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GRADEMARK REPORT

GENERAL COMMENTS

Instructor
Abstract 
Some more details needed -  what was your
hypothesis, where was the study conducted?

Introduction
This section could have been organised more clearly
-  similar studies (e.g. those which all demonstrate a
similar ef f ect) should be grouped together so it is
easier to f ollow your argument. Extra details needed
about some studies.

Method
reasonably detailed, some aspects of  the procedure
need explaining more caref ully.

Results
Good to see you ref er to Figure 1 (i.e. not
graph/chart). Good reporting of  chi and phi -  you
could explain what you mean by small ef f ect. 

Discussion
Some nice points made here about risk taking etc,
but more explicit links need to be made between your
f indings and this suggestion. Some contradiction in
terms of  how you describe your f indings (whether
there was a gender dif f erence or not).

APA - good overall -  really nice to see a decent
number of  ref erences, but ensure they are
f ormatted consistently at the end (space them out)
Design -  appropriate to test your hypothesis
Style -  nice overall, a f ew lapses of  clarity.

Dr Christine Wells
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Vague
Unclear:
When making a point in one of  your body paragraphs, one of  the most common mistakes is to



not of f er enough details. A paragraph without much detail will seem vague and sketchy. A paper
is always strengthened when your claims are as specif ic as possible, The more detailed
evidence you of f er, the more ref erence points your reader will have. Remember that you are
communicating your argument to a reader who has only your description to go by. Someone
who reads your essay will not automatically know what you mean to express, so you have to
supply details, to show the reader what you mean, not just tell him or her.

Comment 1
unnecessary detail

Comment 2
where was this study conducted?

Comment 3
location?

Comment 4
more detail needed about this study

Comment 5
again more detail needed

Comment 6
shouldn't this be a couple of  paragraphs up with similar studies?
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Comment 7
relevance to gender?

Comment 8
don't write 'we' -  write in the third person throughout

Comment 9
be more concise

Comment 10
don't say this here -  it would be more appropriate to make this sort of  point in the discussion

Comment 11
good level of  detail
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Comment 12
good level of  detail

Comment 13
detail needed

Comment 14
could explain more clearly
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Comment 15
is this meant to be here?

Comment 16
this is unclear

Comment 17
good to see these mentioned, but explain f urther

Comment 18
but it was non-signif icant

Citation Needed
Cite Source:
Please use the link below to f ind links to inf ormation regarding specif ic citation styles:
http://www.plagiarism.org/plag_article_citation_styles.html

Comment 19
Would help to cite other research evidence of  higher levels of  risk taking in males
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Awk.
Awkward:
The expression or construction is cumbersome or dif f icult to read. Consider rewrit ing.

Comment 20
good linking sentence

Comment 21
contradicts what you say at the beginning of  this section

Citation Needed



Cite Source:
Please use the link below to f ind links to inf ormation regarding specif ic citation styles:
http://www.plagiarism.org/plag_article_citation_styles.html

Comment 22
why? this is quite a leap
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ABSTRACT (5%)

ABJECT FAIL (<30)
(1)

FAIL (30-39)
(2)

3RD (40-49)
(3)

2.2 (50-59)
(4)

2.1 (60-69)
(5)

1ST (70-79)
(6)

OUTSTANDING 1ST
(80-89)
(7)

EXCEPTIONAL 1ST
(90-100)
(8)

INTRODUCTION (15%)

ABJECT FAIL (<30)
(1)

FAIL (30-39)
(2)

3RD (40-49)
(3)

2.2 (50-59)
(4)

2.1 (60-69)
(5)

1ST (70-79)
(6)

OUTSTANDING 1ST
(80-89)
(7)

4.84 / 8

4 / 8

Either absent or disorganised and uninf ormative.

Lacks organisation and is conf used.

Shows evidence of  organisation and covers some of  the relevant inf ormation.

Organised and covers most of  the relevant inf ormation.

Organised, succinct and comprehensive.

Well organised, succinct and comprehensive.

Very well organised, succinct and comprehensive.

Exceptionally well organised, succinct and comprehensive

4 / 8

No introduction at all.

Introduction section, but no rationale or no basis in previous work.

Attempt to provide a rationale f or the study, although weak.

Rationale provided and it is largely clear how the study f ollows on f rom previous
work.

Rationale f ollows on logically f rom the literature review and extends previous work.

Very clear and convincing.

Extremely clear, ef f ective and convincing.



EXCEPTIONAL 1ST
(90-100)
(8)

HYPOTHESES (5%)

ABJECT FAIL (<30)
(1)

FAIL (30-39)
(2)

3RD (40-49)
(3)

2.2 (50-59)
(4)

2.1 (60-69)
(5)

1ST (70-79)
(6)

OUTSTANDING 1ST
(80-89)
(7)

EXCEPTIONAL 1ST
(90-100)
(8)

METHODOLOGY (20%)

ABJECT FAIL (<30)
(1)

FAIL (30-39)
(2)

3RD (40-49)
(3)

2.2 (50-59)
(4)

2.1 (60-69)
(5)

1ST (70-79)
(6)

OUTSTANDING 1ST

Exceptionally clear, ef f ective and convincing.

5 / 8

Absent or seriously f lawed.

Presented but with no link to previous studies.

Presented, but no, or unconvincing explanation.

Presented, with some explanation.

Clear, precise and explained.

Explicit, clear and f ully explained.

Explicit, very clear and f ully explained

Extremely clear and f ully explained.

5 / 8

Very poor. Very dif f icult to understand how the study was conducted.

Poor. Dif f icult to see how study was conducted.

Some description of  the main details of  the study. Would allow a broadly similar study
to be conducted.

Generally good and provides details of  most major and minor aspects.

Very good with clear and explicit accounts of  all major and most minor details.

Accurate with complete attention to detail, while remaining concise.

Flawless. Complete attention to detail, while remaining concise.



(80-89)
(7)

EXCEPTIONAL 1ST
(90-100)
(8)

RESULTS (20%)

ABJECT FAIL (<30)
(1)

FAIL (30-39)
(2)

3RD (40-49)
(3)

2.2 (50-59)
(4)

2.1 (60-69)
(5)

1ST (70-79)
(6)

OUTSTANDING 1ST
(80-89)
(7)

EXCEPTIONAL 1ST
(90-100)
(8)

DISCUSSION (20%)

ABJECT FAIL (<30)
(1)

FAIL (30-39)
(2)

3RD (40-49)
(3)

2.2 (50-59)
(4)

2.1 (60-69)
(5)

1ST (70-79)

Flawless. Complete attention to detail. Entirely concise.

5 / 8

Either no analysis, or inappropriate analysis.

Unclear and reported incorrectly.

Shows a basic understanding of  the results and how to report them.

Correct and mainly clear. Some evidence of  insight.

Clear, correct and largely concise. Reasonably insightf ul.

Clear and correct with insight, conciseness, and sophistication.

Very high standard of  clarity, insight, conciseness, correctness and sophistication.

Prof essional standard of  clarity, insight, conciseness, correctness and
sophistication.

5 / 8

No discernible account.

Superf icial account of  some basic issues.

Some discussion. Descriptive with litt le evaluation. A limited account of  some basic
issues.

Reasonably good account but slightly basic and unsophisticated.

Very good account of  the theoretical and practical implications and limitations of  the
f indings. Good summary.

Insightf ul analysis. Very sophisticated. Very ef f ective.



(6)

OUTSTANDING 1ST
(80-89)
(7)

EXCEPTIONAL 1ST
(90-100)
(8)

DESIGN (7%)

ABJECT FAIL (<30)
(1)

FAIL (30-39)
(2)

3RD (40-49)
(3)

2.2 (50-59)
(4)

2.1 (60-69)
(5)

1ST (70-79)
(6)

OUTSTANDING 1ST
(80-89)
(7)

EXCEPTIONAL 1ST
(90-100)
(8)

APA FORMAT (4%)

ABJECT FAIL (<30)
(1)

FAIL (30-39)
(2)

3RD (40-49)
(3)

2.2 (50-59)
(4)

Searching and crit ical analysis. Outstanding account of  theoretical and practical
implications and limitations of  the f indings.

Original and searching crit ical analysis. Comprehensive and highly ef f ective.

5 / 8

Entirely misconceived. Severe and f undamental weaknesses.

Basic f laws. Very litt le evidence of  methodological understanding. Inappropriate way
of  testing the hypothesis.

Basic and ill-conceived. A limited way of  testing the hypothesis

Sound although not novel, original or ground breaking. An appropriate way of  testing
the hypothesis.

Novel, creative and sophisticated, although not necessarily particularly original or
ground breaking. A very good way of  testing the hypothesis.

Excellent in terms of  its originality and has a design that is novel, creative and
sophisticated. An excellent way of  testing the hypothesis.

Outstanding in its originality and has a design that is novel, creative and
sophisticated. Outstanding way of  testing the hypothesis.

Exceptional in its originality and has a design that is novel, creative and sophisticated.
Optimal way of  testing the hypothesis.

6 / 8

Inadequate or absent.

Inadequate.

Limited ref erencing and/or adherence to APA style.

Largely consistent and accurate, including in- text citations and the f ormat and
content of  the ref erences list.



2.1 (60-69)
(5)

1ST (70-79)
(6)

OUTSTANDING 1ST
(80-89)
(7)

EXCEPTIONAL 1ST
(90-100)
(8)

STYLE (4%)

ABJECT FAIL (<30)
(1)

FAIL (30-39)
(2)

3RD (40-49)
(3)

2.2 (50-59)
(4)

2.1 (60-69)
(5)

1ST (70-79)
(6)

OUTSTANDING 1ST
(80-89)
(7)

EXCEPTIONAL 1ST
(90-100)
(8)

Consistent and accurate, including in- text citations and the f ormat and content of  the
ref erences list.

Excellent, including in- text citations and the f ormat and content of  the ref erences list.

Flawless, including in- text citations and the f ormat and content of  the ref erences list.

Flawless, including in- text citations and the f ormat and content of  the ref erences list.

5 / 8

Grossly inadequate and unclear presentation. Severely impaired communication.
Error-strewn.

Inadequate and unclear presentation. Impaired communication. Error-strewn.

Adequate, but awkward expression throughout with litt le clarity. Poor delivery, pace
and audience engagement.

Some lapses of  clarity. Some expression is inef f ective. Satisf actory delivery, pace
and audience engagement.

Clear and coherent. Good delivery, pace and audience engagement.

Fluent and accurate with great clarity and coherence. Mostly conf ident delivery, pace
and audience engagement.

Prof essional and sophisticated with great clarity and coherence. Excellent, controlled,
conf ident delivery, pace, and audience engagement.

Prof essional and sophisticated with great clarity and coherence. Excellent, controlled,
conf ident delivery, pace, and audience engagement.
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