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Beispiel 1: Holistisches Bewertungsraster 

Abbildung 1: “Departmental Evaluation Rubric” from: Rubrics: Are they worth the time it takes to develop them? 
Presented by: Laura E. DeWald et al., Western Carolina University, Faculty Learning Community on Assessing 
Student Learning. 
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Beispiel 2: Analytisches Bewertungsraster - Förderndes Beurteilen schriftlicher Studienleistungen (FöbesS) 

Text und wissenschaftliche Form 

sehr gut (1) gut (2) befriedigend (3) ausreichend (4) mangelhaft (5) Note Gew. 

Textstruktur Dem Erkenntnisinteresse/der 
Aufgabenstellung entspre-
chend durchweg nachvoll-
ziehbarer und zielgerichteter 
Aufbau, der zum Verständnis 
beiträgt. Leserführung wird 
sinnvoll eingesetzt. 

Überwiegend nachvollzieh-
barer und zielgerichteter Auf-
bau, der zum Verständnis 
beiträgt. Leserführung wird 
sinnvoll eingesetzt. 

Teilweise nachvollziehbarer 
und zielgerichteter Aufbau, 
der das Verständnis noch 
nicht erschwert. Leserfüh-
rung wird eingesetzt, ist je-
doch nicht immer funktional. 

Kaum nachvollzieh-
barer, aber noch re-
konstruierbarer Auf-
bau, der das Ver-
ständnis erschwert. 

Kein erkennbarer Auf-
bau, die Arbeit ist un-
systematisch und 
strukturlos, das Ver-
ständnis ist massiv 
erschwert. 

Argumenta-
tion 

Alle für die Zielsetzung der 
Arbeit relevanten Aspekte 
sind sachlich richtig darge-
stellt; es wird stringent und 
widerspruchsfrei argumen-
tiert; mit klugen Überlegun-
gen. 

Die für die Zielsetzung der 
Arbeit zentralen Aspekte 
sind sachlich richtig darge-
stellt. Es wird widerspruchs-
frei argumentiert, an einzel-
nen Stellen ggf. mit unfunkti-
onalen Vertiefungen und 
Auslassungen. 

Die für das Thema der Arbeit 
wichtigen Aspekte sind sach-
lich richtig dargestellt, jedoch 
mit argumentativen Lücken, 
Sprüngen oder irrelevanten 
Ausführungen. 

Es gibt keine schwer-
wiegenden inhaltli-
chen Fehler, die argu-
mentative Verknüp-
fung erscheint jedoch 
teilweise lückenhaft, 
unlogisch oder un-
plausibel. 

Es gibt schwerwie-
gende inhaltliche 
Fehler und/oder der 
Text ist eine Aneinan-
derreihung von argu-
mentativ unverbunde-
nen Aussagen/Be-
hauptungen. 

Zitierkon-
ventionen 

Literaturverweise und -be-
lege sind durchweg korrekt 
und einheitlich, entsprechen 
den Konventionen des 
Fachs. Das Literaturver-
zeichnis enthält genau die im 
Text verwendete Literatur. 

Literaturverweise und -be-
lege sind überwiegend kor-
rekt und einheitlich, weichen 
ggf. von den Konventionen 
des Fachs ab. Das Literatur-
verzeichnis enthält genau die 
im Text verwendete Literatur. 

Literaturverweise und -be-
lege sind teilweise nicht kor-
rekt. Das Literaturverzeichnis 
enthält nicht alle Titel und/o-
der Titel, die nicht im Text er-
wähnt wurden. 

Literaturverweise und 
-belege sind unein-
heitlich, unvollständig.
Das Literaturverzeich-
nis hat nennenswerte
Lücken.

Unvollständige oder 
undurchschaubare Li-
teraturverweise und -
belege; die Zuord-
nung der verwende-
ten Literatur ist er-
schwert oder unmög-
lich. 

Einsatz von 
Zitaten 

Wörtliche/sinngemäße Zitate 
werden durchweg funktional 
in den eigenen Text einge-
bunden, eigene Aussagen 
sind von fremden Aussagen 
klar abgrenzbar, unter-
schiedliche Positionen und 
Widersprüche in übernom-
menen Aussagen werden 
stets thematisiert. 

Wörtliche/sinngemäße Zitate 
werden  nachvollziehbar ein-
gebunden, eigene Aussagen 
sind von fremden Aussagen  
klar abgrenzbar, unter-
schiedliche Positionen und 
Widersprüche in übernom-
menen Aussagen werden 
zumeist thematisiert. 

Der Text enthält Zitate, die 
nicht immer von eigenen 
Aussagen unterscheidbar 
sind. Unterschiedliche Positi-
onen und Widersprüche in 
übernommenen Aussagen 
werden zumindest teilweise 
thematisiert. 

Der Text enthält Zi-
tate, deren Einsatz 
unpassend/beliebig 
erscheint, eigene und 
fremde Aussagen 
sind nicht klar unter-
scheidbar. 

Zitate werden nicht 
sinnvoll eingebunden, 
eigene und fremde 
Aussagen sind nicht 
unterscheidbar. 

Bemerkun-
gen 

Abbildung 2: Auszug angelehnt an das Bewertungsraster FöBesS, entwickelt an der Universität Duisburg-Essen im Rahmen des Projektes "ProViel“, https://www.uni-due.de/pro-
viel/handlungsfeld-vielfalt-inklusion/arbeitsfeld-sprachfoerderung/foebess/

https://www.uni-due.de/proviel/handlungsfeld-vielfalt-inklusion/arbeitsfeld-sprachfoerderung/foebess/
https://www.uni-due.de/proviel/handlungsfeld-vielfalt-inklusion/arbeitsfeld-sprachfoerderung/foebess/
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Beispiel 2.1: Variante eines analytischen Bewertungsrasters mit Checkboxen 

Abbildung 3: Ausschnitt aus der „Three-level rubric with check boxes“, entnommen aus Stevens/Levi (2005): Grading with rubrics. In: Introduction to Rubrics, S. 76. 
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Beispiel 2.2: Variante eines analytischen Bewertungsrasters mit Einkreisungen 

Abbildung 4: Ausschnitt aus der „Three-level rubric with circled feedback”, entnommen aus Stevens/Levi (2005): Grading with rubrics. In: Introduction to Rubrics, S. 80. 
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Beispiel 3: Generisches Bewertungsraster für die Bewertung der schriftlichen Ausdrucksfähigkeit 

Capstone – 4 Milestone – 3 Milestone – 2 Benchmark – 1 

Context of and 
Purpose for Writing 
Includes considerations 
of audience, purpose, 
and the circumstances 
surrounding the writing 
task(s). 

Demonstrates a thorough under-
standing of context, audience, 
and purpose that is responsive 
to the assigned task(s) and fo-
cuses all elements of the work. 

Demonstrates adequate consid-
eration of context, audience, 
and purpose and a clear focus 
on the assigned task(s) (e.g., 
the task aligns with audience, 
purpose, and context). 

Demonstrates awareness of con-
text, audience, purpose, and to 
the assigned tasks(s) (e.g., be-
gins to show awareness of audi-
ence's perceptions and assump-
tions). 

Demonstrates minimal atten-
tion to context, audience, 
purpose, and to the assigned 
tasks(s) (e.g., expectation of 
instructor or self as audi-
ence). 

Content Develop-
ment 

Uses appropriate, relevant, and 
compelling content to illustrate 
mastery of the subject, convey-
ing the writer's understanding, 
and shaping the whole work. 

Uses appropriate, relevant, and 
compelling content to explore 
ideas within the context of the 
discipline and shape the whole 
work. 

Uses appropriate and relevant 
content to develop and explore 
ideas through most of the work. 

Uses appropriate and rele-
vant content to develop sim-
ple ideas in some parts of the 
work. 

Genre and 
Disciplinary 
Conventions 
Formal and informal 
rules inherent in the ex-
pectations for writing in 
particular forms and/or 
academic fields (please 
see glossary). 

Demonstrates detailed attention 
to and successful execution of a 
wide range of conventions par-
ticular to a specific discipline 
and/or writing task (s) includ-
ing organization, content, 
presentation, formatting, and 
stylistic choices. 

Demonstrates consistent use of 
important conventions particular 
to a specific discipline and/or 
writing task(s), including organi-
zation, content, presentation, 
and stylistic choices. 

Follows expectations appropriate 
to a specific discipline and/or writ-
ing task(s) for basic organization, 
content, and presentation. 

Attempts to use a consistent 
system for basic organization 
and presentation. 

Sources and Evi-
dence 

Demonstrates skillful use of 
high-quality, credible, relevant 
sources to develop ideas that 
are appropriate for the discipline 
and genre of the writing. 

Demonstrates consistent use of 
credible, relevant sources to 
support ideas that are situated 
within the discipline and genre of 
the writing. 

Demonstrates an attempt to use 
credible and/or relevant sources 
to support ideas that are appropri-
ate for the discipline and genre of 
the writing. 

Demonstrates an attempt to 
use sources to support ideas 
in the writing. 

Control of Syntax 
and Mechanics 

Uses graceful language that 
skillfully communicates meaning 
to readers with clarity and flu-
ency, and is virtually error-free. 

Uses straightforward language 
that generally conveys meaning 
to readers. The language in the 
portfolio has few errors. 

Uses language that generally con-
veys meaning to readers with 
clarity, although writing may in-
clude some errors. 

Uses language that some-
times impedes meaning be-
cause of errors in usage. 

Abbildung 5: Angelehnt an die „Written Communication Value Rubric“, bereitgestellt von der Association of American Colleges and Universities, https://www.aacu.org/value/rubrics/writ-
ten-communication 

https://www.aacu.org/value/rubrics/written-communication
https://www.aacu.org/value/rubrics/written-communication
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Beispiel 4: Aufgabenspezifisches Bewertungsraster  – analytisch 

Abbildung 6: Ausschnitt aus der „Task-Specific Rubric for a Genre: Practical Proposal”, entnommen aus Bean 
(2011): Using Rubrics to Develop and Apply Grading Criteria. In: Engaging Ideas, S. 273.
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Beispiel 5: Aufgabenspezifisches Bewertungsraster ohne Tabelle - analytisch 

Abbildung 7: Analytisches Bewertungsraster ohne Tabellendesign, entnommen aus Bean (2011): Using Rubrics 
to Develop and Apply Grading Criteria. In: Engaging Ideas, S. 277.  

Beispiel 6: Reduziertes analytisches Bewertungsraster mit Feedback für ein 

Portfolio – aufgabenspezifisch  

Seminar: Narrative Texte. Erzähltheorie und Schreibpraxis 
Name: xxxx  Note: 1,0 
sehr gut gut OK überarbeitungs- 

würdig 

x Reflexion des Schreib- und Lernprozesses 

x Sichere Anwendung erzähltheoretischer Begriffe 

x Überarbeitung der Texte 

x Entwicklung innerhalb der Textserie 

x Formalia (Rechtschreibung, Grammatik, Zeichenset-
zung, Layout)  

Kleines schriftliches Feedback:  
Lieber Herr XXX 
danke für Ihre ausführliche und interessante Reflexion. Sie reflektieren sowohl über die Seminarinhalte als 
auch über Ihre eigene Entwicklung als Schreiber auf hohem Niveau. Schön, dass Sie die Palette der im 
Seminar behandelten Schreibtechniken für andere Textsorten (wissenschaftliche) adaptieren und nutzbar 
machen konnten. Auch Ihre literarische Entwicklung mit zu verfolgen, macht Spaß. Falls Sie gerne Feed-
back auf die literarischen Texte hätten, sind Sie in Frau xxx Sprechstunde herzlich willkommen.  
Bitte sehen Sie sich unbedingt noch mal die Kommaregeln an, v.a. in Bezug auf Relativsätze!  
xxx und xxx  
Abbildung 8: Kombiniertes Bewertungsraster erstellt von Nadja Sennewalt und Swantje Lahm an der Universität Bielefeld.
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Beispiel 7: Analytisches Bewertungsraster Qualifikationsarbeit (Lab Report 

Rubric) 

Introduction 

Background for the Experiment 

Superior   effectively establishes the context of the experiment by citing relevant scientific 

literature and showing how the literature is relevant to the experiment. 

Fair   establishes the context of the experiment by citing relevant scientific literature but fail-

ing to show how the literature is relevant  to the experiment. 

Poor   addresses the context of the experiment by citing scientific literature that has little or 

no relevance to the experiment. 

Inadequate   cites no scientific literature. 

Hypothesis 

Superior   includes a clear, precise hypothesis that describes what the student expects to 

happen and predicts the relationship between the independent and dependent variables. 

Uses language that is consistent with hypothesis testing (hypothesize, predict, expect). 

Fair   states the hypothesis incompletely, vaguely, or imprecisely. May or may not use lan-

guage consistent with hypothesis testing. 

Poor   states a hypothesis that shows confusion or misunderstanding of the experiment. U-

ses language that is inconsistent with hypothesis testing. 

Inadequate   provides no hypothesis. 

Methods 

Materials 

Superior   provides the details about materials (organisms, equipment, etc.) that would ena-

ble the reader to replicate the experiment. Avoids unnecessary detail for a reader with a sci-

entific background. 

Fair   provides a general description of the materials but leaves the reader guessing about 

some significant details OR provides unnecessary detail. 

Poor   omits enough significant detail about the materials that the reader would be unable to 

replicate the experiment. 

Inadequate   provides no information about the materials used. 

Procedure 

Superior   provides enough detail about the procedure (preparation of materials, treat-

ments, measurement procedures, calculations and statistical tests used, etc.) to enable the 

reader to replicate the experiment. Uses a narrative, not a list. 

Fair   provides a general account of the procedure but leaves the reader guessing about 

some significant details or provides unnecessary detail. May use a list. 

Poor omits enough significant detail about the procedure that the reader would be unable to 

replicate the experiment. 

Inadequate   provides no description of the procedure. 
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Experimental design 

Superior   Identifies and fully describes experimental treatments. 

Fair   Identifies and incompletely describes the experimental treatments. 

Poor   Identifies the experimental treatments without describing them. 

Inadequate   does not identify the experimental treatments. 

Results 

Tables and Figures 

Superior   presents all of the experiment’s major results in tables and figures that are easy-

to-read and properly labeled and titled so they can be understood without reading the text. 

Fair presents most of the experiment’s major results in tables and figures. May present 

some minor results in tables and figures. The tables and figures may be difficult to read and 

have improper or confusing labels and titles. Readers may need to refer to the text to under-

stand the figures and tables.. 

Poor   presents only a fraction of the experiment’s major results in tables and figures. The 

tables and figures are difficult to read and have improper and confusing labels and titles. 

They cannot be understood without reading the text. 

Inadequate   provides no tables or figures. 

Text 

Superior   presents all major results in paragraphs. Describes the results fully and pre-

cisely. Refers to all of the relevant tables and figures. Where statistical results are pre-

sented, tells whether the differences between treatments were statistically significant. 

Fair   presents some major results in paragraphs. Describes the results incompletely or im-

precisely. Refers to some (but not all) of the relevant tables and figures. Tells whether some 

(but not all) differences between treatments were significant. 

Poor   fails to present the major results. Fails to refer to the relevant tables and figures. 

Fails to tell whether any of the differences between treatments were significant. 

Inadequate   provides no text in the results section. 

Discussion 

Hypothesis 

Superior   restates the hypothesis and tells whether the results support or reject it. 

Fair   refers to the hypothesis without restating it OR fails to tell whether the results support 

or reject it. 

Poor   makes vague reference to the hypothesis AND fails to tell whether the results sup-

port or reject it. 

    OR refers to a hypothesis not stated in the introduction. 

Inadequate   provides no reference to the hypothesis and fails to tell whether the results 

support or reject it. 

Reasoning with regard to hypothesis 
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Superior argues persuasively how the results support or reject the hypothesis. Justifies the 

decision about the hypothesis by explicitly relating specific results presented in the results 

section to the hypothesis.  

Fair  makes a somewhat persuasive argument about the hypothesis. Refers to only some of 

the specific results that are relevant or else creates only a loose link between the results 

and the decision about the hypothesis. 

Poor   Makes a weak argument about the hypothesis. Provides vague references to specific 

results or none at all. 

Inadequate   provides no argument that relates the results to the hypothesis. 

Relation of findings to the previous research 

Superior   provides a detailed, specific discussion of how the experimental results confirm, 

expand, or contradict previous knowledge. The discussion refers to the relevant articles. 

Fair   provides a general, or erroneous discussion of how the experimental results confirm, 

expand, or contradict previous knowledge. The discussion refers to the relevant articles. 

Poor   provides a vague, general reference to how the experimental results confirm, ex-

pand, or contradict previous knowledge. The discussion fails to refer to the relevant articles. 

Inadequate   provides no discussion of the relation of the experimental results to previous 

knowledge.  

Proposal for future research 

Superior   suggests one or more specific studies that could explain or expand the experi-

ment’s results. 

Fair   suggests one or more general approaches that could explain or expand the experi-

ment’s results. 

Poor   suggests one or more general or specific approaches that would not succeed in ex-

plaining or expanding the experiment’s results. 

Inadequate   provides no proposal for future research. 

Student’s Overall Understanding 

Understanding of scientific experimentation 

Superior   provides evidence that the student has a full understanding of the design and 

logic of scientific experimentation. 

Fair   provides evidence that the student has a largely complete and accurate understand-

ing of the design and logic of scientific experimentation. 

Poor    provides evidence that the student has little understanding of the design and logic of 

scientific experimentation. 

Inadequate   provides no evidence that the student understands the design and logic of sci-

entific experimentation. 

Understanding of the science relevant to this experiment 

Superior   provides evidence that the student has a full understanding of the science rele-

vant to this experiment. 

Fair   provides evidence that the student has a largely complete and accurate understand-

ing of the science relevant to this experiment. 
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Poor   provides evidence that the student has little understanding of the science relevant to 

this experiment. 

Inadequate   provides no evidence that the student understands the science relevant to this 

experiment. 

Quality of presentation 

Superior   uses prose that is clear and logically developed throughout. 

Fair   uses prose that is generally clear and logically developed 

Poor   uses prose that is only occasionally clear and logically developed. 

Inadequate   uses prose that is very difficult to understand. 

Abbildung 9: Bewertungsraster für eine Laborarbeit erstellt im Rahmen des Projekts „ richtig einsteigen.“ „ mit literalen 
Kompetenzen“. 
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Beispiel 9: Metarubric zur Bewertung eines Bewertungsrasters 

Abbildung 7: „Metarubric“, entnommen aus Stevens/Levi (2005): Grading with rubrics. In: Introduction to Rubrics, 
S. 94.
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