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1. The title is clear and it is adequate to the content of 
the article. 
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The article does compare the ways of state formation to the South and to the 
North of the Baltic sea, so the title is adequate. 

2. The abstract clearly presents objects, methods and 
results. 
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The abstract is rather informative and presents objects, methods and ideas of the 
article clearly. 

3. There are few grammatical errors and spelling 
mistakes in this article. 
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The article is grammatically correct. 

4. The study methods are explained clearly. 4 

Considerable part of the article is dedicated to the theoretical framework, dealing 

with the main methods of the research. The main concept, basic for the whole 

research, is chiefdom. But the proposed definition is somewhat uncertain, based 

on the sum of abbreviated opinions. It does not underline some of the peculiar 

features of typical chiefdom, role of kinship for instance. It would be more 

profitable to take some of the basic definition as a fundamental for the research, 

but to display all the main features of the chiefdom, which are possible to be 

tracked on the specific sources.  

5. The results are clear and do not contain errors. 5 

In spite of the proposed uncertain definition of chiefdom, idea of its application to 
the investigation of emergence of early states in Baltic region is expectedly 
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Comments and Suggestions to the Author(s): 
Present article deals with the complicated problem of state formation. The search for 

the chiefdom in the early medieval Scandinavia, Polabia and Pomerania is the right 

direction. But in this search one must be attentive to the features of the chiefdom and 

to the correct use of the typology. This is the common problem for every typological 

approach. Applying tribal – chiefdom - complex chiefdom - state typology to the 

Slavonic state formation raises the question of clear distinguishing of these stages on 

the source material according to their narrow definitions. Ideally this presuppose not 

only search for the central place (that is widely approved for archeology) and the 

leader, once or twice mentioned in the sources, but also other signs of centralized 

hierarchical society with hereditary aristocracy, hierarchy of settlements, surplus 

production and some sort of specialization in economy, traces of external exchange of 

valuables and graves with valuable deposits etc. Also the retinue (druzhyna) state 



stage, defined by H. Łowmiański and applied by R. Vatseba exactly for early Slavic 

polities, must be concerned. But one article is too limited for taking all of these 

aspects into account and even the statement of the question is valuable.  
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1. The title is clear and it is adequate to the content of the 

article. 
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Although the title is clear and adequate to the content of the article as discussed in 

the body of the text, it can be modified. 
 

2. The abstract clearly presents objects, methods and 

results. 
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The abstract clearly presents objects and results but very briefly methods. 
 

3. There are few grammatical errors and spelling 
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There are grammatical errors and spelling mistakes which can be rectified in proof 
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Comments and Suggestions to the Author(s): 

The paper demonstrates a piece of good work with adequate research outcome. 

However, it needs minor revisions as follows: (1) The second part of the title should be 

modified like Early States and Power in the Baltic Sea Region (8th–11th 

Centuries): A Comparative Study, (2) The abstract should clearly present the 
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