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In this report, please consider the following:

1) Problem statement, method and theory:


a) The aims and objectives of the thesis – are these clearly identified and explained? Is there a well formulated problem statement?
Yes. Author sets up a clear question. The problem is formulated in a clear and interesting way. However, the question is very broad for to be answered in the size of the standard diploma (MA) thesis.

b) Has a suitable methodology and theoretical frame been taken to solve the stated problems?
Methodology is very similar to the traditional historical narrative concept. Thomas Šihánek proceed systematically. 

c) Does the conclusion provide convincing answers/proof to the initial questions/hypothesis?
Mostly yes. Author addresses the broad issue that explores several aspects that have previously provided. Conclusions are not always entirely convincing - the width of the problem will not allow him to examine the appropriate depth in the MA thesis format.


d) Does the research constitute an original contribution to the field of knowledge in this field or domain?
Yes. The work is interesting for its systematic approach and clarity. I think that the question posed by the author, should be of interest to most European taxpayers.


e)  Is the research problem and the discussion of it of sufficient complexity for an MA level?
Yes. I think that the author did a good job. However, I insist that the topic is too complex and wide for the format of the MA thesis.

2) Structure:


a) Is the thesis coherently structured?
Yes. It is structured very well.


b) Are concepts clearly introduced and explained, and critically and consistently applied?
Mostly yes. However – as stated above, the width of the problem would not allow the author to examine the appropriate depth in the MA thesis format.

3) Sources (primary and secondary):


a) Has (enough) relevant (primary and secondary) literature been adequately interpreted and integrated into the thesis?
Yes. The work was hard even in terms of understanding of the technical subject (i.e. necessity of interpreting technically detailed sources). It is commendable that Tomáš Šilhánek could debate technical issues in an understandable and structured way.

b) Is the bibliography/list of references complete and accurate?
Yes
4) Stylistics:


a) Is the use of language (English) acceptable and of the required standard (i.e. no spelling mistakes and typos, range of vocabulary, grammar)?
Mostly yes.

b) Are references in the text given in a coherent and consistent manner (either in-text or as footnotes)?
Mostly yes.

5) Format:


a) How is the thesis presented? (I.e. consistency in lay-out, choice of fonts, headings, tables and graphs)
I have no comments on this issue.
6) General:


a) Have recommended revisions been executed to a satisfying degree?
In this case, I must say that I got this text basically just before its completion. There was a little room for debate. However, I believe that the issues we discussed were reflected in the work satisfactorily.

b) To what degree has the student been able to work independently?
To the highest degree – at least from my point of view. See my comment above.


c) Any other relevant comments.
The text is in my opinion very good and the topic rather interesting. I can imagine it processed in the format of the dissertation. It is too wide for “just” MA thesis.
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