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Name of Student: JEONG, Gilsun

Thesis Title: A Divided Union in a Time of Crisis

University of the 1st semester: Strasbourg

University of the 2nd semester: Olomouc

Name of Supervisor / University: Roberto Dagnino (Strasbourg); Gökhan Bacık (Olomouc)



In this report, please consider the following, by answering the following questions. Please add a short explanation instead of simply answering ‘yes’, ‘no’ or’ partly’: 

1) Content: Problem statement, method and theory: 
a) Is the topic of the thesis clearly presented and motivated? 
Yes, the student takes time to present the state of the art of existing literature and current debates and to position himself within this field

b) Are the aims and objectives of the thesis clearly identified and explained? 
Yes

c) Is there a well formulated problem statement and is it of sufficient complexity for an MA level? Briefly explain? 
Yes, the problem is clearly structured and supported by relevant literature. More than sufficient for a MA level.

d) Has the student convincingly explained the relevance of the research?
Yes

e) Has a suitable methodology and theoretical frame been taken to solve the stated problems? 
Yes

f) In case where empirical research has been conducted: is there a suitable research design and has the research been conducted adequately?
Yes, research is founded on a clear theoretical framework applied to a reasoned selection of case studies

g) Does the conclusion provide convincing answers/proof to the initial questions/hypotheses?
Yes. Moreover, the conclusions reached by the candidate have the potential to be enriching for the theoretical debate on the topic

h) Does the research constitute a contribution to knowledge in this field or domain?
Yes

2) Structure: 
a) Is the thesis coherently structured in chapters and sections? 
Yes

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

3) Sources (primary and secondary): 
a) Has (enough) relevant (primary and secondary) literature been adequately interpreted and integrated into the thesis? 
Yes, the distinction is clear

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)? 
Yes, minor mistakes or incongruences (limited typos; Derk Jan Eppink presented as a Dutch MEP, while in the legislature at stake here, he was representing a Flemish party, while keeping the Dutch nationality; MEP Joseph Daul is quoted repeatedly but always without a reference to his nationality; on page 17, the same qualifications are attributed to both the Eurosceptic and the Euro-reject group, i.e. Europhobe and EU-pessimist, but what is the difference then between the two? Or is it just a typo?) 

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

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

b) Does the thesis contain all required elements (title page, declaration, table of contents, bibliography, etc.)
Yes

6) Quality of writing process: 
a) To what degree has the student been able to work independently? 
Very good. The candidate presented some hesitations at the very beginning – during the first semester, more generally – concerning the selection of the sources and the precise focus of his research. Once these issues were clarified, the writing process advanced very rapidly and productively.

b) Have recommended revisions been executed to a satisfying degree? 
Yes, all suggestions from both supervisors has been duly taken into account. Moreover, the candidate was were pro-active in requiring support from the supervisors and in planning meetings with both of them to discuss the advancement of the project.

c) Any other relevant comments (e.g on planning and commitment of the student). 
Ambitious and very capable student. In the light of this MA thesis, the candidate’s ambition to apply for PhD positions appears well-motivated and realistic.

7) Possible questions for thesis defence (only if this thesis is to be defended
Orally): 
· All EP political groups’ main discursive positions have been illustrated by means of a graph. This is not the case, though, for the periphery representatives. Why?
· Good conclusive remarks. However, the thesis opens up perspectives for new research on the autonomy of the EU’s own ideological playground? Does the EU (and the EP more specifically) represent an autonomous ideological space (with its own fault-lines, different from those of the different Member States)?
· As far as I understand, the first speech of each EP political group is meant to be a statement of the general stance of that group. Afterwards, other MEPs with divergent positions have a chance to express their ideas. This was the case, for instance, of the periphery MEPs within certain political groups at stake in this thesis. I wonder, however, if there was only one divergent speech for each group in each debate or if the student has make a selection. If so, how? By what criteria?
· The distinction between centre and periphery Member States appears clear. I wonder however if the candidate has found any example of Member States not siding (at least, not clear or not all the time) with either group. If so, how did they express they position, concerning particularly the discursive construction of ‘solidarity’?




(National) Grade: 17/20 (Strasbourg system)

Suggestion for corresponding converted grade 
according to the other university’s (national) grading scheme: A
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