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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. 

/  

  

  

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. 

/  

  

  

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. 

 / 

  

  

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. 

/  

  

  

Methodology 

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

/  

  

  

 

ECTS Mark: 72 Charles Mark: A 
Excel-
lent 

Marker: Aglaya Snetkov 
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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): 

The dissertation investigates Russia’s disinformation campaign around the Skripal poisoning by analysing the Russian 
Embassy’s twitter feed. This thesis is simultaneously situates itself the study of information warfare and our increased 
interest in digital diplomacy.  

 

Overall, this is a very well researched, structured and argued thesis. It is particularly strong in its empirical analysis 
which is very thorough and very well presented. Theoretically, this thesis draws on a wide set of literatures ranging 
from digital diplomacy, visual politics, strategic narrative analysis and information warfare. It makes an excellent point 
regarding the need for more research into the intersection between digital diplomacy and visual politics and makes 
very good use of Bleiker’s approach to visual analysis, which is very well linked to Critical Discourse analysis. The dis-
cussion regarding information warfare and strategic narratives is also very comprehensive. Methodologically, this 
study is very thorough. The author has clearly thought very hard about their methodological and design choices when 
putting the project together. Both the types of sources, methods of collection and analysis are very appropriate to the 
research design and this clearly comes through in the analysis. This part of the thesis is particularly strong. 

 

I also enjoyed reading the analytical part of the thesis. The argument regarding the different ways in which the Embas-
sy has sought to present the main actors, event and message surrounding the Skripal affair is analytically very strong 
and makes excellent use of the images and textual evidence to support its claims. For example, the use of small details 
such as the way in which Putin was largely absent from the tweets, ways in the images of Skripal and Yulia were juxta-
posed to each other, Russian attempts to shore up support from the British public were very used to illustrate and 
support your overall argument. The thesis also makes use of visual analysis e.g. talking about the colour used in the 
different photos that is then interspersed with textual analysis. This gives a nice flavour of the type of discourse being 
produced by the Russian embassy in London.  

 

The final section is excellent in bringing everything to a close. The argument that the Russian Embassy uses its twitter 
feed to promote a form of disinformation campaign as part of its digital diplomacy is very persuasive. As suggested, 
this is clearly an area of research that needs to be investigated further. Something to consider is whether the move 
online by most embassies around the world – has shifted to them playing a much more public and visible role than 
ever before when much of this diplomatic work would have been a lot more low-key. 

 

One way of strengthening the paper would have been to engage even more thoroughly with the theoretical literature 
on digital diplomacy that has become very important in recent years. Whilst in practice the thesis does extensively 
look at the interconnections between digital diplomacy and information warfare – how do these existing literatures 
talk to each other or not as the case might be. There are also a couple of epistemological differences between Bleik-
er’s approach to visual politics and the studies on information warfare – which could also been dealt with in more 
depth. Finally, although this is already briefly covered in the thesis – it would have been good to see a more substan-
tial engagement with the notion of intent when it comes to twitter diplomacy. For example, how do we measure in-
tent, what is intentional or just accidental and does this make a difference if the message is the same? 

Overall, this is an excellent piece of work and I really enjoyed reading it.  



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

 

What do you think is the relationship between digital diplomacy and Russia’s disinformation campaigns? 

 

How would you measure intentionality when it comes to the Russian Embassy’s tweets around the Skri-
pal affair? 

 


