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Assessment Criteria Rating 

A. Structure and Development of Answer

This refers to your organisational skills and ability to construct an argument in a coherent and original manner 

• Originality of topic Excellent 

• Coherent set of research questions and/or hypothesis identified Excellent 

• Appropriate methodology and evidence of effective organisation of work Very Good 

• Logically structured argument and flow of ideas reflecting research questions Very Good 

• Application of theory and/or concepts Good 

B. Use of Source Material

This refers to your skills to select and use relevant information and data in a correct manner 

• Evidence of reading and review of published literature Very Good 

• Selection of relevant primary and/or secondary evidence to support argument Very Good 

• Critical analysis and evaluation of evidence Very Good 

• Accuracy of factual data Very Good 

C. Academic Style

This refers to your ability to write in a formal academic manner 

• Appropriate formal and clear writing style Very Good 

• Accurate spelling, grammar and punctuation Excellent 

• Consistent and accurate referencing (including complete bibliography) Excellent 

• Is the dissertation free from plagiarism? Yes 

• Evidence of ethics approval included (if required based on methodology) Not required 
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• Appropriate word count Yes 

ADDITIONAL WRITTEN COMMENTS 

Reviewer 1 

The topic is very relevant today in the context of an ongoing war in Ukraine that already affects 

not only the security arrangements, but also the social and economic situation in Europe and 

beyond. You correctly identified a relatively recent trend within the scholarly research that tries 

to explain current events through the lens of the past. The study-cases have been well chosen as 

both Hungary and the Czech Republic faced military aggression in 1956 and 1968, respectively. I 

appreciate the effort to explore the difference between Hungarian and Czech stands vis-à-vis the 

Ukrainian war, by analysing the decision-making processes in both countries.  

The Introduction is well written, pointing out the main goal of this research in a logical manner 

within a framework bordered by research’s limitations. The theoretical approaches that helped 

you to answer the question have been revealed in the next chapter. However, a more distinctive 

link between each approach would have better clarified the pathway that this analysis pursues 

towards the conclusion. The methodological chapter seems to be focused on reviewing the 

literature in the field and to be less reflective. As we’ve discussed during our meetings, in this 

chapter, you should reflect on your journey from setting up the topic of your research and 

research question(s) towards the final chapter, by revealing the factors behind your decision to 

choose those particular methods, difficulties/obstructions that you possibly encountered, 

limitations due to language barrier or others, means to avoid bias etc.  In Chapter 3, you returned 

to the concept of strategic culture probably in an attempt to explain in more detail how you have 

identified the factors behind the differences between Budapest and Prague’s positions towards the 

ongoing war in Ukraine and the focus of your next chapters.   

Despite the somehow “roundabout” way of writing the argumentation, the conclusions are 

original and pertinent. Budapest’s stand vis-à-vis the Ukrainian war can be explained by its 

mistrust in the West, dating from the 1956 Revolt, and the “Trianon Syndrome”, the latter 

becoming more acute under Orban leadership. By comparison, respect for democratic values and 

the attention given to setting up strong alliances, both deeply embedded in the Czechoslovak 

culture since/and despite the Communist years, made Prague to genuinely back Kyiv in the 

struggle to preserve its sovereignty and territorial integrity. Well done!
Reviewer 2 

The dissertation investigates connections between strategic culture and foreign policy. Using 

these connections, the work intends to explain the respective positions of Czechia and Hungary 

on the War in Ukraine. Crucially, both countries experienced a violent Soviet intervention in 

domestic politics in the past, yet their foreign policies and strategic cultures differ. The analysis 

of strategic cultures is robust and conceptually anchored. The main problem is that a country’s 

strategic culture cannot be explained without carefully looking at its domestic politics. In other 

words, the work attempts to find a full explanation in identities and other structuralist aspects but 

disregards internal dynamics that contribute to shaping strategic culture as well as foreign policy. 

Overall, the case selection was well-informed, and the research puzzle articulated clearly. The 

selected explanatory factors cannot, however, fully account for the studied phenomenon. 




