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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: I appreciate that the thesis explicitly engages with two key 

theories offering insight into the possible causes and motivations for humanitarian 

interventions (political realism and idealism). While on the general level these two theories 

are well described, there are some problems regarding the theoretical part. Firstly, both 

realism and idealism are very diverse traditions of thought. Thus it would strengthen the 

thesis if one of the varieties of realism/idealism would have been explicitly described and 

then used. It would help to derive clear and explicit hypothesis for empirical testing (via 

case studies). So far the connection between theoretical and empirical part is rather implicit 

at worst, or not fully elaborated at best. 

Specifically, the author rests mostly on Morgenthau and Carr (classical realists), whose 

thought however does not provide the best ground for deducing testable hypotheses. While 

this tradition offers clear justification for one IV (power differential), I think that neorealism 

(more naturalist strand of realist thinking) would have provided a better starting point. 

Nevertheless, given that the thesis is rather inductive than deductive, my criticism here is not 

extremely strong. 

I lacked a bit discussion of R2P concept and its realist criticism (see Pape 2012). Explicit 

discussion of this widely debated concept could have strengthened the thesis significantly.     

 

2) Contribution: The attempt to build a model or test theoretically informed variables must be 

applauded as it offers chance for accumulation of knowledge. In the conclusion the author says that 

no one factor can fully explain humanitarian interventions (in the case of the USA). While I can 

agree with this point, one can easily ask if this eclectic result (everything matters) is not an artefact 

of problematic case selection. 

More specifically – the author says that power disparity has relatively weakest impact among all the 

variables. While probably true in the context of selected cases, one can easily imagine a 

counterfactual case, which disproves author´s claim. Try to imagine that there is a genocide in the 

China or Russia (states equipped with strong armies and endowed with nuclear weapons) – can you 

really imagine that the USA would intervene militarily, risking nuclear war, in such case? 



While this particular counterfactual is indeed extreme, it illustrates well that the conclusions of the 

thesis are to some extent problematic and that a reader might doubt how far the results could travel 

outside of the studied sample. While comparative case studies are quite often weak on external 

validity, careful case selection rules might help to some extent ameliorate the problem. At least, the 

author could have discussed the issue of generalizability of the results in the conclusion.    

 

3) Methods: The paper employs an adequate method – comparative case studies – for its current 

purpose. However I have to disagree that rigorous process tracing was used (as implied at page 10). 

Process tracing demands an attempt to map causal mechanism (with its subtle inter-steps) laying 

between an IV and a DV. In the case of the paper, it would demand clarifying decision-making 

process leading to (non)intervention – something the paper is not attempting to do now. 

 The problems connected with relationship between variables and theories have been 

discussed above, therefore I will not repeat them here. There are however three other issues. Firstly, 

a deeper discussion of case selection logic should have been offered. I believe that such a discussion 

would have provided a firmer ground for assessment of generalizability of the results. Secondly, I 

think that the measurement of power differential employed in the paper is unnecessarily 

complicated. Given that power differential in the case of a military (humanitarian) intervention is 

essentially given by ability of a power to militarily intervene in a country of interest, it would be 

better to focus just on military power alone. All other components of the power differential are 

irrelevant here. Nevertheless the alternative measurement would not affect results significantly. 

Finally, the work claims that it works with two dependent variables: intervention and 

nonintervention. I think, that it would be better to say that there is one dependent variable with two 

possible states (either intervention or non-intervention). 

 

4) Literature: The thesis works with a broad set of relevant sources. Literature covers key 

theoretical as well as empirical sources – both very recent volumes and those classical. There is 

however one significant gap in the literature, as methodological papers/books are not cited at all. I 

believe, that had the author worked more with methodological texts, she would have been able to 

offer more nuanced (and convincing) discussion of case selection logic on the one hand and  

generalizability of her results on the other (see my comments above). 

 It is unfortunate that while the text cites important Pape´s (2012) article, this interesting 

work has not been fully exploited. The article not only offers a realist perspective on humanitarian 

interventions, it presents a very strong critique of R2P concept – a concept which was not – 

unfortunately – addressed in the thesis. 

 

5) Manuscript form: In general the manuscript is well written with only occasional typos. 

Structure is logical and appropriate to the goal of the paper. Some parts could have been more 

elaborated or enlarged (i.e. methodology) but in general the paper does not suffer from marked 

imbalances. 

 

To sum it up; the submitted thesis deals with an interesting and controversial topic. The author 

should be praised for her willingness to engage in relatively complex and hard to solve research 

questions. Despite some problems especially in methodology and explicit linking of theoretical and 

empirical parts of the text, the thesis fulfils all standards imposed by our institution on this kind of 

work. 

Therefore I recommend grade 2,5 (B/C). 
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