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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 appro-
priately. 

x  

  

  

Presentation & Documentation  

Accurate and consistently presented footnotes and bibliographic refer-
ences; accuracy of grammar and spelling; correct and clear presentation 
of charts/graphs/tables or other data. Appropriate and correct referenc-
ing 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. 
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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 
engage in sustained research work and poor understanding of ap-
propriate research techniques.

Please provide substantive and detailed feedback! 
Comments, explaining strengths and weaknesses (at least 300 words): 

Lindsay Wojtula’s thesis is one of the best student papers I have read this semester. In documenting the 
intricate means of Russian diplomatic communication vis-à-vis the British (and international) public and the 
employment of strategic narratives targeted to spin the official “Western” readings of the Skripal poisoning 
case, Ms. Wojtula has put together a research design that is theoretically and methodologically grounded, 
empirically substantiated and – importantly – very accessible for the reader and interesting.  

In a very logically structured introduction of the theoretical framework, she lays out the case for why it is 
necessary to research Twitter accounts of diplomatic missions and particularly the Russian ones. Combining 
theoretical approaches from media studies, political science and international relations, she has built a 
unique framework for analysing visual content on social media, using the concept of strategic narratives. 
She has thus demonstrated her ability to connect abstract theories and apply them in empirical observa-
tions. I find the structure of the paper to be its main strength – the reader is guided by the author and pro-
vided with clear explanations and logical transitions between individual chapters. I also commend that Ms. 
Wojtula has devoted the time to scrape the Russian Embassy’s Twitter account manually rather than using 
automatic tools that may – depending on their programming – omit certain features important for the 
analysis. 

I would appreciate, though, if the thesis also provided a breakdown of the demographics of the Russian 
Embassy’s Twitter account followers – are these mainly Russians living in London? If yes, does the Twitter 
account actually have some influence over the British public/media discourse, or is it merely an echo cham-
ber?  

The thesis provides us with a very nuanced categorization of the types of Tweets that the Embassy used to 
strengthen specific strategic narratives, but gives less information about the actual penetration of these 
Tweets into the British “Twittersphere” – information on the amounts of likes and retweets (though these 
may not necessarily be an expression of consent) would also be valuable in some instances. I am aware that 
the following remark would be beyond the scope of the thesis, but an interesting juxtaposition would be to 
compare the Twitter account of the British Embassy in Moscow and compare the strategies of the two re-
spective missions in the case of the Skripal poisoning. 

Overall, Ms. Wojtula has demonstrated that she 1) is very articulate and clear in describing complex issues; 
2) is capable of designing original research frameworks that make sense and enable her to answer research 
questions and 3) is a diligent researchers when it comes to identifying empirical examples. All this leads me 
to the conclusion that the thesis – if shortened – would deserve to be published in an academic journal. 



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

 

1. In the conclusion of your paper you mention that social media provide a “safe space” for political 
propaganda that cannot be reached by state regulation if they fail to comply with broadcasting 
rules like “traditional” media. Should social media providers accept the authority over regulation 
of content, or should it be the role of individual states or even some international compact? 

2. Was it only the Russian Embassy in London that employed Twitter to support counter-narratives 
in the Skripal case or was it a more concerted effort that was used by other Russian Embassies in 
Europe? 


