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Other comments or suggesƟons:

The objecƟve stated is relevant concerning the thesis Ɵtle, although it would be beƩer to focus on some specific prod-
uct, brand or market segment. Nevertheless, sub-objecƟves are confusing and do not support the main (especially
the second aim – to idenƟfy the current customer of Anastasia’s channel). Carefully thought-through objecƟves would
have helped to construct the methodology. The logical frame in project management may be an inspiraƟon here.

The author does not specify data sources for the pracƟcal part of the thesis. Although declared in the methodology,
no staƟsƟcs were used.

It is difficult to comment on the work with data and informaƟon because this thesis does not contain any data collec-
Ɵon, procession or analysis.

Few charts in the literature review without reference to the primary source and remain leŌ without an explanaƟon.
The pracƟcal part seems to be transcripted or copied from a book or an instrucƟon manual for beginning YouTubers.
No objecƟve data analysis was done. On the contrary, many statements are subjecƟve and not evidence-based.When
the student refers to some research as on page 40, she does not link it to the broader context.

Theworkwith the scienƟfic literature does notmeet the expectaƟons and rules given by the faculty in the instrucƟons
for submiƫng a bachelor thesis. Many sources are in English; some of them, although wriƩen in English, are in reality
in another language (ERMAKOVA, Svetlana & BAGROVA, Natalya. (2016))

There are missing many quotaƟons in the text of sources listed in the references. HAWKINS, MOTHERSBAUGH &
BEST, 2007; KATRYCHEVA, A. (2017); SYED, Muhammad A., KHAN, Naimat U., FAIZAN ur R. & LUBNA, Nazneen. (2018);
BYKOV, Stanislav. (2019); MROCHKOVSKY, Nikolay, Timur TAZHETDINOV, Andrey PARABLLUM. (2018); MAINZER, Kris-
ten. (2019); GRIFFIN, Zoe. (2017); CLAY, Alexa, PHILLIPS, Kira. (2018); ANISIMOV, Vladislav. (2020) or SAMARTSEV,
Andrey.BAYKOV, Dmitry. (2019).

On the other hand, authors quoted in the thesis body are missing in the references as Armstrong & Kotler, (2010);
Kotler (2003); Hudson (2020); Chris and Turnbull (2016); MaƩhewHudson (2020) or Ather, Khan, Rehman&Nazneen

Rector’s guidance, no. 5/2019 (Rules for assigning, preparing, submiƫng, archiving and publishing Bachelor andMas-
ter theses at CZU) states:

“Final thesis considered unsaƟsfactory, in the text of which there are no proper citaƟons of more than 10% of biblio-
graphic sources, listed at the end of the thesis in the list of references.”

Overall, the thesis is wriƩen at a reasonable level. However, it is to bemenƟoned that it is expected that formal wriƟng
is wriƩen in the third person. The author of this thesis forgets the academic wriƟng rule in his text and uses personal
pronouns, for instance, on pages 19, 21, 23-27,29,30-36.

Concerning above menƟoned, I can not recommend this thesis for defence.

Plagiarism control: The system Theses.cz has not assessed the thesis as suspicious.
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