Philosophy 4340, Paper Grading Standards

Philosophy:

· Accuracy in use of philosophical terms and concepts covered in class:

· Any use of technical terms clearly conforms to the definitions/use discussed in class or the reading; where technical terms are not from this class, uses them correctly.

· If I can’t tell if you are using a word correctly, that’s a problem.

· Where philosophical terms can refer to more than one thing, you use the terms in the sense we’ve been using them in class (e.g. if you talk about “justification,” you should be talking about epistemic justification).

· Uses the appropriate vocabulary:  where you use ideas talked about in class, you either use appropriate terms from class to refer to them, or use plain English terms that mean the exact same thing.

· Understanding of the texts discussed:

· If a text brings up an argument or point that is relevant to what you are talking about, it is discussed.

· Any discussion of arguments or ideas from the reading or from class is correct and complete.

· Argument strength:

· There is an argument in Part 1 such that, if everything said in it were true, it would show that your thesis is true.

· The argument is not circular.

· It’s clear what the premises of the argument are, and how they support the thesis.

· The premises of this argument are supported.

· It’s clear what this support is, and how it is supposed to support the premises.

· The support makes it look like a reasonable philosopher who had thought about these issues and had taken this class could accept these premises.

· So the support does not rely on mistakes about the material we have covered.

· The support doesn’t ignore or overlook ideas discussed in class or in the reading.

· All obvious objections/worries/problems with your argument (either the premises or thesis) are addressed and responded to in Part 1.  
· These objections are clearly explained, and I can see why they are worth considering.

· This includes worries talked about in class or discussed in the reading.

· This also includes objections that would easily come to mind for a philosopher reading this paper who had some background in epistemology.

· These responses show how your argument works despite these objections.  The response could convince a reasonable philosopher who had taken this class.

· A significant aspect of the argument is novel (not from the readings or class discussion).

· Strength of objection considered:  

· If the points made in the objection were true, then the thesis of the paper would be false.

· The objection is clear, and it is clear how the objection contradicts the thesis.

· The objection is explained and supported so that it is clear how a reasonable philosopher with a background in epistemology (and who had taken this class) could believe this objection.

· The objection does not involve an obvious misunderstanding of the thesis or the argument in part 1.

· The objection is not obviously a bad objection in light of what was said in part 1.

· Response to objection:  

· The response shows why the objection is false, or why, even if it were true, the thesis would still be true.

· The response doesn’t change the thesis, or simply repeat the argument from part 1.

· There is discussion of and engagement with the points raised in the objection.

· I can see how a reasonable philosopher who had raised the objection from part 2 could be convinced by what you say in part 3.

· Note that a good response to an incredibly weak objection cannot get full credit. 
Writing:

· Note:  these criteria are minimal conditions for a decent paper.  That is, a paper can only lose points for not meeting them, but meeting them does not make a paper better.  If the content of the paper is poor, being well written and organized will not raise the grade.
· Technical (grammar / spelling / word use):

· No mistakes.

· Clarity:

· I can understand every sentence the first time I read it.

· I understand the point of each paragraph, and how it relates to the paragraphs around it.

· Organization: 

· I can follow the progression of the argument.

· If I need to understand X before I can understand Y, then X is explained before Y.

· If there is an obvious worry/objection/problem with something you say, it is addressed immediately, or at least acknowledged and then addressed later.

Assignment:

· Note:  these criteria are minimal conditions for a decent paper.  That is, a paper can only lose points for not meeting them, but meeting them does not make a paper better.
· Complied with requirements of assignment:  

· Gives a thesis that is one of the assigned theses, or was OKed by me in writing.

· Gives an argument for that thesis (part 1); this engages with all aspects of the topic specified. 

· Gives an objection to the thesis (not to part of the argument) (part 2).

· Replies to that objection (part 3).

