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1. TOPIC AND OBJECTIVE (short information on the thesis, research objective): 

 

The research looks at the concept of interdependence, attempting to apply it to the relationship between the 

EU and Russia as regards energy (and more specifically gas). The author raises three research questions in 

this regard. These are connected to three hypotheses; however, the hypotheses seem to be more like 

‘findings’ in that they are not worded as hypotheses, nor are they linked to the chosen theory. The questions 

and hypotheses deal with the strategies, power relations and broader theoretical question of whether 

interdependence increases cooperation or conflict. These are interesting and important topics. 

 

2. CONTENT (complexity, original approach, argument, structure, theoretical and methodological backing, 

work with sources, appropriateness of annexes etc.): 

 

The conceptualization of the research is relatively straightforward, that is, it should apply the concept of 

interdependence to the EU-Russia relationship. From the authors own claims on p.17, this is “commonly 

used” approach, and a claim to originality is not clearly stated. The author does point out that research in this 

area tends to lack comprehensive theoretical frameworks (p.27). This brings the reader hope that the author 

will provide one, and perhaps the concept of interdependence could do this, however, there is not a 

systematic attempt to accomplish that goal. 

 

Despite having good research questions, the thesis lacks a clear argument. The hypotheses seem to disappear 

after the introduction and are not used to structure the findings nor are they addressed in the conclusion. 

Where, in various places within the text, there are signs of an argument, the author seems a bit conflicted over 

what the aims of the study are: on p.20 stating that it aims to “explain [the] political implications of economic 

interdependence” while on p.22 states that the “research focuses mostly on political power that influences 

interdependence.” How does the author understand the direction of causal relationship: does the economic 

influence the political (as in the first) or the reverse (as in the second), or more likely they are mutually 

influencing each other? Further elements of an argument are found in the concepts of asymmetry and 

negative interdependence, but again, the big picture about how these fit into an overarching argument isn’t 

clearly stated. I appreciated the author’s attempt to apply the concepts of sensitivity and vulnerability to this 

case, but found especially for the EU that the analysis was somewhat too simple (for example on p.68: “If we 

take EU as a single actor: sensitivity would cause a decrease in gas supplies, and vulnerability costs would 

bring disruption.”). Here is where we need a clearer theoretical framework by which to understand how to 

compare Russian and European sensitivity and vulnerability. 

 

The thesis doesn’t demonstrate an adequate understanding of the chosen methodology. The introduction 

claims that the methods section will explain how each of the research questions and hypothesis was 

approached (“Each of the individual objectives required different approach to analyses, which are reasoned in 

Chapter Methodology” (p.18)). This would be most welcome, but I do not find it in the methodology chapter. 

There she states that the research uses a “qualitative research method in form of comparative case studies 

(p.21).” This would be perfectly fine, except for the fact that there is only one case and it is not comparative. 

The research examines the case of EU-Russian relations but does not compare it to any other cases. Likewise, 

the structure of the thesis does not suggest multiple comparative cases. There is a single chapter on Findings 

and Analysis and that is broken down into different aspects of the relationship.  

 

The author recognizes that treating the EU as a single actor can be problematic when looking at gas 

interdependence. From the practical perspective of narrowing the research topic, it is entirely defensible, but I 

was glad to see the author address possible critical objections at various points in the text.  



 

3. FORMAL ASPECTS AND LANGUAGE (quality of language, citation style, graphics, formal aspects etc.): 

 

The quality of the English-language writing is fair; there are significant problems with articles, verb forms, 

awkward phrasings, and word choice. In terms of writing structure and style, the paragraphs often do not 

build on each other in a clear and logical fashion. There is also evidence of a lack of proofreading and 

careless use of spelling correction; to provide just one example that should easily have been noticed, on p.73 

it is written “Pacific consequences” which I assume was supposed to be “specific”. Further the author has a 

tendency to make assumptive and normative statements that would need to be justified in more scientific and 

precise language.   

 

The citation style is fine, but the references are not divided by primary/secondary sources. The charts and 

figures are good, though Map 1 is of very low quality and the text is hard to read.  

 

 

4. SHORT COMMENTS BY THE REVIEWER (overall impression, strengths and weaknesses, originality of 

ideas, achievement of the research objective etc.): 

 

Overall the topic provides a lot of promise, but the thesis falls short of its aims. Its biggest shortcoming is the 

lack of a clear argument, though with some refinement the research questions and hypotheses could have 

provided that. The thesis is hard to read as a result of the weaknesses stated above. That said, there are some 

interesting insights and the theoretical material has the potential to be developed into a framework. The 

section 5.7 Possible Solutions is probably the best part of the thesis, although the heading is a bit inaccurate 

as it is not really focused on solutions. In short, asking good questions is an important part of research, and 

the research question about whether gas interdependence between Russia and the EU stimulates conflict or 

prevents it, is a legitimate and interesting question.  

 

 

5. QUESTIONS AND COMMENTS THAT SHOULD BE ADDRESSED DURING THE DEFENCE (one to 

three): 

 

What makes your approach to the topic original?  

 

Why have you claimed to use a comparative case methodology? What do you see as the cases (plural) that 

you are comparing? If you have multiple cases, why did you not structure the thesis chapters according to 

them?  

 

Why do you hypothesize on p.18 that “Gas interdependence between Russian and the EU has rather 

conflictual features than cooperative” when the theory you seem most tied to (Keohane and Nye) suggests 

that it would be the opposite?  

 

6. (NON-)RECOMMENDATION AND SUGGESTED GRADE: good 
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