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

Conforms to Changes are well | Changes are Changes are not Does not
approved explained and explained but are | explained and are | conform to
research appropriate inappropriate inappropriate approved
proposal research proposal

1.1 | Research L] L] L] L]

objective(s) _ _
1.2 | Methodology [ ] [ | [ | L_| L_|
1.3 | Thesis structure [ | [ ] [ ] L] L]

COMMENTARY (description of the relationship between the research proposal and the thesis. If there are
problems, please be specific):

The author did not provide the research proposal; therefore, I am unable to compare it with the thesis. However,
the author did not mention any changes in the thesis, so I assume the thesis conforms to the approved research

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 F
2.2 | Ability to critically evaluate and apply the literature F
2.3 | Quality and soundness of the empirical research E
2.4 | Ability to select the appropriate methods and to use them correctly F
2.5 | Quality of the conclusion E
2.6 | Thesis originality and its contribution to academic knowledge production E

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

- The thesis does not establish a sound or appropriate theoretical framework, with serious gaps in defining basic
concepts, inconsistent terminology usage, and missing references for both key theoretical claims and historical
statements.

- The literature review is superficial, lacks depth, contains repetitions and errors, fails to rigorously discuss key

concepts, and does not sufficiently connect to or critique existing research.




- Methodological weaknesses are systemic: sampling procedures are poorly described, ethical considerations
are incomplete, applied methods are ambiguously explained, and the structure of participant groups is
inconsistent.

- Data collection and analysis lack transparency (e.g., unclear interview procedures, and non-systematic
qualitative coding). There is potential guidance in interview questions.

- The distinction between different forms of analysis (comparative, thematic, discourse) is inadequately handled
and unclearly implemented.

- The argumentation is fragmented and not sufficiently evidence-based; bias is evident in analysis, conclusions
are weak and insufficiently supported, and originality and scholarly contribution are not convincingly

established.

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 F
3.2 | Quality of the argumentation E
3.3 | Appropriate use of academic terminology F
3.4 | Quality, quantity and appropriateness of the citations (both in the theory part and in the E
empirical part)
3.5 | Conformity to quotation standards (*) E
3.6 | Use of an academic writing style, and correct use of language (both grammar and spelling) E
3.6 | Quality of the textual lay-outing and appendices E

(*) 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 thesis is not prepared in the correct format, features inconsistent and confusing organization, lacks title
and subtitle numbering, and has poor paragraph formatting.

- Significant issues remain with English language use (grammar, spelling, academic register, voice,
contractions, tenses) and the thesis does not follow established academic writing conventions.

- There are numerous errors in quoting, improper integration and translation of participant responses, missing
or incorrect citation of both primary and secondary sources, and occasional non-compliance with quotation

standards.

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

The thesis exhibits significant technical, methodological, and academic weaknesses. While it does demonstrate
some engagement with the subject and a basic attempt to undertake original empirical work, these efforts are
undermined by persistent shortcomings. The thesis falls below average but it might barely fulfil minimal
requirements for a pass. The substantial revision required in structure, academic rigor, methodology, and writing
precludes a higher grade.

The thesis, though deeply flawed, is a full attempt with the necessary parts and some academic effort. There is

no indication of clear ethical breaches that would necessitate immediate failure.

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

5.1 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?




5.2 What specific theoretical frameworks guided your understanding of memory, and how did you decide
when to use concepts like ‘gendered memory’ and ‘political memory’?

53 You assert a gap in the literature concerning the politics of memory and gendered memory in post-
communist Czech context. What prior academic research did you consider, and why did you identify a
gap?

5.4 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?

5.5. Your definition of “socialist government countries” in the 1920s appears to be problematic regarding
Spain. Can you clarify your approach to developing historical framework?

5.6 Can you clarify the criteria you used for participant selection, particularly with respect to nationality and
periodization (post-1989 vs. pre-1989)?

5.7 Why did you choose verbal consent over written consent, and how did you address issues of

confidentiality and ethical oversight?

5.8 What steps did you take to ensure the reliability and validity of your coding and analytical process?

5.9 Can you explain your translation process for participant quotations? How did you ensure accuracy and
comprehensibility for non-Czech readers?

5.10 | How did you address possible researcher bias in your collection and interpretation of qualitative data?

5.11 | Some of your interview questions are arguably leading. How did you ensure neutrality and openness in
your interview format?

5.12 | What do you see as your thesis’s main contribution to the existing literature?

6. ANTIPLAGIARISM CHECK
|X| The reviewer is familiar with the thesis’s Turnitin score.

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

| 6.1 | The result of the Turnitin similarity check is 4%.

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

very good (above average but with some weaknesses)

good (average with some important weaknesses)

satisfactory (below average with significant weaknesses)

marginal pass (meeting minimal requirements)

6.
A
B
C
D
E
F

(I

not recommended for defence

If the mark is an “F”, please provide your reasons for not recommending the thesis for defence:
Publishing this thesis in its current form would reflect poorly on the institution and the standards expected at
the Master’s level. As no further revision is possible and a grade must be awarded at this final stage, the most
academically responsible choice is F.

If the committee feels there is just enough original research and academic effort, but the result is far below
expectations, a grade of E may be justified.

My academic recommendation is not to recommend this thesis for defence (F).
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Media Studies. The electronic version of the review should be converted into a PDF and uploaded to SIS, or
sent to the Department of Media Studies secretary who will upload it to SIS on the reviewer’s behalf.

Do not upload PDFs with a scanned signature, the review uploaded to SIS must be without signature.




