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FLL 498/598 — Scoring Guide for Journal Assignment (Reaching for PASS)

Rule of thumb for 4/satisfactory: Can list a handful of subcategories of professional expertise and compare own skills and knowledge to them.

NOTE: Factor 1 must be 3 or better, or the rest is impossible.

NOTE: Each level presumes the presence of the positive features of the ones below it, and similarly the absence of the negative features.
	
	Global: conscious of profession and applies it to own development
	Factor 1: reflection shows understanding of document’s basic content
	Factor 2: sophistication of response to document (internal)
	Factor 3: sophistication of response to document (external)
	Factor 4: depth and detail
	Factor 5: presentation

	6
	Could be turned loose to learn on own, or has somehow done so already. Appears to be not only an outstanding teacher, but conscious of what that takes.
	Relates parts of the content to each other (ex: states how the importance of one area makes another area important also).
	Relates RfPASS content, in a striking way, to something relevant outside content (own experience or from other reading).
	Directly and intensively connects RfPASS to own career development.
	Points out a true weakness in the content or approach of the document. Cites / paraphrases RfP several times to make a key point.
	Instructor wants to use the document as an example to others and circulate it among colleagues. Likely candidate to be invited to participate in next project similar to RfPASS. (5probably rare: likelier is either 6 or 4)

	5
	almost 6
	almost 6
	almost 6
	almost 6
	almost 6
	almost 6

	4
	Is clearly striving to absorb principles and practices, and is making progress doing it.
	Mostly “regurgitates,” but the reformulation is accurate. Understands the document’s literal sense.
	One instance of rethinking an earlier view or of experiencing an new insight.
	Short mention of how RfP curriculum relates to own development.
	No constructive or errant critical response. Does cite or closely paraphrase to deliver detail.
	No solecisms, but occasional unclarity. 10% or so excess verbiage, or else needs some expansion.

	3
	Uneven management of principles and practices.
	No serious misunderstandings. Probably some holes in reformulation.
	Is clearly rethinking, but barking up the wrong tree about RfP.
	Concept of development has more than one dimensions.
	No constructive or errant critical response. Does NOT cite or closely paraphrase to deliver detail.
	Instructor would have to spend several minutes / sentences explaining shortcomings and what to do. Writer would need some rereading of source document and rewriting of response.

	2
	Is puzzled / confused several times, but seems willing to get to the bottom of it.
	Earnest attempt to process the content, but several crucial misunderstandings.
	Is rethinking, but rudimentarily, and is barking up the wrong tree bout RfP.
	Is conscious of own development., but in only one dimension.
	Offers a coherent but erring and unsupported criticism that implies that own views are as valid as RfP.
	Writing is not of university quality.

	1
	Doesn’t grasp the situation.
	Perfunctory; focused on own competing view / agenda. Ignores/ Evades the whole topic of RfPASS
	Rejects entire concept of RfP and therefore is not rethinking anything.
	Has no concept of development. Thinks that just knowing the language and having a BA major are enough.
	Rejects concept of RfP but offers no alternate view.
	Late, skimpy, and full of errors


