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1. OBSAH A CÍL PRÁCE (stručná informace o práci, formulace cíle): 

 

The thesis examines the evolving relationship between the European Space Agency and the European Union, 

attempting to draw conclusions about Europeanization by examining the attitudes of member states of the ESA 

towards different models of non/integration of the ESA into the EU. The thesis creates and tests two hypotheses 

related to the financial resources (investment and georeturn) and the power (population and presumed EU 

influence) of member states, and how those influence their position on the future non/integration of ESA and 

EU. 

 

 

2. VĚCNÉ ZPRACOVÁNÍ (náročnost, tvůrčí přístup, argumentace, logická struktura, teoretické a metodologické 

ukotvení, práce s prameny a literaturou, vhodnost příloh apod.): 

 

The work is creative in its subject matter in that there are not other known instances of using the debate over the 

integration of the ESA into the EU’s institutional architecture as a proxy for studying supranationalization more 

broadly. It is solidly argued and has a logical structure.  

 

There are three main research tasks in which the thesis engages:  

1) a tracing of policy documents from both the EU and ESA which examines how the relationship has evolved, 

exposes key conflicts, and analyzes support for possible solutions. This section (6) does an excellent job in 

leading the reader through the key issues.  

2) a country-by-country review of qualitative data (mainly documentary but with some interview data) related to 

the two hypotheses. This section (7) displays a great deal of work and qualitative research (in several different 

languages) to uncover key points in the texts which support or contradict the author’s hypotheses; however, 

overall the section is somewhat inconsistent. Some of the country analyses are excellent, while others feel a bit 

skeletal. The later is mainly due to a lack of available information. In the conclusion of that section, I would have 

preferred to see two different tables, one for each hypothesis. Also, nothing was done to analyze the data 

showing what national body was responsible for the relationship with the ESA. 

3) a quantitative analysis that compares the funding which countries receive from ESA and EU (FP7), and which 

is used to demonstrate whether a country would gain or lose by moving away from a georeturn-based funding 

system. This section (8) is very well done, and shows sophistication in argumentation.  

 

Theoretically the author works primarily with the ‘rational design’ theory of Koremenos. This is an appropriate 

theory, but leaves some questions open. See section below. 

 

Methodologically the work is sound. The author conducts a mixed methods cases study with a large number of 

micro-cases (though, as stated above the coverage of those micro-cases becomes a bit of a problem when it 

comes to data collection). The statement of hypotheses is excellent as is the structure for analyzing them, even if 

the actual analysis has some issues as stated above. A weak point is the actual write up of the methodology 

section (4.2) which reads as though it was written before the work was done and does not give the reader enough 

detail, especially in terms of the interviews which were conducted, what questions were asked, and which 

countries responded.   

 

 

3. FORMÁLNÍ A JAZYKOVÉ ZPRACOVÁNÍ (jazykový projev, správnost citace a odkazů na literaturu, grafická 

úprava, formální náležitosti práce apod.): 

 



The work is written in English, and the author should be commended for doing so. The language is very good, 

though there are awkward phrasings at some points. The main text is more clear than some of the introductory and 

summary parts, particularly the abstract. 

 

The formal aspects of the work are appropriate. There are some minor issues, such as on p.29 a reference is made 

to an ‘external study’ but it is not cited. There is also no list of interviews.  

  

 

4. STRUČNÝ KOMENTÁŘ HODNOTITELE (celkový dojem z diplomové práce, silné a slabé stránky, originalita 

myšlenek, naplnění cíle apod.): 

  

Overall, the author took on an ambitious project and made significant headway into a real research problem. While 

there are some issues in the data as a result of lack of response from interviewees and perhaps an overly ambitious 

number of micro-cases, I believe the accomplishments of the work outweigh its weaknesses. The author succeeds 

in providing evidence for some, though not all, of his hypotheses. I am glad that he admits openly when the data 

does not provide such evidence. More broadly, the work exposes the challenges of integration and Europeanization 

in the sphere of space, and thus challenges a simple understanding of institutional design more generally, which 

leads to interesting opportunities for future research.  

 

 

5. SPOLUPRÁCE S VEDOUCÍM PRÁCE (komunikace s vedoucím práce, schopnost reflektovat připomínky, 

posun od původního záměru apod.) 

 

Martin Farkač was a diligent student. He met regularly with me during the Summer 2017 semester, but as a result 

of not receiving responses to his questionnaire and thus not having data to complete the project, he elected to delay 

it’s submission by a semester. While we did not communicate in the final drafting of the thesis, which might have 

helped to correct the few issues mentioned previously, he worked independently and kept to the original plan.  

 

 

6. OTÁZKY A PŘIPOMÍNKY DOPORUČENÉ K BLIŽŠÍMU VYSVĚTLENÍ PŘI OBHAJOBĚ (jedna až tři):  

  

How can the theory of rational design deal with inconsistency in state positions? How do you explain, within this 

theoretical framework, states that in general support European integration, but don’t support the ESA becoming 

an agency, i.e. Germany?  

 

With your experience of the difficulty of obtaining interviews, what would you change in terms of the structure of 

the thesis? How might you modify your approach to the data which makes up section 7?  

 

 

7. DOPORUČENÍ / NEDOPORUČENÍ K OBHAJOBĚ A NAVRHOVANÁ ZNÁMKA 

 (výborně, velmi dobře, dobře, nevyhověl): výborně 

 

 

Datum:  20.1.2018     Podpis: Mitchell Young 

 

 

 

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. 


