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OVERALL ASSESSMENT (provided in English, Czech, or Slovak): 

 
The thesis provides a comparison of the theoretical approach to the issue of pre-war armament in 
1930s in Czechoslovakia and Germany. Thesis is written in Slovak, has 43 pages (excluding List of 
tables and Bibliography), author quotes 61 references and uses tables for illustrative purposes.  
 
In the first part of the thesis (Chapter II) the author introduces the pre-war armament in 1930s from 
Czechoslovakia point of view, where the author describes the theoretical approach to the issue of pre-
war armament in peace times and shift in this approach under the threat of war. The German point of 
view is similarly introduced in Chapter III. The comparison of these two countries can be found in 
Chapter IV. Chapter V concludes and summarizes.   
 
I have the following comments and questions to the thesis that should be answered during the 
defense:  
 

 In the Introduction the author says that the thesis aims at objective comparison of the 
theoretical approaches of economists which reflect evolution and goals of both countries 
because quantitative approach could be one way of comparison but numbers could be easily 
manipulated in propaganda’s interest. Is this the identification of research question explaining 
why the author writes this thesis? If so, then I am missing any elaboration on previous 
research. Is there any other author who deals with the same question or are the majority of 
comparisons done in the quantitative way and therefore this thesis contributes to the 
economic literature? I would suggest adding a chapter Literature overview, which is missing, 
where the author would describe fundamental literature that deals with the same topic. Both 
quantitative and theoretical approaches. 

 The author at the beginning of Chapter IV says that in this chapter she tries to find the most 
significant differences between Czechoslovakia’s and Germany’s theoretical and practical 
approaches. That on one hand these two countries are considerably different countries in 
terms of area, population and acceptance after the First World War, and that on the other 
hand their common border influenced both states and therefore it is not difficult to compare 
their development during this period. Does it mean that the author compares Czechoslovakia 
and Germany only due to the common border? The author should explain better why and 
based on what criteria she compares specifically Czechoslovakia and Germany. 

 
Furthermore, I have a number of minor comments (which should serve rather for further improvements 
if Zuzana decides to deal with the subject matter in the future too). 
 

 The name of the thesis is The pre-war armament from the economic perspective: comparison 
of the Czech and the German. I believe it should rather be The pre-war armament from the 
economic perspective: comparison of the Czechoslovak and the German. 

 References to tables and tables in general. You start with the first reference to Table 2 on 
page 3 and Table 1 is on page 35. References to tables 6 and 7 on page 13, skipping tables 
3,4 and 5. No reference to Table 3 and 11? If you have all tables in separate chapter, then 
have Table 1 there too. I would recommend headlines of tables to be above the tables for 
better orientation instead having them at the bottom. Table 6, explain what tells me Chapter 5 
of State budget and what the funds are for? When using abbreviations in tables, then they 
should be explained in the notes bellow the table. (For example, what is MO in Table 7? 
Military Outgoings?) Table 8, what happened to years 1930-1932? Why are two and four stars 
in Table 9 out of the box? State clearly in the headline what units each table represents (some 
of them are unclear).  
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 Typos. I do not dare to correct Slovak language because it is not my native language; however 

there are couple of typos throughout the thesis. (for example: page 4: space missing 23.juna, 
page 13: footnote, missing space 5% vydajov, 1% HDP, 1.11% HDP, page 14: porážku, page 
21: two ful stops after citation, page 26: footnote 58 the instead of tge, page 42: stál instead of 
stát ) 

 References to footnotes. You should be consistent in writing references to footnotes. You are 
jumping between having the reference number before and after full stop (majority of them). 
(For example: footnote number: 4, 6, 13(extra space), 57, 71, 79) 

 Chapter II and number of references. References consist of ca. 30% of Chapter II. Think about 
how to eliminate them. Are they all really necessary or could they be rewritten? 

 The first sentence in subchapter II.1.2. on page 9 says that It is interesting that dispute with 
mentioned opinions is not more frequent. What opinions do you mean? Where are they 
mentioned? In previous subchapter?  

 On page 13, you say that Germany withdrew from international peace treaties concluded after 
First World War. It would be good to have examples of such treaties.  

 Who do you cite on page 15 when you say that The nature is not equally generous to 
everyone?  

 Citation number 41 on page 17 leaves the reader without answer. Same as question on page 
32. 

 On page 17, you say that in reality there were thoughts of using four methods of financing in 
Czechoslovakia. Were these only thoughts? From what follows I understand that not.  

 You do not have to write over and over the name of the book of used literature. (For example 
Carrol, B.A. (1968) Design for total war: Arms and economics in the Third Reich on pages 25 
and 38 could be written as Carrol (1968))  

 On page 25, you say Unlike most publications… what are these most publications?  
 Units. You should be consistent in providing units such as billions and bn. You are jumping 

from using billion (miliárd) and its abbreviation bn. (mld). (For example on pages 28, 37, 38 ..) 

 On page 27, you say that the Reichsbank could lend maximum of 100RM and 200RM. Was it 
only a hundred RM and two hundred RM?   

 Why is the word železo underlined on page 28? And why is the sentence REICHSWERKE 
AKTIENGESELLSCHAFT FÜR ERZBERGBAU UND EISENHÜTTEN ,,HERMAN GÖRING” in 
capital letters? 

 Currency units missing on page 38. 35 billion and 74 billion of what? 

 On page 41 you probably forgot to write the caliber of 51 cannons and the year by which there 
were produced 1990 cannons in Czechoslovakia.   

 
 
To sum it up, the work does a good job comparing theoretical approach to the issue of pre-war 
armament in 1930s in Czechoslovakia and Germany. However, there are minor imperfections in the 
form the thesis is written and a couple of things which should be reconsidered in further research. The 
author knows how to benefit from literature and the thesis might represent a good start of further 
fruitful research in this direction. For the Bachelor defense, only the two points above are essential. 
The rest can be skipped.  
 
I recommend grade B (good) for the thesis defense. 
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SUMMARY OF POINTS AWARDED (for details, see below):  
 

CATEGORY POINTS 

Literature                     (max. 20 points) 18 

Methods                      (max. 30 points) 19 

Contribution                 (max. 30 points) 23 

Manuscript Form         (max. 20 points) 15 

TOTAL POINTS         (max. 100 points) 75 

GRADE                          (1 – 2 – 3 – 4) 2 
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EXPLANATION OF CATEGORIES AND SCALE: 

 
LITERATURE REVIEW: The thesis demonstrates author’s full understanding and command of recent literature. 
The author quotes relevant literature in a proper way. 
 
Strong  Average  Weak 
20  10  0  
 
 
METHODS: The tools used are relevant to the research question being investigated, and adequate to the author’s 
level of studies. The thesis topic is comprehensively analyzed.  
 
Strong  Average  Weak 
30  15  0  
 
 
CONTRIBUTION:  The author presents original ideas on the topic demonstrating critical thinking and ability to 
draw conclusions based on the knowledge of relevant theory and empirics. There is a distinct value added of the 
thesis. 
 
Strong  Average  Weak 
30  15  0  
 
 

MANUSCRIPT FORM: The thesis is well structured. The student uses appropriate language and style, including 
academic format for graphs and tables. The text effectively refers to graphs and tables and disposes with a 
complete bibliography. 
  
 
Strong  Average  Weak 
20  10  0  

 
 
Overall grading: 

 
TOTAL POINTS GRADE   

81 – 100 1 = excellent = výborně 

61 – 80 2 = good = velmi dobře 

41 – 60 3 = satisfactory = dobře 

0 – 40 4 = fail = nedoporučuji k obhajobě 

 


