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	Student number
	

	Thesis title
	

	Name responsible supervisor
	

	Other supervisors
	

	
	



Repository 
	[bookmark: _Hlk87867167]Thesis repository
	Explanation
	

	Is there an embargo for the Leiden repository? Untill when? 
	Theses can be marked as open to the public, or remain under embargo in the repository. For open publication, both the supervisor and the student need to give their permission. If only one of the parties chooses to publish the thesis under embargo, the thesis will always be placed under embargo.
	



Eligibility
	Aspect
	Explanation 
	 

	Submission date in Brightspace
	Check the Brightspace module HS Research Master Thesis Archaeology. Go to Course Tools/Assignments.
	

	Turnitin in percentage
	Check the Turnitin percentage
	 

	Is this thesis, after check in Turnitin, in your opinion free of plagiarism?
	Interpreting Turnitin’s Similarity Scores
If not, don’t grade the thesis and inform the board of examiners. 
	

	Are the references and bibliography without systematic errors and according the faculty’s Guidelines?
	If not, don’t grade the thesis and inform the board of examiners.
	



A Content
	Aspect
	Criteria
	Evaluation 

	Research design
	1. The subject is clearly defined.
2. The central research problem is clearly and sharply defined.
3. The specific research questions are clearly formulated
	

	Methodology
	1. The approach and research methods are justified in relation to the subject.
2. The methods are clearly described.
	

	Collection and presentation of research material
	1. Primary data and/or scientific literature have been used in accordance with the approach and methods.
2. The data are presented in a clear and coherent manner.
3. The presentation of the data is complete.
	

	Analysis
	1. The analysis and interpretation of the data is accurate, profound and verifiable.
2. The use of scientific literature is relevant and correct.
3. The results are discussed in a relevant context.
	

	Conclusion 
	1. The conclusions are convincing and well-founded in the data and the analysis.
2. The conclusions clearly relate to the research questions.
	



B Form of the report 
	Aspect
	Criteria
	Evaluation 

	Structure
	1. The structure in chapters and paragraphs is logical and clear.
2. The overall argument is well-structured.
	

	Language
	1. The thesis is written in a clear and academic style in correct spelling.
2. The text is concise and does not contain irrelevant parts.
	

	Lay-out
	1. The lay-out of the text is clear and consistent.
2. The text is supported by correct and clear illustrations, tables, appendices etc.
	



C Process 
	Aspect
	Criteria
	Evaluation 

	Level of independence
	1. The student has shown evidence of an independent and inquisitive attitude.
2. The student made good use of feedback.
3. The amount of supervision was not more than usual.
	

	Progress
	1. The student finished the thesis within the set time period.
2. The student kept to the deadlines and agreements.
	



Overall Assessment
	10: The thesis is more than excellent in all respects, beyond BA-level. Cannot be improved.
9: The thesis is excellent. Clear demonstration of in-depth knowledge and insight in the subject matter. Excellent research skills. Evidence of analytical and critical thinking. Well-written, quality lay-out. Good basis for a publication.
8: The thesis is a good, well-structured and consistent, academic report. The research is well-designed and well documented. Analysis is good and the interpretation is situated in the relevant context. Clear evidence of a good grip on the subject matter.
7: The thesis is of sufficient quality. Sufficient evidence of knowledge and insight to process scientific information. Data presentation is clear, but analysis and interpretation are lacking in depth and contextualization. Some parts are less relevant or not well-argued. Some errors in language and lay-out. 
6: The thesis is just acceptable. There is evidence of basic understanding, but lack of depth. The text contains irrelevant parts and mistakes in description, analysis and/or interpretation. Research questions have been addressed, but the discussion and conclusions are superficial and not beyond the own results. Contains mistakes in language, lay-out, figures and/or tables.
5: The thesis is below standard and insufficient proof of basic knowledge and understanding. The structure is messy and difficult to follow. The description of the research is incomplete. Conclusions do not match research questions. Mistakes in different aspects of the thesis. Use of language is not academic.
4: The thesis is far below standard; insufficient proof of basic knowledge and understanding. The structure is very messy and very difficult to follow. The description of the research is far from complete. Conclusions do not match research questions. Series of mistakes in different aspects of the thesis. Use of language is not academic.

See also the benchmark table which is based on the course description in the prospectus. The weight of aspects is up to the examiners. In general, a pass should score at least a 6 on all aspects of the thesis (related to content, report and research process).


	Grade: 



Remarks
	Date and signature





	RMA thesis Criterion
	Aspects
	4
	5
	6 Basic quality (6-7.5)
	7 Basic quality (6-7.5)
	8 Excellent (8 or higher)
	9 Excellent (8 or higher)
	10 Excellent Extremely rare <0.5%

	Research design and data
	Problem definition and research questions Data presentation
	Broad, not well-argued problem definition, not clearly defined research questions, inappropriate or inadequate  approach or methods
	Broad, not well-argued problem definition, not clearly defined research questions, inappropriate or inadequate  approach or methods
	Just acceptable, explanation of the problem, research questions, but not sharply defined, data presentation is basic, but lacks depth
	Clear problem definition, logical and clear research questions, good justification and well-referenced, data presentation is complete
	Sharply defined problem, clear research questions, data are presented and discussed in all relevant aspects
	Original, sharply defined, excellent information and references, data presentation is perfect in all respects
	Cannot improved, beyond RMA-level

	Structure and form
	Structure of the text Good use of language Lay-out
	Very difficult to follow, irrelevant parts, series of mistakes and errors
	Some unclear or messy parts, some mistakes in language and lay-out, some figures and tables are difficult to read
	Clearly organized, readable text,  but with mistakes, mostly clear figures and tables
	Good, readable, academic text, but with room for improvement, some mistakes, clear and legible lay-out, figures and tables
	Well-written, well-structured text, some room for improvement, few mistakes, high quality lay-out
	Excellent, ready for submission as scientific publication, excellent use of language, with flair, hardly any error
	Cannot improved, beyond RMA-level

	Level of independence
	Independent research design Planning
	Much supervision required, insufficient evidence of independent working
	Much supervision required, lacking in independence
	Just sufficient evidence of independence
	Evidence of independent, critical thinking, kept to deadlines
	Independent development, critical scientific discussion, kept to deadlines
	Discussion at the level of a scientific peer, kept to deadlines
	Cannot improved, beyond RMA-level

	Level of insight and understanding
	Theoretical background Approach / methodology Interpretation Innovative aspect
	No theoretical background, poor understanding/no innovative aspects
	Not beyond basic treatment, innovative aspects are absent
	Few new elements, not beyond application to new data set
	New elements present, but not fully explored
	Innovative aspects clearly present, indicated and discussed
	Highly original contribution to the field of research
	Cannot improved, beyond RMA-level

	Reflection on broader issues
	Reflection on broader (social, theoretical, historical) issues and implications
	Absent
	Absent
	Some evidence of reflection
	Clear evidence of reflection
	Evidence of good reflection on broader issues
	Excellent reflection on broader implications
	Cannot improved, beyond RMA-level
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