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Guidelines for the Evaluative Report on Project Work

All aspects of the research project are undertaken as a team. However the Evaluative Report must be written up individually for examination and each candidate must submit a signed copy of a declaration (see Page 146) that the written report is their own work. Members of a project team are encouraged to discuss the joint findings they have obtained and to share ideas about interpretation and implications for practice. However all writing up must be done individually in order to demonstrate that each individual is able independently to write a literature review, provide a clear description of the methods used, report results correctly etc. The critical appraisal sections provide opportunities to demonstrate a broad awareness of relevant research methods in educational psychology and to show understanding of the operation of group processes in practice. The guide length for the report is 8000 words, excluding the summary, references and appendices.  It is expected that approxinately 5000 words will be devoted to the first 4 sections which comprise the journal article, while 3000 words will be devoted to the final 2 sections of critical appraisal.

EPiTs are encouraged to act as critical friends to each other in writing up their work and peer review of the introduction and methods sections is explicitly built in to the required project activities. For this activity pairs are formed across different project teams. There are two reasons for this. First, it provides a good test of the clarity and comprehensibility of the arguments and writing to someone not very familiar with the research. Secondly, it reduces the risk of inadvertent plagerism where a candidate might unwittingly produce a sentence in their own work that they had read in a colleague's work. It is hoped that pairs from different project groups will also read and critique each others' drafts at later stages in writing up the evaluative report on project work.

The Report must be prefaced by a two page summary of the work that was done and the key findings relevant to the research questions.  The summary should be written in a style that is free from jargon and could be immediately understood by interested teachers and parents.  It should be headed ‘End of Project Report’ and should include a paragraph discussing any ethical issues that arose or stating that no significant issues did arise.  A copy of this will be sent to the UCL Ethics Committee.
The main body of the report should be written as a journal article.  While the format may vary depending on the design and methodology adopted the following four sections should normally be included :

· Introduction.  This section should explain the purpose of the research and the rationale for undertaking it.  A detailed and critical review of relevant literature should be provided.  The review should lead logically to the research questions or hypotheses that were investigated.

· Methods.  This section should explain the design and methodology presenting the rationale for the approaches taken/participants involved etc. Detailed descriptions of all measures, participants and procedures should be included. Ethical issues that were considered should be outlined.

· Results.  The findings obtained should be clearly presented in relation to each research question or hypothesis outlined in the introduction. All statistical and other analytic approaches used should be justified and clearly reported. 

· Discussion.  Your interpretation of the findings in relation to the questions/hypotheses outlined and to broader issues highlighted in the literature review should be presented. Limitations of the study should be outlined and areas for further research may be suggested. Any implications for educational psychology practice/service development should be presented.
References 1: References relating to the Introduction, Methods, Results and Discussion sections should be presented here. This will be the reference list to be included in any paper submitted for publication from the project. 

Appendices should contain any relevant materials produced by the project team (e.g., questionnaires or guidelines) and must include full details of all measures used with their instructions for administration, where they are not published, and a complete printout of the project team’s data set, with explanatory notes/keys etc. These appendices will not necessarily be made available to the commissioners but do need to be available to the examiners and subsequently to other researchers in the field.  A disk copy of the project data and report should be included. 

· Critical Appraisal of the Research Methodology.  This section should present an evaluation of the alternative research designs and methods that could have been used to address the research questions/hypotheses that were agreed by the Project Team.  The Methods section of the Report will have presented a justification for using the approaches selected but will not include the detailed appraisal required here of the advantages and disadvantages of each approach that could reasonably have been used, including that/those eventually selected.  Each method should be discussed in enough detail to be clear and in discussing advantages and disadvantages of different approaches, reference should be made to relevant literature. This section enables candidates to demonstrate a wide knowledge of relevant research methods in educational psychology.

· Critical Appraisal of the Research Work. This section should present a critical appraisal of the work of the team in conducting the research (please note that no comments of a personal nature should be made about others involved in the work).  Candidates should also outline and critically appraise their contribution to each stage of the work of the group.  Reference should be made to relevant literature on areas such as the research process, organisational consultation, group processes and team work as relevant. 
References 2:  References relating to the Critical Appraisal Sections should be listed here.  
Other ways of reporting on project work.

Some project teams and LEA staff may arrange a group meeting at which the project team will make a presentation about the work they have done.  That is optional and will depend on there being a mutually convenient time that all concerned can manage.  EPiTs should avoid over-committing themselves for this purpose.  Oral presentations will not be formally assessed by UCL tutors.

CRITERIA FOR MARKING EVALUATIVE REPORTS ON RESERCH PROJECT WORK

	Introduction
	· The purpose of, and need for, the study are explained.

· Relevant literature is located and a comprehensive but concise review produced with findings clearly described.

· The introduction concludes with a clear statement of research questions/hypotheses.
	Criteria for “Satisfactory”

	
	· Tabulation of relevant findings from previous studies is used to summaries and conceptualise descriptive information.

· The literature is critically analysed, as well as described. Relevant findings from different studies are effectively integrated with more weight given to findings from studies of higher quality.

· Rationale for research questions/hypotheses link clearly to aspects of the literature reviewed.
	Additional criteria (to above) for “Good”

	
	· Clear and well-supported arguments are presented to justify the research undertaken.

· The literature reviewed is critiqued both conceptually (showing good understanding of the research/practice area) and methodologically (showing a good understanding of research design and methods)

· Research questions/hypotheses are derived from and, and clearly justified by, specific reference to aspects of the literature reviewed.
	Additional criteria (to above) for “Excellent”

	Methods


	· The type of research design/approach selected is clearly explained and is appropriate to the research questions/hypotheses.

· Appropriate demographic details are provided for participants (e.g. age, sex, ethnicity, SEN, role) and ethical issues considered, taking account of participant characteristics.

· The procedure - what was done by whom and in what sequence - is sufficiently clearly described for the study to be replicated. 
	Criteria for “Satisfactory”

	
	· The variables/concepts/conditions/categories studied are explained clearly and completely.

· Logical reasons/justifications are presented for choice of participants/cases, sampling procedures or allocation.
· All measures and materials are precisely described (e.g. types of items, nature of responses required/scales used) information is provided on reliability and validity (from manuals or data analysis) and clear descriptions are provided of how scores/elements were derived/summarised for analysis.
	Additional criteria (to above) for “Good”

	
	· A justification is presented for the appropriateness of the research design(s)/approache(s) to the research questions/hypotheses and any caveats 

· A rationale for the measures selected/devised is provided in terms of their effective assessment of the variables identified in the research questions.

· The section is written in an appropriate journal style following the language usage and formats in the model quantitative and qualitative papers provided. 
	Additional criteria (to above) for “Excellent”

	Results
	· Result are organised to address the research questions/hypotheses.

· Appropriate descriptive summaries of the data are presented and all tables/figures are clear, accurate and appropriately labeled.
· An appropriate analytic approach is selected in relation to each research question/hypothesis.
	Criteria for “Satisfactory”

	
	· There is sufficient description/referencing of each analytic approach to enable replication.

· Results are correctly reported using appropriate conventions.
· An appropriate selection of tables/figures are included, correctly formatted (APA conventions) and these are referenced and explained in the text.
	Additional criteria (to above) for “Good”

	
	· The analytic techniques are justified through discussion of any assumptions or caveats relating to their use. 

· Discussion of the analyses selected shows awareness of the importance of evaluating educational/professional significance as well as statistical significance (e.g. where groups are compared effect sizes are reported).

· Any problems arising from the way in which the analyses are conducted are discussed and, where possible addressed (e.g. adjustment of the alpha level to reduce the probability of type 1 errors when large numbers of statistical tests are used).
	Additional criteria (to above) for “Excellent”


	Discussion
	· Findings are effectively summarised and interpretations discussed in an appropriate and cautious manner (e.g. non-significant results are not discussed as if they were significant)

· Limitations of the study and of generalisations that can be drawn from the results are discussed.

· Implications for practice/further research are presented. 
	Criteria for “Satisfactory”

	
	· Interpretations of the findings of the study are discussed in relation to broader issues identified in the literature reviewed.

· Discussion of limitations gives systematic consideration to key aspects of study design (e.g. relating to type 1 errors, blind coding, sampling).

· Implications for practice/further research are well argued/referenced.
	Additional criteria (to above) for “Good”

	
	· Feasible alternative explanations for the findings obtained are suggested.

· A well justified appraisal of the contribution of the study to current knowledge/practice is offered.

· Writing style is appropriate to a rigorous journal article: striving to minimise bias/jargon and use systematic logic in presenting clear arguments.
	Additional criteria (to above) for “Excellent”

	Critical Appraisal of Research Methodology


	· Alternative approaches relevant to the questions/hypotheses are discussed

· Approaches are discussed in enough detail to be clear and reference is made to relevant  literature 

· Conclusions are drawn which explain the rationale for the approach(es) selected 
	Criteria for “Satisfactory”

	
	· The advantages and disadvantages of each approach are systematically identified

· Advantages and disadvantages are discussed with reference to relevant literature
· Conclusions are drawn which acknowledge limitations of the approach(es) selected in relation to the project brief
	Additional criteria (to above) for “Good”

	
	· A comprehensive range of relevant alternative approaches are covered

· An integrated evaluation of their advantages and disadvantages is presented

· Conclusions are drawn which highlight implications for future applied research of this type
	Additional criteria (to above) for “Excellent”

	Critical Appraisal of Research Work
	· The work of the Team on the project is evaluated and strengths/limitations are highlighted

· The contribution of the individual EPiT is described and strengths/limitations are highlighted

· Conclusions are drawn which identify ways in which work on the project could have been improved 
	Criteria for “Satisfactory”

	
	· The work of the Team on the project is critically appraised with reference to relevant literature

· The contribution of the individual EPiT is critically appraised with reference to relevant literature

· Conclusions are drawn which identify improvement suggestions for future EPiT projects
	Additional criteria (to above) for “Good”

	
	· A comprehensive, integrated, critical appraisal of the work of the team and the contribution of the individual EPiT is presented 

· Reference is made to a broad range of relevant literature

· Conclusions are drawn which offer suggestions for developing ways in which Service-based applied research projects can be used in EP training
	Additional criteria (to above) for “Excellent”


Overall:  

· It is an essential requirement throughout that work should be clearly presented, well structured and written in grammatical English.

· All references cited in the text must be included in the reference list and presented in the required format (see following pages).

· Primary reference sources should be cited unless the reference is an unpublished document.  Secondary sources should not be relied on – they may be wrong either in terms of the facts reported or the interpretation placed on them.

· It is excellent idea to use tables to summarise key information from relevant studies.  This can assist in producing a literature review that is both comprehensive and concise.  It can also deal efficiently with the representation of descriptive information, freeing up space for integration and critique of findings.
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