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

 

The thesis studies the relations between countries in the Arctic region in recent times (precise dates are not 

specified). The claimed objective is to determine whether or not the Arctic is the site for a new ‘cold war’. 

The author undertakes to do so by examining the relations (through a rational choice model) between the EU, 

the three Arctic Member States of the EU, and Russia.  

 

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

work with sources, appropriateness of annexes etc.): 

 

While the above framing of the research question (“Is the Arctic the site of a new ‘cold war’?) is both 

interesting and engaging, unfortunately, it is not conducive to the research undertaken. The author’s empirical 

research is focused on Europe and Russia, leaving out the US entirely. An attempt to answer the ‘cold war’ 

question without including the US is not really viable. What the author does provide is a study that examines 

the different strategies of a sub-set of Arctic actors. It raises some interesting questions but suffers from the 

lack of an overarching argument that can be proved/disproved with the cases selected and data collected. 

 

The thesis uses a comparative case study approach, and the chapters for the most part reflect that. Why the 

Arctic council is given a separate chapter is not clear. The empirical heart of the paper is in chapters 5-9 

which examine the Arctic strategy of each country (and the EU) in detail, however, the internal structure of 

the cases is not consistent. Some chapters have subsections (see the ToC) while others do not. I would have 

like to see the author create a research framework (in the theory or methodology section), which would have 

operationalized and given structure to each case chapter by specifying a set of categories based on the rational 

choice theory. That is, there could have been subsections for economic, territorial, environmental, social, and 

security interests for each country. I would have like to see the author develop a clearer methodology for the 

identification of interests (as the theoretical section promises) rather than just summarizing strategic aims. 

There is, of course, a relationship between interests and objectives/aims, but they are not the same, and the 

relation between them should be spelled out.  

 

The chosen topic has the potential for complex analysis, but to do so it would need to draw connections 

between the theory and the data, which it does not do comprehensively. The empirical cases are mostly 

descriptive, which would be fine if there were a section (or an extended conclusion) where more serious 

comparative analysis was undertaken.  

 

The methodology section shows an acceptable understanding of the rationale for choosing a comparative case 

methodology. The choice of theory itself is fine, but the theory section could be more developed. I am not 

convinced that that author has a strong grasp of the rational choice theory.  

 

The author uses sufficient and up-to-date sources, though I would have liked to see them divided into primary 

and secondary sections in the bibliography. The author also displays a good ability to summarize the texts in 

the literature review section; although, that section reads as more of an annotated bibliography than a 

literature review.  

 

 

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

 



The quality of language is acceptable; however, there are noticeable problems with verbs (present perfect, 

agreement) and prepositions. There are also too many misspellings and/or incorrect spell checking, which 

suggests a lack of thorough proofreading by the author. 

  

The citation style is proper, but as mentioned above the bibliography is not divided into primary and 

secondary sources. The maps are helpful. I am missing, however, a table which would summarize or organize 

the findings.   

 

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

ideas, achievement of the research objective etc.): 

 

Overall the thesis covers a lot of ground in terms of the countries and aspects of Arctic policy that it 

investigates; however, it doesn’t really answer the question it set out to answer. In the conclusion, it does not 

even attempt an answer, which given the points above is maybe better than forcing one. The author does 

make efforts to provide a more nuanced explanation in the conclusion. The author claims that the originality 

of the piece was to bring together the EU and several MS in a study of the relations with Russia. It may be the 

reason this has not been done before, is that it is too much to cover effectively. The author would probably 

have needed to focus on only one element within these policies or relations, or to have organized the cases 

differently, in order to make this work. The author does show a good understanding of the politics and 

national strategies in the region, and in a number of places there are interesting points raised in the text, but 

overall, I would have liked to see the writing be more systematic in its comparison of the cases.    

 

 

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

three): 

 

What is the difference between an ‘interest’ and a ‘strategy objective’? How do you define a national interest 

in terms of rational choice theory? 

 

Explain the differences in national interests that lead to Denmark’s not supporting the EU involvement in the 

Arctic while the other two EU MS (Sweden and Finland) do. 

 

On p.45 you write about the “possible coalition of Russia, Canada and the USA”. How likely is it that this 

coalition would happen? Based on what interests would these three countries form an agreement? What does 

this tell us about the ‘cold war’ argument?  

 

 

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