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Evaluation 
Major criteria: 
The thesis attempts to explore an interesting topic form a relatively unique perspective and its conceptual part offers several interesting insights. Overall, however, the thesis suffers from several key shortcomings. 
1. It is not clear, what is the main research question. The abstract states the following: “The research questions examine how the US Central Intelligence Agency is able to functionally employ controversial tactics such as coercive interrogations and extrajudicial detention within a society that represents liberal normative democracy – one that in theory should prefer to uphold norms of human rights rather than infringe upon them.“ But from the entire thesis, only 4 pages are devoted to CIA and 6 pages to to coercive interrogation.  
Alternatively, in the introductory chapter, another research question is posed: “A major research question explored is how norms (that is, US structure) connect with agents (that is, CIA agency) (Checkel 1998). Or, in other words, how does shared meaning allow for action?” (p. 8). A comprehensive answer to this question is, however, beyond the remit of an M.A. thesis.  
Moreover, while there is a chapter on securitization in the thesis, there is no specific discussion of securitizing actors and relevant audience(s) for either of the stated research questions. It is thus not clear how exactly the author wants to superimpose the concept of national security culture with the process of securitization? As a consequence, there is an interesting discussion of national security culture and securitization, with some claims concerning their linkages. But this discussion is rather selective, with no critical account of the limits/existing criticisms of either the concept of national security culture (or constructivism more broadly) and securitization.  
Other IR theories would often sometimes markedly different accounts. Also on culture and security, some other perspectives could have been at least 
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mentioned, e.g. M. Williams. I would also suggest that the nowadays often IR-invoked sociological field theory of P. Bourdieu, and his concepts of field, habitus and different forms of capital, could have been employed to make some of the arguments advanced in the thesis. 
2. Methodology. As the author admits, “[o]ne notable shortcoming of this methodology lies in over-expansive definitions of security culture.” (p. 6) Indeed, after reading the thesis, one wonders what is not part of national security culture? And how do we analyze such all-encompassing national security culture? The author does not offer a solid literature review to make a convincing argument concerning the superiority of focusing solely on discourse/language, e.g. “the discursive analysis focuses on official public documents, mostly from government and media sources, which use language that comes from cultural values as expressed in projections of identity – these projections are evident in the language used.” (s. 7)  
3. No justification of selected case studies. Moreover, the conceptual part takes 39 pages, the case studies just 22 pages and there are too many of them, offering little depth and not engaging at all alternative accounts of terrorism, GWOT, enhanced interrogation etc. There is no problem with preferring a specific account of events and/or developments, but their presumed superiority over other accounts needs to be clearly demonstrated, not just assumed. I also found some of the analogies and/or historical continuities a bit too far-fetched, e.g. linking Columbus de facto directly to G. W. Bush. 
Minor criteria: 
Some paragraphs excessively long – e.g. the discussion of culture on p. 14-16. 
Overall evaluation: 
Overall, the thesis still meets the standard criteria for this type of academic work and it makes some interesting insights regarding national security culture. However, there are several key shortcomings regarding the absence of clear research question, methodology and case studies.  
Suggested grade: 3+ 
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