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1. OBSAH A CÍL PRÁCE (stručná informace o práci, formulace cíle):
The thesis is a study of the relations between Kyrgyzstan and Kazakhstan after 2010. It seeks to analyze the main
issues and developments in the Kyrgyzstan-Kazakhstan relations as well as the main factors underlying this 
bilateral relationship. The thesis consists of Introduction, Literature Review, and three core chapters analyzing 
respectively the prehistory of the recent Kyrgyzstan-Kazakhstan relations, an overview of the current state of 
affairs, and a probe into the issue of Kyrgyzstan-Kazakhstan border and related border policies. These are 
followed by Analysis. The concluding part offers a brief summarization of the main conclusions. 

2. VĚCNÉ ZPRACOVÁNÍ (náročnost, tvůrčí přístup, argumentace, logická struktura, teoretické a 
metodologické ukotvení, práce s prameny a literaturou, vhodnost příloh apod.):

The thesis deals with a topic that is both important and highly relevant for the Eurasian studies, given the 
growing role of Central Asia in international affairs, including for the relations between major powers. At the 
same time, the thesis fills a gap in the study of Kyrgyzstan-Kazakhstan relations, which remain largely 
understudied in the academic scholarship. The thesis draws upon a rich body of both primary and secondary 
sources and, as far as I can judge, it does make use of main relevant academic titles available in the English 
language. The author also gathered some primary data during his field trip to Kyrgyzstan. 
Where I would plead for more precision and clarity is the general organization and overall analytical framework. 
The narration as such is fine. Still, what the author calls “hypotheses” are in fact theses at best but could well 
constitute even some of his findings, as these hypotheses do not provide for any supposed causal relationships 
that could be formally tested as part of possible theory construction. Author's “Literature review,” while very 
useful, provides in fact rather a discussion of certain key terms and concepts commonly applied to select aspects 
of political life in Central Asia, from geopolitics, to the debates about the nature of the local regimes, with no 
clear link to his further analysis. Likewise, author's “Analysis” part resembles rather a discussion of his main 
findings. Informal writing as such is fine and it may be that this is merely an issue of used formulations or 
terminology. Yet this arrangement does not help to underline the logic of his narration and at times obscures 
author's main focus. 
In terms of content, in his analysis the author puts much emphasis on the institutional aspects of the Kyrgyzstan-
Kazakhstan relations. Little hard data is provided for instance on military, business ties, etc. This is not a 
problem per se, but such focus should be well substantiated; otherwise this approach is too selective whereas 
author's ambition was to cover the bilateral relations. Furthermore, I am not sure that there would be a 
convention within the SCO that would allow the security services of member states to simply “roam freely” and 
“hunt wanted individuals” on the territory of another (pp. 26-27 in the text; in fact, all this cooperation is subject 
to the consent of the affected party). Also, I am not sure that Nazarbayev's speech from 1994 would be somehow 
relevant for Putin's latest integration projects embodied in the Eurasian Economic Union, no matter what the 
official statements are (p. 41). 

3. FORMÁLNÍ A JAZYKOVÉ ZPRACOVÁNÍ (jazykový projev, správnost citace a odkazů na literaturu, 
grafická úprava, formální náležitosti práce apod.):

The thesis is appropriately referenced and conforms to the standards of academic writing. The writing style is 
both factual and very lively, allowing for easy comprehension and smooth flow. Occasional typos do not in any 
way hamper the reception of the text, which is well written. 

4. STRUČNÝ KOMENTÁŘ HODNOTITELE (celkový dojem z diplomové práce, silné a slabé stránky, 
originalita myšlenek, naplnění cíle apod.):

A well written thesis on an important yet understudied topic. My main criticism points to a possibly loose 
analytical framework (see 2.2 above). 



5. OTÁZKY A PŘIPOMÍNKY DOPORUČENÉ K BLIŽŠÍMU VYSVĚTLENÍ PŘI OBHAJOBĚ (jedna až tři):
The thesis dealt predominantly with the bilateral dimension of the Kyrgyzstan-Kazakhstan relations, save for a 
few allusions to Eurasian Economic Union, as if the relations developed in a vacuum, a rather reductionist 
approach. Please discuss the role of Russia and China in the Kyrgyzstan-Kazakhstan relations. 

6. DOPORUČENÍ / NEDOPORUČENÍ K OBHAJOBĚ A NAVRHOVANÁ ZNÁMKA
(výborně, velmi dobře, dobře, nevyhověl): 
The thesis as is meets the requirements set for a MA thesis. I do recommend the thesis for defense. I suggest it be
graded as “excellent” (1) or “very good” (2), depending on defense. 

Datum: June 16, 2017 Podpis:

Pozn.: Hodnocení pište k jednotlivým bodům, pokud nepíšete v textovém editoru, použijte při nedostatku místa zadní stranu 
nebo přiložený list. V hodnocení práce se pokuste oddělit ty její nedostatky, které jsou, podle vašeho mínění, obhajobou 
neodstranitelné (např. chybí kritické zhodnocení pramenů a literatury), od těch věcí, které student může dobrou obhajobou 
napravit; poměr těchto dvou položek berte prosím v úvahu při stanovení konečné známky.


