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OVERALL ASSESSMENT (provided in English, Czech, or Slovak): 

 
 
The present work brings an interesting empirical estimation of gravity model of international trade 
based on several panel data methods. Study aims at discussing problems with inconsistency of 
estimated coefficients in case one uses logarithmically transformed data and compares this approach 
to Poisson pseudo maximum likelihood estimation on the Czech and German panel data. The thesis 
uses standard econometric techniques of panel data estimation. Author showed solid command of 
understanding by describing and using these methods in the empirical analysis.  
 
 
Generally, the thesis is well written, logical; text introduces the methods used in the empirical analysis 
properly. While reading the text I only came across several mistakes and inaccuracies. For example 
eq. 3.17 is not stochastic version of 3.16., it is rather mean value, while 3.18 is its stochastic form, the 
definition of constant „G“ is missing in the unnumbered equation on page 11. Author should be also 
careful about literature usage, lot of times full references are missing in the text, i.e. “...study of 
Baldwin and Taglioni .... concept by Anderson,...“ etc. without years. These mistakes were rather 
common than crucial and did not really distract me from generally good overview of the thesis. 
 
 
However, I have one major problem, which was not clear to me after reading the text. In the abstract, 
author states that she „derives theoretically that in the presence of heteroscedasticity the logarithmic 
transformation causes incosistency of the estimated coefficients“. I disagree as I think author only 
describes the standard theory (with proper references), but do not really derive it. This is fine in master 
thesis (even though author should be carefull about the proper motivation). Much more important, 
while study aims at discussing the problem of heteroscedasticity in the estimates, I did not find a single 
test or word about this problem in the empirical analysis. So are residuals from standard panel data 
methods (fixed effects, random effects) heteroscedastic? Why did not author discuss this issue? Also, 
how was the random effects model estimated? 
 
 
During the defence, author should be able to explain why she did not test for heteroscedasticity of 
the models when it is the main aim of the thesis to show that heteroscedastictity causes crucial 
problem in the estimation. I would expect that in the empirical analysis author would show that using 
fixed effects, or random effects (estimated by FGLS???) the heteroscedasticity is problem (apart from 
other problems described in the text), thus poisson pseudoMLE will be used.  
 
 
In conclusion, author showed a good command of the panel data methodology used in the empirical 
estimation. The work can be considered as a standard thesis on a good level. In case author will be 
able to properly answer the questions raised by this report, I recommend it for the successful defence 
with final grade “2“. 
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