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• Appropriate word count Yes 

 
ADDITIONAL WRITTEN COMMENTS 

Reviewer 1 

This a sophisticated dissertation, which unravels the dynamics behind the (de)securitisation of 
development, in its interaction with processes of commercialisation/marketisation. It is clearly 
and logically organised. The writing style is clear and engaging, concise but also rich in data. 
The theoretical framework is well-developed and draws from an in-depth literature review from a 
range of disciplines. You provide a clear justification for your research, highlighting its 
originality.  
The analysis of datasets, and that of the documents consulted, reveals very thorough research on 
your part. You managed to gather an impressive amount of data, providing evidence for your 
assertions, and mitigating the effects of being unable to carry out interviews. The graphs are 
useful and clear. 
 
At the same time, the list of sources seems too ambitious and wide-ranging. Besides academic 
literature, you mention ‘literature from think tanks, congressional testimony, governmental policy 
documents, lobbying disclosures, published official statements, newspapers, and other 
development news outlets that contain quotes, published interviews, annual reports, and 
websites’; moreover, you note that you examined ‘hundreds of letters, statements, and other 
releases from IDCs’. One has the impression that you gathered everything you could find; it’s 
unclear whether there was a plan behind it, that would have resulted in the selection of particular 
texts for closer inspection.  In fact, it seems hardly possible to carry out discourse analysis in an 
in-depth way with such a wide range of texts. You could have drawn more precise boundaries 
around your primary sources, and also given more precise information on the number of texts 
consulted and how you accessed/selected them (for example, in the case of documents from 
development actors, did you find them by searching the websites of the relevant institutions, 
using particular keywords?). This information would have helped better appreciate your analysis.  
 
The arguments that you make are generally clear and interconnected – however, they could have 
been brought into sharper relief in your discussion, by further highlighting your main, 
overarching argument. Relatedly, your research question could have been more explicit (with the 
various questions you address being streamlined a bit more). It might have been useful to also 
mobilise fewer concepts. While generally you do explain the concepts you use, and justify their 
application, some are treated relatively quickly (for example, human security is addressed at the 
beginning and could have been brought out again later on, including in the conclusions, further 
'tightening up' the text around a few primary concepts). 
  
The case studies from the three successive administrations are illustrative and provide evidence 
for your arguments. It was not quite clear to me, though, whether they were meant to be the 
MAIN developments with regard to the administrations in question, or if you had specifically 
selected them from a range of possible case studies. You could have added some more details on 
this in the methodology section. 
 
These comments notwithstanding, overall an excellent, insightful dissertation. 
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Reviewer 2 
This is an original and very interesting dissertation. I believe the distinction between for-profit) 
international development contractors (IDCs) and (non-profit) international development 
nongovernmental organizations (NGOs) warrant investigation. The author demonstrates a deep 
familiarity with the topic of the development aid and introduces numerous interesting points 
which deserve to be a part of the conversation about security and international development aid. 
Having said that, I believe that some aspects of the dissertation would have benefited from further 
refinement. 
 
First, having read the dissertation I am left wondering what the central analytical argument is. I 
think the central argument needs clarification. Probably, the author argues a relative increase of 
funding for IDCs is consequential to the U.S. using development aid as a tool that should serve 
national interests. This is a good argument; however, I am not sure it is the argument. That I 
cannot say what is the argument is problematic. 
 
Second, I applaud the extensive literature review. It is a bit unfortunate, I believe, that the 
literature review is not more focused. The author points to numerous interesting streams of 
literature. However, the most important conversations in this literature could be introduced more 
explicitly. Furthermore, the thesis’ own contribution to this literature could have been better 
articulated. 
 
Third, I think the thesis would benefit from a dedicated theoretical/conceptual section. The author 
refers to the securitization of aid, but I am not sure, what this securitization of aid is. What 
theoretical approaches to securitization lead the investigation? What are the observable features 
of securitization? Who are the securitizing actors? Who is the audience? Which speech acts can 
be observed? I believe explicitly clarifying the conceptual features would be hugely beneficial for 
the reader. 
 
Last, I found some expressions unnecessarily complicated. (E.g. “This paper examines, given the 
academic lack of focus on the auxiliary USAID network, how USAID’s assemblage of NGOs 
and IDCs co-constitution of the aid ecosystem contributes to the securitisation of development to 
various degrees, and if their contributive degrees warrant further attention by practitioners and 
scholars.”) (p.7) This is just a minor problem, but your readers would appreciate it if you express 
your argument in more accessible language. Especially, when you use an expression like 
“quantitative data crystallization points”, which even Google could not find.   
 

 
 
  


