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1. KNOWLEDGE AND CONNECTION TO THE FIELD 
(relevance of the research question, research objective, literature review): 

Very good connection to the field. The student commands the literature well, poses a relevant 
research question that corresponds to a knowledge gap, and then sets out her research objectives in 
ways that correspond to the question, while mobilising the relevant literature. Perhaps she could have 
also outlined points made by literatures that are more critical of the multi-level governance 
framework, in particular as concerns ways it treats issues of power, and the use of narrow rationality 
models (in certain cases).   

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

Very good. The methodology builds upon the literature review, and provides a good theoretical 
backing, and the student has worked well with her sources. Although this aspect is sound, I find two 
issues related to the analysis, which I think also influence the argument, and conclusions (see below).  
 
First, I am a bit confused as concerns whether the focus is on understanding the importance of certain 
factors for becoming a member of or for being an active member within TMCNs. I think that the 
dissertation’s introductory sections (e.g. Research Problem, Research Objectives) suggest that the 
latter is the focus, whereas sections further on (e.g. see p.21) it seems that what is studied is 
“membership” or simply “involvement”. It’s important to have this clear and consistent all across the 
dissertation.  
 
Second, and somehow related to that, I am sceptical about the use of SECAP as a dependent variable, 
i.e. as indicator of active engagement (if active engagement is indeed the focus). As pointed out by 
the dissertation’s logical framework (p.25) itself, outputs are different than outcomes and impacts. I 
can accept that adopting a Plan could provide some evidence of implementation, but if “adopting 
sustainable policies” (e.g. p.26), or delivering upon policies promised (p.52) is the focus, I believe 
that outcomes or at least specific climate policies and initiatives (not simply Plans for them) would be 
better indicators to use.  
 
That said, the analysis is sound and well conducted, so my comments are thought as a guide for 
improvements in the case of seeking publication.   

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

Very good. Links between data and conclusion are sound, and research objectives are achieved. I 
have one issue with persuasiveness concerning certain explanations of patterns identified with the 
study. I understand that the study mobilises a cost-benefit framework to understand motivation to 
participate in networks and implement action; I believe that by doing so, the dissertation ties itself too 
much to a narrow rationality framework. Work, for example in the field of ecological economics but 
also other fields of critical environmental social science, points out that rationality might be e.g. 
procedural, or that power relations may shape motivation and action for climate change (e.g. field of 
political ecology). The problem with doing this is that the dissertation becomes a bit weak when 
reflecting (i) upon explanations regarding “unexpected findings”; and (ii) the external validity/ 
theoretical discussion of the findings. It seems to me that unexpected findings could be interpreted (at 
least tentatively, i.e. by suggesting that more work should be done towards establishing this) as a 
limitation of mobilising narrow rationality frameworks for understanding motivation to take action, 
and that this could also be the starting point for a discussion of limitations and potential 



improvements of the theoretical framework based on study findings.  
 
That said, I am not dismissive of using the framework the student uses, or rejecting the value of the 
overall study. I simply think that by not including text concerning criticisms of the multi-level 
governance framework and narrow rationality for understanding motivation towards climate action 
there is a missed opportunity here for an even higher quality dissertation that would reflect on ways 
of improving the theoretical framework, and on its limitations and possible alternative routes for 
future research (questions, methods, etc.).  
 

 
4. FORMAL ASPECTS AND LANGUAGE 
(appropriate language, adherence to academic standards, citation style, layout): 

The language is appropriate and adheres to academic standards, including citation style and layout.  

 
5. SUMMARY ASSESSMENT 
(strong and weak point of the dissertation, other issues) 

This is a very good dissertation. Its strong points are its identification of a relevant research gap, its 
ways of structuring research around that gap, and conducting it solidly, in correspondence with the 
literature reviewed. In terms of points of improvement, the dissertation would benefit from adding 
some clarity about the exact focus of the study and the choice of dependent variable, and from an 
explicit inclusion of criticisms of the theoretical framework (in the conceptual part of the 
dissertation), which could help making relevant theoretical reflections based on the study’s empirical 
evidence.  
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