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Despite this review should be supervisor’s, much of the thesis was written without my assistance 

and with only scarce consultations. The very idea of comparing policies and approaches of three 

countries regarded as great powers may be interesting if properly researched. However, regretfully, 

there are important points that are to be mentioned in this thesis.  

Firstly, the thesis aims at too many targets. It explains Russia’s, China’s and US Arctic policies with 

the aim to compare them. On top of that, it gives recommendations to the US administration for 

their policies towards Arctic (‘After delineating the strengths and weaknesses of Chinese, Russian, 

and American foreign policy. This dissertation will consider cooperation and confrontation of 

Russian and Chinese exploits and efforts in the High North, taking a stance as to suggest a direction 

for American Policymakers to pursue’ Each of the topics would deserve a book-long analysis. On 

top of that, “recommendations” should have been avoided at all. In this form, it is not clear if the 

paper is an analysis or a    

The structure is chaotic, I must say. The part called “literature review” discusses author’s approach, 

in very general terms also approaches of different analytical centers, it also includes some discussion 

from geopolitical point of view (heartland…). Simply, it is everything except “literature review”. I 

also do not understand why the page 17 repeats introduction (“This thesis will focus on analyzing 

the geopolitical strategies of two current arctic powers and an emerging one.”) 

The whole “introduction part” could and should be better. The reasons for the choice of the 

countries is unclear, the methodology is hard to understand. Moreover, the terms should be better 

defined – the author speaks about Arctic council, but for those unfamiliar with the realities of 

Arctic policies, the role of this organization is unclear.  

In the empirical part, the chapters on China and Russia could be richer. They offer some overview 

of the policies, sometimes comparing them, sometimes describing the relationship without 

comparison. The logic behind this is hard to get. On the contrary, the part on the US policy is 

probably the best as it speaks clearly about the policies of one single state. Although it uses term 

such as “somehow”, I may say that this could be a core of the thesis (US policy in the light of 

Russia’s and China’s increased interest).    

There are also mistakes in fractography. Arctic continent and Arctic circle are not the same, despite 

the fact that author uses them for the same entity.  

Formally, the thesis should be better as well. List of references is not in alphabetical order, which 

makes reader’s orientation difficult. It is not clear, what type of referencing has been used etc. 

Moreover, usage of different fonts (copy-paste without formatting) is typographical mistake.  

Generally, the thesis could have been better. Nevertheless, it brought interesting ideas and some 

important points that might be taken as plus. Therefore, I can score it E (good), depending on 

defense.         
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