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The thesis positions itself as a study of the geopolitics of Arctic. It addresses the foreign policies of 
the United States, Russia and China in this region.

As is, the thesis fails to meet the necessary requirements for a successful defense. Particularly the 
following issues do not allow me to provide a positive feedback. 

First, the thesis lacks any formal design, not to speak of a methodology or of a conceptual 
framework. Rather, it resembles a loose reflection of some select aspects pertaining to the U.S., 
Russia, China and their views of the Arctic region. If the problem were solely that the key research 
parameters had not been explicitly verbalized yet there were some implicit logic, I would be fine 
with that. Unfortunately, I could not see any such logic. The text does not proceed systematically 
towards fulfilling a goal; it just flows freely, with no clear end in mind. As such it is difficult to 
speak of any organizational framework. 

The text contains a few words on the supposed aims and objectives at several occasions (see 
particularly pp. 7–8, 10, envisaging possible comparison), but all these statements are either too 
vague, or in conflict with each other, or virtually incomprehensible and difficult to infer. 

The text is relatively easy to follow. The problem is that too many sentences lack substance. See, for
example, “The juxtaposition between the U.S. and Russian Arctic policy delineates the importance 
of the Arctic not only as a sensitive, multinational geopolitical region but also as a central area for 
the future of geopolitics and foreign policy...”; “To maintain linearity in regards to the central thesis 
discussion, China functions as the exception that proves the rule as China's foreign economic and 
political policy changes were imported into Arctic Policy, rather than vice versa...“; or “In the 
current geopolitical climate, the importance of securing the Arctic Pivot is integral” (p. 29, 40, and 
54, respectively). This is a problem especially in those instances where such a statement introduces 
a new chapter or section and works as a topic sentence that should be ideally developed in the 
course of the further narration. 

The text contains numerous digressions, repetitions and other irrelevant content. The digressions go 
as far as Crimea. An entire paragraph beginning with “The construction of military bases in the 
Arctic...” is to be found twice in the text, first on p. 29, and then on p. 32 again. Besides, virtually 
the entire China chapter (ch. 5, pp. 40–54) deals with China’s Belt and Road Initiative and domestic
developments and provides a mere retelling of one governmental blueprint, all of little relevance for
an analysis of Chinese policies in the region. 

Adding to this is a mess in terms and notions, which causes confusion. Too often does the author 
mistake Arctic for the Arctic Circle. As a result, he speaks of the “Arctic Circle’s native populations 
and wildlife,” “control of the Arctic Circle,” “regional hegemonies in the Arctic Circle,” 
“dominance of the Arctic Circle,” “Arctic circle’s untapped wealth,” etc. In fact, there is no such 
region as an Arctic Circle; the circle is a mere artificial line on the map. The region is Arctic. 

Likewise, the author speaks of “territorial claims/disputes” with regard to the region. In fact, neither
the continental shelf nor the body of water amount to territory (terra); therefore, it is doubtful if 
these claims or disputes can be territorial. 

Strikingly, the author speaks of some “near Arctic states” or even “semi-Arctic states.” What is it? 
There is no such thing as “near Arctic states.” There are Arctic states and non-Arctic states. The 



concept of a “near Arctic state” is but a discursive construct invented by the Beijing communist 
government to quasi-legitimize China’s increasingly aggressive quest for the Arctic. But the shortest
route from China’s mainland to the Arctic has at least 1000 miles. A brief look at the map could help
here. I see no added value of uncritically adopting this ideological vocabulary in a work that may 
have analytical ambitions. 

Finally, normative language is a problem, given the thesis’ supposed genre; the thesis should be 
primarily analytical, not policy-oriented. 

On a positive note. The author has been able to gather a solid bulk of academic sources on a topic of
his choice. The text is properly referenced and meets most of the formal criteria; I would only 
suggest to split the final bibliography into primary sources and secondary sources, for the sake of 
clarity, and make sure all individual entries are complete. Yet, I am afraid this is still too little for an 
acceptable MA dissertation and falls short of what one can legitimately expect. 

That said, I cannot recommend the thesis for defense. 
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