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Knowledge  

Knowledge of problems involved, e.g. historical and social context, specialist litera-
ture 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 rec-
ognition 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 coherence. Ability 
to argue a case; clear evidence of analysis and logical thought; recognition of an ar-
guments limitation or alternative views; Ability to use other evidence to support ar-
guments and structure appropriately. 

   x  

Presentation & Documentation  

Accurate and consistently presented footnotes and bibliographic references; accuracy 
of grammar and spelling; correct and clear presentation of charts/graphs/tables or 
other data. Appropriate and correct referencing throughout. Correct and contextually 
correct handling of quotations. 
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A (UCL mark 70+):  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/C (UCL mark 60-69):   
A high level of analysis, critical use of sources and insightful inter-
pretation. Good understanding of techniques applicable to the cho-
sen field of research, showing an ability to engage in sustained in-
dependent research. 65 or over equates to a B grade.

D/E (UCL mark 50-59): 
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): 
Demonstrates failure to use sources and an inadequate ability to 
engage in systematic inquiry. Inadequate evidence of ability to en-
gage in sustained research work and poor understanding of appro-
priate research techniques. 
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Comments, explaining strengths and weaknesses (at least 300 words): 

Generally, it is an interesting paper on widely ignored topic – is prevalence of industry a benefit or a burden for the 
country? Nevertheless, I must admit that I expected more, especially as I know Roland’s qualities. The thesis seems to 
be written in some haste, with numerous misprints and other mistakes and inaccuracies (talking about “recent global 
crisis” in the abstract, “Previous research referred to this as to ‘creative destruction’” without mentioning Joseph 
Schumpeter (p.4), “quit” instead of “quite” on the same page, numbers for “more industrialized countries” while they 
are present for other groups in the table on the page 21 and many others.   

The thesis does not discuss other explanations of the performance of the EU countries during the Global Financial 
Crisis in whole. Some of the countries ran strict austerity policies, some followed the strategy of fiscal expansion. For 
instance, the author does not take into account the programs for support of industries in the countries in concern. 
German scrappage incentive helped not only German industry, but it also (and mostly) helped to the car industries in 
the Czech Republic and Romania. Their relatively mild recession was caused by these policies as well as low cost pro-
duction rather than by simple “level of industrialization”. This information is only mentioned on the page 37 (Germany 
part), however, it is not a subject of closer examination.  

Parts of the thesis are just repeating what we see from the tables. In the most obvious case, the thesis repeats the 
growth rates of GDP without any addition. Also using such terms as “the Czech Republic exhibits a negative growth of 
only 0.5 percent, putting it somewhat close to the economies that managed to recover in due time” (24) undermines 
the rigidity of author’s approach.     

There is still something to be done about the structure of the thesis – tables of the GDP growths of the EU countries 
are repeated three times, information that Poland did not record even a single year of economic downturn is re-
peated several times. Also one single paragraph of the literature review with only one work mentioned is not enough 
(p.7). I expected in-depth discussion of possible explanations of the crisis with the clear statement, what the thesis 
brings new to the topic. However, it did not come.    

Furthermore, the whole conclusion is not really convincing. The author acknowledges that there are exceptions to the 
general rule (Poland, United Kingdom), where, in the former case, there was no economic decline at all, and in the 
latter case, the recovery was swift contrary to the author’s expectations for relatively less industrial country. Also the 
point that the industry’s churn rate is lower than it is in services relativizes author’s claim that high share of industry 
means higher resilience. Bearing in mind author’s definition of “resilience” as the dynamic one (ability to recover from 
the shock) it is clear that simply industrial enterprises stay on the market while services close down and open new. As 
a result, we deal with a difference in reaction, not principal difference.     

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

The countries under scrutiny followed radically different fiscal policies ranging from austerity to fiscal ex-
pansion. Although you mention this in the part where you deal with individual countries, it would deserve 
some elaboration. Could you, please, explain the effects of fiscal policies briefly? 

The very term ‘industry’ represents different meanings in different countries. Heavy industry for Eastern 
Europe turned to be a lasting problem and only now it recovers from the crisis. Have you spotted any dif-
ferences based on the structure of industry (high-tech vs heavy industry etc.)?    

 


