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Comments of the referee on the thesis highlights and shortcomings (following the 5 numbered 
aspects of your assessment indicated below). 
 
1) Theoretical background: 
 
This is an interdisciplinary Master thesis in development studies since it draws on insights from 
environmental science, economics, sociology and political science with cases situated in both global 
North and South. Due to its interdisciplinary approach and the diverging ontological and 
epistemological premises of the contributing disciplines, there is no explicit theoretical framework. 
Instead, the paper is clearly organised around and informed by two sound and clear concepts of 
urban agriculture and sustainability. Both of them are sufficiently anchored in literature. The 
concept of urban agriculture is well delineated and reduced to horticulture while the mainstream 
concept of urban sustainability is enriched by the key institutional dimension – as shown in the 
empirical research on Dakar and Amsterdam –, which allows the author to capitalise on her 
education in political sciences. This political dimension, however, might have been developed 
further and referred to back in the conclusion in a way that the thesis would not only suggest 
directions for further empirical but also theoretical research. 
 
2) Contribution : 
 
This is a highly innovative, original and empathetic comparative research that approaches two 
similar phenomena of urban agriculture in global North and South, without making the research fall 
under the developmentalist assumption of hierarchy between the global North and South (except, 
however, the rare use of the term “underdeveloped” in relation to Senegal). Although the author 
draws on neither anthropological nor field research in general (which I would recommend as a 
follow-up for a possible PhD thesis), it provides a good insight in the realities of both Senegalese 
and Dutch urban agriculture, which proves that the author is able to analyse and synthesise multiple 
sources according to the selected methodological criteria quite organically. She summarised quite 
well the similarities and differences between Dakar and Amsterdam by highlighting the weaker 
economic unsustainability in Amsterdam and the environmental and institutional problems in 
Dakar; however, the overall contribution of the thesis is limited by the insufficient contextualisation 



in mainstream agriculture, most probably a deliberate choice due to time constraints, and a slightly 
weaker reflection on the related political change. 
 
3) Methods: 
 
The author uses a clear and justified methodology of a comparative case study, well related with the 
key concepts. The object of research as well as the research question is well defined. It is clearly 
operationalised and the theoretical part is perfectly related to the empirical part, which is an 
achievement unusual for most Master thesis. The comparison of two cases in the North and South 
allows, for example, highlighting health problems with malnutrition or foodborne diseases in Dakar 
alongside mental diseases and possible obesity in Amsterdam without, however, implying any 
hierarchy between them. This kind of comparison directed by the analysis of the universalist 
concept of sustainability is not hence a mere exercise of comparing the incomparable. It also has 
clear political consequences for the post-Millennium development Goals framework that may strive 
for a common yet differentiated set of development and sustainability goals for both the North and 
South. The main methodological problem of the thesis is not that it analyses the sustainability of 
urban agriculture out of important context, i.e. with less emphasis on imports and consumption of 
agricultural products to the cities, but that it does so when it compares both cases. While the author 
says that it is not possible to decide which model of urban agriculture is more sustainable, the fact 
that urban horticulture accounts for the majority of fruits and vegetables consumed in Dakar but a 
fraction in Amsterdam represents a strongly different context that should be more reflected in the 
conclusion than it has been so far. The author mentions that Dutch agriculture is highly dependent 
on fossil fuels, but she does not scrutinise the related energy expenses on transport etc. that are 
expected to be higher in Amsterdam. Would the world be more sustainable with urban agriculture in 
cities like that of Amsterdam or Dakar, especially when it comes to greenhouse gas emissions? In 
sum, despite the originality and methodological rigour of the paper, its scientific contribution is not 
as high as one might wish since the subject was not put in a larger concept of sustainability of cities 
that would include external incoming flows of material and energy as well as the rejection of waste 
and emissions in the environment. 
 
4) Literature : 
 
The author draws on a wide scale of relevant literature in English, French and Dutch, which allows 
her to gather and compare some 60 sources of information, all relevant and used in the text. Due to 
the unavailability of some data form academic sources, the thesis relies also on reports by different 
state and international bodies and agencies. The author has consulted experts or involved social 
actors in Senegal and the Netherlands. The sources are used critically, drawing mostly on data 
rather than the embedded political messages. 
 
5) Manuscript form :  
 
The manuscript conforms to the formal requirements, only some figures are not translated from 
French. The structure is clear and neat, naturally informed by methodology, the style is elegant. I 
have detected only a couple of remaining typing errors, the most “severe” being probably that of a 
‘billion’ instead of ‘million’ people on page 51. The thesis is pleasant to read. Author’s proficiency 
in English is excellent.  
 
Summary 
 
This is an original interdisciplinary thesis in development studies and the author has proven her 
capacities to carry out independent research and present it in an excellent way. It attests her 
analytical and critical thinking. At this stage I would recommend the publication of a summary of 



the Master thesis in a journal oriented on larger public where it would raise the awareness of urban 
agriculture and provide food for thought on its similarities and differences at global level. The 
condensed paper would require some further embodiment in the general context of sustainability in 
the North and South and a reflection of what this research can teach us about our approach to global 
sustainability in order to deserve the publication in a quality academic journal. In spite of that, the 
paper deserves the final grade “excellent”.  
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The referee should give comments to the following requirements: 
 
1) THEORETICAL BACKGROUND: Can you recognize that the thesis was guided by some theoretical fundamentals 
relevant for this thesis topic? Were some important theoretical concepts omitted? Was the theory used in the thesis 
consistently incorporated with the topic and hypotheses tested?  
Strong  Average  Weak 
20  10  0 points 
 
2) CONTRIBUTION:  Evaluate if the author presents original ideas on the topic and aims at demonstrating critical 
thinking and ability to draw conclusions based on the knowledge of relevant theory and relevant empirical material. Is 
there a distinct value added of the thesis (relative to knowledge of a university-educated person interested in given 
topic)? Did the author explain why the observed phenomena occurred? Were the policy implications well founded? 
Strong  Average  Weak 
20  10  0 points 
 

3) METHODS: Are the hypotheses for this study clearly stated, allowing their further verification and testing? Are the 
theoretical explanations, empirical material and analytical tools used in the thesis relevant to the research question 
being investigated, and adequate to the aspiration level of the study? Is the thesis topic comprehensively analyzed 
and does the thesis not make trivial or irrelevant detours off the main body stated in the thesis proposal? More than 10 
points signal an exceptional work, which requires your explanation "why" it is so). 
Strong  Average  Weak 
20  10  0 points 
 

4) LITERATURE REVIEW: The thesis demonstrates author’s full understanding and command of recent literature. 
The author quotes relevant literature in a proper way and disposes with a representative bibliography. (Remark: 
references to Wikipedia, websites and newspaper articles are a sign of poor research). If they dominate you cannot give 
more than 8 points. References to books published by prestigious publishers and articles in renowned journals give 
much better impression. 
Strong  Average  Weak 
20  10  0 points 

 

5) MANUSCRIPT FORM: The thesis is clear and well structured. The author uses appropriate language and style, 
including academic format for quotations, graphs and tables. The text effectively refers to graphs and tables, is easily 
readable and stimulates thinking.  
Strong  Average  Weak 
20  10  0 points 
 
Overall grading scheme at FSV UK: 

TOTAL POINTS GRADE Czech grading US grading 
81 – 100 1 = excellent = A 
61 – 80 2 = good = B 
51 – 60 3 = satisfactory = C 
41 – 50 3 = satisfactory = D 
0 – 40 4 = fail = not recommended for defence 

 


