Marking criteria 

The assessment criteria for a dissertation are the student’s ability to:
· articulate the aims and context of the dissertation project, including its relationship to existing research 
· design and carry out an independent programme of research
· demonstrate an informed understanding of the dissertation topic
· present research results in a comprehensible and clear fashion
· appreciate and demonstrate the importance of the dissertation research







Criteria for Experimental (Quantitative) Dissertations

Single-subject experimental designs are also included within this dissertation category.
	
	
	


Classification:	1 (70-100%)
1. Recognition of the need for, and appropriation of, the relevant research methods.
2. Excellent presentation: suitably organised; appropriate use of accurate tables, figures, plates and numerical data; appropriate and accurate use of analysis methods in relation to research design; few typographical errors - including spelling, correct use of units, use of English, sentence construction and grammar.
3. Clear and concise statement of the problem. Fully justified, detailed and well-argued methodology, with full acknowledgement of any limitations. Due consideration of internal validity, external validity and reliability. Clear reflective analysis of all the processes of the enquiry
4. All literature reviewed is relevant to the research problem, and is critically and systematically analysed. Shows clear ability to analyse and synthesise different theoretical, conceptual and applied perspectives.
5. Clear and concise analysis and interpretation of the data, making links to the existing body of knowledge. Evidence of originality in this analysis and interpretation, with innovative thinking and depth of understanding.
6. Clear, logical and coherent organisation.
7. Connects the literature and argument over the entire study in a coherent fashion.  Clearly identifies directions for future research. Potential for publication.

Classification:	2:1	(60-69%)
1. Recognition of the need for, and appropriation of, the relevant research methods.
2. Excellent presentation: suitably organised; appropriate use of accurate tables, figures, plates and numerical data; appropriate and accurate use of analysis procedures in relation to the research design adopted; few typographical errors - including spelling, correct use of units, use of English, sentence construction and grammar.
3. Clear statement of the problem. Justified, detailed methodology, with acknowledgement of any limitations. Some evidence that regard has been taken for the establishment of internal validity, external validity and reliability. Some evidence of capacity for reflective analysis of the processes of the enquiry.
4. The majority of the literature reviewed is relevant to the research problem, and is critically and systematically analysed. Shows ability to analyse and/or synthesise relevant theoretical, conceptual and applied perspectives.
5. Clear and thorough analysis and interpretation of the data, making some links to the existing body of knowledge. Attempts creative exposition, with variable levels of understanding.
6. Clear and thorough organisation, not only of the project report.
7. Presents cogent and coherent conclusions. Identifies directions for future research. Some potential for publication.




Classification:	2:2	(50-59%)
1. Adequate recognition of the need for, and appropriation of, the relevant research methods.
2. Clear presentation: organised; use of tables, figures, plates and numerical data; appropriate and accurate use of analysis procedures in relation to the research design adopted; some typographical errors - including spelling, correct use of units, use of English, sentence construction and grammar.
3. Appropriate statement of the problem. Clear statement of the methodology, with acknowledgement of some limitations. Some evidence that regard has been taken for the establishment of internal validity, external validity and reliability.
4. The literature reviewed is generally relevant to the research problem. Shows some evidence of critical evaluation and organisation. Reference is made to different theoretical, conceptual and applied perspectives.
5. Presents an analysis and interpretation of the data, making occasional links to the existing body of knowledge. Does not make the best use of available data.
6. Shows some evidence of organisation of the project report.
7. Presents the main issues clearly. Refers to future research possibilities.


Classification:	3	(40-49%)
1. Largely inadequate recognition of the need for, and appropriation of, the relevant research methods.
2. Only adequate presentation: not always organised; some use of tables, figures, plates and numerical data; some use of appropriate analysis procedures, plates and numerical data; some use of appropriate statistical tests to the type of data collected; many typographical errors - including spelling, correct use of units, use of English, sentence construction and grammar.
3. Unclear and/or disorganised statement of the problem. Incomplete description of the methodology.  Some evidence that measurement reliability has been considered.
4. The literature reviewed is incomplete, and may include some irrelevancies. Shows some evidence of critical evaluation and organisation. Limited reference is made to different theoretical, conceptual and applied perspectives, with some significant omissions and/or factual inaccuracies.
5. Incomplete and/or superficial analysis and interpretation of the data. Absence of links to the existing body of knowledge. Partial and/or over-simplified explanation.
6. The project report has been poorly organised.
7. Fails to identify any major themes and issues, some of the conclusions drawn may be simplistic, naive and/or unwarranted.








Criteria for Descriptive (Qualitative) Dissertations

Classification:	1	(70-100%)
1. Excellent presentation: suitably organised; appropriate use of accurate graphics, tables, figures and other data.
2. Clear and concise statement of the problem. Epistemologically justified and well-argued methodology, with acknowledgement of any limitations. Clear reflective analysis of the process of enquiry.
3. All literature relevant to the research problem is critically and systematically reviewed. Shows clear ability to analyse and synthesise different theoretical, conceptual and applied perspectives.
4. Clear and concise analysis of the data making links to existing body of knowledge. Evidence of originality in this analysis with innovative thinking and depth of understanding.
5. Connects the literature and argument over the entire study in a coherent fashion.  Clearly identifies directions for future research. Potential for publication.

Classification:	2:1	(60-69%)
1. Clear presentation: in general, suitably organised; appropriate use of graphics, tables, figures and other data.
2. Clear statement of the problem. Justified methodology, with acknowledgement of any limitations.  Some evidence of capacity for reflective analysis of the process of enquiry.
3. Literature review is completely thorough and relevant. Shows ability to analyse and/or synthesise relevant theoretical, conceptual and applied perspectives.
4. Clear and thorough analysis of the data, with some links to existing body of knowledge.  Attempts creative exposition, with variable levels of understanding.
5. Presents cogent and coherent conclusions. Identifies directions for future research.  Basis of publishable work.

Classification:	2:2	(50-59%)
1. Only satisfactory presentation: organised use of graphics, tables, figures and other data.
2. Appropriate statement of the problem. Clear statement of methodology, with acknowledgement of some limitations.
3. The literature reviewed is generally relevant to the research problem. Some evidence of critical evaluation and organisation. Reference is made to different theoretical, conceptual and applied perspectives.
4. Presents analysis of the data, with occasional links to existing body of knowledge.  Does not make the best use of available data.  Shows some understanding of the data.
5. Presents main issues clearly.  Refers to future research possibilities.



Classification:	3	(40-49%)
1. Adequate presentation: not always organised; some use of graphics, tables, figure and other data.
2. Unclear and/or disorganised statement of the problem. Incomplete description and justification of methodology. Little evidence of analysis of the process of enquiry.
3. Incomplete review of relevant literature; may include some irrelevancies. Limited reference to different theoretical, conceptual and applied perspectives, with some significant omissions and/or factual inaccuracies.
4. Incomplete and/or superficial analysis of the data. Absence of links to existing body of knowledge.  Partial and/or over-simplified explanation.
5. Fails to identify all major themes and issues, some conclusions may be unwarranted and/or simplistic.






Criteria for Theoretical (Library Based) Dissertations

Classification:	1 	(70-100%)
1. Excellent production values.
2. Clear and concise statement of the problem and (tentative) resolutions offered.  The author is in control of the methodology and material. All of the main tenets of the argument are stated without ambiguity.
3. All literature reviewed is pertinent to the research problem. Material handled with sensitivity and sophistication. Shows clear ability to distinguish and / or synthesise different authors or positions. Offers clear evidence of critical ability to distinguish levels of contribution to scholarship.
4. In defining the problem the author displays sensitivity to the nature and limits of the methodology. Clear awareness of the nature of conceptual analysis, its limitations and/or the possibility of alternative analyses. Where appropriate, draws upon relevant empirical research.  Is able to link the analyses to all areas of the study.
5. Shows mastery of the relevant concepts and their application. Teases out implications in a subtle fashion. Evidences depth of understanding. Connects the literature and argument over the entire study in a coherent fashion.
6. Critical self-awareness of the position adopted and of the strengths and weaknesses of chosen and alternative positions. Publishable, with suitable amendments, in a lesser journal.

Classification:	2:1	(60-69%) 
1. Very good production values.
2. Author shows good control over the statement of the problem. All of the main tenets of the argument are included but lacks a little clarity and/or rigour.
3. All literature reviewed is pertinent to the research problem. Some areas or authors reviewed are clear but some vagueness or inaccuracy remains. Some evidence of critical ability but fails to grasp more sophisticated material.
4. Reasonably clear awareness of the nature of conceptual analysis and/or the possibility of alternative analyses. Where appropriate, draws upon relevant empirical research but can show variability in its application.  Links analyses to other areas of the study.
5. Shows mature understanding of the relevant concepts and their application. Is able to tease out some implications in a subtle fashion. Evidences depth of understanding. Connects the literature and argument over the entire study in a relatively coherent fashion but does not display sophistication therein.
6. Some evidence of critical self-awareness in the position adopted and of the strengths and weaknesses of chosen and alternative positions.

Classification:	2:2	(50-59%)
1. Reasonable production values (no major mistakes).
2. Has a reasonable control over the statement of the problem but is not fully on the inside of the methodology. Structure is a little wayward. Expression wanders into non-essential areas.  Critical areas not sufficiently addressed.
3. Not all literature reviewed is pertinent to the research problem. Significant portions of the literature are missing or limited. There is a lack of comprehension in relation to the difficult matters.  The level of presentation never or rarely rises above mere description.
4. Under-developed awareness of the nature of conceptual analysis and/or the possibility of alternative analyses. Fails to link analyses with other areas of the study.
5. Shows a limited awareness of the relevant concepts but unable to see their application. Fails to connect the literature and argument over the entire study in a coherent fashion. Unable to draw out all of the possible implications of the study.
6. Lack of critical self-awareness of the position adopted and of the strengths and weaknesses of chosen and alternative positions.
7. Conclusions are little more than superficial or shallow. Some conclusions are not warranted by the study.

Classification:	3 (40-49%)
1. Poor production values (several mistakes).
2. Has poor control over the methodology and offers naive, limited or inaccurate accounts of the material presented.
3. Not all literature reviewed is pertinent to the research problem and some significant authors may be ignored or misrepresented. Poor level of description achieved. Some significant misunderstandings remain.
4. Unclear about the nature of conceptual analysis and/or unable to distinguish philosophical from empirical methods. Unable to link analyses to other areas of the study.
5. Very limited awareness of the relevant concepts and unable to see their application. Fails significantly to connect the literature and argument over the entire study in a coherent fashion.  Unable to draw out all but the most obvious implications of the study.
6. Complete lack of critical self-awareness of the position adopted and of the strengths and weaknesses of chosen and alternative positions.
7. Conclusions are little more than superficial or shallow. Some conclusions are not warranted by the study.
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