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Comments:  

 

The Thesis investigates the relationship between foreign direct investment (FDI), financial development 

(FD) (i.e. the sophistication and improrance of the financial institutions in the economy) and the economic 

growth. The major methodological challenge is to model and test the inter-related effect of FDI and financial 

development on the economic growth. The study concludes that the the two factors have a complementary 

effect, but the FDI is the dominant factror. FDI can also substitute for insufficiencies of the financial sector. 

 

I find the Thesis well written; the author clearly passes through all the checkpoints of defining the problem, 

reviewing the exisitng literature and formulating testable hypotheses, choosing a suitable methodology, pro-

ducing results and drawing conclusions from these. The individual p[arts are well integrated and the treat-

ment of the individual concepts is consistent throughout the paper. 

 

I find the research questions quite interesting as it has a number of important practical policy implications. At 

the same time, substantial research has already been done on the issue, which means that the author’s topic is 

not quite original. Nevertheless, the emphasis on the transitional economies is interesting and seems suitable 

in this setting. The sample chosen is rather extensive both when it comes to the countries included in the 

study and the time span, which indicate that the author made the effort to produce results that would be as 

generalizable as possible given the deliminations. 

 

Literature review is rather extensive and includes a very good discussion of the different peieces of research 

that are relevant for this work. For the most part, it is also reassonably well organized, even tjhough I would 

like to see more explicit and clear cut conclusions abou the state of the knowledge. The litrerature review is 

the used to furmulate the hypotheses. 

 

The choice of methodology is challenging because it is necessary to discern the effect of FDI and FD on 

growth. This task is inherently problematic as the causality between the three factors may lead in all possible 

ways. The author does well (or as well as possible), in discussing this challenge and she tries to address it 

with the chosen methodology. 

 

The results are presented in a clear manner. I would prefer somewhat briefer exposition with the details pro-

vided upon request or in the appendix, but the way the author chooses is consistent with the extent require-

ments applied in the program. The results clearly ratget the hypotheses that are spelled out earlier. The re-

sults are then used to draw conclusions. These seem mostly reasonable, even though the compelxity of the 

econometric task makes it difficult to be quite sure that the relationships are indeed in the direction the au-

thor suggests.  

 

The layout seems to follow all the standards for a Master’s Thesis. 

 

Specific Questions for Oral Defence: 

In Figure 1 on p. 11 you outline the relationship between the 3 factors (FD, FDI, g) that are at the heart of 

your analysis. Considering the work you have done, how do your perceive the causal relationship between 

the three? Which of the relationship is most important? 

Should the governments in the countries you analyze focus primarily on attracting FDI or promoting finan-

cial development if they want to promote economic growth (assume that thay cannot do both with equal in-

tensity)? Will the answer be different for the different countries you analyze? 

Deducted for late submission:  Deducted for faulty referencing:  Mark*:  Velmi  

dobře / B 

Charles marker 
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*Mark: A = 70+; B = 65-69; C = 60-64; D = 55-59; E = 50-54; F = fail, less than 50, see Scheme of 

award – please, fill in this way: Charles/IMESS (e.g. Výborně/A) 



Scheme of award (assessment criteria): 

 Charles University** IMESS 

Excellent Výborně [1] A 

Very Good Velmi dobře [2] B 

Good Velmi dobře [2.5] C 

Satisfactory Dobře [3] D 

Sufficient Dobře [3.5] E 

Fail Neprospěl [4] F 

 

 

Note: As for the final grade, I am inclined towards B, but I can also consider C depending on how strict cri-

teria for the specificity of the reuslts, the methodology choice and the originality of the contribution are ap-

plied. I find the grading scale based on the points rather confusing (more than 70% for an A seems rather 

benevolent); so I disregard it and apply the criteria I used at Chrales University and Uppsala University be-

fore. 


