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The thesis builds a simple model where firms can privately acquire hard evidence about quality of their 
product. The disclosure of private evidence to consumers is either unregulated (thus, disclosed 
voluntarily or strategically concealed) or regulated (mandatory disclosure). In such models (e.g., Henry 
2008 covered in the thesis), a typical tradeoff is that voluntary disclosure motivates firms for more 
experiments, but published results are more biased. Therefore, welfare may increase or decrease 
once the evidence becomes regulated. 
 
The thesis is essentially divided in two parts.  
 

 In the first part, the author builds a simple and realistic setting and solves in fact 4 models: 
voluntary disclosure in monopoly and duopoly, and mandatory disclosure in monopoly and 
duopoly. I have verified fully the monopoly models and the solution in the general form is 
correct. 

 In the second part, the author seeks closed-form solutions and quickly runs into computational 
issues. Thus, he looks into special cases first to understand nature of the problem and then he 
provides results numerically using software.  

 
In the thesis, I would welcome a bit larger survey that would better capture regulatory tradeoffs 
involved in disclosure policies. For example, if a firm observes private verifiable evidence always, or if 
it is known that the firm is gathering evidence, then under relatively mild conditions, an equilibrium with 
voluntary disclosure features full revelation (Milgrom 1981, Milgrom and Roberts, 1986).  This 
benchmark of full revelation where regulation is useless is a starting point; it helps to understand the 
source of incomplete revelation and thus identifies the channel which is to be “targeted” by regulation. 
 
Indeed, the thesis would benefit from this broader look because the interesting results of a thesis are 
not only full solutions of a model, but rather explanations of economic effects involved in the 
problem(i.e., economic “intuition”). Namely, I would prefer to shed more light on the marginal effects 
that arise both when a strategic player changes her actions and when parameters change. In fact, it is 
sufficient to understand the sign of these effects without necessarily understanding the overall sign. 
Not only that this clarify underlying intuition, but it also helps to put the model correctly in the literature.  
 
I also have a couple of minor points: 
 

1. For monopoly, I would prefer to express welfare and explain whether welfare is monotonic in 
Q_E and K_E or not, and what are sources of efficiency losses in the model. This is 
potentially very interesting in duopoly.  

2. It is not clear how close are the assumptions of the model to assumptions of models surveyed 
in the literature.  

3. The demand function has two parameters, hence a broad class of functions is covered. But, 
we don’t know much about their properties which affects how computationally complex is 
the shape of the solution; for example, typically the analysis is in class of functions with a 
constant price elasticity. Therefore, a larger focus on different functional forms and their 
properties would be helpful here.    

4. Eq. 2.4.1 is not only for known Q but also for the expected E(Q). (Which is useful when 
consumers observe no evidence.) 

5. In p. 16, the equation where the author refers is not 2.4.2 but 2.4.1. 
6. When deriving the aggregate demand, I would proceed in a standard way: First, an individual 

demand is written down; then, distribution of individuals is introduced, and finally, the 
aggregation is made. 
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7. In p. 16, it is necessary to discuss that Q is independent on K_E to proceed further. (This is 

because K is sunk cost. Notice that this result holds both when K is observable to 
consumers and when K is unobservable to consumers.) 

8. There are several typos in the text (polylogarythmic, p. 19). Also, I would strongly recommend 
writing a paper in applied theory in LaTeX and not MS Word. 

 
Although the thesis could have benefitted from extra time, a broader perspective and a more detailed 
discussion of the marginal effects, I recommend to grade the thesis by (a weaker) 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 

 


