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1. KNOWLEDGE AND CONNECTION TO THE FIELD 
(relevance of the research question, research objective, literature review): 
 
The student asks about the process of establishing participatory governance in Georgia and 
Ukraine and related outcomes, although the research question is not set out in the form of a 
question and consistently referred to. The student reviews a wide body of related literature and 
shows some understanding of it. Additionally, some understanding is shown of the need to 
contextualise the research and to think about significance. That said, the RQ is not sufficiently 
talked through in terms of significance and the contribution to knowledge is asserted, versus 
evidenced. It is additionally not at all obvious whether such research has been conducted before 
because of a failure to talk to the question of a gap in knowledge/understanding. The literature 
review is structured to some degree in terms of debates, which is good, however, it is limited to 
mere description with little or no analysis conducted to help the reader understand where the 
student positions herself in respect of the literature or to understand which arguments will 
underpin the later research. This does come in the next chapter but more of this was needed in 
the review itself. More significantly, more critical engagement was needed, especially in terms 
of questioning the contexts in which the literature was written and the extent to which it 
applied to post-Soviet states, but also to consider the difference between policy made to achieve 
actual impact and policy made to achieve the mere semblance of routes to participation. Given 
the student begins by going to older literature, it is both a shame and surprising that time was 
not spent with literature that speaks to how effective participation can be achieved. There is 
some conversation about the particularities of the post-Soviet space but this is not connected to 
the more general literature on participatory governance.  
 
 
2. ANALYSIS 
(methodology, argument, theoretical backing, appropriate work with sources): 

 
There is a significant amount of time spent on the method and a very good marriage of the literature on 
participatory governance with methodological discussions. A good amount of thought has gone into 
formulating and articulating a framework for analysis and the student relies on some appropriate and 
good primary source material. More needed to be done to establish a time period and to explain the 
rationale for that. The student speaks of the focus on Georgia and Ukraine constituting case studies but it 
is unclear what is to be generalised from the studies and the limits of any such generalisation (just post-
Soviet space or more widely applicable?), nor do we get any engagement with this in the end stages of the 
thesis. In terms of analysis, the failure to find and engage with literature about efficacy of 
measures to increase participation results in a failure to move the analysis beyond a more 
descriptive account of what is in place to a discussion of actual efficacy. There is some reference 
to activism in each country but this is not meaningfully employed. 
 
 
3. CONCLUSIONS 
(persuasiveness, link between data and conclusions, achievement of research objectives): 
The research question (questions?) are answered, albeit to rather superficial effect. As 
suggested above, the conclusions are not compelling because the research design means that 
interesting questions and avenues for analysis are not explored. There were many 
opportunities to think about façade (Potemkin) politics but also to think more widely about 
structures, such as levels of education, working hours, pressures on society etc that preclude 
the type of participation the student speaks of. In short, much more was needed to think 
about what good participatory governance could look like in the particular geographies under 
discussion.  



 
 

4. FORMAL ASPECTS AND LANGUAGE 
(appropriate language, adherence to academic standards, citation style, layout): 

 

The thesis is written using an appropriate academic register. However, there are a good deal of 
syntactical and grammatical errors - with articles, lack of agreement between noun and verb 
(1st line p. 10); incorrect placing of negatives and adverbs/adjectives (p. 10 – “not still rejected”); 
syntax of questions (p. 13, first sentence of last paragraph). More damagingly, the thesis is very 
repetitious. Literally, thousands of words could have been lost through a good editing process, 
leaving space for the issues I refer to above to be included. This relates to structure as well, I do 
not understand a structure that has findings, conclusions and summary chapters, in addition to 
the interim discussion of findings within the chapters themselves. At points, therefore, the 
thesis makes for rather tedious reading. The reading is made more difficult by the failure to 
build links among chapters, to cross-reference and use signposts. 
 
Referencing is performed to a good standard in-text, although the student would benefit from 
looking at how footnote numbers are formulated, i.e. using a superscript. The bibliography is 
problematic, primary sources are not properly set out, bullet points are unnecessary – and not 
consistent with academic convention. Publisher information is not complete and it would have 
been good to see some differentiation made between the different levels of publication, e.g. 
chapter in book or article within journal. Finally, having to sift through different lists in order 
to find a source is unhelpful, a bibliography should be a single list, showing full regard for the 
readers.  
 
The thesis is well-presented for the most part, although margins have been set far too 
narrowly, spaces between sub-headings and text were needed and spaces after paragraphs as 
well. Doing this would have reduced the very text-heavy visual impact. 
 
5. SUMMARY ASSESSMENT 
(strong and weak point of the dissertation, other issues): 
The student covers some good literature and uses this to build her analytical framework. There 
is a good attempt to think through methodological issues. 
 
The analysis is rather pedestrian, as a result of the student failing to read more widely in 
relation to participation and governance and to think about what was not in place in each state, 
rather than being guided only by what was. The thesis is not the easiest to read, there is a 
failure to think about structure, to provide good introductions and summaries of sections and 
chapters or to signpost the reader on. Connections between sections and chapters are often 
missing, making for a less than fluent read.  
 
Considering the student has now benefited from another year to work on the thesis, the result 
is rather disappointing.  
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