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Giving Feedback: Preparing Students 
for Peer Review and Self-Evaluation
Zoi A. Philippakos

Students struggle with revision because they do not know how to evaluate 
their own writing as readers. Preparing students for peer review via practice 
in applying evaluation criteria can develop their evaluation skills.

Revision, well…all of them [students] want to go from 
prewriting to the first draft, from the first draft to pub-
lishing. They don’t really see the value of looking back 
at their work and making changes. You tell them the 
same thing over and over again, and they keep com-
ing back to you with the same problems and the same 
questions. I guess I shouldn’t give up but just keep 
going until they understand. I just wish I were more 
methodical.

Julius (all names are pseudonyms), a fourth-
grade teacher, presented in these few sentences 
his students’ and his own challenges with revi-

sion. Julius’s students did not seem to recognize the 
value of this step of the writing process and tended 
to skip it. Also, they were not able to work indepen-
dently to problem solve; even when he explained 
revision tasks, they still tended to rely on him 
for feedback and were not able to internalize and 
own the information. Julius’s quest for methodical 
instruction represents his quest for evidence-based 
approaches that could support his students’ revision 
practices. The purpose of this article is to describe 
an approach to training for revision and peer review 
that is evidence-based, does not require excessive 
teacher preparation, and can be easily implemented.

Why Do Students Find 
Revision Challenging?
When expert writers revise their work, they exam-
ine it for mismatches between their intended mean-
ing and its actual meaning (Bereiter & Scardamalia, 
1987; Hayes & Flower, 1980; Hayes, Flower, Schriver, 
Stratman, & Carey, 1987), but they also treat it as an 
opportunity to discover better ways to express those 
meanings (Hayes, 1996, 2004, 2006; MacArthur, 2016; 
MacArthur & Graham, 2016). Young students and 
developing writers often find revision difficult, and 

they approach it as an editing task (Fitzgerald, 1987; 
Fitzgerald & Markham, 1987). Several explanations 
can be given about the origin of these challenges.

First, students may have a limited understanding 
of revision as a process, and they may only attend to 
the length of their papers, to editing changes, to re-
writing their work or substituting words (Fitzgerald 
& Markham, 1987; MacArthur, Graham, & Schwartz, 
1991). Second, they may understand that revision 
should include larger changes, but they may not be 
able to evaluate their work and diagnose any prob-
lems (Graham, 1997; Hayes et al., 1987; MacArthur, 
2011, 2012, 2016). This difficulty could be due to a 
lack of knowledge of evaluation criteria (MacArthur, 
2016; Moore & MacArthur, 2012). Consequently, stu-
dents may engage in sentence-by-sentence editing 
with changes on the word level instead of substan-
tive changes to the organization and ideas (Hayes 
et  al., 1987). Third, students may be able to diag-
nose problems with their work, but they may lack 
strategies for making revisions (Hayes et al., 1987). 
Finally, students may lack an understanding of au-
dience and its needs (Magnifico, 2010; Midgette, 
Haria, & MacArthur, 2008; Moore & MacArthur, 2012; 
Rijlaarsdam, Couzijn, Janssen, Braaksma, & Kieft, 
2006). Instructional approaches suggest that when 
writers take the perspective of the reader, they are 
able to develop a better understanding of the com-
municative needs of their work and make effec-
tive revisions that affect writing quality (Moore & 
MacArthur, 2012; Rijlaarsdam & Couzijn, 2000).
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Peer Review
An instructional approach that is based on collabo-
ration is peer review. During peer review, partners 
meet and writers become readers who comment on 
their partners’ work. There are a number of posi-
tive outcomes from the application of this approach, 
but perhaps the most important 
one is that the reciprocal aspect 
of peer review can potentially af-
fect students’ awareness of the 
readers’ needs as the writer can 
anticipate the audience’s reaction 
(Beach & Friedrich, 2006; Englert 
& Mariage, 1991; Englert, Mariage, 
& Dunsmore, 2006). This anticipa-
tion by the writer, as well as the 
writer’s need to belong to the com-
munity (Dyson, 1997), could lead 
to the negotiation of meaning be-
tween the text, the writer, and the 
reader. Consequently, it can result 
in changes to the final text.

However, peer review is not the 
panacea for revision. Often, stu-
dents do not value their partners’ 
comments as much as they would 
value their teacher’s comments, 
and students are not always able 
to identify problems in their peers’ 
papers (Topping, 1998, 2005). 
Further, students may hesitate to 
provide truthful feedback to their 
peers because they do not have a 
clear understanding of evaluation 
criteria and it is not clear to them how to develop 
suggestions or what to focus their comments on 
(DiPardo & Freedman, 1988; MacArthur, 2016). This 
lack of knowledge can lead reviewers to uncertainty; 
therefore, the reviewers may make superficial com-
ments or general statements that may not be accu-
rate or even helpful to the writer (e.g., “This is good”).

Effective peer review depends on the provision of 
specific instruction to prepare students to be effective 
reviewers (MacArthur, 2016; Topping, 2005). Research 
has shown that for peer review to be effective and 
meaningful to students, there should be time devoted 
to training students on the reviewing procedures and 
time for them to practice those procedures (for a re-
view, see MacArthur, 2016). Without adequate prepa-
ration, when students meet with their partners, they 
may focus on minor editing issues or make superflu-
ous comments (Brakel, 1990; Tsivitanidou, Zacharia, 

& Hovardas, 2011). Such instruction is important for 
students (a) to value the process and clarify how it 
differs from editing, (b) to learn procedures that can 
guide their reviewing effort, and (c) most important, 
to learn how to evaluate writing in general and their 
own writing in particular. Students may focus on 
editing because they do not understand higher level 

evaluation criteria; once they 
learn them, students can make 
more substantive revisions. 
Through instruction, students 
can learn how to give critical 
feedback and to understand the 
procedures they should follow 
during their meetings (Boscolo 
& Ascorti, 2004; DiPardo & 
Freedman, 1988; Pritchard & 
Honeycutt, 2006).

Giving Feedback 
Promotes Critical 
Reading
A writing practice guide by 
Graham, Bollinger, et al. (2012) 
provides specific recommen-
dations regarding effective 
writing practices. One of those 
recommendations refers to the 
development of an engaged 
community of writers in which, 
among other practices, stu-
dents are given the opportunity 
to give and receive feedback 

through the writing process. Peer review is based on 
such reciprocity, and when peers receive the feedback 
of their reviewing partners, they can use it to improve 
their ideas and their work. However, it is not only the 
receivers of feedback who benefit but also the read-
ers who critically evaluate and write comments and 
suggestions for the writer (Philippakos & MacArthur, 
2016b). As reviewers read the work of others, they read 
and think critically, comparing the presented ideas to 
specific criteria. This practice can help reviewers de-
velop specific revising goals for their own papers and 
better understand the task of evaluation and revision 
(Bereiter & Scardamalia, 1987). Also, they may be able 
to apply the same critical reading and evaluation pro-
cesses for self-evaluation and, as a result, improve the 
quality of their own drafts when revising.

The effects of giving feedback on review-
ers have been studied with college students and 

PAUSE AND PONDER

■	 What are some of the instructional 
challenges that you face when 
teaching revision?

■	 What practices do you currently use 
to teach evaluation and revision? 
How do you know that they are 
effective?

■	 How do you support and promote 
students’ independent use of those 
practices?

■	 What are the challenges that your 
students face when they are asked 
to revise?

■	 How can the use of genre-specific 
criteria support students’ evaluation 
and reviewing?

■	 How can evaluation criteria support 
students as reviewers?

■	 What may be the benefits of using 
genre-specific criteria compared 
with general criteria for evaluation?
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second-language learners (Cho & MacArthur, 2011; 
Lundstrom & Baker, 2009); both studies found that 
giving feedback, even without receiving any, had 
positive effects on later writing by the reviewers. 
A recent study (Philippakos & MacArthur, 2016b) 
of giving feedback using genre-specific evalua-
tion criteria extended these findings to fourth- and 
fifth-grade students (n  =  145) who worked on per-
suasive writing. This study included three groups: 
(1) reviewers who read persuasive essays, evaluated 
them using genre-specific criteria, and wrote com-
ments; (2) a reader control group who read the same 
persuasive essays, and (3) a time control group that 
read texts of a different genre.

All students in their homerooms received in-
struction on the evaluation criteria and on the ele-
ments of persuasion using a genre-specific rubric. 
Instruction lasted for 40 minutes and included an 
explanation of the purpose of persuasive writing 
and the organizational elements of the genre, fol-
lowed by observation of the teacher evaluating pa-
pers using those elements. For the next three days, 
the students were randomly assigned to the three 
groups—reviewers, reader control, or time con-
trol—for three days of practice. The reviewers prac-
ticed evaluating and giving feedback to persuasive 
papers written by unknown students; the reader 
control students read the same essays but did not 
provide any comments; the time control students 
read books. After three days of practice, students re-
turned to their homerooms and, over the next two 
days, revised the papers they had written at base-
line. Students also wrote essays on two new topics 
and revised them three and 10 days after the inter-
vention, with no reminders on the use of evaluation 
criteria. Analysis of the results controlling for stu-
dents’ performance at pretest indicated that review-
ers wrote better quality papers compared with the 
two control groups; no differences were found be-
tween the reader control and the time control. Also, 
the reviewers included more persuasive elements 
in their essays, specifically elements of the oppos-
ing position that are far more challenging for young 
learners (Midgette et al., 2008).

Benefits of Giving Feedback 
in Preparation for Peer Review 
and Self-Evaluation
The process of giving feedback and learning through 
the reviewing process can benefit students on sever-
al levels. First, reviewing papers supports students in 

developing a sense of audience. Being a reader while 
thinking about potential problems in a text helps 
them understand the areas where their own writing 
may pose challenges to the reader. As a result, they 
are better able to anticipate potential confusions for 
the reader and to make changes to assist the pro-
cess of comprehension. Also, reading papers written 
by others and not by the writers may assist them 
in evaluating the text at hand and not the inferred 
meaning of the text (Hayes et al., 1987).

How to Prepare Students  
in Giving Feedback
Practice in giving feedback does not need to be in-
structionally complicated; however, it should be 
done in a systematic way (Philippakos & MacArthur, 
2016b). Practice and repetition can help students in-
ternalize and better understand the evaluation cri-
teria, give importance to the task of giving feedback, 
and improve the quality of students’ comments.

The process of instruction requires some teach-
er preparation. First, the guidelines and criteria for 
evaluation should be carefully developed. Therefore, 
the genre elements and specific evaluation criteria 
should be carefully thought out (e.g., is the char-
acter clearly described to the reader? Do the main 
character and additional characters have names?). 
Rubrics should be developed that will allow read-
ers to assign scores on those evaluation criteria and 
make comments. (See Figure 1 for a sample rubric 
on story writing.) Such a system of scoring could 
be based on a three-point system in which a score 
of 0 represents the absence of the genre feature, a 
score of 1 represents the presence of the feature 
but with limited quality and clarity, and a score of 
2 represents clarity of meaning (Philippakos, 2012; 
Philippakos & MacArthur, 2016a). Finally, papers for 
practice should be chosen, including both good and 
weak examples (Cho & MacArthur, 2011; Philippakos 
& MacArthur, 2016b; Philippakos, MacArthur, & 
Coker, 2015). The good examples of students’ writ-
ing in this case will function as models so students 
can develop a schema about the expected quality of 
each element. Reading those samples and evaluat-
ing them can lead students to clarify the expecta-
tions for the genre and for each of its components. 
The use of such texts followed by weaker examples 
can better help students make comparisons to un-
derstand how each element should be written. For 
instance, one paper may have clearly stated rea-
sons, but the second may not. Students could then 
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discuss possible improvements to clarify the rea-
sons, perhaps by adding transition words or by clar-
ifying the idea itself.

Instruction also requires explicit explanation 
and modeling by the teacher. Specifically, it requires 
the teacher to use think-aloud modeling to show 
students how to evaluate papers and how to provide 
comments to the writer. During teacher modeling, 

students will observe how the teacher applies the 
evaluation criteria to analyze a paper using the 
genre elements, understand its content, and give 
specific suggestions for improvement to the writer. 
In this process, the teacher could use a good exam-
ple to show how the evaluation criteria apply to the 
paper, then work with a weak example and model 
how to identify each element, how to evaluate it, 

Figure 1 
Sample Rubric for Self-Evaluation and Peer Review of Story Writing

Note. Adapted from Developing Strategic Writers Through Genre Instruction: Resources for Grades 3–5 (p. 96), by Z.A. Philippakos, C.A. MacArthur, and D.L. 
Coker Jr., 2015, New York, NY: Guilford. Copyright 2015 by Guilford Press. Adapted with permission.
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how to score it, and how to provide comments. This 
is the process that students will need to follow when 
they work with their peer and alone; therefore, the 
teacher’s modeling of the process is necessary.

After the modeling, the teacher will invite 
students to collaboratively practice the process 
of reading to identify the genre elements, score 
each element, and give suggestions and feedback. 
Opportunities for student practice using sample 
papers by unknown peers should be provided prior 
to students working with a peer. Working with pa-
pers by unknown peers allows students to provide 
honest feedback without worrying about criticizing 
classmates. The teacher can also provide a miniles-
son on specific topics to better support students’ 
ability to develop helpful comments. It is important 
for the teacher to model and provide time for stu-
dents’ practice in these minilessons. For example, 
if students have difficulty giving suggestions for 
improvement to the introduction of a persuasive 
paper, the teacher could model a lesson on writing 
effective introductions (e.g., using a story or an an-
ecdote). Then, the teacher and students could evalu-
ate a paper and work together in giving suggestions 
to the writer about the introduction and in mak-
ing revisions. For example, on a persuasive paper 
that asks whether students should wear uniforms, 
a teacher could suggest, “Perhaps you could begin 
with a story. For example, talk about a time that you 
were expected to sit still, but you could not because 
your clothes made you itch.” Overall, during practice 
it is important to be thorough in explanations, give 
feedback to students, and reinforce the use of the 
criteria that are used to evaluate the paper. Students 
should be given multiple opportunities to practice 
before they are ready to review the work of others 
and self-evaluate.

It is not only important for students to practice 
giving feedback; it is equally important to give op-
portunities for students to reflect on their own 
learning. If students are only completing the task 
because they are asked to do so, they may not value 
it and may rush through it. When students are given 
the opportunity to discuss and reflect on the pro-
cess they followed and the use of evaluation criteria 
for review (self and peer), they can comment on the 
steps they used, on the challenges they faced, on 
the need to be honest and clear in their comments, 
on the need to be specific when giving suggestions. 
These discussions will allow the teacher to also ad-
dress that truthful feedback is meant to be helpful 
and not hurtful. Overall, rich classroom discussions 

in which the group exchanges ideas and reflects 
will be necessary to understand how students think 
about the approach, what challenges they face, and 
how to address those challenges. Therefore, a sense 
of community in which students and their teacher 
collaborate throughout the process is important 
(Graham, Bollinger, et al., 2012).

The Use of Specific Evaluation Criteria
The use of specific criteria to guide revision for self-
evaluation as well as for peer review can support stu-
dents’ critical reading, attention, and effort and the 
quality of their suggestions (MacArthur, 2016). Such 
specific criteria could be based on text structure 
and genre elements (Englert, Raphael, Anderson, 
Anthony, & Stevens, 1991; Philippakos & MacArthur, 
2016b; Philippakos et al., 2015). Genres refer to dif-
ferent types of writing that have specific structures 
and satisfy specific writing purposes. For example, 
the purpose of a story is to entertain; in a story, there 
will be a beginning that includes the characters and 
setting, a middle that includes the problem and ac-
tions for its solution, and an end with the solution 
to the initial problem (Philippakos et al., 2015; see 
Figure 1). Studies on strategy instruction (Graham, 
2006) are based on instruction in the use of text 
structure elements and genre for planning, writ-
ing, and revising (Graham, McKeown, Kiuhara, & 
Harris, 2012). Evaluation criteria that are based on a 
genre can support students’ understanding about the 
genre’s organizational structure and also guide their 
attention when reading for evaluation. This process 
can support students’ ability to better provide feed-
back that would be accurate and helpful to the reader 
(e.g., that the paper does not have a clear description 
of the character).

The process of developing evaluation criteria is 
not limited to teacher-assigned topics and prompts. 
Once students have been introduced to a genre, they 
can write about any topic in that genre and use the 
same evaluation criteria. In addition, the approach 
also supports generalization across genres. Once 
students have developed, with the support of the 
teacher, an understanding about genre elements 
and relevant evaluation criteria, they can co-develop 
with their teacher evaluation criteria for other writ-
ing tasks. For example, after practicing evaluation 
on opinion papers, students may work on book re-
views or responses to reading, examine criteria for 
these types of writing, and collaboratively develop 
those. In this way, students can learn to generalize 
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information from the taught genres and criteria to 
other genres and criteria.

Julius’s Fourth-Grade Classroom: 
A Look From Within
Julius’s instructional goal was for his students to be 
able to make effective revisions without only relying 
on his feedback and comments. After his students 
had completed the first draft of their paper but be-
fore they made any revisions, Julius taught them 
how to evaluate persuasive papers using evaluation 
criteria that were based on genre. He reviewed with 
his students the purpose of writing persuasive pa-
pers, reviewed with them the elements of persua-
sion, and explained to them a rubric that included 
the evaluation criteria for persuasion (Philippakos & 
MacArthur, 2016a). The rubric included the elements 
of the genre: a beginning that discussed the topic 
and the writer’s opinion; a middle with two sections, 
the Me section with reasons and evidence that sup-
ported the writer’s opinion and the Others section 
with a statement of the opposing position, reasons to 
support it, and a rebuttal; and an end that included 
a restatement of the position and a message to the 
reader. The rubric also included other criteria of gen-
eral quality, such as the inclusion of a title and tran-
sition words and the use of appropriate tone. Besides 
the inclusion of the genre elements, the rubric also 
had a numerical scoring system ranging from 0 to 
2. Zero meant that the element was not present, 1 
meant that the element was present but not clear or 
well developed and would benefit from revision, and 
2 meant that the element was well written.

Julius applied the evaluation criteria to well- and 
poorly written essays by thinking out loud, by ex-
plaining his reaction as a reader, and by recording 
suggestions for the improvement of each element. 
In addition, he problem solved and modeled self-
regulation as he showed how the use of the rubric 
helped him stay on task and not “quit.” He used 
the rubric and the elements as a guide to navigate 
through the paper without feeling overwhelmed. 
Finally, he made one revision using the comments 
he had written for one of the elements. After mod-
eling with the first paper and after discussing the 
evaluation of the first reason, Julius invited stu-
dents’ comments and thoughts for the second and 
third reasons. This gave him an opportunity to lis-
ten to what his students thought about the paper, 
how they understood the argument that was made 
in the paper, how they evaluated it and justified a 

score they suggested, and what comments they 
gave for the writer.

In the second stage, Julius worked with his stu-
dents as a group to collaboratively evaluate a new 
paper. The dialogue between students and teacher 
was more elaborate, and Julius was surprised to 
see how critical students were in their evaluation. 
They were very strict in their scoring, and he often 
stopped to remind them that the goal was not to tell 
the writer that the paper was not “good enough” but 
to provide the writer with suggestions that would 
help improve the quality of the work. Therefore, 
students needed to look at their scores and, for the 
evaluation criteria that had received scores of 0 and 
1, develop suggestions for improvement so the writ-
er could make revisions.

In addition, he discussed with students the ben-
efits of this approach and why it was important for 
them to remember the elements and evaluate their 
work before meeting with a peer or before handing 
in their paper for grading. The next day, Julius re-
viewed the process, and students worked in small 
groups to review papers written by unknown peers. 
He gave them feedback on the application of the 
evaluation criteria and also met with small groups 
of individual students who needed additional sup-
port to guide them through their work. The same 
process was followed for one more day, and stu-
dents were asked to independently evaluate papers. 
Finally, students were asked to reread their work 
and use the evaluation criteria to self-evaluate. 
After this, they peer reviewed and, finally, used the 
comments of their peers and their own judgments 
and comments to decide what changes to make to 
their work.

The benefits of this approach can be seen in the 
comments of students who participated in the pro-
cess of reviewing using specific evaluation criteria 
and were asked to explain whether giving feedback 
was helpful to them. Angelo, a fourth-grade stu-
dent, said,

Uh, yeah, it did. I remembered 'cause that’s where I got 
my first reason and second reason because at first I 
didn’t do that. I just wrote a little passage, and most of 
the papers had what other people say, and I didn’t have 
that, so I added that, too. The paper that I wrote didn’t 
have that much detail into it, but when I read a bunch 
of those and revised them, and I helped them, it was a 
lot easier to make it persuasive and interesting. Like, 
I put—in some papers, they had a lot of details into it, 
and mine didn’t have that many details in it, so I put a 
lot of details in mine. It helped me because it really—I 
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didn’t put that much effort into my papers, but most of 
the papers that I read really did, so that changed my 
train of thought. Most of them had a lot of good details, 
was very interesting, it said what other people had to 
say. It had a beginning, middle, and an end, and it had 
a conclusion.

A look at Angelo’s first draft and revised draft (see 
Figures 2 and 3; Philippakos, 2012) suggests a change 
in the way he organized the information. Angelo 
added more details and elaborated on the reasons in 
his revised draft. He also included a conclusion and 
divided the information into paragraphs.

Yiorgia was also a fourth-grade writer. Her first 
and revised drafts are shown in Figures  4 and 5. 
During an interview in which she was asked to ex-
plain how this process helped her, Yiorgia said,

Before I didn’t know we needed to put the oth-
ers down—like writing what they thought. I always 
thought we just need to write about what we thought, 
and I also didn’t know you need to put a hook, so now 
I have that. I didn’t know I really needed to have a fun 
title, so I just put, like, whatever I was writing about at 
the top, but now I try to make it the best I can.

When Yiorgia was asked to describe the rubric 
that she used during training, she said,

I remember that they had at the beginning, they had 
grab the readers’ attention and does the writer state 
clearly what he or she thinks. In the middle, it had Me 
and Others. In Me, it asked if I have a first reason with 
convincing reasons and examples and a second and 
third reasons with examples. In Others, it says does the 
writer have what others think stated clearly, and does 
it give an example or detail about that and why he or 
she is wrong? At the end, it has does the author restate 
what he or she thinks in different words at the end, and 
does it leave the reader with something to think about? 
Does it have a good title, is it convincing, and I forget 
the rest of those.

The comments from these two students suggest 
a better understanding about evaluation and about 
the elements of persuasion. Evaluation of and prac-
tice in giving feedback helped Angelo develop his 
reader’s perspective, allowing him to identify un-
clear areas and gaps in meaning. Yiorgia’s response 
suggests a better understanding of the elements 
of persuasion and the organization of a paper. To 
be convincing to others, she understood that she 
should also address the opposing side. In addition, 
she should provide a leading title and an engaging 
introduction.

Giving feedback as a practice in preparation for 
revision can improve students’ ability to critically 
read and diagnose whether their work is clear to 
the reader and whether it satisfies the needs of the 
writing purpose and genre. Instruction on evalu-
ation criteria can be part of classroom instruction 

Figure 2 
Angelo’sa First Draft

aPseudonym.

Figure 3 
Angelo’sa Revised Draft

aPseudonym.

Figure 4 
Yiorgia’sa First Draft

aPseudonym.
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in preparation for peer review or as a way to sup-
port students’ self-evaluation practices. The teacher 
models the process of giving feedback, collabora-
tively practices it with students on papers of un-
known others, and gives students time to practice 
prior to their self-evaluation and goal setting. Then, 
students meet with a partner or partners for peer re-
view. Knowledge of specific evaluation criteria can 
guide students’ comments and thinking as they pre-
pare or conduct peer review and self-evaluation. By 
giving feedback, writers practice how to be readers 
and learn how to be critical reviewers of the work of 
others and of their own work. The comments that 
students made show an increased understanding of 
the process of identifying genre elements. The use 
of specific evaluation criteria guided students to 
identify the elements, examine their clarity, and de-
velop plans for revision.

Parting Words
The Common Core State Standards (National 
Governors Association Center for Best Practices 
& Council of Chief State School Officers, 2010), 
with the rigorous outcomes they set for students, 
require the application of approaches that are 
evidence-based and promote students’ indepen-
dent use. The goal of instruction in writing is not 
for the students to be able to apply the taught 
skills when prompted or with teacher guidance. 
To the contrary; students should be able to effec-
tively monitor their work and independently apply 
taught information.

Revision is an important component of the writ-
ing process and is necessary in order for authors to 
effectively communicate with readers. Thus, stu-
dents should be taught approaches that can support 
their self-evaluation and their ability to take owner-
ship of their own learning. Emphasis on giving feed-
back and on training using principles of evaluation 
prior to peer review and self-evaluation can improve 
students’ revision and writing quality. For these re-
view efforts to be effective, students should be sup-
ported in the process of giving feedback, guided in 
their evaluation efforts, and trained on the proce-
dures they should follow as they read for evaluation 
purposes.

Training on evaluation can assist students in 
developing suggestions for peers’ papers and also 
in evaluating their own work to diagnose areas for 
improvement. This training can be based on the 
use of specific evaluation criteria that relate to 
genre and text structure. First, the use of evalu-
ation criteria can provide students with specific 
goals and guide their revision efforts; therefore, 
students may be supported in their ability to self-
evaluate and diagnose problems in their work. 
Second, the use of genre evaluation criteria can 
improve students’ understanding about the genre 
and the writing purpose. For example, when stu-
dents are taught the evaluation criteria for per-
suasion, they will understand that a persuasive 
paper is written with the purpose of convincing 
an audience and that, thus, the writer should pro-
vide convincing reasons. Third, students’ moti-
vation may be affected as well as their ability to 
manage the revision task. If students have a clear 
guide showing what to look for, they may be more 
engaged in the task, more certain of their ability 
to complete it, and more certain of their imminent 
success.

Figure 5 
Yiorgia’sa Revised Draft

aPseudonym.
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