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Examination proceedings: The chair, doc. Vaia Doudaki, opened the defence of the thesis. She
introduced the procedure of the defence to the members of the
examination committee and the student. The supervisor doc. Asavei,
joined the defence remotely.
After that, the student, Michael Sidor, proceeded with the
presentation of his research conducted for the thesis, introducing the
research findings.
Then the chair asked the opponent, Mazlum Kemal Dagdelen, to
present his review.
According to the opponent, the strengths of the work relate to the
relevance and originality of the topic.
Still, the opponent argued that the thesis does not establish a sound
theoretical framework, it has serious conceptual gaps, inconsistent
terminology, and missing references. The literature review is
superficial, repetitive, and insufficiently critical. Methodological
weaknesses are systemic: sampling procedures poorly described,
ethical considerations incomplete, and methods ambiguously
explained. Data collection and analysis are non-transparent, with
unclear coding and unsystematic qualitative analysis.
The argumentation is fragmented, insufficiently supported by
evidence, and biased at points. Structural and formatting issues
include lack of numbering, poor paragraphing, and inconsistent
organization. Academic writing standards are not met: grammar,
style, and citation errors are numerous, and translation of interview
material is not rigorous. Despite some effort to engage with the topic
and undertake empirical work, the shortcomings in theory,
methodology, structure, and academic rigor are severe.

The opponent posed his concerns regarding some historical claims
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that were not backed with literature to justify the student’s
motivations of mentioning certain facts from history. Then referring
to his 12 questions in the review, he asked the student one-by-one all
the concerns and highlighted the issues that he had while reading the
thesis.
Questions:
1.You make several historical claims (such as the origins of
International Women’s Day) without citation. Can you elaborate on
your source material for these statements, and how do you address
debates or myths in the scholarly literature?
2.What specific theoretical frameworks guided your understanding of
memory, and how did you decide when to use concepts like
‘gendered memory’ and ‘political memory’?
3.You assert a gap in the literature concerning the politics of memory
and gendered memory in postcommunist Czech context. What prior
academic research did you consider, and why did you identify a gap?
4.Some works cited in your literature review are missing from your
references, and certain concepts are introduced with minimal
discussion. How did you choose which literature to engage with, and
how do you respond to criticism about the depth of your literature
review?
5.Your definition of “socialist government countries” in the 1920s
appears to be problematic regarding Spain. Can you clarify your
approach to developing historical framework?
6.Can you clarify the criteria you used for participant selection,
particularly with respect to nationality and periodization (post-1989
vs. pre-1989)?
7.Why did you choose verbal consent over written consent, and how
did you address issues of confidentiality and ethical oversight?
8.What steps did you take to ensure the reliability and validity of
your coding and analytical process?
9.Can you explain your translation process for participant
quotations? How did you ensure accuracy and comprehensibility for
non-Czech readers?
10.How did you address possible researcher bias in your collection
and interpretation of qualitative data?
11.Some of your interview questions are arguably leading. How did
you ensure neutrality and openness in your interview format?
12.What do you see as your thesis’s main contribution to the existing
literature?

In addition to his above mentioned comments and questions, the
opponent mentioned that some systemic weaknesses in theoretical
grounding, literature review, methodology, structure, writing, and
referencing prevent the thesis from meeting the academic standards
expected at Master’s level. He explicitly stated that publishing the
thesis in its current form would reflect poorly on the institution and
that the most academically responsible choice is to assign a failing
grade (F).

After that, the student responding to the opponent’s questions
mentioned that regarding the historical claims, he acknowledged that
it could be done more efficiently and stated that he still supported his
claims with some sources. He noted that he could argue more
thoroughly but defended his use of academic sources that justify his
motivations and explanation of including them.
Regarding the literature review, he argued that he had included
numerous academically valid sources for inclusion in the thesis,
including international references. He acknowledged that the review
could be conducted more thoroughly and that additional citations
could be incorporated. He agreed that some of his definitions were
unclear and not factually verified, and he acknowledged that it could
be improved.

2 / 5 271502 - Michael Sidor



Regarding the criteria of participant selection, the student responded
that these two age groups were included; however, the text does not
provide detailed explanations. The student responded that there were
two age groups, one that lived during the communism period, and the
representatives of the other group were women from the post-
communism period.

Regarding the theoretical understanding for the thesis, he mentioned
that he included well-known and esteemed scholars in his text, and
that their academic rigour helped him construct the theoretical
framework of the thesis. He also stated that this framework enabled
him to integrate these two groups, justifying the framework from his
perspective.
The cultural memory in post-communist society focuses on women’s
voices, their memories, and how things have changed over time. He
mentioned that the context was missing and acknowledges that it
could be included. Regarding his opinion, he initially had different
expectations; he thought that during communism women had more
power, but through his interviews conducted for the thesis, he
discovered that he was mistaken, and his updated view is reflected in
his analysis.
He acknowledges that his questions show some bias; however, he
points out that he also included open-ended questions supported by
qualitative methodology. The student then noted some responses he
received from women. Regarding the arguably leading questions, he
justified himself by responding that he gave his respondents the
freedom to respond to his questions, ensuring transparency.
Regarding coding, he mentioned that he created categories to guide
him during the analysis process, and this systematic approach helped
him to gather and analyse the data correctly.
Regarding the translated texts, he mentioned that he considers it
important to keep both Czech and English appendices, and he
assured that the translations were carried out by professional
translators; however, he did not cite the translators in his text. The
committee noted that the appendices were not included in the final
text.

Then the chair asked the supervisor to present her review and opinion
regarding Michael’s research and findings. She mentioned that
initially, when he was presenting the proposal at that time, the
supervisor highlighted the problems and vague structure of the
potential thesis. The supervisor agreed with the opponent’s review
and raised issues concerning the thesis.
Then she mentioned that the thesis is original, interdisciplinary, and
contributes to the under-researched topic of gendered mnemonic
regimes. Regarding its strengths, she noted that it represents an
original contribution and engages with an under-explored subject
through a comparative approach across two mnemonic groups,
making it relevant and insightful. Additionally, she mentioned that it
has an appropriate structure; however, it is somewhat fragmentary.
She also appreciated the student's use of a comparative approach
within the text.
However, she also observes the weaknesses in the text. As she
mentioned, the methodological section is disproportionately large
compared to the actual analysis, which is not nuanced enough and
insufficiently connected to theoretical concepts. She noted that the
argument in the text is clear, but it is not fully unpacked. Regarding
the structure, she observed that it restricts the clarity of the main
argument.
After that she proceeded with the questions, which are:
1.Why is it important to your overall argument to compare two
generational mnemonic groups of Czech women?
2.How are your research findings expanding upon the existing
literature on the International Women’s Day in the Czech Republic
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and in general?
3.How would you define generational memory regimes vis-à-vis the
difference between appropriated and personally acquired memories
of the 8th of March?
4.Could you elaborate on the politics of gendered memories? What
functions do the remembrances of 8th of March play in the political
participation of the Czech women?
After that, the student began answering the questions posed by the
examination committee member/ supervisor. He observed that
memory is a generational phenomenon. He mentioned that younger
women inherit what has been passed down from the past, shaped
across different generations in history and influenced by certain
historical events and challenges.
He mentioned that he agrees that the voices of women were absent
and he recognizes that gap in his study.
He understands that political memory also plays a significant role.
He mentions that women's memory was shaped by the communist
regime. It is more like a fragmentation of the original event.
The chair expressed appreciation for the originality and relevance of
the topic. However, she also acknowledged that the review provided
by the opponent is highly valid. She further noted the existence of a
discrepancy in the study aim, research design and the analysis,
observing that the formation of two separate groups and the design of
different questions for each group result in varied approaches,
thereby reducing the overall persuasiveness from a comparative
standpoint. The student clarified that these groups are from different
generations, which inherently necessitates distinct approaches. This
understanding served as his motivation for the research methodology.
Consequently, he was compelled to design questions that could fit
each group. He also mentioned that two questions, which were
relatively similar, were posed to both groups, although they were not
identical.
Then the chair mentioned and still argued that the student treated
each group differently, which prevents comparison between these
two mnemonic groups. Additionally, she argued that some of the
analysis results were forced, some parts contained unnecessary
repetitions and were artificially connected to each other. She
mentioned that conceptual clarity could benefit this study as it has
potential.
Then the supervisor confirmed the chair’s point that the conceptual
framework was weak and underdeveloped, and attributed this to a
lack of time.

After the defence, the examination committee had a discussion
regarding the quality of the thesis and its defence. The final decision
regarding the grade was F.
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Result of defence: fail (F)

Chair of the committee: Doudaki Vaia, doc., D.Phil., Ph.D. (present) ............................

Committee members: Asavei Maria Alina, doc., D.Phil. (present) ............................

 Dağdelen Mazlum Kemal (present) ............................

 Kozák Kryštof, PhDr. Mgr., Ph.D.  
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