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 Excellent Satisfactory Poor 

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. 

X     
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MARKING GUIDELINES 
A (UCL mark 70+):  Note: marks of over 80 are given rarely and only 
for truly exceptional pieces of work.(Charles mark = 1) 
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. (Charles mark 
= 2)

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. (Charles mark = 3) 
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): 

This dissertation is based on a thorough theoretical overview, a profound methodological discussion and a sound re-
search design. The student demonstrated a deep understanding of the chosen paradigm of constructivism in the IR 
theory as well as a detailed discussion of the qualitative analysis method. 

The first weakness that I see is that in fact the leading concepts that are at the centre of the analysis are not defined 
enough in order to be operationalized. The author wanted to project the intellectual heritage of the Polish exile ‘Kul-
tura’ review and the debate between the ‘romantics’ and ‘pragmatics’ over the Polish foreign policy towards Ukraine 
in 2004 and 2013–14 in the discourses of the president, the prime minister and the minister of foreign affairs (p. 10) 
but I would prefer more solid definitions of these key concepts (pp. 6–8). I also wonder how the idea from the ‘Kul-
tura’ that were developed long before 1989 could be explainable for the Polish foreign policy towards Ukraine long 
after 1989 in the non-foreseeable situations such as the Orange Revolution in 2004 and the Euromaidan in 2013. 
Without having properly explained the context of the original ideas about Polish foreign policy presented in the ‘Kul-
tura’ and without having worked with the original texts from the ‘Kultura’ (these are typically second-hand quotations 
from Prizel’s book), it seems difficult to draw accurate, complete and persuasive picture of the ideas such as the ‘ULB 
doctrine’ etc. and their current impact. The author herself comes to this point when she tries to find out what the 
Polish exiles writing for the ‘Kultura’ might have though on topics that did not seem important to them such as the EU 
(p. 51). Also, the terms ‘pragmatics’ and ‘romantics’ seems more as a labelling problem rather than a deep ideological 
or conceptual tool because they had not been specified enough. I would appreciate if the author had devoted more 
energy to explanation of this context because it would not involve much work but it would strengthen the line of ar-
gumentation. 

The second remark of mine is that while the theoretical and methodological part is robust, its application to the em-
pirical reality brings rather limited results. Methodologically there is the point of ‘immersion’ in the primary sources 
(p. 35) that comes after a lengthy explanation but this in fact means simply reading through the sources and rather 
intuitively finding out the coding categories. I find this step correct but it only seems to me that simple activities were 
given oversophisticated description concealing the inherent subjective arbitrariness of research in social sciences. 
Also, a more detailed literature overview could be of help in order to identify the current state of the art. 

There are some minor, yet frequent typing errors, especially in Polish names and literature titles cited. Also, I do not 
think that Poland is often dubbed as ‘Russophile’, I think it is the opposite: ‘Russophobe’ (p. 70). 

Despite having exposed my critical points above, I am convinced that this dissertation demonstrates student’s good 
understanding of theory, use of methodology and research abilities to form a research question, to provide sources-
based arguments and to deliver some answer. 

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

1) Where do the key ideas of the ‘Kultura’ historically come from and why they should be authoritative for the Polish 
foreign policy towards Ukraine until today? 

2) Besides the leading politicians whose discourses were analysed, have there been any distinctive alternatives to the 
Polish foreign policy towards Ukraine in 2004 and 2013–4? 

 

 


