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FINAL GRADE

76/100

LCS323LITPROJECT
GRADEMARK REPORT

GENERAL COMMENTS
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Comment 1
That's a strong word!!
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Comment 2
Need some referencing here to support your statement/argument.
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RUBRIC: LCS 323 RUBRIC (2019)

CONSENT (5%)

WEAK
(1)

FAIR
(2)

GOOD
(3)

EXCELLENT
(4)

EXCEEDS
EXPECTATIONS
(5)

INTERVIEW (5%)

WEAK
(1)

FAIR
(2)

GOOD
(3)

EXCELLENT
(4)

EXCEEDS
EXPECTATIONS
(5)

INTRODUCTION (5%)

WEAK
(1)

FAIR
(2)

GOOD
(3)

EXCELLENT

3.80 / 5

3 / 5

and ethical considerations

Consent form attached to project

Consent form attached, and essay includes some consideration of ethical issues

Consent form attached, and essay includes careful reflection on ethical issues.

3 / 5

Questions

5 or less questions included in Appendix

6-8 questions – all relevant, but not likely to elicit stories and attitudes

6-8 questions – all relevant, reasonably formulated to elicit stories, histories and attitudes

6-8 questions – all relevant, well formulated to elicit stories, histories and attitudes and
encourage open-ended discussion

6-8 questions – all relevant, well formulated to elicit stories, histories and attitudes and to
encourage open-ended discussion. Well written and neatly presented.

3 / 5

There is no clear intro outlining the focus, scope, aim of the project

The intro offers an uneven attempt to provide an overview of the focus, scope and aim of
the project

The intro provides a competent and generally coherent outline of the focus, scope and aim
of the project

The intro grabs the reader’s attention in an articulate and fluent outline of the focus, scope



(4)

EXCEEDS
EXPECTATIONS
(5)

PARTICIPANT (5%)

WEAK
(1)

FAIR
(2)

GOOD
(3)

EXCELLENT
(4)

EXCEEDS
EXPECTATIONS
(5)

SELF- (10%)

WEAK
(1)

FAIR
(2)

GOOD
(3)

EXCELLENT
(4)

EXCEEDS
EXPECTATIONS
(5)

PRESENTATION (20%)

and aim of the project.

The intro grabs the reader’s attention in an outstandingly articulate and fluent outline of
the focus, scope and aim of the project.

4 / 5

The participant and/or setting are introduced in too little, OR too much detail. Work hastily
done.

The participant and/or setting are introduced, although not very well, or in irrelevant detail
OR in too much detail.

The participant and setting are introduced, and adequately described.

The participant and setting are well introduced and described, in relevant, detail.

The participant and setting are well introduced, in relevant and interesting details.

4 / 5

reflection

The student reveals little about his or her own identity and relationship to participant, and
seems unaware of how her or his own identity/history, and presence in the interview, may
be shaping the data and analysis.

The student presents her/himself and her/his relationship to the participant in minimal (or
too much) detail. Shows minimal evidence of self-reflexivity in terms of power relations
and the impact of the interviewer (student) on the data.

The student presents her/himself and her/his relationship to the participant; however,
some detail may be unnecessary. Shows some evidence of selfreflexivity in terms of
power relations and the impact of the interviewer (student) on the data.

The student presents her/himself and her/his relationship to the participant in sufficient
and interesting detail. Clear evidence of self-reflexivity in terms of power relations and the
impact of the interviewer (student) on the data.

The student presents her/himself and her/his relationship to the participant in sufficient
and interesting detail. Evidence of self-reflexivity in terms of power relations and the
impact of the interviewer (student) on the data. Articulate and wellexpressed.

4 / 5

and analysis of participant’s history/practice/experiences as a social practice



WEAK
(1)

FAIR
(2)

GOOD
(3)

EXCELLENT
(4)

EXCEEDS
EXPECTATIONS
(5)

USE OF (15%)

WEAK
(1)

FAIR
(2)

GOOD
(3)

EXCELLENT
(4)

EXCEEDS

The analysis focuses on the participant’s language history, or the activity they are
engaged it. In other words, it does not focus on literacy events, practices and histories.
AND/OR The analysis is very thin, hastily and poorly written, and may be incomplete.
There is no convincing evidence of having read and understood the theory (Student is
relying on lecture slides/notes.)

The analysis describes the participant’s literacy history and experiences. However, it
tends to be a very narrative account/summary. In other words, it does not really move
beyond description to analysis. The analysis shows limited understanding of the ‘social
practices’ approach to literacy, and does not successfully ‘link’ the theory to the analysis of
the data. The writing may be weak in parts.

The analysis describes the participant’s literacy history and experiences. While it may still
be quite descriptive, there is some engagement with the theory beyond the obvious
‘define and illustrate’. The use of theory may not be all that sophisticated, but should
reflect some success in using the core ideas of the ‘social practices’ approach to
understand and reflect on the data. In other words, rather descriptive and thin
theoretically, but still some understanding of key terms and ideas, and how to use these in
an analysis.

The analysis clearly describes the participant’s literacy history and experiences. It
successfully uses the theory to analyse several examples of literacy events and practices
described by the participant, and successfully shows how these have been shaped by
different social factors. Overall, the analysis shows a good understanding of the core
ideas of the ‘social practices’ approach, and uses these to understand and reflect on the
data. The analysis explores issues of gender/ power with some success.

The analysis clearly describes the participant’s literacy history and experiences. It skillfully
uses the theory to analyse several examples of literacy events and practices described by
the participant, and successfully shows how these have been shaped by different social
factors. Overall, the analysis shows an exceptional understanding of the core ideas of the
‘social practices’ approach to literacy, and uses these to understand and reflect on the
data. It explores issues of gender/power with considerable success.

4 / 5

theoretical references

Analysis only makes reference to two or three core references. It is not clear that the
student has read all these readings. Reference to them may be very superficial.

Analysis makes reference to four core references. It is not clear that the student has read
all these readings. Reference to them may be very superficial.

Analysis makes reference to four core references. It is clear that the student has read
these readings, and is engaging with the theory in a meaningful way.

Analysis makes reference to four or more course readings. It is clear that the student has
read these readings, and is engaging with the theory in a meaningful way. Essay shows
ability to work with theoretical ideas.

Analysis makes reference to five or more course readings. It is clear that the student has



EXPECTATIONS
(5)

USE OF DATA (5%)

WEAK
(1)

FAIR
(2)

GOOD
(3)

EXCELLENT
(4)

EXCEEDS
EXPECTATIONS
(5)

CONCLUSION (5%)

WEAK
(1)

FAIR
(2)

GOOD
(3)

EXCELLENT
(4)

EXCEEDS
EXPECTATIONS
(5)

OVERALL (10%)

WEAK

read these readings, and is engaging with the theory in an outstandingly insightful way.
Essay shows theoretical breadth and depth.

4 / 5

to illustrate findings

Only one or two quotations are included to support the analysis, and the quotations do not
‘add’ to the argument. They may not be well integrated into the analysis or properly
formatted (e.g. in quotation marks).

Analysis makes poor use of quotations to substantiate the arguments. There may be too
many, or they may not ‘add’ much to the argument. They may not be well integrated or
formatted.

Analysis makes good use of choice quotations to substantiate the arguments. The
quotations are integrated into the analysis, and longer quotations are generally indented.
However, there may be some problems with formatting and integration.

Analysis makes excellent use of choice quotations to substantiate the arguments. The
quotations are well integrated into the analysis, and longer quotations are indented (longer
than 10-15 words).

Analysis makes excellent use of choice quotations to substantiate the arguments. The
quotations are skillfully integrated into the analysis, and longer quotations are indented
(longer than 10-15 words). We get a real sense of the participant’s own ‘voice’.

4 / 5

Conclusion missing, may not sum up key points raised, may include new ideas not
covered in main analysis.

Adequately sums up key points raised, lessons learned, may include new ideas not
covered in the main analysis.

Articulate summing up of key points raised, to highlight what the author has said/ learned
about literacy as a social practice.

Articulate, thoughtful summing up of key points raised, to highlight what the author has
said/learned about literacy as a social practice and how this gives insight into the lived
experience of the participant.

Outstandingly articulate, insightful, thoughtful summing up of key points, highlighting what
the author has said/learned about literacy as a social practice and how this gives insight
into the lived experience of the participant.

4 / 5

structure and writing

No apparent structure or logical ordering of ideas. Use of bullet points. Poor grammar,



(1)

FAIR
(2)

GOOD
(3)

EXCELLENT
(4)

EXCEEDS
EXPECTATIONS
(5)

REFERENCING (5%)

WEAK
(1)

FAIR
(2)

GOOD
(3)

EXCELLENT
(4)

EXCEEDS
EXPECTATIONS
(5)

IMAGES (5%)

WEAK
(1)

FAIR
(2)

GOOD
(3)

EXCELLENT

punctuation, spelling etc which undermines meaning, impedes readability.

Very little clear structure or logical ordering of ideas. May use bullet points. Some
grammar, punctuation, spelling etc impede readability.

Some clear structural elements, but not consistently organized. A number of grammar,
punctuation, spelling errors that may impede readability. Writing may not be explicitly
signposted.

Generally a clear and logical structure. Argument is clear and easy to follow – with helpful
signposting. Few grammar, punctuation, spelling errors.

Clear and logical structure, prose is well sign posted. Grammar and punctuation carefully
constructed to support and enhance meaning. Very few or no punctuation, spelling etc
errors.

4 / 5

(in-text and reference list)

In-text references largely missing, numerous errors. Over-reliance on direct quotes and
paraphrasing. Paraphrasing poorly done. Reference list missing or very poorly laid out.

In-text references largely present but numerous errors. Over-reliance on direct quotes and
paraphrasing. Paraphrasing poorly done. Reference list present but contains errors
throughout. Unable to demonstrate mastery of academic writing conventions

In-text refs present, but may be a few errors. Use of direct quotes and paraphrasing used
to support key arguments with moderate success. Reference list present with a few
errors. Demonstrates some familiarity with academic writing conventions.

In-text referencing present and largely accurate. Direct quotes are used to support the
argument, author is developing an authorial presence, Reference list present and largely
accurate. Demonstrates familiarity with academic writing conventions

In-text referencing present and accurate. Direct quotes are used to excellent effect, author
has developed an authorial presence; Reference list present and accurate. Demonstrates
mastery of academic writing conventions.

3 / 5

and creative artefacts

There are less than 2 (or more than 4) images/artefacts, the relevance of these images is
not explained or clear.

There are less than 2 (or more than 4) images/artefacts, the relevance of these images to
the focus of the project is poorly described or explained

There are between 2 and 4 images, the relevance of these images/artefacts to the focus
of the project is described and explained

There are between 2 and 4 interesting/creative images/artefacts, the relevance of these



(4)

EXCEEDS
EXPECTATIONS
(5)

OVERALL (5%)

WEAK
(1)

FAIR
(2)

GOOD
(3)

EXCELLENT
(4)

EXCEEDS
EXPECTATIONS
(5)

images to the focus of the project is adequately described and explained

There are between 2 and 4 interesting/ creative images/ artefacts, the relevance of these
images to the focus of the project is articulately described and explained

4 / 5

Presentation

Project is very messy, and may be over or under the word limit. It does not adhere to the
formatting requirements Student name, number and name of tutor are not clearly
displayed.

Project is rather messy, and may be over or under the word limit. There may be some
problems with formatting requirements. Student name, number and name of tutor clearly
displayed.

Project is reasonably presented, and adheres to the word limit and the formatting
requirements. Student name, number and name of tutor clearly displayed. Tutor’s name
may be incorrectly spelt/recorded.

Project is neatly presented and adheres to the word limit and the formatting requirements.
Student name, number and name of tutor clearly and correctly displayed.

Project is beautifully presented and adheres to the word limit and the formatting
requirements. Student name, number and name of tutor are clearly and correctly
displayed.
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