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Evaluation justification (strengths and weaknesses of thesis):
In my evaluation this thesis was judged as unacceptable. Among other aspects, what’s missing is exploration (or even definitions) of any of deeper themes which have made the works, especially those by Lovecraft, so popular in mainstream culture since the 1970s.

There is 6 pages of general biographical information (10-15) about the two authors and a superficial 3-page background chapter on “The Cthulhu Mythos” (16-18), but almost nothing related to the cultural background of the works and the profound and provocative themes featured in them. Instead the reader only gets banal generalities such as “People’s obsessions with monsters can be clearly seen throughout history.” (18), with no insight as to why, e.g. the cultural or psychological functions of “monsters.” Even the quote from Lovecraft that we know little “of the world and the universe around us [w]ith our five feeble senses” (18) does not even scratch the surface regarding any of the deeper implications of Lovecraft’s work, e.g. the metaphysical, psychological, philosophical or even sociological themes involved such as human/non-human; determinism/free will; fear of scientific “progress”; race and xenophobia; religion/ritual; science/magic. Even choosing one or two of these discourses as a tool to focus the analysis could have led to some real research results in the thesis. For instance, in the half-page Conclusion (37) of the thesis it is mentioned that “the different backgrounds [of the two authors] still had an impact on their style of writing.” A biographical approach could be an interesting way focus an analysis, but unfortunately the reader must guess what this could mean because no evidence or arguments are presented here or earlier in the thesis regarding writing “style.”

As regards comparisons and contrasts of the works of the two authors, it is difficult to find any at all, only a quick superficial note here and there when Howard uses a similar character, setting or entity as did Lovecraft. No further significance is presented. There is not even a chapter which directly compares or contrasts the themes or ideas of the two authors in terms of any of the possibilities listed here in the first paragraph.

Only 8 secondary sources are used in the entire bachelor’s thesis, and although several primary sources by both Lovecraft and Howard are listed in the bibliography, these are rarely used in comparison nor in contrast to the short stories discussed in chapter 4. As alluded to above, the primary sources are merely used to mention superficial points, usually that Howard has used a “monster” that Lovecraft used earlier. But why? How can we compare ways in which the two authors differ? Of all the dozens of established writers who have used the Cthulhu Mythos, besides a few sentences indicating that they corresponded with each other (15), little is presented on why Howard was even chosen for this analysis. 

Finally, the language is barely acceptable for a bachelor’s thesis in a study program in philology. Too many vocabulary, style and especially grammar errors can be found, e.g. tense usage and other verb problems, sentence fragments, direct translations from Czech leading to non-standard usage and sentence structure. The questions below can be used in revising the thesis.


	Questions to be answered by student:

1) Can you choose one or more of these possible deeper themes and comment on how it is represented the works of the two authors? 
human/non-human
determinism/free will
fear of scientific “progress”
race and xenophobia
religion/ritual
science/magic

2) Can you define any differences at all between the works of the two writers? These contrasts could be described in terms of themes, style, narration, use of the same characters or settings, etc.
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