
1 
 

 
REPORT ON MASTER THESIS 

CENTER FOR ECONOMIC RESEARCH AND GRADUATE STUDIES 
 

STUDENT:  Alona DANYLENKO 
ADVISOR:  Štěpán Jurajda 
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OVERALL ASSESSMENT (provided in English, Czech, or Slovak):  
Please provide your assessment of each of the following categories, summary and suggested 
questions for the discussion. The minimum length of the report is 300 words.  
 
CONTRIBUTION: I find two main contributions of the thesis submitted. First, it provides very 
rare empirical analysis on this topic of this scale and scope using unique and carefully processed 
data covering complete scientific output of a Central European country during long time span. 
Second, author proposed plausible estimable models and used econometrics methods to analyze 
the data and to identify key patterns of interest. Given the complexity of data and of the unusual 
topic, her contribution seems to be well above accepted standards. 
 
METHODS: Besides insights via basic and more advance statistics, the author employs linear 
regression tools and various specifications to decompose raw (total; unconditional) gender gaps in 
publication performance into its net component and the parts due to various other observable 
factors. In particular, she defined different measures of publication productivity as left-had side 
variable, gender dummy as the main explanatory variable, augmented by a set of other controls. It 
should be noted that the literature (and theory) is not stipulating a prima facia estimable 
functionable form to be employed. Therefore, she considered some of possibly several other 
parsimonious functional forms. One could debate and question the specifications used. The 
advantage of the approach chosen is that it enabled an analysis across all scientific fields and types 
of workplaces. In the same time, running separate regressions for each particular set of explanatory 
variables, as done by the author, is not so common. I can also imagine that dependent variable 
could be, instead of the number of papers published in given year by the author, specified as a log 
of average annual publication performance of an author.  But it would have its advantages and 
disadvantages too.  
 
I appreciate that the analysis goes beyond commonly simplified approach considering just quantity 
of scientific publications, and distinguishes quality of papers published, using scientific influence 
of journals as a proxy of publication quality. While such an approach could be troublesome when 
assessing single or small number of publications or individual scientist, it is a plausible proxy for 
an analysis like this dealing with several hundred thousand of publications (observations), almost 
thousands of workplaces, about hundred thousand of authors. 
 
My feeling separate regression for each scientific sector (such as CAS or universities) could be 
run (i.e. all variables interacted with sector dummy) and testing whether it is only the intercept 
which makes the difference (this is what one gest if only segment dummy is entered only). Patterns 
at universities might be more complicated because they also teach there and docentships and 
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professorships require that people report some publications too. At CAS, publishing is the only 
goal of all scientists. 
 
One should not expect and demand that this kind of data, although quite a rich, and methods, allow 
for identification of causal effects. Despite this, the statistical / econometrical exercise and results 
provide many interesting and valuable insights. 
 
LITERATURE: The author provides well-crafted and solid literature review. She pays attention 
to the most important contributions related to the topic. The review is well structured into 
subsections focusing on particular sub-topics such as the gender differences in family 
responsibilities, in degree of field specialization, promotion and propensity of publishing, 
discrimination in per review processes, resource and support allocation, collaboration patterns, and 
academic ranks of peers. While studied and researched for decades already, there are obviously 
not so many empirical studies in this area, as in other areas such as on the gender wage or 
educational gap.  
 
MANUSCRIPT FORM: The manuscript is carefully and well crafted. Some details could be 
done better, but these do not represent substantial setbacks. For example, Table 2 provides 
redundant information while possibly interesting information on the distributions of dependent and 
independent variable is not presented. Redundant decimal place in Table 1. 
 
SUMMARY AND SUGGESTED QUESTIONS FOR THE DISCUSSION DURING THE 
DEFENSE:  
 
The thesis represents a solid piece of highly empirical research on socially and policy important 
topic. The thesis reviews an extensive empirical analysis exploring gender differentials in scientific 
publication performance and several other gender distinguishing phenomena. The author used very 
rich and rather unique data at the level of individual scientific papers of individual authors during 
wide time-span of more than ten years, covering all scientific fields in a country. Needless to say, 
that studies on the roles of genders in this area are rather rate, in the Central and Eastern Europe 
in particular.  
 
For the defense, I suggest to discuss the issues I highlighted by italics in the section on methods 
above. 
 
I recommend the thesis for defense.  
 
 
TEXT ORIGINALITY CONTROL 
 
I confirm that I acquainted myself with the report on the originality of the text of the thesis from 
 
[ X ] Theses     [ X ] Turnitin     [  ] Ouriginal (Urkund) 
 
Comments on the reported results: The work seems to be OK, original by the student.  
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SUMMARY OF POINTS AWARDED (for details, please see the page 3) 

 

CATEGORY POINTS
Contribution                 (max. 30 points) 27
Methods                         (max. 30 points) 22
Literature                     (max. 20 points) 18
Manuscript Form           (max. 20 points) 18
TOTAL POINTS (max. 100 points) 85 
GRADE (A – B – C – D – E – F) B 

 

 

NAME OF THE REFEREE: Daniel MÜNICH 

 

DATE OF EVALUATION: Aug 30, 2021 
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EXPLANATION OF CATEGORIES AND SCALE:  
 
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  
 
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  
 
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  
 
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  GRADE  
91 – 100  A  
81 – 90  B  
71 – 80  C  
61 – 70  D  
51 – 60  E  
0 – 50  F  

 


