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Paper 1
Now that I have seen it, this form of providing feedback is intolerably annoying. Endnote numbers
are out of order, making the recipient (author) jump between the text and the endnotes themselves.
Worse, given an interesting endnote, the author must scan the entire text to find instances of that
endnote. All problems appear to be of equal import, and feedback on different levels (grammar vs.
argument vs. structure) are hopelessly intermingled. It’s too late now for this course, but in the
future, put in more work to make your review easily read by its recipient. This form is awful.

Overall, you’ve clearly read this paper carefully and thoughtfully. You’ve provided feedback
on nearly every level intended to help the author improve the paper. You could have addressed
the persuasive power of the arguments themselves more directly—did anything in this paper force
contemplation? Or were the arguments easily refuted?

Grade: A

Paper 2
OK, on this paper, the footnotes are closer to being in order, and the format doesn’t strike as being
as horrid. Footnotes might still have been better, because then the recipient would not have to
bounce between pages to absorb the commentary. I still dislike, though, that the result of this
format is a text-ordered commentary, rather than feedback structured by significance and common
theme (e.g., problems with the argumentation, problems with grammar, etc.).

On content, this review is an excellent one. You particularly highlight the substantial weaknesses
of the arguments presented.

Grade: A
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