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1. TOPIC AND OBJECTIVE (short information on the thesis, research objective): 
The thesis focuses on the EU conditionality beyond enlargement policy. On the case study of EU’s policy 
towards Moldova, it argues that the general opinion in the academic literature suggesting that the EU has got 
only a weak influence without the offer of membership might not hold true. The thesis aims to show that visa 
liberalisation might be as strong or even stronger incentive for the partner countries to reform as the membership 
perspective. 
 
2. CONTENT (complexity, original approach, argument, structure, theoretical and methodological backing, 

work with sources, appropriateness of annexes etc.): 
The thesis is clearly written and structured. It builds on the existing literature to EU conditionality and 
enlargement/neighbourhood policy and it supplements this debate in a very appropriate and original way. The 
method and case chosen are well argued and logical. The author works with appropriate body of literature as 
well as with a large number of primary sources, according to the needs of the research. The tables add to the 
clarity of the argument. 
 
3. FORMAL ASPECTS AND LANGUAGE (quality of language, citation style, graphics, formal aspects etc.): 
The thesis would have deserved a proofreading. However, the language is appropriate and readable. Formal 
requirements are fulfilled. What remains unclear is why the author decided to re-print the tables used in the text 
for the second time at the end of the thesis. Objection must be raised against the citation style, though, which 
remains inadequate. The author seems to mix up several styles (some sort of bad Harvard style citations in 
footnotes).  
 
4. SHORT COMMENTS BY THE REVIEWER (overall impression, strengths and weaknesses, originality of 

ideas, achievement of the research objective etc.): 
Despite the formal deficiencies, Alexandru Eftode’s paper is a very good piece of research offering an original 
argument based on author’s own research model. The conclusions of the thesis are topical and react to the 
current state of the academic debate. I believe that a shorter version of the thesis would be worth publishing as a 
journal article.  
 
5. QEUSTIONS AND COMMENTS THAT SHOULD BE ADDRESSED DURING THE DEFENCE (one to 
three): 
I would like the author to respond to the following questions during the defence: 

1. Is the visa liberalisation the only “carrot” strong enough that the EU has on offer or are there any other 
incentives within EU foreign policy that might work similarly well? 

2. Does the visa liberalisation work this well for the countries in the EU neighbourhood only or could it be 
an incentive in broader foreign policy of the EU? 

 
6. (NON-)RECOMMENDATION AND SUGGESTED GRADE 
 (excellent, very good, good, unsatisfactory):  
I recommend the thesis for the defence and suggest the grade “excellent”. 
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