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Name of Student: Tomas Silhanek
Thesis Title: Gelileo: Vanity or utilty? Reasons for Europe’s very own GNSS
Home University: Palacky Univ Olomouc
Host University: Uppsala University
Name of Supervisor: Benjamin Martin

First or Second Supervisor: Jan Stejskal
In this report, please consider the following, by answering the following questions:

1) Problem statement, method and theory: 

a) The aims and objectives of the thesis – are these clearly identified and explained? Is there a well formulated problem statement? Briefly explain.

Yes. Silhanek sets up the issue as a clear question, and proposes to answer it.

b) Has a suitable methodology and theoretical frame been taken to solve the stated problems? 
Yes; there is not a heavy methodological apparatus, but it’s quite clear that he aims to determine what was really on the minds of the Galileo organizers by charting their statements and behaviors in a narrative fashion. It’s down to earth but effective. The problem is that this approach leaves him unable to conduct a more substantial critical analysis of the materials he has assembled.

c) Does the conclusion provide convincing answers/proof to the initial questions/hypotheses?

Yes, overall. At the same time, he gives answers to his questions by trying to see if the project’s motivations fit into one of two or three categories (were its motivations commercial, political, or military). These categories themselves could be defined better and dealt with in a more sophisticated fashion; and indeed other categories could be imagined, too.

d) Does the research constitute an original contribution to the field of knowledge in this field or domain?

I think so; it certainly does a good service of bringing together a great deal of specialist and technical information into one straight-forward narrative analysis.

e) Is the research problem and the discussion of it of sufficient complexity for an MA level?

 Yes

2) Structure: 

a) Is the thesis coherently structured?

Yes

b) Are concepts clearly introduced and explained, and critically and consistently applied?

More or less; see my note above, regarding the categories Silhanek uses to label the project-leaders’ motivations.

3) Sources (primary and secondary):

a) Has (enough) relevant (primary and secondary) literature been adequately interpreted and integrated into the thesis?

Yes; certainly a great deal of technical literature has been used. His analysis would have benefitted from more sources/readings from political science or international relations.

b) Is the bibliography/list of references complete and accurate?

Yes

4) Stylistics:

a) Is the use of language (English) acceptable and of the required standard (i.e. no spelling mistakes and typos, range of vocabulary, grammar)?

The English is quite good, although not wholly free of problems. Moreover, some sections are notable less well written than others.

b) Are references in the text given in a coherent and consistent manner (either in-text or as footnotes)?

Yes

5) Format: 
a) How is the thesis presented (i.e. consistency in lay-out, choice of fonts, headings, tables and graphs)?

Fine

6) General: 

a) Have recommended revisions been executed to a satisfying degree?

Not really; I made several comments on a late draft which Tomas did not really incorporate, probably because he ran out of time. The issue is that I saw a full draft of his paper only when almost no time was left.

b) To what degree has the student been able to work independently?

To a high degree; rather too much, since it meant that by the time I could offer feedback he had run out of time to respond to this. At the same time, it shows that he was able to do a good deal of good work on his own.

c) Any other relevant comments.

no
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