
GABRIELA PETRUŠOVÁ´S M.A. THESIS – REVIEW WRITTEN BY THE 

SUPERVISOR 

 

Ms. Petrušová´s M.A. thesis, Southern Womanhood: A Story behind the Southern Belle, 

is a clearly structured and reasonably focused work discussing the development of the 

archetype of the Southern Belle in the selected works of American fiction. In her persuasive 

argument, Ms. Petrušová relies on a number of relevant and fairly recent to contemporary 

secondary sources, and in light of her aim, her own close reading makes perfect sense. The 

only thing I am not that convinced about is her choice of the primary material: while on p. 61, 

she is able to justify the inclusion of the given authors and their works, I am not that sure 

whether she made a convincing case for the (obviously necessary) exclusion. One example of 

a novel that would immediately come up to one´s mind is, I believe, Faulkner´s The Sound 

and the Fury, a novel that certainly also portrays a Southern belle gone bad – could Ms. 

Petrušová explain in some detail why she did not consider that particular text, and elaborate a 

little bit more on the criteria for her selection in general?  

 

The actual analytical chapters are, in my opinion, almost flawless, and there is not much I feel 

I should comment on. Ms. Petrušová demonstrated that she understood the logic of the 

plantation novel, she was able to present an excellent debate on Temple´s body and the role of 

male gaze, and she thoughtfully addressed the issues revolving around the archetype of the 

Southern belle in Gone with the Wind. The only thing I respectfully disagree with is her 

statement that Scarlett is a „quite enigmatic character“ (see p. 54), as the term „enigmatic“ is 

something I would rather associate with much more demanding literature (such as Emily 

Dickinson´s poetry). Could Ms. Petrušová please explain her use of that adjective at least 

during the oral defense?  

 

Ms. Petrušová´s conclusion neatly sums up what it is that she arrived at, and makes some 

connections with key feminist theories she considers relevant for her own interdisciplinary 

research. While I fully agree that in that respect, the notions of otherness and performativity 

deserve attention, maybe she could have worked with both of them already in chapters 4 and 

5; as it is, the applicability of those two concepts seems to be promising, but is suggested in a 

rather sketchy manner.  

 

As to Ms. Petrušová´s English, I have to say that her language is both analytical and precise. 

Just towards the end of her thesis, there are a few typos (see e.g. p. 66, line 6: instead of „the 

both the“, we need „both the“, or line 19: instead of „terms“, we need „in terms“, etc.). This is 

not to suggest, though, that Ms. Petrušová was not careful enough; rather, she was probably 

running out of time. 

 

In spite of the above-mentioned minor problems, I still believe that Ms. Petrušová deserves 

the grade „výborně“//“excellent“. The final result, though, depends on the review written by 

the opponent and on Ms. Petrušová´s performance during the oral defense.  
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