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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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A/1 UCL Mark: 74 Marker: Andrew Wilson 

Deducted for late submission:  Signed: Andrew Wilson 

Deducted for inadequate referencing:  Date: 15 June 2017 

 
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 is an excellent study of ideas in foreign policy. The section on IR literature is solid, although 

could be slimmed. The study uses qualitative content analysis, redefined as ‘thematic analysis’, and 

this is explained well. Though one table used rather stands out – perhaps this quantitative approach 

could have been used more consistently.  

There are a few slip-ups. Poland didn’t get the Treaty of Riga frontiers in 1945 (page 5). The EU 

never talked about Ukrainian membership ‘by 2011’ (page 42). Sikorski is spelt three different 

ways on page 47. Tymoshenko’s release was never formally the condition for signing the EU Asso-

ciation Agreement (page 49). Yanukovych wasn’t president in 2004 (page 74); the narrative is also 

confused on page 76, about Bandera, this was Yushchenko’s decision, swiftly reversed. But gener-

ally these are few and far between.  

There could be more on why Poland was excluded from the Normandy format (a key defeat) (page 

57). There is no real discussion of possible alternative drivers of foreign policy, like business inter-

ests. 

But the main strength of the project is that it does indeed work as ‘thematic analysis’. The key 

tropes are well-defined and well-traced; so this is a high quality analysis of foreign policy debates, 

richly-supported by a wide range of sources. The general quality of the analysis is excellent. It is 

good to see such a nuanced discussion o the Kultura legacy. 

 

 

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

 

How much has changed since 2014? There is an interesting reference to ‘the idea developed by Andrzej 
Nowak, who stated that: Polish Eastern Policy only makes sense when there appears a civilization clash’ 
(page 78). Isn’t that back, since 2014?  

Has the Kultura legacy become more or less relevant since 2014? 

(I know that the project only covers the period up to 2014, but the cut-off point can be discussed). 

 

Why was Poland excluded from the Normandy format? 

 

To what extent have changing policies simply been driven by changing circumstances in Ukraine? 

 

 

 

 


