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FINAL GRADE

74/100

 LAW3320 Long Dissertation
GRADEMARK REPORT

GENERAL COMMENTS

Instructor

First marker,  

This thesis demonstrates an excellent understanding of
the law in this area. 

 has evaluated the sources and considered
counterarguments to arrive at her own conclusions.
There were one or two weak spots in the argument
(e.g. the rebuttal of Finnis, which 'played the man not
the ball' and there could have been a few more
counterarguments in the autonomy section) but,
overall, the level of analysis was strong throughout.

The work is logically structured. the introduction sets
out the problem and signposts the dissertation. It is
clear what the 'job' of each section is and the
conclusion ties together the argument.

The range of sources and discussion of the ethical
literature was impressive.   has evidently
researched the topic from a number of different angles. 

The work is clearly communicated, neatly presented
and properly referenced. However, there was
an overuse of commas and transitional words for the
start of sentences - the latter was distracting at times.

Second marker,  
This is a well-researched and clearly-argued
dissertation, which showed good understanding of the
laws surrounding enforced caesareans. The doctrinal
analysis was particularly strong. But the conceptual
work could have been better. Autonomy is an important



principle, but it is often limited in health law as in other
areas - and I wonder if it might have been worth
comparing and contrasting enforced caesareans with
some of these.
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Comment 1

Good - gives context to the problem.

Strikethrough.

PAGE 6

Comment 3

Good signposting

PAGE 7

PAGE 8

Comment 4

Which view is the best?

PAGE 9

PAGE 10

Comment 5

Good discussion. Counterargument: some might say that if you lack capacity you do not have
autonomy to restrict in the first place.
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PAGE 13

Comment 6

Very good argument/use of literature.
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Comment 7

Link discussion back - counterarguments?
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Comment 8

Good distinction
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Comment 9

Good signposting

Comment 10

Good - very clear
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Comment 11

Good
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Strikethrough.

Comment 13

cause

Comment 14

Good discussion
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Comment 15

Ad hominem? This does not necessarily mean that his views on the moral status of the foetus are
wrong.

PAGE 27

Comment 16

His views are not illegal.

Comment 17

Good point.
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Comment 18

Good point but could give an example. Viability has changed over time. And location.
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PAGE 30

Comment 19

Right word? If terminal then life could not be saved.

Comment 20

Counterargument - some conditions where it is not in the child's interest to be saved? But I suppose



they would also apply to adults. 
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Comment 21

Good.
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Comment 22

Good signposting
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Comment 23

missing apostrophe
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Comment 24

Interesting argument
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Comment 25

Good point
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Comment 26

Good use of Thomson's argument
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PAGE 45

PAGE 46

PAGE 47

Comment 27

Good conclusion that ties together the argument and answers the overall question.

PAGE 48

Comment 28

Impressive range of primary and secondary sources used.
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RUBRIC: UG ASSESSMENT CRITERIA

CONTENT

EXCELLENT

VERY GOOD

GOOD

SATISFACTORY

LIMITED

BELOW PASS
STANDARD

ANALYSIS

EXCELLENT

VERY GOOD

GOOD

SATISFACTORY

LIMITED

BELOW PASS
STANDARD

STRUCTURE

EXCELLENT

VERY GOOD

 

Very Good

Exceptional understanding of complex material. Identification of less obvious issues not
widely discussed in the literature

Complete answer which displays an in-depth understanding of the key issues; discussion
always related to the question

Full answer (only minor omissions) which displays a good understanding of the key
issues; discussion predominantly related to the question

Solid answer but some omissions and may be lacking in detail; understanding of the key
issues is variable and may be shallow at times; discussion typically related to the question
but may be some digressions

Partial answer with a number of omissions; displays a reasonable understanding of the
material but may be superficial at times; discussion frequently strays away from the focus
of the question.

Unsatisfactory answer due to failure to identify and/or understand the key issues, and/or
limited relevance to the question

Good

Exceptional level of analysis Demonstrates excellent evaluative skills when using sources

Highly analytic answer which draws upon - and evaluates a range of sources - to reach
own conclusions

Analytic approach adopted throughout the answer making appropriate use of evidence to
support the analytic points made

Some level of analysis but answer is likely to be overly descriptive at times; analysis may
be confined to the final section of the essay and points made may not be explored in-
depth or substantiated

Primarily descriptive with only limited analysis, which is likely to be superficial and without
reference to any sources

Overly descriptive answer with little, if any, analysis

Very Good

Imaginative and innovative argument Almost faultless structure

Engaging introduction which lays out a structure for the answer and demonstrates a full
understanding of the issues raised by the questions; robust conclusion which
consolidates the argument advanced in the main body of the essay; discussion flows



GOOD

SATISFACTORY

LIMITED

BELOW PASS
STANDARD

RESEARCH

EXCELLENT

VERY GOOD

GOOD

SATISFACTORY

LIMITED

BELOW PASS
STANDARD

PRESENTATION

EXCELLENT

VERY GOOD

GOOD

SATISFACTORY

effectively as argument is developed throughout

Introduction lays out a structure for the answer and identifies key issues; conclusion
consolidates the argument built up in the main body of the essay but both may benefit
from further development; answer is generally well organised with clear progression

Introduction may be pedestrian, simply outlining what will be discussed; brief conclusion
which does not consolidate the argument presented in the body of the essay; evidence of
planning but answer would benefit from some reorganisation of material to improve the
flow of the argument

Introduction may be pedestrian, simply outlining what will be discussed; conclusion may
be asserted rather than following on logically from the argument advanced in the essay;
answer would benefit from reorganisation of material

Introduction, if present, offers little more than a list of issues to discuss; conclusion, if
present, does not answer the question; disorganised answer.

Very Good

Considerable evidence of independent scholarship High level of synthesis

Draws upon a wide range of both primary and secondary sources (including those not
listed in module materials) and uses them effectively to support points made; very good
synthesis of sources to convey understanding of relevant literature

Draws upon a range of both primary and secondary sources (relying predominantly on
those listed in module materials) and uses them to support points made; good synthesis
of sources to convey understanding of relevant literature

Draws upon primary and secondary sources (relying predominantly on the latter) and uses
them to support points made; discussion tends to focus on individual sources

Draws on a limited range of sources, predominantly secondary sources; not all points
made are supported by reference to the sources used; discussion focuses on individual
sources

Minimal use of sources; points made are generally not accompanied by reference to
sources

Good

Close to reaching the expectation for an academic publication Exceptional attention to
detail

Fluent and precise writing style with only minimal errors; academically appropriate
language; full, consistent and accurate referencing

Fluent academic writing style with only minor errors; occasional minor referencing errors

Clear writing style on the whole but some errors and areas of confusion; no serious



LIMITED

BELOW PASS
STANDARD

referencing errors

Writing style sometimes lacks clarity and precision and may not be academically
appropriate; referencing may also be problematic (e.g. inconsistent approach) but not
indicative of plagiarism

Difficult to read due to frequent errors and/or problematic (possibly non-academic) writing
style; problematic referencing which may raise concerns about academic integrity
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