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Criteria Definition Maximum Points 

Major Criteria    

 Contribution and argument 
(quality of research and 
analysis, originality) 

50 20 

 Research question 
(definition of objectives, 
plausibility of hypotheses) 

15 10 

 Theoretical framework 
(methods relevant to the 
research question)  

15 0 

Total  80 30 

Minor Criteria    

 Sources, literature 10 5 

 Presentation (language, 
style, cohesion) 

5 3 

 Manuscript form (structure, 
logical coherence, layout, 
tables, figures) 

5 4 

Total  20 12 

    

TOTAL  100 42 
 
Reviewer’s commentary according to the above criteria: 

The goal of this thesis is to consider Turkish standing in NATO, asking whether Turkey is a 

backsliding ally or an ally in distress. It is a pity that what could have been a relevant and interesting 

study of relations among NATO members, turned out as a “half-baked” thesis at best. There are two 

categories of problems with this thesis relating to: substance and poor craftsmanship.  

 

SUBSTANCE: The “literature review” is not really a review of the field (NATO and/or security 

studies with NATO focus) or even of current literature, it is a summary of three different 

articles/reports on the topic (or rather a summary of their first few pages). Mr. Özener identifies “three 

main approaches” (p.10), but this is an exaggeration. I am not aware of any “approach” that would 

include one text only.  

In the “third approach” - which substantively is no different from the first approach identified as 

Erdogan’s democratic failings and neo-Ottomanism - Mr. Özener gives up on summarizing altogether 

and just copy pastes the 8-10 lines right there (thesis p. 11-12). 

The thesis does not have any recognizable theoretical framework or conceptual apparatus. Two 

words that come closest to concepts in this thesis are “backsliding ally” and a “valuable ally in 

distress.” Such division is fair, given the thesis topic, the only problem is that the “valuable ally in 

distress” and the way it is defined is something of an oxymoron. 



Backsliding Ally, which would mean that country is no longer advantageous to the 

Alliance, or a valuable ally in distress, a unique member of the Alliance with cultural, 

social and political ties that are essential to ensure security and stability within and at 

NATO’s Borders (p.10) 

If the NATO alliance is founded on defense of common values, as the author cites the preamble in 

thesis introduction, then by definition a unique member is not common. Does not share in the 

common values to defend… which makes the first concept rather under-defined (backsliding from 

common values as Edogan’s regime is often addressed), and had the first concept been defined in 

this respect  what would then be the difference between the first and the second concept? 

These “concepts” are not used in the “empirical chapters” either, so the “theory” and evidence remain 

disconnected. We don’t even know if the author is trying to find causes leading to one or the other 

type of ally (explanatory framework) or is just trying to interpret facts from a prespective. 

Lacking a theoretical framework, the thesis is an amalgamate of historical and contemporary 

information, a blend of domestic and international events heaped onto a pile. Why are some 

events selected while others omitted (why consider Finnish and Swedish NATO accession but not 

the late 1990s CEE enlargement) we never know.  

How is Menderes’ Turkey of 1950s virtually the same as today under president Erdogan is brushed 

away with “people don’t change,” they know what they want and they still want the same (p. 17-18).  

The author jumps wildly from Putin to Lenin and back again (p. 22-23). From the present to the past 

and back, as evidenced in the screenshot below (p.23).  



 
In a nutshell, the information given is about Turkish relations with NATO members, but what exactly 

points it towards a “backsliding ally” or an “ally in distress” and why is not clear.  

 

CRAFTSMANSHIP: The thesis is hardly 40 pages, when Introduction begins only on page 9 and 

the last page 41 contains exactly 2 lines  so the text length is much closer to 30 pages. 

 

BIBLIOGRAPHY is super short - only 14 sources for a BA Thesis is not nearly enough. Two of the 

sources being newspaper articles from the daily Hürriyet, another two being NATO press releases. 

Some of the sources listed (Aydemir’s books or the Lewis book) seem to be listed without being 

worked with (see below).  

Bibliography: the information given is incomplete.  

I wanted to look up Bekdil (2017) but could not find the name of the text (was it a journal article, a 

book or a newspaper interview?) 

I also have my reservations about the authenticity of the sources, or the extent to which Mr. Özener 

actually engaged with them: 

Excerpt from Mr. Özener’s thesis page 16 



 
Excerpt from Özdemir and Coskun’s 2021 paper Investigation of Adnan Menderes from the Elite 

Theory Perspective (not listed in biblio), available at: 

                                                       https://dergipark.org.tr/tr/download/article-file/1915385  

 

https://dergipark.org.tr/tr/download/article-file/1915385


We can find precisely ONE reference to Lewis in the thesis (and one listing in Biblio) and precisely 

the two mentions of Aydemir (and the two respective listings in Bibliography), however, I could find 

no reference to Özdemir and Coskun’s 2021 paper… 

… which could come down as an honest mistake (forgetting to mention Özdemir and Coskun) or, 

likely a dishonest “shortcut” as Mr. Özener’s did make the effort to copy the biblio information from 

Özdemir and Coskun’s 2021 paper into his thesis.. 

It is a similar story with reference to Oberling 1982. There are precisely two mentions of Oberling, 

one in text (with exactly the same page number as on Wikipedia on the same topoic) and one listing 

in Biblio.  

Furthermore, the thesis page 18 vaguely corresponds to information on a Wikipedia page on Cyprus 

conflict in the 1960s 



 
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Cypriot_intercommunal_violence#Crisis_of_1963%E2%80%931964  

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Cypriot_intercommunal_violence#Crisis_of_1963%E2%80%931964


 
A general lack of references, in the remainder of the text is quite worrying too. Where does all this 

information come from?  

Pages 21-31 contain in total 3(!) references to sources; two out of the three being newspaper articles. 

Nevertheless these 10-11 pages contain precise information on legislation voting results (p.25), 

Biden’s proclamations about genocide (p.30), specific types of military systems (p.29), numbers of 

personnel (p. 28). 

It is simply hard for me to believe Mr. Özener would be able to recite this information off the top of 

his head.  

 

LAYOUT: different font sizes and line breaks. why doesn’t the “clash of interest in a very small 

timeframe” fit into a single line? This typically happens when copy-pasting text with different 

formatting (without removing the formatting) – an “enter” leaves “hanging.” 

The image below is also not the only instance of this phenomenon, see also p.23, p. 27, p.28 

bottom… 



 
 

LANGUAGE: 

 Abstract, also Chpt. 5: “following [Turkey’s] Ascension to the military alliance”   Accession 

not Ascension (which literally means promotion to a higher rank or Jesus Christ’s 

“ascension” to heaven) 

 3rd person “s” in verbs; sometimes it is overused in plural for instance, other times it is not 

used at all when appropriate 

Different font sizes. 

“Enter” left hanging 



 Why not transcribe Türkiye into English when the rest of the text is in English, and it is not a 

linguistic thesis? What is the purpose? 

 Mr. Özener does not do paragraphs, in the “empirical” case chapters. It is just one 

seamless stream of text, quite difficult to read as ideas/arguments are not separated for 

pages. 

 

Proposed grade (A-B-C-D-E-F):  

                     42 points = F 

 

Suggested questions for the defence are:  

I do not recommend the thesis going to defence as it does not fulfil the requirements of an 
academic text.  

Grading Scale: 

 A = 91-100 % – excellent 

 B = 81-90 % – very good 

 C = 71-80 % – good 

 D = 61-70 % – satisfactory 

 E = 51-60 % – minimal pass 

 F = 0-50 % – fail 

 


