceském textu odpovida pasazi na str. 97 v textu anglickém (znaceno modre).

PFiklad 1

Hayton (1984, s. 95-97). Kovar (2004, s. 196-197, 212).

Walpole, in common with every other English Anglo-irské vztahy se po roce 1714 v porovnani s
politician in the first half of the eighteenth dramatickym vyvojem v 16. a 17. stoleti vyrazné
century, usually accorded Irish business a low




priority. Even at the height of the gravest crisis in
Anglo-Irish relations in this period, the affair of
'Wood's Halfpence', he displayed the
superciliousness that characterised the
fashionable Englishman's attitude to all things
Hibernian. 'l have weathered great storms before
now and | hope | shall not be lost at last in an Irish
hurricane.' 1 Nevertheless, the way he and his
colleagues tackled the Irish questions they were
posed can tell us a good deal about the man and
his administration, as well as about the nature of
the Anglo-Irish political connection.

Walpole's Irish policy has been viewed differently
on either side of the Irish Sea. English historians
have claimed that after defusing the furore in
Ireland against Wood's Halfpence, Walpole
reacted by seeking to exclude Irishmen from the
government of their country, peopling Dublin
Castle instead with party hacks from England, and
that he thereby alienated the 'natural rulers' of
Ireland, the Protestant squirearchy, and
unwittingly paved the way for the 'nationalism' of
Flood and Grattan.2 Irish historians, by contrast,
have viewed Walpole's premiership as the
beginning of the age of the 'undertakers', when
the government, anxious for a quiet life,
contracted out Irish parliamentary management
to Irish politicians, who 'undertook’ to carry
through the king's business in return for a say in
policy and a sizeable piece of the patronage pie.3
Each of these conflicting interpretations contains
part of the truth.

The wars, confiscations and migrations of
sixteenth- and seventeenth-century Ireland had
left the 'Anglo-Irish' landowning and governing
class in a dominant but exposed position. The
English settlement of Ireland had been largely a
plantation of gentry, lacking the necessary
substructure of yeomanry and freeholders, so
that although by 1700 Protestants controlled over
80 per cent of Irish land, they formed no more
than a quarter of the population. The Anglo-Irish
saw themselves as a beleaguered minority, vastly
outnumbered by the Catholics, whose inveterate
hostility, on national and religious grounds,
reinforced by the bitter grievance of
dispossession, was taken for granted.
Furthermore, the only province in which

zklidnily. V disledku této skute¢nosti vénovali
politikové v Londyné déni v Irsku mensi
pozornost, nez tomu bylo dfive. Robert Walpole
nebyl v tomto ohledu vyjimkou. [p. 82 Pro vztah
prvniho lorda a kancléfe pokladu k "irskym
zéleZitostem" je priznacné, ze i v dobé vypjatych
politickych krizi, naptiklad béhem aféry s tzv.
,Woodovou pulpenci", kdy byly vztahy mezi
obéma zemémi nejhorsi za celou dobu jeho vilady,
se pfiliS neznepokojoval a v dopise vévodovi z
Graf tonu konstatoval, Ze "az doposud prestal
vSechny velké boure", a proto doufa, Ze jej neznici
ani tento "irsky hurikan".]

Premiér a jeho vlada museli respektovat - stejné
jako v pripadé Skotska - mnohé irské zvlastnosti a
zakonitosti [p. 83 , Anglicti historikoveé tvrdi, ze
kdyz se Walpole po zklidnéni rozruchu kolem
Woodovy pul pence pokusil vyloucit Iry z viady v
jejich zemi a zaplnit Dublinsky hrad misto nich
svymi lidmi, odcizil si tim pfirozené vladce Irska,
protestantské squiry, a de facto tak pripravil cestu
k "irskému nacionalismu" Flooda a Grattana. ...
Vétsina irskych historiki naopak poklada
Walpolovu éru za zacatek tzv. "age of the
undertakers", doslova "vék podnikateld"
(managera) v politickém slova smyslu, kdy se
britska vlada, usilujici o klid, zamérné zbavila
irského parlamentniho managementu a predala
jej irskym politikiim, ktefi se snaZili zaslouZzit si
Cast kralovské patronaze...]

Valky a povsténi, konfiskace pldy a majetku i
dobrovolna ¢i nucena migrace obyvatelstva —
takové bylo “irské dédictvi”, “irsky odkaz” 16. a
17. stoleti. Na pocatku 18. stoleti vlastnila necela
Ctvrtina populace, protestatsti Anglo-Irové, tj.
Anglicané, ktefi v Irsku /s. 197/ béhem nékolika
generaci zdomacnéli (pochazeli vesmés z fad
gentry), ptiblizné 80 % pldy, zatimco katolicti
Irové, tvorici tfi Ctvrtiny populace, necelych 20
%. Vladnouci anglo-irskd vrstva se celkem
opravnéneé vidéla v postaveni oblezené, Spatné
chranéné mensiny, vystavené hluboce
zakorenéné nenavisti Ir(, plynouci predevsim z
narodnostnich, naboZenskych a ekonomickych
pohnutek. Tento pocit ohroZeni zvySovala také
skutecnost, Ze v jediné provincii, kterou
protestanti osidlili ve vétSim poctu, tj. v Ulsteru,




Protestants had arrived in substantial numbers,
Ulster, was dominated not by English settlers but
by Presbyterian Scots, many of them recent
immigrants, who were viewed by the Anglican
establishment with almost as much enmity and
suspicion as were the Catholics. Threatened from
two sides, the Anglo-Irish were aware that their
security depended on English military aid. It was
an army from England that had sent King James
packing in 1690, and English governments had
maintained large standing forces in Ireland ever
since (albeit for strategic, financial and political
reasons of their own). Mobilisation of troopers to
deal with outbreaks of banditry or agrarian
disturbances acted as a regular reminder to Irish
Protestants of their ultimate reliance on England.

On the other hand, there were limits to this
feeling of dependence. While the Anglo-lIrish
accepted the insuperable hostility of their
Catholic fellow countrymen, they were equally
conscious of the improbability of any Catholic
uprising. The Jacobite war and its aftermath, the
exile of the so-called 'wild geese', had resulted in
the 'destruction’ of the Catholic 'gentry', and
without their 'natural leaders' it was unthinkable
that the common people could rebel. The only
real chance lay in the importation of leadership
from France and the Jacobites. Reports that the
Pretender was on the sea let loose panic among
the Anglo-Irish. In normal circumstances,
however, even the fear of the Pretender was
slowly coming to be discountenanced.
(ndsledujici pasdzZ je v ceském textu presunuta do
poznamky) When the young William Fownes
proposed in 1730 to invest all his capital in Irish
land, and was adviced by his grandfather that “tis
good to have an estate in England for fear of
another Irish revolution”, a friend commented
drily, “he may as well be frighten you with the
Day of Judgement, and “twould do you more
good”. The Anglo-Irish also realsed that in their
relationship with England the dependence was
not all on one side. Tgey were, after all the only
allies the English possessed in Ireland.

nevladli anglicti usedlici ¢i jejich potomci, nybrz
skotsti presbyteriani, na néz Anglo-Irové pohlizeli
s podobnymi antipatiemi a nedlvérou jako na
irské katoliky.

Vzhledem k této situaci neni prekvapivé, Ze Anglo-
Irové touzili po ochrané, kterou jim podle jejich
nazoru mohla poskytnout pouze anglicka armada.
Byla to koneckonct ona, kdo primél Jakuba II.
Stuarta k Ustupu z Irska v roce 1690, a byli to
angli¢ti mistokralové, ktefi od té doby udrzovali v
zemi jednotky stalé armady. VSudypfitomni
vojaci, kteri "bojovali" s mistnimi bandity a
pravidelné se opakujicimi venkovskymi nepokoji,
pripominali Anglo-lIrim den co den, Ze jsou na
jejich pomoci Zivotné zavisli.

Skutecnost byla ponékud jina. Velké protianglické
(katolické ci jakobitské) povstani bylo v Irsku v
prvni poloviné 18. stoleti velmi
nepravdépodobné. Tzv. slavna revoluce,
jakobitska valka z let 1690-1692 a jeji dUsledky,
tzv. exil "divokych housat" (odchod odptrct
anglické nadvlady v Irsku ze zemé), znamenaly
faktické zniceni irské katolické gentry, bez jejiz
spolutcasti byla jakakoli vzpoura neproveditelna.
Jedinou mozZnosti zlistavala podpora povstalcl ze
zahranici, konkrétné z Francie - zprava, Ze je
stuartovsky Pretendent na mofi, vzdy vyvolala
mezi Anglo-Iry zachvat paniky -, ale s ohledem na
pratelské britsko-francouzské vztahy nebyla ani
ona pfilis aktualni. [pozn. 90, s. 213: O tom, Ze
predevsim mlada generace Angli¢an( i Anglo-Ir(i
nevidéla budouci anglo- -irské vztahy
pesimisticky, svédci nasledujici priklad. Kdyz
mlady William Fownes v roce 1730 naznacil, ze
investuje veskery kapital do irské pldy, radil mu
jeho dédecek, Ze by bylo lepsi mit statky v Anglii
vzhledem k pripadné "irské revoluci". Fownestv
mlady pfritel to tehdy komentoval slovy, ze "by se
dédek nespis bal i dne posledniho soudu", a ze
pokud to ucini, tedy investuje do nakupu irské
pady, "udéla dobre". Mladi Anglo--Iroveé si navic
uvédomovali, Ze ve vztazich s Anglii (Velkou
Britanii) neni veskera zavislost na jejich strané,
nebot byli jedinymi spojenci Angli¢and (Britd) v
irské politice. Srv. dopis vévody Coghilla Edwardu
Southwellovi z 18. srpna 1724. British Library,
Add. MSS 21,122 f. 15. citdt z pramene zménén
oproti origindlu a navic zfejmé nepochopen jeho

smysl)




Priklad 2

Jubb (1984, s. 129-130).

Colonial iron raised particularly difficult issues.
The British iron industry claimed to be second
only to the woollen industry as an employer,
maintaining at least 200,000 people. The cutlery,
nail and other iron-working trades, however,
depended on imports of pig and bar iron from
Sweden and Russia. This had posed particular
problems during the Great Northern

War: measures to encourage colonial iron were
included in Naval Stores Bills of 1719, 1720 and
1721 but defeated by forgemasters and others
who feared colonial competition. The Board of
Trade failed similarly in both 1729 and 1735,
despite renewed worries about the state of
Anglo-Swedish trade and complaints of shortages
of pig iron. But by the 1730s there was
heightened concern over the threat to
employment in Britain. The colonists were already
producing bar iron, nails and other iron products,
as well as pig iron. This brought a depression in
the West Midlands iron trades, with the poor rate
in Dudley at twelve shillings. John Bannister, the
Crowleys' agent, argued that measures to
encourage colonial imports would deflect the
colonists from iron manufacture; but most
forgemasters were unconvinced, fearing that such
imports would supplant English rather than
Swedish iron. The forgemasters presented instead
a Bill to prevent the increase of bar iron and iron
manufactures in the colonies. The Bill was
defeated, but not until 1750 were the import
duties on colonial iron removed.

[Zde v anglickém textu jesté jeden odstavec]

The 'export of labour' was widely regarded as the
key to national prosperity. Trades like the East
India Company's, which exported bullion more
than manufactured goods, faced continuing
hostility, with frequent attempts to compel the
Company to export more manufactures. But the
poor had not so much a right as a duty to labour
in the cause of national prosperity. They were
prevented from taking their skills abroad, and the
Workhouse Test Act of 1723 was but one of many
measures designed to imbue the poor with
correct habits of industry. There were also

KovaF (2004, s. 157-158).

SloZity problém predstavovalo Zelezo. Jeho
vyrobci si narokovali postaveni druhého
nejvétsiho, a tudiZ nejvyznamnéjsiho
"primyslového" odvétvi v zemi, v némz pracovalo
priblizné 200 000 lidi. Vyroba nozitského zboZi,
hrebu, hiebikd, skob, cvockl a dalsich
Zelezarskych vyrobkl vsak zavisela na dovozu
surového Zeleza a ty¢ové ocele ze Svédska a
Ruska. To s sebou neslo mnoho tézkosti, zvlaste
za Velké severni valky v letech 1720-1721. Britsky
parlament proto v letech 1719, 1720 1721, tedy
na pocatku Walpolovy éry, zahrnul opatreni

k povzbuzeni vyroby Zeleza v britskych koloniich
do Naval Stores Bills, ale odpor anglickych
vyrobcl byl ptilis silny, a tak z nich nakonec seslo.
Podobné Utad pro obchod neuspél v letech 1729
a 1735, tfebaze tehdy v zemi panovaly obavy o
budoucnost anglo-Svédského obchodu a prestoze
si anglicti vyrobci stéZovali na nedostatek
surového Zeleza v houskach. Strach z ohrozeni
zameéstnanosti v dulezitém odvétvi byl tradicné
silnéjsi, nemluvé o tom, Ze severoamericti
kolonisté jiz tehdy vyrabéli surové Zelezo v
houskach, ty¢ovou ocel a mnozstvi Zelezarského
zbozi, coz pusobilo potize obchodnikiim v tomto
odvétvi z West Midlands. VétsSina anglickych
vyrobcl Zelezarskych vyrobk( se kolonialni
konkurence obavala, a proto iniciovala navrh
zakona, ktery mél zabranit rdstu vyroby tycové
oceli a Zelezarskych vyrobkl v koloniich. Navrh byl
v dolni snémovné porazen, cla na kolonialni
vyrobky ze Zeleza ale zUstala v platnosti a byla
odstranéna az v roce 1750.

Za skutecny kli¢ k narodni prosperité byl v prvni
poloviné 18. stoleti ve Velké Britanii a zejménav
Anglii pokladan "export prace". Obchodnici, ktefi
vyvazeli zlato a stfibro v prutech vice nez hotové
vyrobky, kupfikladu ¢lenové Vychodoindické
spolecnosti, byli pod neustalym tlakem, aby tento
stav napravili. Namezdné pracujicim, na jejichZ
vykonnosti narodni prosperita do znacné miry
stdla, vlada branila v tom, aby svou dovednost
vyuzivali v zahranici; tzv. Workhouse Act z roku
1723 byl jednim z mnoha opatteni, kterd méla
pracujici naucit "sprdvnému chovdni". Objevily se




attempts at statutory control of the quality of rovnéz pokusy o zavedeni statutarni kontroly
goods produced by labourers, especially in kvality zbozi. V nékterych oblastech Anglie,
areas where capitalist control was weak. Such naptiklad v Yorkshire, byly Uspésné; obecné
regulation of the quality of cloth produced in
Yorkshire seems to have had some success; but in [vzato bylo ale vytvofeni kontrolni masinerie velmi

general it was difficult to establish effective obtizné. Stejné tak vesmés zkrachovaly pokusy
regulatory machinery, and attempts to revive and|oZivit a zvysit moc spolec¢nosti sdruzujicich
enhance livery companies' powers were vyrobce jednotlivych primyslovych odvétvi, jiz
unsuccessful. zminéné livery companies.

Sonda 3

Srovnavany jsou text Kovar (2001, s. 100—-109) a Coward (1994, s. 165-178). Srovnani obou textu, které
jsou rozsahové podobné (Coward 1994 je o 4 strany delsi, ve vétsim formatu a bez obrazk( v této ¢asti),
vede k jednoznacénému zavéru, Ze s nékolika malo nepodstatnymi vyjimkami ma text Kovar (2001) od
pocatku aZz do konce shodnou strukturu vykladu jako Coward (1994), dale pouZiva fadu stejnych
vécnych detaild, bibliografickych odkaz(, formulaci, jazykovych prvka.

TrebaZe celkové vyklad v obou knihach sleduje chronologické hledisko, v rdmci kapitol jiz pochopitelné
neni zcela striktné dodrzovano, nebot se probiraji rizné otazky a problémy daného obdobi. Pfesto jsou
ale v posuzovanych textech jednotliva témata rfazena prakticky stejné, coz Cini shodu zcela evidentni.
Tato shoda neni v Kovar (2001) nijak komentovana. Coward (1994) je sice v poznamkovém aparatu
citovan Ctyrikrat (z celkem 35 poznamek), poprvé vsak az v pozn. €. 12 (s. 309), a predevsim neni
uveden jako hlavni zdroj a opora pro celkovou koncepci vykladu (a to ani v zavérecné bibliografické
nutné i k nékterym reformulacim a zjednoduseni (vypustény jsou napr. detaily o vybirani dani, o ,,Book
of Orders” a ,exact militia“ nebo cirkevné-teologické detaily v souvislosti stzv. laudiany), zcela
vyjimecné Kovar (2001) pridava Ci vysvétluje. Zavérecné cCtyfi odstavce Kovar (2001, s. 107-109)
strukturuje odlisné — jejich obsah je vSak v Cowardovi (1994) pfitomen na s. 176-178, v tomto pfipadé
v ponékud odlisném poradi argumentl a obsirnéji, obsah sdéleni se vsak nelisi. Také nasledujici
kapitola Kovar (2001, s. 110-113) jevi podobné shody s vykladem Coward (1994, s. 178-182), ktery
timto uzavira cely jeden velky oddil své knihy.

Priklad 1 (Barevné znaceni jakov predchozi sondé)

Coward (1994, s. 166). Kovar (2001, s. 100, 308).

The immediate effect of the failure to secure Hlavni problém, s nimZ se koruna ve 30. letech
parliamentary subsidies in 1628 and 1629 was to |potykala, byl opét nedostatek financi. Karel I. si
bring home to the king and his advisers, lord uvédomoval vaznost situace. Lord nejvyssi strazce
treasurer Weston and chancellor of the pokladu Richard Weston a lord kanclér pokladu
exchequer Cottington, the serious financial Francis Cottington mu nedokazali zajistit dostatek

situation. Historical judgements of the financial |penéz, coZ nenapravitelné poskodilo jejich
administration of Weston and Cottington have ministerskou povést. William Laud a Thomas

too often been coloured by the disparaging way |Wentworth je ve své korespondenci nazyvali

in which Laud and Wentworth referred to them in|,Lady Mora and her waiting maid“, tedy Lady
their correspondence as ,Lady Mora and her Mora2) a jeji sluzebna. Laudova a Wentworthova
waiting-maid“. In fact, before Weston’s death in |kritika nicméné vychazela spise z osobnich




March 1635, the pair fared no better and no
worse than Cecil or Cranfield before them in
meeting the perennial problems faced by all early
Stuart administrators: the need to cut
expenditure and increase revenue. When Laud
initiated an enquiry into Weston’s treasurership
in 1635 he may have been disappointed to find
little evidence of financial mismanagement. The
crown’s debt was still large, but the current
annual deficit had been reduced to only £ 18,000.
How was this achieved?

antipatii nez z redlného podkladu.3) Weston sice
nespravoval finance |épe nez Robert Cecil ¢i Lionel
Cranfield za vlady Jakuba I., v zdsadé si ale
nepocinal o nic hare. Stuartovsti ministfi se
museli vyporaddavat se stale stejnym problémem:
snizit vydaje, coz bylo velmi obtizné, a zvysit
prijmy, cozZ bylo jesté komplikovanéjsi. Odbornici
ocenovali zejména fakt, Ze se lordu nejvyssimu
strazci pokladu podatilo snizit rocni deficit na
pfijatelnych 18 000 liber. Jak toho docilil?

s. 308, [pozndmky]

2) Pravnicky vyraz pro dluznika se splnénim
zavazku nebo véfitele s prijetim dluhu.

3) O osobnich motivech Laudova utoku proti
Westonovi svédci také to, Ze kratce po jeho smrti
v breznu 1635 inicioval rozsahlé setfeni, jez mélo
prokazat, Ze si lord nejvyssi strazce pokladu
pocinal nekompetentné. Ocekavani
canterburského arcibiskupa vSak zlstalo
nenaplnéno. Zavérecnd zprava vysetfovaci komise
zavaznd pochybeni nenalezla a ani o zpronevére
nemohla byt fec. [neodkazano]

Ptiklad 2

Coward (1994, s. 175).

Laud’s accession as archbishop coincided with the
re-publication of James I's Declaration of Sports,
permitting secular activities on the sabbath, and
with an intensification of the campaign against
unlicensed preaching which had begun in
December 1629. Significantly the fact was
forgotten that bishops were also told to live in
their dioceses and not alienate their episcopal
estates. Instead the measures that caused offence
were those which attempted to deter the
appointment of nonconformist lecturers, by
ordering that only those who read the prayer book
in a surplice and hood could deliver the sermon. In
1633 Laud succeeded in abolishing (via star
chamber) the Feoffees for Impropriations, a group
of Puritan London merchants and landowners
founded in 1625, which was beginning to buyj
livings and appoint Puritan preachers to them. The

Kovar (2001, s. 105-106, 309).

Nastup Williama Lauda na arcibiskupsky stolec se
Casoveé shodoval s novym vydanim jakobitské
Deklarace o zabavé a o sportu (Declaration of
Sports) z roku 1618, ktera povolovala nékteré
svétské Cinnosti o svatecnich dnech, a se
zintenzivnénim kampané proti nepovolenym
kazanim, jez zacala v prosinci 1629.

DalSim Laudovym cilem bylo zabranit jmenovani a
plsobeni nonkonformistickych duchovnich.

K tomu slouzilo nafizeni, Ze anglikdnskou msi
mohou celebrovat pouze knézi predcitajici Knihu
modliteb v rocheté a cepici. Na zakladé tohoto
narizeni Laud prostrednictvim Hvézdné komory
(Star Chamber) zakazal roku 1633 Cinnost
londynskym puritanskym obchodnikiim a
vlastniklim pldy (Feofees for Impropriations),
ktefi po zaloZeni svého sdruzZeni v roce 1625




episode reveals the Laudian dilemma: Laud
abolished a reforming organization, whose aim,
the recovery from lay ownership, for the Church,
of tithes and livings was identical to his own.

skupovali cirkevni obroci a jmenovali v nich
puritanské kazatele.?

s. 309

29) Tento pripad znamenité ilustruje velké dilema,
s nimz se laudiani museli vyporddat. Laud zakazal
puritdnskou organizaci, jejiz cil — znovunabyti
majetku, ktery se ocitl ve svétskych rukou — byl
shodny s jeho vlastnimi cili.

Priklad 3

Coward (1994, s. 176).

Although Laud himself might claim otherwise, his
attempts to reform the Church came to be seen as
signs of encroaching Catholicism. Even in the eyes
of a future Cheshire royalist, Laudianism was ‘a
plotting, undermining and dangerous sect’.>® In the
eyes of its critics it was, paradoxically, at the same
time a means by which an independent Church
would dominate thesecular state and lay
magistracy, and a source of theoretical support for
the claims of royal absolutism. Might it have been
otherwise? If the contacts between the court and
the parliamentary classes which had been
maintained in the 1620s had not been cut in the
1630s, might one side have appreciated the
common ground it had with the other?
Fortunately, might—have-beensare not the
primary concern of the historian. Anyway][,] the
fact is that the Caroline court, instead of being a
forum in which royal policies could be explained
and the views of the political nation listened to,
became increasingly alien. Some even became
convinced that there was a Popish Plot at court,
centred on Charles’s wife, Henrietta Maria. She
gained a reputation as an evil papist and foreigner,
a Lady Macbeth-type figure seducing her husband
away from Protestantism and towards Rome.

53. Morill, Cheshire, p. 28.

KovaF (2001, s. 107).

Tak se stalo, ze at William Laud ve druhé poloviné
30. let udélal cokoli, byl pokladan spisSe za vidce
,spiklenecké, skodlivé a nebezpelné sekty“3! nez
za nejvyssiho predstavitele statni cirkve. Podle
vétsiny soucasnikl usiloval o ovladnuti svétského
stdtu a o nastoleni cirkevniho absolutismu.

Tento dojem podporoval i krdlovsky dvar, ktery na
rozdil od ¢asu Jakuba I. nebyl férem, na némz by
se diskutovalo o nazorech ,,politického naroda“,
nybrz mistem, kam nepronikl nikdo nepovolany.
Jisté kruhy dvir dokonce obvirovaly z toho, Ze se
stal ,,papezeneckym hnizdem* pfipravujicim
katolické spiknuti. Za hlavni konspiratorku
oznacovaly krélovnu Jindtisku Marii, jez ve 30.
letech ziskala povést ,zlé cizinky typu lady
Macbeth”.

s. 309 [poznamka]

31) Srovnej Manning, B., The outbreak of the
English civil war, in: Parry, R. H.(ed.), The English
Civil War and After, 1642-1658, London 1970
[Tato pozndmka M. Kovare je zcela myln3,

v daném textu se tato problematika, natoz

konkrétni vyroky, neobjevujil]




Sonda 4

Zavislost Kovarovych textl na Cowardovych knihach a jejich prebirani bez uvedeni zdroje je zjevné jiz
z nékolika elementarnich prikladl. Nendhodnost uvedeného prevzeti je s ohledem na jeho strukturu
a kumulaci urcitych jevl minimalni, s ohledem na dalsi opakovani podobného postupu v celém textu
pak prakticky vyloucena. Uvadime dva strucné ptiklady z knih Kovar (2017) a Kovar (2004), které jsou
pfedmeétem podnétu a dodatku k nému. V textu uzivame nasledujici znacky:

Zluté — shoda textu, v uzsim smyslu i SirSim smyslu parafraze
tucné — shoda struktury
Priklad 1

Srovnanim dvou odstavcll z Kovar (2017, s. 259) a Coward (1994, s. 121) Ize zjistit, Ze Kovar bez
uvedeni odkazu prejima

(1) Cowardlv text,

(2) Cowardlv citat z Willsonovy knihy,

(3) odkaz na Willsonovu knihu,

(4) jednu z Cowardovych autorskych poznamek v tomto odkazu,

(5) kterou pak navic explicitné vydava za svou.

Coward (1994, s. 121). Kovar (2017, s. 259).

[...] Lady Ann Clifford’s diary comment on the
Jacobean court: “We all saw a great change

between the fashion of the court as it now is Také deniky Anne Cliffordové, hrabénky z
and of that in the Queen’s time, for we were all | Dorsetu, Pembroke a Montgomery,
lousy by sitting in the chamber of Sir Thomas nezanechaly o krali ani o pomérech, které ve

Erskine [one of James’s Scottish entourage]”’

Whitehallu panovaly, lichotivy dojem. “VSichni
vidime veliky rozdil vtom," poznamenala si lady
Anne, “jak vypadal dvilr v dobé staré kralovny
[Alzbéty I. - pozn. M. K.] a jak vypada dnes, kdy
Quoted in Willson, James VI and |, p. 191. jsme vsichni zavsiveni pro nekoneéné vysedava-
ni v pokoji Thomase Erskina [€len Jakubova
skotského doprovodu - pozn. M. K.]" (Willson
1956, 191)

Cokoli z téchto pripadd by mohlo byt ndhodné, ale kombinace tuto ndhodu minimalizuje, prestoze je
prislusnd zavislost na Cowardoveé textu nékde rozvolfiovana, napt. vsuvkami dalSich citatl, rozvijenim
dané informace (k Anne Cliffordové je dodano, Ze je hrabénkou z Dorsetu, Pembroke a Montgomery),

pfipadné jejim zmnoZenim (je dodana dalsi autorskd poznamka).

Ptiklad 2

Komparaci s. 138 knihy Kovar (2004) a s. 199 textu Harris (1984) |ze vykazat tytéZ postupy, a to nejen
ve vztahu k obsahu, ale i k odkazim, strukture textu a citacim. V uryvku nachazime

(1) shodny vycet pamfletd,

(2) ato i do vécné a vétné struktury.



(3) Shodny komentar k nému, opét co do textu, nyni bez Cislovani, s dopliujici poznamkou, Ze u
¢tvrtého a patého pamfletu nejsou zndmy naklady (Coward je ve svém textu neuvadi).

(4) Vsuvku, ktera v Cowardoveé textu na dané misté neni.

(5) Pokracovani textu s dfive rozpoznanymi metodami pfejimani Cowardova textu (identickd jména
lidi a instituci: John Peele, Samuel Buckley, Walpolova vlada; letopocty: 1722, 1735; nazvy denik(:
The London Journal, Free Briton, Daily Gazetteer, atd.) ve stejném vybéru a poradi.

Harris (1984, s. 199).

The precise nature of the arrangements
emerge from five detailed accounts preserved
among Walpole's personal papers. These are
concerned with a sequence of pamphlets which
may have been, in part at least, put together
under Walpole's personal supervision. The first
three, covered by accounts submitted at the
end of the financial year in 1735, were (1)
Opposition No Proof of Patriotism, (2)
Considerations on the Publick Funds and (3)
The Grand Accuser of Ye greatest Griminal. The
other two, dispersed simultaneously early in
1739, were (4) The Convention Vindicated and
(5) The Grand Question. The distribution in all
five cases was virtually identical at or around
the very high figure of 10,000 copies. The bill
for pamphlet (1) selling at 6d. amounted to
£250, the charge for

pamphlets (2) and (3) selling at Is. came to a
total of £980. 14s. Publication of all the
pamphlets was apparently organised either by
John Peele or Samuel Buckley, though only the
accounts for the first three items carry one or
other of their names. Peele was a wholesale
pamphlet publisher who seems to have begun
his profitable association with the Walpole
administration at the time of the London
Journal take-over in 1722. He continued as
part-owner and publisher of this paper as well
as of the Free Briton and became a proprietor
of the Daily Gazetteer when the paper was set
up in 1735 to consolidate ministerial interests.
An even more fully developed link between the
administration and the booktrade can be found
in the career of Samuel Buckley. As a bookseller
and proprietor of the Daily Courant, a paper
widely distributed by the administration from at
least as early as the 1720s, he combined his
commercial activities with the official post of
Gazetteer. This meant that he was on the
strength of the Secretary of State's office and as
a Justice of Peace for Westminster he was

KovaF (2004, s. 138).

O tom, jak se kabinet a sdm Walpole této
zalezitosti vénovali, vypovida osud péti
pamfletl, sepsanych pod jeho osobnim
dohledem ve 30. letech 18. stoleti. Prvni tfi, jeZ
pochazely z konce roku 1735, byly 1)
Opposition No Proof of Patriotism, 2)
Considerations on the Publick Funds a 3) The
Grand Accuser of Ye greatest Criminal; dalsi
dva, rozsifované na pocatku roku 1739, 4) The
Convention Vindicated a 5) The Grand
Question. Ve vsech pfipadech bylo vytisténo 10
000 vytiskd. Ucet za prvni pamflet, jenz se
prodaval za Sest penci, dosahl 250 liber;
naklady na druhy a treti, prodavané za jeden
Silink, Cinily dohromady 980 liber; u ¢tvrtého a
patého nejsou naklady znamy. Tfebaze byly
vSechny pamflety anonymni, prvni je pfipisovan
Williamu Arnallovi, tfeti a ¢tvrty Horaci
Walpolovi, pouze u druhého a patého je autor
skute¢né neznamy.

Vydani organizovali John Peele ¢i Samuel
Buckley, i kdyz jejich jména stdla pouze na
Uctech za prvni tfi pamflety. Peele, ktery
vydaval politické pamflety ve velkém, zacal s
Walpolovou vladou spolupracovat v roce 1722,
kdy prevzal

The London Journal a pokracoval v tom jako
vlastnik Free Briton i poté, co roku 1735 zalozil
na podporu kabinetu The Daily Gazetter. Jesté
pevnéjsi bylo spojeni mezi vldidou a Samuelem
Buckleyem. Tento vyznamny londynsky
knihkupec a majitel The Daily Courant, novin
podporovanych a distribuovanych vlddou,
spojoval své obchodni aktivity s oficidlnim
Uradem, nebot byl tiskovym mluvéim statniho
sekretare a plUsobil rovnéz v blizkosti smirciho
soudce pro Westminster. Re¢eno jinymi slovy
se Buckley podilel na represich proti
vydavatellim opozi¢-nich novin, pamfletl a




erratically involved in the prosecutions directed
at Opposition publications.

ostatnich tiskovin.




