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Criteria Definition Maximum Points 

Major Criteria    

 Research question, 

definition of objectives 

10 4 

 Theoretical / 

conceptual framework 

30 23 

 Methodology, analysis, 

argument 

40 21 

Total  80 48 

Minor Criteria    

 Sources 10 7 

 Style 5 4 

 Formal requirements 5 2 

Total  20 13 

    

TOTAL  100 61 
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Evaluation 
 

Major criteria: 

 

Research question "(h)ow much is the Nile important for Egypt?“ (p. 8) has 

been already answered in the literature generally (and not only in it, it is a 

conventional wisdom), so it seems redundant. 

(Implicitly) set objectives “how it [Egypt] interacts with its neighbors in the 

management of the Nile River” and “how riparian states are increasingly 

challenging Egypt’s position in the Nile River basin” (ibid.) also aim for a topic 

that has been of great research interest. This inevitably leads the author to 

postulate an almost cliché statement at the end of the work: “It has been 

shown first that Egypt in fact benefited from a position of hegemony in the 

Nile river basin for decades. And second, this work demonstrated how Egypt’s 

position of hegemony in the Nile River basin was increasingly challenged, and 

how it redistributed the cards in the region.“ (p. 51). Moreover, the 

legitimization of research by statements such as "is interesting to see that" (p. 

11) is then explicitly inappropriate. 

Theoretical / conceptual framework is weak and inconsistently applied. For 

the theoretical concept of power, there is an established realist, constructivist 

and, of course, post-positivist literature (or synthetic literature, e.g. Baldwin, 

2016). In fact, the author does not use it. Guzzini's work (2005) is mentioned 

only once (p. 6), however, without its main ideas being substantially 

elaborated and incorporated into the research framework. In addition, the 

author illogically and belatedly (outside the theoretical chapter) returns to 

the debate on the concept of power within the chapter devoted to the first 

case study (p. 24). Furthermore, on p. 14, also outside the theoretical chapter 

in the empirical part, the concept of securitization appears to the reader in a 

shocking way as a deus ex machina. Besides, the author's statement that the 

Copenhagen School claims that “(t)he security threat is constructed through 

discourse" (p. 14) is incorrect. It makes no sense why a few sentences further, 

the author is already mentioning the speech act, and why the author has not 

introduced the concept of securitization directly in the theoretical part. 

The author presents a solid review of the literature on the concept of 

hydrohegemony, although she does not mention its reconceptualization 

(Menga, 2016). However, she completely ignores the literature that should 

have been used to define the field of research in general, and her specific 

research in it, i.e. the literature on the hydrohegemony of Egypt itself. This 

research topic is richly developed (at random and only recently Ibrahim 2013, 

Verhoeven 2013, Tawfik 2015, Nasr – Neef 2016, Farnum – Hawkins – 

Tamarin 2017, Kehl 2017, Endaylalu 2019, Tekuya 2019). So, it is not clear 

what research findings the author is following, against which she is defining 

herself, and how she wants to broaden / deepen them with her research. 
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The author devotes only one sentence to the methodology: "(T)he discourse 

analysis will be used as tool" (p. 9). This is the biggest pain of the entire work.  

Although very timidly, but explicitly, the author wants to execute an analysis 

of discourse and we may assume that the analysis of securitization too. 

However, in the text and especially in the argumentative conclusion of the 

work, the author does not reveal a real nature of discursively hidden reality, 

nor does she identify a securitization move.  

The final analytical summary is understandable, although a strong argument 

(convincing explanation / interpretation) is absent, or more precisely, its 

methodologically inconsistent segments are unconceptually fragmented 

across the whole narrative. 

 

Minor criteria: 

 

The most serious problem is the recurring absence of proper source quotes, 

typically direct ones. Just a few examples to illustrate: “Hydro-hegemony is 

taken as ‘hegemony at the river basin level, achieved through water resource 

control strategies … that are enabled by the exploitation of existing power 

asymmetries’ (Zeitoun and Warner, 2006).“ (p. 9). The author does not 

mention the page from which she is quoting. “In May, 1978, Egyptian 

President Sadat warned: ‘We depend upon the Nile 100 percent in our life, so 

if anyone at any moment think to deprive us of our life, we shall never 

hesitate - to go to war - because it is a matter of life or death’.“ (p. 14). Here 

the author does not mention the source at all. Source quotes are completely 

missing too in p. 9, and even twice: “To remedy the fact that conventional 

analysis tends to soften the role of power asymmetry played in the creation 

and maintenance over situations of water conflict“ and “(h)ydro-hegemony 

focuses on hegemony at the river basin level, and is achieved through water 

resources control strategies, such as resource capture, integration and 

containment. Tactics play a great role in the achievement in such strategies, 

enabled by the exploitation of existing power asymmetries within a weak 

international institutional context.“ 

Another citation shortcoming probably concerns the text Lukes, Steven 

(2005): Power: A Radical View. London: Red Globe Press. The author 

apparently cites this work alternately as "Luke" (p. 6) and as "Lukes" (pp. 23, 

24), but both entries are not to be found in the bibliography. 

 

Overall evaluation: 

 

Basically, the author researches what is already known in the matter, does not 

know what and how to emphasize and grasp from the chosen topic. The text, 

without a logical research question and without a clear vision how to answer 

it, to a large extent stagnates on the spot. A clearly defined research task is 
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absent in the text and the work is necessarily colourless and without spark. 

Being a reader, I would put the text aside after reading the first few pages. 

The method of analyzing empirical material is closest to interpretive / 

intrinsic case studies and not to declared methodologies.  

The incidence of shortcomings in bibliographic references is unusually high 

for a diploma thesis. 

On the other hand, the author's empirical narrative, based on a careful search 

of secondary materials, is dense and represents a solid aggregation of existing 

knowledge on the topic. This is clearly the biggest (and also the only) 

contribution, however much the project misses a research aim. 

Therefore, I evaluate the work as satisfactory (acceptable performance but 

with considerable shortcomings). 

 

Suggested grade:  

D 

 

Signature: 

Zd. Ludvík, m.p. 

 


