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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 author framed his reserach within the Political Economic Theory of Wall Construction 
(PETWC) which was introduced by David B. Carter and Paul Poast in their scholarly article titled: 
„Why do States Build Walls.“ Mr. Hamzič decided to test the validity of the above mentioned 
theory on the case study of House of Sauds/Saudi Arabia – an important regional player stuck in 
difficult geopolitical environment and facing various geographic challenges. Therefore selection of 
Saudi Arabia for testyfying PETWC seems to be a good choice. Although the author mostly narows 
his research of border fences construction to the prism of economic disparities, he mentions other 
reasonings of hardening inter-state borders like break-up of civil wars, terrorism or security reasons 
in general. 

 
Generally the theoretical framework is relevant and sufficient it must be note that Carter´s and 
Poast´s research, although very inspiring, is limited explanatory tool. Economic cross-border 
disparities, not only go hand in hand with deteriation of security, but can also be perceived as the 
root cause of migration from source countries, while the border hardening process might be 
explained by various aspects of securitization discourse (identitarian issues, crime-related 
activities). Furthermore the internal politics on the side of wall-builders can not go ignored as 
shown in the case of Orban´s policy of border hardening. 
 
 

2) Contribution:  
 
Using PETWC theoretical framework, the author explicitly testa two hypotheses, namely: 1) Saudi 
Border walls are consequences of low regional integration, and 2) prolonged state fragility.  

 
 



The author comes to the conclusion that hardening borders is a complex phenomen, both economic 
and political in nature. This is something one has to agreewith. On the other side, especially the 
second, empirical part of the thesis is somehow flat. Particularly sub-chapter 5.1 or 5.2 gives an 
impression of basic „CIA factbook“ fact sheet with hardly any value added. Also some author´s 
statemens are groundless, such as: „The Middle East is a vague term and there is no clear definition 
of this word from a geographical scope.“ The existence of numerous definitions and 
conceptualizations of the region does not mean that the term is vague. Therefore I would strongly 
advise to do some additional literature review (Cohen, Nye or existing literature on regionalism). 
 
 Mr. Hamzič also tends to provide another dubious statements such as: „ Some consider Iran, Libya, 
and even Sudan to be part of the Middle East. However, most agree that Azerbaijan, Armenia and 
Georgia are not, despite geographical proximity and shared history which undoubtedly facilitated 
cultural exchange and interdependence.“ Who exactly? Such claims are absolutely unacceptable in 
the master thesis. Other statements are arther vague and of no academic value: „Moreover, today 
the Middle East as whole is not the same region it was fifty years ago.“ Which region is the same? 
Other statements are wrong: „Some of the common goals the two countries share is stability in 
Syria and Iraq, countering Muslim Brotherhood, the question of Palestine, and Iran.“ This is a bit 
out of geopolitical reality we do witness daily on the ground. Overall the submitted thesis reached 
the goal set down in the introduction, the added value of the thesis is its empirical part offering huge 
sum of information. 
 
 

3) Methods:  
 
The author uses both qualitative, as well as quantitative research methods and case study method. 
 
 

4) Literature:  
 

Some weak points have been mentioned above, I would also recommmend to apply more critical 
approach towards the researched topic would be proper. 
 

5) Manuscript form:  
 
The reviewed thesis meets formal criteria required by Faculty of Social Sciences and the overall 
quality of written English is satisfying. Typos could have been saved by more careful proof reading. 
Overall formal impression of the work is good. Paging is completely missing which really makes it 
difficult to review the thesis. However, much more important is author´s use of sources. Certain 
parts of the thesis give an impression of mosaic plagiarism (borrowing phrases and ideas without 
quoting source), I find this rather problematic. 
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