
MASTER´S EXAMINER REPORT 

 
GPS – Geopolitical Studies, Faculty of Social Sciences, Charles University 

 

Thesis title: Land vs Sea: Neoclassical Geopolitical Analysis of Brazil 

Name of Student: Sergio Bezzera Junior 

Referee (incl. titles): Dr. Jan Kofroň 

 
Report Due Date:  

31.1.2025 

 

Comments of the referee on the thesis highlights and shortcomings (following the four 

numbered aspects of your assessment indicated below). 

 

1) Contribution and argument: A large part of the thesis is perhaps a bit too much descriptive. 

This is not necessarily a problem, nevertheless, if I take this thesis and compare it with the 

best theses defended in our department, this thesis is rather less ambitious. 

BTW I would be super interested in learning more about Brazilian debates on Maritime vs. 

Continental orientation of the country. Sadly only a small portion of the thesis explicitly 

focuses on this (a way bigger part deals with the geo-strategic potential). 

 

 

2) Theoretical and methodological framework: I do appreciate that the thesis has a Literature 

Review section. Unfortunately, a reader will eventually ask, “so what?”. Here, a short one-page 

extension could have wrapped up the key implications of the literature for the research. 

The same issue is visible in the subsequent chapter 3 (Theory and methodology – btw If I were the 

author, I would have split it into two chapters). 

The methodology is weak – almost nonexistent (also there are no references in this – short – 

subsection). 

 

3) Sources and literature: Adequate (even though I have expected that the author would use more 

Brazilian dissertations and papers). 

 

4) Manuscript form and structure: Overall, I don’t see a problem with the form of the paper.  What 

I don’t like is the structure. The thesis has a long Intro structured into subchapters (e.g. Methodology, 

Theory etc.) – then these Mini chapters are expanded later on. That is not entirely wrong, rather it is 

unnecessary – It would be enough to mention briefly those issues in the Intro – just to provide a 

general idea about the thesis. Simply, the Intro could have been a bit more concise (here at Charles, 

Master Theses usually have 2 or 3 pages. 

 

5) Quality of presentation: Given that the author is not a native speaker, the language is fine, even 

though I would recommend a bit more of the “US approach” – as it is now the paper does not read 

great, and it is a bit cumbersome (once again, considering the author is not a native speaker this is not 

an issue). 

 

CATEGORY POINTS 
Contribution (research quality, analysis, and conclusions)    (max. 40 points) 

 

30 

 Theoretical and methodological framework                            (max. 25 points) 15 

Sources and literature                                                              (max. 10 points) 8 

Manuscript form and structure                                                (max. 15 points) 12 
Quality of presentation (grammar, style, coherence)              (max. 10 points) 

 

9 



TOTAL POINTS                                                                  (max. 100 points) 74 

The proposed grade (A-B-C-D-E-F) C  

 

Suggested questions for the defence are:  

 

 

 

 
 

I (do not) recommend the thesis for final defence.  

___________________________ 
Referee Signature 

 
 
 
Overall grading scheme at FSV UK: 

TOTAL POINTS GRADE Quality standard 

91 – 100 A = outstanding (high honor) 

81 – 90 B = superior (honor) 

71 – 80 C = good 

61 – 70 D = satisfactory  

51 – 60 E = low pass at a margin of failure 

0 – 50 F = failing. The thesis is not recommended for defence.  
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