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Summary assessment/comments
The thesis addresses an interesting and relevant topic and connects to the current academic debate in the field of European studies. There are 

several issues where the author should have been clearer in explaining his case. Particularly, the case selection and its relevance for the 

broader issue of parliamentary contestation of European integration/enlargement is not sufficiently explained and elaborated upon. Overall, 

however, the thesis contributes to our knowledge in an original manner, even if it could have done so a bit more.

Criteria
Knowledge and insight

The thesis links to a couple of relevant debates in the field of European studies, namely on politicisation and domestic contestation and on 

enlargement/enlargement fatigue. It asks what framing was relevant when the enlargement policy was discussed in the Dutch parliament. The 

research question is well defined generally. The author shows how the research links to existing research, although he could be clearer when it 

comes to the added value of this particular approach, using this particular set of data to the overall debate. The literature on the Netherlands, 

the Dutch approach to European integration and the Dutch parliament’s approach to the European integration and enlargement, in particular, 

is not discussed. While it is (theoretically) possible that no such literature exists (I doubt so, but OK), the thesis should have mentioned it 

explicitly. 

The thesis engages with the literature on the logic of consequence and the logic of appropriateness. There is, to my liking, very little discussion 

to what extent these two logics can be clearly distinguished. There is a rich literature disputing the normative/pragmatic divide which should 

have been discussed, especially due to the centrality of the divide for the research question. For example, the requirement of the adherence 

to the rule of law could be understood as a normative claim (rule of law is one of the European values) but can also be understood 

pragmatically (rule of law is necessary for the internal market to function properly). In addition, normative arguments may be used for 

pragmatic purposes easily, which would be very difficult to uncover, but which needs to be taken into account when analysing public speeches.

Assessment: good Weighing: n/a

Application knowledge and insight

The thesis applies quantitative methods to test hypotheses. In fact, parts of the research resort back to the qualitative approach and discuss 

the content of the discourse beyond the methods described in the methodology section. There are a couple of issues that should have been 

better discussed and substantiated, though. 

1) The period under scrutiny needs some clarification. Starting the research in 2004 is not argued sufficiently. Given the research interest in 
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the development of the Dutch parliamentary debate, a period before the 2004 enlargement would have allowed for a more interesting 

comparison and added another layer in the discussion on salience and position. The end of the period under scrutiny is not substantiated at all. 

2) The case selection is not sufficiently explained. If the thesis aims to test hypotheses, it needs to show what type of case the Netherlands is 

supposed to be. Is it the most likely case? Or the least likely? Does it allow for saying more about the general picture in the EU and the role of 

parliaments across the Union? 

3) Some of the hypotheses are not formulated in a clear manner. The hypothesis H4a, for example, consists of two hypotheses in fact. One is 

about the positive/negative attitude and the second is about the normative frames. These are separate hypotheses that need to be tested 

separately as well. A similar problem concerns the hypotheses H4b, H5 and H6. 

4) The thesis suddenly resorts to an inductive analysis of the contents of the parliamentary discourse through the discussion of “keywords” on 

page 32. It is unclear what role this analysis plays in the overall message of the research. It is also unclear how this analysis was done as it is 

not discussed in the methodology section.

Assessment: (more than) satisfactory Weighing: n/a

Reaching conclusions 

The thesis interprets the findings and draws conclusions from the analysis provided. I believe the added value of the research is lowered by the 

two theoretical/methodological issues mentioned above – the case selection and the pragmatic/normative distinction. To what extent can we 

infer anything from the Dutch case about the broader issue of parliamentary approach to the EU enlargement. While I do not want to dispute 

the results of the analysis, I am not sure to what extent this provides us with more understanding of what is going on in Europe. Is the Dutch 

case anyhow specific? Is the Dutch political culture, for example, contributing to the fact that the results are what they are (e.g. the 

pragmatic/normative divide)? Could there be other factors that skew the results that we do not know of? Maybe not, but none of it is 

discussed in the thesis. 

Second, how much does the fact that pragmatic and normative frames are not mutually exclusive and disconnected compromise the results? 

The author, in fact, mentions this possibility in passing (p. 51) but does not elaborate any further.

Assessment: good Weighing: n/a

Communication
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The thesis is written in a relatively clear language with the use of all the appropriate terms and concepts. It is structured well. Referencing is 

without any problems. I have a minor comment on whether there is an added value in the inclusion of Figure 2 (p. 35) which repeats the 

information provided in Figure 1 (p. 34) in a different graphical layout.

Assessment: very good Weighing: n/a

Formal requirements
Without problems.

Final assessment
This thesis is graded with a 7.4

Signatures

Tomas Weiss
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