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Major Evaluation Criteria (80 points) 

Contribution and argument (max 50)	
Quality of research and analysis, originality  33 

Research question (max 15)	
Definition of objectives, plausibility of hypotheses 10 

Theoretical framework (max 15) 
Methods relevant to the research question  10 

 
Minor Evaluation Criteria (20 points) 

Sources, literature (max 10) 
Quantity and quality of sources and references 

7 

Presentation (max 5) 
Language, style, cohesion 

5 

Manuscript form (max 5)	
Structure, logical coherence, layout, tables, figures 

2 

 
Plagiarism-check (Turnitin) match score: 10% 
For values above 15%, the reviewer must include an assessment of the thesis’ originality in their review. 
 
 

Total Score 

67/100 

Proposed grade 

D (61-70) 
 
 
Reviewer’s commentary 
Minimum 1,800 characters including spaces for passing grades 
Minimum 2,500 characters including spaces for failing grades 

The topic of the thesis is very interesting, and even though my report may appear rather critical from the 
perspective of a supervisor, I must first say that Mariia worked on the thesis consistently, consulted with 
me regularly, and took my feedback and recommendations seriously. Our cooperation was very good and 
smooth throughout the process. As I already mentioned, I consider the topic itself highly interesting, and I 
appreciate the thought process behind it. 
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In terms of the positive aspects, I believe that the introduction successfully draws the reader into the topic 
and the goals of the research. I also very much appreciate the fact that the main research question, 
together with the sub-question, is already clearly articulated in the introduction. Furthermore, the thesis 
includes a paragraph dedicated to explaining how the research question will be answered and what the 
expected contribution of the research is. 

When it comes to the literature review, I believe Mariia worked with relevant literature. On the other hand, 
I think the literature review could have been more extensive and detailed, particularly because throughout 
the last year, and especially during the final months of the writing process, we repeatedly discussed a much 
broader body of literature that could have been incorporated both into the literature review and the 
theoretical framework. This brings me to the theoretical framework itself, which hints at the direction of 
the research through concepts such as blurred identity and group identity. However, I do not believe that 
the framework fully reached its potential, especially in terms of connecting the research questions to 
broader theoretical debates and literature. 

One of the strongest parts of the entire thesis, in my opinion, is the research design and methodology 
chapter. Mariia clearly presents the methodological approach of the research, and although I am not 
entirely convinced that the chosen method of comparative analysis, particularly the way it was applied, was 
the most suitable for answering the research question, I must nevertheless emphasize several positive 
aspects. In particular, I appreciate Table 1, which presents the indicators of identity and sociological shift as 
part of the comparative analysis. 

Another point that we repeatedly discussed together was the structure of the thesis. I suggested that part 
of the contextual section, beginning with Chapter 2, should have been placed before the theoretical and 
methodological chapters. Nevertheless, this section is highly detailed and demonstrates Mariia’s deep 
interest in the topic and her effort to understand both the empirical and conceptual dimensions of the 
issue. 

Chapter 3 continues with a semi-analytical, though still largely descriptive, discussion of post-Soviet politics 
and separatist narratives. I appreciate that Mariia uses visual communication through charts and maps in 
order to better communicate some of the information presented in this chapter. 

When it comes to the empirical section and especially the conclusion, the results are undoubtedly 
interesting. However, I believe there was greater potential that remained underdeveloped. Mariia could, 
for example, have triangulated additional methodologies rather than relying primarily on comparative case 
analysis. Likewise, the research could have been strengthened through the collection and analysis of 
primary data as part of the overall research design. Because of this, it is difficult to fully assess to what 
extent the results meet the expectations established in the introduction and whether they fully answer the 
research questions. 

Despite these criticisms, I very much appreciate the amount of work and effort Mariia invested in this 
thesis. From the perspective of the formal minor criteria, I identified some issues related to formatting, the 
table of contents, spacing between chapters and paragraphs, and text alignment. However, these are 
relatively minor issues. My main criticism concerns the empirical section, which, in my opinion, is not 
sufficiently grounded in the theoretical framework and literature. 

 
 
 
Questions for the defense 
Could you please elaborate on how your research findings and conclusions can be situated within the 
broader academic debate, and what they contribute to the existing academic literature? Furthermore, how 
do you think future research on the same topic could be expanded, potentially from a different theoretical 
or methodological perspective? 
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I DO recommend the thesis for final defence.  
 
 
 

___________________________ 
 Reviewer’s Signature 
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