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• Coherent set of research questions and/or hypothesis identified Very Good 

• Appropriate methodology and evidence of effective organisation of work  Very Good 

• Logically structured argument and flow of ideas reflecting research questions Very Good 

• Application of theory and/or concepts  Very Good 

B. Use of Source Material  

This refers to your skills to select and use relevant information and data in a correct manner  

• Evidence of reading and review of published literature Excellent  

• Selection of relevant primary and/or secondary evidence to support argument Excellent  

• Critical analysis and evaluation of evidence Very Good 

• Accuracy of factual data Excellent  

C. Academic Style 

This refers to your ability to write in a formal academic manner  

• Appropriate formal and clear writing style Excellent  

• Accurate spelling, grammar and punctuation Good 

• Consistent and accurate referencing (including complete bibliography) Good 

• Is the dissertation free from plagiarism? Yes 



         
 

IMSISS Dissertation Feedback & Mark Sheet 
 

 

 2 

• Evidence of ethics approval included (if required based on methodology) Yes 

• Appropriate word count Yes 

 
ADDITIONAL WRITTEN COMMENTS 

Reviewer 1 

This is a very interesting thesis which deals with a very relevant and timely topic.  It has a clear, 

albeit, rather broad research question (articulated on p.6 and again p.20).  It is generally well 

designed and the methodology makes sense given the significant challenges encountered in both 

accessing written documentation and in attracting interviewees (although the total number of 

potential interviewees contacted does not seem to be provided).  The limits of the methodology 

employed are comprehensively set out although likely differences in perspectives between 

Security Advisers and Country Directors should be acknowleged given what we learnt in this 

respect from the literature review.  The literature review is comprehensive although a specific gap 

is not overtly identified (thus leading to the perhaps overly broad research question and overall 

argument).  The theoretical sections are very good although more use could have been made of 

these in the analysis (the application of Lipsky is a notable exception, but what of Merton and 

others?). 

 

Overall, the analysis is good and follows the debates set out in the literature review.  However, 

there is a tendency more towards reporting than analysis in places while a more systematic 

application of the literature reviewed would facilitate.  For example, while the synopses at the 

end of each findings chapter are very good, these need to refer back to the relevant literature - this 

is done well on pages 44 and 46 but not so well in the chapters / sections preceding these.  

Overall, the thesis is well written in a clear and engaging style.  There are, however, quite a 

number of minor typographical errors throughout which make it difficult to follow at times.  The 

bibiography is also incomplete in places (place of publication for books; page numbers for 

journal articles).  

 

 
  
Reviewer 2 

This dissertation observes a recent change in the work of humanitarian NGOs – bureaucratisation, 

securitisation and, consequently, a decrease of effectiveness. It is an exciting topic, and the author 

provides a logically structured, information-rich, comprehensive, readable and highly stimulating 

reading. The author’s effort to talk to experienced NGO workers is undoubtedly something to be 

appreciated. I genuinely enjoyed reading this dissertation.  

 

However, the author’s original contribution does not fit with the traditional pattern. The central 

research question is wholly answered already in the literature review (which is an excellent piece 

of academic writing). It does not seem that the analytical part (based on interviews) would bring 

any new information or interpretation. The evidence does “only” confirm and illustrate the 

arguments already presented in the literature review.  

 

It is not expected from an MA dissertation to produce a new and original argument in so well 

documented area. Importantly, the dissertation proves the author’s indisputable competence in 

conducting and presenting a sophisticated research project.  
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