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Essay Grading Criteria for GER 101 – 104 

TA instructions 

1.  When you give students the topic for the Aufsatz, make sure that you tell them which grammatical structure 
they should focus on and that they have to proofread the first draft otherwise you will not accept it (especially 
spelling, noun capitalization, noun-verb agreement). In addition, remind the students that they should use 
vocabulary they have learned in class and look up words only as needed.  

 
2.  Tell students about the usefulness of brainstorming the topic before writing. Students should brainstorm 
expressions (collocations) and not only individual words (ins Schwimmbad gehen, viel Geld verdienen). You may 
want to brainstorm the topic in class together. Students write the first draft at home.   
 
3.  Grading the first draft:  You will collect and grade students’ first drafts and give feedback (on vocabulary, 
grammar, mechanics, and content).  Before collecting the drafts to provide your feedback on them, as an activity in 
class, you may ask students to work with a partner and give each other feedback on the vocabulary, grammar and 
content. Do NOT correct the student’s work but indicate the type of error.  (Refer to the Grading Symbols for Essays 
on Bb).  Students need to make the corrections themselves. You will find that students have different content and 
grammar problems. Therefore, your feedback needs to be individualized (one student may need to focus on word 
order another may need to focus on integrating conjunctions…)!  Do not forget to give students some positive 
feedback too.   The first draft is worth 100 points. You should deduct 15 points for each day the first draft is late for 
up to two days. 
 
4.  Final grade:  instruct students to staple the first draft to the final version, including first draft grading sheet.  The 
final version is worth 50 points.  You need to be able to see what kind of feedback you gave the students so that 
you can see whether they made the corrections you requested.  If a student does not hand in their first draft with 
their final draft, deduct 15 points.  If a student did not write a first draft, evaluate the essay you have received out 
of a score of 100 (the value of a first draft).  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Essay Evaluation Criteria     1st Draft                  Total points: 100 



1. Content/Inhalt 30%  
EXCELLENT: Addresses the topic, interesting content, appropriate length, all ideas are  
meaningfully connected, shows evidence of developed personal opinions.                 25  27  30  
 
GOOD: Addresses the topic somewhat, one or two ideas don’t make sense, some personal  
engagement with the task.                                                                                                                                   19  21  23  
 
POOR: Does not address the topic and/or text does not meet length requirement, 
and/or one or two ideas don’t make sense.                      5  10  15  
 
 
2. Vocabulary/Wortschatz 30%  
EXCELLENT: Vocabulary is adequate for the situation, few literal translations.                    25  27  30  
 
GOOD: Vocabulary is adequate for the situation, a number of literal translations.                   19  21  23  
   
POOR: Vocabulary is not adequate for the situation and a number of literal translations.                     5  10  15  
 
 
3. Grammar/Grammatik 30%  
EXCELLENT: All ideas are comprehensible, some errors which do not interfere  
with comprehension, evidence of proofreading.                   25  27  30 
 
GOOD: Main ideas are comprehensible, few errors which interfere with   
comprehension., some evidence of proofreading.                   19  21  23 
 
POOR: Main ideas are difficult to understand, errors interfere strongly  
with comprehension, no evidence of proofreading.                     5  10  15  
 
 
4. Spelling & Punctuation/Rechtschreibung: 10% 
 
EXCELLENT: Few errors of spelling, punctuation, and capitalization, evidence of proofreading.                       8  9  10 
 
GOOD: Occasional errors of spelling, punctuation, and capitalization, some evidence of proofreading.           6  7   
     
POOR: Frequent errors of spelling, punctuation, and capitalization, no evidence of proofreading.                      1  3  5 
 
Essay Evaluation Criteria     Final Version                    Total points: 50 

EXCELLENT: All requested revisions were addressed.                                                                                              46  48  50 
 
GOOD: Only some requested revisions were addressed or corrections were partially incorrect.                   37  40  43  
 
POOR: Requested corrections were not addressed.                                                                                                 25  30  35  

 
                    TOTAL _________/150     GRADE _________% 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Dolly Weber, French : 232 Composition Grading Scale 
 

CONTENT 

27-30  Interesting: creative; insightful; well-developed with effective supporting detail; 

appropriate to the assignment 

24-26  Generally good content; some interesting ideas, although topic may not be fully 

explored; some ideas may be incompletely supported, irrelevant or too simplistic 

21-23  Topic explored partially or superficially; many ideas unsupported or irrelevant; too 

simplistic or too short 

18-20  Important ideas missing; ideas lack development, maybe irrelevant or uninteresting  

0-18 Inappropriate to assignment; incoherent or not enough to evaluate 

 

ORGANIZATION/COMPREHENSIBILITY 

18-20 Content is well-organized; paragraphs are used; flow of ideas is fluid and logical; reader can dearly 

discern the theses/purpose of author; very comprehensible 

16-17 Some evidence of structuring, but improvements can be made; flow of ideas is somewhat difficult to 

follow at times; main ideas fairly evident, but occasional choppiness; thesis/purpose not very dear, or is 

poorly supported.  

14-15 Poor organization with little/no evidence of paragraph structure; ideas poorly 

developed, confused and/or disconnected; little evidence of thesis/purpose 

12-13 Needs a lot of work; important details missing; no development of ideas; no 

thesis/purpose 

0-12 Incomprehensible or not enough to evaluate 

 

VOCABULARY 

18-20  Ample and appropriate use of vocabulary for this level; language choices appropriate for topic; precise, 

varied vocabulary 

16-17  Fairly broad vocabulary with some inappropriate words; vocabulary accurate but lacking variety; 

meaning mostly clear but some errors 

14-15  Too repetitive or simple; language choices sometimes inappropriate for topic; meaning sometimes 

obscured 

12-13  Frequent use of inappropriate vocabulary, such as invented words, misspellings, nouns used as verbs, 

etc.; range of vocabulary extremely limited 

0-12  Incomprehensible or not enough to evaluate 

 

GRAMMAR/LANGUAGE/MECHANICS 

27-30 Excellent control of grammar; wide range of structures used with few or no significant errors; very few 

or no faults in spelling, punctuation, and accents 

24-26 Generally good control of grammar, though some errors that could be avoided at this level; little variety 

of structures; tends to overuse simple constructions; meaning seldom obscured; occasional faults in 

spelling, punctuation, and accents 

21-23 Some serious or repeated errors; limited range of structures; meaning often obscured; messy 

presentation (lack of attention to accents, poor punctuation, etc.) 

18-20 Substantial and significant errors; comprehension obscured; no accents, punctuation problems 

0-18 Incomprehensible or not enough to evaluate 

 



http://assessment.aas.duke.edu/documents/dukesub.pdf 

 
  

http://assessment.aas.duke.edu/documents/dukesub.pdf




  



7.22010: http://assessment.aas.duke.edu/documents/USC_2010.pdf 
 

 

The USC Rubric for Assessing Critical Thinking  

Six-Point Scale (by Analytical Dimension)  

 

Insightfulness  
The argument or analysis uses reasoning to convey a level of understanding that  

6 is consistently insightful in terms of the cogency, creativity, and depth of its claims.  

5 is generally cogent, insightful, and/or creative.  

4 is generally clear and may show occasional instances of insight or efforts at creativity; may also be marked by 

occasional lapses of insight.  

3 offers claims that lack clarity and have little depth of insight; lapses of insight equal or outweigh instances of insight.  

2 offers limited insight into, and only a superficial understanding of, its own claims.  

1 offers little insight and only a muddled understanding of its own claims. 

Fairness  
The argument or analysis displays a commitment to fairness in reasoning that  

6 scrupulously recognizes relevant interests and viewpoints and consistently reflects intellectual skepticism, intellectual 

honesty, and intellectual integrity.  

5 generally recognizes relevant interests and viewpoints and consistently reflects fair and ethical discursive behavior.  

4 evinces an awareness of relevant interests and viewpoints and displays few instances of narrow-minded or marginally 

ethical discursive behavior.  

3 has a limited awareness of relevant interests and viewpoints and/or displays more noticeable tendencies toward narrow-

minded or ethically questionable discursive behavior.  

2 shows limited awareness of relevant interests and viewpoints and/or displays narrow-minded or unfair discursive 

behavior.  

1 shows little or no recognition of relevant interests and viewpoints or is conducted in a fundamentally unfair or deceitful 

manner.  

Thoroughness  
The argument or analysis is conducted with a thoroughness that  

6 consistently recognizes the complexities of the presumed issue or task and fully supports its reasoning using fully 

resonant integration of evidence and explanation.  

5 generally recognizes the complexities of the presumed issue or task and reliably supports its reasoning using an 

appropriate integration of evidence and explanation.  

4 acknowledges many of the complexities of the presumed issue or task and provides adequate if incompletely integrated 

support of its reasoning.  

3 acknowledges some of the complexities of the presumed issue or task but provides support for its reasoning that is 

insufficient at points and poorly integrated.  

2 overlooks most of the complexities of the presumed issue or task and provides support for its reasoning that is 

consistently weak and disconnected.  

1 largely fails to recognize the complexities of the issue or to provide minimally 

Soundness  
The soundness of the argument or analysis is indicated by the manner in which the text  

6 employs modes of reasoning that are entirely appropriate to the presumed issue or task; does so in a manner that 

demonstrates exceptionally capable reasoning, with no indication of gaps, inconsistencies, contradictions, or 

fallacies.  

5 employs modes of reasoning that are appropriate to the presumed issue or task; does so in a manner that demonstrates 

capable reasoning, with little evidence of gaps, inconsistencies, contradictions, or fallacies.  

4 employs modes of reasoning that are largely appropriate to the presumed issue or task; does so in a manner that 

demonstrates competent reasoning, but with occasional instances of gaps, inconsistencies, contradictions, or 

fallacies.  



3 employs modes of reasoning that are occasionally inappropriate to the presumed issue or task; does so in a manner that 

evinces instances of questionable reasoning disrupted by gaps, inconsistencies, contradictions, or fallacies.  

2 employs modes of reasoning that are frequently unsuited to the presumed issue or task, with many instances of gaps, 

inconsistencies, contradictions, or fallacies in the line of reasoning.  

1 employs modes of reasoning that are almost entirely unsuited to the presumed issue or task, and in a manner that is 

dominated by gaps, inconsistencies, contradictions, or fallacies in the line of reasoning. 

  



3.1 2009: http://assessment.aas.duke.edu/documents/kansas.pdf 

 
  

http://assessment.aas.duke.edu/documents/kansas.pdf


 



 
Ferris, D. R., & Hedgcock, J.S. (2014). Teaching L2 Composition. Purpose, Process, and Practice. New York: Routledge.  



 


