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Guidelines on Rating Criteria 

Hypothesis 
• Is clearly stated (expected relationship between variables) and related to the 

objectives of the study. 
• Stating clearly testable prediction (empirical) on a specified set of conditions. 
• Is supported by relevant theories and empirical background (problem, 

observation)? 
• Is relatively new and untested. 
 

 
 
 
 
 
1 – Poor 
2 – Fair 
3 – Average 
4 – Good 
5 - Excellent 

 

Research Gap 
• Research gap and problem statement are clearly indicated in the thesis. 
• Research gap has been identified from in depth study of the literature. 
• The gap may be conflict in theoretical approach, conflict in empirical methods, 

arbitrage between literatures, mixed previous empirical results and are clearly 
identified. 

 
Methodology 
• Project approaches/methods/ parameters were clearly outlined and justified. 
• Methodology suits to the needs to respond to the hypothesis. 
• Objectives are met with the prescribed methodology. 
 
Research Outcomes and Conclusions 
• Research outcomes were consistent with the research objectives and were clearly 

justified 
• Research outcomes were clearly presented and discussed. 
• Research outcomes were supported with relevant and convincing data 
• Discussion on research outcomes demonstrate understanding of results, and 

supported by relevant literature review 
• Conclusions were clearly explained, meet the specified aim and objectives and 

suggested appropriate recommendations for future work. 
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