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Abstract 
Many scholars have examined the ecosystem of the writing process in pursuit of more effective 
composition pedagogies over the past forty years. Of current interest are ways of applying 
community-centered, participatory approaches to the assessment and revision stages of writing 
as a non-linear process, uniquely traversed by each individual within a larger discourse 
community. Several recent studies have demonstrated that this kind of approach to revision and 
assessment increases students’ confidence as writers and their value for revision in particular as 
a discrete part of the writing process. However, despite these findings both past and present, 
revision continues to be taught as an afterthought at the end of the writing process, and many 
students lack confidence to both produce and engage meaningful feedback that leads to better 
revision work, and, eventually, better writing. The content of this comic essay is a metacognitive 
journey about my revising of an assessment rubric of revision work performed in an advanced 
writing course for English speakers of other languages (ESOL) at the community college level. It 
reviews and integrates what scholarship has taught us about revision and assessment starting 
with foundational writing process theories and ending in their relationship to current social 
justice pedagogies in composition courses that seek to empower students by involving them in 
the assessment cycle. Along the way, I reflect on ways I have practically applied these theories in 
my own classroom, and in the process, share what was learned, reinforcing what the literature 
up to now has stated: allowing more time and space to teach and practice revision, providing 
regular assessment of feedback throughout the writing process, and designing assessment in 
collaboration with students to assess revision, can enrich students’ value for revision and 
confidence as writers.    
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