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1. KNOWLEDGE AND CONNECTION TO THE FIELD 

(relevance of the research question, research objective, literature review): 

 

The thesis is focused on a problem that is of great contemporary salience and that offers scope 

for an original contribution. It is a shame that the research question is framed in the way it is, 

such that it seems to demand little more than an extended literature review, a description that 

would be unjust considering the work the student actually does. Thus, asking “to what extent 

have the geopolitical theories been applied to the EU’s response to China’s belt and road 

initiative” does not reflect what is actually performed in the thesis. Overall, the student 

demonstrates good knowledge in respect to China’s foreign policy. There is less facility with the 

EU – I would argue strongly against a position that France and Germany dominate the CFSP 

and that findings delivered in respect of those two are indicative of the EU’s wider foreign 

policy. That said, this is perhaps because the student does not make a distinction between the 

CFSP and external relations, rather they are sometimes seemingly conflated – see section 2.,1 

particularly where the two really needed to be disentangled. There is a tendency too to ignore 

other variables, including even those that the student reveals, e.g. less the BRI than the BRI as 

a symptom of China’s increasingly assertive and far-reaching FP and the EU’s response to that. 

Equally, Russia is another, arguably far more important, variable that explains arguments 

that the EU is seeing a return to geopolitics. Had this been explored or even just acknowledged, 

the student would also have had grounds to argue for greater significance. In this sense, the 

student fails to demonstrate wider knowledge of the environment in which the EU conducts its 

FP. 
 

2. ANALYSIS 

(methodology, argument, theoretical backing, appropriate work with sources): 

 

The student asserts certain methods versus performing them. The promised document analysis is in 

place. The discourse analysis is not really evident, nor is there any explanation of the form of the 

discourse analysis and no rationalisation is given for the sources selected, especially relevant in relation 

to the newspapers talked about. A lot of evidence is placed on France and Germany rhetorically but in 

reality the evidence here is rather thin and certainly does not support the student’s claims in respect of 

methods applied. Process tracing is neither talked through or delivered in the thesis. Ultimately, the 

thesis can be passed because of the document analysis but it is a shame the student overreached in terms 

of their claims. The analysis is underpinned by a sufficient understanding of the theoretical literature 

employed. Primary source research is clearly undertaken, albeit more sparingly than was desirable but 

where it did feature, it was used appropriately to deliver some sometimes convincing arguments. 
 

3. CONCLUSIONS 

(persuasiveness, link between data and conclusions, achievement of research objectives): 

 

As suggested above, the conclusions are not always underpinned in a persuasive analysis but the student 

nevertheless always provides some decent foundations. The RQ is flawed but the bigger research puzzle is 

much better expressed and the thesis undeniably talks to that with some conviction and persuasiveness. 

It is rather ironic that a thesis focused on geopolitics does not think sufficiently about the geographies in 

question. In section 4.2, for instance, CEE is said to include Greece, Spain, Belgium and the Netherlands! 

More engagement needed to be evidenced with geopolitics itself. For instance, in section 5.1, what are the 

classical geopolitical responses for which the EU does not have the means? Do those constitute efficacious 

means? As for claims that the EU lacks a necessary common China policy, well, even a quick skim of a 

single text on the EU’s Russia policy would tell the student that a lack of unity in respect of the EU’s 

foreign policy towards a single actor is absolutely nothing new – which rather undermines the conclusions 

about the impact of the BRI.  

 

 



 

4. FORMAL ASPECTS AND LANGUAGE 

(appropriate language, adherence to academic standards, citation style, layout): 

 

The structure is logical and the ideas flow well and are decently connected. The thesis is well-

written with just occasional minor errors in grammar or typos. The thesis is generally well-

presented. I would have liked to see chapter names for all chapters (see table of contents) and 

new pages for new chapters but otherwise the student has shown due regard for presentational 

matters. I very much wish students would number pages, in the absence of them, I am afraid it 

is far more difficult to give situated comments.  
 

5. SUMMARY ASSESSMENT 

(strong and weak point of the dissertation, other issues) 

 

The thesis is strong in respect of significance and a justified claim to making an original 

contribution. It offers a good account of Chinese foreign policy aspirations and activities. The 

thesis is weaker in respect of the EU’s CFSP (and external relations), making a highly arguable 

case for a focus on France and Germany and failing to acknowledge other important aspects 

that explain changes in the CFSP. The variety of methods claimed is not fulfilled. 
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