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Each committee member (including the Dissertation Director) should provide: (1) an overall assessment of the dissertation and (2) written feedback for the dissertation and (3) for the oral defense. In determining both the overall assessment and the written feedback, committee members should use the relevant rubrics as a guide but may include additional relevant feedback. The written comments need not address all items in the rubrics nor be limited to the specific items listed in the rubrics. Committee members may use as much space as necessary for their written feedback. The overall assessment for the dissertation (Pass with Distinction, Pass, or Fail) should be marked on the form (in the “Overall Assessment” space at the bottom of the Dissertation rubric chart). (Although each member may assign different “overall assessment” rankings, the committee with come to a consensus on this at the time of deliberation or an average will be recorded so that only one overall assessment score will be assigned.) The candidate will be informed of the outcome of the dissertation defense at its conclusion (after the committee has deliberated). The completed forms should be sent to the Dissertation Director. A copy of all committee members’ completed forms must be sent to the Director of the Doctoral Program in SLA and to the Program Coordinator within 48 hours of the Committee’s determination of the outcome. A written summary of comments from the committee members will be provided to the student by the Dissertation Director (see last page). 
Dissertation
	Criteria 
	Exceeds Expectations
	Meets Expectations 
	Does Not Meet Expectations 

	Originality & Significance


	•Articulates compelling study rationale

•Highlights originality of study within current research context superbly
•Clarifies study significance (and timeliness?) in an exceptional manner
	•Adequately articulates study rationale

•Highlights originality of study within current research context

•Clarifies study significance (and timeliness)
	•Fails to articulate study rationale well

•Fails to highlight originality of study within current research context

•Does not articulate study significance (and timeliness)

	Literature Review & Theoretical Framework
	•Exhibits superior knowledge of key concepts in subject area 

•Exhibits superior understanding of key theories in subject area

•Exhibits excellent breadth of knowledge in subject area

•Exhibits excellent depth of knowledge in subject area

•Arguments are exceptionally coherent, clear, and organized to identify a gap in the literature
	•Exhibits adequate knowledge of key concepts in subject area 

•Exhibits adequate understanding of key theories in subject area

•Exhibits breadth of knowledge in subject area

•Exhibits depth of knowledge in subject area

•Arguments are coherent, clear, and organized to identify a gap in the literature
	•Exhibits poor knowledge of key concepts in subject area 

•Exhibits poor understanding of key theories in subject area

•Exhibits poor breadth of knowledge in subject area

•Exhibits poor depth of knowledge in subject area

•Some arguments are not coherent, clear, or well organized to identify a gap in the literature

	Study Design
	•Targets the identified gap(s) in the 

   literature and explains them very well
•Applies empirical knowledge to shape questions and/or methods and explains them very well
•Applies theoretical frameworks to shape questions and/or methods and explains them very well

•Articulates methods in detail and explains them very well
•Documents protocols used and explains them very well
	•Targets the identified gap(s) in the 

   literature

•Applies empirical knowledge to

   shape questions and/or methods

•Applies theoretical frameworks to 

   shape questions and/or methods

•Articulates methods in detail

•Documents protocols used
	•Fails to target the identified gap(s) in the 

   literature

•Fails to apply empirical knowledge to

   shape questions and/or methods

•Fails to apply theoretical frameworks to 

   shape questions and/or methods

•Fails to articulate methods in detail

•Does not adequately documents protocols used

	Analysis, Discussion & Implications
	•Draws on empirical knowledge to analyze and discuss data in an exceptional manner
•Draws on theoretical frameworks to analyze and discuss data and explains them very well
•Discussion of findings is very coherent, clear, and organized

•Articulates implications of findings for theoretical, empirical, and/or instructional understandings very well
	•Draws on empirical knowledge to analyze and discuss data

•Draws on theoretical frameworks to analyze and discuss data

•Discussion of findings is coherent, clear, and organized

•Articulates implications of findings for theoretical, empirical, and/or instructional understandings
	•Fails to adequately draw on empirical knowledge to analyze and discuss data

•Fails to adequately draw on theoretical frameworks to analyze and discuss data

•Discussion of findings is not always coherent, clear, and/or organized

•Fails to adequately articulate implications of findings for theoretical, empirical, and/or instructional understandings

	OVERALL ASSESSMENT
	( Pass with Distinction
	( Pass
	( Fail


QUALITY OF WRITING (Check where appropriate; provide specific feedback below)
	( Writing is excellent


	( Writing is adequate


	( Writing is weak 



	( No grammatical or spelling errors apparent


	( Some grammatical and spelling errors apparent


	( Numerous grammatical and spelling errors apparent



	( Organization is excellent


	( Organization is adequate

	( Organization is poor 



	( Documentation* is excellent

*works cited/discussion of relevant research
	( Documentation* is adequate

*works cited/discussion of relevant research
	( Documentation* is poor

*works cited/discussion of relevant research




Feedback/Commentary regarding Dissertation (using Dissertation rubrics [p. 2] as well as those in “Quality of Writing” feedback checklist above, and any additional relevant feedback not covered in the rubrics or checklist; see also instructions on p. 1.) Use as much space as necessary.)
QUALITY OF DEFENSE (Check where appropriate for each criterion; provide specific feedback below)

	Criteria
	Exceeds expectations
	Meets expectations
	Does not meet expectations

	Overall Quality of Presentation
	
	
	

	Appropriateness of Presentation Tools
	
	
	

	Engagement with Audience 
	
	
	

	Quality of Response to Questions
	
	
	


Feedback/Commentary regarding Defense (using rubrics in “Quality of Defense” feedback checklist [above] plus any additional relevant feedback; see also instructions on p. 1). Use as much space as necessary.
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Dissertation Director Signature____________________________________________________ Date: ___________________________
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