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ADDITIONAL WRITTEN COMMENTS

Reviewer 1

This is a well written thesis on a substantively important and interesting topic. The literature review is
comprehensive and shows a deep engagement with the debates around the issues of migration and
security. Similarly the description of the methods and approach is well put together and demonstrates a
sophisticated understanding of the controversies and strengths of securitization theory. Where the thesis
is less successful is in in the integration of these different parts into a single coherent piece of research.
As a result the empirical section doesn’t quite deliver either a full fledged discourse analysis or an account
of leadership in the theoretical terms developed earlier in the thesis. The contribution is still interesting and
important but there was potential here for an outstanding thesis.

Reviewer 2

The reviewed thesis aims to offers an analysis of elite level securitization of migration to the EU from Syria,
focusing on the speeches of Presidents of the European Commission from the start of the Syrian civil war
in 2011 to the formulation of the 2016 EU-Turkey Statement.

The thesis contains several reviews summarizing the different literatures relevant to the thesis topic, i.e.
securitization, externalization of EU migration governance, internal-external blurring etc. This is
complemented with a chapter introducing two theoretical frameworks, leadership theory and securitization.
While these literature review do offer a good snapshot of the existing debates in the relevant fields, they are
not all sufficiently interlinked with the primary topic of the thesis and with the discussion in the empirical
chapters of the thesis. In a single thesis, the author has arguably attempted to cover too many complex
phenomena, without really doing justice to all of them.

Most importantly, the discussion of securitization is not explicit enough as to which strand of securitization
theory will be actually utilized in the thesis, how and why. As a consequence, albeit the research question
is clearly about discourses (and thus more in line with the classical Copenhagen school of securitization),
the thesis also frequently discusses practices (which is the focus of other strands, especially the Paris school).
It also appears to assume the securitization has actually taken place but without a clearly spelled out
operationalization of this process in line with a clearly specified school/approach/strand of securitization, it
is difficult, if not impossible, to sustain this assumption.

On the positive side, the thesis is overall well-structured and quite well written. The empirical chapters offer
interesting insights, albeit they do not really amount to a proper discourse analysis. The list of references is
extensive for an MA thesis.




