
General formatting 

There should be a title page at the start of your assignment, with the following information: 

Title of work. This should be 16 point normal Times New Roman at the top of the page, 

aligned centrally. The title should be concise, omitting terms that are implicit and, where 

possible, be a statement of the main result or conclusion presented in the manuscript. 

Abbreviations should be avoided within the title. Student number. This should be 14 point 

normal Times New Roman at the bottom of the page, aligned centrally. 

 

The body of text should be 12 point normal Times New Roman and aligned justified. New 

paragraphs should be separated with a single empty line. The entire document should be 

double-spaced and should contain page numbers in order to facilitate the review process. 

Section titles should be in bold and only the first letter should be capitalised. Section subtitles 

(i.e. ‘Participants’ within the ‘Methods’ section should be italicised with only the first letter 

capitalised. 

 

Your manuscript should be written using either LaTeX or MS-Word, and can be uploaded as a 

MS-Word or PDF document. There is an example on next two pages. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



High intensity interval training without dietary intervention improves 

glucose regulation in sedentary ageing men but not masters athletes. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Student number: 04207245 

 

 



Introduction 

This is the start of paragraph one. Ensure the text is justified. This means that there are straight 

lines on the right and left of the paragraph. 

 

This is the start of paragraph two. Notice how there is a line between paragraphs. 

 

Methods 

Participant information 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Specific information. 

Assignment 1: Journal article (2000 words) (60% Module mark weighting) 

You will be required to produce a detailed journal article based on the results obtained from 

the practical sessions.  You will collect data within the laboratory session and interpret your 

findings in the report.  A physiological rationale for the response of the body to physical activity 

in different ambient temperatures will be examined.   

 

Your work should be structured and written in the correct journal article format and include 

the following:  

 

1. Abstract (5%) 

A good abstract is a concise (100 to 200 words) summary of the purpose of the report, the data 

presented, and the major conclusions. 

2. Introduction (20%). 

In this section you should introduce the reader to the area of interest. Use a funnel approach for 

the introduction (start broad and finish with the specific aims of your study). 

3. Methods (20%). 

In this section you should detail precisely how data were collected (i.e. write in the past tense). 

You should NOT include any results in this section. 

4. Results (20%). 

In this section you should present your results in appropriate form. The section should use 

words and not just figures. In science, we report the mean ± SD as a minimum, and sometimes 

individual data to demonstrate individual differences to exercise. Tables and/or graphs are 

appropriate, but you should not present the same data in two forms. 

5. Discussion (25%). 

Here you should comment on your results and explain why they occurred. Compare your 

findings to previous literature and suggest why your participant’s result is different to certain 

populations. You may wish to mention what other physiological factors impact upon HR. E.g. 

Stroke volume. 

6. References (10%) 

Not included in word count. None of these should be internet based and they should all be cited 

in text. Use Harvard style when citing references (see 

http://www.cumbria.ac.uk/Public/LISS/Documents/Guidelines/ReferencingGuide.pdf).  

http://www.cumbria.ac.uk/Public/LISS/Documents/Guidelines/ReferencingGuide.pdf
http://www.cumbria.ac.uk/Public/LISS/Documents/Guidelines/ReferencingGuide.pdf


Marking criteria: 
 1st (70% or more) 2:1 (60-69%) 2:2 (50-59%) 3rd (40-49%) Fail (39% or less) Did not meet the 

criteria (below 30%) 

Abstract 

(5%) 

An excellent summary 

of the study. 

A good summary of the 

study. 

Some aspects out of 

place or missing. 

Many aspects out of 

place or missing. 

Does not summarise the 

study appropriately. 

Does not resemble an 

abstract 

Introduction 

(20%) 

A focused introduction 

from the broad area 

towards the aims and 

hypothesis. A 

systematic approach is 

evident and the 

paragraphs follow a 

logical order. 

 

Excellent amount of 

appropriate literature 

discussed. 

 

Minimal spelling or 

formatting errors. 

 

Rationale for the study 

is clear. 

 

Mechanistic 

information included. 

 

Excellent written 

English. 

You have mostly 

focused the introduction 

from the broad area 

towards the aims and 

hypothesis. The 

paragraphs mostly 

follow a logical order. 

 

 

Good amount of 

appropriate literature 

discussed. 

 

Few spelling or 

formatting errors. 

 

Rationale for the study 

is evident. 

 

Good written English. 

Aims and hypothesis 

make sense but are not 

entirely focused from 

the available literature. 

 

 

 

 

 

Some appropriate 

literature discussed. 

 

 

Some spelling or 

formatting errors. 

 

Rationale for the study 

is unclear. 

 

Acceptable written 

English. 

Aims and hypothesis 

not testable. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Little appropriate 

literature discussed. 

 

 

Spelling or formatting 

errors. 

 

 

 

 

Poor prose. 

Some or all the 

following have led to 

this section being a fail: 

 

Aims and hypothesis 

not testable, unclear, or 

absent. 

 

 

No appropriate 

literature discussed. 

 

 

Spelling or formatting 

errors throughout. 

 

 

 

 

Poor prose. 

This section has not 

been matched to the 

marking criteria or the 

coursework guidelines. 

 

OR 

 

This section does not 

contain academic 

writing (i.e. complete 

lack of appropriate 

references). 

Methods 

(20%) 

Clear progression 

through the methods 

employed, with relevant 

information contained 

within each section. 

 

Tests are described in 

enough detail for 

somebody to read this 

Relevant information 

contained within each 

section, following a 

clear order. 

 

Tests are mostly 

described in enough 

detail for somebody to 

Most relevant 

information contained 

within each section, 

following an order. 

 

Tests are almost 

described in enough 

detail for somebody to 

Methods are difficult to 

follow but contain some 

appropriate 

information. 

 

This method would not 

be repeatable from the 

information given. 

 

From reading this 

methods section, it 

would be impossible to 

replicate, but I can get 

an approximate idea of 

what happened. 

 

Language confusing 

and muddles with 

This section is 

impossible to 

understand what 

happened, and it written 

inappropriately.  

Language confusing 

and muddles with 

multiple spelling and 

grammatical issues. 



article and repeat the 

testing. 

 

Equipment 

appropriately detailed. 

 

Past tense, and passive 

voice used. 

 

SI units throughout 

(https://en.wikipedia.or

g/wiki/International_Sy

stem_of_Units).  

 

Data analysis 

appropriately detailed 

where relevant. 

read this article and 

repeat the testing. 

 

Equipment 

appropriately detailed. 

 

Past tense, and passive 

voice used mostly. 

 

SI units throughout 

(https://en.wikipedia.or

g/wiki/International_Sy

stem_of_Units) with 

few errors. 

 

Data analysis 

appropriately detailed 

where relevant. 

read this article and 

repeat the testing. 

 

Equipment detailed, but 

not entirely. 

 

Past tense, and passive 

voice not used. 

 

SI units 

(https://en.wikipedia.or

g/wiki/International_Sy

stem_of_Units) used 

but with some errors.  

 

 

 

Equipment mentioned, 

but not detailed. 

 

Past tense, and passive 

voice not used. 

 

SI units 

(https://en.wikipedia.or

g/wiki/International_Sy

stem_of_Units) used 

but with some errors. 

multiple spelling and 

grammatical issues. 

Results 

(20%) 

Mean and SD values 

reported with SI units, 

in a clear and logical 

order. 

 

Section takes a 

systematic approach to 

answering the 

hypothesis, with clear 

statements. 

 

Figures and tables are 

formatted appropriately, 

and labelled correctly. 

Moreover, they are 

visually appealing and 

not excessive in 

number. 

 

Prose is clear, without 

complicating the 

Mean and SD values 

reported with SI units. 

 

Section takes a 

systematic approach to 

answering the 

hypothesis. 

 

Figures and tables are 

mostly formatted 

appropriately, and 

labelled correctly. 

 

Prose is mostly clear, 

without complicating 

the message. i.e. 

'correlation' is not used 

inappropriately. 

 

Statistical analysis is 

described well. 

Mean and SD values 

reported with SI units 

but with some errors in 

spacing or decimal 

places. 

 

Section answers the 

hypothesis. 

 

Figures and tables are 

formatted acceptably, 

but not correctly, and 

are labelled. 

 

Prose is mostly clear, 

with some errors 

 

Statistical analysis is 

described. 

Mean and SD values 

reported with SI units 

but with some errors in 

spacing or decimal 

places, and some 

inconsistencies. 

 

Section answers the 

hypothesis. 

 

Figures and tables are 

formatted poorly, and 

are labelled without 

enough clarity. 

 

Prose is unclear, with 

spelling and 

grammatical errors. 

Failed for one or all of 

the following reasons: 

 

Values reported 

inappropriately, or 

inconsistently, or not at 

all. 

 

Results section written 

with 

explanations/discussion

. 

 

Irrelevant information 

present. 

 

Figures and tables are 

incorrectly formatted 

 

Marker is unable to 

understand what the 

results are. 
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message. i.e. 

'correlation' is not used 

inappropriately. 

 

Statistical analysis is 

described appropriately 

and thoroughly. 

Prose is unclear, with 

spelling and 

grammatical errors. 

Discussion 

(25%) 

Excellent discussion of 

your results, putting 

them into context of 

other findings. Size of 

effect is discussed with 

reference to other 

papers. 

 

Critically discuss 

methods of your own, 

and others' studies. Give 

reasons that differences 

in methods may cause 

different results. i.e. 

'this study tested young 

males, but Young and 

Jones (1999) examined 

older females' is not 

enough. Why does 

age/sex influence the 

results? 

 

Excellent evidence of 

further reading. 

 

Matches with the 

introduction in terms of 

topics discussed. 

 

Good conclusion, 

appropriately 

Good discussion of your 

results, putting them 

into context of other 

findings. 

 

Describe methods of 

your own, and others' 

studies. Some critical 

thinking of why results 

may have occurred. 

 

Good evidence of 

further reading. 

 

Sound conclusion. 

Acceptable discussion 

of your results, putting 

them into context of 

other findings. 

 

Describe methods of 

your own, and others' 

studies, but with little 

detail, and little 

explanation of why 

differences have 

occurred. 

 

Evidence of further 

reading. 

 

Acceptable conclusion 

but you may have 

overstated the results or 

implications. 

Discussion of your 

results, and 

explanations 

 

Compared results to 

previous studies, but 

without critique. 

 

Little evidence of 

further reading. 

 

Conclusions not entirely 

based on your results. 

Little evidence of 

further reading. 

 

Little explanation of 

results. 

 

Demonstrated little 

understanding of 

physiology and 

mechanisms at play. 

Is not written in the 

academic style. i.e. may 

be written in first 

person, without 

references, or used no 

appropriate sources. 



 

 

 

interpreting your results 

and implications. 

Referencing 

and style 

(10%) 

Very few errors Few errors Some errors Many errors Not enough sources, 

inappropriate sources, 

or inconsistently 

formatted. 

Inconsistent and 

incorrect 


