
Grading Rubric: Philosophy Papers†

Phil 443: Rational Choice Theory (GSI: Elise Woodard)

Basic (0–1) Fair (≈2) Good (≈3) Excellent (≈4)
Thesis & Focus Lacks a discernible thesis.

Fails to stay on topic. Ram-
bles. No road map provided
to reader.

Thesis implied or stated
poorly. Frequently strays
from focus. Substantial fluff.

Clearly stated argumenta-
tive thesis. Occasional bits of
fluff, or takes too long to get
to thesis.

Crystal clear thesis state-
ment upfront. No fluff.
Road map provided to
reader indicating how
author will argue for thesis.

Structure Essay fails to have a dis-
cernible structure. Fre-
quent patches of discon-
nected thoughts. Readers
might feel lost in a maze.

Loose organization: multi-
ple ideas might be jumbled
together rather than sepa-
rated. Paragraphs lack topic
sentences. Failure to guide
the reader with transitions.

Clear organization: Most
paragraphs have a single
clear idea or point. Transi-
tions are adequate and gen-
erally clear.

Flawless organization: each
paragraph has a clear
idea/focus. Each paragraph
has a clear topic sentence.
Paragraphs are deftly and
smoothly connected.

Exposition Fails to engage with any
reading or lecture/section.
Topic tangentially related to
class.

Engages with another view-
point, but that viewpoint
is presented in a way that
is uncharitable, or writer
seems to be arguing against
a strawman.

Accurate exposition, with
some minor errors or misin-
terpretations.

Flawless and illumianting
exposition.

Evaluation No evaluation. Author’s
own viewpoint absent.

Author makes some attempt
at evaluation, but the evalu-
ation is too brief or not on
point.

Lots of middle ground be-
tween 2 and 4. Perhaps the
author only develops an ob-
jection or a response well. Or
they do a moderately good
job at each. Etc.

Well-developed and
thoughtful evaluation.
Author raises plausible
objection to their own
viewpoint or to another
viewpoint. Author then con-
siders a response (either on
their own behalf or someone
else’s) and evaluates it.

Style & Mechanics (out of 2) Vague or needlessly ab-
stract language. Misused
words. Monotonous or
choppy sentences. Inappro-
priate tone or style. Fre-
quent or extensive errors in
word use, grammar, punctu-
ation, and/or spelling. (0–.5)

Some words may be vague,
imprecise, or needlessly
abstract. Occasionally awk-
ward sentence structure.
Generally appropriate tone.
At least a few sentences are
free from error, demonstrat-
ing competence. (≈1)

Minimal instances of previ-
ous problems. Some sen-
tences needlessly long or
confusing. A few problem
sentences that distract the
reader but do not impede
clarity. Plausibly proofread
but not seriously enough.
(≈1.5)

Precise word choice. Varied
sentence structure. Reads
like it could be published.
No problem sentences.
Almost entirely free of
spelling, punctuation and
grammatical errors. Looks
extremely well proofread.
(≈2)

† Adapted from Josh Hunt’s rubric. Score: /18
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