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 70+ 69-65 60-61 59-55 54-50 <50 

 A B C D E F 

Knowledge  

Knowledge of problems involved, e.g. historical and social context, spe-
cialist literature on the topic. Evidence of capacity to gather information 
through a wide and appropriate range of reading, and to digest and 
process knowledge. 

  

  

 30 

Analysis & Interpretation  

Demonstrates a clear grasp of concepts. Application of appropriate 
methodology and understanding; willingness to apply an independent 
approach or interpretation recognition of alternative interpretations; 
Use of precise terminology and avoidance of ambiguity; avoidance of 
excessive generalisations or gross oversimplifications. 
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Structure & Argument 

Demonstrates ability to structure work with clarity, relevance and co-
herence. Ability to argue a case; clear evidence of analysis and logical 
thought; recognition of an argument´s limitation or alternative views; 
Ability to use other evidence to support arguments and structure appro-
priately. 
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Presentation & Documentation  

Accurate and consistently presented footnotes and bibliographic refer-
ences; accuracy of grammar and spelling; correct and clear presentation 
of charts/graphs/tables or other data. Appropriate and correct referenc-
ing throughout. Correct and contextually correct handling of quotations. 
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Methodology 

Understanding of techniques applicable to the chosen field of research, 
showing an ability to engage in sustained independent research. 
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MARKING GUIDELINES
 
 
A (UCL mark 70+) = A (Charles mark- excellent):  Note: marks of 
over 80 are given rarely and only for truly exceptional pieces of 
work. 
Distinctively sophisticated and focused analysis, critical use of 
sources and insightful interpretation. Comprehensive understanding 
of techniques applicable to the chosen field of research, showing an 
ability to engage in sustained independent research. 
 
B (UCL mark 69-65) = B (Charles mark – very good) 
C (UCL mark 64-60) = C (Charles mark – good): A high level of analy-
sis, critical use of sources and insightful interpretation. Good under-
standing of techniques applicable to the chosen field of research, 

showing an ability to engage in sustained independent research. 65 
or over equates to a B grade. 
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D (UCL mark 59-55) = D (Charles mark – satisfactory) 
E (UCL mark 54-50) = E (Charles mark – sufficient): 
Demonstration of a critical use of sources and ability to engage in 
systematic inquiry. An ability to engage in sustained research work, 
demonstrating methodological awareness. 55 or over equates to a D 
grade. 

 
F (UCL mark less than 50) = F (Charles mark - insufficient): 
Demonstrates failure to use sources and an inadequate ability to 
engage in systematic inquiry. Inadequate evidence of ability to 
engage in sustained research work and poor understanding of ap-
propriate research techniques.

Please provide substantive and detailed feedback! 
Comments, explaining strengths and weaknesses (at least 300 words): 

 

In my opinion, this work does not meet the minimum criteria for a quality Master’s Thesis. I have strongly recommended to postpone the submis-
sion and to sort out the numerous issues. Unfortunately, Qihao Su decided to ignore this recommendation. 
 
I regret to say that the student interacted with me only very infrequently during the thesis writing process. For the most part he did not take into 
consideration the feedback I provided. Therefore, I had limited opportunity to shape its content and quality. 
 
The thesis explores a very conventional topic of empirical evaluation of asset pricing models. Hence it is difficult to find any original contribution 
such research can have.  
 
The tests are performed on data from two emerging markets China and Poland. It could be argued that these markets are not well suited for such 
tests because they are not as well regulated and they are heavily weighted towards unusual firms in regulated industries and partly state-owned 
enterprises. Thus any empirical results based on such data may be driven by data limitations rather than by the lack of validity of pricing models. 
 
Furthermore the data sample period of 2007 to 2019 is rather short and it includes a period of a major economic downturn that may not be repre-
sentative of the overall pattern. The student further compounds this problem by performing the tests on shorter subsections of the sample period 
without providing a compelling motivation for doing so.  
 
Even though the thesis is advertised as an empirical test of asset pricing models the author discusses concepts, such as asset price volatility, that are 
not directly related. I find this discussion redundant. The student also introduces concepts that are not essential for his work, e.g. ICAPM, CCAPM, 
perhaps just to mention cool buzz-words. The author also performs several asset bubble tests. Bubbles in asset prices are inconsistent with efficient 
markets. If markets were inefficient and stock prices were disjoined from economic fundamentals it would not make any sense to propose asset 
pricing models in the first place. Hence, the thesis fails to adhere to a single fundamental paradigm concerning market efficiency. 
 
As perhaps the most severe criticism I have, I do not think the student understands the concepts and the methodology he is using. Consider for 
example the very first sentence of the abstract: “Capital Asset Pricing Model (CAPM) is an equilibrium model to test relationship between expected 
return and market risk (Sharpe, 1964).” This statement is rather imprecise. First, the pricing model is not intended to “test” a relationship but rather 
to “propose” or “describe” a relationship. Second, the statement overlooks the idea of an asset’s “sensitivity” to the market risk. Third, three au-
thors rather than one are usually mentioned in connection to the CAPM. Many other imprecise or incorrect statements are included in the reminder 
of the text. Even when reading the very first paragraphs of the introduction the reader must guess what the author means. I believe that this impre-
cision suggests that the student acquired only a rather superficial understanding of the concepts he is working with.  
 
I believe the author misinterprets the results. In the conclusion he states: “The time-series test results over the period of 2015 to 2018 favour the 
CAPM in both stock markets...” First, picking one of the sub-periods would be pure data mining. Such a conclusion would have no implications for 
evaluating the validity of the asset pricing models. Second, and even more importantly, there are no statistically significant results in support of this 
claim. In fact, the only significant results are negative, i.e. opposite to what is predicted by the models. 
 
The format of the thesis is very nonchalant. Table descriptions are missing. The author does not even use the same font type throughout the entire 
thesis. 

Specific questions you would like addressing at the oral defence (at least 2 questions): 

 

1. Where do you see your original contribution? How does your work extend our knowledge of pricing models? 

2. Explain the Fama-MacBeth cross-sectional test that you use, specify the individual steps to compute the t-statistics and explain why they 
are computed in this way (instead of a conventional t-test using pooled data). 

3. Why do you discuss volatility, bubbles, ICAPM and CCAPM? 

4. What is the reason for splitting the sample period into sub-periods? Does it help us in any way make claims on empirical validity of the 
models you examine? 

5. Why do you report the correlation coefficient (rho) in Table 8 and 9? Do these results help us in any way make claims on empirical validi-
ty of the models you examine? 

6. What empirical result supports this claim: “The time-series test results over the period of 2015 to 2018 favour the CAPM in both stock 
markets...”? Can you show the number you base your conclusions on? 


