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

 
The author Jakub Sikora reports in his thesis on a survey that he conducted among the Czech 
economists. His focus is on the drivers of the different views on the Czech economic policy. His main 
findings on the sample of 116 answers are that "differences in views are truly the main cause of 
dissent" and that personal factors such as gender, origin in the countryside and having studied at NF 
VŠE.  
 
Manuscript form: From the formal requirements on the manuscript form, I have no objections – the 
thesis is written in relatively good English with some few cumbersome translations, but it is possible to 
understand in general very well. Some tables are hard to understand and even lack some important 
facts, like the number of observations (Tab 7.1, 7.2). The author also cites Wolldridge 2012 but in 
references it is 2013, but this is not important.  
 
Literature review: The literature review is rather short – on two pages the author summarizes only 8 
papers on the previous research on the topic. After a brief online search it seems the author omits 
quite some literature.  
 
Methodology: The survey design was taken from an earlier publication in order to compare the stance 
of the economists in the time: it included 21 questions that concerned certain issues of economic 
policy, where three answers were possible. The author also discusses possible biases that result from 
the non-random sampling of his data: he claims that these are overcoverage, undercoverage, and 
non-response bias. He claims that overcoverage is not an issue because those who do not identify 
themselves as economists simply did not fill in the survey; undercoverage is not an issue because he 
does not generalize the results to all economists but only those working in academia; and non-
response bias is taken care of by the same probability of participation in the survey for all.  
 
Analysis & Results: The author calculates relative entropy and the liberalization score that he uses 
as the dependent variables and conducts several statistical analyses to see their determinants, and he 
also compared the results with the 2010 survey. 
 
Questions and remarks: Maybe these were addressed in the text, but after reading the manuscript, I 
have these remarks and unclear points to raise. If the author does address them and I have 
overlooked it, I am sorry to bother:  

1. the survey design does not leave space for "no answer" to the questions, or the option that the 
respondents do not have interest in this at all, which creates a measurement error bias since it 
includes also completely random answers as it is assumed that everybody has to have an 
accurate information about the current Czech economic policy, which e.g. economic historians 
may not have. In my opinion, some questions are even irrelevant, like import tariffs, since the 
use of this policy is now on the level of the EU and not on the national level. Also, I would add 
a question on the quality of research of the respondent, rather than the origin in the 
countryside. 

2. the survey sampling is clearly non-random, but the author omits an important feature: the 
probability to reach each individual was non-zero, but there may be a clear self-selection of 
people who wish to answer which may then bias the results 

3. interpretation of the results: despite claiming that the results apply only to the economists in 
the academia (when discussing the non-response bias), the author does not apply this 
restriction in the abstract, in the introduction and only partly in the conclusion, which is in my 
opinion serious shortcoming 
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4. the concept of entropy is not explained at all – it is well defined, but there is no interpretation of 

the values that are subsequently measured which leaves a large part of the analysis 
incomprehensible. Simply saying that the closer to zero, the more homogenous opinions 
would be enough.  

5. the sign-test is described too much in detail in the way how to implement it, but the author 
does not describe the interpretation of it and why he chose this particular one (and other tests 
that use the matched-pairs principle) rather than other distribution-free methods such as 
Mann-Whitney U-test. The assumption of the matched-samples is that there are two 
measurements for the same or matched sample, which would be that the same economists 
answered the survey in both waves, which I doubt. Therefore in my opinion the author should 
have used independent samples tests and these tests have inflated statistical power which 
thus increases probability of type two error, the false positive. When comparing the ranks of 
the agreements between the two survey waves, rank-correlation would be fine, too. 

6. the liberalization sum should have been normalized to see the effects of the variables of 
interest in terms of standard deviations rather than in points, which is uninformative 

7. I miss a table with descriptive statistics of the sample. The author starts with the relative 
frequencies of responses and relative entropy. The descriptives then could have been 
compared to the distribution of all economists (if there is anything like that, of course) to see if 
the sample is at least close to be representative.  

8. regression models suffers from endogeneity, since the education and income is a choice of 
the person and it is not assigned randomly – there may be other variable hidden in the error 
term that are related to both earnings and liberal views, such as abilities and resulting 
strategic motives for being liberal, and create a bias in the estimates. The interpretation that 
these are the "cause" of the disagreement should be changed as it is rather a correlation.  

9. It is not completely clear why the author constructed the second model – "the highest R-
squared targeted" does not make sense, since R-squared can be artificially inflated by the 
addition of irrelevant variables. The author writes later that he did so because of a low number 
of observations. This idea should have been implemented in a step-by-step inclusion of the 
variables into a baseline model and then testing the change in the R-squared for a significant 
increase, and also observing the change in the significance of the variables. The fact that 
VSENF is significant in the second model is probably due to correlation with another term in 
the first model and this may not need to be indicated by the VIF analysis. 

10. Why are the numbers of observations in the two models (62 and 71) so low – about a half of 
the sample size (116)?  

11. Another unclear part is the theory-policy gap – " gap between what economists think that the 
policy should be and what the actual state of the policy is". The questions were however 
asked in a way "Do you think a certain policy should be higher / the same / lower" and it is 
hard to see what the policy really is. The measures of the author are not convincing. 

 
Summary: I appreciate that the author gather own data, in a replication with a slight extension 
concerning the origin of the economist. He must have spent a lot of time with the manuscript which I 
appreciate. The manuscript could have been however improved before submission, with a more 
careful statistical part, the provision of the descriptive statistics of the sample, extended literature 
review and with a more careful interpretation of the results. I suggest a grade on the border of 2 and 3. 
 
Suggested questions for defense: What is the contribution of your project, apart from the replication 
of and comparison with the 2010 survey? Does being more liberal automatically imply disagreement 
with the rest of the economists? (This is important for the connection of the analysis of the observable 
characteristics on the liberal orientation to the topic of the research). Please interpret the claim from 
the abstract that "differences in views are truly the main cause of dissent among economists".  What is 
the policy implication of your findings? 
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SUMMARY OF POINTS AWARDED (for details, see below):  
 

CATEGORY POINTS 

Literature                     (max. 20 points) 8 

Methods                      (max. 30 points) 16 

Contribution                 (max. 30 points) 20 

Manuscript Form         (max. 20 points) 16 

TOTAL POINTS         (max. 100 points) 60 

GRADE                          (1 – 2 – 3 – 4) 2-3 

 
 
NAME OF THE REFEREE:                                               PhDr. Lubomír Cingl 
 
 
DATE OF EVALUATION:      2. 6. 2016    

___________________________ 
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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 

 


