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Strengths of the thesis in terms of content:

The submitted thesis by Katerina Mahdalova is written in the language of an experienced jour-
nalist - the submitted text is readable, investigative and thoughtful. The author puts the story
first, communicating it to the reader in a way that is necessarily fun to read. The text is built on
the author’s experience, which is reflected in the selected sections and chapters of the text, and
is based on her measurements and original research design.

The work tries in many ways to open the door to interesting perspectives (which is simulta-
neously associated with some pitfalls), combining a theoretical approach and an empirical part
that aims at a nuanced and multi-layered conclusion. The conclusion (although the title does not
suggest it) is the culmination of the author’s work. It is evident in the text that she wants the
text to be read and to practice data journalism.

The amount and structure of sources are sufficient.

Weaknesses of the thesis in terms of content:
However, there are also significant limitations to the work:

1) The text is not written in the IMRAD form, which leads to greater coherence and reduces
the possibility of navigating the text.

2) The author says that she uses her measurement tool instead of Google Analytics (which I can
understand and considering the following argument) and instead of Matomo, which I do not
understand. For the ethical dimension, the question is how believable it is if the author is si-
multaneously working with Firebase. i.e. Google. The whole discussion of the measurement tool
is not clear to me and raises some questions or doubts as to why this is how the data is collected.

3) The text has little methodological transparency - it uses its ad hoc tool. It then presents the
data nowhere except in an aggregated form in graphs, where they already have a strongly inter-
preted meaning. There is no discussion of data cleaning, how it is selected or made available in
the paper. Beyond trust in the author, the reader has no check that the data presented is real or
has not been purposely misrepresented. Probably not, but the text in no way supports this belief.

4) There is no in-depth discussion of the objects over which the data was collected, or its popu-
lation. Does ”specialspecialized datovazurnalistika.cz” have the same demographics as general
news sites? To what extent are the results generalgeneralizableat solid foundations? Do the re-
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commendations in the Conclusion in the text stand?

5) The final recommendations look excellent and engaging; they are a practical product of the
research. But by not discussing the reliability and validity of the data, not being transparent
about the methodology, and not fully justifying the selection of the articles, it is questionable to
what extent they are generalizable.

6) Work with literature and literary sources has improved significantly throughout the author’s
work. However, the theoretical part still has the character of a kind of broad contemplation of
many topics, and these are mostly not brought to the level of critical academic discussion. The
text as a whole thus comes across as a well-written, readable textbook that does not want to
slow the reader down with critical discussion, ambivalence, and transparency. But the genre of
the thesis is different.

Strengths of the thesis in terms of formal qualities:

Formally, the text is written in a very nice, understandable English, and contains explanatory
graphs and diagrams that significantly help the reader to navigate the text. The citations are APA
standard, which I commend as well. The thesis is written in English, which I also appreciate.

Weaknesses of the thesis in terms of formal qualities:

A question mark can be raised over the visual appearance of the text (not following the template),
but this is a matter of personal preference. The images could be presented in higher quality, the
colour underlining is often distracting. Hullman and Gelman are quoted repeatedly in the text in
2021 without letter distinction (a/b), but this is only a minor blemish on an otherwise relatively
careful work.

Summary of the report, assessment of the student’s approach:

Consultations with the author were complicated, haphazard, as the supervisor of the thesis, I did
not have enough insight into the process of creating the text, and although some of my comments
were incorporated, I cannot say that the text corresponded to my ideas of what a thesis and its
management should look like. The author also had a consultant, a great expert in the subject of
visualisation, but even working with him, she could not make sufficient use of him. I consider
this information to be essential.

As I stated above in my review, I think that the thesis shows the author’s great experience
and expertise, her ability to formulate the text in a readable, coherent, investigative manner.
On the other hand, the work presented has many methodological blind spots that will need to
be clearly exposed in the defence if it is to be successful.

Even though this is more of a textbook than a scientific text, I recommend the thesis for defence
if the author can answer the questions of the review in a completely satisfactory and concrete
manner.

Questions to ask during the defence to get a deeper understanding of the student’s work
and process:

1) Can you show the data in some detail and describe the process?

2) Can you tell the reasoning that led you to create your own measurement tool? How was it
validated? Can you compare its characteristics with other tools?

3) What influence did the selection of specific articles have on the data obtained? Does it really
correspond to any representative structure of the Czech environment?

Proposal of classification: passed
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