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	Thesis evaluation criteria
	Classification grade according to ECTS 

	Structure

	Overall clarity and structure of the work
	A
	B
	C
	D
	E
	F

	Language level
	A
	B
	C
	D
	E
	F

	Compliance with citation and formatting norms
	A
	B
	C
	D
	E
	F

	Content

	Thesis statement formulation 
	A
	B
	C
	D
	E
	F

	Sources and their utilization
	A
	B
	C
	D
	E
	F

	Methods of processing the research problem
	A
	B
	C
	D
	E
	F

	Level of analytical and interpretive elements
	A
	B
	C
	D
	E
	F

	Formulation of conclusions and meeting objectives
	A
	B
	C
	D
	E
	F

	Originality and vocational contribution
	A
	B
	C
	D
	E
	F

	Justifications for evaluation (strengths and weaknesses of thesis):
The thesis focuses on the translation strategies and methods in rendering three books from Neil Gaiman’s The Sandman series into Czech. More specifically, the thesis deals with the examples of added or lost meaning, rendering of character identities, and translations of obscure terms and slang in the comics. 
Strengths:
· The thesis deals with the highly popular graphic novel series The Sandman by Neil Gaiman and its translation into Czech. 
Weaknesses:
· The bibliography is extremely limited, containing only five sources.
· The introductions to both the theory and analysis sections are unclear.
· There is a discrepancy between the title and the “topic” discussed in the abstract and introduction, which causes confusion about the thesis’s main focus.
· The writing style is occasionally too informal for an academic thesis; for instance, the introduction reads more like a personal reflection than a scholarly opening (e.g., “For the start, the focus in introducing The Sandman overall, justifying the reason for why I picked it as the topic for my bachelor thesis…” p. 7).
· Section 1.1 relies almost entirely on summary of the comic series rather than relying on earlier research, if any, or critical perspectives. Similarly, analytical section does not provide the reader with the information about the sources the student bases his interpretations on.  
· Punctuation and formatting issues, including improper use of full stops, inconsistent capitalization, and “hanging” references, affect readability.
· Theoretical references are vague or incomplete; for example, Jakobson is mentioned without citation to the source, and the descriptions of Vilikovský’s and Levý’s approaches are superficial.
· Section 2.2 lacks concrete examples, making the terms like “added meaning” or “lost meaning” difficult to understand. Where statistics are presented, it is unclear whether they refer to source-target pairs or aggregate frequencies.
· The claim that the Czech version preserves the meaning “better” (p. 25) cannot be made, especially since it is the source text which reflects the authorial intent, and translations is expected to follow it faithfully.
· The criteria for identifying slang are unclear; for instance, “natter” is labeled as slang without reference to any reliable sources; however, in LDOCE it is only marked as “informal”.
· The analysis tends to focus narrowly on isolated examples, rather than assessing the translator’s broader strategies or choices that determine the success of the translation.

	Questions to be answered by student:
· Could you please clarify what you mean by "took notes of everything interesting" in your methodology (p. 20)? What type of methodology is this, and who supports or advocates for this approach? What was the total sample/corpus/data used for your analysis? 
· How would you characterize the translator(s)' approach to the comic series? What factors might affect its reception and popularity among Czech readers?

	Overall mark[footnoteRef:1]* [1: * Overall mark does not indicate a mathematical average of individual marks.] 

	A
	B
	C
	D
	E
	F

	Date: 8.5.2025
	[bookmark: _GoBack]Signature: Mgr. Svitlana Shurma, Ph.D., v. r.



