
   Rubric for Journal Interview 
Your journal grade is 20% of your total grade and is based on the interview(s).  Remember, though, that you cannot possibly have a full 
discussion without a thorough journal—period.  If you have not kept up with your journal and/or notes, if you have not read and responded 
in class discussion, if you have not written full answers to most or all of the journal prompts, if you cannot demonstrate a consistent work 
ethic with your journal; do not expect a grade above a C-...If you’re a good bluffer. 
 

 Excellent Interview(5) Average Interview (4) Inadequate Interview (3) 
Major Points 
& Evidence 

Three major points of reading 
growth were identified and 
explained thoroughly in these 
interviews, with lots of specific 
evidence read from the journal.  

These were thinner than the A 
interviews; students identified 2-3 
major points of reading growth, but 
with a more narrow scope of 
evidence.  

These were thin to sparse 
interviews; students identified 2-3 
points of growth, but had very 
little evidence for each point. 

Foster, 
Nabokov & 
Perrine 

Foster, Nabokov, Agassiz, or 
Perrine provided language and a 
context within which to discuss 
reading growth. 

Students dealt with Foster, Nabokov, 
Agassiz, or Perrine in very generic 
terms, perhaps using an appropriate 
word or phrase, but not explaining it 
in detail. 

Students lapsed in the requirement 
of using Foster, Nabokov, 
Agassiz, or Perrine for one or 
more of the questions OR 
demonstrated a lack of clarity 
about the critical reading skills 
these author(s) advocate. 

Explanation 
of Growth 

Students explained coherently 
HOW their evidence demonstrated 
growth, always through a rich and 
textured set of examples. 

Students asserted that their evidence 
demonstrated growth, but did not 
explain how OR student provides 
minimalistic explanations for how 
(e.g. not based on examples or 
relying on phrases like “started” and 
“got better”). 

Students did not deal with critical 
reading growth, but dealt instead 
with their approaches to reading, 
“I thought this was hard” or “I 
didn’t get it” OR there was no 
clear relationship between the 
identified skills & the examples 
read from the journal. 

Texts  Students used examples that 
spanned every required text for the 
conference.  

 

Students covered most required texts, 
but may have minimized one or two 
of the texts. 

Students ignored one of the 
required texts or demonstrated 
major misunderstandings of the 
text(s). They may also have 
focused on the easiest texts and 
ignored the difficult ones.   
 

Quality of 
Evidence 
from journal 

Students read and explained 
passages from both the right and left 
hand sides of their journals.  The 
evidence was rich—original, 
thoughtful, complete writing.  The 
evidence was abundant—it was 
clear student could answer follow 
up questions from other sections of 
the journal and had MORE than 
enough material. 

Students used evidence from their 
journals, but the evidence was in the 
form of lists, notes or based on class 
discussion; students didn’t read 
(many) examples of  original, 
thoughtful, complete writing OR the 
evidence was sparse beyond what the 
student shared (e.g. only three 
examples per point or unable to 
answer follow up questions).  

Students did little to provide 
evidence, reading from their 
journal only 3-4 times during the 
interview. 
 

Organization These interviews were concise, 
precise, logically organized and 
unified.  They presented an 
argument for growth and proved 
that argument effectively in a timely 
manner. 

These interviews were not as 
organized or unified as the “A” 
presentations OR they moved so 
quickly it was difficult to keep up. 
There was an argument, but it was 
difficult to track.  Students may have 
used slightly more/less time than 
what was allotted. 

These presentations were 
organized very loosely; for 
example, students spent a lot of 
time trying to “find” things or 
weren’t prepared to answer the 
questions OR the student did not 
present a trace-able argument for 
growth.  Students completed the 
interview far too quickly or ran out 
of time. 

 
A Minimal Interview  (60%) 
These interviews were completely inadequate.  This grade is automatic for students who (a) ignore 3 or more 
required texts or (b) read 3 or fewer coherent passages from their journals or (c) organize their interview by simply 
going through every single text we’ve read in the order we’ve read them. 
 
A Failing Interview (50%) 
These interviews fail to meet even minimal standards, except that the student showed up. This grade is also indicated 
(in the form of a 0) for students who fail to keep their appointment me and do not notify me in advance.       

Comments:  
 


