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As reflected in the thesis title, the text under review declares to be a study of Multi-Vectorism in 

Belarusian Foreign Policy. However, given the absence of a firm research framework and the 

overall obscure logic, it effectively resembles a rather loose and miscellaneous collection of 

reflections and personal thoughts that are all somehow pertaining to Belarus, its national identity 

and foreign policy at a time after independence.  

To begin with, a first fundamental problem I see with the present thesis concerns what typically is, 

or should be, a research design, in the first place a clearly defined topic, its chronological and 

spacial delineation and a formulation of a research problem. Unlike the thesis title (itself rather 

vague for an academic work), the author states on this note merely that “this research assumes that 

Belarusian identity and the wants of the people is in fact reflected in Lukashenka's regime and he 

bases his policies on his understanding of what the Belarusian people want, what it means to be 

Belarusian, and what is best for the Belarusian nation and the Belarusian state” (p. 2), a rather 

incomprehensible statement to be operationalized for the purpose of an analysis. Likewise, a 

working thesis statement is missing and not even implicitly present anywhere in the text, despite an 

attempt at formulation of a research question. Overall, on methodology we only read that the thesis 

is a “qualitative analysis of Belarusian foreign policy today and how it has transformed in the past 

20 years since Lukashenka solidified his power” which “relies heavily on the opinions of Belarusian 

elites” (pp. 4 and 5). Regrettably, no specific approach or set of methods has been attempted to 

employ that could theoretically allow to study Belarusian identity as a supposed driver of 

Belarusian foreign policy around which some parts of the thesis obviously strive to center. 

Furthermore, the author claims to use Keohane and Nye's concept of dependence and 

interdependence as her theoretical grounding, to which she has devoted an entire separate chapter. 

However, no further application of these concepts whatsoever follows in her analysis and it is 

unclear how these concepts might have helped her to grasp her gathered evidence. All in all, the 

thesis has no clear focus, lacks a clear and coherent argument that could be presented throughout 

the text, and badly suffers from disorganization and obscure logic.  

The thesis is organized into several chapters, the exact number of which is impossible to establish. 

A Chapter 4 is missing both in the table of contents and in the body of the text whereas the 

numbering and subdividing of the existing chapters seem confusing, thus only underlining the 

generally chaotic structure of the thesis. A Chapter 2 that follows after Chapter 3 and is titled 

“Literature Review” (interestingly, there seem to be two Chapters 2) actually deals with what the 

author identifies as individual aspects of “Lukashenka's national identity in Belarus,” rather than 

providing a critical evaluation of sources. It is here, under “Little Russianism”, that we can come 

across statements like, “History emphasized how Belarusians were the purest of the East Slavs, 

maintaining their purity by avoiding occupation by either Turkish or Mongol forces, unlike the 

Ukrainians and Russians” (p. 10). Likewise, it is unclear how subchapters such as “Opinions of 

Belarusian Elites” or “Belarusian National Identity” could even hypothetically fit under a Literature 

Review.  

Regarding data, the author has been able to gather some books and academic articles dealing with 

post-Soviet Belarus. Regrettably, only a single one of them (the book by Rudling, albeit effectively 



unused by the author), was published after 2008. The rest are older titles or official fact sheets, all of 

little use and relevance for an academic paper striving to cover developments until present (i.e. 

2016). As such, the gathered sources are largely inadequate and insufficient and per definition do 

not allow the author to fulfill her (no matter how vaguely stated) goals. Not to mention a complete 

lack of Belarusian or Russian-language sources for any such conceived identity-centered analysis. 

From important English-language sources which the author has omitted, one could mention in 

particular newer publications by Wilson and Marples.  

Given all afore-said, it is difficult to discuss and comment on the particularities of the thesis' content 

and eventual findings. Generally, the thesis comes with little new. It is hard to identify the thesis' 

eventual analytical contribution, not to speak of contribution to the study of national identity and 

foreign policy. Given that the author chose a still rather under-researched topic, even a mere 

synthesis of gathered data would already be a huge plus and make the thesis a welcome addition to 

the existing scholarship. However, this is not the case. Generally, the thesis contains very little hard 

data, and where it does, errors of fact occur (so, for instance, the author puts Belarus' independence 

in 1993, and not 1991 – p. 21). Moreover, some of the author's key statements and arguments seem 

to contradict each other (for instance, on several instances she claims that ever since Lukashenka 

came to power Belarus has been pursuing a multi-vector foreign policy – pp. 11, 49, 53, 62 – 

whereas in other places she points to a supposed shift in Belarus' foreign policy away from Russia 

from the “recent decades” or “early 2000s” (pp. 32 and 62 respectively), neither having to my best 

knowledge support in available empirical evidence.  

The writing style as such is generally vigorous and lively. However, in the absence of any 

meaningful content, this positive aspect of the presentation is of little help to get a solid output. The 

author does deserve merit for using bibliographic references, given in the form of footnotes 

throughout the entire text. However, huge parts of her text, often consisting of several consecutive 

pages, are based upon loose retelling of one single source (so, for example, there are as many as 

thirteen references in a row leading to the book by Ioffe on pages 21-24). Moreover, the core of the 

work draws upon governmental fact-sheets, mostly materials officially compiled by Belarusian 

Foreign Ministry, and other PR-stuff including a book supposedly written by President Lukashenka 

himself and published in 1998, rather than documents or academic works that the author would 

have first critically excerpted and assessed. Also the supposedly Czech abstract looks like a product 

of Google Translate or some other automated Internet translation service. Similarly, the final 

bibliography mixes all types of sources together and would better be logically divided (e.g. to 

primary and secondary sources).  

I have no knowledge of how the thesis came into being and what went wrong in the process of 

planning and writing. But I sincerely believe a work like this should under no circumstances have 

ever been submitted, and in its present form is, to my best knowledge, impossible to defend because 

it clearly and substantially fails to meet the very basic requirements for an acceptable academic 

paper, not to mention a MA thesis. As such, I do not recommend the thesis for defense.  
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