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The 2025 Extended Investigation reports demonstrated a diverse range of approaches to student research, which reflected the individuality of each student’s research interests and inspiration. The introduction of the updated VCE Extended Investigation Study Design has seen adjustments to the performance descriptors for both internal and externally assessed tasks (EAT); however, there continues to be a range of ways that students can meet the criteria, with the research question remaining at the centre of judgements regarding success against the criteria. 
Students continued to draw on a wide range of methods, with the most successful reports explaining and justifying students’ decisions explicitly. These reports demonstrated an understanding that methodological choices shape the quality of the investigation and require critical reflections on strengths, limitations and the suitability of methods for the evidence that the students sought to generate. Clear alignment between the research question, methods, data analysis and final conclusions strengthened the coherence and logic of investigations. The research question continues to sit at the heart of student investigations and has an ongoing impact on the quality of the investigation, the design of methods and the analysis of data. Investigations where the research question was either too broad, contained multiple parts or lacked scope presented issues for student achievement across the performance descriptors.
Academic integrity and referencing practices continue to be areas for focus, as these led to significant variation across student work. Reports that used consistent, accurate referencing and clearly distinguished between the student’s own analysis and the ideas of others presented an authoritative and well-established line of argument. These reports allowed evidence and thinking to be followed clearly. In contrast, inconsistent or incomplete attribution weakened the clarity and academic rigour of reports. This emphasises the importance of paying careful attention to referencing, academic writing expectations and conventions in both the conduct of the investigation and the completion of the final written report. 
In 2025, a number of reports identified general research questions and conducted a literature review on the topic before identifying the existing body of knowledge and recommending further areas for research and action. While a literature review is an established method for an investigation, it must be remembered that the purpose of the investigation is to: 
identify an area for attention – a problem, issue or area requiring clarity
conduct research to investigate and generate data that is beyond the summary of existing information
use this data to come to conclusions based on critical engagement with literature and data. 
Reports that presented an overview of existing knowledge were therefore problematic. It is important that teachers reinforce the distinction between research as a means of investigating and discovering, and research that summarises and positions. 


Specific information
Note: 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 performance levels as outlined below are for illustrative purposes only and do not constitute all aspects of student work that may contribute to achievement.
High to very high
Student research reports at a very high level were sophisticated and conceptually controlled. Reports demonstrated: 
extensive critical engagement with literature, integrating multiple perspectives and showing clear understanding of field debates
a coherent, well-structured line of argument that was logically developed, clearly articulated and consistently supported with relevant evidence from the investigation
highly focused research questions with explicit alignment between question, method and findings
comprehensive and well-reasoned synthesis of data, with evidence interpreted in depth and linked convincingly to the research question and existing scholarship
precision in academic expression, with polished, coherent writing, accurate terminology and strong control of academic voice
consistent and thorough academic conventions, including high-level referencing and purposeful use of structure and appendixes
a high degree of independence, insight and credibility.
Research reports at a high level were strong, well developed and coherent. Reports typically demonstrated:
detailed understanding of the research area and meaningful engagement with a range of sources
clear alignment between research question and method, with a justification that was generally sound 
relevant analysis of data, with emerging synthesis and links to literature, though occasionally lacking nuance and depth
coherent academic writing that was adjusted effectively for non-specialist readers, with few lapses in clarity or structure
mostly consistent referencing and suitable academic conventions, with only minor inconsistencies
strong control, even if some aspects of the report remained procedural or lacked depth.
Medium
Research reports at this level were competent with clear intent but noticeable limitations. Reports often:
contained a general understanding of concepts and some use of relevant literature, although understanding and use was often descriptive rather than analytical
contained a broad but workable research question, with a method that was described and partially or generally justified
contained a clear presentation of findings, though with limited interpretation, requiring greater identification of trends or connection to the research question
contained mostly clear writing, with occasional lapses in cohesion or expression 
‘worked’ as investigations; however, they lacked the depth, synthesis or precision of higher levels.


Low to very low
Research reports in the low range demonstrated developing but incomplete understanding of research processes. These reports often:
showed limited clarity around the research area, with minimal or superficial use of literature
used broad, unclear or multi-part research questions, making alignment with method difficult 
contained descriptive reporting of findings, with limited analysis or synthesis
contained frequent issues in clarity, structure or expression, making reasoning more difficult to follow
contained inconsistent or incorrect referencing, with an emerging awareness of academic conventions but limited success in application
indicated emerging skills but lacked integration, coherence and conceptual control.
Research reports in the very low range demonstrated serious gaps in knowledge, method and academic practice. Reports typically:
showed minimal understanding of the research area, and little to no engagement with literature
demonstrated unfocused, very broad and poorly defined questions with little evidence of methodological understanding
contained incomplete findings, raw data or minimal discussion that did not address the question
contained significant issues in clarity, structure, expression and organisation
demonstrated little or flawed use of academic conventions, including absent or wholly incorrect referencing 
lacked the necessary foundations for academic research or may have been largely incomplete. 
Advice to students and teachers
A number of trends observed across the written reports in 2025 indicate areas for focus in both teaching and student practice:
The recurring and increasing misconception that students must explicitly identify a research ‘gap’ to justify their question or investigation often led to unnecessary or inaccurate claims, which distracted from the conceptual framing of the study. High-quality reports demonstrated that it is more effective to integrate justification throughout the literature review, positioning the investigation within existing scholarship without relying on a standalone ‘research gap’ section.
An increasing number of students explained or described concepts in the literature review rather than synthesising ideas or evaluating claims of existing researchers. A number of students relied on recent studies only, overlooking the historical and theoretical context necessary to develop a nuanced understanding of their field. The decline in thematic structuring through subheadings further contributed to reviews that lacked coherence or analytical depth. Effective literature reviews established the conceptual foundations of the research, demonstrated relationships and distinctions between studies and clearly supported the refinement of the research question.
Reports that achieved in the middle ranges in particular required greater clarity regarding the distinct purposes of introductory sections. The abstract, introduction and literature review each fulfil different functions within an academic report; however, these functions were often blurred or duplicated. Strong reports clearly articulated the research aims in the introduction, provided a concise summary of the investigation in the abstract and used the literature review to situate the study within wider scholarly conversations. 


Students would benefit from improved specificity regarding ethical considerations. Reports that explored the ethical implications of methodological choices demonstrated a deeper understanding of responsible research practice. However, many reports limited discussion to describing consent procedures or focused solely on plagiarism, which is an academic integrity issue rather than a research ethics concern. Ethical reflection should extend to areas including: 
confidentiality
risk
participant vulnerability
data management
potential harm or power imbalance. 
In the findings and discussion sections of reports, students showed a propensity to present data without identifying trends or providing meaningful interpretation. These areas showed an increasing reliance on tables or pre-generated graphs that lacked analytical commentary. While tables and figures can be effective in reports, they must be used deliberately and should be accompanied by clear explanations of what the data show and how they address the research question. A number of reports relied on unclear or underdeveloped data representations, indicating a need for students to think critically about the most effective way to present their results. There was also a noticeable lack of integration of literature into the discussion of findings, which weakened the ability to interpret results in relation to broader research and reduced the conceptual sophistication of the second half of the report. 
Students are encouraged to maintain clarity and precision in their writing. They are also reminded that a balance should be struck between complexity and accessibility, to ensure that academic expression is not unnecessarily reduced in the effort to ensure accessibility. 
Correct attribution of ideas is essential. Students must understand the distinctions between quoting, paraphrasing and synthesising, and how to apply referencing conventions consistently to demonstrate academic integrity and clarity of argument. 
Assessment criteria
The following comments regarding achievement in each criterion are general and should not be seen as an exhaustive list of features. Each report is unique, and decisions relating to both the writing and marking of the report are based on the research question and conduct of the investigation.
Criterion 1 – Exploration of the research area
	Mark
	0
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8
	9
	10
	Average

	%
	0
	0
	0.2
	1
	3
	6
	16
	22
	25
	19
	7
	7.4


This criterion assessed how well students understand their broader field of inquiry and the key concepts that underpin it. It focused on students’: 
engagement with the existing body of knowledge
ability to engage with key concepts within their research question
ability to critically apply ideas and concepts to inform their investigation 
ability to provide a clear contextual foundation for their research question.
Students were expected to engage thoroughly with the essential concepts underpinning their research question and demonstrate both depth and breadth of understanding. Research questions with multiple elements or excessive variables challenged students, as such scope can become unmanageable. A clear, well-structured literature review was critical to situating the investigation within the existing body of knowledge and establishing the relevance of the investigation. Merging or omitting this section can limit critical engagement and leave gaps in analysis. Students should recognise that most topics have sufficient research available and that claims of limited sources usually indicate the need for broader, more critical exploration of the field. 
Higher-scoring reports:
demonstrated extensive knowledge of the research area and unpacking of key concepts
integrated literature critically, identifying points of convergence and divergence
often used a thematic approach to the structure of literature analysis
applied an understanding of concepts directly to the investigation
used authoritative, scholarly sources to support ideas.
Medium- and lower-scoring reports:
showed a more general understanding of parts of the research area and key concepts
used literature with some connections to the research question
tended towards descriptive accounts of literature, sometimes working through articles individually
identified and discussed a number of sources but would have benefited from further depth and breadth.
Criterion 2 – Critical engagement with arguments and evidence
	Mark
	0
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8
	9
	10
	Average

	%
	0
	0
	0.7
	3
	3
	9
	18
	25
	22
	16
	4
	7.1


This criterion evaluated students’ ability to analyse and evaluate arguments, claims and evidence in the existing research and to connect this analysis to their research question. The focus of this criterion was on: 
critical analysis of, and thinking about, the student’s investigation and the existing field of research that supports this. Students were expected to interpret and synthesise information; identify relationships, gaps or contradictions; and connect this to the aims of their investigation 
critical thinking and the ability to engage with research in a way that informs and strengthens the student’s investigation.
Critical analysis was a key factor in distinguishing higher-scoring reports. In reports that excelled, students consistently engaged with both their own work and relevant literature, demonstrating command of their research area and the ability to make connections across knowledge domains. They identified significant trends in existing research and linked these effectively to their question. In contrast, lower-scoring reports demonstrated that students were still developing in this area, and they often treated sources in isolation and provided descriptive summaries. 
The development of critical thinking throughout Extended Investigation was reflected in this criterion, with the ability of students to apply analytical skills – not only to reviewing literature but also to drawing connections between their results and existing research – central to the study.
Higher-scoring reports:
critically analysed and evaluated arguments and evidence
connected analysis directly to the research question
recognised and discussed limitations or gaps in existing research
demonstrated sophisticated reasoning and understanding of evidence. 
Medium- and lower-scoring reports:
showed some evaluation of evidence alongside descriptions
presented connections to the research question but either did not fully develop these or the connections may have been tenuous
identified and described some limitations 
demonstrated generally sound reasoning but required greater depth and clarity.
Criterion 3 – Research question and methods
	Mark
	0
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8
	9
	10
	Average

	%
	0
	0
	0
	2
	3
	10
	20
	23
	23
	13
	5
	7.1


This criterion focused on the development of a clear, well-articulated research question and the suitability of the methods chosen to investigate it. It required a balance between explanation and description of the approach taken by the student, as well as critical reflection on and justification of this approach. This criterion emphasised the justification of choices and a demonstrated ability to design a coherent, feasible investigation that yielded useful data and a response to the research question.
The central research question remains fundamental to each investigation, and students were expected to refine and focus it throughout their work. Questions with multiple components, or broad direction, including those with two questions inherent in the one investigation, often hindered clarity and depth of understanding, and complicated methodological choices. Students were required to go beyond a description of their methods and provide clear justification for their choices, explaining why they selected specific approaches, tools or procedures and how these aligned with the research question and investigation aims. 
Reports that included critical reflection on strengths, limitations and relevance of the methodology demonstrated deeper understanding and enhanced the overall quality of the investigation. Methodological decisions, particularly regarding sample selection and data collection strategies, should be considered in terms of their impact on subsequent analysis and the ability of the student to fully address the research question. 
High-scoring reports:
presented a highly focused, well-articulated research question with a contained scope
justified methods clearly and explicitly, linking the student’s choices to their research question
considered and explored ethical issues and methodological limitations
showed coherence between question, method and data collection and analysis.
Medium- and lower-scoring reports:
presented a broadly expressed question with some direction but lacked refinement and specificity
described method design and choices, with some general justification of choices
demonstrated some identification of ethical issues and limitations
may have demonstrated inconsistent links between choices that were made and the research question.
Criterion 4 – Findings, conclusions and evaluations
	Mark
	0
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8
	9
	10
	Average

	%
	0
	0
	0.2
	2
	4
	6
	21
	23
	25
	13
	5
	7.1


This criterion assessed how effectively students synthesised their findings to answer their research question. Students were expected to interpret findings in relation to the research question, connect results to relevant literature and evaluate the significance, limitations and implications of their investigation. Students were required to present and discuss relevant data to support their claims in a way that was accessible to an educated non-specialist audience. The focus in this criterion was on demonstrating analytical reasoning and an informed, evidence-based response to their research question.
The ability of students to analyse and interpret data effectively, demonstrating critical thinking and a clear connection to the research question, was key to this criterion. Students were expected to select and clearly present relevant data and identify trends, patterns and relationships within the results. Analysis that presented a coherent narrative rather than simply displaying data with little discussion generally led to a stronger discussion. Findings needed to be interpreted in depth, explicitly linked to the research question and considered in the context of literature. Reflections on methodological limitations, data reliability and the significance of the results were essential to provide a nuanced understanding of the investigation’s outcomes. 
Higher-scoring reports:
synthesised findings effectively to directly address the research question
drew well-substantiated conclusions using a range of data as evidence
integrated findings with literature and considered broader implications.
Medium- and lower-scoring reports:
demonstrated some synthesis of data and connections to the research question
drew conclusions with some links to the research question
began to make connections to existing research
reflected on value and limitations in a general manner.
Criterion 5 – Clarity, precision and coherence
	Mark
	0
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8
	9
	10
	Average

	%
	0
	0
	0.2
	2
	4
	7
	18
	26
	22
	15
	5
	7.1


This criterion evaluated the clarity and logical flow of students’ arguments, as well as the precision of their language. Students were expected to communicate ideas clearly, present data and arguments coherently, and use terminology accurately to convey complex concepts. In using data, students were expected to demonstrate an ability to analyse and discuss their data as a means of reaching conclusions. The focus in this criterion was on producing a report that was understandable, well reasoned and logically organised.
Reports should be refined and well structured, with coherent paragraphs and accurate spelling, grammar, punctuation and expression. Maintaining cohesion, consistent style and clear expression throughout the report is essential for communicating ideas effectively and supporting the overall quality of the investigation. Students should take care to avoid an overuse of acronyms and an over-reliance on glossaries to explore terminology. Students should thoughtfully design data representations such as tables and graphs. Surface-level reporting, reliance on pre-generated graphs or the inability to connect results to the research question limited the depth and rigour of some reports.
High-scoring reports:
used terminology precisely and consistently
presented data and arguments coherently, logically linking evidence to conclusions
communicated complex ideas clearly for a non-specialist audience and used a range of techniques to support this adjustment
demonstrated robust reasoning and clarity of argument development.
Medium- and lower-scoring reports:
used terminology generally accurately, although at times inconsistently
presented data with some clarity and deliberate intent
communicated ideas with some precision, refinement and clarity.


Criterion 6 – Style, structure and observance of academic conventions
	Mark
	0
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8
	9
	10
	Average

	%
	0
	0
	0.4
	1
	3
	7
	17
	21
	26
	16
	8
	7.4


This criterion assessed the organisation, readability and academic integrity of the written report. Students were expected to structure their report effectively, maintain a formal academic tone and apply correct referencing and attribution throughout. The focus in this criterion was on producing a polished, professional and academically rigorous report suitable for an educated non-specialist audience. 
Students were expected to understand the purpose and focus of each section of the written report, as well as the academic conventions of writing a research report, including organisation, referencing and citation practices. They were expected to use each section purposefully to build the investigation’s narrative and support their position. Note that appendixes should only contain supplementary material, such as brief excerpts of data. Proper attribution of ideas through accurate paraphrasing, quoting and synthesising was essential to demonstrating academic integrity and clearly distinguishing students’ own work from existing research. Consistent application of these conventions enhanced the clarity, coherence and overall quality of reports.
High-scoring reports:
were well-structured with intentional use of strategies to develop logical flow, including the use of sections and heading structures
were adapted for a non-specialist audience without losing precision or complexity
consistently and accurately used citations and academic conventions to attribute sources
were professional and refined, demonstrating consistent work over a sustained period of time.
Medium- and lower-scoring reports:
demonstrated some logical flow and the use of subheadings and sections
attempted to adapt for a non-specialist audience, with some lapses or lack of clarity
generally engaged with an established citation approach and used some academic conventions to attribute sources
were presented coherently but lacked some polish and flow.
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