
CHARLES UNIVERSITY 

Faculty of Social Sciences 

Institute of Communication Studies and Journalism 

 

MA THESIS REVIEW 
 

NOTE: Only the grey fields should be filled out!  

 

Review type (choose one):   

Review by thesis supervisor      Review by opponent   

 

Thesis author: 

Surname and given name: Cyntia Sármányová 

 

Thesis title: Media habits across three generations 

Reviewer: 

Surname and given name: Christine Trültzsch-Wijnen 

Affiliation: Department of Media Studies 

 

1. RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN RESEARCH PROPOSAL AND THESIS (mark one box for each row) 

  Conforms to 

approved 

research 

proposal 

Changes are well 

explained and 

appropriate 

Changes are 

explained but are 

inappropriate 

Changes are not 

explained and are 

inappropriate 

Does not 

conform to 

approved 

research proposal 

1.1 Research 

objective(s) 

     

1.2 Methodology      

1.3 Thesis structure      

 

COMMENTARY (description of the relationship between the research proposal and the thesis. If there are 

problems, please be specific): 

 

The final thesis corresponds to the original research questions and research design which were outlined and 

well explained in the proposal.  

 

2. EVALUATION OF THE THESIS CONTENT 

Use letters A – B – C – D – E – F (A=best, F= failed) 

  Grade 

2.1 Quality and appropriateness of the theoretical framework A 

2.2 Ability to critically evaluate and apply the literature A 

2.3 Quality and soundness of the empirical research C 

2.4 Ability to select the appropriate methods and to use them correctly B 

2.5 Quality of the conclusion A 

2.6 Thesis originality and its contribution to academic knowledge production B 

 

COMMENTARY (description of thesis content and the main problems): 

The author analyses the media behaviour of three generations. She thereby draws on existing empirical 

material that has been conducted in the context of a research seminar. The main research question is “How do 

biographical and current contexts influence media habits? This question as well as the focus of the whole 

thesis is described and explained very well. The author aims to answer this question by an in-depth secondary 

analysis of the existing data based on a profound literature review on media socialization and media 

generations. 

On the theoretical level the author delivers an excellent review of the existing literature on media generations 

including its theoretical roots (Mannheim’s theory of generations). She also connects this with Bourdieu’s 

habitus theory and further theories in the field of audience research with demonstrates her good understanding 

of the intersection of individual and societal factors in the development of certain habits in relation to media 

or attitudes towards media. This theoretical exercise also delivers a good foundation for the focus of her 

research and her main research question. 



On the empirical level the thesis shows some weak points because not every step of the empirical work is 

explained in detail. Presumably, this is because the author took it for granted that her supervisor knows the 

original empirical material for the secondary analysis. However, this makes it difficult for somebody who 

does not know the empirical data and the research design of the original study. For example, in the description 

of the sample sociodemographic characteristics and other information beyond age cohort/generation is 

missing. Still, the composition of what is understood as young, middle and elder generation, is well described. 

Here, the author also critically reflects the potential weakness of the sample (missing of age cohorts born in 

the 1950s and 1980s). However, a better explanation of the sampling strategy (convenience sampling of three 

generations of real families), would make the missing cohorts more comprehensible for the reader. Also, the 

investigation of members of real families could have been explained better against the background of her 

research questions. The method of the secondary analysis (thematic analysis) is explained and the analysis 

grid can be found in the appendix. Here, it would also have been better to outline this more in detail in order 

to make it comprehensible for every reader. Further, it would make the approach of this thesis more 

understandable, if the author had given examples of re-coding and re-analysing interview sections. Also, the 

author states that this secondary analysis was based on her research questions and theoretical considerations. 

Here too, examples would be helpful to understand how the theoretical insights were connected to the 

empirical work. 

But despite of this critique, it must be stressed, that the weakness addressed is not because of the research 

design and the author’s handling of the methodology, but only because not all steps of research were 

explained clearly. The author shows in her thesis a good knowledge of qualitative and quantitative research 

and also critically discusses the limits, the range and the scope of her study.  

In the presentation of the results the she gives a good overview of the societal context in which the respective 

‘generations’ grew up. She situates each generation well in reflecting historical, societal and cultural contexts 

that might influence media habits. Also, the comparison of the different generations is clear and presented in a 

critical and reflective way. Here, the connection between the empirical results and the literature review is 

made very well. 

In the discussion the author shows her ability of conducting academic research and reflecting her own work. 

The thesis shows a strong coherence between the single parts, which is also taken up in the discussion. The 

research question is answered in detail and the theoretical as well as practical implication of the research are 

discussed. In her recommendations for future research, the author shows a good understanding of the broader 

research field (audience studies, media socialization) where the topic of the master thesis is connected to. 

 

3. EVALUATION OF THE THESIS FORM 

Use letters A – B – C – D – E – F (A=best, F= failed) 

  Grade 

3.1 Quality of the structure  A 

3.2 Quality of the argumentation B 

3.3 Appropriate use of academic terminology A 

3.4 Quality, quantity and appropriateness of the citations (both in the theory part and in the 

empirical part) 

C 

3.5 Conformity to quotation standards (*)  A 

3.6 Use of an academic writing style, and correct use of language (both grammar and spelling) A 

3.6 Quality of the textual lay-outing and appendices A 

(*) in case the text contains quotations without references, the grade is F; in case the text contains plagiarised 

parts, do not recommend the thesis for defence and suggest disciplinary action against the author instead. 

 

COMMENTARY (description of thesis form and the main problems): 

The structure of the thesis is clear and coherent. The argumentation is also very good. However, the author 

gives not enough information on the sample as well as the conduction of the secondary analysis. This makes it 

difficult to understand for somebody who is not familiar with the original study (see also comment on the 

content of the thesis). 

 

4. OVERAL EVALUATION (provide a summarizing list of the thesis’s strengths and weaknesses): 

Strengths: 

- Excellent literature review 

- Connection of empirical results and literature review 

- Presentation of results 

- Discussion 

 

Weaknesses: 



- Description of the analysed data (sample of the original study) 

- Description of the secondary analysis 

 

5. QUESTIONS OR TOPICS TO BE DISCUSSED DURING THE THESIS DEFENSE: 

5.1 ‘Generation’ in the sense of Mannheim means more than simple age cohorts. With respect to this, what 

are the strengths and potential weaknesses of your sample? 

5.2 In your literature review you showed that most research is focussed on one specific generation. What can 

a comparative perspective on generations add to the field of media and communication research? 

5.3 Investigating biological generations (children, parents, grandparents) like in the data that were re-

analysed by you is hardly found in the field of audience research. Have you any ideas of what else in the 

field of audience research and/or media socialization could be researched (e.g. by focussing more on 

families than on generations)? 

5.4       

 

6. ANTIPLAGIARISM CHECK 

 

 The reviewer is familiar with the thesis‘ URKUND score. 

 
If the score is above 5%, please evaluate and indicate problems: 

6.1       

 

 

6. SUGGESTED GRADE OF THE THESIS AS A WHOLE (choose one or two)  

A        excellent 

B        very good (above average but with some weaknesses)    

C        good (average with some important weaknesses)     

D        satisfactory (below average with significant weaknesses)    

E        marginal pass (meeting minimal requirements)   

F       not recommended for defence 
 

If the mark is an “F”, please provide your reasons for not recommending the thesis for defence: 
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