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1. OBSAH A CIL PRACE (stru¢na informace o praci, formulace cile):

The thesis by Mat¢j Hejtmanek focuses on the rise of the EU as a global regulatory power within the sphere of
privacy and data protection. The text consists of five parts that are logically ordered and guide the reader from
the conceptual issues to the theoretical framework and to the actual analysis of the empirical material. The
objective of the thesis is slightly confusing, however. It seems to me that the title of the thesis does not fully
match the research question, which, in turn, does not fully match the empirical analysis. One asks about the role
of privacy, the other about the role of the rise of technological companies, and the last focuses on the regulations.

2. VECNE ZPRACOVANI (naroGnost, tvaréi piistup, argumentace, logicka struktura, teoretické a
metodologické ukotveni, prace s prameny a literaturou, vhodnost ptiloh apod.):

The text follows the standard structure of the thesis format in a logical and transparent manner. It introduces
relevant concepts (privacy, normative power Europe, Brussels effect) and follows on with the analysis of the
empirical materials. There is, however, a lack of link between the individual sections. The whole part 1 focuses
on the academic debate about the concept of privacy. It is very well done but lacks a follow up. What does
privacy mean for the thesis and the research? If it does not to be defined, why is the debate about it introduced at
all? What is the link between privacy and data protection (which is the actual focus of the thesis)? Are they
equivalent or is one a subset of the other? It seems to me that the thesis could have got rid of the first part
without losing anything.

Similarly, there is a nice introduction of both normative power Europe and Brussels effect debate in the
theoretical section. But first, the rest of the thesis only goes back to the Brussels effect and not the NPE. Why
does the text introduce it then? (In fact, it seems to me that the concept of market power Europe may have been
more suitable than NPE.) Second, the theories do not seem to inform the methodology at all. There is no clear
link between the theory and how the thesis approaches the data.

In fact, the methodological part is rather disappointing. There is no operationalisation to talk of. The author
mentions that he would be conducting content analysis and discourse analysis, but no further details or
framework of the analysis is introduced. As a result, the empirical part simply overviews the key documents
chronologically without a real “analysis” according to set criteria. Also, the text mentions that it uses inductive
approach (p. 20) but that is not really true. If anything, the design is more deductive because the thesis looks for
traces of the Brussels effect in EU’s data protection regulation and its development. There is no
hypothesis/theory in the end which would need to be the result of an inductive approach.

The empirical part introduces the development of data protection legislation in the European Union over time. It
is well-written, but it lacks the analytical edge as mentioned above. It is not fully clear how the empirical
material was compiled. The short note on p. 21 claiming that the documents were selected “based on their
significance” does not shed much light on the process. Also, a significant part of the data comprises declarations
of Commissioners or other actors whose selection is not explained at all.

3. FORMALNI A JAZYKOVE ZPRACOVANI (jazykovy projev, spravnost citace a odkazil na literaturu,
graficka uprava, formalni nalezitosti prace apod.):

Formally, the thesis meets all the standards. The text would benefit from additional editing (but that is always the
case). Some formulations are slightly confusing, such as “The largest actor in the modern age of information is




undoubtedly the internet.” (p. 7) Sometimes, Czech word order jumps out: “Another possible way in which can
policies travel is...” (p. 19).

4. KONTROLA ORIGINALITY TEXTU

Prohlasuji, Ze jsem se seznamil/a s vysledkem kontroly originality textu zavérecné prace v systému:
[ 1Theses [ X ] Turnitin [ X ] Ouriginal (Urkund)
Komentat k vysledku kontroly:

Without any problems.

5. STRUCNY KOMENTAR HODNOTITELE (celkovy dojem z diplomové prace, silné a slabé stranky,
originalita myslenek, naplnéni cile apod.):

This is a thesis on a very interesting topic that, unfortunately, fails to meet the expectations. The individual parts
are very interesting and sometimes even very well written (especially the literature review). But they fail to form
a coherent whole. A more disciplined analysis would help the thesis provide a more compelling answer to the
research question.

6. OTAZKY A PRIPOMINKY DOPORUCENE K BLIZSIMU VYSVETLENI PRI OBHAJOBE (jedna az tfi):

e  What could be the hypothesis for future testing that your inductive research may produce?
e Could you discuss to what extent the described extraterritorial impact of the EU regulation is an
argument supporting the normative power Europe theory or the market power Europe theory?

7. DOPORUCEN{ / NEDOPORUCENI K OBHAJOBE A NAVRHOVANA ZNAMKA
(A a B vyborng, C a D velmi dobfe, E dobfe, F nevyhovél):

In light of the comments above, I recommend the thesis for the defence and suggest the grade C or D, depending
on the conduct of the defence.

Datum: 18. srpna 2022 Podpis:

Pozn.: Hodnoceni piste k jednotlivym bodtim, pokud nepiSete v textovém editoru, pouZijte pii nedostatku mista zadni stranu
nebo ptilozeny list. V hodnoceni prace se pokuste oddélit ty jeji nedostatky, které jsou, podle vaseho minéni, obhajobou
neodstranitelné (napt. chybi kritické zhodnoceni pramentl a literatury), od téch véci, které student mtize dobrou obhajobou
napravit; pomér téchto dvou polozek berte prosim v uvahu pfi stanoveni kone¢né znamky.



