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Comments:

This is a revised version o f the MA dissertation, which was first submitted one year ago. The text has been 
streamlined and is now easier to read. Some of the specific comments provided to the earlier version have 
been addressed. The text still included a literature review that is relatively broad and well done. Neverthe
less, the empirical chapter four, and its links to the conclusions and policy recommendations in chapter five 
are still a weakness o f the dissertations. I am a little bit disappointed that that the author has not done more 
in the previous year to improve this part o f the text. In particular:

- There are some apparent breaks and other irregularities in the data presented in Figure 3 on page 62. Since 
this is the key variable which is analysed in the dissertation, this would deserve some comment in the text 
and an explicit treatment in the empirical analysis. One may also want to check it in alternative data sources 
to see that there is no big problem with the key data source.

- The chart on page 89 suggests that a source o f the data problem may be the data on public sector saving, 
which seem strange and out o f line with the reality. My suggestion, which I made already a year ago, would 
be to estimate the equations for the total national savings directly obtainable from the main database.

- The size o f the estimated coefficients -  even o f the significant ones -  is strikingly small. This could be a 
result of a scaling problem. When comparing Figure 3 with the figures in Appendix I, one can indeed see 
that the saving ratio o f e.g. 20 % o f GDP enters the database as 0.2, while the interest rate o f the same mag
nitude enter as 20. If  this was also the case for the data used in the estimation, this would reduce the esti
mated size of the coefficient by two digits. This is not a problem per se, but one needs to be careful when 
interpreting the results.

- The results o f the empirical estimates should be discussed in much more depth concerning their robustness 
(e.g. similarity or dissimilarity o f the estimates using alternative estimation techniques), comparison to the 
previous literature etc.

- The link of the empirical results to the policy recommendations is quite weak. Most o f the explanatory 
variables are found statistically insignificant, incorrectly signed, or changing signs between alternative esti
mates (for the dependency ratio). In such a situation, any robust policy conclusions seem almost impossible. 
The statement on page 73, i.e. that “Generally, private saving is seen as responding strongly to improve
ments in key macroeconomic indicators like GDP growth, terms of trade and inflation stabilisation.”, is not 
supported by the empirical estimates.

Specific Questions for oral defence:

What is the reason for the apparent breaks in the data presented in Figure 3? Did you deal with these breaks 
explicitly in your empirical analysis?

How do you assess the robustness o f your empirical results? Why do you thing that e.g. the dependency ra
tion has a negative sign in Table 2 and a positive sign in Table 3?

Are you sure that you interpret the size o f the estimated coefficients correctly? If yes, why are they so small?

How do you interpret the positive relationship between inflation and savings rate in two of your estimates in 
Table 2?

What is the link between you policy recommendations and your estimation results?
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