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Scoring Guide for Humboldt Portrait (Weitsch) Description
Rule of thumb for 4/satisfactory: Writer appears able to continue the discussion; has acquired some facts, formed an opinion about some of them, senses a general purpose to the painting, writes coherently (with need for some editing), and uses enough specific vocabulary that the reader who has more experience is fairly confident that further discussion would be pleasant and educational. Curiosity is evident, but can be evident partly as puzzlement combined with expression of a desire to solve the puzzle. For 2/unsatisfactory: Writer needs to study basics, then re-try (and try more).

	
	Factor 1 (20%): Sees the portrait as an artifact and as a whole made up of parts
	F2 (20%): Sees the parts as information about AvH’s identity
	F3 (10%): Is aware of medium as set of resources to communicate meaning
	F4 (20%): Exposition – Larger Structure (entire essay; major subdivisions)
	F5 (20%): Exposition – sentence / phrase / word level
	F6 (10%): Exposition – Sub-word Level

	6
	Understands & explains the painting as an “image” (a made picture, intended to express an identity that is more than just a listing of elements). Looks at AvH and notes that AvH is looking back (or first invited the viewer to look back). Knows the painting could have been different,
	Description of painting shows multiple evidence of initial reading about AvH’s life and work (or close attention to the first class meeting).
	Understands that the artist made choices and that different choices have different effects on meaning. Relates the choices to the main meaning. Includes enough features that reader could expect writer to mention even more in a longer piece.
	Has a voice (and an appropriate one, and only one); has a consistent structure; indicates transitions and stages. Does not adopt a phony scholarly / lecturely voice.
	Sentences show no wrong choices or inconsistent combinations of tense, mood, case. No solecisms of vocab; much precise vocabulary. No empty/ filler/ waffling phrases. Prepositions accurate. –ing usage (or lack) correct.
	Flawless spelling & punctuation; neatly formatted. Editor can devote the available time to discussion (probably not needed) about larger issues that actually have to do with the content.

	5
	Improving to 6 a matter of adding more small pieces and sharpening main idea, not developing large new thoughts.
	Is well on the road to seeing the pieces and their connections, once more pieces are learned.
	Does not view painting as mechanistic assemblage, but rather as creative act.
	A few lapses in organization, needing some small-scale revision and re-sequencing.
	Almost 6: what is wrong in one place is often right elsewhere. Ed. need only mark errors, not explain.
	A few errors of spelling & punctuation, not affecting meaning. Uses some formatting.

	4
	Relates several of the painting’s major elements to each other and is conscious of how the elements can be and have been made to express concepts, ideas, attitudes.
	Refers to at least two facets of AvH’s life and work (explorer AND science; biologist AND geographer)
	Points out some artistic features (color, focus, position, and how they can control viewer’s responses), but does not draw clear conclusions. At some point refers to own response as a viewer.
	Large structural elements / organizing principle are present but not throughout. The piece is more a collection of observations and opinions than a cohesive argument. Either no voice or else several along the way.
	Errors are of commission, not omission, making revision a matter of changes and deletions, not addition of large amounts of new material. Editor can always decipher erroneous vocabulary and grammar.
	A few errors of S & P; no more than 1 affects meaning grossly or violates POS. Format is essentially plain text or else functionless & idiosyncratic.

	3
	Beyond list-making, but indicates few connections. Can understand the underlying point once it is expressed.
	Closer to 4 than 2.
	Mentions one or two features, correctly, but does not draw conclusions. May fill with vague judgments or expressions of own tastes.
	Little evidence of consciousness of structure, but the medium-size and smaller elements could be fitted into a larger whole if editor declares the need and suggests an idea.
	Many sentences need at least one correction of vocabulary or grammar. Many pieces need deletion and replacement by other content. Ed. often puzzled.
	Many errors as in 4; some convey incorrect meaning; likely 1+ patterns of repeated error; format deficient as in 4.

	2
	Description is largely a matter of “and then over there there’s this X”, and then Y & Z. Lists, but does not organize, draw conclusions, or speculate.
	Names a few elements in the picture, ignores even more, refers vaguely to AvH (“scientist”, “traveler”, “German”)
	Mentions one or two features, incorrectly.
	Collection of unorganized, sometimes irrelevant, superficial information with a few simplistic thoughts and even some off-task filling.
	Multiple evidence of systematic error patterns in even everyday vocabulary and grammar. Editor not confident writer can revise.
	Errors in S and P constantly distort and distract from expression of meaning. Primitive / No format.

	1
	Offers a few vague expressions and maybe attempts to substitute self-expression or vague generalizations for an actual encounter with the painting.
	Doesn’t know who AvH was / is. In desperate attempt to attack the task may misidentify or invent content.
	Fails to write about the painting, while maybe writing instead about something else related to art or AvH.
	No evident structure, and so little content that reader cannot help add structure.
	Not enough content for an assessment more than that the whole thing needs to be redone with more time & effort (also from editor).
	Essentially unreadable (small quantity, constant errors make writing nearly incomprehensible).


