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

 
The thesis analyzes determinants of pharmaceutical expenditures on cardiovascular 
diseases focusing on the 5 EU countries - Czech Republic, Slovakia, Germany, France and 
Hungary. The variables are observed for 10 years for each cross-section. As potential 
determinants GDP, total health ependiture per capita, percentage of population over 65, out-
of-pocket expenditure on health per capita, percentage of the total number of death caused 
by cardiovascular diseases and percentage of population with at least secondary education 
are considered as pontetial determinants.  
 
A strong part of the thesis is its  rich bibliographic aparathus. I definitely appreciate author´s 
literature search when she was writing the thesis. I also like academic English, the author is 
using. However, as own contribution of the author, only pages 46-48 could be vaguely 
considered. My reading of the thesis is such that the author wanted to apply SOME 
methodology learnt at ecoometrics courses at the IES on SOME data. That is absolutely OK, 
but the analysis and the choice of data violates some basic assumptions on the model, 
specifically the number of observations. I do not consider 50 observations as sufficient. Why 
were at least more countries not included - that would not have cause a great trouble to the 
author considering that the data is freely available online? Of course, normally 30 
observations are considered a miminum for a regression with one independent and one 
dependent variable, but it is vey advisable to include at least 10 additional observations for 
each additional independent variable.  
 
I miss correlation matrix of independent variables. I wonder that they are not correlated - at 
least GDP and health expenditure... 
 
Furthermore, I miss the link between the empirical part at the beginning and the empirical 
part later on. There are 9 countries usually in figures on pages 4-28, and there is not even a 
particular focus on countries included in the analysis (Czech Republic, Hungary, Slovakia, 
Germany and France). Why? At the same time there is a large number of tables and figures 
describing the state of the world (raw data downloaded from freely available databases).  
The figures are just described in the text, not really analyzed - was it meant to just fill the 
pages?  
 
Why did the author choose just expenditures on cardiovascular diseases when the whole 
theory is about healthcare expenditures in general? At the end of each theoretical 
subsection, I would at least appreciate a paragraph which would apply all the above to the 
expenditures on drugs against cardiovascular diseases.  
 
Besides, the author divides the thesis into chapters, sections and subsections, but then 
mixes their content. Specifically, where one would expect finally some conclusion from the 
analysis, the author again cites other authors. (section 5.1). I miss at least some conclusions 
from author´s own empirical analysis. Or, subsection 4.1.1. describes some of the data used 
in the analysis but then there is also section 4.2 Data description which does the same but in 
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a much worse manner. Why not link these two parts together? The entire page 34 is then 
literature seach even though it is called Empirical model. The reader already expects 
something about methodology here, the same on page 35 starting subsection 4.1.1. to the 
end of the page. On the other hand the first whole paragraph on page 47 in the interpretation 
of results actually belongs to methodology (and it is actually also there, so it should be 
skipped on page 47). 
 
There are further minor comments, that are worth mentioning: 
 
1. Citing in footnotes is not the best thing to do - include citations direcly into the text as 
e.g.(OECD, 2011) on page 4. Or use a citation manager which would do it for you. 
 
2. What is table 6 in the appendix for when you already have in in table 3 in the text? 
 
3. Equations are sometimes not fully specified, e.g. "q" on page 44 or "n degrees of freedom" 
on page 43. I did not find specification for "n" anywhere. Or "T" on page 43. Furhermore, 
equations should be numbered and a math mode in MS Word should be used because 
indices then look as normal letters, e.g. page 46. 
 
4. When a variable is not significant, it is effectively zero, so how can you judge anything on 
the sign of the coefficient (page 48)? 
 
5. Some typos, e.g. capital letters in the names of table 6, table 7 and table 12. Page 13 
"weather" instead of "wheather". Page 15 "16" which should not be there. 
 
6. On page 5, the author says that "Since 2000 pharmaceutical expenditure as a proportion 
of total health expenditure has increased in most of the countries (Figure 2)", but if you look 
at figure 2, the data do not confirm this statement, as increase is visible only for Hungary, all 
other countries experienced a decrease. 
 
7. On page 46, the author says"... only total health expenditure, education, and out-of-pocket 
expenditure on health have significant coefficient on dependent variable at 5 percent 
significance level, while others are insignificant...." OK, but GDP is significant at 10 % 
significance level... 
 
8. On page 49, the author says that other conditions (demographic, economic) should be 
included into the analysis to be able to draw some policy conclusions. I wonder what the 
analysis is then good for :o) I would at least state it in a different manner so that it does not 
underestimate the results of the author so much. 
 
9. On page 52 in the appendix, it says: "Even though, there was no significant effect of 
education on pharmaceutical expenditures on CVD, we cannot rejet effect of health 
programs on pharmaceutical expenditures." It is an empirical thesis, so when the author says 
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"we cannot reject", the reader expects a hypothesis and a statistical test - so carefull when 
using statistical terms when they are not meant to mean statistical terms. 
 
To conclude, it is obvious that the author aimed at applying knowledge acquired while 
studying a master programme at the Institute of Economic Studies, did a lot of reading prior 
to writing the thesis and was carefull while writing it, but because of the serious shortcomings 
I mentioned above, I suggest Nino should be awarded grade 2 (good). 
 
SUMMARY OF POINTS AWARDED (for details, see below):  
 
CATEGORY POINTS 
Literature                     (max. 20 points) 17 

Methods                      (max. 30 points) 17 

Contribution                 (max. 30 points) 10 

Manuscript Form         (max. 20 points) 17 

TOTAL POINTS         (max. 100 points) 61 
GRADE                          (1 – 2 – 3 – 4)  
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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 

 


