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	Central Relevance
	Use of numerical evidence is so poor that either it is impossible to evaluate the argument with the information presented or the argument is clearly fallacious.  Perhaps key aspects of data collection methods are missing or critical aspects of data source credibility are left unexplored.  The argument may exhibit glaring misinterpretation (for instance, deep confusion of correlation and causation).  Numbers may be presented, but are not woven into the argument.
	The use of numerical evidence is sufficient to allow the reader to follow the argument.  But there may be times when information is missing or misused.  Perhaps the use of numerical evidence itself is uneven.  Or the data are presented effectively, but a lack of discussion of source credibility or methods makes a full evaluation of the argument impossible.  Misinterpretations such as the confusion of correlation and causation may appear, but not in a way that fundamentally undermines the entire argument.
	The use of numerical evidence is good throughout the argument.  Only occasionally (and never in a manner that substantially undermines the credibility of the argument) does the paper fail to explore source credibility or explain methods when needed.  While there may be small, nuanced errors in the interpretation, the use of numerical evidence is generally sound.  However, the paper may not explore all possible aspects of that evidence.


	The use of numerical evidence is consistently of the highest quality.  When appropriate, source credibility is fully explored and methods are completely explained.   Interpretation of the numerical evidence is complete, considering all available information.  There are no errors such as confusion of correlation and causation.  This paper would be an excellent choice as an example of effective central QR to be shared with students and faculty.

	Peripheral Relevance
	Fails to use any explicit numerical evidence to provide context.  The paper is weaker as a result.  This paper shows no attempt to employ peripheral QR.


	Uses numerical evidence to provide context in some places, but not in others.  The missing context weakens the overall paper.  Or the paper may consistently provide data to frame the argument, but fail to put that data in context by citing other numbers for comparison.  Ultimately, the attempt at peripheral use of QR does not achieve its goal.
	The paper consistently provides numerical evidence to contextualize the argument when appropriate.  Moreover, numbers are presented with comparisons (when needed) to give them meaning.  However, there may be times when a better number could have been chosen or more could have been done with a given figure.  In total, the peripheral use of QR effectively frames or motivates the argument.
	Throughout the paper, numerical evidence is used to frame the argument in an insightful and effective way.  When needed, comparisons are provided to put numbers in context. This paper would be an excellent choice as an example of effective peripheral QR to be shared with students and faculty.
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Problematic characteristics of the QR present in the paper: [check all issues that detract significantly from the reader’s understanding of the information presented. ]   

___ Uses ambiguous words rather than numbers.

___ Fails to provide numbers that would contextualize the argument.


___ Fails to describe own or others’ data collection methods.


___ Doesn’t evaluate source or methods credibility and limitations.


___ Inadequate scholarship on the origins of quantitative information cited.


___ Makes an unsupported claim about the causal meaning of findings.


___ Presents numbers without comparisons that might give them meaning.

___ Presents numbers but doesn’t weave them into a coherent argument.

