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 70+ 69-65 60-61 59-55 54-50 <50 
 A B C D E F 
Knowledge  
Knowledge of problems involved, e.g. historical and social context, spe-
cialist literature 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 co-
herence. Ability to argue a case; clear evidence of analysis and logical 
thought; recognition of an argument´s limitation or alternative views; 
Ability to use other evidence to support arguments and structure ap-
propriately. 

x  

  

  

Presentation & Documentation  
Accurate and consistently presented footnotes and bibliographic refer-
ences; accuracy of grammar and spelling; correct and clear presenta-
tion of charts/graphs/tables or other data. Appropriate and correct 
referencing throughout. Correct and contextually correct handling of 
quotations. 

x  

  

  

Methodology 
Understanding of techniques applicable to the chosen field of research, 
showing an ability to engage in sustained independent research. 

x  
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MARKING GUIDELINES
 
 
A (UCL mark 70+) = A (Charles mark- excellent):  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 (UCL mark 69-65) = B (Charles mark – very good) 
C (UCL mark 64-60) = C (Charles mark – good): A high level of analy-
sis, critical use of sources and insightful interpretation. Good under-
standing 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 (UCL mark 59-55) = D (Charles mark – satisfactory) 
E (UCL mark 54-50) = E (Charles mark – sufficient): 
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) = F (Charles mark - insufficient): 
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.



Please provide substantive and detailed feedback! 

Comments, explaining strengths and weaknesses (at least 300 words): 
The thesis is a contribution to the study of Russia’s information warfare. It seeks to analyze how 
Russia frames events that have negative ramifications for the Kremlin, focusing on its overt opera-
tions on the Internet, particularly in the social media. These aspects and communication patterns are 
exemplified through a case study of the official Twitter account of the Russian embassy in London 
and its messaging in the aftermath of the poisoning of Sergei and Yulia Skripal in Salisbury, UK in 
2018.  
 
First what should be mentioned: conducting such a research requires an in-depth knowledge of and 
advanced training and skills in several fields, from communications and media, to language, to art of 
war, given the study’s interdisciplinary nature. In this respect, the author did an excellent job. The 
paper starts with a literature review, which draws on an extensive review of a huge bulk of academic 
treatises and shows her orientation in the field. The thesis exhibits a solid theoretical underpinning 
that is outlined in full in a separate theoretical chapter. Also, the paper is well grounded, relying on 
methods and techniques of visual content, discourse, and narrative analyses. The literature review, 
theory and methodology make all together for some fifty percent of the final text and provide a firm 
and solid framework for the analysis of the empirical material--Russia’s communication of the Skri-
pal murder.  
 
The analysis itself relies on an evaluation of a large corpus of primary data, a no doubt time-
consuming endeavor, as this data processing could not be done using automated software. The stu-
dent had to go through official Russian embassy’s communication back for a period of a half a year 
or so and manually categorize each single out of the 100+ published Twitter messages relating to the 
Skripal poisoning. The main aim of this analysis was to deconstruct the textual and visual represen-
tations of the Salisbury attack (agents, event itself and the ensuing message), against her identified 
Russian strategic narratives. The analysis as such has been very precise. Also, the presentation of the 
results is flawless and the narrative is easy to follow, as far as the topic permits.  
 
Having read the paper, I would have two critical remarks or suggestions for improvement, should 
the student wish to further build upon her work. None of them are principal, however. First, while 
the overall organization is clear and logical, I would still plead for a slight rearrangement of some 
subchapters. Particularly the subchapter 2.1 (now part of the literature review) might perhaps better 
fit under Introduction, as it provides largely a context for the event to be analyzed, rather than deal-
ing with the state of art as reflected in the academic literature. Second, while the results themselves 
and the discussion thereof are clear, detailed, and moreover provide some valuable material for fur-
ther research, what I am missing a bit is a final concluding section elaborating on possible implica-
tions these findings may have. Can the results of this case study of one particular disinformation 
campaign be generalized so they would help us better understand Russia’s behavior patterns? Are 
they indicative possibly of some new trends in Russia’s information warfare? What blind spots has 
the research revealed? What lessons can be possibly learned from a detailed analysis of this opera-
tion? A more concise synthesis of findings would possibly help here, also to stress the utmost rele-
vance of further research on this topic.  
 
 



Specific questions you would like addressing at the oral defence (at least 2 questions): 
1) On a methodological note. The student has deliberately left aside assessing the impact of the dis-
information campaign during the Skripal affair, due to space constraints and in order to keep her 
study narrow-focused, a decision I fully endorse. How could possible impact of campaigns like this 
be measured, in case someone wishes to elaborate further on her research? 
 
2) Based on the present research, does the student have ideas on what democratic societies could and 
should do to defend themselves against these types of malign activities (e.g. hostile disinformation 
campaigns, as illustrated by Russia’s strategic communication of the Salisbury attack)?  



 


