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Review of the revised doctoral dissertation in the discipline of sociological sciences by  

Mgr. Tereza Klegr, titled Opportunities Distribution in Platform Work: Interplay of  

Structures, Practices, and Social Positions.  

The revised doctoral dissertation by Tereza Klegr is a cumulative PhD based on three  

scholarly texts, supplemented by introductory, theoretical, contextual, and synthesising  

chapters. As in the previous version, the dissertation addresses platform work in three 

segments  of the economy, namely care, transportation, and food delivery, and examines how 

unequal  opportunities emerge at the intersection of platform arrangements, workers’ everyday 

practices,  and their social positioning. In its revised form, however, the work is not merely a 

corrected  version of an already strong dissertation. It is a substantially strengthened doctoral 

project  whose synthetic, theoretical, and contextual architecture has been made markedly 

more precise,  more mature, and more convincing. The revisions introduced by the Author 

respond in a clear  and meaningful way to the key critical points raised in the earlier review. 

As a result, the  dissertation now fulfils the requirements set for doctoral theses in sociology 

more clearly and  more convincingly than before.  

At the outset, it should be stated explicitly that the most important changes do not 

consist  in rewriting all empirical articles themselves, which in the case of a cumulative 

dissertation is  neither always possible nor always desirable, especially where some texts are 

already published,  accepted, or in production. The decisive improvement lies elsewhere: in 

the way the dissertation  now frames, contextualises, and synthesises those texts into a 

substantially more integrated  scholarly whole. This concerns, above all, the expanded 

theoretical chapter, the newly  introduced contextual chapter on the studied platforms in 

Czechia, the more explicit  formulation of the mechanisms of inequality, the more cautious 

handling of generalisation, and  the more mature discussion of limitations, contextual 

specificity, and future research directions.  In other words, the revised dissertation is stronger 

not because it abandons its earlier conceptual  core, but because it now articulates that core 

with greater analytical discipline and  methodological self-awareness. 
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In the previous version, one of the main strengths of the dissertation was already its  

refusal to treat platform work as a homogeneous phenomenon. In the revised version, however,  

it is no longer only an empirical intuition emerging from the juxtaposition of three texts. It is  

now much more clearly theorised and structurally embedded in the dissertation itself. The  

former general chapter on sociomateriality has been replaced by a far more developed  

theoretical framework, and this has been complemented by a separate chapter devoted to the  

studied platforms in Czechia and the specific arrangements through which they structure 

access  to work. This is an important improvement. It means that the dissertation no longer 

moves too  quickly from broad concepts to empirical articles, but instead offers an 

intermediate level of  theoretical and contextual mediation, which is precisely what cumulative 

doctoral dissertations  often need in order to become more than the sum of their parts.  

From the perspective of the changes introduced in response to the previous review, the  

expansion of the theoretical part is particularly significant. The new Chapter 2, Theoretical  

Framework: Practice Theory as an Ontological Perspective, is undoubtedly one of the most  

successful additions to the dissertation. It does not merely restate that the work is informed by  

a sociomaterial perspective. Rather, it reconstructs the broader intellectual foundations of  

practice-based approaches and shows why they offer a suitable ontology for the study of  

platform labour. The Author now explains with much greater clarity that the dissertation 

begins  not from either individual intentions or abstract structures, but from patterned doings 

situated  within material arrangements, normative expectations, shared meanings, and 

asymmetrical  distributions of power. This clarification matters greatly. It provides the work 

with a more  explicit ontological grounding and makes visible the common logic linking the 

three articles,  despite their reliance on somewhat different theoretical traditions. In the earlier 

version, this  shared foundation was present but not sufficiently unfolded. In the revised 

version, it becomes  one of the dissertation’s real strengths.  

The Author also deserves recognition for the maturity with which she handles the  

literature on practice theory and sociomateriality. The discussion is no longer limited to a  

declarative use of fashionable concepts. On the contrary, the revised chapter demonstrates that  

the Author has thought carefully about the consequences of different theoretical choices.   

Particularly noteworthy is the passage in which she distinguishes her own approach  

from stronger relational ontologies associated with actor-network theory or Baradian  

sociomateriality, and then explains why Leonardi’s concept of imbrication is more suitable for  

her dissertation. This is a very good decision, both theoretically and analytically. By retaining  

an analytic distinction between human and material agency while preserving their 



interweaving  

2  
in practice, the Author equips herself with a framework that allows her to compare platform  

arrangements across segments and to show how the same arrangements can become enabling  

for some workers and constraining for others. This move gives the dissertation considerably  

greater conceptual precision than before. It also strengthens its comparative claim, because it  

permits the Author to hold platform features in view as relatively durable arrangements 

without  falling into technological determinism.  

Equally important is the new subchapter on the mechanisms of inequality in platform  

work. Here the Author explicitly identifies three recurrent mechanisms through which unequal  

opportunities are produced and reproduced in practice: the valorisation of cultural capital  

through profile-mediated self-presentation, stratified knowledgeability produced through  

worker-run communicative infrastructures, and denial of viability failure through evaluative  

infrastructures. This is a very substantial improvement over the earlier version. One of the  

reservations expressed previously concerned the fact that the dissertation clearly dealt with  

inequality, but the precise mechanisms through which different resources were translated into  

different opportunities were not always sufficiently synthesised at the level of the dissertation  

as a whole. The revised chapter addresses this problem convincingly. It does not flatten the  

individual articles into one theory, which would be methodologically artificial in a cumulative  

PhD, but instead provides a shared analytical vocabulary through which the articles can be 

read  together. This is, in my view, a highly successful solution. It preserves the integrity of the  

individual texts while significantly increasing the coherence of the whole dissertation.  

A second area in which the revised dissertation has improved markedly concerns  

contextual embedding. In the previous review, I stressed that the work would benefit from  

stronger anchoring in the institutional and labour-market context of Czechia, both in relation to  

the care sector and in relation to self-employment, regulation, and labour market conditions  

more broadly. In the revised version, this postulate has been taken seriously. The dissertation  

now includes a separate chapter on the studied platforms in Czechia, and the later discussion  

and limitations section explicitly situate the findings within the Czech legal and institutional  

setting. The Author notes, among other things, the grey-zone character of platform work in  

Czechia, the treatment of workers as self-employed despite high levels of dependence and  

control, the limited enforcement capacity of institutions, the low density of trade unions, and  

the importance of context-specific factors such as the gendered care regime and the recent  

inflow of Ukrainian refugees. These additions do not simply decorate the text with contextual  



details. They fundamentally improve the balance between theoretical ambition and empirical  

caution. The dissertation now makes it much easier for the reader to see which elements of the  
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analysis may travel across cases and which are strongly conditioned by Czech institutional  

arrangements.  

This point is closely related to another important improvement, namely the more  

disciplined treatment of generalisation. In the earlier version, some formulations in the articles  

and discussion chapter risked implying a broader or quasi-universal scope than the data  

warranted. In the revised dissertation, this issue has been handled with much more care. The  

limitations chapter now explicitly states that all data were collected in Czechia, that the  

comparison remains bounded to a limited part of the platform economy, and that the study  

captures only a snapshot of a rapidly changing field. The Author repeatedly marks the  

transferability of the findings as constrained and context-dependent. This does not weaken the  

dissertation. On the contrary, it strengthens it by making its claims more sociologically 

credible.  A doctoral dissertation does not need to speak universally in order to be theoretically 

significant.  Quite the opposite: its theoretical value often depends on a precise awareness of 

the empirical  and institutional conditions under which its mechanisms become visible. In this 

respect, the  revised version is clearly superior to the earlier one.  

The changes introduced also improve the dissertation’s internal architecture. The old  

structure moved relatively quickly from introduction and general theory to the three articles 

and  discussion. The new structure adds a more robust theoretical framework and a dedicated  

contextual chapter before the empirical articles begin. This is not a merely cosmetic change. It  

transforms the dissertation from a sequence of interesting texts into a more fully integrated  

monograph-like whole. In cumulative doctorates, such architectural work is crucial, because it  

is precisely what demonstrates the candidate’s ability to synthesise separate publications into  

one mature scholarly argument. On this level, the revised dissertation clearly surpasses the  

earlier version.  

Turning now to the final version of the dissertation itself, I would like to assess it in  

more detail in terms of theoretical, methodological, and empirical maturity. From the point of 

view of theoretical maturity, the dissertation now presents itself as a  much more fully 

developed piece of sociological reasoning. Its main achievement lies in the  successful 

integration of practice theory, sociomaterial approaches to work and technology, and  three 

mid-range concepts taken from different traditions: Bourdieu’s cultural capital, Giddens’s  

knowledgeability, and Appadurai and Alexander’s denial of failure. In less capable hands, such  



a combination could easily become eclectic or conceptually unstable. Here, however, the 

Author  largely avoids that risk. The theoretical chapter explains why the dissertation uses a 

practice based ontology at the highest level, and why more specific concepts are then deployed 

article  
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by article in order to capture distinct mechanisms of inequality. This hierarchical ordering of  

theory is convincing. It shows not only that the Author knows the literature, but also that she  

can organise it according to analytic purpose.  

The theoretical maturity of the dissertation is also visible in its treatment of power.  

Rather than conceptualising power as something external to practice, the Author treats it as  

exercised through practice itself, through norms, classifications, and access arrangements that  

structure what can be done and by whom. This is entirely appropriate for a study of platform  

work, where domination often operates not through explicit commands but through  

infrastructures of visibility, evaluation, and comparison. The sociological value of the  

dissertation lies precisely in making these arrangements visible as practical achievements 

rather  than as neutral technical systems. This is one of the strongest dimensions of the work.  

At the same time, theoretical maturity also requires acknowledging where the  

dissertation remains less fully developed. Here I would repeat, though now in a more qualified  

form, one reservation already present in the earlier review. The revised dissertation has 

certainly  strengthened its language of inequality, and it now more clearly signals the relevance 

of gender  and migration, especially in the discussion of future research and in the 

contextualisation of  Czechia. Nevertheless, gender, migration, and intersectionality are still 

not fully integrated as  analytical axes on a par with cultural capital, knowledgeability, or 

denial of failure. The work  now clearly recognises that women and migrants encounter 

specific constraints and that  feminist and intersectional approaches would be highly valuable. 

Yet this recognition remains  partly external to the central conceptual machinery of the 

dissertation. In other words, the work  is now more reflexive about this limitation, but it has 

not fundamentally rebuilt its core  argument around an explicitly intersectional framework. 

Given the cumulative nature of the  dissertation and the publication status of the individual 

articles, this is understandable. It should  therefore be treated less as a flaw of execution than 

as an identifiable frontier of further  theoretical development. What matters for the final 

evaluation is that the revised dissertation  now states this boundary much more clearly than 

before.  

With regard to methodological maturity, the final version of the dissertation also  



deserves a positive assessment. One of its central virtues is methodological coherence across  

distinct empirical materials. The Author combines semi-structured interviews, digital  

walkthroughs of platform interfaces, and analysis of an online worker group. This 

triangulation  is appropriate to the object of study and allows the dissertation to connect 

workers’ accounts  with the material and communicative arrangements through which 

platform work is organised.  The revised text is especially strong where it explains why a 

practice-based lens requires staying  
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close to everyday activity, to mundane traces, to what workers do, say, demonstrate, and  

negotiate, and to how platform arrangements become consequential in practice. This  

methodological reflexivity was already present in the earlier version, but it is now formulated  

much more explicitly.  

Another methodological improvement concerns the clearer delineation of the scope and  

limits of the data. The revised limitations chapter is markedly stronger than before. The Author  

now directly acknowledges that platform infrastructures are reconstructed from worker  

accounts, digital walkthroughs, and a limited number of organisational insights, and that this  

reconstruction remains partial precisely because platform management is opaque to both  

workers and researchers. She also notes that interviews capture what participants can articulate  

and that the resulting claims should be treated as evidence-based propositions rather than as  

definitive causal demonstrations. This is a mature and credible position. It signals neither  

defensive overstatement nor excessive modesty, but rather appropriate methodological  

judgement.  

The treatment of boundedness is also much improved methodologically. The  

dissertation now makes very clear that it is based on a bounded comparison across low- and  

medium-skilled segments of platform work and that its conclusions should be read in light of  

this design. The same is true of its discussion of temporality: the study is explicitly described  

as capturing a “stabilised-for-now” situation within a rapidly evolving field. This is especially  

important in platform research, where both interfaces and labour regimes change quickly. The  

revised dissertation therefore demonstrates a commendable awareness not only of the strengths  

of qualitative research, but also of its conditions of validity.  

There remain, of course, some methodological limits that are not entirely resolved. The  

issue of access to the most marginalised workers, especially in relation to the care study and to  

the indirect treatment of women and migrants in the networks study, remains relevant. Yet here  

again the difference between the earlier and revised versions is significant. The final 



dissertation  does not erase these limits, but it makes them more visible and discusses them 

more responsibly.  This is precisely what one expects from a mature doctoral work. Not every 

empirical deficit  can be repaired ex post, especially in a cumulative dissertation. What can 

and should be  expected is methodological clarity about what the data do and do not allow, and 

on this point  the revised version performs much better.  

The empirical maturity of the dissertation is equally notable. The work is based on a  

well-chosen comparative design that combines sectors often treated separately in the literature.  

The inclusion of care work alongside transportation and delivery is one of the dissertation’s  
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most original and valuable features. The care segment, in particular, remains under-researched  

in platform studies, especially in Central and Eastern Europe. The dissertation shows  

convincingly that platform work in care is organised differently from highly automated gig  

work, and that these differences matter for how opportunities are distributed. This is not 

merely  an empirical addition to an existing literature dominated by ride-hailing and food 

delivery. It is  an intervention that changes how we think about platformisation itself. By 

bringing care into  the picture, the Author demonstrates that platform governance is not 

reducible to dispatch  algorithms and ratings alone, but may also operate through visibility, 

trust, self-presentation,  and profile design.  

To summarise the dissertation in its revised form: it is a coherent, original, and  

substantively important work that has significantly benefited from revision. The Author has 

not  merely corrected minor issues, but has strengthened the dissertation in precisely those 

areas that  are most important for a doctoral thesis: theoretical integration, contextual 

embedding, caution  in generalisation, explicit formulation of mechanisms, and 

methodological reflexivity. Not all  earlier reservations have disappeared completely. In 

particular, the reflection on gender and  migration could still be more fully integrated into the 

core theoretical architecture, and some  promising conceptual threads, such as the metaphor of 

micro-projects, could still be developed  further. Yet these remaining reservations now have a 

different status than before. They no longer point to weaknesses in the dissertation’s scholarly 

construction, but rather to productive  directions for future research emerging from an already 

mature and convincing doctoral project.  

For this reason, I consider that the revised dissertation clearly fulfils the requirements  

set for doctoral theses in sociology, and indeed does so more convincingly than the earlier  

version. The changes introduced by the Author have substantially improved the dissertation’s  

analytical precision, coherence, and scholarly maturity. It now more clearly demonstrates the  



candidate’s ability not only to conduct high-quality empirical research, but also to integrate  

distinct studies into a theoretically informed and methodologically self-aware sociological  

argument.  

Taking into account both the substantial merits of the final version and the fact that the  

main critical points from the previous review have been addressed in a serious and 

constructive  manner, I conclude that the dissertation constitutes a valuable, independent, and 

now distinctly  stronger contribution to research on platform work. I therefore recommend that 

Mgr. Tereza  Klegr be admitted to the conferment of the doctoral degree. 
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