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

This thesis is very ambitious for the bachelor's level and includes game theoretical literature that is 
fairly complicated for this level of studies. Moreover, the author designed implemented and analyzed 
results from an economic experiment, which is, again, impressive. I believe the thesis was well 
executed and strongly recommend it for defense.  
 
In terms of contribution, I believe this thesis is excellent, since it presents original results that are 
relevant to an ongoing academic issue. Likewise, the work demonstrates a strong mastery of 
methodology, both in the theoretical discussion of the experiment and because of the fact that the 
author conducted an economic experiment with real subjects, which requires mastery of a very 
specific set of methodological skills which is completely outside of the standard bachelor's curriculum.  
The literature review covers the core papers on which this experiment was based, as well as some 
standard concepts in game theory that are relevant to the study. While the thesis succeeds in covering 
this literature, it would have been relevant to concentrate a bit more on the behavioral and 
experimental literature.  
 
As far manuscript form, the thesis is well structured and mostly easy to understand, with a couple of 
exceptions in which the presentation was a bit confusing, as detailed in the comments below.  

 The definition of weak dominance on p. 7 is missing something very important, namely that the 
inequality must be strict for at least one s-i. This is somewhat tangential to the paper, but it is 
worth mentioning since this a central concept in game theory.  
 

 Definition of R, p.17: There seems to be something amiss here in this discussion. After looking 
at the equation, I understand the logic of the measure: it is simply measuring the loss from 
deviating from the low-payoff equilibrium relative to the loss from deviating from the high-
payoff equilibrium, but the intuition is not really clear from the text. In the stag hunt games 
discussed (and defined) in this thesis, this variable should be strictly positive. This follows from 
the fact that, while A>C and D>B, yet we are told that R can take on a negative value. It is 
even more confusing, since this does not seem to be the method used to calculate the 
measure 'R' used in further discussions (in figures 5.1-5.3 and 6.1). 

 Given the above comment, it would have been nice to have a general discussion of the 
intuition behind all of the measures, rather than just the definitions. In fact, in two of the games 
in Schmidt et al., there is no risk dominant equilibrium, so (without having read the literature) 
I'm not sure how this changes the interpretation and behavioral predictions of the optimization 
premium. This could have been presented more clearly.  

 
Next, I have a few comments on the work that I offer as constructive feedback, but which I do not 
believe should affect the grading of the thesis, as the work is more than adequate for the level of 
studies for which it has been submitted.  
 

 In presenting non-results in an economic experiment, it is very useful to perform power 
calculations. Doing so allows one to say how large of an effect the experiment could have 
detected if there had been an effect, based on variation of responses and sample size. In 
other words, this can turn the non-result into a positive result by showing that you find that any 
effect is smaller than a certain level. 

 

 On page 17, the author discusses work by Harsanyi and Selten (1988), and reports that they 
claim that rational individuals will choose the payoff dominant equilibrium. While I am not 
familiar with this work, I am skeptical that this is what the authors argue: any Nash equilibrium 
is, by definition, a rational response. The quote at the beginning of the chapter seems to 
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suggest that all else being equal, individuals prefer mutually beneficial outcomes. However 
beliefs, risk preferences and other factors come into play. This may seem like a trivial issue, 
but it is important in understanding what makes this class of games so interesting. Likewise, 
the author uses words like "should" in the following pages when making discussing the 
predictions of various theories on risk vs. payoff dominance. It is important to note here that 
multiple equilibria in coordination games are all rational. If one believes that the other player 
will act a certain way, than she should choose the best response to this strategy. The debate 
is over which factors players take into account and which beliefs and preferences influence 
the decision over which equilibrium to coordinate on.  

 

 This may seem like a trivial semantic issue, but the fact that rational people in various settings 
coordinate on equilibria that are not payoff dominant is what makes this class of games so 
interesting. Norms, preferences and beliefs can be the cause, and understanding how 
individuals adapt their behavior can give insight into why societies coordinate on pareto 
inferior equibibira. One might expect that payoff dominance would increase coordination of a 
given equilibrium both because it is more efficient and because it creates a more salient focal 
point to coordinate on. The fact that this is not the case is surprising and has interesting 
implications for understanding coordination games in the naturally occurring world.  

 
 
 

SUMMARY OF POINTS AWARDED (for details, see below):  
 

CATEGORY POINTS 

Literature                     (max. 20 points) 18 

Methods                      (max. 30 points) 30 

Contribution                 (max. 30 points) 30 

Manuscript Form         (max. 20 points) 17 
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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 

 


