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Below is an opponent-style evaluation aligned to the structure of opponensi_lap_en.pdf (criteria + point limits), applied to 

Byekbolat.pdf.

0) Use of AI & suspected plagiarism (qualitative, “gate” criterion)

AI use disclosure & boundaries: LOW RISK / GOOD PRACTICE.

The thesis contains an explicit section on LLM use (“Use of LLM in the Thesis Writing and Development Process”), stating LLM 

support was bounded to language refinement, structural guidance, limited development assistance, and internal consistency 

checks, while the core empirical design, OAM construction, attribute logic, COCO Y0 workflow, results, and conclusions 

remain the author’s own work.

Plagiarism suspicion: LOW based on internal signals (not a forensic check).

The document demonstrates consistent academic structuring, explicit citations, and includes an LLM-benchmark appendix with 

verbatim prompt/output materials (transparency tends to reduce “hidden AI writing” concerns).

 Note: I cannot run Turnitin/Urkund here; I recommend a standard similarity check for due process (especially because the 

text is polished and methodologically “template-clean,” which can sometimes resemble AI-edited prose even when legitimate).

⚠️

1) Topic & Objectives (max 40)

Score: 38 / 40

Strengths

• Topic is relevant and well-framed: compares WHR’s subjective ladder benchmark with an OAM + COCO Y0–oriented 

objective evaluation, explicitly addressing how ranking logic changes interpretation.

• Objectives are clear, numbered, and operationalized (attribute definition, benchmark preservation, objective evaluation, 

delta/correlation, maps, dashboard implementation, and positioning vs. an independent LLM solution).

• Scope & delimitations are explicitly stated (50-country set; interpretive/comparative—not causal/predictive).

Minor deductions

• Novelty is solid at the applied workflow level (layering + dashboard), but the conceptual core (ranking sensitivity; 

composite-indicator caution) is more incremental than radically new.

2) Review of the Literature (max 40)

Score: 37 / 40

Strengths

• Literature review is structured by streams (subjective well-being/WHR, composite indicators, OAM, COCO Y0, 

delta/correlation, visualization) and explicitly bridges to the implementation chapter.

• Clear statement of a research gap and what the thesis contributes (benchmark-aware, layered comparison + reproducible 

workflow).

• Strong methodological anchoring (rankings as constructions; need for transparency; maps as interpretive aids) rather than 



a purely descriptive source list.

Minor deductions (what could be improved)

• Could strengthen critical synthesis by adding more direct confrontation of limitations of WHR explanatory factors, rank 

transforms, and robustness/sensitivity methods (e.g., alternative normalization/aggregation choices) beyond the existing 

cautionary framing.

3) Presentation of the Author’s Own Work (max 60)

Score: 55 / 60

Strengths

• The thesis documents a full reproducible pipeline: preprocessing rules, OAM construction, rank transformation, COCO Y0 

evaluation, delta + correlation diagnostics, and map-based outputs.

• The browser-based dashboard is a substantial “own development” contribution: client–server architecture, upload + 

column detection, COCO input preparation with fallback, results and maps tabs, export functions, testing notes, and 

security considerations.

• Interpretation boundaries are explicitly stated (model-relative results, not universal truth), which is good scientific 

discipline.

Minor deductions

• The work is strong as an engineering + reproducibility artifact, but could further strengthen the “research” dimension by 

adding robustness checks (e.g., alternative rank/weight choices, missingness sensitivity, country-set sensitivity).

4) Structure, Style, and Formal Aspects (max 40)

Score: 38 / 40

Strengths

• Clear multi-level structure, consistent terminology, and a “golden thread” from aims → literature → workflow → 

interpretation.

• Annex-style completeness is strong (references, artifact/reproducibility materials, LLM benchmark documentation).

• Writing is readable and academically toned; bilingual abstract present.

Minor deductions

• A few sections feel “over-engineered” in verbosity (common in CT_00-style theses), where tighter condensation could 

improve examiner reading speed without loss of content.

5) Overall Impression (max 20)

Score: 19 / 20

A methodologically transparent, reproducible, and well-executed thesis with a notable applied contribution (dashboard + 

layered evaluation logic). The work is academically cautious about interpretation, and the LLM benchmarking is handled 

transparently rather than as hidden assistance.

Small deduction mainly for incremental novelty on the conceptual side (the engineering execution is excellent).



Points summary (as per opponensi form)

Criterion Max Score

1 Topic & Objectives 40 38

2 Review of the Literature 40 37

3 Presentation of Own Work 60 55

4 Structure / Style / Formal 40 38

5 Overall Impression 20 19

6 TOTAL 200 187 / 200

Final category (per form thresholds): Excellent (180–200).

Short “General summary of the essay” (form-style)

• Topic and objectives: Clear benchmark-aware goal; objectives are explicit and operationalized.

• Literature: Broad, structured, and directly supports the methodological choices and gap definition.

• Author’s own work: Strong reproducible workflow + meaningful software artifact (dashboard), with testing and practical 

considerations.

• Overall impression: High-quality applied thesis; transparent about AI; strong clarity and defensibility.

3 high-impact improvements (if you want to push it even closer to “perfect”)

1. Add a compact robustness/sensitivity chapter subsection (e.g., alternative ranking/normalization/weighting choices; 

country-sample sensitivity).

2. Include a 1-page “limitations & threats to validity” table tying each threat to a mitigation (data, method, interpretation, 

tooling).

3. Tighten a few “process narrative” paragraphs—keep the transparency but reduce repetition (especially around workflow 

explanations already visible in figures/tables).

If you want, I can also produce a ready-to-paste filled opponensi form text (with the same scores and a signature-ready 

narrative), matching the exact headings of your PDF.


