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 Excellent Satisfactory Poor 

Knowledge  

Knowledge of problems involved, e.g. historical and social context, specialist litera-

ture on the topic. Evidence of capacity to gather information through a wide and 

appropriate range of reading, and to digest and process knowledge. 

X     

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. 

X     

Structure & Argument 

Demonstrates ability to structure work with clarity, relevance and coherence. Ability 

to argue a case; clear evidence of analysis and logical thought; recognition of an ar-

guments limitation or alternative views; Ability to use other evidence to support ar-

guments and structure appropriately. 

 X    

Presentation & Documentation  

Accurate and consistently presented footnotes and bibliographic references; accuracy 

of grammar and spelling; correct and clear presentation of charts/graphs/tables or 

other data. Appropriate and correct referencing throughout. Correct and contextually 

correct handling of quotations. 

X     
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1 / A UCL Mark: 80 Marker: Doc. Vladimír Benáček, CSc. 

Deducted for late submission: 0 Signed:  
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MARKING GUIDELINES 

A (UCL mark 70+):  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/C (UCL mark 60-69):   

A high level of analysis, critical use of sources and insightful inter-

pretation. Good understanding 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.

D/E (UCL mark 50-59): 

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): 

Demonstrates failure to use sources and an inadequate ability to 

engage in systematic inquiry. Inadequate evidence of ability to en-

gage in sustained research work and poor understanding of appro-

priate research techniques. 

 

CONTINUES OVERLEAF 

PLEASE PROVIDE SUBSTANTIVE AND  

DETAILED FEEDBACK!  



Constructive comments, explaining strengths and weaknesses (at least 300 words): 

Miss Doina Chiselita has done a real research, which deserves to be appreciated. The topic of entrepre-

neurship in Central and Easter Europe still belongs to areas of research that has not been extensively cov-

ered by papers in economic journals. So, there are some niches that an inquisitive student could uncover in 

a unique way. Miss Chiselita was attempting to be such and, I would posit, quite successfully. 

Her strength rests in building her argument by a careful coverage of the world literature related to more 

recent views on entrepreneurship in general (e.g. by such seminal researchers as Baumol, Litan, Audretsch 

or Acs), which later helped her to formulate hypotheses for studying the specificities of entrepreneurship in 

European transition countries. 

I must add at that opportunity, that Miss Chiselita was an exceptionally committed scholar, whose progress 

could be seen after each of our numerous supervisions.  

It should be mentioned that her own empirical research (i.e. the data analysis), whose method and hypoth-

eses were derived from the search of literature on entrepreneurship and the theory of production func-

tions, was not easily brought to completion. The proper theoretical specification would require the data 

reports for industries, regions and sufficiently long time series. Her initial approach based on an extensive 

panel by countries was challenged by the flaws in the reported data: there were too many missing values in 

explanatory variables, evident inconsistencies in the time series or in the cross-country statistics (pointing 

to different or changing methodology in data reporting). After many vain attempts to consolidate the data-

base the author decided to reduce the extent of econometric testing to cross-sectional data but extend 

these by statistics based on regions, which finally led to satisfactory results. Thus the technically most de-

manding part of empirical tests, where the author demonstrated her high skills in working with economet-

ric panel models, could not be included in the thesis. Her final tests should not be therefore considered as 

“lacking high econometrics” (see pp. 55-56 describing the reasons). 

Page 44 and Table 5 reveal that the author paid due attention to statistical properties of tested data so that 

the final result cannot be biased by technical shortcomings in a significant way. The results in Table 6 put 

forward two features that characterise the problem of transition: the differences in economic performance 

of studied entities were fundamentally dependent on the ability to generate new businesses and build suf-

ficient endowments of capital (i.e. the incentives and the funds for investments). Thus the past studies of 

the growth of post-communist countries that omitted the quality of entrepreneurship and the differences 

in conditions by regions could not be considered theoretically well-funded and thus credible. This observa-

tion is the most important finding of this thesis, notwithstanding the fact that the model used by the author 

had to resign from working with the institutional variables that potentially could have been statistically sig-

nificant. Author was aware of the limitations of her data (see p. 51-52) that could not allow her to include 

more dynamics (underpinned by panel data) in her models.  

Conclusion of the reviewer: Miss Chiselita has produced a well-documented and persuasive thesis where 

unique empirical testing of her hypotheses was derived from an extensive study of theoretical papers in 

the topic of entrepreneurship. I propose “honours” as the grade (i.e. A). 

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

1) Describe the shortcomings of the statistical reporting in CEECs that precluded the theoretically robust 

models of entrepreneurial sector from being empirically tested.  

2) Why has the economic theory been failing for so long in including the entrepreneurship into its working 

concepts? What kind of progress was done in that respect in the last 15 years and which ideas do you con-

sider fundamental for specifying a model that would treat entrepreneurship in a theoretically robust way? 

3) Assess the specific aspects of transition from “socialist/communist quasi-entrepreneurship” to new types 

of entrepreneurship in post-communist setup, its successes and failures in individual countries.  

 


