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Composition of the final mark for a master thesis project 

The final mark for a master thesis project is composed of three grades: 

 

 percentage of final mark 

Process 30% 

Presentation 10% 

Report (thesis) 30% 

Results (analysis) 30% 

 

 

The process refers to everything that happens in relation to the project from the beginning up to 

and including the writing of the thesis. The student is judged on the basis of his/her capacity to 

learn, working attitude, independence, level of understanding reached, and capacity to 

communicate about the project to peers and supervisors. 

 

The presentation refers to the thesis colloquium, to be presented towards the end of the project. It 

is judged on content, structure, and presentation skills. The discussion afterwards is also considered 

to be part of the presentation. 

 

The report refers to the final piece of written work handed in at the end of the project, representing 

the results of the research project. This is assessed for structure, clarity, coherence, style, and 

completeness. Referencing also is an important issue.   

 

In the context of HPS, results refer to the level of analysis, originality, scope, and level of difficulty.  

 

The first supervisor has to fill out the assessment form; the second supervisor can add comments 

and indicate that s/he agrees with the final assessment.  

 

The main grades are represented below; elements which are judged to fall between two categories 

may be given a ‘half’ grade, as in 7.5, 8.5. The final grade is a weighed average, specific to one 

decimal (for example 7.8).  

 

  

  



The process 

 

Mark Description of the student 

10 

Exceptional 

• Diligent, efficient, mature, independent in both finding and reading 
literature; 

• Researched an independently formulated, innovative and scientifically 
relevant question; 

• Mastered the theoretical issues and discussions in the wider field of the 
thesis subject; 

• Wrote the thesis with minimal intervention of the supervisor; 

• Showed exceptional communication skills (meetings and discussions). 
 

9 

Excellent 

• Diligent, efficient, mature, independent in both finding and reading 
literature; 

• Researched a by and large independently formulated, scientifically relevant 
question; 

• Mastered the theoretical issues and discussions relevant to the thesis; 

• Wrote the thesis with minimal intervention of the supervisor; 

• Showed excellent communication skills (meetings and discussions); 
 

8 

Good 

• Almost independent in both finding and reading literature; 

• Researched a scientifically relevant question that was formulated with 
some help from the supervisor; 

• Understood the theoretical issues relevant to the thesis;  

• Wrote the thesis without much intervention from the supervisor; problems 
were swiftly corrected;  

• Showed good communications skills (meetings and discussions); 
 

7 

Reasonably 

good 

• Partly independent in both finding and reading literature; 

• Needed guidance in formulating a scientifically relevant question; 

• Needed help in understanding the theoretical issues relevant to the thesis;  

• Needed regular intervention from the supervisor to write the thesis; 
needed help to solve problems;  

• Showed reasonable communication skills at meetings and seminars; 
 

6 

Sufficient 

• Lacked independence in both finding and reading literature; 

• Needed much guidance in formulating a scientifically relevant question; 

• Needed much help in understanding the relevant theoretical issues; 

• Needed constant intervention from the supervisor to write a thesis, and 
needed much help to solve problems. 

• Passable communication skills (meetings and seminars); 
 

<6 

Insufficient 

• Needed much guidance in both finding and reading literature; 

• Unable to contribute to formulating a scientifically relevant question;  

• Never fully understood  the theoretical issues relevant to the thesis 

• Needed severe intervention from the supervisor to write the thesis; was 
unable to solve part of the problems; 

• Lacked communication skills (meetings and seminars). 



The presentation 

 

Mark description of the presentation thesis 

10 

Exceptional 

• Clear, well articulated and engaging exposition; 

• Pitched at the correct level for the audience; 

• Clear, uncluttered slides; 

• Well answered questions: thoughtful and complete answers. 

9 

Excellent 

• Clear, well articulated and engaging exposition; 

• Pitched at the correct level for the audience; 

• Clear, uncluttered slides; 

• A few questions could benefit from more thoughtful or complete answers. 

8 

Good 

• Mostly clear and well articulated exposition; 

• Mostly pitched at the correct level for the audience; 

• Clear, uncluttered slides; 

• Some questions could benefit from more thoughtful or complete answers; 

• One or two questions did not get fully answered. 

7 

Reasonably good 

• Fair presentation, mostly, but not always clear and with confusing parts; 

• Not quite pitched at the level for the audience; 

• Unclear or cluttered slides or a mismatch between slides and the oral 
presentation; 

• Several questions could benefit from more thoughtful or complete 
answers; 

• Several questions did not get fully answered. 

6 

Sufficient 

• Exposition not always clear and with confusing parts; 

• Pitched at the wrong level for the audience; 

• Unclear or cluttered slides or a mismatch between slides and the oral 
presentation; 

• Several questions could benefit from more thoughtful or complete 
answers; 

• Several questions did not get fully answered. 

<6 

Insufficient 

• Confusing or unclear presentation; 

• Pitched at the wrong level for the audience; 

• Unclear or cluttered slides or a mismatch between slides and the oral 
presentation; 

• Several questions could benefit from more thoughtful or complete 
answers; 

• Questions did not get fully answered; 

• Some questions got wrong answers; 

• Did not seem fully to understand the material presented. 
 

 

 

  



The thesis 

 

Outstanding (10)  
The research question is sharply formulated. The thesis demonstrates a full command of the topic 
and the debates in the field. It shows systematic, broad-ranging and thorough research in the field 
using appropriate methods. The argumentation is thorough, the examples always precise and rele-
vant, the selection and synthesis of secondary literature polished. The handling of bibliography and 
footnoting is up to professional standard and the style is precise, correct, and highly readable.  

 
Excellent (9) 
The central question is lucidly formulated. It addresses all aspects of the topic and demonstrates 
careful and systematic research in appropriately selected sources. The argument is balanced and 
well-structured and effectively expressed, with specific, detailed and accurate use of evidence. It is 

scrupulous in citation of primary and secondary sources and in adherence to bibliographic 
conventions.  
 

Good (8) 
The thesis has a clearly formulated research question. It demonstrates extensive independent 
research using appropriate methods. It is coherently structured and argued. The conclusions are 
supported by detailed evidence. It is well expressed.  
 
Reasonably good (7) 
The thesis formulates and attempts to answer a central research question in a satisfactory way. It 

demonstrates solid coverage of the relevant secondary and primary sources, using appropriate 
methods. The presentation and discussion of sources is generally professional. The language is 
correct and the main points are made explicitly and in a structured way. The thesis as a whole 

exhibits some problems of relevance and structure. Expression may show some deficiencies.  
 

Sufficient (6) 
The thesis has a central question and attempts to answer it. The selection and understanding of 
primary evidence and the secondary discussion is haphazard.  The writing falls short of correctness 

and clarity; the presentation of sources is not up to professional standards. 
 
Deficient (<6)  
The thesis has a poorly formulated central research question. The writing is vague or incorrect (the 

expression is poor at best, incoherent at worst.)  It makes inadequate use of primary and secondary 
sources. 
 
 
  



The results 

 

Outstanding (10)  

The thesis shows evidence of original and independent thought. The research question is innovative. 

It demonstrates an engagement with and critical approach to the scholarly debate. It shows excep-

tional insight and powers of analysis which fully reflects the complexity of the topic. It is of a 

publishable standard. 

 

Excellent (9) 

The thesis is clearly situated in the relevant scholarly discussions and the writer shows an above 

average level of familiarity with the relevant theoretical context. It shows evidence of independent 

thought, knowledge of the field, and high-level insight and powers of analysis. It demonstrates 

critical reflection on methods and theories. 

 

Good (8) 

The thesis demonstrates a sound understanding of the topic and the issues involved in it.  It shows a 

solid understanding of the theoretical context. The analyses are solid. There is some evidence of 

critical reflection on methods and theories. 

 

Reasonably good (7) 

The thesis demonstrates a good basic understanding of the topic and of its complexities. It shows 

adequate knowledge of the relevant theoretical context. However, the analysis may be derivative 

and lacking in discrimination.  The evidence presented does not fully support conclusions, and it 

lacks detail and nuance.  It shows little evidence of independent thought or of critical reflection on 

methods and theories. 

 

Sufficient (6) 

The thesis shows knowledge of the academic context. It shows some evidence of independent 

research in the relevant field using appropriate methods. At the same time, its grasp of the issues 

involved in the question is limited and it demonstrates a limited grasp of the academic context. The 

argument is marred by irrelevant reasoning and the structure is weak. 

 

Deficient (<6)  

The thesis shows poor knowledge of the relevant theories and scholarly context, and little evidence 

of independent thought. The research is superficial, unsystematic, and shows little effort. The 

argument lacks structure. 

 

 


