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Address the following questions in your report, please:

a) Can you recognize an original contribution of the author?

b) Is the thesis based on relevant references?

c) Is the thesis defendable at your home institution or another respected institution where you
gave lectures?

d) Do the results of the thesis allow their publication in a respected economic journal?

e) Are there any additional major comments on what should be improved?

f) What is your overall assessment of the thesis? (a) I recommend the thesis for defense
without substantial changes, (b) the thesis can be defended after revision indicated in my
comments, (c¢) not-defendable in this form.

Review of the thesis

The thesis contains three empirical chapters. Two chapters analyze the social costs of smoking
and obesity in the Czech health system; another chapter examines the sensitivity of the revenue
side of healthcare financing to the business cycle. All three topics are highly policy-relevant,
and Petra approached them with relevant empirical techniques.

The three chapters contain work that has been recently published in respectable journals in the
field of health economics, specifically in the European Journal of Health Economics (AIS 1.29,
co-authored with Martina Karbanova), Applied Health Economics and Health Policy (AIS
1.046, solo-authored), and the Health Economics Review (AIS 0.885, solo-authored). All three
journals are listed in the categories “Economics” and “Health Policy & Services” in Web of
Knowledge. In addition, Applied Health Economics and Health Policy is also listed in “Health
Care Sciences & Services”. Having published all three dissertation chapters in three different
well-recognized international journals is undoubtedly an achievement.

This version of the thesis now also extends an introductory chapter into a summary chapter that
not only introduces the thesis, but additionally surveys methods to quantify the burden of



diseases and links the methods to both foundational and applied work in welfare economics.
This is important for understanding, among others, the differences between the WTP-based
estimates, such as the VSL, and other estimates that are not founded in welfare theory, such as
HCA.

The methodological discussions are now embedded not only in the survey chapter but also in
the subsequent chapters. For example, take the relative risks. The chapter on the social costs of
obesity clarifies how the relative risks were derived and how confounding factors, such as
physical activity and diet, affect the interpretation of the results. The chapter on the social costs
of smoking contains a detailed description of the construction of the relative risk estimates for
smoking.

The thesis now also more explicitly discusses limits of the methods. For instance, while
Appendix D now additionally includes an estimate of intangible costs (pain, suffering, and
reduced quality of life), the survey introduces conceptual and data-availability issues that
explain why estimates of these costs (and other non-covered costs such as the costs of
secondhand smoke exposure) are excluded in computations in Chapters 1 and 2.

In contrast to the previous version, the thesis now also offers a brief overview of the institutional
and financial structure of the Czech health system, which is valuable especially in Chapter 3 (a
new Section 3.2 has been introduced). This is important to address questions about the selection
problem due to the lack of insurance (which is absent here, as nearly 100% of the Czech
population is insured with a health insurance fund).

Overall assessment

In a 44-page-long Appendix E, the thesis contains a detailed response to all comments and
suggestions raised during the pre-defense. In my view, all responses are satisfactory.

Therefore, I gladly recommend the thesis for defense.
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