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1. OBSAH A CÍL PRÁCE (stručná informace o práci, formulace cíle): 

 

The thesis seeks to understand the use of soft power and its effects within three different power relation contexts: 

weaker on stronger, roughly equal, and stronger on weaker. It uses Norway’s education and research cooperation 

with different types of partners as a case study.  

 

 

2. VĚCNÉ ZPRACOVÁNÍ (náročnost, tvůrčí přístup, argumentace, logická struktura, teoretické a metodologické 

ukotvení, práce s prameny a literaturou, vhodnost příloh apod.): 

 

The research structure and set up is excellent. The specification of three types of power relations is clear and well 

suited to study Norway in relation to the EU, Nordic cooperation, and bilateral cooperation with ‚weaker‘ 

member states through EEA and Norway grants. As well, I appreciate the general puzzle which is presented:  

why would a state spend more on a relationship in which it holds a weaker position?  

I like the way the author attempts to bring together several theories into a comprehensive analytical framework. 

This is ambitious and should be rewarded, even if my feeling is that it is a bit too much for the length of the 

study; the result being that the author can’t really address all its elements in the empirical sections. As to setting 

up the argument, I would have liked to see an operationalization of the six criteria taken from Koehane and 

Hoffman’s chapter from After the Cold War which serves as the basis for much of the comparative work.  

The work draws heavily on game theory, particularly Rousseu’s Stag Hunt and Chicken. I would have like to see 

the connection more clearly drawn between these theories and there use in a soft power context such as 

education and research cooperation. The game of Chicken depends on an imminent catastrophic collision if the 

sides don’t cooperate. I’m not sure that applies to education and research cooperation. In the stag hunt, I would 

like to see the author more clearly state what the hunt is for, in other words, what does the stag represent?  

The work is rooted in liberal institutionalism, and most of its theoretical work, appropriately, comes from that 

field; however, I would have liked to see the author use some literature from the fields of science and higher 

education policy.  

 

 

3. FORMÁLNÍ A JAZYKOVÉ ZPRACOVÁNÍ (jazykový projev, správnost citace a odkazů na literaturu, grafická 

úprava, formální náležitosti práce apod.): 

  

Formally and graphically the work is nicely presented, with good use of charts and data. There are some issues 

with the citations, for example on p.20 (and in the references) the work by Keohane and Hoffman is not properly 

show to be a chapter in an edited book. The book’s name is After the Cold War but the chapter’s title is missing 

from the citation.  

Chapter 5 is missing – the work goes from chapter 4 to 6. I don’t know if this is just a numbering error or if perhaps 

this was intended to be the chapter that would cover the overall Norwegian foreign policy in the context of 

foreign policy cooperation (as promised on p. 48).  

A chart showing the way each sub-case fits or doesn’t the 6 criteria, like the comprehensive one in chapter 6, 

would have been useful at the end of each chapter 2-4.  

Also, there are problems with references to the appendices. Often there is no indication of which appendix is being 

referred to. In other cases, i.e. p.53, there is a reference to appendix A, while the appendixes are numbered (not 

lettered) so it should be appendix 1. For appendix 4, the sources of data is mislabeled as referring to a non-

existent appendix 6. Also, the links should go directly to the source, not just the grants website. 

It would have been better to choose only one currency to use for all the charts (NOK or EUR).   



 

 

4. STRUČNÝ KOMENTÁŘ HODNOTITELE (celkový dojem z diplomové práce, silné a slabé stránky, originalita 

myšlenek, naplnění cíle apod.): 

 

Overall the work is original and well designed conceptually. The author demonstrates strong knowledge of the 

Norwegian context in specific and the Scandinavian one more broadly. On the other hand, the framework leaves 

too much to cover in the space allocated. The empirical chapters according to the author should cover three aspects: 

the negotiation process, the nature of the institution and the effect on the regime. This might have been possible if 

the author had been more selective in choosing institutions (programmes) and focusing soley on them. Instead she 

often gets caught describing much more general issues – for example in the chapter on the EU, she spends most 

of the time discussing Norway’s decision whether or not to join the EU, rather than on the specific negation around 

one of the research/education cooperation institutions (i.e. Horizon 2020). In the section on the nature of the 

institution, there are many programmes which are described, rather than choosing one and analyzing it in detail. I 

would have liked to see the author just choose three institutions, one which best represented each power relation 

case: for example, Horizon 2020, Nordforsk, and Norway grants (or to take a more education angle and use 

Erasmus and Nordplus, etc).  

 

For me the strongest empirical material was in the short sub-case on Hungary. This was interesting in that soft 

power was used almost like a sanction and led to increased conflict; this is contrary to most understandings and 

thus raises issues as to the use of soft power and what soft power is. These could have been further explored. 

 

I am also missing a broad conceptualization about why countries cooperate on education and research. While some 

reasons are smattered throughout the text, there is not a systematic analysis. This led to an overemphasis on 

financial analysis of spending as evidence of interest and perceived importance of some programmes over others; 

however, there are questions for which we don’t have answers: why is funding to the Norway funds decreasing? 

What do the documents say? Could some interviews have been done to find out more about this? Also, what does 

Norway get back from this spending? This can be seen in broad terms, but also financially. Norway receives a lot 

of funding from Horizion 2020. Norway grants have Norwegian partners who are funded through this program as 

well. How much money actually leaves Norway? More generally, the work seems to treat these programs mostly 

as a ‘cost’ without looking at the benefits that Norway obtains from participating. The reason for increasing 

funding to the EU might not have anything to do with building a long-term relationship and security, but more to 

do with seeing more value coming from those programs (which are more focused on ‘excellent research’ as 

opposed to ‘twinning’ or helping other countries catch up).  

 

 

5. OTÁZKY A PŘIPOMÍNKY DOPORUČENÉ K BLIŽŠÍMU VYSVĚTLENÍ PŘI OBHAJOBĚ (jedna až tři): 

 

1. Explain your metaphors within the specific context of research cooperation and education cooperation. What 

exactly does the Stag represent? What crash needs to be averted in this game of Chicken?  

 

2. You claim that as one of its effects, Norway funds promote European values such as democracy and tolerance; 

however, the evidence you give is that it is stated in ‘almost every’ bilateral agreement. Why does that evidence 

not prove your claim? What evidence would you need to prove that claim? Also, what could you learn by analyzing 

which agreements it was left out of. 

 

 

6. DOPORUČENÍ / NEDOPORUČENÍ K OBHAJOBĚ A NAVRHOVANÁ ZNÁMKA 

 (výborně, velmi dobře, dobře, nevyhověl):  

 

I recommend the work pass with a grade of B. 

 

 

Datum:  June 3, 2019     Podpis: 

 

 

 

Pozn.: Hodnocení pište k jednotlivým bodům, pokud nepíšete v textovém editoru, použijte při nedostatku místa zadní stranu 

nebo přiložený list. V hodnocení práce se pokuste oddělit ty její nedostatky, které jsou, podle vašeho mínění, obhajobou 

neodstranitelné (např. chybí kritické zhodnocení pramenů a literatury), od těch věcí, které student může dobrou obhajobou 

napravit; poměr těchto dvou položek berte prosím v úvahu při stanovení konečné známky. 


