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OVERALL ASSESSMENT 

 

CONTRIBUTION: 

 
The thesis by Denis Bandžak is clearly ambitious and studies very important and relevant topic. The author shows an 

in-depth understanding of the topic beyond the bachelor’s level. He offers a comprehensive literature review. The 

author demonstrates critical thinking ability. The flow of the offered discussing is logical and well sequenced. The 

author discusses unconventional policies and tools - quantitative easing, credit easing, forward guidance and negative 

interest rates. He offers an in-depth explanation for each and draws the distinct line between them.  The author then 

proceeds to review the empirical literature assessing the efficiency of unconventional monetary policy. He further aims 

to estimate the VAR model using ambitious Bayesian estimation methods. However, the model is overly simplified and 

does not provide reliable and trustworthy results.  

 

METHODOLOGY: 

 

While I was positively impressed by the volume and logical flow of the literature review, I am very puzzled by the 

methodology section of the manuscript. The author decided to use a very sophisticated approach that is much beyond 

that of the bachelor’s level curriculum. The author describes the limitations of the estimated model and fully 

understands the unreliability of the results, however I am not sure if he understands the methodology. It is not clear 

how the model was exactly estimated; what are the exact restrictions; why did he decide to include seasonally 

unadjusted CPI and if so, what did he do for seasonal adjustment.  

 

Furthermore, I would strongly suggest providing detailed information on data, methodology and results. While 

literature, motivation and history are important, the methodology and results are the most important part of the work. 

In the methodology section I believe a large number of details are missed.  

 

Example: „The results of our BVAR benchmark model are reported by means of impulse response functions (IRFS) 
with 68 percent error bands which are created using Markov Chain Monte Carlo (MCMC) method with 1000 MCMC 
sampling replications (draws) from which 10000 successful (i.e. which meet the sign restrictions) are kept. To examine 

the robustness of our benchmark results, 4 variations to our model are considered - application of Uhlig penalty 
function, replacement of total assets by monetary base (data descriptive statistics for the monetary base is reported in 
Table 3.8), application of Choleski decomposition method and alteration of amount of lags of endogenous variables 
(the IRFS for the benchmark results and the results of benchmark model´s extensions are reported in the Appendix 

section and summarised in Table 3.7).“ page 39 
 

Why did the author create 68 percent error band; Why did he use the MCMC method; Why did the author use Uhlig 

penalty function or Cholesky decomposition. I believe 10000 successful draws out of 1000 was a typo, however it is 

important to double check the important information for the errors, especially if it can cause further confusion and loss 

of information.  
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I have the impression that the author does not quite understand the methodology himself. The author mentions that he 

has used VARsignR package by Christian Danne, which is not a problem per se, however it is crucial that the author 

understands the methodology and does not just run the package. I am not sure if the author is replicating someone’s 

work, or he does all the estimation independently. Which restriction was used to identify which shock? It is not clear to 

me what exactly was done and why.  

 

Overall, the author has chosen a very ambitious methodology. I believe he would have been very successful if he had 

chosen a simpler approach that fits a bachelor’s level knowledge. However, if the author demonstrates significant 

knowledge of the methodology and estimation on the defense, I would recommend the committee to turn a blind eye 

on the aforementioned critique and increase the grade for the methodology part.  

 

Considering how ambitious is the project and sophisticated the chosen methodology, if the author demonstrates a 

strong understanding of the methodology, I believe the author deserves a strong grade.  

 

LITERATURE REVIEW:  
 
The author is successful in providing a thorough literature review of the ambitious and relevant topic. The author 

reviews an impressive number of works on the topic. He comprehensively analyzes, compares and discusses the 

literature. The author demonstrates a strong knowledge of the topic and relevant literature. Overall, I believe that the 

literature review was strong, however I have minor comments.  

 

The author lacks references in some sections.  

 

Example: "The problematics of monetary policy at zero lower bound evident in some dominant economies of the world 
(as the United States or the Eurozone) both at the beginning and after the global financial crisis has attracted the 

attention of many prominent economists [would like to see citations here]. “ 
 

When one uses the formulation “many prominent economists” there should be a reference to whom he has meant. 

While if the sentence was  – “the monetary policy at zero lower bound is widely discussed in academia” or similar, one 

could avoid the need for referencing. However, after similar statements reader would still expect to see who are those 

that study the topic.  

 
The author claimed that those that study the efficiency of the unconventional policy pays “little attention to a correct 
use of the various terms which surround this topic”. My main concern is that when making such a strong claim the 

author must give reference to specific studies that did not use the terminology correctly. The author should be very 

careful while using such strong claims. 
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Example: “Given the raising progress in macroeconomic modelling, it is only natural that the main interest of 
researchers has been recently switched to various econometric assessments of the efficiency of unconventional monetary 

policy tools paying little attention to a correct use of the various terms which surround this topic [would like to see 
whom he means here, citations]. As a result, some of the key terms such as zero lower bound or quantitative easing 
have been used interchangeably with effective lower bound and credit easing, respectively [again who?]. To lower the 

confusion, we provide the reader with a series of definitions and clarifications of these terms along with real examples 
of their implementation to further underline their distinctiveness.” Page 1 

 

The author should be very careful with paraphrasing the sentences – is it crucial to deliver the meaning unchanged.  

Example: "As central bank decreases their [asset] supply on the market and sellers decide to purchase different 
securities, the yield on these assets decreases pushing their price upwards."  However, the original sentence from where 

this sentence was paraphrased is - "LSAPs put direct upward pressure on the price of the targeted assets, thereby 
lowering their yields “ (Kozincki 2011). Kozincki (2011) is saying that upward pressure on the price results in lower 
yields, while paraphrased version says that decreasing yield drives the price upwards (wrong).  

 

The author describes different methodologies used to study the effect of unconventional monetary policy on different 

economic indicators. He discusses advanced models – DSGE Model, Shadow Rate Term Structure Model, vector 

autoregression (VAR) model. He claims that all these models are econometric/empirical models. However, Dynamic 

Stochastic General Equilibrium (DSGE) model by Kydland and Prescott is a theoretical model.  

 

MANUSCRIPT FORM:  

 

The thesis is well structured. The student uses appropriate language and style, including the academic format for 

graphs and tables. The text effectively refers to graphs and tables and lists complete bibliography. I have a few minor 

comments on the manuscript form.  

 

I would advise the author to not put important and/or large information in the brackets. It should be either a separate 

sentence or using footnote would be preferable. Additional information distracts the reader. If the information in the 

brackets is important it should not be inside brackets, if it is not important usage of the footnote is preferable.  

 

Example: „By using DSGE model with a frictional banking sector, the authors find a significant stimulative effect of 
LTRO on various macroeconomic variables which is further strengthened provided that the conventional monetary 

policy is restricted not to react to the stimulative effects brought by LTRO (as it was discussed in the previous section, 
the unconventional monetary policy in the Eurozone acted at the early years of the financial crisis - and technically for 

the most part of it - as a supplement to conventional monetary policy tools).“ Page 31 
 

When using in-text citation double bracket is not needed. So in  „...which was first proposed by Fischer Black in his 
work in 1995 (Pericoli & Taboga (2015))“ instead of (Pericoli & Taboga (2015)) one should use (Pericoli & Taboga, 

2015). I came across similar error throughout the text.  
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It is preferable to have a few concise sentences, rather one long sentence.  

Example: „Applying the mean group estimator over the whole sample period, the authors present two main 

conclusions – a positive shock in the balance sheet causes a temporary significant increase in output and consumer 

price index and the results obtained for individual countries imply a relative concordance between the effects of UMP 

tools across the selected countries in spite of different unconventional monetary strategies implemented (Peersman et 

al. (2012)).“ Page 33 

Finally, I would like to see some more explanations on the graphs (especially in the Appendix). Ideally, graphs should 

be self-explanatory, it should have a caption with information on what is that graphs show exactly, how was it derived 

and source. The source is provided for each graph, and the author is referring to each graph effectively.  

 

Summary and suggested questions for the discussion during the defense: 

I would suggest asking questions concerning the methodology used in the thesis.  

As I have mentioned in methodology review, it is not clear how the model was exactly estimated; what are the exact 

restrictions; why did he decide to include seasonally unadjusted CPI and if so, what did he do for seasonal adjustment; 

which sign restriction was used for identification of which shock. It would be interesting to ask some more questions 

about the technics he claims to use on page 39 (as mentioned above).  

I believe that if the author manages to demonstrate strong knowledge of the methodology and of what he is doing 

exactly, I would recommend the committee to improve the grate above to what I have suggested.  

 

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

CATEGORY POINTS 

Contribution                 (max. 30 points) 23 

Methods                       (max. 30 points) 15 

Literature                     (max. 20 points) 19 

Manuscript Form         (max. 20 points) 19 

TOTAL POINTS         (max. 100 points) 76 

GRADE            (A – B – C – D – E – F) C 
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EXPLANATION OF CATEGORIES AND SCALE: 
 

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  
 
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  
 
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  
 

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 GRADE 

91 – 100 A 
81 - 90 B 
71 - 80 C 
61 – 70 D 
51 – 60 E 
0 – 50 F 

 


