Assessment criteria for BSc theses at Chalmers University of Technology — valid from the
2026 spring term

Assessment of BSc-theses — HISS

There are four levels for assessing the written presentation of the bachelor’s thesis.
The two main dimensions of what is expected in good technical communication are
to reflect an understanding of the content and to have a clear structure. In addition
to these two dimensions, the criteria take language into account, as well as the fact
that a text creates an immediate overall impression, which influences the reader.

Based on these main areas, we have chosen to call the criteria HISS which is an
abbreviation in Swedish for these four aspects (Overall Impression, Content,
Structure, Language). In most situations, the focus is primarily on content (and
understanding), but since texts communicate already upon an initial quick reading,
we have placed overall impression first in the graphical representation of the criteria.
The four dimensions are closely interconnected, but it is reasonable to place greater
weight on content compared to the other three dimensions. Therefore, the following
weighting is proposed:

Criteria Weighting
Overall impression 20%
Content & understanding 40%
Structure 20%
Language 20%
Combined grade 100%

Just as one cannot fail any part of the overall bachelor’s thesis, all dimensions of the
report must also be approved.

It is evident that the understanding of the content has subject-specific
characteristics, and the criteria express expectations regarding subject depth in
interdisciplinary terms. This means that certain phrases and aspects may not appear
entirely optimal for individual subject areas.

In the criteria below, differences between levels are also distinguished by, for
example, using "discuss" versus "comment," where "discuss" is more comprehensive
and superior to "comment." In other words, "comment" refers to a more superficial
and somewhat fragmented discussion.

A note on translation: The initial rough translation was done with ChatGPT, the
revised translation was done with Deepl and corrected by CLS colleagues.
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The overall impression is something that can be assessed quickly during an initial reading and the impression the text gives at that point. This impression, which also includes subject
understanding or accuracy, is then confirmed or reconsidered during the more thorough review of the text when working with the rest of the HISS criteria. Note that the detailed
analysis of reference handling is not included in the overall impression, even though many readers check the reference list as one of their first observations after the title, abstract,
and perhaps conclusions or introduction. Instead, reference handling is addressed under Structure.

Overall impression

Purpose and structure

Topic presentation

Adherence to guidelines

At first glance, the purpose, structure, content and
relevance of the text are clear from an informative
title, an informative summary, a clear table of contents
with effective headings, and figures and tables that are
clearly linked to the theme of the text and

communicate the method, results and conclusions well.

The subject description is excellent, with a results analysis that is clear
and well-connected to the purpose and conclusion. Relevant areas are
covered and described in a clear manner. The selection and scope are
clearly linked to the study's purpose and other content in a well-
balanced report.

The scope and design of the report follow
Chalmers' central guidelines and are
deliberately adapted to the task at hand.
Formal aspects of the text enhance readability
and are not conspicuous.

The reader can gain an understanding of the text's
purpose, structure and content through the title,
summary, table of contents, figures and tables, despite
any inconsistent or inadequate handling of individual
components. Any shortcomings do not create
contradictions in relation to the other components.

The subject description is good. All relevant areas are mentioned and
are sufficient, even though there is some inconsistency in the
selection, in relation to the purpose and other content, and in
dimensioning (e.g. too broad or too narrow). There are only isolated
shortcomings in the handling of results, but despite these
shortcomings, the analysis and report give a balanced impression.

The scope and design follow central
guidelines, but there are some minor
shortcomings. Possible shortcomings may
include the use of appendices; individual
vague sections; inadequate graphic support
for readers.

It is possible to get an idea of what the text is about,
even though the title, table of contents, summary and
headings do not provide a sufficiently clear picture of
the text's purpose, structure and content. Nor do the
figures and tables provide sufficient and clear support.

The subject description covers all relevant areas but may have
individual weaknesses in some areas. Imbalances within or between
the different areas of the report make it difficult to read. The results
and analysis of results are linked but not clearly linked to the purpose
and conclusion.

The scope and design follow central guidelines
but are not adapted and therefore affect
readability. Deficiencies extend beyond
individual aspects such as the use of
appendices; individual vague headings and
sections; inadequate graphic support for
readers.

In combination or separately, the title, summary,
headings, table of contents, tables, and figures give too
weak an impression of what the text is about.

Although the subject description covers certain relevant areas, there
are also clear shortcomings such as lack of clarity and vagueness
regarding the scope and level (depth) of the text. The results and
analysis of results are insufficiently linked and not clearly connected to
the purpose and conclusion. The imbalance in the report makes it
difficult to read and understand, creating an obvious risk of
misunderstanding.

Even at first glance, there are obvious formal
shortcomings, such as the design of the table
of contents, layout issues, and page
numbering.
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Content and understanding: The subject-specific understanding and accuracy are highlighted not only through argumentation but primarily through the overall impression of the
categories on this and the next page: Choice of theory and method, Subject description, Presentation of results, Analysis in relation to theory/method, Critical approach to results,
and Data collection.

Content and understanding (1/2)

Links between aim, analysis of results, and discussion
(the key thread)

Choice of theory and methodology

Argumentation

The purpose of the study is clearly stated and well-
defined. The conclusions are clearly linked to and align
very well with the results analysis and the
purpose/problem formulation

The authors take a critical approach to the choice of theory
and method by reflecting on its suitability in relation to the
study conducted. These reflective statements contribute new
theoretical or methodological insights and conclusions to the
field.

The argumentation and discussion are objective, well-
structured, and well-balanced. They are supported by
accurate content and relevant references and are
backed by clear examples with references to the
presentation of results.

The purpose of the study is evident, but the scope is
somewhat broad or unclear. The conclusions are linked
to the results analysis and the purpose/problem
formulation but have a partially different focus than
what is stated in the purpose/problem formulation.

The authors take a critical approach to the choice of theory
and method by discussing and analysing their suitability in
relation to the conducted study.

The argumentation is objective despite occasional
shortcomings in terms of structure and support for the
arguments presented. The strength of the statements
is appropriate for advancing the argumentation.

The purpose of the study is evident, but the scope is
broad or unclear. The conclusions are only indirectly
linked to the results analysis and the purpose/problem
formulation and are not sufficiently clarified for the
reader.

The authors comment on the choice of theory and method,
but the conclusions drawn are insufficient or clearly post hoc
constructions.

The argumentation is objective but poorly structured
and would need to be more clearly supported by the
presentation of results to be effective. Some
categorical statements occur.

The purpose of the study is unclear. There is no or very
weak connection and consistency between the
conclusions and the purpose/problem formulation; the
purpose stated in the introduction does not fully
correspond to what is discussed in the
discussion/conclusions.

The authors' reflection on the choice of theory and method is
insufficient and/or inadequate. Comments on the choice of
theory and method are included, but no actual conclusions
are drawn from these choices. Any suggestions from Al tools
have not been sufficiently analysed and reviewed and
therefore appear as additions and deviating or irrelevant
text.

The argumentation is poorly supported. Statements
lack backing, and too many categorical statements are
made. Any suggestions from Al tools have not been
analysed or reviewed sufficiently and therefore appear
as additions and deviating or irrelevant text.
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Content and understanding (2/2)

Presentation of results

Analysis of results in relation to
theory/method

Critical discussion of the results

Data collection

The presentation of results is accurate and
well executed in an innovative way. Together
with the selection of tables, figures, and
examples, the results presentation forms a
convincing whole that is well-suited for the
expected readership.

The analysis of the results includes
relevant interpretation and
reflection in relation to theory,
method, and other studies.

The authors take a critical approach to the
results they have obtained by discussing
their relevance and potential consequences.
The authors also discuss unclear and
unexpected results, as well as the
relationship of their study to other studies
or areas of application.

The data collection is very well done and
of high quality. The sources are highly
credible and relevant and consist mainly
of scientific publications.

The presentation of results is accurate and
well executed, without any notable issues. It
thus creates a sense of coherence and
credibility, but isolated shortcomings affect
communication and its effectiveness.
Furthermore, the interplay between text,
figures, and tables is not always immediate.

The analysis of the results
comments on the results in relation
to theory, method, and/or other
studies.

The authors discuss their results and their
relevance/consequences. Ambiguous and/or
unexpected results are commented on in
relation to other studies or areas of
application, but individual relevant studies
or applications are missing in the comments.

Good data collection despite somewhat
varying quality and scope (however, only
isolated and limited shortcomings).

The presentation of results is accurate and
well executed, but isolated shortcomings
affect the overall coherence and credibility.
Furthermore, the interplay between text,
figures, and tables is at times insufficient.

In the analysis of the results,
theory/method is mentioned, but
the connections made between the
results and theory, method, or
other studies are insufficient.

The authors comment on their results and
their relevance/consequences, but unclear
and unexpected results, as well as other
studies, are only partially commented on.

The report contains mostly good data
collection but has shortcomings in terms
of the quality of its sources. For example,
the description of an important area may
have inadequate sources or inadequate
handling of sources, or a combination of
both.

The presentation of results is lacking and, in
some cases, incorrect. The presentation
complicates reading. Both coherence and
credibility can be questioned, as multiple
readings are required to understand the
whole. The interplay between the text,
figures, and tables is often incomplete.

No attempts are made to analyse
the results in relation to theory,
method, or other studies. Any
suggestions from Al tools have not
been analysed or reviewed
sufficiently and therefore appear as
additions and deviating or
irrelevant text.

The authors comment on their findings but
do not discuss their relevance and
implications, nor do they mention
unexpected or unclear results or other
studies. Any suggestions from Al tools have
not been sufficiently analysed and reviewed
and therefore appear as additions and
deviating or irrelevant text.

Only a few sources are used.
Alternatively, the data collection is of
insufficient quality, for example, because
it consists of low-credibility sources, such
as Internet or Al-generated sources.
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Structure

Chapters and sections

Paragraphing

Referencing

Tables and figures

The entire report is divided into clear
and well-balanced chapters, sections,
and paragraphs.

The paragraph management is excellent and
adheres to the concept of one thought/idea per
paragraph, with the paragraphs containing clear
topic sentences.

The referencing of tables, figures, and
sources is correct and does not affect
the reading. Any paraphrasing is very
well balanced.

Tables and figures are placed in
appropriate places in the text, are
accompanied by clear and informative
headings, and are properly commented
on.

The report is mainly divided into clear
chapters, sections, and paragraphs, but
in some cases, it includes very short
and/or long chapters that affect the
balance between the parts.

The paragraph management is good with some
exceptions, such as overly short paragraphs,
paragraphs that are not well integrated with the
rest, or paragraphs containing multiple themes
without a unifying topic sentence.

The referencing is good, but there are
occasional formal errors. There are
several instances of apparent
paraphrasing, but beyond that, the
referencing is well handled.

Tables and headings are placed in
suitable places in the text, but table
and figure headings are somewhat
unclear. There are some tables and
figures which are insufficiently
discussed in the text.

The report is divided into paragraphs,
chapters, and sections, but there are
shortcomings in the division. For
example, some paragraphs, sections, or
chapters are very short, resulting in a
lack of balance between the parts of the
report.

The text is divided into paragraphs, but there
are some formal and content-related
shortcomings. Parts with inconsistent
paragraphing, where, for example, several
themes are addressed without a cohesive core
message, significantly affect the coherence of
the text.

There are references to tables, figures,
and sources, but the referencing has
flaws, for example, through the
omission of a few sources in the
reference list or formal errors in the
reference list. There are too many long
quotes and/or paraphrases.

Tables and figures are not suitably
placed in the text. Furthermore, table
and figure headings are somewhat
unclear. There are also figures and
tables whose function is unclear or
unnecessary.

There are significant shortcomings in
chapter and section management
regarding the scope and the
relationship between different parts.

Significant shortcomings in paragraphing, both
regarding formal division and the content of the
paragraphs. The unclear paragraph
management makes it difficult in several cases
to understand what a
paragraph/section/chapter is about.
Suggestions from Al tools have not been
sufficiently analysed or reviewed and therefore
appear as additions and deviating or irrelevant
paragraphs.

Significant shortcomings in reference
management. For example, references
for tables/figures are missing in the
text, and/or several sources are
missing in the bibliography or are Al-
generated sources that do not exist.
Plagiarism or unauthorized use of Al
occurs.

Numerous tables and figures are
incorrectly placed and/or lack table or
figure captions. Furthermore,
explanatory comments are very often
missing from the text.
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Language and style do not mention the concept of "flow." This elusive aspect of text production results from the interaction of factors such as language and
style with structure and content to create the most effective reading experience possible. Shortcomings in "flow" are perceived by examining which factors
or aspects are lacking for the text to flow effectively. The idea is that the lack of "flow" can be confirmed or avoided during a closer review of the text using

the HISS criteria.

Language and style (coherence in texts)

Sentence structure

Word choice and terminology

Style & tone

Ownership and agency

5 | Sentence structure is correct, formal and
effective (no incomplete sentences). Only a few
sentences with overly complex information
structure (difficult to read sentences).

The report is characterised by
accurate word choice and the correct
and consistent use of (technical)
terms, which are well suited to the
type of text.

The style is consistent and does not
shift between formal and informal
style. The report is characterized by a
good awareness of the current style
requirements.

The report has been carefully edited and
checked. It contains no or only a few
errors in reference, construction or
spelling.

4 | The sentence structure is good, with only a few
examples of incorrect or poor sentence
structure. In some sections, there are sentences
with problematic information structure.

Word choice and terminology are
employed in an appropriate manner
and are suited to the type of text.

The report's style is at the appropriate
level, and the authors handle the
applicable tone requirements with few
or no exceptions.

The report has been edited but may
contain isolated instances of
typographical errors, spelling mistakes,
or minor errors at word and sentence
level.

3 | The sentence structure is acceptable despite
several instances of incorrect sentence
structure. The sentence structure may contain
traces of the source language (English) or
machine translation or Al-assisted language
processing, which interferes with reading.

The report works well in terms of
word choice and terminology and is
largely adapted to the expected
reader and text type. There are terms
that have not been sufficiently
processed from the source language
(English) or machine translation or Al-
supported language processing.

The style of the report is uneven but
meets the current style requirements in
terms of style level. There are some
parts where the source language
(English) or machine translation or Al-
supported language processing is too
evident.

The report is well-written, but there are
sections or paragraphs with spelling and
typographical errors or other flaws at
the word and sentence level. At times,
the reading flow is disrupted by phrasing
or word choices that have not been
sufficiently edited from the source
language (English) or by machine
translation or Al-assisted language
processing.

U | The text contains many cases of incorrect
sentences structures. For example, sentences
without a subject and/or sentences which only
comprise subclauses.

The report is inconsistent in terms of
word choice and terminology, and
these are not sufficiently suited to the
type of text.

The report has obvious shortcomings,
and the level of style is uneven. Several
unjustified style breaks characterize the
text, such as spelling errors, vague
references, wordiness, overworked
sentence structure, with signs of
insufficient review of Al-generated text.

The report appears to have been
proofread but contains errors at the
word and sentence level that make it
difficult to read and understand.




