AWD Peer Review Guidelines

Peer review is an essential part of the writing and revising process. Not only will it serve as an indispensable tool in producing final drafts for this classroom, but also mastery of this process will help bolster your rhetorical awareness. You will find that the more you peer review, the more you will learn about your own writing. An effective peer review is designed to help the author of a project think through the difficult challenges of the subject, while helping the writer learn about his/her own strengths, challenges, and processes. You will find that the more you peer review, the more you will learn about your own writing. An effective peer review is designed to help the author of a project think through the difficult challenges of the subject, while helping the writer learn about his/her own strengths, challenges, and processes.

Directions. While reviewing your partner’s paper, make in-line comments as necessary (see documentation below). When you are finished reading (or as you read), complete a peer review report according to the outline below. Include this in a <report> element on your partner’s XML file (see documentation below).

Read your partner’s work and write an approximately 250-400 word review that contains the following sections:

Summary. Your 1-2 sentences should summarize, without evaluating, the draft you are reviewing. You want to ensure, both to yourself and to the author, that you understand the draft completely. This helps the author trust your judgment later, and it may also help the author to determine if they are effectively communicating their message. This section will be very short, but should include your understanding of the rhetorical situation the author is responding to.

Critique. The bulk of your review should consist of a critique of the major aspects of the paper. Unlike during the summary portion of the assignment, this is where you evaluate. Therefore, constructive critique is often more valuable than praise, but of course pointing out specific places that are working well is helpful (so long as you can explain why, which is the helpful part). I offer the following three-part process for each element you want to critique:

• Identify what it is you are critiquing.  Name the aspect of the piece of writing (such as language, organization, rhetorical effectiveness, brevity...) and an example of where the writer’s use of this aspect could use work.  Be specific.  Quote or reference a particular paragraph, sentence, or section.

• Evaluate what you have identified and explain your critique as best as you are able. Your peer will be more likely to seriously consider your advice if it is specific.  If you just say that their argument is not working, they might shrug it off or think you do not understand what they are trying to do.  However, if you take the time to explain that the evidence doesn’t support the claim, then they might start to see where you are coming from. Just like any other good piece of writing, a peer review requires a well- developed argument. Once again, use quotes from the writer’s text.

[bookmark: _GoBack]• Advise how the writer might revise.  Don’t just leave them with what is not working in the piece. Think positive!  Give them some clear advice on how to improve the aspect you are critiquing. How can the writer rewrite, rearrange, or rethink? This is where the collaborative nature of peer review comes into play.  Remember, in a writing community

Here are some questions to help you generate responses to your partner’s work:

· How appropriate is this genre for the rhetorical situation the writer is responding to? Is the rhetorical situation clear? 
· As an expert in the genre, are the author’s sentence and word-level choices appropriate for this genre?
· Are there aspects of the genre (particular rhetorical moves, design elements, jargon, etc.) that the author does not take up?
· How can this composition be positioned to be more successful in this given rhetorical situation?
· Does the composition reflect the research into the genre your group has completed?
· How well is the author conforming to the rules of the schema? 





Peer Review documentation
1. Update (sync) your local folder.
2. Find your peer review partner’s document in your local repository
3. Make inline comments with: <note type=“peer” resp=“#[your_id]”>text of comment</note> (see example below).

[image: https://lh4.googleusercontent.com/AQbOSBp-OB2f7p7Dm0eBH8A7vhFb9ChG2mN3pNtv7kxNRB8Ah3WfOmEGHSp7DGNUi7kbDadZFcko17gbw5qsJdn1uQodtjRq5yPHzsHXDP4DrDn9kpiAqjMl8E3IaBES4K23IQ6G]

0. Use <reviewer> element with the @type and @xml:id attributes (see below).
1. Write your peer review report in a <report> element in the <docReview> section of your partner’s document. Be sure to use the @type= “peer” attribute and the @resp= “#[your_id]” (see below).

[image: https://lh3.googleusercontent.com/sxyEobbaPPrIUuuI9kvh4kWKNDIiGiWwkeH6ISI1wV-M_BRvVw_A6eys8HS_UUhrccOBx3BTM0ktuoy806FBr7HjUr0oNOI7k9Im3hkiCGKX-cAT4XlBGA7r6mWJOlKt36-Om-O3]

0. Save the file normally (DO NOT CHANGE THE FILENAME).
1. When you complete your report, push your changes to the remote repository (commit to master) with a commit message and sync your folder.





you are not just responsible for producing your own best work, but also helping your peers to do the same.



Feelings and Grammar

There are two very important issues when it comes to peer reviewing that I have not mentioned above, but that deserve to be addressed.

First of all, I know that sharing your work with others can be uncomfortable and anxiety inducing at first. A thoughtful, kind, and supportive community can help alleviate that discomfort and become the most important tool you have as a writer. I ask that everyone offer their critiques in the spirit of collaboration. In your written peer reviews and in the workshop discussions, follow the golden rule: treat the writing of others as you would like your own writing to be treated.

Finally, I would like to point out that I am asking you to work as reviewers of your peers’ work, not as editors. Reviewers typically take global issues of revision into account— issues like argument, organization, clarity, introductions and conclusions, and overall rhetorical effectiveness—while editors focus on the more local issues that are taken care of in editing and proofreading. It is important that you understand the differences between these processes.
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because it is pain, but because occasionally circumstances occur in which toil and

pain can procure him some great pleasure. note type-"peer” resp-"#s01">You might
consider revising this sentence to relate more to the actual texts that you're
talking about.</note> To take a trivial example, which of us ever undertakes

laborious physical exercise, except to obtain some advantage from it? But who has
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<docReview>
<reviewer type-"peer” xil:id-"s01">Name of Reviewer</reviewer>
<report type="peer" resp-"#s01">
<p>This is a peer review report: At vero eos et accusamus et iusto odio dignissimos
ducimus qui blanditiis praesentium voluptatun deleniti atque corrupti quos dolores
et quas molestias excepturi sint occaecati cupiditate non provident, similique sunt
in culpa qui officia deserunt mollitia animi, id est laborum et dolorum fuga. Et
harum quidem rerum facilis est et expedita distinctio. </p>
<p>Nam libero tempore, cum soluta nobis est eligendi optio cumque nihil impedit quo
minus id quod maxime placeat facere possimus, omnis voluptas assumenda est, omnis
dolor repellendus. Temporibus autem quibusdam et aut officiis debitis aut rerum
necessitatibus saepe eveniet ut et voluptates repudiandae sint et molestiae non
recusandae. Ttaque earum rerum hic tenetur a sapiente delectus, ut aut reiciendis

voluptatibus maiores alias consequatur aut perferendis doloribus asperiores
repellat. </p|
</report>

<report type="instructor" resp="#kgs">
<p>This is an instructor end note, categorized as a particular type of report in the

docReview section of the document.</p>
</report>

</docReviews
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