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Comments of the referee on the thesis highlights and shortcomings (following the 5 numbered 
aspects of your assessment indicated below). 
 
1) Theoretical background: The theoretical background is fairly developed, even though a 
considerably larger list of major authors and their work (inter alia, Alan Tarr, Robert Williams, 
John Loughlin, Michel Seymour, Rainer Bauböck, Alain Gaignon) could have been addressed in 
this section.  
 
2) Contribution: One could hardly argue that the topic of (multi)federalism and related phenomena 
in post-war Bosnia and Herzegovina belong to under researched topics. In fact, the hypotheses 
raised by the author have been covered quite extensively by both local and Western authors; for 
instance Soeren Keil, Sumantra Bose, and others have published widely on these and related topics.  
 
3) Methods: Notwithstanding my previous suggestions (and the fact that the lack of any 
methodological framework in the previous version of the thesis made me to give it a “A” [failed] 
mark last year), there still is no single mention of methods whatsoever used in the study.  
 
4) Literature: See point 1)  
 
5) Manuscript form: OK 
 
All in all, I have to admit that only minor – and rather unimportant – changes have been made by 
the author following my critical feedback last year. Whilst the empirical and theoretical parts of the 
thesis deserve a satisfactory evaluation, ranging from C to D, the lack of any methodological part 
implies a worse grade (fail). If the author succeeds to give a clear expanation of the method(s) used 
by him throughout his thesis, I would suggest that a D is given to his thesis.  
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