Example 1: 

A well-written, polished and thoughtful gobbet, which blended close textual analysis with some well-chosen secondary sources. Your command of primary materials was impressive, and you consistently showed a nice turn of phrase when analysing the source's textual content. All told, you managed to convey a lot of interesting information in relatively few words, The referencing was also consistent and competent.

For a more thorough gobbet, extra biographical information about Saint-Simon would have been helpful. Perhaps also cross-references to Rigaud's portrait might have added extra depth to the discussion.

This is nitpicking somewhat: this was a very good piece of first-year coursework.

Grade: 71
- Alexander Scott

Example 2:
Competent work. You managed to convey most of the key points about this source, using some neat quotations and summarising its main features. This gave a good flavour of the socio-economic conditions which laid the the groundwork for the revolution. It was also pleasing to see relevant references to Hobsbawm's book; more secondary references of this ilk will be required as your degree progresses, mind.

The tone did tend a bit towards the descriptive: for instance, it would have been helpful to have elaborated on the meaning and significance of phrases such as corvees and beating the wood.

Your prose was easily followable, if lacking polish in places. Also, recheck the MHRA style rules for footnotes; in particular, make sure you abbreviate repeat citations of the same source. 

Grade: 61
- Alexander Scott

Example 3:
[bookmark: _GoBack]
The eye for detail when appraising the contents of the painting was commendable, and you made some suggestive remarks about the visual impacts that Louis likely intended his portrait to have -- although you might have said a bit more about Rigaud as the artist. There was also a pleasing sense of personal opinion throughout.

By contrast, the use of substantiating evidence external to the painting itself was rather weaker. Given only one footnote was provided, it was unclear where much of your data had been sourced: the informed tone didn't suggest that you plucked your ideas out of thin air, so make sure you provide references even when paraphrasing another author's work. Conversely, be careful not to take quotes as 'face-value' evidence (see comment bubble on the 3rd sentence).

Your prose was readable and easy to follow, even if -- with an eye to the word count -- you might have streamlined some of the phrasing. I did note a few too many run-on sentences, though: sentences, that is to say, which used commas rather than full-stops to separate independent clauses. Make sure you re-read your writing to spot grammar errors and instances where extra editing might be beneficial.

All told, a decent first coursework submission but some clear areas for improvement. 

Grade: 56
- Alexander Scott
