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The thesis is focused on measuring market risk by Value-at-Risk methods. Author uses 
namely three methods, ordinary VaR, mVaR and filtered historical simulations to calculate an 
unexpected loss on several probability levels. The dataset used consists of stock indices 
from first BRICT (Brazil, Russia, India, China, Turkey) and second G-7 countries. 
 
The thesis is written in an acceptable form and author’s language is good. The theme is very 
actual and interesting and mathematical methods correspond to the Master’s level. However, 
the overall feeling from the thesis is that it was written in a rush and would need some 
additional work to be of a good quality. First, I will summarize several comments to the 
overall quality of the thesis. Then I will comment on individual deficiencies. 
 
First of all, the thesis is not organized in a good form and thus the readability suffers. Author 
explains methodology at several places in the thesis and we can state that it is divided into 
all chapters. This brings a lot of confusion into the understanding of what approach author 
really used. At some places the thesis is very detailed (e.g. the ordinary VaR explanation); on 
the other hand, some things are not explained correctly or sufficiently (e.g. maximum loss 
derivation). Second, the thesis is full of typos and grammatical mistakes. This devaluates the 
overall level of the thesis. Author should have paid a bit more attention to the language 
review. Last but not least, a reader may lack page numbers, especially when reading the 
paper form. Missing page numbers make each review of the thesis far more complicated. 
 
Despite these shortcomings, my opinion is that the thesis matches all requirements for a 
master’s thesis at IES FSV UK and thus I recommend it for a defense. The final grading will 
depend on whether the author would be able to answer several questions discussed further 
in this review. If all the questions are answered, I suggest grading “B”, otherwise a grade “C” 
would correspond. 
 
In order to obtain the grade “B”, the author should explain or defend following questions at 
minimum: 
 

- Why did you define VaR as “the expected loss from adverse market movements”? 
VaR should be defined in terms of unexpected loss. If we don’t expect adverse 
market movements, then the definition in terms of expected loss is a nonsense. 

- What does the star at Y* in the equation 3-4 mean? It is not discussed in the thesis. 
- Why did you use equal weights for the creation of BRICT and G-& portfolios from 

stock indices? Wouldn’t a weighting based on market capitalization be much more 
relevant? 

- When discussing the results, you state that “MVaR is much more better than GVaR” 
without any proof. Why is MVaR better than GVaR and how can you prove that? 

- At figure 4-22 you show the maximum loss and the maximum profit. However, you 
didn’t discuss in the text how you created these numbers and why the maximum loss 
can be even over 300% of the portfolio value. This should be explained to the 
committee very carefully. 
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To the very end, I must say that author’s results seem very interesting. However, the form of 
their description is very bad. It’s a pity that the author didn’t manage to leverage his work fully 
and deliver a nice thesis. 
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