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1. OBSAH A CÍL PRÁCE (stručná informace o práci, formulace cíle): 

 

The thesis examines the Europeanization of the concept of Industry 4.0, with the Czech Republic providing a 

test case for how both vertical and horizonal Europeanization pressures intersect and affect the national 

policy environment. Specifically, it asks whether the introduction of the concept of Industry 4.0 in the Czech 

Republic can be seen as top-down or horizontal Europeanization process.  

 

2. VĚCNÉ ZPRACOVÁNÍ (náročnost, tvůrčí přístup, argumentace, logická struktura, teoretické a 

metodologické ukotvení, práce s prameny a literaturou, vhodnost příloh apod.): 

 

The thesis is both complex and original. The topic chosen was a challenging one. The concept of Industry 4.0 

itself is of relatively recent origin and there is not much existing literature dealing directly with it. That said, 

it has enough of a history (from 2010/2011) that it is possible to study it effectively.  

 

The work is clearly structured, starting with a theoretical discussion and research framework, then describing 

what Industry 4.0 means and tracing its origins in Germany, before going into more detailed studies of how 

the concept is used in EU policy, and finally examining the Czech case in two chapters the first looking at 

how it entered and is used in Czech policy discourse and the second on its implications. 

 

The author has done a good job developing a theoretical framework, which operationalizes what she means 

by top-down and horizontal Europeanization (see p.8) and is then carried through the work and used in the 

conclusion (see p.57). This give the thesis a clear trajectory and sense of completeness.    

 

The use of process tracing, particularly in the section examining the Czech National Reform Programmes is 

carefully and skillfully done. 

 

The author makes a clear argument and identifies a valuable distinction between the specific and general 

understandings of Industry 4.0 which opens potential for future research on the topic. 

 

The sources used are appropriate, and include also several interviews which the author conducted with key 

persons in the Czech context.  

 

3. FORMÁLNÍ A JAZYKOVÉ ZPRACOVÁNÍ (jazykový projev, správnost citace a odkazů na literaturu, 

grafická úprava, formální náležitosti práce apod.): 

  

The paper is very well written, and the author’s decision to write in English should be commended. The 

tables showing Europeanization are clear, professional looking and helpful to the reader. I also appreciate the 

table with the timeline of major policy documents from all three subjects of study on p.12. The formal aspects 

and citations are all in order.   

 

4. STRUČNÝ KOMENTÁŘ HODNOTITELE (celkový dojem z diplomové práce, silné a slabé stránky, 

originalita myšlenek, naplnění cíle apod.): 

  

The author took on a difficult topic and produced a strong thesis which provides new and interesting insights 

into both the overall concept of Europeanization as well as the particulars of Industry 4.0. I consider it to be 

extremely successful. In the end, the author has found that there is not a simple answer to the interplay 

between top-down and horizontal Europeanization, and I was glad that she did not try to force an answer, but 



rather tried to display the complex inter-relations that occur. The author took a sophisticated approach to 

understanding that the term Industry 4.0 was both a concrete marker of a certain policy in some instances, 

while recognizing that in others (particularly in EU discourse) it was present abstractly even when it was not 

named.  

 

 

5. SPOLUPRÁCE S VEDOUCÍM PRÁCE (komunikace s vedoucím práce, schopnost reflektovat připomínky, 

posun od původního záměru apod.) 

 

Cooperation with the supervisor was excellent. The author got started very early on the work and was in 

regular contact. She took into account comments and as mentioned above dealt reflectively with the 

challenges that arose. There were times that the author had to really struggle with how to deal with the topic 

– and its newness meant that there was not an academic road map for her to follow. Those struggles are the 

reality of academic research and I was pleased with the way she faced and overcame them. 

 

 

6. OTÁZKY A PŘIPOMÍNKY DOPORUČENÉ K BLIŽŠÍMU VYSVĚTLENÍ PŘI OBHAJOBĚ (jedna až tři): 

  

How would you explain the difference between terminology and concepts? Is Industry 4.0 one or the other – 

or both?  

 

Has this study changed your perception of and/or the way you would define Europeanization?  

 

 

7. DOPORUČENÍ / NEDOPORUČENÍ K OBHAJOBĚ A NAVRHOVANÁ ZNÁMKA: výborně 

 

 

Datum: 5.6.2017        Podpis: 

 

 

 

Pozn.: Hodnocení pište k jednotlivým bodům, pokud nepíšete v textovém editoru, použijte při nedostatku místa zadní stranu 

nebo přiložený list. V hodnocení práce se pokuste oddělit ty její nedostatky, které jsou, podle vašeho mínění, obhajobou 

neodstranitelné (např. chybí kritické zhodnocení pramenů a literatury), od těch věcí, které student může dobrou obhajobou 

napravit; poměr těchto dvou položek berte prosím v úvahu při stanovení konečné známky. 


