Paper Marking Instructions

1. The break down for the marks is as follows: Introduction 5%; Conclusion 5%; Critical Reflection 20%; Summary/Body 70%.  

2. 
Some basic points on how to mark the papers.

To get full marks for both the introduction and the conclusion students should get right to the point and not bring in any irrelevant information.  I have given them explicit instructions on how to write an introduction and a conclusion; so don’t be afraid to be stringent with these two sections.  For example, with the introduction they should simply introduce the topic – i.e. reiterate what the question is asking – and then set out the thesis they will argue for.  They may include the authors they are working with, and give a bit of an exposition of the problem to be considered, but if some of the content of each of the author’s positions is included, or they use a lot of ornate language and reflections in the introductory paragraph, then deduct marks.  They should include only information that is necessary, and if they include information that is not necessary, even though they have included the relevant/necessary information, deduct marks.  The same applies to the conclusion.

The summary is the most important part of the paper.  What you want to assess them primarily for is whether they can present the information in a clear manner (which attests to an understanding of the material), and whether they can stick only to the information that is relevant.  So, with this section, make sure that they stay on topic – i.e. only try to answer what the question is in fact asking.  Deduct marks for unclear presentation of the material, since we want them to not simply learn something about the course material, but also about how to write a good paper.  Of course, if they do not get the positions correct, then deduct marks.  Also, make sure that they set out arguments used by the authors they are considering, and, again, assess them on the relevance of the arguments they do set out.  So, if a student just simply states the author’s conclusion, but does not give you any indication, or not much, of how the author came to this conclusion through arguments and criticisms, then deduct marks.  And, if the arguments they do set out are not relevant, then deduct marks.
They must use at least four sources for the paper.  If you come across a paper that does not use four sources then give them at most 75%, and that is only for an extremely good answer.  Otherwise, all marks should be bellow this for papers that do not rely on the prescribed amount of sources.

The purpose of the ‘critical reflection’ section is to get them to engage in some philosophical activity themselves.  With most papers this section will likely be after the summary section, but it is also okay if they formulate criticisms throughout the paper, i.e. they summarize some information and then reflect on it before summarizing some more information.  They are supposed to be engaged with the course material, and not simply be writing a paper where they formulate their own position/opinion.  Thus make sure they do this, and give at most a mark in the high seventies for a paper that doesn’t touch much on the actual content of the readings.  A mark in the high seventies, of course, would only go to really good papers that are simply opinion papers.  If they provide a very good paper that is not focused on the readings, but nonetheless includes them and many other good sources, then you can reward them based on the quality of the paper.  I simply want to avoid giving good marks to papers that do not engage any literature but simply offer their own position.

With the critical reflection section they should be addressing explicitly the material from the summary section.  Be generous in this section, and give the best marks to those students who engage in a multi-layered critique, i.e. they set out a criticism, and then consider possible problems of their own criticism/position.  If a student simply offers conclusions, or opinions, without much argument, then deduct marks.  Also deduct marks if the student formulates their reflections simply by asking a number of questions.  Students will sometimes do this.  Questions, though, are not helpful for developing their own position, because a question is not really an assertion/premise for an argument – which is what they are trying to formulate with this section – and such questions assume that your intuitions and judgments will match theirs.  This is not something they should assume.

With some of the essay questions it may be too much for the student to include all of the relevant readings from the course package, so it is okay if they do not include all of them.  What you should ensure is that the student includes at least two sources from the course package and at least four in total.  Also, even though they do not have to include all of the readings, if they avoid some point from a reading that is a criticism of a claim they are making by not including the reading then take off marks.  That is, they should not develop their own positions by avoiding difficult criticisms in the readings by avoiding the reading altogether.  They could still get an A with such avoidance, if the paper is exceptionally good, but it would be an A-.
Do not deduct marks if the students go over the recommended page limits.  This is because such page limits are in place just to make sure that they don’t go on for 15pp. about some topic.  If a paper is too short then only deduct marks if the student has not fully engaged the topic.  So if a student is under the prescribed page limit for the assignment, but nonetheless has offered a thorough consideration of the topic then don’t deduct marks.  But if they are under the page limit and have not considered the issue fully enough, then their mark should suffer.

3. Be careful about plagiarism.  An indication of plagiarism is if they do not focus on the authors in the readings, but instead use a lot of authors not from the course package.  I told them explicitly that they must focus on the readings in the course, and that other authors should only play a peripheral role.  So, if they rely heavily on other authors, then do a plagiarism check.  I believe you can do this by simply typing in some of their material in quotation marks with a Google search.  Another indicator of plagiarism is if a nicely written passage appears in their paper while the rest of the paper is generally poorly written.  Also, if they do not stick to what the question is asking, or if their answer doesn’t seem relevant to the question, then it is likely a plagiarized paper.

4. Do not be too stringent on how they reference material, or the format of their bibliography.  I told them that they could use either APA or MLA formats for the bibliography, and throughout the paper.  I also tried to stress the importance of proper referencing, and gave them some instructions, but I do not want them to suffer for not referencing properly.

5. Comments.

Please offer some comments on the papers to give the students some indication of where they went wrong, and also give positive comments when they do something right.  You don’t have to offer too many comments, but please offer some.  What is especially important is to offer a summary at the end of the paper for why they got the mark they did.  This summary, of course, should not be too long, but simply set out in general terms, and within a few sentences, why their mark is the way it is.  Also, when setting out this summary try to start by saying something positive.

6.
Please mark the essays out of 30.  In this regard, just take what you would have given the student on a scale of 1-10 and then times it by 3.  Feel free to give students marks such as 7.2, 8.6, 6.7 and so on and not merely rely on increments of .5.  In this way you can make finer distinctions in regard to what different students deserve for their papers.
7. Specific Questions

Question 1
1. Contrast the two contrary positions considered on abortion and then argue for which position you hold to be correct.  Be sure to set out clearly the two positions you contrast.   This includes the arguments offered by the authors.  If you do not agree with either of the two positions you contrast, then you can offer your own position.  If you offer your own position, though, it must entail an explicit reaction to the readings you have selected.  (Warren, Marquis).

The arguments in these two articles are fairly straightforward, so I will not get into many of the details regarding them.  The only thing I want to stress is the main line of debate I think they should focus on.  They should present Warren’s claims that the anti-abortionist either begs the question or equivocates with their argument against abortion.  They should then present Warren’s argument for abortion based on her notion of moral personhood, and also include her thought experiment for displaying why the traits she identifies as moral salient are morally salient.  The next step in the debate should be Marquis’ criticism of Warren contained on page 120 of his article (which was one of the questions on the mid-term).  They should then set out Marquis’ argument against abortion.  I would say that in general Warren’s comments on ‘potential persons’ and infanticide are not relevant for answering this question, but if they do include these issues in a way that makes them relevant then don’t deduct marks.  Otherwise deduct marks for including irrelevant information, but don’t be too harsh.  Also, reward students if they identify Warren’s argument as deontological, and offer some explanation why (doesn’t have to be much) and if they identify Marquis’ argument as utilitarian.  Finally, just follow the general marking instructions set out previously and your understanding of the content of the relevant articles.  If you have any questions please email me.


Question 3

Recent debates have emerged in philosophy concerning whether it is appropriate to experiment on animals for the purpose of the human good.  Those philosophers who disagree with animal experimentation propose that animals deserve the same moral consideration as humans, and therefore it is wrong to experiment on animals for human benefit.  To do such is speciesism.  Other philosophers disagree, arguing that animals do not possess the capacities upon which rights to equality are based.  Summarize these two contrasting positions and then argue for the position you hold to be correct.  Be sure to focus on the relevant points of disagreement.  (Singer, Singer and Cohen).
Again, this question is quite straight forward so please just rely on your understanding of the relevant arguments and the general marking instructions offered above.  One thing I would note is that the students don’t have to include too much material from Singer’s “Animal Experimentation” article, but instead they should focus on Singer’s “All Animals Are Equal” article.  Also, the starting point for Singer should really be the last paragraph on page 569 of the latter article where he begins his argument that moral equality cannot be based on descriptive/factual aspects of agents.  Also, reward students if they identify Singer’s argument as utilitarian and Cohen’s as deontological.  They don’t have to offer too much explanation why one is utilitarian and the other deontological, but some explanation should be offered.

Question 6.
Annas argues against human cloning on the grounds that it is a threat to the uniqueness of individual agents and because it hinders the ability to be authentic/autonomous.  Tooley disagrees with both of these claims.  Briefly summarize each author’s arguments for their respective positions and then argue for the position you agree with.  (Annas and Tooley).
With this question the students are not supposed to cover all of the content of the respective articles, but rather only specific points of debate.  In regard to Annas the relevant pages are 212-214.  In this regard they should not include Annas’s arguments focused on whether we have a right not to be cloned, that we have an obligation to produce children in specific ways and the precautionary principle.  Rather, they should only include his arguments that cloning represents a threat to human uniqueness and that we have a right to ignorance.  The relevant pages from Tooley where he responds to these arguments is on pages 167-170.  One thing you should be aware of is the way I taught Annas’ uniqueness objection.  It is easy to interpret Annas as meaning by unique ‘distinct,’ so that if cloning is allowed this threatens this idea that we are all distinct.  This is certainly the interpretation Tooley offers to this criticism, and what he responds to.  I told students, though, that Annas doesn’t mean unique in terms of distinct, but instead what he means by unique is ‘irreplaceable.’  If we interpret Annas to be using unique in this way, then what he is actually arguing is that if we allow human cloning then this will threaten the idea that we are all irreplaceable.  If someone dies this doesn’t represent a tragedy where someone who is irreplaceable is lost, but instead a situation where we have the opportunity to simply replace that person via cloning.  The students should rely on this interpretation when setting out this argument by Annas and point out that Tooley has misinterpreted the argument.  When they are setting out Annas’s position here they should also rely on the notion of genetic reductionism.  If you have any questions please let me know.
Question 7

Rachels proposes that active euthanasia is not morally wrong because it benefits agents and because there is no moral difference between killing and letting die.  Callahan disagrees with Rachels in regard to both of these claims and proposes that euthanasia is therefore not morally justified.  Summarize the positions of these respective authors and then argue for the position you agree with.  (Rachels and Callahan).

Two of the relevant parts of this question were covered on the exam, so I’ve included the summaries of those arguments from the exam bellow.  What the students must also include from the readings, which were not covered by the exam, is Rachels’ remarks on how acts of omission are subject to moral assessment as well as Callahan’s response (which is summarized mostly bellow).  Another part of Callahan’s article that is relevant, and not covered on the exam, is his section of ‘Self-Determinism’ pp.410-411.  In regard to this latter section they should begin with Callahan’s claim that treating unbearable suffering really entails treating some agent’s autonomy.  This is Callahan’s response to Rachels utilitarian argument, and students should recognize this fact and make it explicit.  Students may then include Callahan’s arguments that respect for autonomy, or self-determination, cannot justify active euthanasia.  Reward students if they do set out this argument by Callahan, but don’t punish students if they fail to include it.  In terms of material that is not relevant Rachels’ remarks on down syndrome are irrelevant and so too are the sections from Callahan where he talks about ‘Calculating the Consequences’ and ‘Euthanasia and Medical Practice.’  I say that the latter section is not relevant, but if students make it relevant by pointing out that physicians cannot identify unbearable suffering because they do not possess the expertise to allow them to know when life is no longer living then reward them.  His remarks are relevant in this way, but I don’t expect students to include this part. 

To prepare to mark this question you will have to read all of Rachels’ article.  Not all of it is relevant, though.  The students must focus, first, on Rachels’ utilitarian argument for active euthanasia.  The argument is basically that we engage in passive euthanasia for utilitarian reasons; basically to benefit agents by relieving the suffering they are experiencing.  If this is the main reason for engaging in passive euthanasia, then active euthanasia would be morally preferable since it will relieve suffering, and benefit the patient, a lot quicker than mere passive euthanasia.  Reward the students if they rely on examples to explain Rachels’ position, but don’t take off marks if they don’t rely on such examples.  In regard to the claim that there is no moral distinction between killing and letting die, and therefore between active and passive euthanasia, the students will have to summarize Rachels’ Smith and Jones case.  What the students will then have to emphasize is that Rachels claims that since we do not judge these two situations differently, or we do not judge these two agents differently, but instead find the actions of each agent to be equally morally reprehensible, then there must not be a moral difference between the acts of killing and letting die.  Since there is no moral difference between killing and letting die, and this is all that distinguished active and passive euthanasia, there must not be a moral difference between active and passive euthanasia.  They are either both morally permissible or morally impermissible, and since we can relieve suffering much easier with active, as opposed to passive, euthanasia, active euthanasia is the morally preferable act.

The relevant pages for Callahan’s argument that there is a moral distinction between killing and letting die are pp.411-412.  Callahan’s exposition of the argument is a little confusing, so I’ll indicate how I taught it in class.  Callahan proposes that we fail to see that there is a moral distinction between active and passive euthanasia, or killing and letting die, because we sometimes confuse causality and culpability.  Causality, or causal responsibility, refers to situations where someone or something is causally responsible for some outcome.  Culpability, or moral responsibility, referrers to situations where someone can be held morally accountable for some outcome.  It is easy to confuse these two concepts, because moral responsibility, or culpability, is often based on causal responsibility.  For example, when on agent kills another then he is morally responsible for the second agent’s death because he is causally responsible for it.  Culpability, though, is not always based on causality.  For example, if an agent lets another die via drowning the first agent is not causally responsible for that person’s death even though she is morally responsible – because she could have done and didn’t.  Applying this distinction to cases active and passive euthanasia, Callahan proposes that in cases of passive euthanasia health-care professionals are not causally responsible even if they can be held morally responsible.  They are not causally responsible because it is the illness or injury that is causally responsible for death.  We may hold HCP to be morally responsible in some cases of passive euthanasia, but this is not because they are causally responsible for death but instead because they could have prevented death and didn’t.  If we hold them to be causally responsible then we have confused causality and culpability.  Callahan’s main reason for making the distinction here between causality and culpability is to make the point that in many instances of passive euthanasia HCP are not causally responsible, and hence not morally responsible, for death since the patient dies of natural causes.  Callahan then proposes that we confuse causality and culpability when we forget that morality, and hence culpability, is a human construction that we apply to the world.  As a human construction, then, morality is not something that we have traditionally applied to death, because death is a natural event and we don’t apply moral terms to natural events.  For example, when a tornado destroys a town we don’t say that it is morally blameworthy or it did something morally wrong.  Moral terms, or culpability, is therefore something we apply solely to human actions or to human agents.  If we put these two considerations together, then, what we get is that in most instances of passive euthanasia people die of natural causes.  Natural causes are not subject to moral assessment, and therefore most instances of passive euthanasia are not subject to moral assessment.  If there are situations where passive euthanasia can be morally assessed this is because we are assessing some agent; specifically, that the agent could have done something to prevent death and didn’t.  Hence, passive euthanasia is morally distinct from active euthanasia because it is not subject to moral assessment whereas active euthanasia is.  Active euthanasia is subject to moral assessment because there is some agent who is causally responsible for death, and morality is focused on assessing the actions of agents. That is Callahan’s argument.  The students do not have to set out exactly as above to get good marks for this question, but they must convey the basic structure and content of Callahan’s argument.

