General Criteria for Literature Review and Research Proposal

Clearly lay a path for the reader. Build a focused review by providing an overview of relevant experimental trends.  Present interpretations by explaining what is understood from the experiments.  Point out what remains unknown.  Explain situations when experiments conflict.  Adequate continuity among the papers is essential.  Consolidate the state of knowledge and propose potential lines of research.  Cite literature correctly in the text and bibliography; document all statements that require support. In the end, make sure that your project contributes something novel to the field and demonstrates a thorough understanding of the topic.  

A Paper
An A paper has a clearly defined topic. The presentation of the current state of topical knowledge is insightful and original.  The research is timely and cutting edge.  The subject of the review is developed with sufficient depth; the review thoroughly examines relevant evidence and builds a focused, integrated foundation that does not digress from the subject. The proposed question is directly linked to unanswered questions highlighted in the review.  The author shows a complete understanding of how to approach the issues and question.  The paper will show signs that the author has considered possible objections or weaknesses in other research. The paper documents research in the proper manner and shows a near mastery of scientific citation.  Practically all statements requiring citation are properly referenced.  The paper rewords interpretations of other researchers. The paper is almost completely free of typographical, spelling, and grammatical errors.

B Paper
A B paper has a clearly defined topic. The approach and goals in reviewing the topic is more than adequate.  The research is considered unique, but treatment of it may not be completely insightful. The subject of the review is developed with depth; the review examines most of the relevant evidence and builds a focused foundation, but it may not be fully integrated or may include topics slightly off of the main subject. The proposed question is linked to the topics discussed in the review.  The author shows a reasonable understanding of how to structure the paper, but some aspects of the approach are diffuse. The paper may show signs that the author has considered possible weaknesses in other research.  The author will show a good faith effort to properly cite other researchers, but some of the research cited is not the correct source.  A few statements requiring citation are not referenced at all.  The paper contains a few direct quotations from other authors. The paper will show ordinary care in avoiding typographical, spelling, and grammatical errors.

C Pqper
A C paper has a recognizable central topic, but it is not clearly defined to the readers.  The topic is developed logically but the foundation is incomplete or lacks depth and integration. The ideas discussed are merely reported; insight into the topic is not evident.  The line of research proposed at the end may not directly relate to the body of the review. The review may replicate other approaches and is not a unique synthesis.  The author shows some understanding of how to address the question, but aspects of the approach or some of the presented explanations are incorrect. The author does not find obvious sources of support in the literature or ignores weaknesses of the research.  The development shows an accurate understanding of the subject, but does not move much beyond that. The paper reveals a lack of understanding of the conventions of scientific citation. Many statements requiring support lack references. The paper contains many direct quotations from other authors. The paper shows some serious spelling and grammar errors.

D Paper
A D paper shows an understanding of the topic, but fails to articulate a clear direction and treats the topic very lightly.  Substantive support, integration or a definable argument is lacking. The proposed question may be present, but not strongly argued.  The author shows little understanding of how to use the background to address the unique proposal question. The review may ignore significant weaknesses of the research. Knowledge of proper scientific citation is lacking. Spelling and grammar show signs of reckless disregard for accuracy.

F Paper  An F paper is so deficient in some aspect that credit cannot be given.
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