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Excellent Satsfactory Poor

Knowledge 

Knowledge of problems involved, e.g. historical and social context, specialist literat-
ure on the topic. Evidence of capacity to gather informaton through a wide and ap-
propriate range of reading, and to digest and process knowledge.

x

Analysis & Interpretaton 

Demonstrates a clear grasp of concepts. Applicaton of appropriate methodology and
understanding; willingness to apply an independent approach or interpretaton re-
cogniton of alternatve interpretatons; Use of precise terminology and avoidance of 
ambiguity; avoidance of excessive generalisatons or gross oversimplifcatons.

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; recogniton of an ar-
guments limitaton or alternatve views; Ability to use other evidence to support argu-
ments and structure appropriately.

x

Presentaton & Documentaton 

Accurate and consistently presented footnotes and bibliographic references; accuracy
of grammar and spelling; correct and clear presentaton of charts/graphs/tables or 
other data. Appropriate and correct referencing throughout. Correct and contextually
correct handling of quotatons.

x

ECTS Mark: B UCL Mark: 68 Marker: Dr Felix Ciută
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MARKING GUIDELINES
A (UCL mark 70+):  Note: marks of over 80 are given rarely and only 
for truly exceptonal pieces of work.
Distnctvely sophistcated and focused analysis, critcal use of 
sources and insightul interpretaton. Comprehensive understanding 
of techniques applicable to the chosen feld of research, showing an 
ability to engage in sustained independent research.
B/C (UCL mark 60-69):  
A high level of analysis, critcal use of sources and insightul interpre-
taton. Good understanding of techniques applicable to the chosen 
feld of research, showing an ability to engage in sustained indepen-
dent research. 65 or over equates to a B grade.

D/E (UCL mark 50-59):
Demonstraton of a critcal use of sources and ability to engage in 
systematc inquiry. An ability to engage in sustained research work, 
demonstratng 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 en-
gage in systematc inquiry. Inadequate evidence of ability to engage 
in sustained research work and poor understanding of appropriate 
research techniques.
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Constructve comments, explaining strengths and weaknesses (at least 300 words):

This is an excellently researched and engaged dissertaton, whose author shows an obvious interest in and commit -
ment to the topic. It covers well the empirical and methodological literatures, and handles profciently the conceptual
and theoretcal elements it addresses. The dissertaton structure is clear and coherent throughout. Although the histor -
ical secton tends to rely on a rather limited literature (one or two sources at tmes), the dissertaton is very well refer-
enced, and benefts from a clear and direct writng style.

In terms of improvement, there are several areas that require atenton

1. The most impressive characteristc of the dissertaton – its very broad scope – is at the same tme its key weakness.
While all the elements included in the structure of the argument are interestng and relevant, the dissertaton bites
considerably more than it – or any such dissertaton – can chew. The result is a rushed survey of empirical data in every
secton, which not only feels overly descriptve, but due to the inevitable word count constraints, can only produce
analytcal statements that lack the depth and nuance that at the start seemed very much within the grasp of the au -
thor. 

2. Thus, while the research questons are clear and precise, they could, and should have been narrowed down consid-
erably. The argument for a “mult-site” analysis of governance practces is in principle convincing, but the result is a
rather thin analytcal output; for example, the “media & cultural consumpton” secton could alone be the subject of a
whole dissertaton, while the two paragraphs dedicated to “educaton” are hopelessly insufcient. A soluton could
have been the focus on one partcular site, such as the politcs of the body (physical appearance and dress code), or the
social media presence of president Kadyrov. This would have allowed a more in-depth analysis of the material, and a
more detailed tracing of the politco-discursive elements outlined at the start of the dissertaton. 

3. The study of social media use is potentally very productve analytcally. At the same tme however, this dimension of
the study raises several issues. The frst concerns whether social media can be studied in the same way as any dis -
course. The second is whether social media can be studied at all as a unidirectonal communicaton – without, that is,
taking into account the contnuous reacton and feedback that the medium is designed to encourage (and provides).
The third issue concerns the use (and study of the use) of images. In this sense, the thesis would have benefted from
an engagement with the by now signifcant literature on politcs and social media, and/or that focused on visuality and
visual culture.

4. Similarly, the argument could have benefted from an engagement with the wide literature dedicated to the rela -
tonship between politcs and religion, which would have provided additonal conceptual reference points which de-
velop and fne-tune Moufe and Laclau's framework. (But this, of course, would only have been possible within a much
narrower research framework.)

Specifc questons you would like addressing at the oral defence (at least 2 questons):

1. What are the diferences between religion and ideology in the operaton and establishment of hege-
mony and politcal legitmacy?

2. Is it not a truism that all discursive formatons are consttutvely related to interest by virtue of their in-
trinsically politcal nature?

3. Is social media a typical form of discourse? What theoretcal, methodological and politcal challenges 
does the study of social media raise?

4. Can images and other visual texts be considered a part of the “linguistc realm” (p. 21)? Are there no 
specifc dimensions of the visual (e.g. afectve or aesthetc) that distnguish it from the linguistc do-
main?

5. In what sense is “analysis” a method? (identfed as “method 3” in the text)


