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Paper 1
The structure of your review was not particularly helpful. You present a text-ordered critique,
where comments on the content of arguments are intermingled with observations about erroneous
grammar. Substantive objections are not clearly separated from nit-picks. Reviews should be
organized such that the most important problems are easily identified and absorbed.

More importantly, you miss the forest for the trees. This paper had no clearly identifiable thesis.
The central argument, as best it could be identified, was trivial. The “arguments” were repetitions
of existing history, with no new content offered, and no citations for the source of this history. This
paper was deeply flawed, and the author missed an opportunity to hear from you about the deep
problems with the writing.

(1) Really? What was the thesis? Of what were you persuaded? The paper was a recitation
of history that we had already covered, with no identifiable thesis and no novel arguments or
assertions.

Grade: B

Paper 2
This review is thorough and helpful. In places, you are sloppy with your own grammar, and it
would take little effort to provide a more technically correct presentation.

You provide comments on almost every level from grammar to argument content. You might
have been a bit more specific with the grammatical and other syntactic errors by pointing the
author to specific examples. Otherwise, a good review.

Grade: A
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