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	Mean Exam Score: 51.72% (N=68)
 

	Percentage distribution across class marks:

	UG Modules

1 st  (70% +)
29.4%
2.1 (60-69%)
10.3%
2.2 (50-59%)
16.18%
3rd  (40-49%)
16.18%
Fail (25-39%)
13.24%
Uncompensatable Fail (<25%)
14.7%

	PGT Modules

70% +

60-69%
50-59%
<50%


	Overall strengths of candidates’ answers:
Q1: Students could show the OLS formula and show the main idea of proofing unbiasedness and proof the matrix algebraic aspects of M, P and X.
Q2: Students choosing to answer this questions could derive a formula for the OLS variance under heteroscedasticity and the main consequences. The vast majority could show step by step (as indicated I lecture notes and explained in class) the GLS transformation. 
Q3: Students could outline the main aspects of Wald test (see weaknesses section for limitations), show how to test for overall significance and obtain a result on misspecification using the given test statistic result of the RESET test.
Q4: Students could outline briefly the issue of endogeneity and show the bias/inconsistency of OLS under endogeneity. Most students were able to use the (given) formula for the IV variance to view factors affecting it (and how).


	Overall weaknesses of candidates’ answers:
Q1: Some students did not show all steps of the OLS derivation, while some used the non-matrix form. The latter was alright but it was incorrect to assume and use that E(X/Y)=E(X)/E(Y) as this is generally NOT true. The issue of miscollinearity in the last part was not well captured in some answers as some students related it to other issues.
Q2: Students here did not show all steps in hypotheses testing, often used the wrong critical values and most students did not answer anything related to the drawbacks of White’s test for heteroscedasticity. While most students used the correct GLS transformation, only a few went on to prove the unbiasedness and efficiency and also to address the issue occurring when “Omega” is unknown.
Q3: Wald test components R, b and c were often not correctly specified. Also, the partial derivative was not used “d wage/d exper” along with sample means (given) to show the effect of experience on wage in this log-linear specification, 
Q4: Some students did not use the IV formula to then shown unbiasedness and consistency and did not discuss the issues relevant to the inclusion of weak instruments and its effect on the IV variance.


	Pattern of question choice:
Students had to choose 3 questions out of the 4: The majority chose to answer Q1, while Q2 and Q3 were also popular and Q4 was the least popular one. 


	Issues that arose with particular questions:
N/A


	Further comments not covered above:
Some general advice:
***While answering hypothesis type questions all relevant steps need to be included to attain full marks. These are: null and alternative hypotheses, tests statistic and its distribution under the null, rejection rule and conclusion. 
*** Correct critical values need to be chosen with caution and these are usually functions of: degrees of freedom and significance level (which varies across chosen significance level (type I error) and whether one-sided or two-sided test is conducted).
*** In derivation of OLS estimator one needs to start by snowing the objective function, i.e. minimization of squared residuals, then work out the FOCs to obtain the well-known result. The normal equations are a consequence of this, but not how the estimator is, in fact, derived. 
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