




Curiously, the dissertation is also structured in a way quite common in ethnographic studies - the 

author mentions that the structure is unusual, but within social and cultural anthropology it is 

actually quite common to not have a separate chapter for theoretical overview and structure the 

texts along themes discovered in fieldwork that are then tied to theory in conclusion (as it follows 

from the inductive nature of ethnographic fieldwork). 

Overall, this leads to the impression that the author treated the analytical and writing process as 

if it was ethnography (and was inspired by ethnographers) -but it wasn't ethnography and data 

created during a social intervention cannot, in my opinion, be interpreted in the same way as 

ethnographic data. That is misleading. 

It is entirely possible that my confusion is caused by my own ignorance (and bias, as an 

anthropologist/ethnographer)-however, the author does not explain this in the thesis, and I didn't 

find anything in the cited references that would help my understanding. I hope this can be 

explained during the oral defence. 

Even though the above-mentioned methodological conclusion is, in my opinion, quite serious, as 

a whole the thesis presents and well-researched, thoughtful and innovative contribution to 

current knowledge and I would like to congratulate Marek Hasa on this accomplishment. 

And one last point, a recommendation that could helpfully be interesting for the author: 

https://uctpress.co.uk/book-series/agelng:.Wilb.:.Smar:t.JJ.rulil.e.sL. 
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