














General Feedback to Part B (i.e., Question 3 and Question 4): 

This part covers the teaching materials taught in the 2nd semester. The average mark for this part is 
53%, which is slightly lower than 54.7% last year.  

General Feedback to Question 3: 

 69 students took the exam and so answered this question. 
 The average mark for this question is 64% (i.e., 9.6 marks out of 15). This is better than the last 

year, when the average mark for this question was 58.4%. 
 30 or 43 % students received a 1st class mark of 70% or better (i.e., 10.5 marks or more), which is 

much better than 28% of the last year. .  
 24 or 35% students received a 2nd class mark between 50%-69% (i.e., between 7.5 and 10 

marks), which are lower than 48% of the last year. 
 9 or 13% students received a 3rd class mark between 40%-49% (i.e., between 6 and 7 marks), a 

little higher than 10.9 % of the last year. 
 6 or 8.7% students received a mark of less than 40% (i.e., 5 marks or fewer), this is lower than 

12.5% last year.   
 
Overall, the students’ performance in this question is much better than  the last year, as much more 
students get a 1st class mark and less students fails to get a pass mark. From the teaching outcome 
point of view, this is a better result than the one of the last year.  
 
Detailed Feedback to Question 3: 
 Question a). Except to a few students, most students know how to solve the given problem and 

answer this question well. The most common mistake is that no checking at the boundary 
strategies was done when finding the best global strategies. The second  most common mistake 
is the incorrect calculation. 

  Question b).  This is a Stackelberg game problem on discrete strategy spaces, and most students 
(around 2/3) know how to answer this question. There are two common mistakes: One is using 
the derivative approach for the continuous strategy spaces to answer this question; and the 
other is to maximise the leader’s payoff across the joint strategy spaces without taking into 
account the reaction mechanism in Stackelberg game.   

 Question c).   Almost all students have known the answer of this question, at least partially. The 
common mistake is that one option with the different algorithms is listed as different options. 
For example, learning the follower’s reaction function and playing accordingly is just one option, 
but the detailed and different learning algorithms (such as the moving window and recursive 
least square algorithms) are just different methods to realise the learning and should not be 
regarded as different options.  

 

General Feedback to Question 4: 

 69 students took the exam and so answered this question. 
 The average mark for this question was 42% (i.e., 6.3 marks out of 15). This is worse than 51% of 

the last year.  



 12 or 17% students received a 1st class mark of 70% or better (i.e., 10.5 marks or more), in 
comparing with 26% in the last year. 

 18 or 26% students received a 2nd class mark between 50%-69% (i.e., between 7.5 and 10 
marks), in comparing with 32% students in the last year. 

 10 or 15% students received a 3rd class mark between 40%-49% (i.e., i.e., between 6 and 7 
marks), which is similar to 16% as the last year. 

 26 or 37.6% students received a mark of less than 40% (i.e., 5 marks or fewer), and mostly 
noticeable there are 11 students received 0 mark (largely empty answer), which is much worse 
than 26% students in the last year. Two possible reasons that so many students got 0 marks are 
1) some students spent more time in other questions and left too little time for this question; 2) 
some students did not spent time to revise this part of materials.  
 

General speaking, the students’ performance in this question is not as good as expected and is worse 
than the last year. If taking off the 11 students with the 0 mark (in the case of the last year where 
the students were allowed to choose 3 out of 4 questions, these students were unlikely to choose to 
answer this question but this year every question is compulsory), the average this year is 50% which 
is largely similar to 51% last year. Despite such a similarity, this is certainly an area needed to 
improve in both teaching and exam paper setting.  
 
Detailed Feedback to Question 4: 
 Question a). More than half students answered this question reasonably well. The common 

mistake is the incompleteness or incorrect formula in their answer.  
 Question b). There are 5 sub-questions in this question.  

o Question i): This sub-question is “In what sense that an allocation is regarded as 
feasible?” Most students failed to answer this question. This is less expected as this is a 
very basic conceptual type of question.  

o Questions ii)-iv): All these three sub-questions are conceptual type of questions and 
more than half of students are able to answer this question. The common mistakes are 
1) the answers are incomplete; 2)the answers are inaccurate.  

o Question v). This is a proof type of question and was designed to be the difficult one. 
More than half students have some ideas how to prove this, but only a few students 
gave the complete proof.  

 
 


