[image: ]
2024 VCE Extended Investigation written external assessment report	
2024 VCE Extended Investigation written external assessment report
[bookmark: TemplateOverview]General comments
This document summarises the assessment process and insights into patterns seen in student work from 2024. Each student’s report was distinct, with unique requirements according to their chosen research methods, allowing for diverse approaches to meeting each assessment criterion. The examples shared here illustrate only some of the ways students could demonstrate their knowledge and skills at different levels, but they are by no means exhaustive. It is crucial to understand that the primary focus in evaluating a report is on how effectively a student has crafted a clear, critically evaluated and logically structured investigation. Students should avoid relying solely on the examples in this document or imitating approaches from other reports. What is suitable or effective in one report may not logically support the aims of another and will not guarantee a similar result. Each student’s decisions around methodology, structure, participants, literature and findings are individual to their investigation. Students who achieved higher marks generally offered well-considered explanations and justifications for these choices as they drew conclusions about their main research question.
There were some students who presented research questions with multiple parts or, occasionally, two separate questions. A well-defined and appropriately scoped research question is fundamental to success in the VCE Extended Investigation and supports the student’s ability to produce a focused, detailed and logically structured report. Research questions that are too complex or have more than a single focus can compromise clarity, depth and analytical thoroughness. To ensure manageability, students should frame their question in a way that is both concise and well-focused, limiting variables and points of analysis to a scope that can be effectively investigated over the year. Reinforcing the centrality of the question and concentrating on the scope and clarity of this is an essential, ongoing focus across the study.
Some reports did not have accurately attributed quotations or a consistently applied referencing system. Accurate referencing and clear identification of direct quotes are essential elements of academic writing, underpinning both the integrity and credibility of a student’s work. Proper citation allows students to acknowledge the original authors of ideas and findings, demonstrating respect for intellectual property and adherence to scholarly standards. Identifying direct quotes explicitly distinguishes a student’s own voice from the perspectives or evidence drawn from other sources, supporting a clear and transparent narrative. Additionally, careful referencing enhances the readability and reliability of a report, enabling readers to trace sources and evaluate the evidence presented. Reports containing diligent citation practices not only displayed a high academic quality of work but also avoided potential issues related to plagiarism, thereby upholding the ethical standards expected in research. It was essential that students were thorough in this process, reflected carefully on how they used existing research, and recognised the contributions of others in their work.


Of particular note this year were issues in the clarity and depth of data analysis and findings. Effective data analysis requires students to develop their own representations of data such as graphs or charts, which allow them to visually interpret and communicate patterns within their findings. Students gain a deeper understanding of their data when they create visualisations and it helps them to convey complex relationships and trends in a clear and accessible manner. Importantly, data analysis in academic work goes beyond answering individual questions in isolation; it requires a comprehensive synthesis that integrates all relevant findings to address the research question holistically. This approach demonstrates the student’s ability to see beyond surface-level responses, constructing a cohesive narrative that considers the broader implications of their data. Students who moved beyond a question-by-question summary and engaged in synthesising their findings demonstrated higher-order analytical skills and provided a more insightful, meaningful discussion of their research outcomes.
Specific information
The statistics in this report may be subject to rounding, resulting in a total more or less than 100 per cent. 
Each written report is assessed individually against the criteria. Comments regarding achievement levels as outlined below are for illustrative purposes only and do not constitute all aspects of a student’s work that may contribute to achievement.
High–Very High
Students at the highest level of achievement displayed advanced critical thinking and deep comprehension, bringing together every aspect of their investigation to demonstrate a detailed mastery of their research area. These investigations contained purposeful choices about how each component related to the main research question, which contributed notable depth and complexity to the work.
High-scoring reports engaged extensively with authoritative academic literature, applying critical analysis and synthesis of this material throughout. At this level, each section of the report was consistently connected to relevant literature, drawing on a broad spectrum of existing research to support the arguments. This engagement was evident across the entire report, including in their discussion of methodology and analysis of results.
The method and data analysis in these reports were critically presented and closely aligned with the study's main purpose. Higher-scoring choices regarding method and findings were thoughtful, reflecting a critical examination of factors such as methodological suitability, data-collection tools, participant selection and ethical considerations. When multiple data tools were used, students explained the relationship between different data forms and reflected carefully on their methodological decisions. They made informed choices about data presentation, supported by clear discussions of trends and important findings, often synthesising and organising data by themes to create a unified view of their research.
Students at this level demonstrated awareness of existing theories and ideas in their field, acknowledged any limitations in their findings, and considered the broader implications and interpretations of their research. The writing style and fluency was highly polished, reflecting numerous stages of drafting and editing that resulted in a carefully constructed final report. This was indicative of the consistent effort invested over the course of the year.


Medium
At this level, students presented investigations with logical coherence, but there were several areas where greater depth and critical insight were required. This was often the result of a central research question being overly expansive or containing too many variables, which limited the scope for a more focused and detailed exploration. In other cases, the chosen methods were not well suited to fully exploring the research question, preventing students from gaining a thorough understanding of their subject matter.
These reports typically featured generalised discussions of ideas, rather than engaging critically with the concepts in depth. For example, some reports offered brief overviews of key concepts instead of providing a detailed analysis of their complexities. Critical thinking was not applied consistently throughout the report, and the links between the research question and the ideas presented were sometimes underdeveloped or lacking in detail. Additionally, the range of sources consulted was often narrower, although predominantly academic. Alternatively, they may have relied more heavily on non-academic sources such as news articles or websites. As a result, the reports lacked the necessary specificity and depth required to achieve higher marks.
These reports tended to focus on summarising rather than critically engaging with the material, which was particularly noticeable in sections such as the explanation of the chosen methodology. This approach led to reports that read more like descriptions of procedures rather than critical evaluations of the students’ choices and their relevance to the research question. At this level, students should be encouraged to balance their explanations of methodological choices with a more critical analysis, ensuring that these decisions are clearly justified in relation to the research question. In some cases, students did not sufficiently demonstrate how different data collection methods complemented one another. For example, those who employed both surveys and interviews may not have fully explored how these methods worked together to address the central research question.
With regard to discussing findings, some students made an initial attempt at synthesising their data but did not carry this through to a deeper analysis. Many students presented data without providing sufficient explanation or interpretation. Data representations, such as tables and graphs, were either barely explained or lacked accompanying analysis, leaving their significance unclear.
Most reports were well organised and adhered to academic conventions. Students would benefit from greater attention to proofreading and ensuring linguistic accuracy, as some reports contained grammatical errors that hindered clarity. The connections between ideas within sections were sometimes weak, and some parts of the report lacked cohesion.
Some students merged their introduction with the literature review, which affected the assessment of Criteria 1 and 2. Students should recognise that the introduction and literature review have distinct functions within the report and should be treated as separate sections. Both are needed to provide a comprehensive understanding of the key ideas related to the investigation. A more condensed or combined literature review can significantly affect the assessment of a student’s ability to synthesise and integrate relevant research.
Low–Very Low
Student reports at this level showed limited critical engagement and often suffered from problems with clarity, logical flow and overall cohesion. These reports tended to be descriptive rather than analytical, frequently omitted key sections, or displayed serious issues in the execution of the investigation. While students made some attempt to explain their work, the reports were consistently hindered by errors in structure, expression and depth. Engagement with academic literature was often minimal, focusing on only a handful of sources, and there was too much reliance on non-academic materials such as websites, blogs and media articles. Referencing errors were also widespread throughout these reports.
In some cases, reports were incomplete, leaving entire sections missing. Where data was presented it was often unrefined, consisting of raw data without sufficient analysis or presented in a disorganised manner that did not relate to the central research question. Consequently, the findings and conclusions lacked clarity, depth and meaningful connection to the research question. It was also evident that some students ran out of time towards the end of their investigations, compromising the overall quality of their work. Students need to allocate sufficient time to analyse and organise their data carefully, ensuring they can draw logical conclusions. Thoughtful consideration of how best to present the data, which findings are most crucial and how they contribute to the investigation should be central to the process. Students should consider these aspects early in the process and revisit them throughout the investigation, with the understanding that multiple revisions and drafts may be needed, particularly when dealing with multiple data sets.
Another recurring issue in these reports was the lack of clarity and adherence to academic conventions. Lower-scoring reports often demonstrated inconsistent tone and voice, with numerous spelling and grammar mistakes that hindered comprehension. In some cases, the flow of ideas was disjointed, making the report difficult to follow. There were also problems with academic conventions, limited or inconsistent referencing practices, and a lack of clear organisation in terms of subheadings and section structure.
Advice to students and teachers
Students demonstrated a strong ability to design methods for data collection that were both well developed and appropriate for addressing their research questions. The methods chosen were carefully considered, with students providing clear justifications for their selection, ensuring the collection of relevant and reliable data. As students progressed, their writing became increasingly sophisticated, marked by the use of more nuanced language and a more formal academic tone. This growth in writing reflected an expanding depth of understanding and a more refined approach to research design. There was a clear trend towards a deeper integration of complex ideas as students continued to develop their research design, considering various elements such as data collection tools, ethical considerations and the integration of academic literature to build a more comprehensive and rigorous investigation.
Some students used tables to represent data to avoid exceeding the word count. While tables can be an effective tool for presenting data concisely, they should not be relied on as a substitute for detailed written analysis. In some cases, tables were used to summarise findings without adequate explanation or interpretation in the report’s narrative. This approach often lacked depth of analysis, missing key trends and insights. Students should be mindful that the word count includes the explanation of findings, and data representations must be accompanied by thoughtful discussion to ensure clarity and a comprehensive understanding of the research.
There was a noticeable need for greater depth in critical engagement with the literature, particularly in the discussion of the findings. While many students referenced academic sources, the analysis and synthesis of these sources were sometimes superficial. Students often summarised existing research without sufficiently critiquing it or connecting it to their own findings. In the discussion section, the lack of integration between the literature and the data collected weakened the overall argument. It is essential for students to engage more critically with literature throughout their investigation and particularly when discussing their results, ensuring that their findings are supported, challenged or refined by existing research.
In terms of data analysis, students would benefit from giving more consideration to how different data sets work together to provide a holistic understanding of their research question. While surveys were a common tool, higher-scoring reports displayed a multifaceted method that integrated various types of data collection. Students can triangulate their findings by using interviews, observations and other qualitative or quantitative data alongside surveys, which provides a more nuanced and reliable interpretation of their research question. This approach enables students to explore the connections between different data sets and reflect critically on how they complement or contrast with each other, leading to a more robust and comprehensive analysis.
Assessment criteria
The following are general comments regarding achievement in each criterion. They should not be seen as an exhaustive list of features, as each report is unique and decisions regarding both the writing and marking of the report are based on the research question and conduct of the investigation.
Criterion 1 – Knowledge and understanding of the research area
	Mark
	0
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8
	9
	10
	Average

	%
	0
	0
	0
	2
	4
	8
	16
	24
	24
	16
	6
	7.2


Students were expected to thoroughly engage with all essential concepts related to their research question, with a particular focus on depth and breadth of understanding. Students whose research questions involved multiple elements or numerous variables often struggled to demonstrate a comprehensive grasp of their topic, as the scope of material they sought to cover became overwhelming. Furthermore, students who merged their literature review with the introduction, or omitted it altogether, typically found it difficult to showcase a detailed understanding of the area under investigation. A clear and well-structured literature review is critical to ground the research in existing scholarship, offer context, and frame the investigation within the broader academic landscape. The absence of this section often results in gaps in the analysis and limits critical engagement with relevant studies. 
Students should also recognise that it is rare for a topic to lack sufficient research. Claims of limited research availability usually indicate that the student needs to look more broadly and critically across their field. To demonstrate high-level understanding, students must consistently address the core concepts of their research and engage deeply with a wide range of academic sources. Superficial discussions are not enough; depth is necessary to achieve a fully developed understanding of the topic.
Accuracy and consistency in referencing are essential. Some students underperformed in this area due to errors in source citation. Proper referencing of all academic reading and sources used is vital, as it reflects a comprehensive and rigorous engagement with the existing scholarly work in the field.
Criterion 2 – Analysis and evaluation of argument and evidence
	Mark
	0
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8
	9
	10
	Average

	%
	0
	0
	1
	2
	8
	10
	20
	25
	19
	12
	3
	6.7


Critical analysis distinguished higher-achieving students from mid-level students. The ability to critically engage with their own work and the relevant academic literature consistently demonstrated a student’s command of their research area and their capacity to establish connections across different areas of knowledge. Students who excelled in this criterion were able to identify and highlight the most significant trends in existing research, effectively linking them to their own research question. In contrast, students who were still refining their critical analysis tended to address pieces of literature in isolation, often providing more descriptive summaries of key concepts rather than critically engaging with them.
The development of a student’s critical thinking abilities, nurtured throughout the VCE Extended Investigation year, was clearly reflected in this criterion. Those who successfully applied the critical thinking skills from Unit 3 Area of Study 3 to their research achieved the highest marks. Higher-scoring students not only assessed arguments and evidence in the earlier sections of their report but also continued this analytical approach in the discussion of their findings. They drew meaningful connections between their own results and existing research, and used these insights to explore potential explanations for their findings or to identify avenues for further investigation.
Criterion 3 – Response to the research question
	Mark
	0
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8
	9
	10
	Average

	%
	0
	0
	0
	4
	6
	12
	20
	23
	21
	12
	3
	6.8


The central research question is fundamental to each investigation, and students were expected to continually refine and deepen their understanding of it throughout the course of their work. Some students would have benefited from tightening the scope of their questions so that they had fewer variables, or were centred on a single core idea rather than addressing multiple components. Of particular concern were reports where students identified two distinct research questions, which led to confusion and hindered clarity in the methodology and depth of understanding within the field.
Many students described their methods in detail without the necessary critical analysis and justification. Students must move beyond simply describing their chosen research methods and instead offer clear justifications for their methodological decisions. They need to explain why specific methods, tools and approaches were selected, ensuring these choices are directly aligned with the research question and the aims of the investigation. The method section should not only detail the approach and data collection tools used but also critically assess their relevance in relation to existing research. Students can demonstrate a deeper understanding of their research design and its limitations by reflecting on the strengths and weaknesses of their chosen methodology. Without this level of justification, reports risk lacking depth and students will continue to find it challenging to achieve high marks for this criterion. 
A crucial aspect of this criterion is whether the chosen methodology aligns with the research question’s aims. Some reports indicated that the sample size or population was not matched well to the research question. Small sample sizes limit the scope for comprehensive data analysis and discussion. Students should therefore reflect consistently on how their methodological decisions will affect subsequent data analysis, the exploration of findings, and their ability to fully address the research question.
Criterion 4 – Synthesis of findings and evaluation of the investigation
	Mark
	0
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8
	9
	10
	Average

	%
	0.4
	0.2
	0.4
	2
	6
	13
	20
	23
	20
	13
	3
	6.8


This criterion assessed the ability to analyse data effectively, which is closely linked to critical thinking skills. Students needed to select relevant data and present it in a clear and meaningful way, identifying trends and connecting them to their research question. This required students to carefully consider how to display the data, with an emphasis on clarity and precision. Tables, graphs and other data representations must be used appropriately, accompanied by thorough analysis and explanations of key trends. Students should avoid simply presenting raw data and instead use it to tell a coherent narrative, linking it directly to the investigation’s objectives. More students relied on premade data representations, for example, prepopulated graphs from Microsoft Forms or Google Surveys, rather than considering and generating their own data representations. Students need to understand the components of effective data representations and the mechanics of creating these themselves.


Students must add greater detail and depth to their findings to provide a clear and comprehensive account of the outcomes of their investigation. A surface-level presentation of results, without engaging with the data in depth, does not demonstrate a full understanding of the research. Students should not only report their findings but also analyse and interpret them, identifying key trends, patterns and relationships within the data. Students need to make explicit connections between their results and the research question, offering insights into what the data reveals. Students can showcase the robustness of their investigation by exploring the significance of their findings and reflecting on how these relate to existing research. Such detailed engagement with the data allows students to highlight the implications of their results and ensures a well-rounded and nuanced presentation of their research outcomes.
Engaging with existing academic literature is essential when interpreting findings, as is reflecting on the limitations of the investigation. Students must contextualise their data within the broader field of research and consider potential causes and implications in light of scholarly work. Reflecting on the limitations of their methods, including any factors that may have influenced the data collection process, is also crucial. However, limitations related to time management or the short duration of the study are not considered valid academic challenges. Higher-scoring students typically presented data that was logically sequenced and directly related to the research question, engaging with literature to analyse their findings in depth. In contrast, mid- and lower-range responses often lacked a clear analysis of the data or presented irrelevant information without sufficient explanation.
Criterion 5 – Clarity and effectiveness of writing
	Mark
	0
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8
	9
	10
	Average

	%
	0
	0
	0
	1
	5
	9
	17
	24
	24
	14
	5
	7.1


Students were expected to submit a carefully refined and polished report, making deliberate choices to ensure clarity and precision in language. At a fundamental level, students should demonstrate a firm command of spelling, grammar and punctuation, developing ideas logically within and between paragraphs. The report should be thoroughly developed, revised and presented to the highest standard, given the time available for completing the investigation and writing process.
Students should be cautious about overusing acronyms, as this can disrupt the flow of writing and cause confusion for readers. Similarly, if a glossary is included, it should work alongside embedded definitions within the text to strengthen the reader's understanding. Repetition of information across sections should be avoided; instead, students should use paraphrasing to revisit key points or expand on ideas as they reappear later in the report. Additionally, students should be mindful when using proofreading or editing tools, including AI, to ensure that they do not unintentionally alter the tone or voice of the report. Consistency in language style, sentence structure, vocabulary and clarity is crucial to meeting this criterion. Without careful attention to the cohesion of the report, inconsistencies in expression and clarity may emerge, detracting from the overall quality of the work.


Criterion 6 – Observance of report writing conventions, including citations and bibliographic referencing of sources
	Mark
	0
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8
	9
	10
	Average

	%
	0
	0
	0
	2
	6
	9
	15
	19
	24
	20
	6
	7.2


Criterion 6 assessed a student’s understanding of the structural conventions of a research report, focusing on proper referencing and citation practices, as well as the overall organisation of the report. Students needed to recognise the role of each section in building the investigation’s narrative and justifying their findings. Some reports did not adhere to these conventions, which detracted from the clarity and coherence of the report, impacting multiple criteria. Raw data should be included in the appendix only when directly referenced in the report, and only brief excerpts such as interview quotes should be included, avoiding extensive transcripts or raw survey data. Any data or participant information used must be anonymised to maintain confidentiality.
In addition, students needed to demonstrate a clear understanding of referencing conventions, distinguishing between paraphrasing, quoting, and synthesising ideas. The ability to properly attribute ideas to their original sources is essential for developing academic integrity throughout the coursework and final report. Inconsistent or improper referencing can significantly affect the quality of the report, especially when distinguishing between a student’s own ideas and those of others. Appendices should only contain supplementary information that supports the investigation but is not central to the main text. If the information is crucial to understanding the report, it should be included in the body rather than the appendices.
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