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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 framework for the thesis outlined in chapter 1. The author introduces the concepts 

and theories of regionalism/regionalization. However, she presents a single definition of 

regionalism without any explanation as to why this would be the most appropriate definition and 

why she chose it over the many available definitions in the nowadays so abundant literature on the 

topic. She further brings a summary of the main theoretical approaches to regionalism which is 

based on a SINGLE introductory publication by Fawcett and Hurell. There are no references to any 

of the authors or publications representing the mentioned theoretical approaches or a critical 

assessment of different theoretical approaches against other existing views. The same is the case in 

the discussion of the concept of integration. Other terms which she considers important for the 

thesis such as hegemony or bandwagoning are mentioned but not discussed at all. Throughout the 

chapter (as is the case with very much the whole thesis), most of the information and broad-brush 

claims are unreferenced to academic literature. One cannot therefore speak of a real discussion of 

theoretical concepts. 

Even more problematically, the patchy introduction into the theoretical concepts of regionalization, 

integration etc. does not result in constructing a clear research framework for the subsequent 

analysis of the integration processes in sub-Saharan Africa. The few theoretical concepts that are set 

out are not consistently applied to analyze the data in any way. What follows in the rest of the paper 

is therefore mainly an assembly of facts, which is not guided by any theoretical fundamentals or 

used for testing the stated hypotheses.  



The author sets out in the introduction to “make a judgment whether integration process in Sub-

Saharan Africa is success or failure”. She however fails to provide any definitional 

criteria/theoretical discussion as to what may or may not be considered success/failure of 

integration. It is also unclear what integration she is talking about: economic/political, regional (all-

African)/sub-regional – throughout the thesis, these are not distinguished – rather, even if she 

provides a lengthy list of the diverse regional and sub-regional organizations, her claims about 

success or failure in the conclusion (and elsewhere before) talk about “integration PROCESS” in 

the singular. A further aim of the thesis is to “examine whether the integration process leads to 

positive change in Sub-Saharan Africa, or not” – what does “positive change” really mean? Change 

of what? And what criteria are applied to estimate whether it is positive or not? Positive for whom – 

states, governments, populations, entrepreneurs…?  

 

More flaws in the theoretical and methodological framework of the thesis are discussed in part 3.  

 

2) Contribution:  

Given the lacking research framework and serious methodological flaws (see below in 3), the thesis 

has very little added value. There is also very little analysis to speak of and hence little proof of 

critical thinking in the thesis. Sources are never questioned or discussed, much of what the author 

presents in a linear narrative with a great amount of raw data in the form of economic and other 

indicators. The author attached a lot of diverse tables and graphs, but the numbers lack 

interpretation or deeper analysis in the text. The author basically writes down what the table says 

but doesn’t really explain what exactly do we learn from these indicators, how they are 

achieved/distributed across the continent and importantly, how this all relates to the subject under 

study? What does the fact that the GDP growth averaged for the whole SSA grew from 4,1 to 4,3% 

between 2011 and 2012 about the success/failure of integration process(ES)??? Is it even related? 

This would have to be proved, instead it is assumed (wrongly!).  

 

3) Methods: 

In principle, the selected topic is suitable for an MA thesis. However, the thesis lacks a clearly 

formulated research question(s) that would narrow the broad topic down and guide the research. In 

the introduction she states a set of four hypotheses:  

1. “EU case is not a model for the African continent.” 

2. “Participation of the same countries in different regional organizations could be harmful to the 

regionalism.” 

3. “The impact of main world political powers (China, USA) can play a significant role (help build 

an efficient institutional base, and so forth) for the integration process.” 

4. “In general, integration leads to positive improvements (growth of the economy, social 

indicators) in this area.” 

First, there is no discussion as to why these hypotheses were selected or how they will be verified 

and tested. And indeed, there is no verification and testing of any of these hypotheses in what 

follows. Hypothesis 1 is actually not addressed throughout the text at all except at the very end of 

the thesis, where the author states out of the blue that such comparison is unfair in the first place 

(p.90). Hypothesis 2 gets a mention in the text in chapter 3.4 (p. 55 - last paragraph and p. 58 – third 

paragraph) but instead of hypothesis testing, the author presents several claims about the impact of 

conflicting membership in several organizations that are not preceded or followed by a relevant 

analysis or referenced to any sources her claims may be based on. The role of China and the US is 

presented in chapter 4.3 which gives a lot of numbers concerning raw materials extraction as well as 

the impact of the recent economic crisis and is followed by a single page on China and US interests 



but there is very little information, let alone analysis, that could lead to answering hypothesis 3. It is 

hard to imagine, how an impact of the US and Chinese engagement on the integration process (or 

rather processes?) could be measured in the first place. As to hypothesis 4, the author believes that 

presenting a list of economic and other indicators from the World Bank and World Development 

Report that show some annual increase is sufficient evidence of integration leading to positive 

improvements – which is not the case, unsurprisingly. 

Concerning methodology, the author states in the introduction: “Using a combination of qualitative 

and quantitative methods of research, I would like to organize an evaluative case study of the SSA 

integration process. Working on triangulation methods, which will help me with my final 

judgments, I, firstly will conduct a collection of appropriate data for this topic. Then, I will examine 

gathered information according to a rational theory and realistic approach.” (p. 9-10). It is unclear 

what she means by “qualitative and quantitative methods” but the thesis actually does neither. 

Indeed, she uses qualitative and quantitative DATA but that is something different that methods of 

research. What really is meant by “triangulation methods” is not explained either, however, I have 

not noticed any attempt at either data, theoretical or methodological triangulation throughout the 

thesis. Most important from the methodological perspective, however, is the claim that the thesis is 

a case study - again, the thesis is certainly not a case study. There is no defined “case(s)”, no 

independent/dependent variables are identified and operationalized. Rational theory and realistic 

approach are neither elaborated in detail anywhere in the paper nor applied to analyze the data. In 

fact, the thesis shows no signs of applying any consistent methodological or research framework, 

relies heavily on general economic statistics and huge tables of facts in the annexes which are not 

interpreted or critically analyzed in the body of the text. Most conclusions are based on what the 

author “reckons” not what comes out of a systematic analysis.  

 

4) Literature: 

The literature used in the thesis is quite limited. As mentioned above, the discussion of theories of 

regionalism – arguably the most important concept of the thesis – is based on a single introductory 

book, while the discussion of the second key concept of integration relies mainly on a book by P.F. 

Gonidec which has been written more than 30 years ago. Certainly, there are more recent treatments 

of such popular topic.  

The use of references is poor. There are large passages of the text which are not referenced at all 

and it is therefore difficult to establish where they originate – and in case they are author’s own 

deductions what exactly she bases them on (i.a. chapter 4.2 is virtually unreferenced - but it is by no 

means the only example). Instead, the text is full of simplistic and unfounded clichés, very bold 

claims and at times nonsensical statements, even where there are references to sources. To take just 

few examples: 

 “The resources are chronically insufficient which lead to the current status of sub-Saharan region 

as “quasi” or “failed” states” (p.31) – what does it mean that SSA has a STATUS as quasi states - 

who gave it such status, the referenced researchers? (Not really.) Does it mean ALL states in SSA 

are quasi/failed states? And with those that may be, is insufficiency in resources the reason for this 

failure, even the only reason? And what is this claim based on? The following claims about lacking 

monopoly on violence by states in cases of Sierra Leone, Liberia or Angola are based on old data 

from 1999 – when the countries were in the middle of civil wars which is no longer the case. The 

ensuing discussion of the issue of African countries borders is even more off the mark: “Thus, we 

are asking a question if it is so unreasonable to keep such borders, why then they are still in their 

places? I reckon that it is hard to destroy something, which has such ancient history.” (p.31) – The 

author overlooks the fact that the African states themselves made a conscious and by many 

measures very reasonable decision to preserve the borders from the colonial period – given the topic 

of the thesis, it may be interesting to be reminded that it was the Organization of African Unity that 



formally and explicitly established that doctrine. And to talk of late 19
th

 century as of ancient 

history is also off the mark.  

(p.34) “In Africa there are millions of people, and each of them speaks in the language or at least a 

dialect. Of course, one may say that this does everybody in the world. However, the range of 

languages in the African region is amassing.” – What exactly does this mean? 

(p. 35) “… some tensions between religions still take place, because it is just natural order.” – 

Natural order? Really?  

 

The format of references is not uniform throughout the thesis. The bibliography does not distinguish 

between the different types of sources and contains sources not referred in the actual text. Also in he 

bibliography, the format of the references is not uniform. 

 

5) Manuscript form:  

The level of English is very poor and does not meet the standards for academic writing. There are 

so many grammar, spelling and typing mistakes that in some parts, sentences or even whole 

paragraphs are impossible to understand.  

The thesis is full of abbreviations (especially of the many regional organizations) which are often 

not explained, occasionally misspelled or used interchangeably in their British and French forms. 

There is no list of abbreviations.  

The structure of the thesis is not very clear – mainly as a result of lacking a clearly defined research 

framework. Even within chapters, the author jumps from one topic to another and it is hard to 

establish how exactly the presented narrative contributes to answering the stated hypotheses. The 

most peculiar among the chapters is Part V. Final Judgment which brings into the picture at once an 

analysis of the AU-EU relations (why?), Pan-Africanism (why now when there is a historical 

overview of integration in chapter 3.2) and a bullet-point list of obstacles to “building African 

Unity” in the future (again, all of it largely unreferenced). The terms such as Afro-officials and 

Afro-Union used in this chapter are highly inappropriate.  

Comments probably intended for the author herself remained in the text (p. 21, 22). 

Some tables and maps referred to in the text are missing from the annexes (i.a. p.44) 
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3) METHODS: Are the hypotheses for this study clearly stated, allowing their further verification and testing? Are the 
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