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Student name:

Master thesis title:

Supervisor name:

Supervisor email:

Supervisor institutional affiliation:

Co-supervisor name:

Co-supervisor email:

Co-supervisor institutional affiliation: 

Only in case of referral to a third reader:

Third reader name:


Third reader institutional affiliation (if applicable):

SECTION A: Administrative check
☐ Plagiarism check completed. Overlaps are legitimate (quotations, standard phrasing) and correctly cited. No plagiarism detected. 

☐ The length of the thesis falls within the limits set for a Euroculture Master thesis. In the case where the length of the thesis falls outside of this limit, the student has requested AND received permission to do so from both supervisors. The student and supervisors have informed both Directors of Studies of any such extension in advance of submission.

☐ The thesis contains all the required elements. This includes a title page, signed declaration, table of contents, bibliography, and appendices (if applicable).

	☐ Ethics status is documented (approval/exemption/not applicable). If human participants or personal data were involved, informed consent and GDPR-compliant data handling are attested in the thesis. 

☐ AI Use Disclosure is included, or student has indicated “No AI used” in the declaration; any authorized (supportive and/or generative) AI use is documented. 
NOTE: In case the examiner cannot tick any of these boxes, the thesis should be referred back to the student for revision. In case of plagiarism detection, the relevant Board of Examiners should be contacted.  

[bookmark: _Hlk179379097]SECTION B: Assessment Criteria Evaluation (Short Notes)
In this report, please consider the following questions. Please tick the relevant box and add a short explanation.

Problem definition and relevance:  
Is there a clearly defined research question or problem that is relevant to the Euroculture context and formulated at an MA level?

	�
	Research problem, hypothesis and/or questions are precise, well‑motivated, and significant in academic and/or societal terms; scope is appropriate and feasible.


	�
	Research problem and questions are mostly clear and relevant; minor sharpening needed.


	�
	Research problem and questions are understandable but broad, under‑motivated, or partially feasible.


	�
	Research problem and questions are vague, over‑broad, or weakly motivated.


	�
	FAIL: Research problem and questions unclear/unsupported; feasibility not demonstrated.


	Explanation
	



Literature engagement
Does the thesis identify and synthesize a relevant scholarly debate, position the study within it, and use current/appropriate sources?

	�
	Identifies and synthesizes core debates; positions the thesis clearly; sources are current/appropriate; critical use of literature informs the argument.


	�
	Covers most relevant debates; generally positions the study; some synthesis/critique of the sources; minor gaps or a few dated sources.


	�
	Adequately identifies relevant literature but is mainly descriptive; limited synthesis or positioning; currency/fit acceptable.


	�
	Patchy coverage; key debates missing; over-reliance on few/dated sources; weak link to RQ.


	�
	FAIL: Minimal/inappropriate literature; misreadings; no positioning.

	Explanation
	


Theoretical framework
Does the thesis engage relevant theoretical perspectives and provide a conceptual/theoretical lens that aligns with the research question and is consistently and correctly applied in the analysis? 

	�
	Coherent theoretical framework is clearly identified, well-justified and fully aligned with RQ; key concepts clearly defined, operationalized and applied consistently and critically throughout the analysis


	�
	Generally appropriate framework with (mostly) clear definitions and mostly consistent application, minor inconsistencies or lapses in the theoretical application that do not undermine the overall analysis;


	�
	Adequate framework with understandable definitions; application of theory in the analysis is inconsistently executed or partly superficial; 


	�
	Weak/unclear theoretical framework; conceptual ambiguity; misalignment with RQ, theory is superficially or incorrectly applied, undermining the quality of the analysis


	�
	FAIL: Minimal or no coherent theoretical framework; significant conceptual errors; absence of meaningful application or consistent use of theoretical concepts in the analysis


	Explanation
	



Methodology, research design & ethics
Is the methodology clearly justified, well-aligned with the research questions, robustly designed and executed, with transparent data collection/selection and explicit consideration of ethical issues including GDPR where relevant?

	�
	Methods are well‑justified and precisely aligned with research questions; research design is robust; data/material collection and selection are transparent; ethical considerations, including GDPR, are explicitly and thoroughly addressed (where relevant).


	�
	Methodology appropriately fits the research questions; research design is generally sound but lacks some details or rigor; implementation is mostly consistent and fitting; ethical and data protection issues are mentioned and reasonably addressed but not deeply developed. 


	�
	Method shows some weaknesses in alignment or detail; research design or its implementation is inconsistent or partially flawed; ethical reflection is limited or superficial and data aspects are insufficiently handled.


	�
	Methodology poorly aligned with research questions or inadequately executed; research design is flawed; data collection/selection lacks transparency; minimal or inadequate ethical reflection; significant methodological limitations unaddressed.


	�
	FAIL: Methodology or design is seriously flawed or absent; ethical or data issues constitute major problems undermining validity or integrity of the research.


	Explanation
	



Analysis, argumentation & original contribution
Does the thesis present a sustained and coherent argument supported by insightful analysis, clearly demonstrating an original empirical, theoretical, or methodological contribution, with appropriate reflection on limitations and reflexivity?"

	�
	Sustained, coherent argument with insightful analysis; claim and arguments convincingly supported by empirical evidence and/or theoretical reasoning; clear original contribution (empirical, theoretical, or methodological); limitations and reflexivity explicitly discussed.


	�
	Generally coherent argument with some insightful elements; contribution is plausible though may be limited in originality or scope; most claims supported reasonably well by evidence.


	�
	Mainly descriptive with intermittent or superficial analysis; original contribution unclear or insufficiently developed; arguments inconsistently supported.


	�
	Assertions are weakly supported; logical gaps or inconsistencies; limited analytical depth.


	�
	FAIL: Little or no analysis; unsupported conclusions; absence of coherent argumentation or any discernible original contribution..


	Explanation
	



Structure & coherence:
Is the thesis organized logically with a clear chapter flow that demonstrates progression from research question through analysis to conclusion, effective signposting and transitions that support reader comprehension?

	�
	Logical chapter flow; clear signposting; smooth transitions.

	�
	Generally logical with minor redundancies or jumps.

	�
	Organization uneven; some repetition/gaps.

	�
	Disjointed; weak signposting.


	�
	FAIL: Disorganized; difficult to follow.


	Explanation
	



Style, referencing & presentation
Is the thesis written in clear academic English, with accurate, consistent referencing and well-designed, clearly captioned figures and tables that enhance comprehension?

	�
	Clear academic English; accurate and consistent referencing; figures/tables well‑designed and captioned.


	�
	Minor language or formatting issues; referencing mostly consistent.

	�
	Noticeable language/format issues; inconsistent citations.

	�
	Frequent errors; referencing problematic.

	�
	FAIL: Poor language; non‑compliant referencing; presentation hinders understanding.


	Explanation
	



Process & independence


How regularly did the student engage with supervisors? 

☐ Regularly (≈ every 2–4 weeks) 
☐ Moderately (≈ every 4–6 weeks) 
☐ Sparsely (start + just before deadline) 
☐ Compressed (only in the last weeks)
☐ Minimal contact

Overall comments: 
Summarize key strengths, weaknesses, and justifications for the grade (< 150 words)


Type your answer here. 


Possible questions for thesis defence
 

Type your answer here. 



Assessment 
☐ Mutual agreement reached: Both supervisors agree on the result recorded below.

☐ No agreement: Each supervisor recorded an independent provisional grade. The final grade is the average of the two results.

☐ Pass/Fail disagreement: One supervisor awarded a pass and the other a fail. The thesis has been submitted to a third reader*; the Directors of Studies of the two universities were contacted and informed about the procedure. The third reader’s decision is final. 

*The third reader can come from any partner university of the Consortium and has to be a qualified scholar to evaluate the thesis at hand. The supervisor who has indicated a ‘fail’ will approach a suitable colleague for this purpose, or refer the matter to their Director of Studies to approach a suitable colleague. 

☐ Rewrite: This assessment concerns a revised submission. The original two supervisors assessed this thesis. This is the student’s [second/third] attempt.

Grade
	Supervisor grade
(national grade)
	(Suggested) c0-supervisor grade (expressed according to their national grading system)
	*Averaged grade 
(if no consensus on passing grade)


	*Third reader grade (if no consensus on pass/fail)

	

	

	

	




Signature: 







Date and place: 
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