
CHARLES UNIVERSITY IN PRAGUE 

Faculty of Social Sciences 

Institute of International Studies 

PROTOCOL ON DIPLOMA THESIS ASSESSMENT 

(Reviewer) 

 

Name of the student: Boris Vanka 

Title: From Brussels with Love? Data Analysis of Social Media Usage by Czech Members of the 

European Parliament 

 

Reviewer: Eliška Ullrichová 

 

1. TOPIC AND OBJECTIVE (short information on the thesis, research objective): The thesis 

From Brussels with Love? Data Analysis of Social Media Usage by Czech Members of the European 

Parliament aims to deeper understand social media communication by Czech Members of the 

European Parliament during the 2020-2022 period through the data analysis gathered from three social 

platforms (Twitter, Instagram, and Facebook).  

 

2. CONTENT (complexity, original approach, argument, structure, theoretical and 

methodological backing, work with sources, appropriateness of annexes etc.): 

 

The thesis has three stronger aspects – literature review, amount of collected data set, and data 

presentation via tables – and three weak points - research questions, methodology, and interpretation 

and discussion.  

 

Boris Vanka embedded his research into two theoretical debates - political communication and 

Europeanization of media – focusing on the communication of Members of the European Parliament 

and social media. The topic is interesting and has a lot of potential for research. I would argue that the 

literature review is the strongest point of the thesis. The author worked with a huge dataset gathered 

from three social media platforms and visualized data through many tables and figures.  

 

In any case, the MA research contained highly problematic points in terms of research questions, 

methodology and interpretation and discussion. First, the author presents six research questions and 

the sixth one includes two sub-questions. Research questions ask about a correlation among certain 

variables (activity of MEPs, duration of mandate, MEP´s age, number of speeches during plenary 

session, Czech political parties’ success on social media, the presence of MEP in traditional, the 

success of the populistic MEPS, sentiments of MEPs on MEPs) to identify trends in the 

communication of Czech MEP in social media. The first problem is that the research question that 

would relate to the trends in political communication (in social media) embedded in the literature is 

missing instead of having six questions asking for the correlation among variables. Furthermore, a 

reader does not know why correlations among these variables are important and what they are 

supposed to say to the debate in the literature. Having said that, the research questions presented by 

students are not true research questions because of the missing link to the state of the art. The second 

issue is that a reader does not know why the author identified these eight variables and why they are 

important for the analysis of political communication. The choice of variables should be linked to the 

literature, but it is not which undermines the entire research. A reader is thus not persuaded that these 

research questions are relevant to be asked. The detachment of variables from the literature is even 

supported by the fact that, in most cases, the author did not find a correlation among variables.  

 

The next problematic aspect is the methodology of the research. The author claims to do quantitative 

analysis which is not true. Gathered data are of a quantitative nature (i.e., number of followers, posts, 

page interactions, storytellers) but not the research per se. The author did gather a huge dataset, but it 

is qualitatively interpreted and not quantitatively analyzed. Besides, a reader does not know how the 

data interpretation was done. The answers to the research questions thus seem to be subjective (which 



seems to be confirmed by the used language – see the third section of the review). It is true that in the 

2.4 section, the student presents the table of the data analysis process in nine steps, e.g., data validation 

and cleaning, data aggregation and representation, data analysis etc. However, the explanation that 

data analysis means “examination and evaluation of the information” and data validation and cleaning 

means “inspections for any possible invalid or missing data” is uneloquent. The student fails to explain 

HOW information were examined and evaluated.  

 

Besides, the last sub-question (SRQ8) Was the overall sentiment of the content shared by populist 

politicians on Facebook more negative (defined as angry, haha, sad) than in the case of other MEPs? 

requires a different methodological approach than RQ2 Is there a correlation between the age of the 

MEPs and the measured variables?  

 

As for RQ5 Is there a correlation between the MEP´s presence in conventional media (TV, radio, 

print, and online newspapers) and the measured variables on social media platforms? the student does 

not describe how he gathered data for the conventional media. This part of the analysis is entirely 

omitted in the thesis, and it is difficult to believe the answer to the research question as a reader does 

not know what data are used for the comparison. Last but not least, the choice of analyzing six of 21 

Czech MEPs is not explained either.  

 

The discussion part of the thesis is written as the author´s reflection and not as a discussion with 

academic literature which underlines the gap between the literature review and research questions as 

indicated previously.  

 

3. FORMAL ASPECTS AND LANGUAGE (quality of language, citation style, graphics, formal 

aspects etc.): 

 

The MA thesis encompasses all formal requirements. I would only pinpoint a few small issues: (1) 

once in-text references are used and an author directly refers to an author name and collective in a 

sentence, the reference should look followingly: “….as Ghani et al. (2019) suggest.” and not “…as 

Ghani (et al., 2019) suggests.”; (2) denomination does not require a capital letter after a comma in one 

sentence as it can be observed in notes (e.g., p. 31), (3) reference in the notes should be complete and 

not only a link provided (p. 62). The citation style is concise, and tables and graphics are very useful 

for the orientation of the reader.  

 

Concerning the language, as I am not an English-native speaker, I cannot fully judge but the text is 

well-written and understandable for a non-native speaker. The level of English is high. Nonetheless, 

the author sometimes uses inconvenient and non-academic formulations such as: “the author decided 

to answer the research question negatively.” (p. 36); “Since this variable did not evolve 

straightforwardly, the author decided to argue again for partial and reverse correlation.” (pp.43-44); “[] 

to provide the reader with the author´s points of view” (p.56); “[] it seemed appropriate to the 

researcher to assume that the older an MEP is, the less thriving she or he would be” (p. 62) where the 

underlined sections are considered problematic. Research questions are answered based on the 

empirical evidence and results, they cannot be based on the subjectivity of the author which the above-

presented examples of used language indicate. 

 

4. STATEMENT ON THE ORIGINALITY OF THE THESIS 

 

The thesis was checked by the Turnitin anti-plagiarism software. No problematic aspects were 

detected. Turnitin found 15 % similarity with other texts but it was always under 1% match with a 

particular document.  

 

5. SHORT COMMENTS BY THE REVIEWER (overall impression, strengths and weaknesses, 

originality of ideas, achievement of the research objective etc.): 

 



The thesis has three stronger aspects – literature review, amount of collected data set, and data 

presentation via tables – and three weak points - research questions, methodology, and interpretation 

and discussion. Although the literature review presents a niche of research in political communication 

and the Europeanization of media, it is detached from research questions and identification of the 

variables which makes the entire research inconsistent and non-persuasive. Besides, there is an 

essential deficiency in methodology and data interpretation. Even if data are nicely presented via 

tables and figures, the idea behind the data is not present. The amount of gathered data is huge but the 

dataset is interpreted subjectively, does not follow basic academic practices and, therefore, the results 

are not persuasive and credible.  

 

6. QUESTIONS AND COMMENTS THAT SHOULD BE ADDRESSED DURING THE 

DEFENCE: 

 

How did you choose the variables for the research? What are their relations to the academic literature 

and why it is relevant to ask about the correlations among them?  

 

What was the method used for the data interpretation to answer the question? What parameters were 

used to identify what is a correlation and what is not a correlation?  

 

What was the reason for choosing six Czech MEPS out of 21 and why particular these six? Why the 

Czech Republic case is interesting in this respect?  

 

7. (NON-)RECOMMENDATION AND SUGGESTED GRADE:   

 

 (on A-F scale):  

 

The thesis is at the edge of the (non)recommendation to the defense. I suggest E/F as a grade 

according to the defense and defense committee evaluation for which the explication of how data were 

analyzed and interpreted and how the variables and correlations in research questions were identified 

is essential. If the defense confirms the subjectivity of the data interpretation and detachment of data 

from research questions and of variables from the literature, the MA thesis does not meet basic 

academic criteria.  
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