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Major paper 1 draft: peer review
Outcome 1: Audience and rhetoric
Does the writer use tone and/or conventions appropriate for an academic audience? Mark places in the essay where tone may slip or writing conventions may seem unusual for academic writing.

Outcome 2: Strategic use of sources SHAPE 



Does the paper use enough evidence to support an argument? Which sub-claims seem to require more or different evidence? Note specific places in the margins of the essay.

Does any of the paper’s evidence seem unneeded or irrelevant? Note specific paragraphs in the essay.

Are quotations fully integrated (4 steps: introduce, provide context, paraphrase/analyze/close read, link to argument) every time? Mark quotations in the paper that could use further development.

Outcome 3: Main Claim & argument SHAPE 



Underline the main claim. Note if you have trouble finding it.

Is the claim specific? If not, why not? Which words or phrases in the claim should be refined to make them more specific?

Is the claim arguable? (i.e. Can you imagine the other side of the argument? Does it seem to be making a fresh, inventive claim, or is the main claim a cliché?)

Is the claim significant? If so, what, in your own words, do you understand the stakes to be?

Is the argument logically and effectively organized? Did you have a clear idea of the paper’s direction at all times? Explain, and mark places in the text where you became disoriented. 

Does each paragraph seem to have a main point/idea/subclaim? Mark sentences that don’t seem to contribute to the paragraph’s main idea.
Do any sentences express ideas that are present elsewhere in the paper? If so, write “repeats” in the margin.

Outcome 4: Revision & editing SHAPE 



From your perspective, what higher-order concerns (argument, main claim, content, evidence, etc.) should this writer prioritize in his/her revisions? List them on the back of the paper.


