Evaluation Criteria for Journal Clubs

The effectiveness of our Journal Club hinges on the meaningful contributions from three central roles: Presenter, Moderator, and Discussants. Here's how each role will be evaluated:

Presenter
· Clarity of Presentation: While field-specific jargon is acceptable given the depth of discussion, terms and concepts should be well-explained for the benefit of all participants.
· Adherence to Time: Strictly adhere to the 15-minute time frame to allow ample time for a rich discussion.
· Ability to Summarize: Presenters must distill the paper’s core arguments, methods, and findings in a focused manner.
· Selection of Key Figures: Choose the most critical figures for discussion from the paper, as not all may fit into the limited presentation time. Merely copying and pasting numerous figures without adequate time for explanation is not acceptable.
· Contextualization: Offer a brief background to set the paper in context, aiding in a more comprehensive understanding.
· Critical Evaluation: Highlight at least one significant point of scientific criticism and one area where the paper lacks clarity.
· Participation in Discussion: Remain actively involved during the discussion phase.
· Response to Audience: Be equipped to answer questions from the audience, showcasing a deep understanding of the paper.

Moderator
· Inclusive Discussion: Make sure all Discussants get an opportunity to share their views, either by directly inviting them to speak or by creating opportunities for them to interject.
· Debating Skills: Exhibit the capacity to guide the conversation effectively, challenging any inaccuracies or questionable opinions.
· Contextualization: Provide a brief background that sets the paper within its broader scientific landscape.
· Open Questions: Be prepared to manage and respond to broader questions that may arise.
· Methodological Details: Ensure that any questions regarding the paper's methodology are clearly and correctly addressed.

Discussants
· Written Report [SEE BELOW].
· Active Participation: Engage in the discussion with at least two of the following contributions: thoughtful point, non obvious question, or criticism.
· Depth of Understanding: Contributions should reflect a thorough understanding of the paper, adding nuance to the discussion.
· Responsiveness: Adapt as needed, especially if a prepared question or point has been previously covered by another Discussant.
· Thoughtful Engagement: Questions should go beyond the superficial, demonstrating a well-considered understanding of the paper’s content, methodology, and implications.

By adhering to these evaluation criteria, each participant will enrich the Journal Club's collective learning experience.

Evaluation Criteria for Written Reports by Discussants
The written reports are integral to fostering a rich and nuanced discussion in our Journal Club. These reports should be 350-500 words in length and structured around the responses to four key questions. Here's how these reports will be evaluated:

Composition and Structure
· Length: The report should be within the range of 350-500 words to ensure depth without sacrificing focus.
· Questions: The composition of the report will be facilitated by answering four questions (note: the report is really just about responding to the 4 questions and nicely collating them in a single coherent text). The questions will guide the content and structure. Please indicate as the point in the text where you are starting to answer by writing e.g. [QUESTION2]

Four Questions:
1. General Summary: The first question is constant for every paper and aims to stimulate a concise yet comprehensive summary of the paper. The question is:
"What are the key objectives, methods, and findings of this paper, and how do they contribute to the field?"
2. Methodological Understanding (Q2): This question will generally ask you to describe how a particularly complex display item (like a plot or a graph) is generated or what it represents. This gauges your understanding of the methods employed.
3. Weakness Identification (Q3): This question will prompt you to select a specific aspect of the paper that you find questionable or weak. This tests your ability to critically evaluate scientific work.
4. Interpretation and Opinion (Q4): You will be asked to choose between two possible interpretations or views concerning the paper's value or implications and to justify your choice. This evaluates your ability to think critically about the research's broader impact.

Evaluation Criteria
· Clarity: Clear articulation of ideas and logical structure.
· Pertinence: Relevance and context of the points or questions raised.
· Understanding: Depth of comprehension of the paper's methodology and findings.
· Accuracy of Criticism: Specificity and fairness in your critiques.
· Originality: Innovation and critical thinking in the questions or criticisms posed.

