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1. TOPIC AND OBJECTIVE (short information on the thesis, research objective): 

 

The thesis takes on the important and challenging question of how to determine the legitimacy of sanctions. 

While past research has looked at the effectiveness of sanctions and the legitimacy of actors, the author finds a 

gap in the research by combining these two and looking into the legitimacy of sanctions. The author uses a case 

study methodology, each case representing a 'type' of sanctions based on the work of Portela, and out of the 

theoretical literature develops six criteria for evaluating the legitimacy of sanctions, which are then tested on the 

three cases. 

 

2. CONTENT (complexity, original approach, argument, structure, theoretical and methodological backing, 

work with sources, appropriateness of annexes etc.): 

 

The research is very well designed. It has a clear argument and structure that is easy for the reader to follow. The 

author displays a strong grasp of both the theoretical material in the literature review and in the empirical cases. 

There are sufficient sources; however, there are some times that a bit more referencing would be useful, for 

example on p.3, it was not clear whether the distinction between empirical and normative legitimacy was the 

author's own distinction or if it came from the literature. Regarding sources, it should be made clear when you 

refer to 'interviews' (p.18), that these are not ones which you have conducted, but rather ones which are quoted in 

the secondary literature. 

 

3. FORMAL ASPECTS AND LANGUAGE (quality of language, citation style, graphics, formal aspects etc.): 

 

The quality of English language writing is very high. The text reads clearly and fluidly. Citations are well done, 

and appropriate (thought I'm not sure why Plato and Aristotle were necessary). The charts and tables are helpful. 

I would have liked to see a chart also in section 1.2 on the criteria.  

 

4. SHORT COMMENTS BY THE REVIEWER (overall impression, strengths and weaknesses, originality of 

ideas, achievement of the research objective etc.): 

 

Overall, the thesis is a strong piece of work. I particularly valued the design which demonstrated the author's 

grasp of how academic research should look. I also appreciated the way the author worked with secondary 

sources to find a gap and develop an original approach in creating her framework for analysis. The topic chosen 

was a challenging one, and the ambition of the paper sometimes exceeds what the author can hope to accomplish 

given the resource and methodological limitations for dealing with legitimacy in terms of outputs. While the 

author openly admits that it was not possible to empirically research the outputs - and I agree (so this is not a 

criticism of that decision) - the consequences of this decision are not sufficiently defended. The text claims to 

use Scharf as its theoretical basis, but according to the literature review he "prefers to shift the focus of 

legitimating to the output side" whereas the text prefers to shift it to the input and procedural side. The author 

should more precisely describe the ways in which Scharf is used and not used, and the implications of that 

should be addressed more directly in the text. The author does employ a clever argument that allows her to 

include some degree of output evaluation by analyzing the 'potential' for the sanctions to be efficient.  

 

5. QUESTIONS AND COMMENTS THAT SHOULD BE ADDRESSED DURING THE DEFENCE (one to 

three): 

 

I would like the author to reflect more fully on the reasons behind the failure of the 'internal coherence' category 

of legitimacy across all three cases. Why did this happen? Is there a legitimacy problem or is this a 



methodological problem? Isn't unanimity ('speaking with one voice' p.21) too strict a standard, and isn't the 

author slipping back into an empirical criterion?  

 

Why was the China case selected, rather than a more recent case in which informal-type sanctions were chosen 

purposefully? Isn't the China case just an older approach to sanctions that remains in effect only due to path 

dependencies? Can you give an example of an informal-type sanction that is more recent? 

 

Can legitimacy really be determined (proved) in a majority manner, i.e. by fulfilling 4 out of 6 criteria? Why 

should we accept your six criteria as comprehensive enough to make an overall judgement?  

 

 

6. (NON-)RECOMMENDATION AND SUGGESTED GRADE: excellent 
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