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Evaluation 

Major criteria: 

The research question / research problem is formulated adequately; the thesis 
inquires how modern technology affects (liberal) state. The author persuasively 
explained why the topic is relevant and he used appropriate method to research it. 
Interpretative multiple-case study represents suitable framework and author’s 
choice of cases demonstrates his knowledge and interest in the field.  The 
cornerstone of the thesis should be the theoretical underpinning. The thesis uses 
the concept of emancipation provided by Critical security studies. The analysed cases 
are supposed to demonstrate that technology enables emancipation of the people. 
This emancipation may either erode (liberal) state or paradoxically reinforce it. The 
author believes that the effects of erosion are more significant, therefore the 
emancipation enabled through technology is more often anti-systemic than systemic 
(understanding the state as current systemic setting). Up to this point the thesis 
contains all parts required for a good academic work – research question, theory, 
appropriate method, data analysis and argument to conclude with. It also analyses 
immense amount of primary resources. 

Yet, the text raises several concerns. I appreciate that Marko reacted to my feedback 
during the writing and I know that he did his best to reflect it, but I believe that the 
time pressure which he willingly decided to face undermined this reaction and his 
overall effort. As a result, the thesis contains several literary confusing parts (e.g. p. 
11, “Liberalism stated that the basic actors in the political system are social groups and 
the actors.“ and other passages on the same page). 

Probably it was also this time pressure that did not allow Marko to provide further 
clarifications that would make the text more comprehensive and the argument better 
underpinned. As a result, key terms such as vigilantism or liberal state are used 
slightly arbitrarily. Then it might be hard to follow which elements of liberal state are 
eroded or reinforced by emancipation, when we do not exactly know, what thesis 
perceives as typical for liberal state. Furthermore, the author recalls the definition of 
Wæver that the state is a solution and a problem (p. 37). How does this apply on 
liberal state? And how did this theoretical presupposition influence the overall 
outcome of the thesis (anti-systemic impacts of technological emancipation are more 
significant)? 

Marko is right to delineate emancipation as a convenient concept for analysis of 
technological vigilantism. But why was it necessary to explain it through the 
combination of various schools of Critical Security Studies together with references 
to Copenhagen school? Are all those theories needed? How do they differ in their 
perception of emancipation? I believe that answering those questions would increase 
analytical clarity and also add the required length of the thesis. Still I believe that the 
questions can be answered during the verbal defence of the thesis. 



 

Minor criteria: 

The structure (theory and methodology in the introductory chapter) is unusual, but I 
believe that the author had good reasons for opting for this structure. 

I also respect author’s personal style, but still I do miss introductory paragraphs and 
summaries in each chapter or session.  

Sometimes, the text is rather an overview of the possibilities that the technology 
offers than an analysis of the social consequences for security system. Finally, the 
author did not add the year to the references in brackets and forgot to unify the letter 
font (p. 32 – 33), all of which could have been avoided by taking sufficient time to 
finish the thesis. 

 

Overall evaluation: 

The thesis can be defended and brings relevant outcomes, but displays some of the 
shortcomings that the author should comment on. 

 

Suggested grade:  

D (2 – 3), C in case of persuasive defence 
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