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Details and Criteria (Please attach additional sheets if necessary) 

You will construct a small-scale research design – i.e. produce a research question, literature 

review and proposed methodology - on a topic area of your choice. The design must be of 

appropriate scale such that it could be executed as a final year research project. This issue 

has been addressed at length in lectures and seminars. A great deal of credit will be lost for 

projects that are not practical in this manner. Equally, the ethicality of the project will be of 

major concern, and students hoping to conduct physiological or nutritional intervention 

studies in particular should consult current professional guidelines (e.g. ACSM) regarding 

good practice before proceeding. You may then use this idea to inform your actual final year 

dissertation or vocational project, but do not HAVE to. 

Note: Also, you may redraft your original proposal utilising the feedback with which 

you were provided, or begin a new one. It is recommended that you consult you 

allocated advisor over which is the most practical course of action. 

You must choose your topic carefully, on the grounds of feasibility and interest. A successful 

research design will contain the following features, organised into clear chapters using the 

titles that are in bold below: 

 A clear Introduction, outlining the topic, its contemporary relevance and key

conceptual terms and definitions involved.

 A formal Literature Review. ‘Formal’, in this case, means library books or



published journal articles (in print or obtained via E-resources). No other form of 

source will be awarded credit. So no websites, magazine articles etc. If you are in 

any doubt over the formality of a source, or you think that non-academic sources 

may be appropriate for your particular project, request guidance from your 

advisor. The review should: 

 Outline the key arguments and themes in each of your sources.

 Critically compare and contrast these arguments and themes i.e. employ

summary and synthesis.

 Identify the dominant findings, controversies and recommendations.

 Use quotations where appropriate.

 A reflection on the Methodology to be used, referring to key research methods

texts. This should identify and justify (under pertinent subheadings):

 The broad methodological framework to be employed, and related

conceptual/philosophical issues.

 The participant sample, and sampling method, to be used.

 The specific research methods to be employed, and collection procedures

followed.

 The means by which data is to be analysed.

 A short discussion of relevant practical and ethical concerns.

 A short Conclusion summarising the above.

 A full Bibliography, alphabetically listing all texts referenced in correct Harvard

style.

 A full set of Appendices, which must include:

 Appendix I: A timeframe for the research.

 Appendix II: Any proposed research tools that are not fully included in

the methodology (i.e. questionnaires, interview schedules, focus group

schedules, additional experimental materials, coding frames etc.)

Note: The appendices DO NOT COUNT towards wordage, but there are heavy mark 

penalties for missing or incomplete appendices. Each new chapter should be started on a new 

page. All pages should be numbered, and all sources properly referenced in Harvard style. 

The submitted copy should have: 

 A title page displaying the research question and your name.

 A contents page showing the chapter headings and the number of the page on which

each chapter begins.



 

Criteria A: Core Workability / Research Topic or Question (30%). 
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Criterion. 
Grade 

 

AA 
80%+ 

 

A 
70-79% 

B 
60-69% 

C 
50-59% 

D 
40-49% 

F 
<40% 

1. Proposed 
research topic is of 
scale and 
substance that will 
be both 
manageable and 
comprehensive 
within the remit of 
a final year project. 
 

Yes, and 
optimally so. 

Yes, with no 
significant 
caveats. 

Yes, with 
only a few 
caveats. 

May need 
partial 

reframing. 

Substantial 
reframing is 

required. 

Project is not 
at all 

workable in 
current form, 

proposal 
requires a 

full re-write 
before 

student can 
proceed1. 

 

2. Proposed 
participants are 
demonstrably 
accessible to 
student. 
 

Yes, with 
flawless 

justification. 

Yes, with 
very good 

justification. 

Yes, with 
good 

justification. 

Sense of how 
recruitment 

might be 
conducted is 

not fully 
clarified. 

Sense of how 
participants 

might be 
recruited is 

dubious. 
 

No sense of 
how 

participants 
might be 

recruited is 
provided. 

 

3. Proposed 
participants are 
suitable for the 
topic/question 
proposed. 
 

Yes, and 
optimally so 
with flawless 
justification. 

Yes, and 
optimally so 

with very 
good 

justification. 
 

Yes, with 
good 

justification. 
 

Yes, though 
how/why 
they are 

suitable is 
not fully 
clarified. 

Some 
questions 
over the 

suitability of 
participants. 

Proposed 
participants 
are totally 
unsuitable. 

4. Project is 
ethically sound, 
 

Yes, and all 
key issues of 

relevance 
are 

addressed in 
detail. 

Yes, and all 
key issues of 

relevance 
are 

addressed. 

Yes, and 
most key 
issues of 
relevance 

are 
addressed. 

There may 
be a few 
problems 
with the 
ethical 

standing of 
the design, 

and/or some 
issues are 

not 
addressed. 

There may 
be a 

substantial 
problems 
with the 
ethical 

standing of 
the design, 
and/or key 
issues are 

not 
addressed. 

 

The design is 
ethically 

unworkable, 
and/or no 

attention is 
paid to 
ethical 

concerns. 

5. Innovation. 
 

Proposal 
evidences 

highly 
original 

thinking, 
and/or is 
likely to 
produce 

publishable 
data. 

 

Proposal 
evidences 

original 
thinking, 

and/or has 
potential to 

produce 
publishable 

data. 
 

Proposal 
takes a 

relatively 
novel stance 
towards its 
materials, 
and should 
make for an 
interesting 

project. 
 

Proposal is 
unimaginativ
e, but likely 

to make for a 
solid project. 

Proposal is 
little more 

than 
replication of 

existing 
works, but 

likely to 
make for a 
workable 
project. 

Proposal is a 
direct 

replication of 
an extant 

study on the 
same topic, 

and/or is 
unlikely to 

make sense 
as a project.  

 
1Note: It was made clear that the central tenet of the assignment was to produce a proposal that could be 

operationalized as final year research. Thus, if Criterion A1 fails, then the primary learning outcome is not fulfilled and 

criteria A2-A5 are effectively moot.  

 

Any proposal that will simply not work in these terms without a complete rewrite should be graded at an absolute 

maximum of 40%. 

 
 



 

 

Criteria B: Substantive Content (50%). 
 

 

C
ri

te
ri

a 
B

. S
u

b
st

an
ti

ve
 C

o
n

te
n

t 
(5

0
%

)  
Criterion. 

Grade 
 

AA 
80%+ 

 

A 
70-79% 

B 
60-69% 

C 
50-59% 

D 
40-49% 

F 
<40% 

1. Introduction: 
Rationale. 

A very strong, 
expertly 

grounded 
rationale for 
the research 
is provided.  

 

A strong, very 
well 

grounded 
rationale for 
the research 
is provided.  

 

Rationale is 
good, and 

uses 
literature 

effectively. 

Rationale is 
solid, but 
may lack 

some support 
from extant 

work. 

Rationale is 
weak, and/or 

largely 
lacking in 
support. 

Rationale is 
basically 
absent, 
and/or 

completely 
unsupported. 

2. Literature 
review: Range. 

A highly 
extensive and 
diverse range 

of 
appropriate 
sources is 
concisely 

addressed. 
 

A full range of 
appropriate 
sources is 

addressed. 
 

A good, 
although not 

fully 
inclusive, 
range of 

materials is 
addressed. 

Sufficient 
sources are 
explored to 

illustrate key 
themes. 

Project at 
least explores 
the minimum 
six sources, 

though some 
may be 
largely 

irrelevant. 
 

Project fails 
to explore 

the minimum 
six sources. 

3. Literature 
review: 
Organisation1. 

The review is 
expertly 

organised 
along 

thematic 
lines. 

 

The review is 
organised 

along 
thematic lines 

to good 
effect. 

 

The review is 
organised 

along 
thematic 

lines to good 
effect. 

 

A solid 
attempt at 

organisation 
along 

thematic 
lines to good 

effect. 

The review at 
least 

attempts 
something 
beyond a 
“shopping 

list” of 
sources. 

 

The review is 
little more 

than a 
“shopping 

list” of 
sources. 

4. Literature 
Review: 
Critique. 

A highly 
sophisticated 

critical 
comparison 
of sources is 

employed 
throughout. 

 

A strong 
critical 

comparison of 
sources is 
employed 

throughout. 
 

Sources are 
critically 

compared 
throughout, 

with only 
relatively 

minor 
weaknesses 

in technique. 
 

Critical 
comparison is 

attempted, 
but is 

inconsistent 
in quality 

and/or 
sporadic in 

appearance. 

Critical 
comparison is 

very sparse 
and/or very 

poor. 

No apparent 
attempt is 
made at 
critical 

comparison 
of sources. 

5. 
Methodology: 
Framework. 

The 
framework 
adopted is 
seamlessly 

linked to the 
question/topi

c, and 
expertly 

explained 
with 

reference to 
key texts and 

papers. 
 

The 
framework 
adopted is 

highly 
apposite to 

the 
question/topi

c, and well 
explained 

with 
reference to 
key texts and 

papers. 
 

The 
framework 
adopted is 
apposite to 

the 
question/topi

c, though 
grounded 

explanation 
may contain 
some minor 

flaws. 
 

The 
framework 
adopted is 
apposite to 

the 
question/topi

c, though 
grounded 

explanation 
may be 

problematic 
in places. 

 

The 
framework 
adopted is 

either a weak 
fit with the 

question/topi
c, and/or 

there is little 
grounded 

explanation. 
 

The 
framework 
adopted is 

either a very 
weak fit with 

the 
question/topi

c, and/or 
there is no 
grounded 

explanation. 
 

6. 
Methodology: 
Critique. 

The 
methodology 
considers a 

range of 
potential 

alternative 
approaches, 
and expertly 
justifies final 

choices. 
 

The 
methodology 
considers all 

potential 
alternative 

approaches, 
and justifies 
final choices 

well. 
 

The 
methodology 

considers 
some 

potential 
alternative 

approaches, 
and justifies 
final choices. 

 

Some sense 
of 

alternatives is 
evident, but 

little 
engagement 
with them is 

provided. 

There is little 
sense of 

alternatives 
and/or no 

real 
engagement. 

There is no 
sense of 

alternative 
approaches 
provided at 

all. 



7. 
Methodology: 
Procedure. 
(Refer also to 
Appendix 1 
where 
relevant). 

The 
procedure is 

fully coherent 
and all 

research 
tools2 are 
expertly 

designed. 

The 
procedure is 
coherent and 
all research 

tools are very 
well designed. 

The 
procedure is 
coherent and 

though 
research 
tools may 

need minor 
adaptations. 

The 
procedure is 
coherent and 

though 
research 
tools may 

need minor 
adaptations. 

The 
procedure is 
problematic, 
and/or the 
research 

tools need 
substantial 
reworking. 

The 
procedure is 

largely 
unworkable, 
and/or the 
research 
tools are 
absent. 

8. 
Methodology: 
Data Analysis. 

The data 
analysis 

procedures 
proposed are 

expertly 
explained and 
ideally suited 
to addressing 

the 
question/topi

c.  

The data 
analysis 

procedures 
proposed are 

explained 
well, and 

ideally suited 
to addressing 

the 
question/topi

c.  

The data 
analysis 

procedures 
proposed are 

explained 
well, and are 
well suited to 

addressing 
the 

question/topi
c.  

The data 
analysis 

procedures 
proposed are 

explained 
sufficiently, 
though links 

to the 
question/topi

c may have 
minor flaws.  

The data 
analysis 

procedures 
proposed are 

under-
explained, 

and/or 
results 

produced are 
likely to be 

weak.  

The data 
analysis 

procedures 
proposed are 

seriously 
under-

explained, 
and/or have 
little chance 
of producing 

topically 
viable results.  

9. Theory-
Method
linkage. 

There are 
explicit, 

sustained and 
critical links 

between 
literature 

review and 
methodology. 

There are 
explicit and 
sustained 

links between 
literature 

review and 
methodology. 

Most aspects 
of method 

are explicitly 
linked to 
themes 

arising from 
review. 

Some aspects 
of method 

are explicitly 
linked to 
themes 

arising from 
review. 

Linkage 
between 

theory and 
method is 

speculative at 
best. 

There are no 
apparent 

links between 
theory and 

method. 

10. Conclusion: 
Summary. 

An effective 
and articulate 
summary of 
all key issues 
is provided. 

An effective 
summary of 
all key issues 
is provided. 

All key issues 
are 

summarised. 

Conclusion 
addresses 

most 
important 

issues at least 
cursorily. 

Conclusion is 
weak, but not 

wholly 
irrelevant. 

There is no 
real sense of 
summary or 

closure 
provided. 

1Note: Although thematic organisation of the literature review is standard best practice, chronological or 
methodological organisations are fully acceptable where these have a pertinent point to make (e.g. about the historical 
understanding of a topic etc.) If a systematic literature review is used (unlikely), then quality of protocol becomes the 
key concern here. 

2Note: “Research tools” refers to any questionnaires, interview schedules, ethnographic plans etc. that need to be 
included. 

Criteria C: Style and Presentation (20%). 
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50-59% 
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40-49% 
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1. Academic
writing style. 

Flawless. Very good. Good. Solid. Poor. Very poor. 

2. Default structure 
(in blue, pp.2-3)1.

Flawlessly 
replicated. 

Replicated 
with very 

minor errors. 

Well 
replicated, 

with 
relatively 

minor errors. 

Replicated 
with errors. 

Some 
aspects 

present, but 
many errors. 

Not, or 
barely, 

replicated. 



3. Referencing and
bibliography. 

Flawless 
Harvard 

style. 

Very good 
Harvard 

style. 

Good 
Harvard 

style. 

Solid Harvard 
style. 

Poor Harvard 
style. 

Very poor 
Harvard 

style. 

4. Visual 
presentation
(general 
appearance, line-
spacing, graphical 
representations,
secondary data
display, attention
to minor detail). 

Flawless. Very good. Good. Solid. Poor. Very poor. 

1Note: The work should be deducted a mandatory 5% for each missing appendix, and 3% for each incomplete 

appendix, over and above the substantive cost to the project of the pertinent materials not being present. 

SUBMISSION DATE: AS PER STUDENT PORTAL 

To be submitted BY TURNITIN by the requested time and date. The Turnitin 

link can be found in the relevant “Reassessment” section of the HSPG5000 
Blackboard site.  


