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OVERALL ASSESSMENT (provided in English, Czech, or Slovak): 
 
The presented thesis deals with the interesting question, whether there exist a positive relationship 
between the amount of unrecognized goodwill a company has in relation to the book value of its 
equity, and the volatility of its stock price and the trading volume.  
 
The topic is interesting, structure of the thesis is logical; author works with related literature and 
generally, text is quite readable as it explains the logics of the author’s motivation. On the other hand, 
thesis suffers from number of shortcomings, which I will discuss in detail here.  
 

1) Through the introduction, author refers sometimes to “unrecognized goodwill“ and to 
“goodwill“. It is not clear from the text if these are the same, or is there a “recognized goodwill“ 
considered also? Terminology is introduced in Chapter 2, still introduction to the problem 
should be more straightforward and motivating. 

2) The main idea of the work is to test the impact of unrecognized goodwill in relation to the book 
equity on the stock market volatility. But how is the volatility actually measured? This is not 
discussed until chapter 4, where author mentions that measure of volatility is mathematically 
defined as variance, but this is not true. Volatility is commonly viewed as standard deviation in 
the literature, and this difference may cause different results and conclusions, as Sqrt is not 
linear transformation! So my question to the defence is, what measure of volatility has been 
used?  

3) Inaccuracies in the description of the model. Author uses variables in time in the equations on 
pp. 27-28 describing the model, but in the description of variables, the time “t” is missing. So 
do author consider model in time? (for example, in Ch.4 there is no time in equations, then 
suddenly time appears in gw definition?) Also the notion of “estimates” is misleading. In the 
model definition, one would either use variables or only note that they are going to be 
estimated by some econometric method, or use the estimates. Current form notes that: “~ 
signifies estimated values”, but what about coefficients? Are they not estimated as well? For 
estimation of o!xt+1

a =!11oxt
a +!12oat + v1t + !!1t+1 , we need to estimate coefficients, so !!11 , 

!!12  has to be used in order to get the estimate of oxt
a . Also what estimation technique is 

referred to when talking about o!xt+1
a ? Moreover, notion of conditional expectations is not 

introduced as Et .[ ] is not explained (it is expectation conditional on past available information 
until time t, which is crucial for the model to work). 

4) Hypothesis about trading volume is in my opinion based on inaccurate logics. Put simply, 
larger price deviations (volatility) do not necessarily introduce large trading volume. In fact, 
large volatility may be caused even by no-trading in the situation of unexpected news causing 
large jumps in the price on very low trading volume (as investors do not trade in the very high 
uncertainty). Generally, it is much more likely that large volume will cause volatility, but not 
vice versa. This should be discussed with caution in next author’s work in this area. 

5) It is confusing from the text that author use annual frequency for some of the data, daily for 
other. But if period 2005-2007 is used, we have 3 observations when using annual data? So 
how exactly is the estimation done? Is it pooled OLS finally? In the text, there is a note that we 
do not have panel data estimation, rather cross-sectional data estimates. So then the time is 
dropped and estimates are done for each year separately? Still, I did not find these results. 
Author report OLS estimates, and speak about the cross-sectional data so it is not clear. This 
should be explained during the defence as it is not properly explained in the text. As to the 
estimation, if I understood the procedure right (author uses all the company data for one year), 
I think it cannot give proper statistical results, as the number of observations is just too low. 
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Still, what year is finally used? Author describes the data from period of 2005-2007, but 
estimates only one year? This is confusing in the text. 

6) In the 5.2. linear regression tests, how was the heteroskedasticity tested? Author claims he 
found significant heteroskedasticity, but does not mention how he found it. Moreover, by 
logarithmic transform of the data, heteroskedasticity can not be treated, it can only be 
suppressed (depending on the dataset). 

7) Author keeps referring to the text as: “this paper“, is it a preparation for publication? Author 
should carefully use “thesis“ here. 

8) English syntax: “It is the difficulty to consistently define…”, “what literature exists on goodwill 
mostly deals…” 

 
In conclusion, thesis presents interesting ideas, but contains quite a lot of problems, which cause that 
it’s potential quality and contribution is much lower than it could be. I recommend the bachelor thesis 
of Michael Jansky for the defence with grade “satisfactory“ (dobře), if he is able to defend the text and 
discuss the points raised by this report confidently 
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EXPLANATION OF CATEGORIES AND SCALE: 
 
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  
 
 
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  
 
 
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  
 
 

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 POINTS GRADE   
81 – 100 1 = excellent = výborně 
61 – 80 2 = good = velmi dobře 
41 – 60 3 = satisfactory = dobře 
0 – 40 4 = fail = nedoporučuji k obhajobě 

 


