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Contribution 
The thesis contributes to the existing literature on the relationship between voters‘ characteristics and 
election results. In particular, the thesis brings some new insights on the voting behaviour in the Czech 
Republic.  
 
 
Methods 
I really appreciate student’s approach to this topic, as working with spatial data requires the use of 
methods developed for this particular type of data. The primary methods employed by the student 
include a spatial error model (SEM) and a simple OLS model, including their weighted versions (due to 
the differences in population sizes at the municipal level). The spatial weight matrix used in this thesis 
is based on inverse distance approach, which is one of the standard approaches.  
 
 
Literature 
The literature review presented by the student is based on numerous local and international studies, 
and thus reflects the student’s ability to work with scientific literature. For further reading, I would also 
recommend a study by Maškarinec (2017; doi: 10.1080/09668136.2017.1313962), who performed a 
spatial analysis of Czech parliamentary elections in the 2006–2013 period. 
 
 
Manuscript form 
The manuscript is well written, structured, and organized. A minor comment: when speaking about 
Roma, I would suggest using the term “Roma” even as an adjective, as recommended by the Council 
of Europe (2012: Descriptive Glossary of terms relating to Roma issues). 
 
 
Summary and suggested questions for the discussion during the defense 
I enjoyed reading the thesis; the author obtained interesting findings, which shed some new light on 
the voting behaviour at the municipal level in the Czech Republic.  
 
In case the student would like to continue in this research, I would suggest considering the following 
remarks: 

1. Apart from reporting the basic characteristics of variables used in the model, it would also be 
nice to see whether the variables are spatially autocorrelated (e.g., reporting Moran’s I).  

2. As there are numerous possibilities to the estimation of spatial weights matrices, I would 
suggest estimating some of other most commonly used ones (such as contiguity-based, and 
(5-8)-nearest neighbours) to check the sensitivity of results to the selection of a spatial weight 
matrix.  

3. When it comes to the selection of the ‘best’ specification of a spatial model, I would suggest  
not only considering a spatial error model and a simple first-order spatial autoregressive 
model (which has, however, its drawbacks), but also models such as Spatial Durbin Model, 
Spatial Durbin Error Model, and a model with spatially lagged explanatory variables; and 
selecting the ‘best’ model (using appropriate tests for spatial models). The latter three models 
further allow interpreting spatial spillovers. 
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I am not entirely familiar with the parliamentary election voting system in the Czech Republic – is it the 
case that the distribution of seats in the Czech Parliament is based on all votes regardless of 
municipality/district/region; or is it the case that the distribution of seats to some extent reflects the 
territorial structure of the country? In the latter case, I would suggest using relative weights determined 
specifically for each territorial unit.  
 
The student demonstrated his ability to perform scientific research on a very high level, and thus I 
recommend the thesis for defence recommending the grade “A”. 
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Methods                       (max. 30 points) 28 

Literature                     (max. 20 points) 18 

Manuscript Form         (max. 20 points) 19 
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