BMHP5022 – Marking rubric

Post-Debate Supporting Paper: after the debate, students will submit a fully referenced, 1,000-word supporting paper outlining their group’s discussion and argument on the assigned topic. The paper should also include a short reflection on the student’s individual contribution to the overall effectiveness of the panel’s performance.
 Possible structure of the supporting paper:
· Introduction (100 words approx.): define key terms from the topic title; provide a brief background / contextual information; outline the structure of the supporting paper (what issues are discussed and in what order).
· Main body (800 words approx.): 
· Paragraph 1: provide more detailed background and contextual information related to health economics and UHC, use research, statistics, reports, legislations and guidelines to support your points; explore the principles of health economics and UHC, including what is required for countries to provide UHC and challenges faced by countries that currently cannot do so.
· Paragraph 2: discuss one of the two primary ways of financing healthcare and providing UHC (social [mandatory] insurance or taxation). Use a specific country as an example to explain how it organises health and social care and its associated funding mechanisms. Identify barriers to and facilitators of the funding mechanism and discuss associated advantages and disadvantages.
· Paragraph 3: follow the same structure as Paragraph 2, but focus on the other primary way of financing healthcare and providing UHC.
· Paragraph 4: indicate which of the two principal methods of financing health and social care you favour and explain why. Provide recommendations for future action based on your research and preparation for the debate. Consider how various groups (policymakers, healthcare providers, and the general population) might benefit from the insights gained during this activity.
· Conclusion (100 words approx.): summarise the main themes considered in the supporting paper and state the overall conclusions, indicating why these are important/significant.  Draw the work to a close with a sentence that sums up the work very briefly (linking back to the title); it is always useful to leave the reader with a ‘take-home’ message, i.e. something for the reader to go away and think about.
· Reference list : List all the books, articles and other materials that have been referred to within the work, preferably using the Harvard referencing system. 

It is advisable to write this supporting paper in the first person.


Student name: Stacey King
Student number:
Assignment: Supporting paper (1000 words)

	Marking rubric

	Criteria
	Description
	Comments
	Mark

	Criteria 1: Engagement with literature 
	Fail (0 - 5.5 mark): Little or no evidence of reading and/or reliance on inappropriate sources.
Views and findings mostly unsupported and non-authoritative.
Referencing conventions used incoherently or largely absent.
	Use of relevant and current sources adds credibility, and your policy focus is clear, consistent and effective in supporting key points.
Excellent use of up-to-date and diverse sources (WHO, Nuffield, UK Parliament, etc.).
Referencing is mostly accurate and consistent with the Harvard style.
To improve: Check for minor formatting inconsistencies (for example inconsistent capitalisation of organisation names, occasional misplaced punctuation in citations).
	15/20

	
	Marginal fail (6 – 7.5): Poor engagement with essential reading. No evidence of wider reading. Reliance on inappropriate sources, and/or indiscriminate use of sources. Heavily reliant on information gained through class contact. Inconsistent and weak use of referencing.
	
	

	
	Satisfactory Pass (8 - 9.5): Engagement with a limited range of mostly relevant and credible sources (< = 20). Some omissions and minor errors.
Referencing conventions evident though not always applied accurately or consistently.
	
	

	
	Good pass (10 – 11.5): Engagement with an appropriate range of literature, including sources retrieved independently (= 20). Some over-reliance on texts. Referencing may show minor inaccuracies or inconsistencies.
	
	

	
	Merit (12 – 13.5): Engagement with a wide range of literature, including sources retrieved independently (> 20).
Selection of relevant and credible sources.
Very good use of Harvard referencing with no/very few inaccuracies or inconsistencies.
	
	

	
	Excellent Distinction (14 - 16.5 marks): Engagement with an extensive range of relevant and credible literature. Consistently accurate application of referencing.
	
	

	
	Exceptional Distinction (17 – 20): Exceptional engagement with an extensive range of relevant and credible literature. High-level referencing skills consistently applied.
	
	

	Criteria 2: Knowledge and Understanding skills
	Fail (0 – 5.5): major gaps in knowledge. 
Much irrelevant material. Substantial inaccuracies. Significantly flawed understanding of funding health systems and of health economics principles relevant to the UK. 
	You present a well-developed argument in favour of mandatory insurance, supported by detailed case comparisons (USA vs UK) and insightful critique. Your explanation of health economics and UHC is concise and well-informed. The arguments are coherent and persuasive, especially in favouring mandatory insurance with thoughtful recommendations and reflection. 
To improve: Strengthen the critique of the limitations of both models more sharply, perhaps by including more international comparisons or counterarguments to show critical depth.

	15/20

	
	Marginal fail (6 – 7.5): Fragmentary knowledge, with only superficial critical understanding. 
Some significant inaccuracies and/or irrelevant material.  Incomplete or partially flawed understanding of funding health systems and of health economics principles relevant to the UK.
	
	

	
	Satisfactory Pass (8 - 9.5): Limited but adequate knowledge and critical understanding of the well-established concepts and principles within the subject area, with a few gaps in the selection of material. 
A narrow critical understanding of funding health systems and of health economics principles relevant to the UK.
	
	

	
	Good pass (10 – 11.5): Knowledge is reasonably detailed and accurate. 
A good critical understanding of the well-established concepts and principles of funding health systems and of health economics principles relevant to the UK.
	
	

	
	Merit (12 – 13.5): knowledge is reasonably extensive. 
Exhibits very competent understanding and knowledge of the process of writing a report and of the analysis/theory of the funding health systems and of the health economics principles relevant to the UK. 
	
	

	
	Excellent distinction (14 – 16.5): Excellent, detailed knowledge and highly critical understanding of the well-established concepts and principles of the funding health systems and of the health economics principles relevant to the UK.
	
	

	
	Exceptional Distinction (17 – 20): Exceptionally detailed knowledge and outstanding critical understanding of the funding health systems and of the health economics principles relevant to the UK. 
May go beyond established theories.
	
	

	Criteria 3: Cognitive and intellectual skills 
	Fail (0 – 5.5): no evidence of critical analysis of the NHS in relation to funding and to health economics. Little or no critical evaluation and analysis of concepts and principles.
Failure to develop arguments, leading to illogical or invalid judgements. 
Unsubstantiated generalisations or opinion, made without use of any credible evidence.
	There is clear synthesis of information and your arguments are logical and persuasive. You use data effectively to support your claims. Some conclusions could have been more critically developed by acknowledging the complexities or limitations of the models discussed.
	14/20

	
	Marginal fail (6 – 7.5):  Largely descriptive work, with superficial use of critical evaluation and analysis of concepts and principles. Weak development of arguments and judgements. Information accepted uncritically, uses generalised statements made with scant evidence and unsubstantiated opinions. 
Ideas sometimes illogical and contradictory.
	
	

	
	Satisfactory Pass (8 – 9.5): limited attempt and critical analysis of the NHS in relation to funding and to health economics. 
Limited mention of the UK’s current economic position.
Limited critical analysis of the variation within the devolved governments in Wales, England, Scotland, and Northern Ireland.
Limited critical analysis of the NHS funding model in comparison with other models of UHC.
Limited description of the implications of possible alternative models of fundings of the NHS.
Limited description of relevant economic theories. 
	
	

	
	Good pass (10 – 11.5): some critical evaluation and analysis of the NHS in relation to funding and to health economics.
Some mention of the UK’s current economic position.
Some critical analysis of the variation within the devolved governments in Wales, England, Scotland, and Northern Ireland.
Some critical analysis of the NHS funding model in comparison with other models of UHC.
Some description of the implications of possible alternative models of fundings of the NHS.
Some description of relevant economic theories.
	
	

	
	Merit (12 – 13.5): sound critical analysis of the NHS in relation to funding and to health economics. 
Good description of the UK’s current economic position.
Good critical analysis of the variation within the devolved governments in Wales, England, Scotland, and Northern Ireland.
Good critical analysis of the NHS funding model in comparison with other models of UHC.
Good description of the implications of possible alternative models of fundings of the NHS.
Good description of relevant economic theories.
	
	

	
	Excellent Distinction (14 – 16.5): excellent critical of the NHS in relation to funding and to health economics. 
Excellent description of the UK’s current economic position.
Excellent critical analysis of the variation within the devolved governments in Wales, England, Scotland, and Northern Ireland. 
Excellent critical analysis of the NHS funding model in comparison with other models of UHC. 
Good description of the implications of possible alternative models of fundings of the NHS.
Good description of relevant economic theories.
	
	

	
	Exceptional Distinction (17 - 20): Exceptional critical of the NHS in relation to funding and to health economics. 
Exceptional description of the UK’s current economic position.
Exceptional critical analysis of the variation within the devolved governments in Wales, England, Scotland, and Northern Ireland. 
Exceptional critical analysis of the NHS funding model in comparison with other models of UHC. 
Good description of the implications of possible alternative models of fundings of the NHS.
Good description of relevant economic theories. 
	
	

	Criteria 4: 
Practical Skills
	Fail (0 - 5.5): Little or no use of discussion skills. 
Little or no discussion of potential  benefit/impact of student’s suggestions in terms of policy and practice. 
Weak consideration and discussion of recommendations. 
	Your recommendations are relevant and realistic, with clear links to the debate and broader policy implications. The consideration of stakeholders is thoughtful and practical. A slightly wider view of international practice would enhance this further. The reflection applies Biggs’ model well and ties personal insights to broader policy discussions.
Shows growth in understanding and potential real-world implications.
To improve: Slightly deepen the link between the debate experience and your shift in perspective, what specific discussion points changed your thinking?

	15/20

	
	Marginal fail (6 – 7.5): rudimentary use of discussion skills. 
Rudimentary discussion of potential  benefit/impact of student’s suggestions in terms of policy and practice. 
Weak consideration and discussion of recommendations.
	
	

	
	Satisfactory Pass (8 - 9.5): an adequate level of discussion skills. 
Limited critical discussion of potential benefit/impact of student’s suggestions in terms of policy and practice.  
Limited consideration and discussion of recommendations.
	
	

	
	Good pass (10 – 11.5): ): a good and appropriate level of discussion skills. 
Clear critical discussion of potential benefit/impact of student’s suggestions in terms of policy and practice.  
Good consideration and discussion of recommendations.
	
	

	
	Merit (12 – 13.5): very good level of discussion skills. 
Strong critical discussion of potential benefit/impact of student’s suggestions in terms of policy and practice. 
Well-developed consideration and discussion of recommendations. 
	
	

	
	Excellent distinction (14 – 16.5): excellent level of discussion skills. 
Excellent critical discussion of potential benefit/impact of student’s suggestions in terms of policy and practice. 
Excellent consideration and discussion of recommendations.
	
	

	
	Exceptional Distinction (17 – 20): exceptional level of discussion skills. 
Exceptional critical discussion of potential benefit/impact of student’s suggestions in terms of policy and practice. 
Exceptional consideration and discussion of recommendations. 
	
	

	Criteria 5:
Transferable skills for life, and professional practice
	Fail (0 – 5.5): the report does not demonstrate coherent academic writing and lack of structure and discussion. Work is poorly structured, disorganised and/or confusingly expressed. Very weak use of language and/or very inappropriate style.
	The work is well-structured and clearly written, with a professional tone. You use academic language well, and the formatting meets expectations. Minor grammar issues and occasional awkward phrasing slightly detract from overall polish, but clarity remains strong throughout. Some more proof reading could have enhanced this overall quality of your paper. 
	11/20

	
	Marginal fail (6 – 7.5): the report poorly demonstrate coherent academic writing and lack of structure and discussion. Work is poorly structured, disorganised and/or confusingly expressed. Weak use of language and/or inappropriate style.
	
	

	
	Satisfactory Pass (8 – 9.5): the report demonstrates developing academic writing, with limited use coherent structure and discussion. Work might have minor errors.
	
	

	
	Good pass (10 – 11.5): the report demonstrates developing academic writing, with mostly use coherent structure and discussion.
	
	

	
	Merit (12 – 13.5): the report demonstrates a high level of academic writing with strong, and coherent structure and discussion. Most diagrams, images, and tables are clearly referenced and made relevant to the reader in the text of the report.
	
	

	
	Excellent distinction (14 - 16.5): the report demonstrates an excellent high level of academic writing with excellent coherent structure and fluent discussion. Any diagrams, images, and tables are clearly referenced and made relevant to the reader in the text of the report.
	
	

	
	Exceptional Distinction (17 - 20): the report demonstrates an exceptional high level of academic writing with exceptional coherent structure and fluent discussion. Any diagrams, images, and tables are clearly referenced and made relevant to the reader in the text of the report. 
	
	

	Final Mark
	
	
	70




Final feedback: 
Stacey, this is a strong and engaging supporting paper that reflects both a deep understanding of the topic and a thoughtful approach to structuring your argument. You provide a clear and well-contextualised discussion on the financing of health and social care, with a particularly convincing case made in favour of mandatory insurance. Your use of the USA and UK as comparative case studies is effective and demonstrates a well-reasoned analysis of the different financing models. The paper is well-researched, with a good range of current and relevant sources used to support your arguments, and the referencing is largely accurate.
The structure follows the suggested format closely, which helps guide the reader logically through your points. Each section is well balanced, with clear links between the background context, your comparative analysis, and your final recommendations. The conclusion effectively summarises the key themes and provides a strong, thought-provoking final message. Your reflective paragraph adds a personal and academic depth to the work, showing clear learning and development from your participation in the debate.
There is still some room for refinement. The introduction, while broadly clear, could be tightened in places to more precisely define key terms and avoid awkward sentence structure. A few sections, particularly in your comparative analysis, would benefit from deeper critical engagement. Exploring counterarguments in more detail or drawing from a wider range of international examples would add depth to your discussion. From a structural point of view, the paper is fluent and accessible, with only minor grammar and clarity issues which could have been prevented with a more accurate proof-reading. 
Overall, this is a high-quality submission that meets the brief effectively, demonstrates strong engagement with the topic, and reflects your ability to combine academic research with personal reflection. Well done.

