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OVERALL ASSESSMENT (provided in English, Czech, or Slovak): 
 
The Master thesis of Lenka Švejdová takes up individual choice in the field of consumer credits. Its 
purpose is to find out how the choice between different cost-risk possibilities is affected by the 
particular form of the consumer credit contract. Overall, the work is a competent Master thesis eligible 
for defense. In the following text, I point out the strongest and weakest aspects of the thesis. 
 
The Experiment 
 
The author approaches the study of the trade-off between cost and sanctions (risk) from the 
perspective of behavioural economics, i.e. sets up an experimental design to find out how the choice 
in the trade-off is affected by different forms of credit contracts. The sample comprised 782 
participants, which is a high enough number for reliable results. Furthermore, the author ensured a 
distribution of questionnaires which covers a relatively diverse sample of society (universities, 
companies, senior clubs, distribution via statistical office, etc.). Although it is overall biased in favour of 
some groups, it is perfectly sufficient given the limitations of research for a master thesis. Above all, I 
appreciate the bold approach to the thesis – that is, the effort needed to set up cooperation with 
various institutions and to organize and process a large questionnaire research. For a master thesis, 
this is an above-average performance.  
 
Econometric Method 
 
The econometric method chosen by the author is the probit model, which is an appropriate method 
given the nature of data (i.e. binary dependent variable „rejection“ or „acceptance“ of a credit contract). 
However, I have reservations about the briefness of the discussion of the econometric tools. When 
laying out the probit model (p. 37), the author should carefully describe all the components of the 
model, such as what is the transformation function „Φ“. It should not be assumed that the reader is 
familiar with the probit model and that he or she knows that Φ is the cumulative distribution function of 
the standard normal distribution. This should be clearly stated. Next, the author states (p. 38) that for 
the estimation to be correct, no two explanatory variables should be correlated with each other. 
Normally, what must be avoided is perfect collinearity between any two explanatory variables, but not 
any collinearity between them. Obviously, collinearity has its costs, but it doesn’t make the estimation 
totally incorrect. On the contrary, what is usually of concern is the unbiasedness of the coefficient 
estimates. For the coefficient estimates to be unbiased, there mustn’t be correlation between any 
explanatory variable and the error term. In other words, there shouldn’t be omitted variables. Whether 
this is the case is not discussed in the text, but should be. 
 
Structure and Formal Appearance 
 
As regards the structure of the thesis, I find it well balanced. The literature review is not overly long 
and the description of the Czech consumer credit market is appropriately brief. Most of the thesis is 
the description of the experiment and presentation of results, which I appreciate. I would perhaps 
recommend that part 5.5 (Econometric results) be shorter since it takes 33 pages and could be 
presented in a more concise way. For example, the most interesting as well as economically and 
statistically significant results could be presented in one table so that the reader could view it in a 
condensed manner. I also have a reservation about the author’s conclusion. The conclusion functions 
more as a summary of results than as a conclusion in the standard sense. It would be better if the 
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results were briefly summarized before the conclusion and the conclusion could concentrate more on 
a global reflection on the thesis and on suggestions for future research. Finally, as for the formal 
quality of the text, I unfortunately have to be highly critical. The thesis contains a large number of typos 
and many grammatical and semantic mistakes. (On p. 33 – 34, for example, there are two almost 
identical paragraphs, probably by mistake.) This is unfortunate since it only distracts the reader and 
harms the otherwise interesting content of the thesis. 
 
„Message“ of the Thesis 
 
Finally, I have a few remarks regarding the conclusions of the thesis.  
 
First, the thesis presents some interesting results: for example, that people react more to the total 
amount of payment than to monthly payments (even though the two represent the same, only in 
different form), and that as a result, they switch to cheaper (but riskier) credit contracts when faced 
with total amounts. Results like this imply that the form of presented information can influence people’s 
choice among various options in the cost-risk trade-off. This, as it stands, is an interesting result. 
However, the author says in the conclusion that  
 
„The effort of this study is to show that consumers can be protected by presenting the conditions in 
more transparent way – by adding clarifying forms of contract conditions it seems to be possible to 
make consumers realize the potential risks of the credit and nudge them towards safer offers without 
any further regulation within the market.“ 
 
Such a statement is only a subjective value judgement and does not follow from the results. The 
author does not explain why one point on the hypothetical trade-off curve offers more „protection“ than 
another one, or why the safer options should be preferable and why people should be „nudged“ 
towards them. The idea of a trade-off is precisely that less risk (higher safety) implies higher costs. 
Whether it is better to choose low risk and high costs, or high risk and low costs, is up to one’s 
personal preferences. The situation is the same as that in the financial markets: if one wants less risk, 
he or she must accept lower expected return. We cannot say objectively which point is the „best“. 
Therefore, I would caution against making subjective judgements like this in the thesis. 
 
Second, at the beginning of the thesis (p. 3), the author mentions the neoclassical assumption of 
rationality and suggests that the results might prove it wrong. The conclusion lacks a reflection on this: 
what do the results imply (if anything) about rationality? Furthermore, how does the author precisely 
define rationality? If, for instance, an individual doesn’t care about a graph in the credit contract, and 
cares most about the total amount to be paid (or vice versa), does that imply anything about 
rationality? 
 
Overall Assessment 
 
To conclude, I find the thesis a qualified piece of work and I recommend it for defense. I highlight the 
considerable effort associated with the experiment, while I am critical especially of formal neglects and 
of excessive briefness in the explanation of the econometric method. I give a mark of 81, i.e. on the 
lower side of „excellent“. 
 
I suggest the following questions for the defense: 
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(i) What are the possible definitions of rationality? What do the results imply (if anything) about 

individual rationality in the sample? 
(ii) Can the coefficient estimates be considered unbiased? Are there any omitted variables that 

should (in an ideal case) be included among the explanatory variables? 
 
 
SUMMARY OF POINTS AWARDED (for details, see below):  
 
CATEGORY POINTS 
Literature                     (max. 20 points) 16 

Methods                      (max. 30 points) 27 

Contribution                 (max. 30 points) 25 

Manuscript Form         (max. 20 points) 13 

TOTAL POINTS         (max. 100 points) 81 
GRADE                          (1 – 2 – 3 – 4) 1 
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EXPLANATION OF CATEGORIES AND SCALE: 
 
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  
 
 
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  
 
 
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  
 
 

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 POINTS GRADE   
81 – 100 1 = excellent = výborně 
61 – 80 2 = good = velmi dobře 
41 – 60 3 = satisfactory = dobře 
0 – 40 4 = fail = nedoporučuji k obhajobě 
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