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I find it unfortunate that I have been put in a position where I shall write another review of a thesis 
that I found myself unable to recommend for defense only some ten weeks ago. And while I 
acknowledge that this resubmission is a completely rewritten text and that the author obviously has 
had an effort to improve technicalities and make use of a wide array of sources, the manner the 
topic has been handled still continues to exhibit the same fundamental flaws and problems I pointed
to in my earlier assessment. Therefore, I have to largely repeat myself and I regret I am unable to 
provide a more positive feedback. 

First of all, the text under review badly suffers from obscure methodology. Having read the entire 
text carefully, I have had difficulties identifying what it is about; the chosen thesis title alone is 
quite indicative in this respect. I have been unable to find a definition of the subject manner and a 
thematic focus. The thesis contains a brief paragraph outlining the research questions it supposedly 
seeks to address (p. 1). Yet, these questions are in part simply too vague and ambiguous and are 
formulated in such a way that even their eventual answering would not be helpful to shed light on a 
possible research problem. Moreover, it is unclear how the author's hypothesized relationships 
between Belarus' dependence on Russia (itself in contradiction with the supposed research question 
on who Belarus is dependent on), its power and its relations with international organizations (p. 2) 
could be operationalized for the purpose of analysis. These critical remarks have nothing to do with 
methodological fundamentalism. I value creative writing and I am even perfectly fine if some of the
above research categories are not verbalized explicitly, provided the text shows some inner logic. 
Regrettably, I failed to see any such logic in the text. 

As such, the text is disorganized, in spite of being structured into chapters and up to three levels of 
subchapters. Adding to this is a confusion of terms at some instances. So, for example, Chapter 2, 
titled “Literature Review,” features no literature review in fact but rather a loose presentation of 
some social science concepts (dependence, interdependence, economic transition) that would 
ideally provide useful theoretical underpinnings for the data presented further in the text, only if the 
author wished and were able to work with such an apparatus. 

The thesis builds upon a solid amount of English-language sources including scholarly literature. I 
am not sure that all the sources are appropriate and up-to-date, given that chronological delineation 
of the topic is unclear/absent and the thesis appears to have an ambition to cover the entire post-
independence period up until today. But the gathered sources are certainly numerous and they do 
include important academic titles on both post-Soviet Belarus and IR theories that could be used for
writing an acceptable thesis, if it had been given a firm organizational frame. A further problem is 
that significant parts of the text rely on one single source or draw heavily on official fact-sheets (see
for example subchapters on Belarus' relations with the IMF and WB – pp. 36–41; or subchapter on 
Belarus' energy dependency, pp. 50–53). 

Given all the above, it is difficult to comment in detail on the very content of the thesis and its 
eventual findings since the thesis remains largely on the surface and does not allow for an in-depth 
analysis. The text contains little hard data and there are factual claims and statements for which no 
empirical evidence exists. Examples of these factual errors are the supposed inclusion of Belarus 
into the “axis of evil” by U.S. President George W. Bush in his State of the Union address from 
early 2002 (p. 43), or the EU sanctions supposedly imposed on Belarus already in 1997 that aimed 
at nothing short of getting rid of Lukashenka (p. 41). Some other parts of the thesis are outdated 
(such as those referring to Belarus' membership in the Customs Union or EurAsEC which became 
obsolete with Putin's latest integration project of the Eurasian Economic Union – p. 26; similarly, 
Georgia is no longer a CIS member, and consequently, the CIS can no longer have 12 members – 



p. 27; etc.), a problem that can be attributed also to the author's reliance on older sources. 
Furthermore, the author claims (p. 26) that the CIS and Russia-Belarus Union State have been “the 
most successful” international organizations of which Belarus was a member, whereas in 
contradiction with her earlier statements she later writes (p. 29) that both these projects were 
“essentially a failure,” indicating additional problems with argumentation and coherence. 

The writing style as such is basically fine, though. 

That being said, I am of the opinion that the present thesis still falls short of what has been a 
standard for an acceptable MA thesis in our department over the past years. As it stands, I would 
speak against defense and rather plead for providing the student with really sufficient time for 
thorough rethinking and reworking. Should it be still found fit for defense, I would lead the defense 
towards having the student explain and elaborate the thesis' research design and its main parts 
(definition of the subject matter, aims and objectives, research questions, thesis statement, 
methodological approach, etc.). Without understanding this basic logic of research, I am afraid it is 
not reasonable to move on with more complex writing. 

The student may wish to consult the university library in Jinonice. Good textbooks to start may 
include Booth et al, The Craft of Research; Van Evera, Guide to Methods for Students of Political 
Science; Creswell, Qualitative Inquiry and Research Design; Berg, Qualitative Research Methods 
for the Social Sciences; or, at a later stage, for example, Gerring, Case Study Research; or King, 
Keohane & Verba, Designing Social Inquiry. 
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