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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. 

72  

  

  

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. 

74  

  

  

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. 
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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. 
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Methodology 

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

This is very thorough and well-crafted piece of research which explores the effects of GFC on exports of the CEECs. It is 
well structured and well researched with appropriate methodology. 

A choice of variables in econometric model is reflection of the literature which sometimes would need additional in-
terpretation in the context of the CEE. For example, use of common language dummy in a region where I would have 
difficulties to find two countries which share common language?  

The major weakness is that articulation of the argument and interpretation of results could have been improved. For 
example, the hypothesis is that the financial crisis has a lasting effect on the exports of CEECs. This issue has been well 
researched, and results show that this Ho cannot be answered in this simplified form and yet we do not get this clearly 
stated. My comments below can hopefully help in improving articulation of results.  

The notion MTR is used several times before full wording was given only later on in text. 

The case of Croatia posed a kind of puzzle for the author for simple reasons that Croatia has nominal flexible exchange 
rate regime while in practice it has very strong or controlled peg to Euro. There was not thing to prevent author to 
classify on de facto basis Croatia into fixed ER regime. 

The explanatory factors of trade are very much aligned with the gravity model literature which is to be expected. 
However, it seems that gravity sensitivity after 2008 has actually increased but not in a vert systematic manner. This 
‘modified’ validity of gravity could have been spelled out more clearly in text. 

Author states that ‘The “structural reform” in Baltic states altered the economic landscape of the three countries fun-
damentally’? This is quite surprising statement as it is nowhere stated in which fundamental way it has been changed? 
The only hint is given in reference to Aslund which points to ‘the significant cuts in public spending (which) led to 
structural reforms, like less bureaucracy (Åslund, 2012a)’. This would really require some clarification – cuts in public 
spending are equated with less bureaucracy and are labelled as structural reforms? 

On one place author points to ‘The IMF's bailout conditions (which) led to rigorous spending cuts, which could escalate 
the crisis and impact the political and social stability in the entire region (Galgóczi, 2009). Moreover, The IMF has sig-
nificantly exacerbated the financial crisis. For example, the IMF encouraged the use of fiscal stimulus and looser fiscal 
policy, which exacerbated the crisis situation in Slovenia (Åslund, 2012b)’. Is there contradiction here? Has IMF 
preached rigorous spending cuts or use of fisci stimulus? 

Country groupings are OK as they are based supposedly distance (though in the CEE that can be debated) but interpre-
tation of results would require consideration of  structural and  historical factors rather than just stating them. How-
ever, this may be asking too much. 

 
I am not sure I follow this sentence: ‘The common language presents a larger impact than other dummies, so sharing 
the same language with Baltic countries is quite important in exports’? Which country share common language with 
Baltic countries?  

   

The results suggest that the Rose Effect which indicates that the common currency union can reduce trade costs 

and significantly increase trade is not confirmed. Yet this is not clearly stated. Why?  



 

 

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

 

Did the GFC crisis had a long-term effect on the exports of CEECs? If you cannot answer yes or not, please, explain. 

 

A conclusion is that” ‘The effect is captured by the change of sensitivity to GDP and the change of average of exports. 

So, the results prove the hypothesis that the exports before and after the crisis are different’. How do you explain in-
creasing sensitivity of the CEE to changes in GDP? What do you mean by the change of sensitivity to ‘the change of 
exports’ given that you try to explain change of exports? 

 

I am not sure I follow the sentence: ‘The 1% increase in both exporters’ and importers’ GDP leads to 0.51% increase 
and 0.95% increase of exports of CEECs respectively, and the influence of importers’ GDP is larger than exporters’ 
GDP’ Is there anything missing here?  

 

Results for sectors suggest that in some sectors distant countries become more attractive. The explanation is that ‘it is 
possible that after 2009, transportation costs started to play a less important role in determining trade’. It is puzzling 
why you have not tried to clarify this issue by exploring geographical reorientation of trade after 2008? This is proba-
bly shift towards China and other emerging economies?  

 

 

 

 


