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	Process Evaluation (30%)

	15%
	Ethics and Academic Integrity

	Perfect
	Full adherence to scientific ethical standards and academic integrity. No elements in the text that violate academic integrity. Ethical guidelines followed in obtaining and using the data within the scope of the research. All citations accurate and complete. Statement regarding the use of artificial intelligence tools made correctly. (15 – 12 Points)
	 

	Satisfactory
	General compliance to scientific ethical standards and academic integrity. No issues except for technical errors not affecting academic honesty. Ethical guidelines followed in obtaining and using the data within the scope of the research. Citations largely accurate. Statement on the use of artificial intelligence made, with deficiencies in details or scope. 
(11 – 8 Points)
	 

	Needs Improvement
	Obvious errors in scientific ethical rules and data provision. Errors observed in citation and referencing processes. Statement on the use of artificial intelligence tools incomplete or inconsistent with content/use in the text. (7 – 4 Points)
	 

	Insufficient
	Violation of scientific ethical rules. Elements violating plagiarism rules or academic honesty identified. Errors in data collection processes or misleading information provided about the data. Serious errors in citations and bibliography. Use of artificial intelligence not declared or misrepresented. (3 – 0 Points)
	 

	15%
	Time Management

	Perfect
	Project submitted on the specified date, complete, and meeting all criteria. All interim deliveries (draft, data collection, analysis, etc.) completed on specified dates. (15 – 12 Points)
	 

	Satisfactory
	Project schedule generally adhered to; interim deliveries acceptable, minor delays compensated. Work completed with no need for advisor support or with limited communication, in accordance with standards. (11 – 8 Points)
	 

	Needs Improvement
	Project behind schedule; interim deliveries delayed or made with serious delays. Lack of care observed in parts of the study due to time constraints (format errors, missing bibliography, etc.), process carried out unplanned until final stage. (7 – 4 Points)
	 

	Insufficient
	Final delivery not made on time or delivered work seriously incomplete/in draft stage. Student failed to plan the entire process and meet the deadline. (3 – 0 Points)
	 

	TOTAL GRADE:
	

	Report and Presentation Evaluation (70%)

	10%
	Research Question and Importance

	Perfect
	Research question has unique value; addresses gap in literature. Problem well-defined, applicable, and highly contributes to psychology literature (10 – 9 points)
	 

	Satisfactory
	Research question and purpose clearly defined in academic language. Study positioned within current literature; direct connection established with relevant conceptual framework (8 – 6 points)
	 

	Needs Improvement
	Research question formulated, but theoretical significance not adequately justified. Scope of research too broad to operationalize or unclear focus. (5 – 3 points)
	 

	Insufficient
	Research purpose ambiguous or undefined. Topic does not align with psychology study areas or interdisciplinary boundaries. Problem lacks academic basis. (2 – 0 points)
	 

	15%
	Scope of the Literature

	Perfect
	Broad perspective and in-depth survey conducted in relevant field. Balance and synthesis established between foundational studies and current research of the last five years. Sources critically filtered and presented, not merely listed. 
(15 – 12 Points)
	 

	Satisfactory
	25-30 qualified sources incorporated in the study. Basic (classical) theories included; current topic projections supported by recent studies. Reasonable balance between sources observed. (11 – 8 Points)
	 

	Needs Improvement
	Sufficient number of sources, but selected studies lack relevance. Most cited sources outdated; recent research and modern approaches neglected. 
(7 – 4 Points)
	 

	Insufficient
	Number of sources below acceptable academic threshold (<20). Literature review lacks current developments and historical or current context of the subject. (3 – 0 Points)
	 

	15%
	Critical Analysis and Synthesis

	Perfect
	Existing literature critically filtered; methodological errors and theoretical deficiencies discussed. Original inferences drawn from literature; necessity of research presented as natural outcome of the discussion. (15 – 12 Points)
	

	Satisfactory
	Different opinions and findings in literature compared. Commonalities and differences between theories synthesized; theoretical information discussed in text. (11 – 8 Points)
	

	Needs Improvement
	Information organized under headings, but lacks conceptual integrity. Similarities and differences between studies not addressed. (7 – 4 Points)
	

	Insufficient
	Text purely descriptive in nature. Authors’ views merely summarized; no thematic links established between studies. (3 – 0 Points)
	

	10%
	APA 7 Format and Writing

	Perfect
	Academic writing standards applied flawlessly. Correct formats used for reporting complex sources (translation works, multi-author reports, etc.). Language use simple, objective, and appropriate for academic writing. (10 – 9 points)
	

	Satisfactory
	Generally complies with APA 7 guidelines. Citation and reference management correct; table and figure formats aligned with standards. Written language and terminology use acceptable. Low-level disconnections and errors in sentence and paragraph transitions affecting text integrity. (8 – 6 points)
	

	Needs Improvement
	Basic spelling rules followed; details contain serious deficiencies. In-text citations and bibliography list contain incompatibilities (missing references, incorrect dates, etc.). Poor use of academic language; frequent repetitive expressions. (5 – 3 points)
	

	Insufficient
	APA 7 rules completely ignored or misapplied. Many spelling and typographical errors in text. Non-academic sentence structures; language closer to everyday speech than scientific text. (2 – 0 points)
	

	10%
	Conclusion and Recommendations

	Perfect
	Conclusion section fully compatible with findings and literature. Integrated with previous studies in literature. Deficiencies in previous studies analyzed; concrete, original, data-based suggestions presented for practice and academia. (10–9 points)
	

	Satisfactory
	Conclusion section constructed consistently, directly aligned with findings. Clear answers to research question; data-based suggestions presented at theoretical and practical levels. (8–6 points)
	

	Needs Improvement
	Results disconnected from literature; consists of statements lacking depth. Recommendations section weak; lacks guidance for specific target audience or application area. (5–3 points)
	

	Insufficient
	Conclusion section absent or completely disconnected from text flow. No logical link between findings and results. Recommendations section not included. (2 – 0 points)
	

	10%
	Presentation and Defense

	Perfect
	Presentation carefully prepared and fully reflects study content. Full command of all stages of the study demonstrated. Professional, analytical answers to complex questions provided with academic depth. (10 – 9 points)
	

	Satisfactory
	Study presented clearly and systematically according to academic standards. Slides effectively reflect key findings. Questions answered consistently and satisfactorily using study data. Partial deficiencies in presented content and defense, with no impact on overall study. (8 – 6 points)
	

	Needs Improvement
	Disorganized presentation flow and problematic time management. Visual materials incompatible with content or disorganized. Superficial answers to questions; critical research points inadequately defended. Partial command of the study demonstrated. (5 – 3 points)
	

	Insufficient
	Very limited command of the topic demonstrated. Key concepts and study conclusions cannot be explained. Presentation preparation insufficient and key questions from project advisor unanswered. 
(2 – 0 points)
	

	TOTAL GRADE: 
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