TEACHING PORTFOLIO
Joshua Kissel

2022-23

Joshua Kissel – Teaching Portfolio

Table of Contents
1. Teaching Philosophy;
2. Statement of Diversity and Commitment to Inclusive Education
3. Teaching Evaluations;

Pages 2-3.
Pages 4-5
Pages 6-9

4. Sample Syllabi [College-Level]
Pages 10-36
A. Phil 101: Introduction to Philosophy – Taught Summer 2019;
Pages 10-14
B. Phil 261: Introduction to Political Philosophy: State, Economy, and Society –
Taught Remotely and Asynchronously Summer 2020;
Pages 15-20
C. Phil XXX: Introduction to Moral Philosophy
Pages 21-26
D. Phil XXX: Gender, Politics, and Philosophy
Pages 27-31
E. Phil XXX: Ethical Problems and Artificial Intelligence
Pages 32-36
5. Additional Course Details and Sample Materials for Phil 261 Introduction to Political
Philosophy;
Pages 37-42.
a. Assessment Plan;
Page 37
b. Sample Assessment and Rubric;
Pages 37-39
c. Sample Lesson Plan;
Pages 40-41
d. Student Evaluation Plan;
Page 41
e. Sample Evaluation;
Pages 42
6. Sample Syllabi [High-School Level]
Pages 45-74
i. PHRE 530: Bioethics (or Ethics and Medicine); pages 45-51
ii. PHRE 521: Law and Morality; pages 52-59
iii. PHRE 360: Proof and Persuasion; pages 60-66
iv. PHRE 340: Introduction to Ethics; pages 67-74
7. Unedited Teaching Evaluation
Pages 74-165
Statement of Teaching Interests
My teaching focus is skill development, an aim easily applied to all areas of philosophy.
Nevertheless, I believe I am best prepared to teach courses in critical thinking and informal
logic, and across moral, applied ethics, and political philosophy. Including but not limited
to environmental ethics, feminist philosophy, ethics and AI, bioethics, and advanced
political theory.
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Joshua Kissel - Teaching Philosophy
My goal as a teacher of philosophy is the development of my students as critical thinkers, and so
my focus is helping them hone their argumentative skills through careful attention to how the best
philosophers read, write, and think in rigorous and critical but also charitable ways. I am motivated by this
aim because I believe the reasoning skills constitutive of good philosophical argument enable students to
become better moral actors—an especially important skill as our globalizing world puts us in contact with
an ever-increasing number of people from diverse backgrounds with often distinct ways of life. Moreover,
because I regard these skills as so important for all of us, I am committed to doing my part to ensure that
philosophy is an inclusive discipline whose benefits are shared widely such that we can achieve the
collaborative discourse necessary for the very best philosophy. After all, philosophy helps students
critically evaluate—in terms of both validity and soundness—their own beliefs and values and those of
their peers with both competence and charity.
Skill Centered Pedagogy in the Classroom and Course Design
My pedagogy is skills centered. I model the importance of clear arguments by prompting my
students to put their argument into premise-conclusion form in our discussions and encourage precision
by directly praising students who raise clarifying questions in lecture. This demonstrates that confusion
about philosophical problems is normal. Philosophy is difficult.
In order to train good argumentation, I use scaffolded assignments that emphasize argument
development. For example, my first significant assessment is normally an outline with three parts (i) an
introduction written in prose, followed by (ii) a reconstruction of an author’s argument written in premiseconclusion form, and (iii) a critical argument supporting or objecting to one of the premises identified in
the author’s argument. Later in the course students write full papers in prose. Sometimes they use the
original outline, but they always use the skills they’ve been practicing.
To prepare students for effectively navigating the complex and value-laden disagreements of the
real world, I aim at fostering open and charitable discussions. I act as a ‘guide on the side’ encouraging my
students to direct their comments, and their eyes, to their fellow classmates by identifying student
positions and requesting from other students’ clarification of or critical questions for the student position
now under consideration. Last spring, I created presentation assessment where students are able to
present their own work to their peers to practice this skill.
Finally, because I recognize that office hours are the place where I have the most flexibility, I
encourage each of my students to have one visit with me early in the quarter. This helps them recognize
this space as theirs. It is here where I am most cognizant of my role as a mentor in addition to a teacher
and researcher. I foster an open space even for discussion is only tangentially related to coursework just
as my mentors did for me. In addition to developing student confidence, this allows me to repay a debt
of gratitude I owe to the TAs and faculty who gave me the time and space to become comfortable enough
inside academia to end up writing this very statement. It helps that I especially enjoy these individual and
small group interactions. Phillips Academy has afforded me the opportunity to officially serve as a faculty
mentor for students working on independent projects – presently I am enjoying facilitating a project on
the ethics of abortion.
Inclusive Education and the Creation of Confident Reasoners
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To become skilled thinkers and develop effective philosophical reasoning skills, our students must
first have the confidence needed to participate and make mistakes—a necessity unequally distributed
among social categories of class, race, gender, disability, and so on. I recognize this reality myself as a firstgeneration college student who, like so many of my peers, has been especially susceptible to imposter
syndrome. This aspect of my background means that I share many experiences with some of my most
vulnerable students. At the same time many of these same students will often not see themselves in me,
the professor at the front of the room. I therefore see bridging this gap as central to being an effective
educator.
To do this I rely on a variety of teaching tools. Weekly reading responses offer opportunities to
practice writing in low-stakes situations. By referencing these in my lectures, I offer my quieter students’
opportunities to have their thoughts steer discussion while demonstrating the value of their voices. I use
‘think/pair/share’ to give my students time to gather their thoughts, test ideas out on their peers, and
then ultimately share their ‘work’ with our class. This ensures my students recognize that I am interested
in the knowledge and experiences they bring to class. It simultaneously promotes a wider diversity of
views by preventing the most eager voices from dominating class discussions.
My commitment to diversity, inclusion, and an education that reaches all my students is not
limited to the lecture hall. My research is animated by the theoretical justification of egalitarianism and a
commitment to thinking about how the application of these values to our world should happen. So, I also
seek out opportunities outside the classroom to help fulfill this pedagogical philosophy. I participated in
mentorship events for first generation college students put on by Northwestern’s “I’m First” campaign
and served as an assistant coach for a Chicago Public High School Ethics Bowl Team to help realize these
ends.
Effective Pedagogy as An Ongoing Process
I believe effective pedagogy requires persistent reflection on how to continue to improve my
instruction. To actualize my commitment to improving my practice, I enrolled in an optional Searle Center
Teaching Certificate Program at Northwestern. I have also taken a three-week ‘Practicum in Foundations
of Online Teaching’ because I want to continue improving the digital aspects of my coursework, even after
Covid-19 allows us to be back in person. I regularly request feedback from other faculty, and, of course,
my own students. While at Phillips Academy I have also taken advantage of regular opportunities for
professional development in our biweekly department meetings; for example, we’ve recently
workshopped a presentation assignment I am developing for my advanced philosophy courses.
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Joshua Kissel – Statement of Diversity and Commitment to Inclusive Education
My high school social studies teacher is probably most responsible for my being here writing this
letter. I was in his classes at a time when I was increasingly skeptical of the values I ‘inherited’ from my
family. I wanted to understand not just which lives people lived, but which they should try to live. It might
have been only natural that I developed an interest in critical philosophical thinking except that I grew up
in a home with few books, most of which were religious, and so before I could develop an interest in
critical thinking, I needed to first develop my confidence in my abilities as a thinker. It was mentors like
Mr. Ristow who gave me such confidence. At each step along the way others stepped in and supported
me. Whether by offering dozens of hours in their offices to talk philosophy, or merely explaining to a firstgeneration college student that you could be paid to go to graduate school through a graduate stipend!
Thanks to them I am someone who believes in the importance of philosophy with a commitment to
sharing its benefits widely.
The problem, of course, is that while things are improving, philosophy as a discipline is especially
unrepresentative of the diversity of people that make up our world. APA data suggests that only 30% of
those receiving degrees in philosophy identify as females. Things look even worse for racial and ethnic
minorities with under a quarter receiving B.A.s and a mere tenth earning PhDs.1 I was unable to find
reliable data on other underrepresented groups (e.g. sexual minorities, first-generation or working class
students, or those with disabilities). Given my own background as a first-generation college student I share
experiences with some of my most vulnerable students. But, as someone who has made it through the
gauntlet, I have good reason to expect that many of these same students will not see themselves reflected
in the white male at the front of their classroom. As a political philosopher I have no illusions that an
individual mentor can bridge this gap and reach those students most susceptible to imposter syndrome
all alone. But the importance of institutional and social change does not imply that there is little to be
done. Insofar as I am committed to sharing the benefits of critical thinking and achieving the collaborative
discourse necessary for effective philosophy, I really have no other choice.
I try to actualize this commitment in all areas of my work. My research is animated by the
theoretical justification of egalitarianism and a commitment to thinking about how the application of
these values to our world should happen. Inside the university I have participated mentorship events for
first generation college students put on by Northwestern’s “I’m First” campaign and served as a graduate
fellow at one of our residential colleges. Now at Phillips Academy I have tried to reproduce this same
energy in my classrooms and across our school. One particularly salient role for me has been working with
students dealing with psychological problems that can often adversely affect their learning. This
experience has been so rewarding in part because I didn’t secure the psychological help for my own
learning difficulties until well into graduate school, I want to ensure students I interact receive all the
support they might need to do their very best.
My inclusive orientation comes through in my syllabi design too. I try to construct curricula with
a commitment to topics that offer practical importance, and which showcase the brilliance of
underrepresented groups in philosophy—4 out of 5 of my existing syllabi are made up of at least 50%
women and other underrepresented scholars. While I still have room to improve, I am glad to have
1

Statistics from the APA fact sheets on Women and Minorities in philosophy:
https://www.apaonline.org/page/diversity_resources#data

4

Joshua Kissel – Teaching Portfolio
developed syllabi that showcase philosophers from underrepresented groups without having to make any
concessions in my choice of topics or quality of work. Finally, because I recognize that office hours are the
place where I have the most flexibility, I encourage each of my students to have one visit with me early in
the quarter. This helps them recognize this space as theirs. It is here where I am most cognizant of my role
as a mentor in addition to a teacher and researcher. I therefore keep it open for discussion more
tangentially related to coursework as my mentors did for me.
Beyond the walls of the university, I have tried to offer the benefits of philosophy early through
my role as an Ethics Bowl coach at a Chicago public high school. I have also served as a grader for a joint
course on the philosophy of punishment and incarceration with students at Northwestern and at Stateville
Correctional Facility through Northwestern’s Prison Education Program. Many of these students are
serving life sentences and so the course allowed me to help develop the writing and philosophy skills of
clearly nontraditional students. This was a rewarding experience for me, especially because given the
course content. More indirectly I participate in social and political organizing to achieve equitable
outcomes for the most disadvantaged. For example, by supporting the Chicago Teachers Strike to ensure
that all our students receive the educations that prepare them to succeed in college or beyond. I have
also helped organize the Chicago Effective Altruism chapter, setting up discussions, talks, and social events
that help people put their time and money where we have reason to think it will do good. A noteworthy
effect of this organization is that we often reach adults without any connection to philosophy, or
sometimes even college, at all. More recently you’ll find me leading a course on Equity, Balance, and
Inclusion for students here at Phillips Academy in order prepare them to fairly engage with our world’s
diversity—and their own.
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Section 2: Teaching Evaluations
Instructor at Phillips Academy – Andover
My most recent and extensive teaching experience is at the Phillips Academy – Andover boarding school
where I teach a range of classes in philosophy to bright young students from across the world.
Unfortunately, this institution does not prompt students to evaluate courses. For information about my
teaching expertise here please contact the present or past chair of my department; both of whom have
seen my teaching. Both can speak to their understanding of my competence for effective and inclusive
education in class. We have also worked together on departmental professional development.
Dr. Kiran Bhardwaj
Chair; Philosophy and Religious Studies
Phillips Academy – Andover
180 Main St, Andover, Massachusetts 01810
kbhardwaj@andover.edu

Dr. Mike Legaspi
Associate Professor of Old Testament
St. Vladimir's Orthodox Theological Seminary
914.961.8313 x370
mlegaspi@svots.edu

College Teaching; Explanation of Roles
Lecturer: I taught ‘Introduction to Philosophy’ in the summer of 2019, and I taught ‘Introduction to
Political Philosophy’ in the summer of 2020. The latter was an all-online and totally asynchronous course,
with the option to attend some live sessions. I was responsible for all aspects of the course design,
lectures, grading, and holding of office hours for these courses. The syllabi I used are included in the next
section.
Grader: I have also served as a grader with office hours responsibilities for a course in environmental
studies and am presently serving in this role for a course in business ethics. Evaluations are unavailable
for these courses.
Teaching Assistantship: My primary role was a teaching assistant (TA) for the philosophy department (8
courses). For this role I was responsible for grading papers, holding offices hours, and leading weekly
discussion sections.
Explanation of Evaluations
My complete and unedited course evaluations are available by request for all courses for which I was the
TA or Lecturer. Please email me at Joshua.paul.kissel@gmail.com to access them.
Please note, Northwestern does not prompt students for a global evaluation of their TAs during teaching
evaluations.

Lectureships
Quantitative Evaluation
Mean Scores, Rated from 1-6 (1 = very
low, 6 = very high)

Introduction to Philosophy
(2019)

Rate the Course

Rate the Course
6

Introduction to Political
Philosophy
(2020, Online and
Asynchronous)
Rate the Course
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Overall Rating of Course

5.25

5.17

Estimate How Much You’ve Learned

5.88

5

Effectiveness in Challenging You
Intellectually
Rate the Instructional Materials

5.75

5.33

5.63

5.33

Rate How Well the Approaches Used in
this Course for Remote Instruction
Contributed to Your Learning
Rate the Instructor
Overall Rating of Instruction
Effectiveness in Stimulating Your Interest

N/A

5.17

Rate the Instructor
5.5
5.5

Rate the Instructor
5.42
5.33

How Well Prepared
Effectiveness Communicating Content

5.63
5.75

5.33
5.42

Instructor Enthusiasm

5.88

5.58

Selected Qualitative Evaluations:
Did the course help you learn? Why or Why not?
•

This course was a great intro to philosophy. The course was structured in a way that was very
accessible to someone without any background in the subject. The pacing of the course was also
appropriate. Despite it being a 4 week course, the instructor was able to set up lectures and
assignments that gave students enough space to learn and absorb material while still covering the
entire syllabus. Feedback was collected at an appropriate time and lectures and how the class was
structured were visibly improved after. The instructor was always approachable and very willing to
take time outside class or office hours to go over things I needed clarification on. This level of
dedication was shown to all students as well. [2019]

•

Yes! I really like the outline assignments. They helped me learn how to formalize arguments without
the pressure of having to crank out 5 page essays every week. [2020]

Please Summarize your reaction to this course focusing on the aspects that ere most important to you:
•

Take this course with Joshua he's great!!! Awesome selection of diversified philosophical readings,
well-structured powerpoints and lectures, and very thought–provoking questions! he's also
helpful/responsive/accommodating AND super duper enthusiastic about his job which is admirable.
[2019]

•

Overall, I thought this was a really well–taught course. Going in, I was worried about being a STEM
major with no philosophical background, but I ended up learning a lot. I wasn't able to go to the live
7
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discussion sections, but during the Rawls games Prof. Kissel was really good at facilitating discussion.
Discussion boards were a good idea for an alternative to the live discussion sections. I also liked how
clear the assignment guidelines were––each outline and the final paper had clear instructions, and I
actually found it really helpful that each reading assignment had the number of pages written next
to it. Prof. Kissel's comments were also super helpful in knowing how to improve on your outlines
and philosophical reasoning. [2020]
What are the primary teaching strengths of the instructor?
•

Professor Kissel is very eloquent in explaining the readings. He takes the class through each reading
in detail and in chronological order. I like that he would ask us questions during class to promote
participation! Furthermore, Professor Kissel always encouraged the entire class to participate and
did his best not to favor those who were more ready to respond. I liked that he would always give
examples and wasn't afraid to go off on a tangent if the class deemed it necessary! [2019]

•

The instructor was always approachable and very willing to take time outside class or office hours to
go over things I needed clarification on. This level of dedication was shown to all students as well.
Collecting feedback midway was also a very good move. Different classes of students might have
different needs/ requests and I think this is something that should be continued so the course can
be more tailored to students, since feedback that could be implemented was implemented. Clear
explanations were also given on top of the very comprehensive lecture slides. This coupled with the
number of engaging in class discussions is comprehensive enough to suit different types of learners
in the classroom! Especially for an engineering student like myself, I was unaccustomed to the
amount of reading required and all these really helped me adjust quickly to the requirements of the
course and subject. Comparing this with the other Weinberg classes I have taken, I am very
impressed with the level of instruction! [2019]

•

He gave really good feedback that helped me see where I was struggling or the things I missed in my
assignments. Also, he was really understanding and responsive to students. [2020]
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Teaching Assistantships
Quantitative Evaluation
Mean Scores from 1-6
1 = very low
6 = very high

The TA Was
Able to Answers
Questions
Adequately
Specific Courses
3.3

The TA Was
Well Prepared
for Each Session

The TA
Communicated
Ideas in A Clear
Manner
Specific Courses
3.05

The TA Showed
Strong Interest
in Teaching the
Course
Specific Courses
4.4

Specific Courses
Specific Courses
PHIL 260 – Fall 2015
3.75
Intro to Moral Phil.
PHIL 262 – Spring 2016
5
5
4.67
5
Environmental Ethics
PHIL 230 – Spring 2017
5
5.25
5.13
5.13
Gender, Politics, and Phil.
PHIL 262 – Winter 2017
4.48
4.9
4.55
4.9
Ethical Problems & Public
Issues
PHIL 362 – Fall 2017
5.42
5.5
5.42
5.42
Critiques of Morality;
Nietzsche and Williams
PHIL 230 – Spring 2018
5.4
5.56
5.13
5.38
Gender, Politics, and Phil.
PHIL 262 – Winter 2020
4.72
4.98
4.58
4.91
Ethical Problems & Public
Issues
PHIL 230 – Spring 2020
5.56
5.63
5.54
5.74
Environmental Ethics
Rel 220 – Fall 2020
5.64
5.73
5.68
5.64
Intro to the Hebrew Bible
Phil 101 – Winter 2021
4.94
5.32
4.87
5.13
Average (Mean)
Average (Mean) Average (Mean) Average (Mean) Average (Mean)
Average of All Courses
4.95
5.16
4.86
5.25
Average of Recent 9
5.13
5.32
5.06
5.25
Selected Remote Learning Qualitative Evaluations as Teaching Assistant 2020-21
•
•

•

Amazing TA, best I have had in any class at NU. Kept the class engaged over zoom which is shocking
and I cannot say for any other TA. Very well taught. No weaknesses. [Phil 101]
He was very invested in the course material and always did his best to explain the topics in more
depth if Professor Goldberg didn't have enough time during lecture. He made sure that the class was
contributing and would lead us in the right direction if we were confused. I really enjoyed being in
his section. I think the one thing that was hard was that sometimes he spoke pretty quickly, but
once you got used to it, it wasn't hard to keep up. [Phil 101]
The format we used for section was helpful. I think the time we were given to think
individually/collect our thoughts allowed us to have more productive discussions. Was very
receptive to questions and encouraged us to use office hrs/set up appts. When students would have
questions about what we went over in lecture, he'd open it up to the rest of the class before
explaining which made things more engaging. [Phil 262]
9

Section 3. Sample Syllabi
A. Sample Syllabus 1
Phil 101: Introduction to Philosophy (Taught Summer 2019)
Instructor: Joshua Kissel
Joshuakissel2014@u.northwestern.edu
Office Hours: W 10-12 in Kresge 3430 and by
appointment

Class Meeting:
Week 1: W/F 2-5:30
Weeks 2-4: M/W 2-5:30
Location: Kresge 23

*NOTE: This course meets Monday and Wednesday from 2-530 except the first week when it meets 2530 Wednesday (June 26th) and Friday (June 28th)
Course Description:
This course is an introduction to philosophy. Valid and sound argument is the philosopher’s tool
and the truth is its intended product. This course trains students to use this tool themselves.
We’ll focus on the skills necessary to evaluate the arguments of others as well as to produce
valid and sound arguments ourselves. We’ll do this through an exploration of some of the most
important discussions of philosophy.
Our course begins with a discussion of knowledge, what philosophers call ‘epistemology.’ We’ll
struggle with the problem of skepticism and the possibility that we’re being tricked by an evil
demon to perceive an external world that isn’t there. We’ll then discuss the problem of personal
identity and the self. If I enter a teleporter that copies my body, cell by cell, and rebuilds a copy
on Mars, did it rebuild me? We’ll then shift our attention to the questions of moral and political
theory and try to answer questions like: “What is the scope and demandingness of morality?
How much do I owe the poor or other nonhuman animals?” We’ll also engage more theoretical
questions like “What would make a good moral theory?” We next widen our focus to the level
of society. We’ll first think about what justice entails using a veil of ignorance thought
experiment. We’ll also explore an analogical argument that bosses are like dictators and that as
with the state, the workplace should be more democratic. In another class we’ll ask if a camping
trip can demonstrate the moral superiority of socialism. In our final class we ask whether we can
legitimately judge other people, societies, and cultures, or if instead truth is more relative.
After a few intense weeks of study students will leave this course with a better sense of what
they believe, how to argue for it, and how to listen to and understand the views of their
interlocutors.
Course Objectives; this course enables students to:
(1) Evaluate the validity and soundness of arguments.
(2) Contrast competing solutions to philosophical problems.
(3) Identify important claims underlying their own philosophical positions.
(4) Assess the justifiability of these claims.
In addition, students will acquire a background in philosophical topics including; critical
reasoning, epistemology, personal identity, ethics, and political philosophy.
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Office Hours:
Wednesday’s from 10-12 I will be in Kresge 3430 sitting quietly behind a desk, staring at a wall
unless students come to meet with me. This time is meant for you to ask questions, discuss
philosophy, or just hang out. It is your time, and you do not need an excuse or any clarity about
what you want to do. I request, but do not require, that you send me an email alerting me to
when you want to come, and if you happen to know, what you plan to discuss.
If for whatever reason you cannot make my regular office hours, please send me an email asap
with a range of time that you could meet, and we will try to work something out!
Absences:
Because this class is meets only 8 times and for 3 hours, there are no excused absences. If you
have an emergency or need to miss for some other reason please let me know as soon as
possible so we can sort something out.
Office Hours:
Wednesday’s f rom 10-12 I will be in Kresge 3430 sitting quietly behind a desk, staring at a wall
unless students come to meet with me. This time is meant for you to ask questions, discuss
philosophy, or just hang out. It is your time, and you do not need an excuse or any clarity about
what you want to do. I request, but do not require, that you send me an email alerting me to
when you want to come, and if you happen to know, what you plan to discuss.
If for whatever reason you cannot make my regular office hours, please send me an email asap
with a range of time that you could meet, and we will try to work something out!
Screen Policy:
This class is a screen-free environment. This means no computers, tablets, phones, or other such
devices. This is because I have found students participation and discussion is best when they are
undistracted by their own screens or those of their peers. I share all my PowerPoints to make
note-taking less laborious. If you violate the policy, you may be marked absent for the day.
Special accommodations are exempted. [E.g., medical exemptions.]
Students with Disabilities:
Any student needing accommodations should speak directly to AccessibleNU ((847) 467-5530 or
accessiblenu@northwestern.edu) and to me as early as possible in the quarter. Be aware that
AccessibleNU will help arrange reasonable accommodations for both physical and mental health
concerns. Barring unforeseen circumstances, any necessary arrangements should be made
within in the first week of class. All discussions will remain confidential.
General Grading Schema:
1. Participation and Attendance

15 % of total. Pass/Fail
11
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2. Five Reading Responses:
10% of total. Check + (100)/Check (92)/Check -(85)
3. Three Scaffolding Paper Outlines: 30% of total. ‘A’-‘F’
4. One Final Paper (1200-1500 words) 45% of total. ‘A’-‘F’
A
AB+
B
BC+
C
94-100 90-93
87-89
84-86
80-83
77-79
74-76
Assignment Due Dates [Details for Particular Assignments to Come]

C70-73

D
60-69

F
60-0

Assignment
Reading
Responses:

(Some) Details
Each response is due on Canvas at 1pm before the
relevant class takes places. And each must be on a
different week.
EX: Responses to Linda Zagzebski must be
submitted before June 28

First Paper Outline
Second Paper
Outline
Third Paper Outline
Final Paper

This outline must be on a topic from class 2 or 3.
This outline must be on a topic from class 4 or 5

Due Date
Submit by 1 pm on:
June 28 for your 1st
July 1 for your 2nd
July 8 for your 3rd
July 15 for your 4th
July 17 for your 5th
July 2 at 11:59 pm
July 9 at 11:59 pm

This outline must be on a topic from class 6 or 7
This paper can be on any topic and may use any outline

July 16 at 11:59 pm
July 20 at 11:59pm

General Course Outline: We have 8 sessions from June 26 through July 17.
Class
1 – Wednesday
6/26

Topic
Validity and
Soundness

Introduction to
Course

Thought
Experiments

2 – Friday 6/28

Knowledge and
Truth

Readings
No Readings

Assignments
Icebreaker Discussion

Linda Zagzebski – What Is Knowledge?
(25 pages)

1st Reading Response
[On or Before June
28th]

Miranda Fricker – Testimonial Injustice
(21 pages)
Listen to: Miranda Fricker talking about
Epistemic Injustice on Philosophy Bites
Podcast (13:47 minutes)
3 – Monday 7/1

Personal Identity

Derek Parfit – Personal Identity (26
pages)

2nd Reading Response
[On or Before July 1st]

Watch: Personal Identity (8:32 minutes)

1st Paper Outline
[11:59 pm July 2nd]
5% of Grade

12

13
4 – Wednesday
7/3

Scope and
Demandingness
in Ethics

Peter Singer – Famine, Affluence, and
Morality (16 pages)
Alastair Norcross – Puppies, Pigs, and
People: Eating Meat and Marginal Cases
(17 pages)

5 – Monday 7/8

Normative
Ethical Theories

Three Views
Consequentialism; John Stuart Mill’s
Utilitarianism; Excerpts of Chapter 2.
Read pages 4-8, 11-13, 16-18 [Optional
to read sections "Happiness as an Aim",
"Is Utilitarianism Chilly?", "Utilitarianism
as 'Godless'", and "Expediency"] (10
pages)

3rd Reading Response
[On or before July
8th]
2nd Paper Outline
[11:59 pm July 9th]
10% of Grade

Deontology; David Velleman – A Brief
Introduction to Kantian Ethics (33
pages)
Virtue Ethics; Rosalind Hursthouse –
Normative Virtue Ethics (8 pages)
Recommended Watching (10 minutes):
Kant & Categorical Imperatives: Crash
Course Philosophy (10:28 minutes)
Utilitarianism: Crash Course Philosophy
(10 minutes)
6 – Wednesday
7/10

Justice;
Rawls behind the
Veil of Ignorance
Game

7 – Monday
7/16

Democracy in the
Workplace
Socialism and
Capitalism

Robert Nozick – Anarchy, State, and
Utopia, Excerpt from Chapter 7 and
Chapter 8. (41 pages)
Elizabeth Anderson – How bosses are
(literally) like dictators Dictatorship at
Work (~3000 words)
G.A. Cohen – Why Not Socialism (23
Pages)

In Class Activity: The
Veil of Ignorance
Game based on John
Rawls’ A Theory of
Justice

4th Reading Response
[On or Before July
15th]
3rd Paper Outline
[11:59 July 16th]
15% of Grade

13

14
8 – Wednesday
7/17

Can We Really
Judge Others?

Mary Midgley – Trying Out One’s New
Sword (7 pages)
Susan Moller Okin – Is Multiculturalism
Bad for Women (20 pages)
Martha Nussbaum – Judging Other
Cultures (12 pages)
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5th Reading Response
[On or Before July
17th]
Final Paper
[11:59 July 20th]
45% of Grade

15

B. Sample Syllabus 2
Phil 261: Introduction to Political Philosophy; The State, Economy, and
Society (Taught Remotely in the Summer 2020)
Instructor: Joshua Kissel
Joshuakissel2014@u.northwestern.edu
Office Hours: TBD [see survey!]

Class Meeting: Videos will be posted MTW June
22 – July 22
Class Location: All over this green Earth, ideally
in a quiet room

Course Description:
This is an introductory level philosophy course in contemporary political philosophy for majors
and nonmajors. This course deals with normative questions: rather than asking how the world is
arranged, we will focus on asking how it ought to be arranged. Because these are normative or
ethical questions this course fits into the wider field of moral philosophy or value theory.
This course begins with a brief introduction to political philosophy wherein we will look at two
tools of philosophy, deductive argument and thought experiments. In addition, I’ll give you all a
quick and dirty introduction to moral philosophy. In the second part of the course we will focus
on the authority of the state (or it’s lack). We will discuss how to understand freedom, the
authority of democracy, and will even consider some anarchist objections to the state generally.
We then turn our attention to the economy and distributive justice. Here we will evaluate
justifications for capitalist and socialist property schemes as well as the justification of the
market. In the last part of this course we will look at several different topics of applied political
theory. Topics in this section will include: global poverty and effective altruism, the moral
standing of non-human animals and the permissibility of eating them, power and oppression,
epistemic injustice, and the justifiability of rioting (even in democratic states).
Course Objectives: this course enables students to:
(1) Evaluate the validity and soundness of arguments.
(2) Contrast competing solutions to political questions offered by various political theories.
(3) Interrogate and identify the core normative claims underlying their own political positions.
(4) Assess the justifiability of these claims.
In addition, students will acquire a background in important areas of philosophy and political
theory including; critical reasoning, political ideologies including liberalism, republicanism,
libertarianism, and anarchism, justifications of capitalism and socialism, and applied questions
related to poverty and our duties to the poor, the status of non-human animals, and the
experience of oppression, and the legitimacy of riot.
Office Hours:
15
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During my office hours I will be sitting quietly behind a desk, staring at a wall unless students
come to meet with me. This time is meant for you to ask questions, discuss philosophy, or just
hang out. It is your time, and you do not need an excuse or any clarity about what you want to
do. I request, but do not require, that you send me an email alerting me to when you want to
come, and if you happen to know, what you plan to discuss.
If for whatever reason you cannot make my regular office hours, please send me an email asap
with a range of time that you could meet, and we will try to work something out!
Students with Disabilities:
Any student needing accommodations should speak directly to AccessibleNU ((847) 467-5530 or
accessiblenu@northwestern.edu) and to me as early as possible in the quarter. Be aware that
AccessibleNU will help arrange reasonable accommodations for both physical and mental health
concerns. Barring unforeseen circumstances, any necessary arrangements should be made
within in the first week of class. All discussions will remain confidential.
General Grading Schema:
1. Participation and Discussion
20% of Total. C-A+
a. Discussion Board
i. 12 Original Posts (10%)
ii. 24 Response Posts (10%)
b. Live Discussion Alternative (20%)
2. Rawls Game [or Alternative]
10% of Total. P/F [or A-F]
3. Three Paper Outlines
35% of total. A-F [1st 5%, 2nd and 3rd 15%]
a. First 5%
b. Second 15%
c. Third 15%
4. One Final Paper (~5 pages)
35% of total. A-F
A
AB+
B
BC+
C
94-100 90-93
87-89
84-86
80-83
77-79
74-76
Assignment Due Dates [Details for Particular Assignments to Come]
Assignment
Discussion Boards (or
Live Discussion
Alternative)

C70-73

D
60-69

F
60-0

(Some) Details
Each week there will be three discussion boards
(1 for each class). These will be open for 1 week.
You should aim to participate in all discussions,
but at minimum, must participate in 80% of
them.

Due Date
Discussion Boards will
open Monday of each
Week and Close the
following Sunday
except during week 5.

Alternatively, there will be a live discussion
section each week (pending survey results)
Individuals can attend and participate in this

Week 5 discussion will
open Monday and
close Friday, the 25th at
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section to meet their weekly participation goals,
or participate in the three weekly discussion
boards.
It is permissible to utilize the discussion boards
in some weeks and live discussions in other
weeks. Of course, you’re welcome (and
encouraged) to do both!
In lieu of one day of readings and lecture we will
have a (optional)* live meeting where we will
play out a philosophy experiment together.
Participation in the session amounts to a perfect
score

Rawls Game

First Paper Outline
Second Paper Outline
Third Paper Outline
Final Paper

Grading: Attendance and participation in this
live section will garner full points. Because this
class is asynchronous, students will have the
option to complete a 5-page paper on Rawlsian
Political Philosophy which will be graded as
normal.
This outline must be on a topic related to the
Authority (and the State).
This outline must be on a topic related to the
Economy
This outline must be on a topic related to
Applied Political Philosophy
This is a ~5-page paper written in prose on any
topic related to the State, Economy, or Applied
Political Philosophy

midnight.

TBD (July 1 and July 2
selected for 2020)

July 2 at 11:59 pm
July 9 at 11:59 pm
July 16 at 11:59 pm
Friday July 24 at
11:59pm

General Course Outline: We have 15 sessions from June 22 through July 22. I will post lectures at the
beginning of the week.
Class
1 – Week 1: June
22-24

Topic
Validity and
Soundness

Introduction to
Course

Normative
Theory

2 – Week 1: June
22-24

Liberalism and
Republicanism
(on Freedom)

Readings
What Will Future Generations Condemn
Us For? – Kwame Anthony Appiah (3
Pages)
WATCH: “The Simulation Argument”
Christian List and Laura Valentini –
Freedom as Independence (32 Pages)

Authority and
the State
17

Assignments
Icebreaker Discussion

18
3 – Week 1: June
22-24

Democracy

Authority and
the State
4 – Week 2: June
29-July 1

Anarchism

Authority and
the State

Thomas Christiano – The Authority of
Democracy (25 Pages)
Elizabeth Anderson - “How bosses are
(literally) like dictators Dictatorship at
Work” (~3000 Words)
Robert Paul Wolff – The Conflict
Between Authority and Autonomy (19
Pages) from In Defense of Anarchism
Emma Goldman –Anarchism: What it
Really Stands For (9 Pages) from
Anarchism and Other Essays
Susan Moller Okin – Is Multiculturalism
Bad for Women? (16 Pages)

5 – Week 2: June
29-July 1

Tensions within
Liberalism

Authority and
the State
6 – Week 2: June
29-July 1
The Economy
7 – Week 3: July
6-8

Rawls and the
Veil of Ignorance
Game
A Libertarian
Critique of Rawls

Required Game

The Economy
8 – Week 3: July
6-8

Defending
Socialism

G.A. Cohen – Why Not Socialism (23
Pages)

The Economy
9 – Week 3: July
6-8

Critiquing
Socialism

Richard Arneson – Why not capitalism?
(28 Pages)

The Economy

Defending
Capitalism

10 – Week 4:
July 13-15

Poverty and
Personal
Obligation

Applied Political
Philosophy
11- Week 4: July
13-15
Applied Political
Philosophy

Effective Altruism
and It’s Critique

1st Paper Outline
[11:59pm July 2nd]

No Required Reading
Robert Nozick – Anarchy, State, and
Utopia, Excerpt from Chapter 7 and
Chapter 8. (41 Pages)

Milton Friedman – The Social
Responsibility of Business is to Increase
its Profits (6 Pages)
Peter Singer – Famine, Affluence, and
Morality (15 Pages)

Mathew Snow – Against Charity (~2500
Words)
Amia Srinivasan – Stop the Robot
Apocalypse (10 Pages)
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2nd Paper Outline
[11:59pm July 9th]
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12 – Week 4:
July 13-15
Applied Political
Philosophy

13 – Week 5:
July 20-22
Applied Political
Philosophy
14 – Week 5:
July 20-22
Applied Political
Philosophy
15 – Week 5:
July 20-22

The Scope of
Justice – Animals
and the
Environment

Alastair Norcross – Puppies, Pigs, and
People: Eating Meat and Marginal Cases
(17 Pages)

3rd Paper Outline
[11:59pm July 16]

Tom Regan – The Case for Animal Rights
(11 Pages)
Power

Iris Marion Young – Five Faces of
Oppression (20 Pages)

Epistemic
Injustice

Miranda Fricker – Testimonial Injustice
(21 Pages)

Protest and Riot

Lucy Parsons (1886 interview) - “I am an
Anarchist” (4 Pages)

Applied Political
Philosophy

Avia Pasternak – Political Rioting: A
Moral Assessment (35 Pages)

Final Paper [11:59pm
July 24th]

Optional video on Lucy Parson’s life and
organizing: More Dangerous Than a
Thousand Rioters
Fostering an Online Learning Community
This course is designed to help each of you meet each of our learning goals. A large part of achieving
these learning goals is actively engaging with our course materials. Active participation (in our case,
informal Canvas participation tasks, discussion during synchronous Zoom class sessions, and
engagement in office hours) is proven to boost retention, speed up the learning process, and facilitate
creative thinking, among other things.
Most of all, the truths of the texts we are reading are not delivered form on high. We need to engage
critically with our texts; in other words, we need to practice doing philosophy. I strongly encourage you
to talk to one another and not just to me. Here are some suggestions and guidelines:
·
·
·
·
·

Practice being patient with others.
Listen carefully and respectfully.
Leave others room to speak; don’t monopolize or dominate.
When agreeing, explaining why you agree.
Criticize ideas and arguments, not the people who offer them.
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During our Zoom meetings, please endeavor to stay on task and be present! Do not spend our class time
checking email or browsing other windows on your screen. I know this is difficult. For this reason, we
will try to take breaks as needed. I will aim for quality of our meetings, not quantity of time. The more
focused we can be, the more effectively we can learn.
Practice makes perfect. Many of us will be taking online classes in the academic year to come. Take this
class as an opportunity to reflect on your own learning, to practice time management, and to see what
works for you. Please also consult Northwestern’s Student Resources for Remote Learning.

20
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C. Sample Syllabus 3
Phil XXX: Introduction to Moral Philosophy
Instructor: Joshua Kissel
Joshuakissel2014@u.northwestern.edu
Office Hours: XXX

Class Meeting: XDAY and XTIMES.
Class Location: XXX

Course Description:
This is an introductory level philosophy course in moral philosophy for majors and nonmajors.
This course deals with normative questions around what is (morally) valuable and how we,
individual agents, ought to act in response to these values.
This course begins by jumping right into ethical thinking. We will begin by trying to answer
whether it is ever ok to judge others morally. We will then look at what moral responsibilities
some philosophers argue we have to the global poor. These discussions will help up see the
need for theories to answer moral questions and so in our next set of classes we will consider
three sorts of ethical theory: consequentialism, virtue ethics, and Kantian deontology. With
these tools in hand, we will look at the scope of morality and ask ‘who’ or ‘what’ matters
morally via a discussion of nonstandard moral subjects including non-human animals, Artificial
Intelligence, and even future people. In the final section of this course, we’ll devote our
attention to important questions related to oppression. We’ll ask how individuals might be
oppressed as members of certain groups based on sex, gender, race, and economic class. We’ll
then conclude our course with a topical discussion touching on the legitimacy of protest or riot.
Course Objectives: this course enables students to:
(1) Evaluate the validity and soundness of arguments.
(2) Contrast competing normative theories.
(3) Interrogate and identify the moral thinking underlying their own positions on several
questions of applied ethics.
(4) Assess the justifiability of these claims.
In addition, students will acquire a background in important areas of philosophy including;
critical reasoning, normative ethical theory (including consequentialism, virtue ethics, and
deontology), the scope of ethics and moral status, and applied questions dealing with
oppression especially as it relates to sex, gender, race and economic class.
Office Hours:
During my office hours I will be sitting quietly behind a desk, staring at a wall unless students
come to meet with me. This time is meant for you to ask questions, discuss philosophy, or just
hang out. It is your time, and you do not need an excuse or any clarity about what you want to
21
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do. I request, but do not require, that you send me an email alerting me to when you want to
come, and if you happen to know, what you plan to discuss.
If for whatever reason you cannot make my regular office hours, please send me an email asap
with a range of time that you could meet, and we will try to work something out!
Absences:
I trust all of you to make rational decisions with respect to attendance in accord with your own
best reasons. You are each permitted 2 totally unexcused absences without any requirement to
email or in any other way alert me to your absences. You can use these absences to miss class
for any reason (e.g., your being sick, tired, wanting to binge a new show or play your favorite
video games, to attend some internship or work-related activity, or whatever else.)
Absences beyond this number will amount to a 1/20th reduction in your participation grade for
this class.
I try not to allow any extra excused absences beyond your freebies. However, I encourage all
students to reach out if you run out of freebies but believe you have some special excuse (like a
health issue) that might warrant extra accommodation or special exemption without requiring
me to disadvantage your peers in this class. These can and do sometimes happen.
Screen Policy:
This class is a screen-free environment. This means no computers, tablets, phones, or other such
devices. This is because I have found students participation and discussion is best when they are
undistracted by their own screens or those of their peers. I share all my PowerPoints to make
note-taking less laborious. If you violate the policy, you may be marked absent for the day.
Special accommodations are exempted. [E.g., medical exemptions.]
Students with Disabilities:
Any student needing accommodations should speak directly to AccessibleNU ((847) 467-5530 or
accessiblenu@northwestern.edu) and to me as early as possible in the quarter. Be aware that
AccessibleNU will help arrange reasonable accommodations for both physical and mental health
concerns. Barring unforeseen circumstances, any necessary arrangements should be made
within in the first week of class. All discussions will remain confidential.
General Grading Schema:
5.
6.
7.
8.

Participation and Attendance
Ten Reading Responses:
Take Home Ethical Theory Quiz
Three Scaffolding Paper Outlines:
a. First 5%
b. Second 15%
c. Third 15%

15 % of total. Pass/Fail
10% of total. Check + (100)/Check (92)/Check -(85)
10% of total. A-F
35% of total. A-F

22

23
9. Final Paper (1200-1500 words)
A
94-100

A90-93

B+
87-89

B
84-86

30% of total. ‘A’-‘F’
B80-83

C+
77-79

C
74-76

C70-73

D
60-69

F
60-0

Assignment Due Dates [Details for Particular Assignments to Come]
Assignment

(Some) Details

Reading
Responses:

Each response is due on Canvas 2 hours before the
relevant class takes places. And each must be on a
different week.
EX: Responses to Srinivasan must be submitted
before our discussion of her paper on XXX
This outline must be on a topic from week 1 or 2
This is a short quiz on ethical theory.
This outline must be on a topic from class 4-6

First Paper Outline
Take-Home Quiz
Second Paper
Outline
Third Paper Outline
Final Paper

This outline must be on a topic from class 6-9
Paper of 1200-1500 words on any topic in this course.
You may choose to use any paper outline or to start
from scratch

Due Date
[Examples]
Through-out

Early
Early-Mid
Mid
Mid-Late
End

General Course Outline:
Based on a course with 15; one hour and 50-minute sessions meeting three times a week for 5
weeks. Naturally, the course might be altered to meet less frequently over a longer period.
Class
1 – Week 1
Introduction to
Course

2 – Week 1:
Motivating
Moral
Philosophy

Topic
Validity and
Soundness
Thought
Experiments
Judging Others
and Moral
Relativism

Readings
WATCH: “The Simulation Argument”
What Will Future Generations Condemn
Us For? – Kwame Anthony Appiah (3
Pages)
Mary Midgley – Trying Out One’s New
Sword (7 pages)
Martha Nussbaum – Judging Other
Cultures (12 pages)
Optional:
Susan Moller Okin – Is
Multiculturalism Bad for Women
(20 pages)
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Assignments
Icebreaker
Discussion
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3 – Week 2
Motivating
Moral
Philosophy
4 – Week 2

5 – Week 3:

Global Poverty
and Individual
Moral Wrongs

Peter Singer – Famine, Affluence, and
Morality (16 pages)

Against Singer

Mathew Snow – Against Charity (~2500
Words)

Consequentialism

Ethical Theory

First Paper Outline

Amia Srinivasan – Stop the Robot
Apocalypse (10 Pages)
John Stuart Mill’s Utilitarianism; Excerpts
of Chapter 2.
Read pages 4-8, 11-13, 16-18
[Optional to read sections
"Happiness as an Aim", "Is
Utilitarianism Chilly?",
"Utilitarianism as 'Godless'", and
"Expediency"] (10 pages)
Mozi and Mohist Consequantialism
excerpts from Bryan Van Norden – Virtue
Ethics and Consequentialism in Early
Chinese Philosophy:
Read: ‘Mohist Consequentialism’
pages 142-151 (10 pages)

6 – Week 3:

Virtue Ethics

Optional Video: Utilitarianism:
Crash Course Philosophy (10
minutes)
Rosalind Hursthouse – Normative Virtue
Ethics (8 pages)

Ethical Theory

7 – Week 4:
Ethical Theory

Kantian
Philosophy and
Deontology

Aristotle – Nicomachean Ethics excerpts
from Book 1
Read chapters 1-5 (pages 2-6), 7-8
(pages 8-13) (11 pages)
David Velleman – A Brief Introduction to
Kantian Ethics (33 pages)
Kant & Categorical Imperatives: Crash
Course Philosophy (10:28 minutes)

8 – Week 4:

Optional: The Good Will and the
Categorical Imperative from Russ
Shaffer-Landau – The Ethical Life
Anthropocentrism William Baxter – People or Penguins (7
pages)
24

Early-Term
Teaching
Evaluations
Circulated

Take-Home Quiz
Assigned

25
Nonhuman
Moral Subjects
9 – Week 5:

Animal Ethics

Nonhuman
Moral Subjects

Rolston Holmes III – Feeding People vs
Saving Nature (20 pages)
Alastair Norcross – Puppies, Pigs, and
People: Eating Meat and Marginal Cases
(17 pages)
Tom Regan – The Case for Animal Rights
(11 Pages)

10 – Week 5:
Nonhuman
Moral Subjects

11- Week 6:
Nonhuman
Moral Subjects
12 – Week 6:

Holist
Environmental
Ethics and It’s
Critique

Aldo Leopold – The Land Ethic (excerpt 14
pages)

Artificial
Intelligence

Ramachandra Guha – Radical American
Environmentalism and Wilderness
Preservation (7 Pages)
Bostrom and Yudkowsky – the Ethics of
Artificial Intelligence (20 Pages)

Future
Generations
Oppression and
the Political

Derek Parfit on Future Generations
(Excerpts from Reasons and Persons)
Iris Marion Young – Five Faces of
Oppression (20 Pages)

Philosophy of Sex
and Gender

Simone de Beauvoir – Introduction to the
Second Sex (16 pages)

Oppression
13 – Week 7:
Oppression

14 – Week 7:

Philosophy of
Race

Oppression
15 – Week 8:

Sally Haslanger – Social Construction:
Gender and other Social Categories (20
Pages)
Appiah – On Racisms (10 Pages)
Alcoff – Racism and Visible Race (8 Pages)

Why Not
Socialism?

G.A. Cohen – Why Not Socialism (23
Pages)

Oppression
Milton Friedman – The Social
Responsibility of Business is to Increase its
Profits (6 Pages)
Optional: Richard Arneson – Why
not capitalism? (28 Pages)
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2nd Paper Outline
Due

Midterm Teaching
Evaluations
Circulated
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16 – Week 8:
Oppression

17 – Week 9:

Oppression and
Intersectionality;
Race, Gender,
and Class
Race, Sex, and
Class Discussion

Statement of the Combahee River
Collective (~3800 words)

3rd Paper Outline
Due

bell hooks – Men: Comrades in Struggle
(16 Pages)
No New Reading

Oppression

18 – Week 9:

Protest and
Political Rioting

Lucy Parsons (1886 interview) – “I am an
Anarchist” (4 Pages)

Realizing Justice
Avia Pasternak – Political Rioting: A Moral
Assessment (35 Pages)

19 – Week 10:

Make Up

Optional video on Lucy Parson’s life and
organizing: More Dangerous Than a
Thousand Rioters
Make Up Session

20 – Week 10:

Wrap Up

Course Recap and Final Paper Workshops

End of Term
Teaching
Evaluations
Circulated

Final Paper Due
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D. Sample Syllabus 4; Phil XXX: Gender, Politics, and Philosophy
Instructor: Joshua Kissel
Joshuakissel2014@u.northwestern.edu
Office Hours: XXX

Class Meeting: XDAY and XTIMES.
Class Location: XXX

Course Description:
This is an intermediate level philosophy course dealing with key questions relating to gender,
sex, and power. It begins with brief overview of two concepts important to philosophy: ‘validity’
and ‘soundness’ and an introduction to normative philosophy and critical theory. In week 2 we
dive right into the content of this course; feminist philosophy especially as it engages with social
and political questions. We will spend three weeks trying to answer the question “What does it
means to be a woman” which will allow us to explore the concepts of sex and gender; the
‘gender binary,’ sexual orientation, and trans experience. In week 5 the class turns toward the
critical. We will look at liberal feminist critiques of cultures that include sexist or openly
misogynistic elements and we will explore the sort of near-term reforms of existing institutions
that might protect the liberal human rights of women. In week 6 our critical theorizing becomes
more radical as we consider the interaction and intersection of sexist or gendered oppression
with oppressions arising from race and economic class. In particular we’ll engage with Black
feminism as well as socialist and Marxist feminism. In the final weeks of this course, we’ll turn
our attention to finding a way forward and away from oppression. Is the solution separatism (as
advocated for by some radical lesbian feminists) or solidarity? We’ll also ask about where men
(and masculinity) fits with all of this.
This course deals with normative questions: rather than asking how the world is arranged, we
will focus on asking how it ought to be arranged. Because these are normative or ethical
questions this course fits into the wider field of moral philosophy or value theory.
This is an extensive and active field of scholarship. This means your fellow classmates and I –
much less the brilliant thinkers we read – will not agree on where the truth lies. This means two
things; first, we’ll all be working as critical thinkers so as to get closer to such truths and
secondly, we will each need to be charitable and cooperative thinkers as we try to find the best
in all of the contributions we engage with here.
It is expected but not required that you will have some background in philosophy already. Please
contact me directly if you are unsure if you are prepared for this course.
Course Objectives: this course enables students to:
(1) Evaluate the validity and soundness of arguments.
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(2) Contrast competing explanations of issues of gendered and intersecting oppression as
offered by feminist theory (and other students).
(3) Interrogate and identify the core claims underlying one’s own answers to these questions.
(4) Assess the justifiability of the claims in (2) and (3)
In addition, students will acquire a background in important areas of feminist philosophy,
including critical reasoning, critical theory, philosophy of race, socialist theory, philosophy of sex
and gender, as well as substantive introductions to various feminist schools of thought and their
application including – liberal feminism, socialist feminism, Marxist feminism, Black feminism,
intersectional feminism, as well as suggestions about how to remedy gendered oppression.
Office Hours:
During my office hours I will be sitting quietly behind a desk, staring at a wall unless students
come to meet with me. This time is meant for you to ask questions, discuss philosophy, or just
hang out. It is your time, and you do not need an excuse or any clarity about what you want to
do. I request, but do not require, that you send me an email alerting me to when you want to
come, and if you happen to know, what you plan to discuss.
If for whatever reason you cannot make my regular office hours, please send me an email asap
with a range of time that you could meet, and we will try to work something out!
Absences:
I trust all of you to make rational decisions with respect to attendance in accord with your own
best reasons. You are each permitted 2 totally unexcused absences without any requirement to
email or in any other way alert me to your absences. You can use these absences to miss class
for any reason (e.g., your being sick, tired, wanting to binge a new show or play your favorite
video games, to attend some internship or work-related activity, or whatever else.)
Absences beyond this number will amount to a 1/20th reduction in your participation grade for
this class.
I try not to allow any extra excused absences beyond your freebies. However, I encourage all
students to reach out if you run out of freebies but believe you have some special excuse (like a
health issue) that might warrant extra accommodation or special exemption without requiring
me to disadvantage your peers in this class. These can and do sometimes happen.
Screen Policy:
This class is a screen-free environment. This means no computers, tablets, phones, or other such
devices. This is because I have found students participation and discussion is best when they are
undistracted by their own screens or those of their peers. I share all my PowerPoints to make
note-taking less laborious. If you violate the policy, you may be marked absent for the day.
Special accommodations are exempted. [E.g., medical exemptions.]
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Students with Disabilities:
Any student needing accommodations should speak directly to AccessibleNU ((847) 467-5530 or
accessiblenu@northwestern.edu) and to me as early as possible in the quarter. Be aware that
AccessibleNU will help arrange reasonable accommodations for both physical and mental health
concerns. Barring unforeseen circumstances, any necessary arrangements should be made
within in the first week of class. All discussions will remain confidential.
General Grading Schema:
10. Participation and Attendance
11. 10 Reading Responses:
12. Three Scaffolding Paper Outlines:
d. First 5%
e. Second 15%
f. Third 15%
13. Final Paper (1500-1750 words)

15 % of total. Pass/Fail
10% of total. Check + (100)/Check (92)/Check - (85)
35% of total. A-F

40% of total. ‘A’-‘F’

A
AB+
B
BC+
C
94-100 90-93
87-89
84-86
80-83
77-79
74-76
Assignment Due Dates [Details for Particular Assignments to Come]

C70-73

Assignment

(Some) Details

Reading
Responses:

Each response is due on Canvas 2 hours before the relevant
class takes places. And each must be on a different week.
EX: Responses to Linda Zagzebski must be submitted
before our discussion of that paper on XXX
This outline must be on a topic from class 2 or 3.
This outline must be on a topic from class 4 or 5

First Paper Outline
Second Paper
Outline
Third Paper Outline
Final Paper

D
60-69

This outline must be on a topic from class 6 or 7
Paper of 1500-1750 words on any topic in this course. You may
choose to use any paper outline or to start from scratch

F
60-0

Due Date
[Examples]
Through-out

Early
Mid
Mid-Late
End

General Course Outline:
Based on a course of 10 weeks, meeting twice weekly for 1 hour and 20 minutes.
Class
1 – Week 1

Topic
Introduction to
Course

Readings
Kwame Anthony Appiah – What Will Future
Generations Condemn Us For? (3 Pages)

Validity and
Soundness
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Icebreaker
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2 – Week 1:

Oppression

3 – Week 2

What is
‘Women’? –
What is Shared

Sex and Gender
4 – Week 2
Sex and Gender

5 – Week 3:

What is ‘Women’
– What Isn’t
Shared?

Gender vs Sex
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Iris Marion Young – Five Faces of Oppression
[tool for thinking about this stuff. (20 pages)
Simone de Beauvoir – Introduction to the
Second Sex (16 pages)
Sojourner Truth – Ain’t I a Women? (1 page)
Elizabeth V. Spelman – Excerpts Simone de
Beauvoir and Women: Just Who Does she
Think “We” is? from Inessential Woman:
Problems of Exclusion in Feminist Thought
(21 pages)
Alison Stone – Sex from An Introduction to
Feminist Philosophy (25 pages)

Sex and Gender
6 – Week 3:
Sex and Gender
7 – Week 4:
Sex and Gender
8 – Week 4:
Sex and Gender
9 – Week 5:
‘Liberal’
Feminism
10 – Week 5:
‘Liberal’
Feminism

What Makes
Gender ‘Socially
Constructed’
What About
Sexual
Orientation?

Sally Haslanger – Social Construction: Gender
and other Social Categories (20 Pages)

Feminist Theory
and the Trans
Experience

Talia Mae Bettcher – Trapped in the Wrong
Theory: Rethinking Trans Oppression and
Resistance

Women and
Culture; Liberal
Feminism and
Tension

Martha Nussbaum – Judging Other Cultures
(12 pages)

Feminism and
Applied Political
Philosophy

Paula McAvoy – “There Are No Housewives
on Star Trek”: A Reexamination of Exit Rights
for the Children of Insular Fundamentalist
Parents (17 pages)

Robin A. Dembroff – What is Sexual
Orientation? (27 pages)

Susan Moller Okin – Is Multiculturalism Bad
for Women (20 pages)

Harry Brighouse and Erik Olin-Wright ‘strong
gender egalitarianism’ (12 pages)
11- Week 6:
Intersections of
Gender and…

Race and Gender
(Day 1)

1st Paper
Outline Due

Sally Haslanger – Gender and Race: (What)
Are They? (What) Do We Want Them to Be?
(25 pages)
Patrica Hill Collins – The Politics of Black
Feminist Thought (19 pages)
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Early-Term
Teaching
Evaluations
Circulated
2nd Paper
Outline Due
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12 – Week 6:
Intersections of
Gender and…
13 – Week 7:
Intersections of
Gender and…

14 – Week 7:
Intersections of
Gender and…
15 – Week 8:

Race and Gender
(Day 2)

Robin Zheng “Why Yellow Fever isn’t
Flattering” (20 pages)

Marxism,
Socialism, and
Feminism

Iris Marion Young – Socialist Feminism and
the Limits of Dual Systems Theory (16 pages)
Angela Davis – The Approaching
Obsolescence of Housework: A WorkingClass Perspective in Women, Race, and Class
(12 pages)

A Critique of
Marxist Feminism

Heidi Hartmann – The Unhappy Marriage of
Marxism and Feminism (33 pages)

Capitalism and
Feminism

Nancy Fraser – After the Family Wage: A
Postindustrial Thought experiment (27
pages)

Intersections of
Gender and…

16 – Week 8:

Men and
Masculinity

Intersections of
Gender and…

17 – Week 9:
Beyond
Oppression
18 – Week 9:

31

Separatism and
Radical Lesbian
Feminism

Solidarity and
Intersectionality

Beyond
Oppression

Midterm
Teaching
Evaluations
Circulated

3rd Paper
Outline Due

Nancy Fraser – How Feminism Became
Capitalism’s Handmaiden – and How to
Reclaim It (1000 words)
Michael S. Kimmel – Masculinity as
Homophobia: Fear, Shame, and Silence in
the Construction of Gender Identity (7 pages)
bell hooks – Men: Comrades in Struggle (16
Pages)
Claudia Card – Against Marriage and
motherhood (23 pages)
Marilyn Frye – Reflections on Separatism and
Power (16 pages)
bell hooks – Sisterhood: Political Solidarity
Among Women (25 pages)
Statement of the Combahee River Collective
(~3800 words)

19 – Week 10:

Make Up

Make Up Session

20 – Week 10:

Wrap Up

Course Recap and Final Paper Workshops

End of Term
Teaching
Evaluations
Circulated
Final Paper Due
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E. Sample Syllabus 5; Phil XXX: Ethical Problems and Artificial Intelligence
Instructor: Joshua Kissel
Joshuakissel2014@u.northwestern.edu
Office Hours: XXX

Class Meeting: XDAY and XTIMES.
Class Location: XX

Course Description:
This is an intermediate to advanced level philosophy course in ethics and social-political
philosophy for majors and nonmajors. The objective of this course is to introduce you to an
aspect of a vibrant and development subfield in philosophy of technology dealing with the
ethical issues related to the development of Artificial Intelligence.
This course deals with normative questions related to and arising from present and (likely)
future developments in ‘Artificial Intelligence’ (AI) including ‘Artificial General Intelligence’ (AGI),
the sort of AI that approaches and surpasses human capacities in reasoning and intelligence.
The first half of the course explores ethical and political ramifications of AI for human beings as
an object of moral reasoning. The second half of the course explores AI as subjects of moral
reasoning exploring the possibility that we might owe things to AI. In particular we will explore
how AI might (i) alter the labor market and change the distribution of wealth and work, (ii) put
human existence at risk, perhaps because they become superintelligent and surpassing human
beings in rationality, or (iii) be objects of relationships of friendship or sex with human beings.
Our attention will then shift to AI as subjects of morality. We will explore whether (i) AI might
have sentience that garners them moral standing, or (ii) if they might be moral persons capable
of the full gamut of moral life. (iii) We will explore whether AI deserve legal or political rights
and (iv) whether they might be able to live a good life at all. (v) We’ll also investigate the
relationship between morality and rationality and (vi) whether AI might be good moral agents
like you or I hope to be.
It is expected but not required that you will have some background in philosophy already. Please
contact me directly if you are unsure if you are prepared for this course.
Course Objectives: this course enables students to:
(1) Understand and differentiate AI, AGI, and robotics
(2) Evaluate ethical and social risks posed by AI
(3) Understand and differentiate degrees of moral status (e.g., moral patienthood or
personhood)
(4) Consider the details of a particular AI and determine whether it/they should be regarded as
bearers of moral status of a particular kind.
(5) Assess the justifiability of a variety of ethical claims related to AI
(6) Be able to apply ethical thinking to a wider class of cases beyond AI (especially facets of
environmental and animal ethics, bioethics, aspects of political philosophy)
32
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In addition, students will acquire a background in important areas of philosophy including;
critical reasoning, normative ethical theory, political philosophy, philosophy of science and
technology, philosophy of mind, the scope of ethics and moral status, and applied questions
dealing with many of these areas.
Office Hours:
During my office hours I will be sitting quietly behind a desk, staring at a wall unless students
come to meet with me. This time is meant for you to ask questions, discuss philosophy, or just
hang out. It is your time, and you do not need an excuse or any clarity about what you want to
do. I request, but do not require, that you send me an email alerting me to when you want to
come, and if you happen to know, what you plan to discuss.
If for whatever reason you cannot make my regular office hours, please send me an email asap
with a range of time that you could meet, and we will try to work something out!
Absences:
I trust all of you to make rational decisions with respect to attendance in accord with your own
best reasons. You are each permitted 2 totally unexcused absences without any requirement to
email or in any other way alert me to your absences. You can use these absences to miss class
for any reason (e.g., your being sick, tired, wanting to binge a new show or play your favorite
video games, to attend some internship or work-related activity, or whatever else.)
Absences beyond this number will amount to a 1/20th reduction in your participation grade for
this class.
I try not to allow any extra excused absences beyond your freebies. However, I encourage all
students to reach out if you run out of freebies but believe you have some special excuse (like a
health issue) that might warrant extra accommodation or special exemption without requiring
me to disadvantage your peers in this class. These can and do sometimes happen.
Screen Policy:
This class is a screen-free environment. This means no computers, tablets, phones, or other such
devices. This is because I have found students participation and discussion is best when they are
undistracted by their own screens or those of their peers. I share all my PowerPoints to make
note-taking less laborious. If you violate the policy, you may be marked absent for the day.
Special accommodations are exempted. [E.g., medical exemptions.]
Students with Disabilities:
Any student needing accommodations should speak directly to AccessibleNU ((847) 467-5530 or
accessiblenu@northwestern.edu) and to me as early as possible in the quarter. Be aware that
AccessibleNU will help arrange reasonable accommodations for both physical and mental health
concerns. Barring unforeseen circumstances, any necessary arrangements should be made
within in the first week of class. All discussions will remain confidential.
33
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General Grading Schema:
14. Participation and Attendance
15 % of total. Pass/Fail
15. Ten Reading Responses:
10% of total. Check + (100)/Check (92)/Check -(85)
16. Two Scaffolding Paper Outlines:
30% of total. A-F
g. First 15%
h. Second 15%
17. Paper Prospectus and Peer Reviews 15% of total. ‘A’-‘F’
18. Final Paper (1500-1750 words)
30% of total. ‘A’-‘F’
A
AB+
B
BC+
C
94-100 90-93
87-89
84-86
80-83
77-79
74-76
Assignment Due Dates [Details for Particular Assignments to Come]

C70-73

Assignment

(Some) Details

Reading
Responses:

Each response is due on Canvas 2 hours before the
relevant class takes places. And each must be on a
different week.
EX: Responses to Srinivasan must be submitted
before our discussion of her paper on week 5
This outline must be on a topic from week 1 or 2
This outline must be on a topic from class 4-6

First Paper Outline
Second Paper
Outline
Final Paper
Proposals and Peer
Reviewing
Final Paper

This assignment includes a paper proposal (due after
week 9 discussion) and your peer review feedback

Paper of 1500-1750 words on any topic in this course.
You may choose to use any paper outline or to start
from scratch
General Course Outline:

D
60-69

F
60-0

Due Date
[Examples]
Through-out

Early-Mid
Mid-Late
Late

End

Based on a course with 15; one hour and 50-minute sessions meeting three times a week for 5
weeks. Naturally, the course might be altered to meet less frequently over a longer period.
Class
1 – Week 1
Introduction to
Course

Topic
Validity and
Soundness
Thought
Experiments

Readings
WATCH: “The Simulation Argument”
What Will Future Generations Condemn
Us For? – Kwame Anthony Appiah (3
Pages)
Class Activity
https://www.moralmachine.net/
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Assignments
Icebreaker
Discussion
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2 – Week 1:

What Is AI?

Selmer Bringsjord and Naven Sundar
Govindarajulu – Artificial Intelligence (41
Pages, Long and Dense Survey Article,
Start Early!)

Artificial
Intelligence vs
Artificial General
Intelligence

Nick Bostrom and Eliezer Yudkowsky - The
Ethics of Artificial Intelligence (20 Pages)

Introduction to
Course
3 – Week 2
Introduction to
Course
4 – Week 2
Introduction to
Course
5 – Week 3:
The Effects of AI
on US
6 – Week 3:

Social and
Political Wrongs

Distributive Justice Game (Based on John
Rawls)

AI and Work

Pegah Moradi and Karen Levy - The Future
of Work in the Age of AI (20 Pages)

Existential Risk

The Effects of AI
on US

8 – Week 4:

Superintelligence
as Existential Risk

The Effects of AI
on US
9 – Week 5:
The Effects of AI
on US
10 – Week 5:
The Effects of AI
on US

Iris Marion Young – Five Faces of
Oppression (20 Pages)

AI, Automation,
and the Labor
Market
Film Discussion

The Effects of AI
on US

7 – Week 4:

35

Might AI not be
So Bad, or even
Good?

Sex Robots

Film: Blade Runner (1982)

Video: Kurzgesagt In a Nutshell – The Rise
of Machines – Why Automation is
Different this Time
Nick Bostrom – Existential Risks: Analyzing
Human Extinction Scenarios and Related
Hazards (20 Pages)
Video: Sam Harris ‘Can We Build AI
Without Losing Control Over It’
Eliezer Yudkowsky – Artificial Intelligence
as a Positive and Negative Factor in Global
Risk (43 pages)

Amia Srinivasan – Stop the Robot
Apocalypse (10 Pages)
Kurzweil – Excerpts from the Book ‘The
Singularity is Near’ (2005)
Kathleen Richardson – The Asymmetrical
‘Relationship’: Parallels Between
Prostitution and the Development of Sex
Robots (6 Pages)
Sven Nyholm and Lily Eva Frank – From
Sex Robots to Love Robots: Is Mutual Love
with a Robot Possible? (20 Pages)
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Early-Term
Teaching
Evaluations
Circulated

Paper Outline 1
Due End of Week
4
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11- Week 6:
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Love and
Friendship

John Danaher - The Philosophical Case for
Robot Friendship (19 Pages)

Film Discussion
Patients and
Persons

Movie: Her (2013)
Peter Singer – ‘Equality for Animals’ from
Practical Ethics, 3rd Edition (22 Pages)

13 – Week 7:

Personhood

AI as Moral
Subjects
14 – Week 7:

Mary Anne Warren – On the Moral and
Legal Status of Abortion (19 Pages)
Christine M. Korsgaard – Fellow Creatures:
Kantian Ethics and Our Duties to Animals
(33 Pages)

Rights for AI?

The Effects of AI
on US
12 – Week 6:
AI as Moral
Subjects

AI as Moral
Subjects

15 – Week 8:
AI as Moral
Subjects
16 – Week 8:

17 – Week 9:

Can AI Live a
Good Life?

Morality and
Rationality
Can AI Be Moral
Agents?

Midterm Teaching
Evaluations
Circulated

Eric Schwitzgebel and Mara Garza – A
Defense of the Rights of Artificial
Intelligences (19 Pages)
Bernard Williams – ‘The Human Prejudice’
from Philosophy as a Humanistic Discipline
132-52 (17 Pages)
Martha Nussbaum – Women and Human
Development: The Capabilities Approach,
Excerpts from I.IV ‘Central Human
Capabilities’ (70-86, 16 Pages)
Stuart Armstrong – General Purpose
Intelligence: Arguing the Orthogonality
Thesis (20 Pages)
Regina Rini – Creating Robots Capable of
Moral Reasoning is like Parenting (5200
Words)

AI as Moral
Subjects
18 – Week 9:

Paper Proposals

Paper Proposal Discussions

Wrapping Up

Film Discussion

Film: Ex Machina (2015)

19 – Week 10:
Wrapping Up

Make Up

Make Up Session

20 – Week 10:

Wrap Up

Course Recap and Final Paper Workshops

Wrapping Up
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Paper Outline 2
Due End of Week
8

Bring Paper Ideas
to Workshop in
Class
End of Term
Teaching
Evaluations
Final Paper Drafts
Due
Final Paper Due
XX Date
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Section 5: Additional Course Details and Sample Materials for Introduction to
Political Philosophy
Contents
a.
b.
c.
d.
e.

Assessment Plan; page 37
Sample Assessment [for Online Discussion Boards]; pages 37-39
Sample Lesson Plan [Rawls Veil of Ignorance Game]; pages 40-41
Student Evaluation Plan; page 41
Sample Evaluation; pages 42

a. Assessment Plan:
Course Objectives

Assessments

Primary:1,2
Secondary: 3, 4

Discussion Boards or Live Discussion Alternative: Students must write a short
100-200 word reading response based on the day’s readings. These can raise
questions, note problems, or offer objections. This is not a summary or mere
“sharing of thoughts.”

Primary: 1,2
Secondary: 3, 4

Primary: 3, 4
Secondary: 1, 2

Grading: 2%/Response. Graded Check + (100)/Check (92)/Check -(85)
Abstract and Outline: (~1-2 page) This assignment has three parts. First, you
should write a (clear and concise) introduction. Second, you should reconstruct
a formalized argument from one of the readings. Third, you should construct
your own formalized argument, either supporting or objecting to one of the
premises of the argument you reconstructed in part 2.
Grading: 5%, 10% and 15%. Graded: A-F
Final Paper: (~5 pages). Students will be asked to write a position paper on one
of the three sections of the course. (the State, the Economy, and Applied
Political Philosophy).
Grading: 35%. Graded A-F.

b. Sample Assessment and Rubric:

Phil 261: Online Discussion Assignment Guidelines
Note on Live Discussion Sections: if you plan to attend all of the optional Live Session then you will not
be required to participate on the discussion board. However, you are encouraged to still do so and they
will help ensure you receive a perfect participation grade!
Purpose of the Discussion Assignment
37
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I'm quite excited to be teaching this course to you all despite wishing it was in person. My hope and
intention is that we can produce a vibrant discussion on this board in lieu of class discussion.
Philosophy is best done collaboratively and this is the place for you to try that out!
In the first week's discussion you'll notice the full class, but going forward I have broken you all up into
three discussion groups in hopes that this helps you better get to know each other and forge, at least as
best as possible given the circumstances, some real connection among each other.
Canvas Profile Pictures
Before I lay out guidelines for what I want from these discussion posts I want you all to please post a
profile picture on your canvas account. This will help your classmates and I get to know you a bit better
by helping us put a name to a face. I use a picture of myself, and this is probably easiest, but if you'd
prefer you're welcome to post some other image that represents you but you must select something!
Directions for Profile Pictures: Click 'account' in the top left >> Click 'Profile' just below notifications >>
Click the pencil icon when you hover over the greyed out silhouette (assuming you have no picture).

Posting Guidelines
There are 15 ‘days’ of class for Phil 261. I will open a discussion for each day for a total of 15 discussions.
There will be two types of posts.
Original Posts (OP) wherein you will contribute your own thoughts and;
Response Posts (RP) wherein you will respond to the OP’s of your classmates.
The expectation is that you will produce one OP of 100-150 words as well as two RPs of around 50
words in each of these discussions. You must complete at least 12 OPs, and 24 RPs. You will have an
opportunity to do 15 OPs, and 30 RPs. You may contribute OPs to threads you do not contribute RPs to
and vice versa.
I expect these posts to be relatively polished pieces of writing, with both a clear thesis statement as well
as cogent reasons offered in support of that thesis. In other words, your posts should have a point and
they should defend that point with argument.
As a general rule, you should aim to spend about one hour on discussion each week if you want to
receive a perfect participation grade.
Original Posts (OPs):
An OP may be an initial response to anything from the reading. Or, you may post on a relevant topic or
story of interest to you. If posting on a topic of your own choosing, you should be sure to explain why
the topic is relevant and what its moral or philosophical significance is.
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Response Posts (RPs):
RPs to student’s posts might include articulating a point of disagreement, offering constructive criticism,
posing a question for clarification or further discussion, or building on/extending another student's idea
to a new topic or case. You should be clear about why you raise the point you do. EX: “I would be
interested to know how you would respond to [point X]. I thought that [Philosopher]/[Classmate] raised
a compelling point against such a view….”
Grading:
These posts will be what I use to determine your participation grades. The grading will be in accord with
two criteria: quantity and quality.
1. Quantity
a. Did you do the minimum number of posts? (12 OP, 24 RP) Failure to fulfill this
criterion will result in a max participation grade of 50%
2. Quality
a. Regularly meets minimum expectations. Roughly a B/C.
b. Regularly produces quality posts. Roughly an A/B.
c. Regularly exceeds expectations. Roughly an A+.
Doing additional posts beyond the minimum can only help your participation grade. I expect anyone
who puts in minimal effort by doing the readings and watching lectures to easily secure an A/B on
participation. However, to receive an A+ I expect you to really work to come up with interesting
questions, critiques, or defenses of the assigned texts in your OPs as well as for you to engage charitably
with the writing of your peers in your RPs.
Timing and Late Posts:
Each post will be open for one week, and except in extraordinary circumstances I will not allow late
submissions.
The purpose of these discussions is to have you all engaging with each other, not merely share your
thoughts or questions for the readings. As such, after a week discussion will have ‘moved on’ so the
purpose of the post will be unrealizable.
Citations:
Your posts should include citations when referring to the ideas of others. Course readings can be cited in
whatever style you prefer (so long as it allows me and your classmates to find the source material. For
example; (Goldman, 4). If citing online sources, a link will suffice as citation.
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c. Sample Lesson Plan:
Lesson Plan for a Day on “Rawls and the Veil of Ignorance”
5. Outline of Lesson:
Topic: Distribution and the Economy
Activity: This class revolves around playing a game where students select the organizing distributional
principle of a society which best serves their clients, individuals they know nothing about.
1. Preliminary Remarks, 15 Minutes: I will start the class with a 10 minute explanation of
some ideas that will be important for the activity as well as laying out the context. (For
example, explaining the difference between ‘maximin’ and ‘equality’).
2. Small Group, 30 minutes: I then have students break into groups of 3 or 4 and spend 20
minutes deciding how to structure society for their clients. Students select a note taker
who writes their final choice as well as a one paragraph justification for it. All students
put their names on this document.
3. Class Discussion, 35 minutes: I quickly tally the votes and then use the last 20 minutes to
have a class wide discussion about why students made the choices they did for their
clients.
Assessment: The document groups hand in is one source for assessing students after the class is over.
However, I spend the small group period wandering around the room and so try to get an informal sense
of how students are doing in the course. However, for additional focus on the lecture I will ask students
to do an additional response (like a WRR) justifying their group’s position. In this way, this lesson
encourages students in the direction of my 3rd and 4th course objectives.
Reproduction of Handout:
Citation for the Rawls’ Original Position Game: http://crookedtimber.org/2004/03/18/game-on-rawlsssecond-principle/
The Distribution and the Veil of Ignorance
Adapted from Harry Brighouse (UW-Madison)
You are bargaining on behalf of your client in an Original Position. You have to come up with a principle
of distributive justice which your client will be able to live under satisfactorily. You know nothing of your
client’s talents, abilities, gender, religious views, sexual orientation etc., except that you do know that
she or he is not disabled. Fortunately, the other people in your group are in exactly the same situation.
You will have to think about how you will justify your choice to your client when you find out who he or
she is. Note: a prior OP has already agreed that basic liberties—freedom of conscience, religion,
expression, association, and the rights to participate in public and political life, as well as the liberties
associated with the psychological and physical integrity of the person — must be guaranteed to all, so
you need not worry about violations of people’s basic liberty-rights.
You have six principles from which to choose. Remember that these principles will govern your client’s
entire life, and he/she will not be able to escape.
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1. Laissez Faire: Markets will operate without government intervention, except to protect private
property (including intellectual property through patenting and copyrighting legislation) and to place
modest limits on the emergence of oligopolistic and monopolistic markets.
2. Equality of Resources: People will have roughly equal resources available to them over their full lives.
3. Sufficiency: Everyone will have a `basic needs’ safety net guaranteed. Above that level, markets will
determine rewards, except as the democratically elected legislature chooses to constrain them. (If you
select this principle, be prepared to explain what count as basic needs and why).
4. Maximin: Inequalities of resources will be arranged so that the least advantaged will better off than
they would be under any other arrangement.
5. Equality of Welfare: Resources will be distributed so that everyone is more or less equally happy.
6. You may, if you choose, formulate a compromise between these principles, or formulate an entirely
different principle. If so, it must be precise, and you must be prepared to defend it.

d. Student Evaluation Plan:
Evaluation Timeline:
Early: Keep, Quit, Start, and Modify
Middle: Faculty (or teaching and learning center staff) observe full lecture. Meets after to give
comments.
Middle: Keep, Quit, Start, and Modify
Late: Faculty (or teaching and learning center staff) observe full lecture. Meeting after to give
comments.
Final:
A) Likert Scale supplemented with Qualitative questions (e.g., My learning enhanced by… and hindered
by…).
B) Students fill out institutional evaluations (e.g., such as CTECs.)
Throughout term: I will mention in my first class and syllabus that I welcome teaching feedback at any
point in the term and will note that I am willing to consider this extra teaching evaluation when I decide
on participation grades for students.
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e. Sample Evaluation:
Keep, Quit, Start, And Modify:
With regard to the readings, assignments (e.g., your first paper and weekly reading responses), as well
as my lecture, please answer each of the following questions:
1. What would you like to continue in the course? Why?
2. What would you like to see quit in the course? Why?
3. What would you like to see start in the course? Why?
4. What would you like to see modified in the course? Why?
5. What do you think I could do to improve the instruction for you?
6. What do you think you could do to improve your own learning in the course?

f. Paper Outline Single-Point Rubric
Needs some more work
[D level work]

You’ve got it!
[C - level work]
Introduction and Thesis
☐Your thesis is relatively
explicit about the position
you’ll take though there is
some vagueness. It gives a
sense of how you’ll critically
engage, though precisely what
consideration you’ll explore
may be opaque.
☐The larger introduction
gives key details though it may
include a bit too much set up.
Relatively concise.
☐The set-up
paragraph/glossary (if
present) includes terms and
examples that seem (mostly)
necessary to advance your
argument.
Part 2 (Author Reconstruction)
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[B to A level work]

Teaching Portfolio – Joshua Kissel

43

☐This is a good baseline
reconstruction of the author’s
argument. You are clearly
trying to be charitable, and you
get the substance of their claim
on the paper.
☐The author’s argument is in
every instance recognizable
and accurate, although may not
be as precise as possible. If the
author read your argument
reconstruction, their reaction
would be “That seems to
capture what I said or would
have wanted to say.”
☐The conclusion is clear and
matches that identified in the
introduction. All core premises
are included. Most other
necessary premises are as well.
☐The premise you target in
part 3 is bolded in part 2.
☐Connections between
entailed or supported premises
are often marked (e.g., ‘By 1, 2
or ‘from 2, 3’)
Part 3 (Your Critical
Engagement)
☐If agreeing/supporting:
Your conclusion is the bolded
premise you identified in part
2. The core premises needed to
independently support this
premise are included. Most
other necessary premises are as
well though you seem to have
missed certain implicit but
needed premises.
☐If disagreeing/objecting:
Your conclusion is the
negation of the bolded premise
you identified in part 2. The
43
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core premises needed to
support this conclusion are
included. Most other necessary
premises are as well though
you seem to have missed
certain implicit but needed
premises.
o

Negation: “It is false/ that
…’premise-from-part-2’.”

☐Connections between
entailed or supported premises
are often marked (e.g., ‘By 1, 2
or ‘from 2, 3’)
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Dr. Joshua Kissel
He/They
JKissel@andover.edu
Winter 2021-22
Course Description:
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PHRE 530: Bioethics (or Ethics and Medicine)
Classroom: Chapel Basement 15
Period 2: M 920-10, W 1020-1135, F 955-1110
Period 3: M 1050-1130, T/Th 830-945

This is a course in ethics and moral philosophy. This course deals with normative questions
around what is (morally) valuable and how we, individual agents, ought to act in response to
these values. In particular, it is an applied ethics course because our target is the field of
bioethics (ethics of life).
This course begins by jumping right into ethical thinking. We will start our first two weeks
exploring the question of animal experimentation. What moral status do other animals have and
are we justified in using them for experimental purposes—if so, what justifies our treatment of
them? We’ll explore this question from the perspective of three sorts of moral theories. After
the winter break, we’ll turn some other questions of bioethics, questions that will be up to you!
These might include discussion of abortion, an exploration of public health (especially as it
relates to pandemic policies we know so directly), the moral legitimacy of the profit motive in
healthcare, or questions of consent for medical treatment (or cessation).
NOTE: The actual content for this class as taught is included below. We covered animal
experimentation, abortion, several issues in biotech with a focus on the (possible) distinction
between ‘enhancement’ and medical therapy, and we wrapped the course up with some
discussions of political philosophy and healthcare which included whether me have a right to
healthcare, an exploration of whether the delivery of healthcare as such might foster
oppression.
Course Objectives:
(1) Evaluate the validity and soundness of arguments.
(2) Contrast competing normative theories.
(3) Interrogate and identify the moral thinking underlying their own positions on several
questions of applied ethics.
(4) Assess the justifiability of the claims and arguments identified in 2 and 3.
In addition, students will acquire some background in important areas of philosophy notably
bioethics but also including critical reasoning, validity and soundness, normative ethical theory
(including virtue ethics, consequentialism, and Kantian deontology), the scope of ethics and
moral status, and applied questions related to medicine and healthcare.
Conference Time:
During my conference times (Mon: 1005-1045 and Wed: 950-1015) I will be sitting quietly
behind a desk in Chapel Basement in my office (C14D), staring at a wall unless students come to
meet with me. This time is meant for you to ask questions, discuss philosophy, or just hang out.
45

Teaching Portfolio – Joshua Kissel

46

It is your time, and you do not need an excuse or any clarity about what you want to do. I
request, but do not require, that you send me an email alerting me to when you want to come,
and if you happen to know, what you plan to discuss.
If for whatever reason you cannot make the regular conference time but still would like to meet
please send me an email asap with a range of time that you could meet, and we will try to work
something out! Additionally, I can be available to meet via Zoom if necessary.
Materials:
All readings will be posted to Canvas in the files tab. You will also have links to the readings for
each week in the module for that week. Please bring all readings for the given module to class
each day.

Class Expectations – Fostering Productive and Effective Discussions
Respect:
This course is designed to help each of you meet each of our course objectives. A large part of
achieving these goals is actively engaging with our course materials. Active participation in class,
on canvas, and on our assignments is proven to boost retention, speed up the learning process,
and facilitate creative thinking, among other things.
Most of all, the truths of the texts we are reading are not delivered from on high. We need to
engage critically with our texts; in other words, we need to practice doing philosophy as a
collective discipline. I strongly encourage you to talk to one another and not just to me. Here are
some suggestions and guidelines to facilitate such collaborative philosophy:
•
•
•
•
•

Practice being patient with others.
Listen carefully and respectfully.
Leave others room to speak; don’t monopolize or dominate.
When agreeing, explaining why you agree.
Criticize ideas and arguments, not the people who offer them.

How do we criticize others and discuss controversial ethical views without attacking our peers?
Endeavor to follow these guidelines:
•
•
•
•

Textual Evidence: The best points bring us back to the text. Use quotes and page
numbers to ground your questions or comments.
Prior Points: Our discussions should lead somewhere. Try to build on what’s been said,
before offering a different point.
Eye Contact: Look around the discussion circle and speak to everyone (not just me).
Assume the Best: Treat those who disagree with you as if they, like you, have the best of
intentions and assume that they too want to find the best answer to these questions.
This goes for our authors too!
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Attendance:
Always email me if you’re going to be late or absent. As a rule, I rely on the policies in the Blue
Book, but if you give me advance notice, I’ll be better able to work with you.
I will record attendance daily. Being late to class three times will negatively affect your
participation score in the way an unexcused absence would.
Academic Honesty:
Honesty is the basic value on which this community rests and is an essential component of
academic integrity. Academic integrity is demanded by the very nature of a school community.
Honesty in the academic area means claiming as one’s own only that work which is one’s own.
All scholarship builds upon the ideas and information of others; the honest person makes clear
in written work exactly what the source of any borrowed information or idea is, whether it be
library materials, the internet, classmates, or family members. Since words are the bearers of
both information and the unique style of the writer, the words of others, if borrowed, must be
properly acknowledged. In addition, work done for one course may not be used to secure credit
in another. It is not acceptable to submit one piece of work to more than one course without
prior consultation with and written permission from all instructors involved.
Simply: use the Writing Center (and note when you do), ask questions, and when in doubt, cite!
Screen Policy:
Screens are often shown to result in worse learning outcomes and lower grades for students,
they even effect students who are not using screens themselves. I share all lecture notes or
powerpoint slides on Canvas; and when we do not use powerpoints I often share a handout in
class to help make it easier for you all to follow along and participate in discussion. This is in
order to help make note-taking less laborious.
At the same time, I recognize that some students will prefer to take notes on laptops or will
have their readings on electronic devices rather than printing them off. For these reasons I
permit screens for notetaking in most parts of class.
Exceptions to the permitted use of screens:
•

•
•

During discussion periods I will often require students to close their laptops/set aside
electronic devices. Bring paper and a writing device to jot down thoughts for these
times.
I also suggest all students use paper for notetaking.
Additionally, I require everyone leave phones on airplane mode, occasionally you may
feel the need to take a picture of the board but otherwise keep them out of sight.

Special accommodations are exempted. [E.g., medical exemptions.]
Students with Disabilities, Health Related Needs, and/or Other Wellness Related Concerns:
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It is my goal to create a learning experience that is as accessible as possible. If you anticipate any
issues related to the format, materials, or requirements of this course, please email me so we
can explore potential options. If you are a student with a disability, or think you may have a
disability, you can also initiate this conversation with Laura Warner, Director of Student
Accessibility Services: lwarner@andover.edu. Please visit their Canvas page for contact and
other information. If you have already been approved for accommodations, please email me so
we can develop an implementation plan together. Barring unforeseen circumstances, any
necessary arrangements should be made within in the first two weeks of class or as soon as
possible thereafter.

Assessment, Grading, and Course Outline
General Grading Schema for all Assessments
19.
20.
21.
22.
23.

Discussions Participation and Attendance
First Paper Outline (mini) – Animal Exploitation
Second Paper Outline – Choose Topic
Peer Review
Final Paper (1000-1200 words)

10%
15%
20%
5%
50%

Percentage to 6 Point Scale Conversions
6
97-100

6<97-94

5+
<94-91

5
<91-88

5<88-85

4+
<85-82

4
<82-79

4<79-76

3+
<76-73

3 or less
<73…

Assignment Due Dates [Details for Particular Assignments Will be Posted on Canvas]:

Assignment

(Some) Details. More extensive details will but
available on Canvas for each assignment.

1. Paper Outline 1 Three Parts:
(mini) – Animal
1. Thesis Sentence
Experimentation
2. Formalized author argument in premiseconclusion from (based on in-class group
work). Focus is this part!
3. Engagement with formalized argument
(formal or informal/prose).
2. Paper Outline 2 Three Parts:
(full) choose
1. Introduction and Thesis Sentence,
2. Formalized author argument in premiseconclusion from.
3. Engagement with formalized argument.
Must be in formalized in premiseconclusion form. Focus is this part!
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All assignments due at
the start of class unless
otherwise noted
Due Dec 14th (Period 2)
Due Dec 15th (Period 3)
[short extension may be
available]

Deadlines Vary
depending on subject.
Abortion: Jan 20/21
Biotech: Feb 7
Political Phil and
Healthcare: Feb 17/18
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4. Peer Review

5. Final Paper
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I will be reviewing your feedback and the comments
you share with your peers during our paper review
sessions the week of Feb 21-25.
Paper of 1000-1250 words on either (i) a paper
outline from assignment 1 or 2, or (ii) a new paper
topic (in consultation with me).

Feb 21-25 (in-class)

Period 2: 9am March 3rd
Period 3: 9am March 2nd

Final papers must be submitted to Canvas by the
start time of the exam period listed on the end-ofterm schedule. Early submissions are of course
encouraged!
Course Outline:
Notice: Period 2 meets M/W/F and Period 3 Meets M/T/Th. I mark this thusly: Dec 2/3.
Know your period! All assignments are due at the start of your period!
Date

Topic

Reading

1. Dec 2/3 (75
Min)

Introduction to Class,
Validity and
Soundness, and ethics
Animal
Experimentation Consequentialism
Animal
Experimentation –
Deontology/Kant
Animal
Experimentation –
Virtue
Argument Formalizing

Required Reading: What Will Future
Generations Condemn Us For? –
Kwame Anthony Appiah (3 pgs.)
Peter Singer – All Animals Are Equal
(10 pgs.)

2. Dec 6 (40
Min)
3. Dec 7/8 (75
min)
4. Dec 9/10
(75 Min)
5. Dec 13 (40
Min)

6. Dec 14/15
(75 Min)

WINTER BREAK
7. Jan 4/5 (75
Min)

Paper Outline in Class
Work (and Conference
Time)

Abortion

Assignments
and/or Activities

Tom Regan – The Case for Animal
Rights (10 pgs.)
Rosalind Hursthouse – Virtue Ethics
and the Treatment of Animals, pgs.; 27, 18-21 (10 pgs.)
Identify one of the animal
experimentations authors as your
target and outline their argument.
You’ll be working in small groups
The paper outline you plan to write is
due by the end of class today.
I will be available for conferencing and
students can peer-review.
Film: Choose one and Make Discussion
Post.
A) Cider House Rules (1999), [Trailer]
B) Never Rarely Sometimes
Always (2020), [Trailer]

49

In-Class Vote for
Preferred Units

Paper Outline 1
due by end of
class

Discussion Board
Post 1
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8. Jan 6/7 (75
Min)
9. Jan 10 (40
Min)
10. Jan 11/12
(75 Min)
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Abortion

Discussion Boards on Films

Abortion – Basic AntiAbortion Argument
Abortion – Defending
Abortion Beyond
Personhood
Abortion – Valuable
Futures like Ours

Douthat, Ross - The Case Against
Abortion NYT 11/30/21 (2311 words)
Thomson, Judith Jarvis – A Defense of
Abortion 357-367 (11 pgs)

Abortion

Continue Marquis and Thomson
Discussion

13. Jan 20/21
(75 Min)

Abortion

14. Jan 24 (40
Min)

Biotechnology and
Enhancement – A
Cautionary Argument
Gene Therapy and
Enhancement
An Obligation to
Enhance?

Abortions Debates and Case Studies,
Come Prepared to Defend Both ProLife and Pro-Choice Positions
Sandel, Michael – The Case Against
Perfection 1-21 (21 pgs) (The Atlantic)

11. Jan 13/14
(75 Min)
Jan 17
No Class
MLK Day!
12. Jan 18/19
(75 Min)

15. Jan 25/26
(75 Min)
16. Jan 27/28
(75 Min)
Jan 31
No Class
17. Feb 1/2 (75
Min)

Discussion Board
Post 2

Marquis, Don – Why Abortion is
Immoral 367-379 (13 pgs)

Self-Assessment:
What’s working
and what isn’t for
you?
Deadline for
Abortion Paper
Outline

Harris, John – Is Gene Therapy a Form
of Eugenics? 616-622 (7 pgs)
Bortolotti, Lisa – Do We Have an
Obligation to Make Smarter Babies?
221-230 (10 pages)

Human Cloning

Brock, Dan W – Cloning Human
Beings: An Assessment of the Ethical
Issues Pro and Con Dan 551-561 (11
pgs)

Biotechnology and the
Market – Surrogacy
and Commodification
Intersectional
Injustices – Healthcare
and Oppression
Is Healthcare a Right?

Anderson, Elizabeth - Is Women's
Labor a Commodity? 514-526 (13 pgs,
only 10 are maintext)
Sherwin, Susan – Gender, Race, and
Class in the Delivery of Health Care
253-258 (6 pages)
Daniels, Norman – Is There a Right to
Health Care and, if So, What Does It
Encompass? 763-769 (7 pgs)
Taylor, James Stacey – Market Based
Reforms in Health Care Are Both

Feb 3/4
No Class
18. Feb 7 (40
Min)
19. Feb 8/9 (75
Min)
20. Feb 10/11
(75 Min)
21. Feb 14 (40
Min)

Is Healthcare a Right?
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Deadline for
Biotechnology
Paper Outline
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Practical and Morally Sound 537-546
(10 pgs), focus on 540-544 (4 pgs)

Feb 15/16
No Class
22. Feb 17/18
(75 Min)

Department Day
Catch-up // Rawls
Game

Rawls Game, if we’re caught up

23. Feb 21 (40
min)

Final Paper Discussion
and Guidelines

In Class Peer Reviewing of Outlines for
Final Paper.

Distribute Outlines

You should have your outline draft,
updated in response to my comments
ready to share.
In Class Peer Reviewing of Outlines for
Final Paper
We’ll continue reviewing as necessary.
We’ll begin final paper workshopping
as well.
Optional final paper conferences.
Please email me to schedule a slot!

24. Feb 22/23
(75 min)
25. Feb 24/25
(75 min)

Group Discussion of
Outlines
Final Paper
Workshopping

26. Feb 28
Conferences

Final Paper
Conferences
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Deadline for
Political
Philosophy and
Healthcare
Justice Paper
Outline

Peer Reviewing
Work Due
See Due Date
Above
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B. Sample Syllabi – High School:
Dr. Joshua Kissel
He/They
JKissel@andover.edu

PHRE 521: Law and Morality

Period 6: M: 120-2 T/TH: 135-250
Exam: Nov 17 830-1030
Classroom: Chapel Basement 15

Course Description:
This is an introductory level philosophy course in contemporary political philosophy for majors
and nonmajors. This course deals with normative questions, rather than asking how the world is
arranged we will focus on asking how it ought to be arranged. Because these are normative or
ethical questions this course fits into the wider field of moral philosophy or value theory.
This course begins with a brief introduction to political philosophy and logic wherein we will look
at two tools of philosophy, logical argument and thought experiments. We’ll then set the stage
for political theory by considering individual obligations in collective action cases as epitomized
by Singer’s ‘Famine, Affluence, and Morality’ and some criticism levied against it by some other
philosophers. The course then has two main units. In the first we will consider the role of the
state and law by exploring the obligation to follow the law, in particular when its origin is a
democratic state of some sort. In the second half of the course, we’ll explore economic
questions related to distributive justice culminating in a discussion of some moral arguments for
and against capitalism and socialism.
Course Objectives: this course enables students to:
(1) Evaluate the validity and soundness of arguments.
(2) Contrast competing solutions to political questions offered by various political theories.
(3) Interrogate and identify the core normative claims underlying their own political positions.
(4) Assess the justifiability of these claims.
In addition, students will acquire a background in important areas of philosophy and political
theory including critical reasoning, political ideologies including liberalism, republicanism,
libertarianism, and anarchism, justifications of capitalism and socialism, and applied questions
related to poverty and our duties to the poor.
Conference Time and Contact Policies:
During my conference times (Mon: 1005-1045 and Wed: 950-1015) I will be sitting quietly
behind a desk in Chapel Basement in my office (C14D), staring at a wall unless students come to
meet with me. This time is meant for you to ask questions, discuss philosophy, or just hang out.
It is your time, and you do not need an excuse or any clarity about what you want to do. I
request, but do not require, that you send me an email alerting me to when you want to come,
and if you happen to know, what you plan to discuss.
If for whatever reason you cannot make the regular conference time but still would like to meet
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please send me an email asap with a range of time that you could meet, and we will try to work
something out! Additionally, I can be available to meet via Zoom if necessary.
Email Policy: Following Rel-Phil department guidelines I aim to respond to emails sent M-F from
9-5pm. You can email me outside of these hours but I may not reply until the next business day.
For particularly important or urgent requests please include [URGENT] in your subject header.
Questions that are precise and to the point are more likely to be answered quickly outside of
normal email hours.
Materials:
You will receive a copy of Why Not Socialism and In Defense of Anarchism. All other readings will
be hyperlinked on the syllabus below or posted on posted to Canvas in the files tab. Please bring
all readings for the given module to class each day.

Class Expectations – Fostering Productive and Effective Discussions
Respect:
This course is designed to help each of you meet each of our course objectives. A large part of
achieving these goals is actively engaging with our course materials. Active participation in class,
on canvas, and on our assignments is proven to boost retention, speed up the learning process,
and facilitate creative thinking, among other things.
Most of all, the truths of the texts we are reading are not delivered from on high. We need to
engage critically with our texts; in other words, we need to practice doing philosophy as a
collective discipline. I strongly encourage you to talk to one another and not just to me. Here are
some suggestions and guidelines to facilitate such collaborative philosophy:
•
•
•
•
•

Practice being patient with others.
Listen carefully and respectfully.
Leave others room to speak; don’t monopolize or dominate.
When agreeing, explaining why you agree.
Criticize ideas and arguments, not the people who offer them.

How do we criticize others and discuss controversial ethical views without attacking our peers?
Endeavor to follow these guidelines:
•
•
•

Textual Evidence: The best points bring us back to the text. Use quotes and page
numbers to ground your questions or comments.
Prior Points: Our discussions should lead somewhere. Try to build on what’s been said,
before offering a different point.
Eye Contact: Look around the discussion circle and speak to everyone (not just me).
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Assume the Best: Treat those who disagree with you as if they, like you, have the best of
intentions and assume that they too want to find the best answer to these questions.
This goes for our authors too!

Attendance:
Always email me if you’re going to be late or absent. As a rule, I rely on the policies in the Blue
Book, but if you give me advance notice, I’ll be better able to work with you.
I will record attendance daily. Being late to class three times will negatively affect your
participation score in the way an unexcused absence would.
Academic Honesty:
Honesty is the basic value on which this community rests and is an essential component of
academic integrity. Academic integrity is demanded by the very nature of a school community.
Honesty in the academic area means claiming as one’s own only that work which is one’s own.
All scholarship builds upon the ideas and information of others; the honest person makes clear
in written work exactly what the source of any borrowed information or idea is, whether it be
library materials, the internet, classmates, or family members. Since words are the bearers of
both information and the unique style of the writer, the words of others, if borrowed, must be
properly acknowledged. In addition, work done for one course may not be used to secure credit
in another. It is not acceptable to submit one piece of work to more than one course without
prior consultation with and written permission from all instructors involved.
Simply: use the Writing Center (and note when you do), ask questions, and when in doubt, cite!
Screen Policy:
Screens are often shown to result in worse learning outcomes and lower grades for students,
they even effect students who are not using screens themselves. I share all lecture notes on
Canvas; and will often share a handout in class to help make it easier for you all to follow along
and participate in discussion. This is in order to help make note-taking less laborious.
At the same time, I recognize that some students will prefer to take notes on laptops or will
have their readings on electronic devices rather than printing them off. For these reasons I
permit screens for notetaking in most parts of class.
Exceptions to the permitted use of screens:
•

•
•

During discussion periods I will often require students to close their laptops/set aside
electronic devices. Bring paper and a writing device to jot down thoughts for these
times.
I also suggest all students use paper for notetaking.
Additionally, I require everyone leave phones on airplane mode, occasionally you may
feel the need to take a picture of the board but otherwise keep them out of sight.

Special accommodations are exempted. [E.g., medical exemptions.]
Students with Disabilities, Health Related Needs, and/or Other Wellness Related Concerns:
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It is my goal to create a learning experience that is as accessible as possible. If you anticipate any
issues related to the format, materials, or requirements of this course, please email me so we
can explore potential options. If you are a student with a disability, or think you may have a
disability, you can also initiate this conversation with Laura Warner, Director of Student
Accessibility Services: lwarner@andover.edu. Please visit their Canvas page for contact and
other information. If you have already been approved for accommodations, please email me so
we can develop an implementation plan together. Barring unforeseen circumstances, any
necessary arrangements should be made within in the first two weeks of class or as soon as
possible thereafter.

Assessment, Grading, and Course Outline
General Grading Schema for all Assessments
24.
25.
26.
27.
28.
29.

Discussions Participation (and Attendance)
Paper Mini-Outline
Full Paper Outline (Choose 1)
Peer Reviewing
Final Paper or Alternative Project
Final Presentations

15%
15%
20%
5%
35%
10% (~75% for your own work)

Extension Policy:
It is always better to submit partial or imperfect work rather than submitting nothing at all. I think it is
normally a bad idea for you to request extensions as it will often just make keeping up in this and other
courses more difficult. Nevertheless, I try to be flexible about extensions and to trust your own
judgement about your needs. If you believe you need an extension you should request it at minimum
24 hours before the assignment deadline (sooner the better!). Later requests will be considered but are
less likely to be honored. It never hurts to ask for an extension, I will not hold it against you.
My extension policy is constrained by my departments guidelines.
I.
II.
III.

No extensions longer than 7 days without a medical excuse or extraordinary circumstances.
Extensions are normally limited to 2-4 days.
I normally will not discuss the assignment or answer substantive questions after the first
deadline out of a concern of fairness for all students.
Percentage to 6 Point Scale Conversions

6
65+
5
54+
4
97-100 <97-94 <94-91 <91-88 <88-85 <85-82 <82-79
Assignment Due Dates [Details for Particular Assignments to Come]
Assignment

4<79-76

(Some) Details. More extensive details will but
available on Canvas for each assignment.
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3+
<76-73

3 or less
<73…

All assignments due at
the start of class unless
otherwise noted
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Mini-Paper Outline –
Moral Standing
(Individualism)

Full-Paper Outline –
Choose 1

Peer Review and Peer
Workshopping

Final Paper (Or
Alternative Project)
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Three Parts:
4. Thesis sentence
5. Formalized author argument in premiseconclusion form. The focus is this part!
Engagement with formalized argument in 2
(formal or informal/prose).
Three Parts:
4. Introduction and Thesis Sentence,
5. Formalized author argument in premiseconclusion from.
6. Engagement with formalized argument.
Must be in formalized in premiseconclusion form. The focus is this part!
Note: You get ‘extra credit’ for doing earlier
deadlines. Functionally I evaluate you as normal
but then add a small baseline of 2 points to your
score if you select option 1. This is because you
will ordinarily have less practice with philosophy
earlier in the term and so I don’t want to unfairly
penalize you for taking on work before you’ve
had as much practice.
I will be reviewing your feedback and the
comments you share with your peers during our
paper review and presentations sessions. I
expect to only give perfect scores for those who
participate.
Paper of 1000-1250 words on either (i) a paper
outline from assignment 1 or 2, or (ii) a new
paper topic (in consultation with me).
Final papers must be submitted to Canvas by the
start time of the exam period listed on the endof-term schedule. Early submissions are of
course encouraged!
Alternative Project: I am happy to consider
alternatives to the final paper that allow you to
showcase some of your existing skills while
practicing philosophical reasoning. (E.g.,
recorded video presentations, comics, mixed
media, etc). However, I require you meet with
me during conference to discuss your proposed
project alternative.
Note: You get ‘extra credit’ for doing a project
with a partner or group. Functionally I evaluate
you as normal but then add a small baseline of 2
56

Sep 19
Extensions may be
available until Sep 20.

Deadlines Vary.
Deadline for option 1:
Oct 4
Deadline for option 2:
Oct 27

Nov 1 and 8 (in-class)

Nov 3
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points to your score. This is to encourage you all
to try collaborative philosophical work.
In our last class, and during exam week we will
have 10 minutes to present some work (with 5
of those reserved for your peers to ask
questions). You will be graded on both your
presentation AND your engagement with your
peers (both as a presenter and as an audience
member).

Day 1: Nov 10-17
depending on
assignment.

Full Course Outline and Weekly Reading Assignments
Date

27. Sep 6 (40
Min)

Sep 8 (40
Min)
28. Sep 13 (75
min)

29. Sep 15 (75
Min)

30. Sep 19 (40
Min)
31. Sep 20 (75
Min)
32. Sep 22 (75
Min)
33. Sep 26 (40
Min)
34. Sep 27 (75
Min)

Topic

Reading

Introduction to
Class and to
Validity and
Soundness
Introduction to
Ethics and
Theory
Individuals and
Collective
Solutions

Introduction to Class

Individuals and
Systems–A
Demand for
Political Theory
Social Contract
Theory
Overview
Democracy
Democracy in
the Workplace
Injustice and
Law Breaking
Against All
Authority: The
Anarchist
Critique

Assignments
and/or
Activities

Will Future Generations Condemn Us For? – Kwame
Anthony Appiah (3 pgs.)
Peter Singer – Famine, Affluence, and Morality (15
pgs.)
Optional Overview Brandon Boesch – ‘Ethics
and Absolute Poverty: Peter Singer and
Effective Altruism’ (1000 words)
Amia Srinivasan – Stop the Robot Apocalypse (10 pgs.)
Matthew Snow – Against Charity (~2500 Words)
David Antonini – Social Contract Theory

W.E.B. Du Bois - Of the Ruling of Men (from
Darkwater: Voices from within the Veil) (12 pgs.)
Elizabeth Anderson - “How bosses are (literally) like
dictators Dictatorship at Work” (~3000 Words)
Martin Luther King Jr - Letter from Birmingham Jail
(Abridged) (5 Pages)
Emma Goldman – Anarchism: What it Really Stands
For (9 Pages) from Anarchism and Other Essays
Recommended: Robert Paul Wolff – The
Conflict Between Authority and Autonomy (19
pgs.) from In Defense of Anarchism
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Mini-Outline
on Sep 13-15
due Today
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Optional: Profile of Goldman in Teen Vogue
Sep 29
Oct 3 (40)

Oct 4 (75
Min)
Oct 6 (75
Min)

No Class
Discussion Day
for Political
Theory and the
State
Rawls Game

No Class – Department Day
We’ll hold a general discussion of the state and law
readings.
Be prepared to defend randomly assigned positions.

Distributive
Justice and
John Rawls

Dick Timmer and Tim Meijers -- Distributive Justice

Oct 11 (75
Min)

Capitalism and
Socialism
Overview

Oct 13 (75
min)

Capitalism vs
Socialism in
Environmental
Ethics

Oct 20 (75
Min)
Oct 21
Oct 24 (40
Min)
Oct 25 (75
Min)
Oct 27 (75
Min)

Oct 31 (40
Min)
Nov 1 (75
Min)
35. Nov 3 (75
Min)

A Libertarian
Account of
Justice
No Class
A Moral
Argument for
Socialism
A Moral
Argument for
Socialism
Capitalism and
Socialism
Discussion Day

Rawls Game, No Reading!

Paper Outline
Option 1 Due
(Sep 19-Oct 3)

Ben Davies – John Rawls’ ‘Theory of Justice’ (1k
words)
Thomas Metcalf; read both:
1. Defining Capitalism and Socialism (999 words)
2. Arguments for Capitalism and Socialism (993
words)
L Hunter Lovins - Natural Capitalism: Path to
Sustainability? 3-8 (6 pgs.)
Trevor Zink - The Inevitable Labor and Environmental
Crises and the Need for a New Economic System (5
pgs.)
Robert Nozick – Anarchy, State, and Utopia, excerpts
from Chapter 7 (10 pgs.)
No Class – Dr. Kissel Out of Town
G.A. Cohen – Why Not Socialism
Finish Sections I, II, III, and V.
Note: Section IV (pgs. 53-79) is optional.
No New Reading, continue Cohen

We’ll hold a general discussion of our moral standing
readings.
Be prepared to defend randomly assigned positions.

Full Paper
Outline Option
2 Due (Oct 427)

Catch up day
Final Paper
Peer –
Reviewing
Full Paper [Or
alternative]
Due Date

In class peer reviewing of outlines (or ideally, final
papers/projects). Attendance is mandatory.
I’ll be available for Conferences, final papers due
today by end of class.
Attendance is mandatory
58

Peer
Reviewing
Work [In class]
Full Paper or
Alternative
Assessment is
Due.
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Nov 8 (75
Min)

36. Nov 10 (75
Min)
37. Nov 11 (40
min)
38. November
17 830am
– Final
Exam Class

Presentation
Workshopping

Presentations
Round 1
Presentations
Round 2
Presentations
Round 3

59

We’ll spend the class working on our presentations on
our final paper or alternative project. I’ll be here to
answer questions and you will have your peers to
offer feedback.
We’ll do our first round of presentations in class. 10
minutes per student (including 5 minute Q/A).
We’ll do our second round of presentations in class.
10 minutes per student (including 5 minute Q/A).
We’ll do our third round of presentations in class. 10
minutes per student (including 5 minute Q/A).
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Presentation
Days Assigned

Presentations
in Class
Presentations
in Class
Presentations
in Class
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C. Sample Syllabi – High School:
Dr. Joshua Kissel
He/They
JKissel@andover.edu

PHRE 360: Proof and Persuasion
Period 3: M: 120-2 T/TH: 135-250
Exam: November 15 at 1230pm
Classroom: Chapel Basement 15

Course Description:
This is an introductory level philosophy course in informal logic and to the philosophical study of
language. Some of the questions raised are the following:
What is the difference between a good argument and a poor one? What are the
common fallacies of thought? What are the limitations of logic? What is the meaning of
“meaning” and the truth about “truth?”
The course stresses the development of individual skill in argument and includes a critical
examination of the patterns of thought one encounters every day in magazines, in newspapers,
and on television. We’ll cover engage with areas of philosophical ethics and social & political
theory in some of the tests cases and examples we engage with as well as in our engagement
with concepts of propaganda.

Course Objectives: this course enables students to:
(1) Identify and understand the various components of philosophical argumentation (especially
deductive and inductive argument).
(2) Develop skills in argument construction and argument repair.
(3) Evaluate the validity and soundness or strength and cogency of arguments.
(4) Utilize the competencies above to critically engage with media and argument as it arises in
the world.
Conference Time and Contact Policies:
During my conference times (Mon: 1005-1045 and Wed: 950-1015) I will be sitting quietly
behind a desk in Chapel Basement in my office (C14D), staring at a wall unless students come to
meet with me. This time is meant for you to ask questions, discuss philosophy, or just hang out.
It is your time, and you do not need an excuse or any clarity about what you want to do. I
request, but do not require, that you send me an email alerting me to when you want to come,
and if you happen to know, what you plan to discuss.
If for whatever reason you cannot make the regular conference time but still would like to meet
please send me an email asap with a range of time that you could meet, and we will try to work
something out!
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Email Policy: Following Rel-Phil department guidelines I aim to respond to emails sent M-F from
9-5pm. You can email me outside of these hours but I may not reply until the next business day.
For particularly important or urgent requests please include [URGENT] in your subject header.
Questions that are precise and to the point are more likely to be answered quickly outside of
normal email hours.
Materials:
Students will receive a copy of A Field Guide to Lies – Daniel Levitin. All other readings will be
available on canvas, including our textbook (prepared by the departments own, Dr. Bhardwaj!).
Please bring all readings for the given module to class each day.

Class Expectations – Fostering Productive and Effective Discussions
Respect:
This course is designed to help each of you meet each of our course objectives. A large part of
achieving these goals is actively engaging with our course materials. Active participation in class,
on canvas, and on our assignments is proven to boost retention, speed up the learning process,
and facilitate creative thinking, among other things.
Most of all, the truths of the texts we are reading are not delivered from on high. We need to
engage critically with our texts; in other words, we need to practice doing philosophy as a
collective discipline. I strongly encourage you to talk to one another and not just to me. Here are
some suggestions and guidelines to facilitate such collaborative philosophy:
•
•
•
•
•

Practice being patient with others.
Listen carefully and respectfully.
Leave others room to speak; don’t monopolize or dominate.
When agreeing, explaining why you agree.
Criticize ideas and arguments, not the people who offer them.
How do we criticize others and discuss controversial ethical views without attacking our peers?
Endeavor to follow these guidelines:

•
Textual Evidence: The best points bring us back to the text. Use quotes and page
numbers to ground your questions or comments.
•
Prior Points: Our discussions should lead somewhere. Try to build on what’s been said,
before offering a different point.
•
Eye Contact: Look around the discussion circle and speak to everyone (not just me).
•
Assume the Best: Treat those who disagree with you as if they, like you, have the best of
intentions and assume that they too want to find the best answer to these questions. This goes
for our authors too!
Attendance:
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Always email me if you’re going to be late or absent. As a rule, I rely on the policies in the Blue
Book, but if you give me advance notice, I’ll be better able to work with you.
I will record attendance daily. Being late to class three times will negatively affect your
participation score in the way an unexcused absence would.
Academic Honesty:
Honesty is the basic value on which this community rests and is an essential component of
academic integrity. Academic integrity is demanded by the very nature of a school community.
Honesty in the academic area means claiming as one’s own only that work which is one’s own.
All scholarship builds upon the ideas and information of others; the honest person makes clear
in written work exactly what the source of any borrowed information or idea is, whether it be
library materials, the internet, classmates, or family members. Since words are the bearers of
both information and the unique style of the writer, the words of others, if borrowed, must be
properly acknowledged. In addition, work done for one course may not be used to secure credit
in another. It is not acceptable to submit one piece of work to more than one course without
prior consultation with and written permission from all instructors involved.
Simply: use the Writing Center (and note when you do), ask questions, and when in doubt, cite!
Screen Policy:
Screens are often shown to result in worse learning outcomes and lower grades for students,
they even effect students who are not using screens themselves. I share all lecture notes on
Canvas; and will often share a handout in class to help make it easier for you all to follow along
and participate in discussion. This is in order to help make note-taking less laborious.
At the same time, I recognize that some students will prefer to take notes on laptops or will
have their readings on electronic devices rather than printing them off. For these reasons I
permit screens for notetaking in most parts of class.
Exceptions to the permitted use of screens:
•
During discussion periods I will often require students to close their laptops/set aside
electronic devices. Bring paper and a writing device to jot down thoughts for these times.
•
I also suggest all students use paper for notetaking.
•
Additionally, I require everyone leave phones on airplane mode, occasionally you may
feel the need to take a picture of the board but otherwise keep them out of sight.
Special accommodations are exempted. [E.g., medical exemptions.]
Students with Disabilities, Health Related Needs, and/or Other Wellness Related Concerns:
It is my goal to create a learning experience that is as accessible as possible. If you anticipate any
issues related to the format, materials, or requirements of this course, please email me so we
can explore potential options. If you are a student with a disability, or think you may have a
disability, you can also initiate this conversation with Laura Warner, Director of Student
Accessibility Services: lwarner@andover.edu. Please visit their Canvas page for contact and
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other information. If you have already been approved for accommodations, please email me so
we can develop an implementation plan together. Barring unforeseen circumstances, any
necessary arrangements should be made within in the first two weeks of class or as soon as
possible thereafter.

Assessment, Grading, and Course Outline
General Grading Schema for all Assessments UPDATE THIS
30. Discussions Participation Attendance & Peer Review 10%
31. Homework
32. Major Assessments
a. Argument Mini-Outline
b. Part 1: Argument & Media Analysis Project Pitch
c. Part 2: AMA (Language)
d. Part 3: AMA (Knowledge)
e. Part 4: AMA (Author Argument Outline)
f. Part 5: AMA (Critical Engagement)
g. Part 6: AMA (Final Paper)

25%
65%
(15%)
(Complete/Incomplete)
(5%)
(5%)
(10%)
(5%)
(25%)

Extension Policy:
It is always better to submit partial or imperfect work rather than submitting nothing at all. I think it is
normally a bad idea for you to request extensions as it will often just make keeping up in this and other
courses more difficult. Nevertheless, I try to be flexible about extensions and to trust your own
judgement about your needs. If you believe you need an extension you should request it at minimum
24 hours before the assignment deadline (sooner the better!). Later requests will be considered but are
less likely to be honored. It never hurts to ask for an extension, I will not hold it against you.
My extension policy is constrained by my departments guidelines.
IV.
V.
VI.

No extensions longer than 7 days without a medical excuse or extraordinary circumstances.
Extensions are normally limited to 2-4 days.
I normally will not discuss the assignment or answer substantive questions after the first
deadline out of a concern of fairness for all students.
Percentage to 6 Point Scale Conversions

6
65+
5
54+
4
97-100 <97-94 <94-91 <91-88 <88-85 <85-82 <82-79
Assignment Due Dates [Details for Particular Assignments to Come]

4<79-76

Assignment

(Some) Details. More extensive details will but
available on Canvas for each assignment.

Homework

Complete homework and bring to class.
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3+
<76-73

3 or less
<73…

All assignments due at
the start of class unless
otherwise noted
Deadline Vary
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Mini-Paper Outline –

Peer Review and Peer
Workshopping
Argument & Media
Analysis (AMA) Project
(6 Steps)
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Normally we will have some time for corrections
in class. Normally, these will be done in pairs.
Three Parts:
6. Thesis sentence
7. Formalized author argument in premiseconclusion form. The focus is this part!
Engagement with formalized argument in 2
(formal or informal/prose).
I will be reviewing your feedback and the
comments you share with your peers during our
paper reviews throughout the term.
Ultimately you will submit a paper of ~800-1250
words analyzing a piece of media. Details for
each part are available on Canvas.
Final papers must be submitted to Canvas by the
start time of the exam period listed on the endof-term schedule. Early submissions are of
course encouraged!
Alternative Project: I am happy to consider
alternatives to a final paper. These alternatives
should allow you to showcase some of your
existing skills while practicing philosophical
reasoning. (E.g., recorded video presentations,
comics, mixed media, etc). However, I require
you meet with me during conference to discuss
your proposed project alternative.

Sep 19

Regularly Throughout
term and Nov 11
AMA [Step 1:
Proposal]: Oct 4,
830am.
AMA [Step 2:
Language]: Oct 13,
830am.
AMA [Step 3:
Knowledge]: Oct 20,
830am.
AMA [Step 4: Author
Argument]: Oct 25,
830am.
AMA [Step 5: Critical
Engagement]: Nov 1,
830am.
AMA [Step 6: Final
Project]: Nov 17 at
1030am.

You should normally bring your homework to class. You will sometimes have time to work in groups and
correct it for partial credit back (you’ll use different color pens for this).
Date

1. Sep 6 (40
Min)

Topic

Reading (Do this before class on assigned
date)

Introduction

We'll introduce each other and go over the
goals of the class.
64

Assignments
and/or
Activities
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Sep 8 (40
Min)

Introduction to
Arguments and
Inducements
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Read:
1.1: Introduction to Proof and Persuasion
1.2: Study of Arguments
1.3: Parts of Arguments
Read:
1.4: Extrapolating to Complete Arguments
1.5: Evaluating Arguments

2. Sep 13 (75
min)

Philosophical
Charity and
Evaluating
Arguments

3. Sep 15 (75
Min)

Discuss Chapter 1.
Argument Outline (1) discussed.
In-Class Work-time likely.

4. Sep 19 (40
Min)

Overview of Proof
and Persuasion,
Parts of a
Philosophical
Argument
Language and
Argument

5. Sep 20 (75
Min)

Language and
Argument

Read:
2.4: Vagueness and Ambiguity
2.5: Definitions
Optional: watch Dan Ariely, ‘Are we in control
of our own decisions?’
No New Reading

6. Sep 22 (75
Min)
7. Sep 26 (40
Min)

Language and
Argument
Knowledge (1)

8. Sep 27 (75
Min)

Knowledge (2)

Sep 29
Oct 3 (40)

No Class
Knowledge (3)

Oct 4 (75 Min)

Knowledge (4)

Read:
2.1: Introduction to Language
2.2: Language as a Social Practice
2.3: Doublespeak

Read:
3.1: The Testing and Use of Evidence
3.2: Identifying Quality Sources
Levitin – A Field Guide to Lies, “How Do We
Know?” pp. 123-128
Suggested:
Sara Wachter-Boettcher, excerpt
from Technically Wrong, Ch. 6
Safiya Umoja Noble, excerpts from
Introduction to Algorithms of
Oppression
Read:
3.3: Testimony (A Closer Look)
3.4: Scrutinizing Ourselves
No Class – Department Day
Read:
Nguyen – “Escape the echo chamber”
No New Reading
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Homework 1

Look at
Argument
Outline
Assignment
Homework 2
Homework 2

Argument
Outline (1)
Due
[Extended
until Sep 20]
Homework 3
Argument
Outline (1)
Due

Homework 3
[Rescheduled]

Homework 4

Homework 4
[Rescheduled]
(AMA) [Step
1: Proposal]
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Oct 6 (75 Min)

Human Nature (1)

Oct 11 (75
Min)

Human Nature (2)

Oct 13 (75
min)
Oct 20 (75
Min)

Human Nature (3)
Deductive (1)

Read:
5.1: Introduction to Deductive Logic
5.2: Important Forms of Deductive Logic

Oct 21
Oct 24 (40
Min)
Oct 25 (75
Min)

No Class
Deductive (2)

No Class – Dr. Kissel Out of Town
Read:
5.3: Deductive Fallacies
No New Reading

Oct 27 (75
Min)
Oct 31 (40
Min)

Inductive (1)

Nov 1 (75
Min)

Inductive (3)

Deductive (3)

Inductive (2)

Read:
4.1: Introduction to Human Nature
Garvey – The Persuaders Chapter 2 (Focus on
20-25, 38-51
4.2: Diversion
Read:
4.3: Emotion
Excerpt from Bortolotti’s Irrationality
4.4: Assumption
No New Reading

Read:
6.1: Introduction to Inductive Reasoning
Read:
6.2: Surveys, Statistics, and Polls
Levitin – A Field Guide to Lies, “How Numbers
are Collected” pp. 75-96
Levitin – A Field Guide to Lies, “Interpretation
and Framing” pp. 53-56
Read:
6.3: Cause
6.4: Statistics in the Wild
Read:
6.5: Argument by Analogy
Possibly an Applied Unit in Ethics or Other
Topic of Interests

9. Nov 3 (75
Min)
Nov 8 (75
Min)
10. Nov 10 (75
Min)
11. Nov 11 (40
min)

Inductive (4)

Media Analysis Peer
– Reviewing

In class peer reviewing of outlines (or ideally,
final media analysis papers/projects).
Attendance is mandatory.

12. November 17
830am – Final
Exam Class

Media Analysis [Or
alternative] Due
Date

I’ll be available for conferences, final papers
due today by end of class.

Wiggle-Room

Homework 5

AMA [Step 2:
Language]
AMA [Step 3:
Knowledge]

Homework 6
AMA [Step 4:
Author
Argument]
Homework 7
Homework 8

AMA [Step 5:
Critical
Engagement]

Wiggle-Room

Attendance is mandatory
66

Peer
Reviewing
Work [In
class]
AMA [Step 6]

Teaching Portfolio – Joshua Kissel

67

D. Sample Syllabi – High School: PHRE 340: Introduction to Ethics
Dr. Joshua Kissel
He/They
JKissel@andover.edu
Spring 2022
Classroom: Chapel Basement 15

Monday, Tuesday, Thursday
Period 4: M 1140-1220, T/Th 1045-12
Period 5: M 1230-110, T/Th 1210-125

Course Description:
This is an introductory level philosophy course in ethics and moral philosophy. This course deals
with normative questions around what is (morally) valuable and how we, individual agents,
ought to act in response to these values.
This course begins by jumping right into ethical thinking. We will begin by trying to answer
whether it is ever ok to judge others morally and discuss moral and cultural relativism. We will
then explore the possibility that we have serious obligation to those suffering from ills like
poverty. These discussions will help us see the need for theories to answer moral questions, and
so in our next set of classes we will consider three sorts of ethical theory: consequentialism,
virtue ethics, and Kantian deontology. We will then use these tools to think about some
questions in political philosophy related to distributive justice. The class concludes by spending
several sessions exploring environmental ethics. We’ll see how some consequentialists,
Kantians, and virtue theorists think through questions of ‘who’ matters morally and what we
might owe—if anything at all—non-standard moral subjects like non-human animals.
Course Objectives:
(1) Evaluate the validity and soundness of arguments.
(2) Contrast competing normative theories.
(3) Interrogate and identify the moral thinking underlying their own positions on several
questions of applied ethics.
(4) Assess the justifiability of the claims and arguments identified in 2 and 3.
In addition, students will acquire a background in important areas of philosophy including critical
reasoning, validity and soundness, normative ethical theory (including virtue ethics,
consequentialism, and Kantian deontology), distributive justice, the scope of ethics and moral
status, and applied questions, especially those related to environmental ethics.
Conference Time:
During my conference times (Mon: 1005-1045 and Wed: 950-1015) I will be sitting quietly
behind a desk in Chapel Basement in my office (C14D), staring at a wall unless students come to
meet with me. This time is meant for you to ask questions, discuss philosophy, or just hang out.
It is your time, and you do not need an excuse or any clarity about what you want to do. I
request, but do not require, that you send me an email alerting me to when you want to come,
and if you happen to know, what you plan to discuss.
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If for whatever reason you cannot make the regular conference time but still would like to meet
please send me an email asap with a range of time that you could meet, and we will try to work
something out! Additionally, I can be available to meet via Zoom if necessary.
Materials:
All readings except the Cohen book will be posted to Canvas in the files tab. You will also have
links to the readings for each week in the module for that week. Please bring all readings for the
given module to class each day.

Class Expectations – Fostering Productive and Effective Discussions
Respect:
This course is designed to help each of you meet each of our course objectives. A large part of
achieving these goals is actively engaging with our course materials. Active participation in class,
on canvas, and on our assignments is proven to boost retention, speed up the learning process,
and facilitate creative thinking, among other things.
Most of all, the truths of the texts we are reading are not delivered from on high. We need to
engage critically with our texts; in other words, we need to practice doing philosophy as a
collective discipline. I strongly encourage you to talk to one another and not just to me. Here are
some suggestions and guidelines to facilitate such collaborative philosophy:
•
•
•
•
•

Practice being patient with others.
Listen carefully and respectfully.
Leave others room to speak; don’t monopolize or dominate.
When agreeing, explaining why you agree.
Criticize ideas and arguments, not the people who offer them.

How do we criticize others and discuss controversial ethical views without attacking our peers?
Endeavor to follow these guidelines:
•
•
•
•

Textual Evidence: The best points bring us back to the text. Use quotes and page
numbers to ground your questions or comments.
Prior Points: Our discussions should lead somewhere. Try to build on what’s been said,
before offering a different point.
Eye Contact: Look around the discussion circle and speak to everyone (not just me).
Assume the Best: Treat those who disagree with you as if they, like you, have the best of
intentions and assume that they too want to find the best answer to these questions.
This goes for our authors too!

Attendance:
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Always email me if you’re going to be late or absent. As a rule, I rely on the policies in the Blue
Book, but if you give me advance notice, I’ll be better able to work with you.
I will record attendance daily. Being late to class three times will negatively affect your
participation score in the way an unexcused absence would.
Academic Honesty:
Honesty is the basic value on which this community rests and is an essential component of
academic integrity. Academic integrity is demanded by the very nature of a school community.
Honesty in the academic area means claiMing as one’s own only that work which is one’s own.
All scholarship builds upon the ideas and information of others; the honest person makes clear
in written work exactly what the source of any borrowed information or idea is, whether it be
library materials, the internet, classmates, or family members. Since words are the bearers of
both information and the unique style of the writer, the words of others, if borrowed, must be
properly acknowledged. In addition, work done for one course may not be used to secure credit
in another. It is not acceptable to submit one piece of work to more than one course without
prior consultation with and written permission from all instructors involved.
Simply: use the Writing Center (and indicate when you do), ask questions, and when in doubt,
cite!
Screen Policy:
Screens are often shown to result in worse learning outcomes and lower grades for students,
they even effect students who are not using screens themselves. I share all lecture notes on
Canvas; and will often share a handout in class to help make it easier for you all to follow along
and participate in discussion. This is in order to help make note-taking less laborious. At the
same time, I recognize that some students will prefer to take notes on laptops or will have their
readings on electronic devices rather than printing them off. For these reasons I permit screens
for notetaking in most parts of class.
Exceptions to the permitted use of screens:
•

•
•

During discussion periods I will often require students to close their laptops/set aside
electronic devices. Bring paper and a writing device to jot down thoughts for these
times.
I also suggest all students use paper for notetaking.
Additionally, I require everyone leave phones on airplane mode, occasionally you may
feel the need to take a picture of the board but otherwise keep them out of sight.

Special accommodations are exempted. [E.g., medical exemptions.]
Students with Disabilities, Health Related Needs, and/or Other Wellness Related Concerns:
It is my goal to create a learning experience that is as accessible as possible. If you anticipate any
issues related to the format, materials, or requirements of this course, please email me so we
can explore potential options. If you are a student with a disability, or think you may have a
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disability, you can also initiate this conversation with Laura Warner, Director of Student
Accessibility Services: lwarner@andover.edu. Please visit their Canvas page for contact and
other information. If you have already been approved for accommodations, please email me so
we can develop an implementation plan together. Barring unforeseen circumstances, any
necessary arrangements should be made within in the first two weeks of class or as soon as
possible thereafter.

Assessment, Grading, and Course Outline
General Grading Schema for all Assessments
33. Discussions Participation and Attendance
a. 1% weekly, 5% overall
34. Opening Reflection
35. Normative Theory Reflections (Choose 2)
36. Rawls Game Reflection
37. Paper Outline
38. Peer Review
39. Final Paper (1000 words)

15%
5%
10% (5% Each)
5%
25%
5%
35%

Percentage to 6 Point Scale Conversions
6
97-100

6<97-94

5+
<94-91

5
<91-88

5<88-85

4+
<85-82

4
<82-79

4<79-76

3+
<76-73

3 or less
<73…

Assignment Due Dates [Details for Particular Assignments Will be Posted on Canvas]:

Assignment

2. Extended Reflection
3. Short Discussion
Posts/Reflection on
Normative Theory
Reflection (2 of 3)

4. Rawls Discussion
Post

(Some) Details. More extensive details will but
available on Canvas for each assignment.

Due Dates
All assignments due
by the regular start
of class unless
otherwise noted.

300–500-word reflection on one of the opening
readings. 550 words MAX.
200-300-word reflections. One each for each
normative theory explored. 350 words MAX.

April 4

You will focus on explaining what you think is the
strongest asset of or strongest weakness of each
normative theory.
200-400-word reflection discussing your thoughts on
the Rawls game. 450 words MAX.
This will be posted in a discussion board. Your focus
will be on explaining your own thinking on the game.
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a) Consequentialism
April 11
b) Virtue Ethics April 25
c) Kantian Ethics
May 2
May 3
Graded:
Submitted (3)
Good/Satisfactory (4)
Great (5)
Excellent (6)
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If the discussion changed your position relative to
what your group decided, you should discuss this.
Paper Outline on Rawls
Paper Outline on
6.
Game or Cohen
environmental/animal
Three Parts:
ethics
7. Introduction and Three Parts:
Thesis Sentence,
1. Introduction and
8. Formalized
Thesis Sentence,
author argument
2. Formalized author
in premiseargument in
conclusion from.
premise9. Engagement
conclusion from.
with formalized
Engagement with
argument. Must
formalized
be in formalized
argument. Must
in premisebe in formalized in
conclusion form.
premiseFocus is this
conclusion form.
part!
Focus is this part!
I will be reviewing your feedback and the comments
you share with your peers during our paper review
session on November 9th and 11th.
Paper of 1000 words on either of the 2 paper outlines
(assignments 3 or 4 above).

5. Distributive Justice
Paper Outline
OR
Environmental
Ethics Paper
Outline

6. Peer Review

7. Final Paper

Final papers must be submitted to Canvas by the start
time of the exam period listed on the end-of-term
schedule. Early submissions are of course
encouraged!

Distributive Justice
Paper Outline, Due
May 9
OR
Environmental Ethics
Paper Outline, Due
May 16

May 23-26 (in-class)

Period 4: 9-11am June
1
Period 5: 1230-230
June 1

General Course Outline
Date

Topic

Reading

13. March 22/23
(75 Min)

Introduction to Class
and to Validity and
Soundness
Relativism and
Judging Others; the
Easy Case

No reading, come prepared to talk
about what philosophy is to you!

What is Ethics and
What do Ethicists
Care About?
Applied Ethics;
Global Poverty

What Will Future Generations
Condemn Us For? – Kwame Anthony
Appiah (3 pgs.)
Peter Singer – FaMine, Affluence,
and Morality (16 pgs.)

14. March 24 (75
Min)

15. March 28 (40
Min)
16. March 29 (75
Min)

Assignments
and/or Activities

Read: Mary Midgley – Trying Out
One’s New Sword (7 pgs.)
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Argument
Mapping (inclass)
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17. March 31 (75
Min)

Argument Mapping
Applied Ethics;
Global Poverty

72

No new reading, continue Singer.
Objections

18. April 4 (40
Min)
April 5 (75 Min)

Objections to Singer
Effective Altruism
Utilitarianism (Act
and Rule)

Watch Beth Barnes “Effective
Altruism” (6 Minutes)
Watch: Video: Utilitarianism (10
Minutes)
John Stuart Mill’s Utilitarianism;
Excerpts of Chapter 2.
Read pgs. 4-8, 11-13, 16-17 (9 pgs.)

April 7 (75 Min)

Utilitarianism
Continued

Argument
Mapping (inclass)
Opening
Reflection Due
Recommended
Reading:
Bentham,
Excerpts; Chapter
1 I-XII, Chapter 4
I-VII (5 pgs.)

Finish Mill.
Shantideva – Verses 90-103 (3 pgs.)

April 11 (40 Min)
19. April 12 (75
Min)

A Buddhist Argument
for Impartiality
A Problem for
Consequentialism?
Virtue and the Good
in Aristotle
What the Good is/it
not.
Function Argument.

20. April 14 (75
Min)
21. April 18
NO CLASS
April 19 (75 Min)

Virtue in Aristotle –
Function Argument.
Patriot’s Day/Easter
Weekend
Virtue in
Confucianism

22. April 21 (75
Min)

Virtue and Anger –
Applying Virtue
Ethics

Ursula LeGuin – The Ones who Walk
Away from Omelas (4 pgs.)
Watch: Aristotle and Virtue Theory
(9:21 Minutes)

Consequentialism
Reflection (a) Due

Aristotle – Nicomachean Ethics
excerpts from Book 1
Read chapters 1-5 (pgs. 2-6),
and chapters 7-8 (pgs. 8-13)
(11 pgs. total)
Continue Aristotle

Mencius (and Confucianism)
excerpts. (11 pgs.)
Read Excerpts (1A1-1A4,
1A6, 1B9, 2A4, 2A6, 6A1,
6A2, 6A6, 6A8, 6A14,6A15,
7B14)
[Marked on PDF]
Audre Lorde – The Uses of Anger:
Women Responding to Racism
(3709 Words)
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Self-Assessment:
What’s working
and what isn’t for
you?
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23. April 25 (40
Min)

Kant and Deontology
Maxims and
Contradictions

24. April 26 (75
Min)

25. April 28 (75
Min)
26. May 2 (40
Min)
May 3 (75 Min)

Kant and
Deontology;
Categorical
Imperatives
Deontology on
Global Poverty (A
Reply to Singer)
Distributive Justice
Distributive Justice
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Watch: The Good Life for Kant
[Compare this discussion of virtue
and happiness to Aristotle!]
Read: Dr. Bhardwaj Kant Reading Set
1 (5 pgs.)
Watch: Kant & Categorical
Imperatives (10:28 Minutes)
Read: Dr. Bhardwaj Kant Reading Set
2 (4 pgs.)
Onora O’Neill – A Kantian Approach
to FaMine Relief 294-300 (7 pgs.)
Rawls Game, No Reading for Today
G.A. Cohen – Why Not Socialism
Read Sections I, II, III, and V.
Section IV (pgs. 53-79) is optional.
No New Reading
Finish discussion of Cohen

27. May 5 (75
Min)

Distributive Justice

28. May 9 (40
Min)

Environmental Ethics
-Consequentialism

Peter Singer – All Animals Are Equal
(10 pgs.)

29. May 10 (75
Min)
30. May 12 (75
Min)

Environmental Ethics
– Deontology/Kant
Environmental Ethics
– Virtue

31. May 16 (40
Min)

Environmental Ethics
- Anthropocentrism

Tom Regan – The Case for Animal
Rights (10 pgs.)
Rosalind Hursthouse – Virtue Ethics
and the Treatment of Animals, pgs;
2-7, 12-14, 22-24 (12 pgs.)
William Baxter – People or Penguins:
The Case for Optimal Pollution (5
pgs.)

32. May 17/18
NO CLASS
33. May 19 (75
Min)
34. May 23 (40
Min)

Department Day
Catch Up Class
Final Paper
Discussion and
Guidelines
Distribute Outlines

Virtue Ethics
Reflection (b) Due

In Class Peer Reviewing of Outlines
for Final Paper.
You should have your outline draft,
updated in response to my
comments ready to share.

73

Kantian Ethics
Reflection (c) due
Rawls Discussion
Post by Today
Have at least
sections I and II
done today.
Distributive
Justice Paper
Outline Due

Environmental
Ethics Paper
Outline Due
[Short Extension
Available for
Baxter]

Teaching Portfolio – Joshua Kissel

74

35. May 24(75
Min)

Group Discussion of
Outlines

In Class Peer Reviewing of Outlines
for Final Paper

36. May 26(75
Min)
Final Exam Class

Final Paper
Workshopping
See End of Term
Schedule

Final paper workshopping.

74

Peer Reviewing
Work Due
June 1 (See
Above for
Timing)

Individual Report for PHIL_1100_20: Introduction to Philosophy
(Joshua Kissel)
Project Title: Course and Teacher Evaluations CTEC
Winter 2021
Courses Audience: 119
Responses Received: 78
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Report Comments
Course and Teacher Evaluations are intended solely for the use of faculty, staff and students of Northwestern University. Any
reproduction, republication or redistribution of this site's content is prohibited without the express permission of Northwestern
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Individual Report for Joshua Kissel (PHIL_110-0_20: Introduction to Philosophy)

Northwestern University

Course Evaluations

Teaching Assistant

Course

Joshua Kissel

PHIL_110-0_20: Introduction to Philosophy

DEMOGRAPHICS
Your School
1. Your School

Options

Count

Percentage

Education & SP

2

2.9%

Communication

6

8.7%

Graduate School

0

0.0%

KGSM

0

0.0%

McCormick

5

7.2%

Medill

3

4.3%

Music

0

0.0%

Summer

0

0.0%

SPS

0

0.0%

53

76.8%

WCAS
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Individual Report for Joshua Kissel (PHIL_110-0_20: Introduction to Philosophy)

Your Class
1. Your Class

Options

Count

Percentage

Freshman

37

48.7%

Sophomore

24

31.6%

Junior

12

15.8%

Senior

3

3.9%

Graduate

0

0.0%

Professional

0

0.0%

Other

0

0.0%

What is your reason for taking the course? (mark all that apply)

Options

Count

Percentage

Distribution requirement

56

65.9%

Major/Minor requirement

8

9.4%

Elective requirement

8

9.4%

Non-Degree requirement
No requirement
Other requirement
Respondent(s)

Copyright Northwestern University
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1.2%

11

12.9%

1

1.2%
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Individual Report for Joshua Kissel (PHIL_110-0_20: Introduction to Philosophy)

What was your interest in this subject before taking the course?
1. What was your interest in this subject before taking the course?

Options

Count

Percentage

1-Not interested at all

3

3.9%

2

6

7.8%

3

10

13.0%

4

22

28.6%

5

28

36.4%

8

10.4%

6-Extremely interested

TIME-SURVEY QUESTION
Estimate the average number of hours per week you spent on this course outside of class and lab time.
1. Estimate the average number of hours per week you spent on
this course outside of class and lab time.

Options

Count

Percentage

3 or fewer

38

49.4%

4-7

34

44.2%

8 - 11

5

6.5%

12 - 15

0

0.0%

16 - 19

0

0.0%

20 or more

0

0.0%
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Individual Report for Joshua Kissel (PHIL_110-0_20: Introduction to Philosophy)

TA QUESTIONS
Please rate the TA on the following criteria:
1. The TA was able to answer the students' questions adequately. 2. The TA was well prepared for each session.

Options

Score

Count

Percentage

1-Very Low

1

0

0.0%

1-Very Low

1

0

0.0%

2

2

1

3.1%

2

2

1

3.2%

3

3

3

9.4%

3

3

1

3.2%

4

4

4

12.5%

4

4

2

6.5%

5

5

13

40.6%

5

5

10

32.3%

6-Very High

6

11

34.4%

6-Very High

6

17

54.8%

Statistics

Value

Response Count

32

Options

Score Count Percentage

Statistics

Value

Response Count

31

Mean

4.94

Mean

5.32

Median

5.00

Median

6.00

Standard Deviation

1.08

Standard Deviation

0.98

3. The TA communicated ideas in a clear manner.

Options

4. The TA showed strong interest in teaching the course.

Score

Count

Percentage

1-Very Low

1

0

0.0%

1-Very Low

1

0

0.0%

2

2

1

3.2%

2

2

1

3.3%

3

3

2

6.5%

3

3

2

6.7%

4

4

8

25.8%

4

4

4

13.3%

5

5

9

29.0%

5

5

8

26.7%

6-Very High

6

11

35.5%

6-Very High

6

15

50.0%

Statistics
Response Count

Value
31

Options

Statistics
Response Count

Score Count Percentage

Value
30

Mean

4.87

Mean

5.13

Median

5.00

Median

5.50

Standard Deviation

1.09

Standard Deviation

1.11
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Individual Report for Joshua Kissel (PHIL_110-0_20: Introduction to Philosophy)

OPEN-ENDED QUESTIONS
What are the primary strengths and weaknesses of the teaching assistant?
Comments
Every discussion section lacked proper structure. We would just randomly sort through the texts assigned for the week without
really focusing on a key aspect that was covered in the lecture. Joshua would throw out a question and let it float into random,
unrelated tangents. I think the most frustrating thing, though, is the fact that the discussions sections did not assist me at all in
writing the papers for the class. Joshua would leave us in breakout rooms which would be just be consistently unproductive or
awkward. And this was just part of the consistent theme of a poor understanding and effort to overcome the digital barrier of this
class. There should have had a more active role in helping us plan and build our essays built into the discussion section as
opposed to being forced to use office hours constantly. While papers were graded fairly and contained lots of structured,
understandable feedback, something which I felt could not be said about the discussion section itself.
Good at facilitating conversation and proposing new ideas.
Did a good job of explaining the readings in discussion. I thought the discussions we had could've been slightly more structured,
but they were still pretty interesting.
Josh came to our discussion sections well prepared. He asked good questions and was always really to clarify if we had any
questions for him.
Little confusing but very helpful and informative
He was passionate about the material, answered questions effectively, and was helpful in 1–on–1 meetings.
He was good at reinforcing what the lectures taught and he was very engaging.
He was very invested in the course material and always did his best to explain the topics in more depth if Professor Goldberg didn't
have enough time during lecture. He made sure that the class was contributing and would lead us in the right direction if we were
confused. I really enjoyed being in his section. I think the one thing that was hard was that sometimes he spoke pretty quickly, but
once you got used to it, it wasn't hard to keep up.
outstanding in terms of preparing the discussion. extremely helpful and supportive.
Josh was a kind TA and led a great discussion section: I appreciated that he summarized the lectures each week and facilitated
good discussions. He is a bit of a tricky grader, and at times feedback felt a bit harsh, but I learned a lot from discussion and
enjoyed the section a lot.
Fantastic TA! I feel like Josh has made me a much better writer. He is very encouraging, and always provides feedback that is very
useful. He is willing to dedicate time to his students, and is great at guiding students. He makes the subject a lot easier to
understand. Very open to new ideas. I am glad to have had him as my TA.
Strengths:
1. He is really nice and enthusiastic
2. He is dedicated to helping each individual student
Weakness:
1. He pressures participation
2. He doesn’t like to meet the day before a paper is due
He was very good at asking the right questions to facilitate discussions, and helped clarify and conceptualize the course material
throughout the section, while also being very willing to help his students.
Joshua Kissel offered thought provoking questions which were helpful. I would have liked it if he were to briefly explain the readings
for the class so we could reassure our understanding.
Very nice and approachable to students. Was always willing to meet over zoom to discuss paper topics. Provided great feedback
onn papers.
He was great at quickly responding to emails and worked with me to develop my essays.
Amazing TA, best I have had in any class at NU. Kept the class engaged over zoom which is shocking and I cannot say for any other
TA. Very well taught. No weaknesses.
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REMOTE LEARNING
Rate how well the approaches used in this course for remote instruction during Winter 2021 contributed
to your learning.
1. Rate how well the approaches used in this course for remote
instruction during Winter 2021 contributed to your learning.

Options

Score

Count

Percentage

1-Very Low

1

0

0.0%

2

2

2

2.7%

3

3

4

5.5%

4

4

15

20.5%

5

5

36

49.3%

6-Very High

6

16

21.9%

Statistics
Response Count

Value
73

Mean

4.82

Median

5.00

Standard Deviation

0.93

Which aspects of the remote instruction helped contribute to your success in this course? Please
explain.
Comments
You could review lectures and PowerPoints
They used zoom and avoided overusing breakout rooms
Slides and conversation
The weekly discussion sections were helpful for understanding the texts.
The breakout rooms and recorded lectures.
N/A
The zoom classes were well structured, and the presentations got their points across. There weren't any major mishaps nor
inconveniences.
Remote helped control class size and made discussions interesting.
All
Live instruction
Synchronous lectures
Overall, I think that both professor Goldberg and my TA were understanding of the challenges of remote learning. I liked that the
lectures and lecture slides were available on Canvas after each class.
The discussion sections helped me review the course material much better, which then helped me when writing my essays. Online
office hours also contributed to adjusting to writing, reading, and comprehending philosophical texts better.
As mentioned above, we often used breakout rooms to discuss things with partners. I think that this definitely helped me learn
more.
Discussion sections with the TAs, breakout rooms were fine, using the chat was fun even though no one responded to my "what is

Copyright Northwestern University

7/9

Individual Report for Joshua Kissel (PHIL_110-0_20: Introduction to Philosophy)
Comments
grief if not love persevering comment" but other than that, good.
It was easy to follow along
Posted recordings of lectures were great in case you couldn't make the remote lecture time
Professor kept class engaging by encouraging student participation, despite being a huge lecture.
The presentations were very helpful.
Ease of access with a laptop
We used breakout rooms a lot during lecture and discussion section so it was good to actually have discussions with the other
members of the course. It allowed me to fully understand topics, especially if I had been a bit confused, and it provided different
viewpoints. In a remote class, it can be hard to talk to others, so the breakout rooms were very helpful.
The use of breakout rooms was really helpful because I felt like I could engage with other students on the content, especially when
it was really confusing.
Video recordings and breakout rooms.
I enjoyed that the professor posted our lectures after classes, so I could rewatch them and organize my notes more clearly instead
of having to write as fast as possible and not being able to read it after.
Remote learning is not my favorite in any aspect, but this has nothing to do with the professor/course – I don't think this class was
hindered in any way!
I appreciated that we did breakout rooms and still had lots of conversation over zoom. Discussions were very useful in the course.
Recorded lectures allowed me to revisit material
There weren't many remote aspects of the instruction other than the Zoom classes
Professor Goldberg's lectures helped to summarize the philosophical points that we read.
I think the small discussion section made it easier to take the class on zoom.
I liked that we had a discussion and that we could meet with our TAs to discuss our papers.
The breakout room discussions worked extremely well! It helped me actually engage with the topics covered, instead of just
passively listening to lecture. Also, being able to hear my classmates' different views and reactions to the readings (and debate with
them!) was super fun. I wish we could have had these more often, and maybe also extending these into the discussion sections?
The discussions really helped in clarifying and improving the understanding of the course material
The TA led discussions helped me reassure I understood the material.
Live lecture; discussion
The professor and TA utilized breakout rooms which were nice because we were able to debate and discuss with classmates.
I liked being able to go back and watch the lectures whenever I wanted.
Stop remote learning
Lectures helped the most because they helped understanding of the arguments made in the reading, which can be convoluted and
difficult to understand at times.
The lectures being recorded were very helpful, and the zoom breakout rooms for discussion during lecture were nice in being able
to share ideas with other students in a more closed space.
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Which aspects of the remote instruction could be improved? Please explain.
Comments
Just do not do breakout rooms at all
Facilitating group conversation
Provding the lecture notes on the Canvas page somewhere to refer to while writing papers.
N/A
None
I think there should be more discussion involved. The discussion sessions are usually really short and insufficient to get through all
the topics.
None
None
None
I don't think that I would change anything, I thought this class worked well for remote learning.
I know it is difficult to get to know your students when there are about 100 enrolled in the course, but if there was any way the
professor could get to know students that would have been ideal. Perhaps office hours?
Overall, this course was conducted as well as it could have been.
None
none
none
I wish there were some presentation slides that could have been used for discussion sections. I also would have found it more
beneficial if there were exemplars for the papers.
Not much, to be honest. Any issues with remote instruction come from the fact that it is remote instruction instead of in–person
classes.
I don't think there's much that can be improved, honestly. Professor Goldberg and this class did what they could with the limited
tools available.
Hard to think of any off the top of my head.
When we were in the main lectures, we would use breakout rooms every once and a while, and while at the beginning of the quarter
I felt like I was having good conversations in them, by the end of the quarter most people would not talk much and would just sit in
silence with their camera off.
No way to improve, but I'm just biased against remote learning, lol.
I honestly thought it was the best it could be.
n/a
I think it would have been nice to have some short quizzes or other ways to be graded/
I do not like the forced participation on zoom because it’s harder for some people to participate than others. ( referring to the
discussion section and not lecture)
None, I thought it was great.
The slides could be posted for reference.
The amount of reading that is required is a lot.
None
Was pretty conducive to online learning.
N/A. I think the remote instruction was perfect.
Stop remote learning
Discussion sections were difficult in a remote context because it's very easy to remain silent and not contribute much, and it can be
intimidating to openly discuss ideas in a discussion of 20 people where only 4 people are actually talking.
None; everything was good.
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Individual Report for Joshua Kissel (RELIGION_220-0_20: Introduction to Hebrew Bible)

Northwestern University

Course Evaluations

Teaching Assistant

Course

Joshua Kissel

RELIGION_220-0_20: Introduction to Hebrew Bible

DEMOGRAPHICS
Your School
1. Your School

Options

Count

Percentage

Education & SP

1

4.2%

Communication

0

0.0%

Graduate School

0

0.0%

KGSM

0

0.0%

McCormick

1

4.2%

Medill

2

8.3%

Music

0

0.0%

Summer

0

0.0%

SPS

0

0.0%

20

83.3%

WCAS
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Individual Report for Joshua Kissel (RELIGION_220-0_20: Introduction to Hebrew Bible)

Your Class
1. Your Class

Options

Count

Percentage

3

12.0%

12

48.0%

Junior

6

24.0%

Senior

4

16.0%

Graduate

0

0.0%

Professional

0

0.0%

Other

0

0.0%

Freshman
Sophomore

What is your reason for taking the course? (mark all that apply)

Options

Count

Percentage

Distribution requirement

20

80.0%

Major/Minor requirement

2

8.0%

Elective requirement

0

0.0%

Non-Degree requirement

2

8.0%

No requirement

1

4.0%

Other requirement

0

0.0%

Respondent(s)

Copyright Northwestern University
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Individual Report for Joshua Kissel (RELIGION_220-0_20: Introduction to Hebrew Bible)

What was your interest in this subject before taking the course?
1. What was your interest in this subject before taking the course?

Options

Count

Percentage

1-Not interested at all

2

8.0%

2

1

4.0%

3

2

8.0%

4

8

32.0%

5

8

32.0%

6-Extremely interested

4

16.0%

TIME-SURVEY QUESTION
Estimate the average number of hours per week you spent on this course outside of class and lab time.
1. Estimate the average number of hours per week you spent on
this course outside of class and lab time.

Options

Count

Percentage

3 or fewer

12

48.0%

4-7

10

40.0%

8 - 11

1

4.0%

12 - 15

1

4.0%

16 - 19

1

4.0%

20 or more

0

0.0%
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Individual Report for Joshua Kissel (RELIGION_220-0_20: Introduction to Hebrew Bible)

TA QUESTIONS
Please rate the TA on the following criteria:
1. The TA was able to answer the students' questions adequately. 2. The TA was well prepared for each session.

Options

Score

Count

Percentage

1-Very Low

1

0

0.0%

1-Very Low

1

0

0.0%

2

2

0

0.0%

2

2

0

0.0%

3

3

0

0.0%

3

3

0

0.0%

4

4

0

0.0%

4

4

0

0.0%

5

5

8

36.4%

5

5

6

27.3%

6-Very High

6

14

63.6%

6-Very High

6

16

72.7%

Statistics

Value

Response Count

22

Options

Score Count Percentage

Statistics

Value

Response Count

22

Mean

5.64

Mean

5.73

Median

6.00

Median

6.00

Standard Deviation

0.49

Standard Deviation

0.46

3. The TA communicated ideas in a clear manner.

Options

4. The TA showed strong interest in teaching the course.

Score

Count

Percentage

1-Very Low

1

0

0.0%

1-Very Low

1

0

0.0%

2

2

0

0.0%

2

2

0

0.0%

3

3

0

0.0%

3

3

0

0.0%

4

4

1

4.5%

4

4

1

4.5%

5

5

5

22.7%

5

5

6

27.3%

6-Very High

6

16

72.7%

6-Very High

6

15

68.2%

Statistics
Response Count

Value
22

Options

Statistics
Response Count

Score Count Percentage

Value
22

Mean

5.68

Mean

5.64

Median

6.00

Median

6.00

Standard Deviation

0.57

Standard Deviation

0.58
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Individual Report for Joshua Kissel (RELIGION_220-0_20: Introduction to Hebrew Bible)

OPEN-ENDED QUESTIONS
What are the primary strengths and weaknesses of the teaching assistant?
Comments
Teaching assistant asked students deeper questions that added to discussions.
While I only had a few interactions with Joshua, he was helpful and asked thought–provoking questions.
Joshua led the discussions and explained the material well.
Could've put more time/effort into the grading. Led discussion well
Very understanding and communicative. Weakness: graded too harshly

REMOTE LEARNING
Rate how well the approaches used in this course for remote instruction during Fall 2020 contributed to
your learning.
1. Rate how well the approaches used in this course for remote
instruction during Fall 2020 contributed to your learning.

Options

Score

Count

Percentage

1-Very Low

1

1

4.8%

2

2

1

4.8%

3

3

3

14.3%

4

4

2

9.5%

5

5

11

52.4%

6-Very High

6

3

14.3%

Statistics
Response Count

Value
21

Mean

4.43

Median

5.00

Standard Deviation

1.33
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Which aspects of the remote instruction helped contribute to your success in this course? Please
explain.
Comments
Prof. Wimpfheimer does a great job of engaging students and his idea of discussion groups was really effective, even if
discussions were too broad to be effective.
– good to mix up breakout rooms halfway through
– recorded lectures were good to review for finals/
Discussions during class helped to connect ideas and introduce new ones. It was nice to hear and speak with other students who
brought in different knowledge about the Hebrew Bible text.
Though this may not be unique to remote instruction, the slides were very helpful.
The recordings
Prof. Wimpfheimer checked the chat regularly, which made it easy to ask questions. He also effectively used Internet resources
such as Sefaria in his lectures, taking advantage of the remote environment effectively.
discussion groups
I liked the discussion groups.
Structure of the class did not accommodate time zone flexibility. Lectures were pact with unnecessary information. Grading was too
harsh.
I appreciated the discussion posts and being given the Powerpoints after class.
This course did not feel very different than in person lecture with lecture notes, slides, and exams.
n/a

Which aspects of the remote instruction could be improved? Please explain.
Comments
Prof. Wimpfheimer seemed frustrated when students didn't have their cameras on, and this makes total sense, but as a student,
it's sometimes really difficult to! I had roommates who were using WiFi at the same time as me and if I left my camera on, the entire
feed would freeze (especially when they would try to access their classes). Once he e–mailed me about my camera usage, I felt
weird about even turning it off to use the restroom. I was present at every class and was listening, but it felt like someone was
always watching me to make sure that I was showing my face at all times.
– breakout rooms would sometimes be silent, also a couple people in my group just wouldn't be there
N/A
The instruction could be improved by better adherence to a schedule; lectures often needed to go 5–10 minutes over because too
much time was spent on breakout rooms or explaining parts of the lecture that were often just background.
recording lectures
The online lecture format was a little dry.
Structure of the class did not accommodate time zone flexibility. Lectures were pact with unnecessary information. Grading was too
harsh.
Much of what I would change about the course probably coudln't be altered for another remote format. If there's one small thing it
would be that the textbook readings didn't always line up with the Bible readings or the class discussions.
The course did not feel different and it was not a problem.
more alternatives to just reading
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Individual Report for Joshua Kissel (PHIL_261-0_20: Intro to Political Phil)

Northwestern University

Course Evaluations

Instructor

Course

Joshua Kissel

PHIL_261-0_20: Intro to Political Phil

DEMOGRAPHICS
Your School
1. Your School

Options

Count

Percentage

Education & SP

1

9.1%

Communication

0

0.0%

Graduate School

0

0.0%

KGSM

0

0.0%

McCormick

0

0.0%

Medill

0

0.0%

Music

0

0.0%

Summer

0

0.0%

SPS

0

0.0%

10

90.9%

WCAS
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Your Class
1. Your Class

Options

Count

Percentage

Freshman

5

41.7%

Sophomore

3

25.0%

Junior

1

8.3%

Senior

3

25.0%

Graduate

0

0.0%

Professional

0

0.0%

Other

0

0.0%

What is your reason for taking the course? (mark all that apply)

Options

Count

Percentage

Distribution requirement

9

75.0%

Major/Minor requirement

1

8.3%

Elective requirement

1

8.3%

Non-Degree requirement

0

0.0%

No requirement

1

8.3%

Other requirement

0

0.0%

Respondent(s)
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What was your Interest in this subject before taking the course?
1. What was your interest in this subject before taking the course?

Options

Count

Percentage

1-Not interested at all

0

0.0%

2

2

16.7%

3

3

25.0%

4

4

33.3%

5

3

25.0%

6-Extremely interested

0

0.0%

TIME-SURVEY QUESTION
Estimate the average number of hours per week you spent on this course outside of class and lab time.
1. Estimate the average number of hours per week you spent on
this course outside of class and lab time.

Options

Count

Percentage

3 or fewer

1

8.3%

4-7

7

58.3%

8 - 11

4

33.3%

12 - 15

0

0.0%

16 - 19

0

0.0%

20 or more

0

0.0%
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COURSE QUESTIONS
Provide an overall rating of the course.
1. Provide an overall rating of the course.

Options

Score

Count

Percentage

1-Very Low

1

0

0.0%

2

2

0

0.0%

3

3

0

0.0%

4

4

3

25.0%

5

5

4

33.3%

6-Very High

6

5

41.7%

Statistics

Value

Response Count

12

Mean

5.17

Median

5.00

Standard Deviation

0.83

Estimate how much you learned in the course.
1. Estimate how much you learned in the course.

Options

Score

Count

Percentage

1-Very Low

1

0

0.0%

2

2

0

0.0%

3

3

1

9.1%

4

4

2

18.2%

5

5

4

36.4%

6-Very High

6

4

36.4%

Statistics
Response Count

Value
11

Mean

5.00

Median

5.00

Standard Deviation

1.00
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Rate the effectiveness of the course in challenging you intellectually.
1. Rate the effectiveness of the course in challenging you
intellectually.

Options

Score

Count

Percentage

1-Very Low

1

0

0.0%

2

2

0

0.0%

3

3

0

0.0%

4

4

2

16.7%

5

5

4

33.3%

6-Very High

6

6

50.0%

Statistics

Value

Response Count

12

Mean

5.33

Median

5.50

Standard Deviation

0.78

Rate the instructional materials (texts, audiovisual materials, etc.) used in this course.
1. Rate the instructional materials (texts, audiovisual materials,
etc.) used in this course.

Options

Score

Count

Percentage

1-Very Low

1

0

0.0%

2

2

0

0.0%

3

3

0

0.0%

4

4

2

16.7%

5

5

4

33.3%

6-Very High

6

6

50.0%

Statistics
Response Count

Value
12

Mean

5.33

Median

5.50

Standard Deviation

0.78
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INSTRUCTOR QUESTIONS
Provide an overall rating of the instruction.
1. Provide an overall rating of the instruction.

Options

Score

Count

Percentage

1-Very Low

1

0

0.0%

2

2

0

0.0%

3

3

0

0.0%

4

4

2

16.7%

5

5

3

25.0%

6-Very High

6

7

58.3%

Statistics

Value

Response Count

12

Mean

5.42

Median

6.00

Standard Deviation

0.79

Rate the effectiveness of the instructor in stimulating your interest in the subject.
1. Rate the effectiveness of the instructor in stimulating your
interest in the subject.

Options

Score

Count

Percentage

1-Very Low

1

0

0.0%

2

2

0

0.0%

3

3

0

0.0%

4

4

2

16.7%

5

5

4

33.3%

6-Very High

6

6

50.0%

Statistics
Response Count

Value
12

Mean

5.33

Median

5.50

Standard Deviation

0.78
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Rate how well prepared the instructor was for the class.
1. Rate how well prepared the instructor was for the class.

Options

Score

Count

Percentage

1-Very Low

1

0

0.0%

2

2

0

0.0%

3

3

0

0.0%

4

4

2

16.7%

5

5

4

33.3%

6-Very High

6

6

50.0%

Statistics

Value

Response Count

12

Mean

5.33

Median

5.50

Standard Deviation

0.78

Rate the effectiveness with which the instructor communicated course content and ideas.
1. Rate the effectiveness with which the instructor communicated
course content and ideas.

Options

Score

Count

Percentage

1-Very Low

1

0

0.0%

2

2

0

0.0%

3

3

0

0.0%

4

4

1

8.3%

5

5

5

41.7%

6-Very High

6

6

50.0%

Statistics
Response Count

Value
12

Mean

5.42

Median

5.50

Standard Deviation

0.67
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Rate the instructor's enthusiasm in teaching this class.
1. Rate the instructor's enthusiasm in teaching this class.

Options

Score

Count

Percentage

1-Very Low

1

0

0.0%

2

2

0

0.0%

3

3

0

0.0%

4

4

1

8.3%

5

5

3

25.0%

6-Very High

6

8

66.7%

Statistics

Value

Response Count

12

Mean

5.58

Median

6.00

Standard Deviation

0.67

OPEN-ENDED QUESTIONS
Did the course help you learn? Why or why not?
Comments
Lot of interesting reading especially for this time!
It did in some ways but didn't in others. I learned a lot in terms of content and information, and I found the topics themselves
fascinating. But at the same time I didn't improve throughout the course despite the fact that I consistently put in the effort. I'm not
sure if I just wasn't getting it, but based on my progress, it's hard to say that I was actually able to learn and develop the relevant
skills expected in the course.
Yes, both the reading materials and lectures were interesting.
Yes! The content was well presented with interesting lectures and readings.
Yes! I really like the outline assignments. They helped me learn how to formalize arguments without the pressure of having to crank
out 5 page essays every week.
Yes, the readings in the class were helpful in introducing different viewpoints on the same topic, and lectures reinforced the
readings well.
Yes, I liked how the professor broke things down and showed how he thought about things.
Yes, the readings were really well–picked and offered a lot of new ideas I had never considered before.
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Please summarize your reaction to this course focusing on the aspects that were most important to you.
Comments
Good class – good one for online though I personally wish i went to more love discussion sections.
I loved the topics of political philosophy we covered, so the class was fairly easy as I was interested in the material.
I loved it!! I wish everyone took this course.
This was a great distro class–– the readings were interesting, the outline assignments were not too difficult and Josh was flexible
and his lectures were interesting. I also enjoyed how applicable the concepts and readings were to current events.
I enjoyed this class a lot. It has been eye opening to consider many philosophical arguments I wouldn’t have otherwise, and it has
helped me to improve my own argument construction.
Overall, I thought this was a really well–taught course. Going in, I was worrid about being a STEM major with no philosophical
background, but I ended up learning a lot. I wasn't able to go to the live discussion sections, but during the Rawls games Prof.
Kissel was really good at facilitating discussion. Discussion boards were a good idea for an alternative to the live discussion
sections. I also liked how clear the assignment guidelines were––each outline and the final paper had clear instructions, and I
actually found it really helpful that each reading assignment had the number of pages written next to it. Prof. Kissel's comments
were also super helpful in knowing how to improve on your outlines and philosophical reasoning.

What are the primary teaching strengths of the instructor?
Comments
very responsive and helpful!
He gave really good feedback that helped me see where I was struggling or the things I missed in my assignments. Also, he was
really understanding and responsive to students.
He really knows his stuff.
He is very good at challenging students' opinions in respectful and productive ways.
He was very flexible (multiple options for discussions, papers, outlines etc) and clearly passionate and knowledgeable about the
concepts. He provided a great mix of perspectives in the readings as well.
He did a great job of explaining dense philosophical concepts and providing examples for theoretical ideas that may have been
hard to fully understand in a concrete sense.
Good at breaking down complex arguments and offering different viewpoints. Also gives really constructive feedback on
assignments.

What are the primary weaknesses, if any, of the instruction?
Comments
I think the lectures were probably the weakest point of the instruction. There were sometimes typos or times where he had to take a
second to figure out the slide. The lectures were really helpful for clarifying and explaining the texts we were assigned, but
sometimes it just felt like he was just reading off the slides.
None!
Sometimes the lectures were a little dense and fast for an introduction class, but he posted the slides online so it was easy to
review.
I would have liked to see more insight beyond the texts in lecture.

Can you offer suggestions for improvement?
Comments
It would really help if the lectures were posted a little earlier and were shorter or split into parts (ex. instead of going over two
readings in one lecture, split it up into two different ones).
No!
Overall, everything was good!
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What aspect of this course (reading, lectures, assignments, or units) did you find most beneficial to your
learning?
Comments
I thought the discussion boards were really helpful both in seeing what others thought and getting to interact with them and causing
me to reflect on the readings more.
I loved the live discussion sections.
The outlines were great.
I found the readings most beneficial to learning, but lectures were a good supplement.
As a whole I actually enjoyed the readings a lot more than I initially thought I would.

What is one thing you would keep the same about this course if you had to retake it?
Comments
rawls game – so interesting
Live discussions!
Outlines!
The readings offered good perspective. The one reading I didn’t like and didn’t feel had real relevance was Susan Moller Okin’s
piece about multiculturalism and women.
Prof. Kissel's feedback on my outlines really helped me see what I was doing well and where I could improve.

What online teaching tools or techniques from other courses would you like to see integrated into
future versions of this course?
Comments
it’d be cool to relate more to current issues
Maybe another full length paper.
None
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REMOTE LEARNING
Rate how well the approaches used in this course for remote instruction during Summer 2020
contributed to your learning.
1. Rate how well the approaches used in this course for remote
instruction during Summer 2020 contributed to your learning.

Options

Score

Count

Percentage

1-Very Low

1

0

0.0%

2

2

0

0.0%

3

3

0

0.0%

4

4

2

16.7%

5

5

6

50.0%

6-Very High

6

4

33.3%

Statistics
Response Count

Value
12

Mean

5.17

Median

5.00

Standard Deviation

0.72

Which aspects of the remote instruction helped contribute to your success in this course? Please
explain.
Comments
clear instructions and posted pwoerpoints
Live discussions.
I like the asynchronous aspect: I could do all the readings on my own time and then do the discussion board. It made it very easy to
keep up with the work. Canvas was organized very well, too.
I enjoyed the fact that the course was asynchronous. The flexibility of the class helped me to take my own time in understanding the
subjects I was taking.
Having the choice between live discussion and discussion boards was really nice.

Which aspects of the remote instruction could be improved? Please explain.
Comments
teacher accessibility
None.
Sometimes the lectures were a little long and fast paced which made it difficult to follow along.
N/A
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Northwestern University

Course Evaluations

Teaching Assistant

Course

Joshua Kissel

PHIL_262-0_20: Ethical Problems/Public Issues

DEMOGRAPHICS
Your School
1. Your School

Options

Count

Percentage

Education & SP

14

13.3%

Communication

6

5.7%

Graduate School

0

0.0%

KGSM

0

0.0%

McCormick

4

3.8%

Medill

7

6.7%

Music

0

0.0%

Summer

0

0.0%

SPS

1

1.0%

73

69.5%

WCAS
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Your Class
1. Your Class

Options

Count

Percentage

Freshman

53

47.3%

Sophomore

35

31.3%

Junior

17

15.2%

Senior

7

6.3%

Graduate

0

0.0%

Professional

0

0.0%

Other

0

0.0%

What is your reason for taking the course? (mark all that apply)

Options

Count

Percentage

Distribution requirement

97

81.5%

Major/Minor requirement

9

7.6%

Elective requirement

6

5.0%

Non-Degree requirement

1

0.8%

No requirement

6

5.0%

Other requirement

0

0.0%

Respondent(s)
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What was your interest in this subject before taking the course?
1. What was your interest in this subject before taking the course?

Options

Count

Percentage

4

3.5%

2

11

9.7%

3

19

16.8%

4

40

35.4%

5

29

25.7%

6-Extremely interested

10

8.8%

1-Not interested at all

TIME-SURVEY QUESTION
Estimate the average number of hours per week you spent on this course outside of class and lab time.
1. Estimate the average number of hours per week you spent on
this course outside of class and lab time.

Options

Count

Percentage

3 or fewer

93

82.3%

4-7

20

17.7%

8 - 11

0

0.0%

12 - 15

0

0.0%

16 - 19

0

0.0%

20 or more

0

0.0%
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TA QUESTIONS
Please rate the TA on the following criteria:
1. The TA was able to answer the students' questions adequately. 2. The TA was well prepared for each session.

Options

Score

Count

Percentage

1-Very Low

1

1

2.2%

1-Very Low

1

1

2.2%

2

2

4

8.7%

2

2

2

4.3%

3

3

5

10.9%

3

3

4

8.7%

4

4

5

10.9%

4

4

5

10.9%

5

5

13

28.3%

5

5

12

26.1%

6-Very High

6

18

39.1%

6-Very High

6

22

47.8%

Statistics

Value

Response Count

46

Options

Score Count Percentage

Statistics

Value

Response Count

46

Mean

4.72

Mean

4.98

Median

5.00

Median

5.00

Standard Deviation

1.42

Standard Deviation

1.31

3. The TA communicated ideas in a clear manner.

Options

4. The TA showed strong interest in teaching the course.

Score

Count

Percentage

1-Very Low

1

3

6.7%

2

2

5

3

3

4

4

5
6-Very High
Statistics
Response Count

Options

Score Count Percentage

1-Very Low

1

1

2.2%

11.1%

2

2

5

10.9%

2

4.4%

3

3

1

2.2%

8

17.8%

4

4

6

13.0%

5

7

15.6%

5

5

10

21.7%

6

20

44.4%

6-Very High

6

23

50.0%

Value
45

Statistics
Response Count

Value
46

Mean

4.58

Mean

4.91

Median

5.00

Median

5.50

Standard Deviation

1.66

Standard Deviation

1.44

OPEN-ENDED QUESTIONS
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What are the primary strengths and weaknesses of the teaching assistant?
Comments
never had this TA
Josh was incredibly knowledgeable and did not hesitate to offer help! He encouraged everyone to meet with him in order to discuss
assignments and genuinely wanted to see people succeed. He came very well prepared for each discussion section, and the
argumentative discussions he facilitated were very useful as to generating ideas for essay assignments. Josh clearly
communicated and explained complex ideas to the class, and was always available for further discussion on the topics.
Strengths: caring, knowledgeable
Weaknesses: may be a bit hard to reach sometimes
The format we used for section was helpful. I think the time we were given to think individually/collect our thoughts allowed us to
have more productive discussions. Was very receptive to questions and encouraged us to use office hrs/set up appts. When
students would have questions about what we went over in lecture, he'd open it up to the rest of the class before explaining which
made things more engaging.
This TA was really good at facilitating discussions about the course material, but he didn't really add any extra explanation that
hadn't already been said in the lectures.
TA was great, good discussion sections
He was very knowledgeable but his grading is very harsh compared to the other TA.
Unfair and lazy grader. Went out of his way to find flaws in his student's writing, often flip flopping or changing his mind on what he
wanted in an assignment. Copy and pasted comments on individual student's papers, refusing to put in the same effort in
grading/giving feedback as students did writing them.
Josh was great when students showed interest, and provided a lot of helpful guidance when I sought it out. Josh had a hard time
getting less inclined students to get involved and often discussion sections would be almost entirely silent, other than 4 eager
students. The layout of each discussion section could have facilitated all–hands–on–deck discussion a little better.
Joshua was biased and graded the assignments unfairly. Things the professor did not care about and even approved, he would
say the opposite. He was not good at facilitating discussion in class and often confused me, even more, when he tried to ask or
answer questions. He was incredibly unclear about his expectations but then graded on a very rigid seeming rubric. I don't think he
even properly read our assignments because he would say something wasn't in my paper when it very clearly was.
He was good at getting people to participate when it seemed like nobody wanted to. I would say a weakness would be that some of
the grading on papers felt pretty arbitrary.
Very good TA. Explains concepts from class and his class organization helps you write the essays too. No weaknesses.
could have facilitated discussion much better, no one was very engaged during class. also when asked questions, the answer
given was quite muddled and confusing (sentences could get longwinded and lose direction) which further inhibited discussion.
grading was arbitrary–– comments on papers were not very helpful and the grade given did not seem to reflect the actual quality of
the paper
I did not love having Josh as my TA. I went to office hours and he was not very helpful. Additionally, on both of my papers his
comments said that I didn't write/do things in my paper that I did do. Finally, Josh is a MUCH harder TA than Andrew, so the class
was unequitable.
He is sexist and doesn't even read papers. Gives all the students the same grade (unless you are a guy and then if you complain to
him he will change it). I tried to work and reason with him, but he would give me BS advice and help
Very interested and well versed in the material, but sometimes confusing in the way he communicates instruction.
Sometimes the discussions moved slowly, but it's not really his fault. Josh did a great job of being responsive to requests for
meetings and such. I would say the only thing is to be more clear about expectations on essays.
Was good at explaining concepts and was very helpful.
By far the best TA I've had at northwestern. I actually found the discussion section useful. I liked how Joshua formatted the
discussion and made class go a lot smoother for me.
Kissel makes discussion interesting, but I wish he had been a little more clear about essay expectations.
He somehow had the self restraint to not yell at the idiots and athletes in discussion just blatantly not paying attention which is
impressive, provided opportunity for those who wanted to be engaged to do so
I think he should have made his ideas more clear. he expressed them in a frantic way that was hard to understand
Joshua was a terrible TA, he was so unclear with giving answers to our questions that it was so unhelpful to ever go to his office
hours. He was sexist, making me feel like I was stupid and was my fault for having questions and being confused, but then
changed my male friend's grade as soon as he expressed concern (just like I did). He always favored men, and it became very
apparent to the rest of the discussion section. His grading was extremely flawed –– he never even read my papers, just assigned
an arbitrary grade –– which he later admitted. His comment of feedback on my paper was word for word copied onto 5 other
students papers, but we all had totally different papers! This is NOT OKAY. I am very frustrated and will never take a class with this
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Comments
professor or TA again.
His enthusiasm and care for the material
Strengths: explain his thoughts
Weaknesses: clearly grades harder than other TA, so students assigned to him had lower grades.
harsh grader
Joshua's feedbacks on essays made it appear as if he briefly read the assignment before responding with comments. Often, it was
difficult to interpret what he wanted with his future suggestions, and it felt like there was a lot of conflict with what he was saying. It
made it harder to improve on future assignments.
Very helpful.
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Course

Joshua Kissel

Ethics & the Environment,Special Topics in Envi Policy

DEMOGRAPHICS
Your School
1. Your School

Options

Count

Percentage

Education & SP

2

8.0%

Communication

4

16.0%

Graduate School

1

4.0%

KGSM

0

0.0%

McCormick

0

0.0%

Medill

0

0.0%

Music

1

4.0%

Summer

0

0.0%

SPS

0

0.0%

17

68.0%

WCAS
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Your Class
1. Your Class

Options

Count

Percentage

7

25.0%

14

50.0%

Junior

6

21.4%

Senior

0

0.0%

Graduate

1

3.6%

Professional

0

0.0%

Other

0

0.0%

Freshman
Sophomore

What is your reason for taking the course? (mark all that apply)

Options

Count

Percentage

Distribution requirement

13

39.4%

Major/Minor requirement

13

39.4%

Elective requirement

3

9.1%

Non-Degree requirement

0

0.0%

No requirement

4

12.1%

Other requirement

0

0.0%

Respondent(s)
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What was your interest in this subject before taking the course?
1. What was your interest in this subject before taking the course?

Options

Count

Percentage

1-Not interested at all

0

0.0%

2

2

7.1%

3

2

7.1%

4

6

21.4%

5

9

32.1%

6-Extremely interested

9

32.1%

TIME-SURVEY QUESTION
Estimate the average number of hours per week you spent on this course outside of class and lab time.
1. Estimate the average number of hours per week you spent on
this course outside of class and lab time.

Options

Count

Percentage

3 or fewer

17

60.7%

4-7

11

39.3%

8 - 11

0

0.0%

12 - 15

0

0.0%

16 - 19

0

0.0%

20 or more

0

0.0%
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TA QUESTIONS
Please rate the TA on the following criteria:
1. The TA was able to answer the students' questions adequately. 2. The TA was well prepared for each session.

Options

Score

Count

Percentage

1-Very Low

1

0

0.0%

1-Very Low

1

0

0.0%

2

2

0

0.0%

2

2

0

0.0%

3

3

0

0.0%

3

3

0

0.0%

4

4

3

12.0%

4

4

2

8.3%

5

5

5

20.0%

5

5

5

20.8%

6-Very High

6

17

68.0%

6-Very High

6

17

70.8%

Statistics

Value

Response Count

25

Options

Score Count Percentage

Statistics

Value

Response Count

24

Mean

5.56

Mean

5.63

Median

6.00

Median

6.00

Standard Deviation

0.71

Standard Deviation

0.65

3. The TA communicated ideas in a clear manner.

Options

4. The TA showed strong interest in teaching the course.

Score

Count

Percentage

1-Very Low

1

0

0.0%

1-Very Low

1

0

0.0%

2

2

0

0.0%

2

2

0

0.0%

3

3

0

0.0%

3

3

0

0.0%

4

4

4

16.7%

4

4

1

4.3%

5

5

3

12.5%

5

5

4

17.4%

6-Very High

6

17

70.8%

6-Very High

6

18

78.3%

Statistics
Response Count

Value
24

Options

Statistics
Response Count

Score Count Percentage

Value
23

Mean

5.54

Mean

5.74

Median

6.00

Median

6.00

Standard Deviation

0.78

Standard Deviation

0.54
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OPEN-ENDED QUESTIONS
What are the primary strengths and weaknesses of the teaching assistant?
Comments
Answers emails promptly
Very communicative, thorough, polite, and understandable
Very nice guy. Sometimes I think too focused on appeasing students rather than the philosophy.
made great discussion questions, helpful, flexible with deadlines, provided useful feedback on writing
None.
I thought that Kissel did great. He offered really great feedback on my discussion post and on my assignments which was really
helpful for me when understanding where I can improve in the future. I didn't interact with him that much so I don't have any
weaknesses!
answering students questions and explaining to students what was expected of them
Very responsive on email which was great and extremely fair and clear grading.
Thought he did a great job all quarter! Loved it
We didn't have many interactions for me to have a POV on this, but he seemed engaged and the discussion prompts were clear.
You gave everyone a 90% I think on both assignments. Were all student assignments that similar in quality? Interesting. But! Thank
you so much for being a wonderful TA you came up with interesting discussion questions.
He was super helpful and put in a lot of effort!
Josh was incredible at providing specific and instructive feedback. He also asked insightful questions that made me think critically
about the readings.
I honestly had very little interaction with Joshua other than comments on my submitted assignments and the questions that he
posted in the discussion on canvas for us to answer. I would have appreciated more interaction. I don't feel like I learned anything
from either.
He was also very knowledgeable and passionate on the subject.
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REMOTE LEARNING
Rate how well the approaches used in this course for remote instruction during Spring 2020 contributed
to your learning.
1. Rate how well the approaches used in this course for remote
instruction during Spring 2020 contributed to your learning.

Options

Score

Count

Percentage

1-Very Low

1

0

0.0%

2

2

0

0.0%

3

3

4

14.3%

4

4

5

17.9%

5

5

10

35.7%

6-Very High

6

9

32.1%

Statistics
Response Count

Value
28

Mean

4.86

Median

5.00

Standard Deviation

1.04
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Which aspects of the remote instruction helped contribute to your success in this course? Please
explain.
Comments
Discussion section via a canvas discussion was helpful
Everything was easily accessible and consistent. Thank you to Professor Horne and Professor Kissel.
the visual aids were fine.
The flexibility of the course (e.g. lecture wasn't mandatory, discussion was based on canvas) made the course much better in these
difficult times. Additionally, Professor Horne and Joshua were really helpful and flexible with deadlines!
I think converting the discussion section into a discussion board on canvas and making posts there was really helpful and more
valuable than a zoom discussion section because it allowed us to make more thoughtful contributions and also read peoples
thoughtful contributions, which I felt allowed me to take it in more than hearing someone else say their thoughts through the
computer would have been.
I liked that there were short videos before the live class that gave me relevant information for the discussion that we had during the
live class. I also really appreciated that the live classes were shorted in order to account for the videos that we had to watch before.
Therefore, they did not extend beyond the allotted class time for the week unless it was absolutely essential. I also thought that the
discussion section was run very well, and because it was discussion posts and replying to other's posts, it allowed for a much
more stress free environment. I liked that I could really engage with the material through writing, because when I have to speak in
front of a group it gives me anxiety and often I don't engage with the material very deeply.
discussion sections because you had to actually state your opinion and stand behind it. you couldn't hide behind other people's
thoughts. Also, the freeness to discuss opinions that aren't necessarily mainstream
Lots of online reading that was accessible.
I appreciated the different materials – documentaries, podcasts, etc that were used as content in the course. That felt unique and
cool. The discussion threads were a good alternative to actual class. I actually liked that better than in–class discussions, which
can often be awkward. It allowed us to formulate our thoughts clearly before putting them out in the world – a useful skill with so
much digital interactions and discussions these days.
I did not like the discussion posts. I would've preferred an actual discussion section graded heavily for participation.
Professor Horne and the TA both made themselves super accessible and were incredibly accommodating to my personal situation.
Having regular Zoom lectures kept the class structured, and I actually ended up enjoying the online discussion posts.
the asynchronous panopto video and the flexibility by both the instructor and TA. I think the talkative nature fo class was especially
effective at exploring the contents of the class.
The weekly discussion posts were great at helping me reflect on the week's readings and lectures as well as engage with other
classmates' different perspectives.
I enjoyed the breakout rooms.
I liked the mix of documentaries + short and digestible readings
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Which aspects of the remote instruction could be improved? Please explain.
Comments
Nothing outside of remote learning generally being bad across the board.
All were great.
Break out rooms such... so bad. No one participates and it makes me depressed.
–
Nothing.
Honestly, I think this class was run very well remotely. The only thing that could have been clearer was some of the assignments. I
received deductions on assignments for somethings that were not specified in the assignment posted on Canvas, which was a
little bothersome.
I would rather have had an actual discussion section than the discussion posts because they were very tedious. I also think that we
could have just had the class for the full hour and twenty minutes instead of the Panopto videos. The Panopto videos were often
unnecessary to understand the class discussion because Horne would go over what he states in the video.
Sometimes the discussions were drawn out and not as productive as they could be if we had more tailored discussion questions
or other guidances.
Discussions seemed forced, but all around not too difficult
See above
Honestly, as far as remote instruction goes, Professor Horne totally killed it. Amazing!
nothing really went wrong. I think it was handled well by the instructor and TA
I would much prefer a synchronous discussion section to the online discussion in this class. I don't feel like I gained much from it at
all, and it was exhausting to keep up with posts both in this class and other classes. I had to post 5 canvas discussion posts per
week and I am SICK OF IT. IT'S EXHAUSTING!
I think that lecture could be more structured as they were mostly discussion based. I didn't particularly like how there was a
separate Panopto video that had more 'lecture–style' material as it felt disconnected from the actual lecture discussion based on
readings.
Class could be slightly shorter.
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Individual Report for Joshua Kissel (PHIL_110-0_20: Introduction to Philosophy)

Northwestern University

Course Evaluations

Instructor

Course

Joshua Kissel

PHIL_110-0_20: Introduction to Philosophy

DEMOGRAPHICS
Your School
1. Your School

Options

Count

Percentage

Education & SP

0

0.0%

Communication

0

0.0%

Graduate School

0

0.0%

KGSM

0

0.0%

McCormick

2

28.6%

Medill

0

0.0%

Music

0

0.0%

Summer

2

28.6%

SPS

0

0.0%

WCAS

3

42.9%
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Your Class
1. Your Class

Options

Count

Percentage

Freshman

2

25.0%

Sophomore

4

50.0%

Junior

1

12.5%

Senior

0

0.0%

Graduate

0

0.0%

Other

1

12.5%

What is your reason for taking the course? (mark all that apply)

Options

Count

Percentage

Distribution requirement

5

55.6%

Major/Minor requirement

1

11.1%

Elective requirement

0

0.0%

No requirement

1

11.1%

Other requirement

2

22.2%

Respondent(s)

8
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What was your Interest in this subject before taking the course?
1. What was your interest in this subject before taking the course?

Options

Count

Percentage

1-Not interested at all

0

0.0%

2

1

12.5%

3

3

37.5%

4

3

37.5%

5

1

12.5%

6-Extremely interested

0

0.0%

TIME-SURVEY QUESTION
Estimate the average number of hours per week you spent on this course outside of class and lab time.
1. Estimate the average number of hours per week you spent on
this course outside of class and lab time.

Options

Count

Percentage

3 or fewer

1

12.5%

4-7

3

37.5%

8 - 11

4

50.0%

12 - 15

0

0.0%

16 - 19

0

0.0%

20 or more

0

0.0%

Copyright Northwestern University

4/12

Individual Report for Joshua Kissel (PHIL_110-0_20: Introduction to Philosophy)

COURSE QUESTIONS
Provide an overall rating of the course.
1. Provide an overall rating of the course.

Options

Score

Count

Percentage

1-Very Low

1

0

0.0%

2

2

0

0.0%

3

3

0

0.0%

4

4

1

12.5%

5

5

4

50.0%

6-Very High

6

3

37.5%

Statistics

Value

Response Count

8

Mean

5.25

Median

5.00

Standard Deviation

0.71

Estimate how much you learned in the course.
1. Estimate how much you learned in the course.

Options

Score

Count

Percentage

1-Very Low

1

0

0.0%

2

2

0

0.0%

3

3

0

0.0%

4

4

0

0.0%

5

5

1

12.5%

6-Very High

6

7

87.5%

Statistics
Response Count

Value
8

Mean

5.88

Median

6.00

Standard Deviation

0.35
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Rate the effectiveness of the course in challenging you intellectually.
1. Rate the effectiveness of the course in challenging you
intellectually.

Options

Score

Count

Percentage

1-Very Low

1

0

0.0%

2

2

0

0.0%

3

3

0

0.0%

4

4

0

0.0%

5

5

2

25.0%

6-Very High

6

6

75.0%

Statistics

Value

Response Count

8

Mean

5.75

Median

6.00

Standard Deviation

0.46

Rate the instructional materials (texts, audiovisual materials, etc.) used in this course.
1. Rate the instructional materials (texts, audiovisual materials,
etc.) used in this course.

Options

Score

Count

Percentage

1-Very Low

1

0

0.0%

2

2

0

0.0%

3

3

0

0.0%

4

4

1

12.5%

5

5

1

12.5%

6-Very High

6

6

75.0%

Statistics
Response Count

Value
8

Mean

5.63

Median

6.00

Standard Deviation

0.74
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INSTRUCTOR QUESTIONS
Provide an overall rating of the instruction.
1. Provide an overall rating of the instruction.

Options

Score

Count

Percentage

1-Very Low

1

0

0.0%

2

2

0

0.0%

3

3

0

0.0%

4

4

1

12.5%

5

5

2

25.0%

6-Very High

6

5

62.5%

Statistics

Value

Response Count

8

Mean

5.50

Median

6.00

Standard Deviation

0.76

Rate the effectiveness of the instructor in stimulating your interest in the subject.
1. Rate the effectiveness of the instructor in stimulating your
interest in the subject.

Options

Score

Count

Percentage

1-Very Low

1

0

0.0%

2

2

0

0.0%

3

3

0

0.0%

4

4

2

25.0%

5

5

0

0.0%

6-Very High

6

6

75.0%

Statistics
Response Count

Value
8

Mean

5.50

Median

6.00

Standard Deviation

0.93
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Rate how well prepared the instructor was for the class.
1. Rate how well prepared the instructor was for the class.

Options

Score

Count

Percentage

1-Very Low

1

0

0.0%

2

2

0

0.0%

3

3

0

0.0%

4

4

0

0.0%

5

5

3

37.5%

6-Very High

6

5

62.5%

Statistics

Value

Response Count

8

Mean

5.63

Median

6.00

Standard Deviation

0.52

Rate the effectiveness with which the instructor communicated course content and ideas.
1. Rate the effectiveness with which the instructor communicated
course content and ideas.

Options

Score

Count

Percentage

1-Very Low

1

0

0.0%

2

2

0

0.0%

3

3

0

0.0%

4

4

0

0.0%

5

5

2

25.0%

6-Very High

6

6

75.0%

Statistics
Response Count

Value
8

Mean

5.75

Median

6.00

Standard Deviation

0.46
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Rate the instructor's enthusiasm in teaching this class.
1. Rate the instructor's enthusiasm in teaching this class.

Options

Score

Count

Percentage

1-Very Low

1

0

0.0%

2

2

0

0.0%

3

3

0

0.0%

4

4

0

0.0%

5

5

1

12.5%

6-Very High

6

7

87.5%

Statistics

Value

Response Count

8

Mean

5.88

Median

6.00

Standard Deviation

0.35

OPEN-ENDED QUESTIONS
Did the course help you learn? Why or why not?
Comments
This course was such an eye–opening experience where I could study the world around me. It was interesting reading various
philosophical views and being able to challenge everything I once knew.
It gave me a great foundation in a lot of different parts of philosophical thinking. It is incredibly useful for other courses like Political
Theory etc.
Yes, this course did help me learn! I feel that I received a very solid basis for understanding how to build a philosophical argument.
However, one thing that I found challenging was the length of the lectures. The material we covered was difficult at times, and I
personally learn better when I am interacting and working with other students. I think it would be beneficial to mix things up and try
different activities every now that then. That being said, this was a summer course and was, therefore, very time–constrained and
dense. Professor Kissel did a very good job with the opportunity to teach that he was given!
Yeah I learned a lot about how to construct philosophical arguments and even just how to think against arguments.
This course was a great intro to philosophy. The course was structured in a way that was very accessible to someone without any
background in the subject.
The pacing of the course was also appropriate. Despite it being a 4 week course, the instructor was able to set up lectures and
assignments that gave students enough space to learn and absorb material while still covering the entire syllabus.
Feedback was collected at an appropriate time and lectures and how the class was structured were visibly improved after. The
instructor was always approachable and very willing to take time outside class or office hours to go over things I needed clarification
on. This level of dedication was shown to all students as well.
Lots of diversified readings helped me learn a lot about different subjects in philosophy. It mostly taught me to question things, too.
Yes, the course introduced me to a lot of new information and the professor communicated it very clearly.
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Please summarize your reaction to this course focusing on the aspects that were most important to you.
Comments
I was surprised to see how laid back the course was, as well as the professor. It was astonishing to see a wide variety of views that
philosophers have on the world, and it was interesting to see the views of my classmates.
I felt like the discussion format of the course allowed me to really explore with the class my own opinions in response to the
readings we would do and the thought experiments we would use.
This course was intensive and helpful. Through difficulty and lots of work I learned how to build philosophical arguments and read
philosophical papers.
It is a pretty manageable class. However talking about philosophy for 2 plus hours in a day is a lot even with the two breaks that we
got. Also a lot of the arguments is based off of western philosophy ideals when there are lots of non western philosophy out there
too.
The instructor was excellent! The readings were heavy since it is a 4 week course but the powerpoints used allowed me to align my
takeaways from readings with the essentials we are supposed to learn. Despite it being a 3.5 hour class, the instructor was really
engaging and challenged us to think critically. Overall a very enjoyable class and I learned a lot!
Take this course with Joshua he's great!!! Awesome selection of diversified philosophical readings, well structured powerpoints
and lectures, and very thought–provoking questions! he's also helpful/responsive/accomodating AND super duper enthusiastic
about his job which is admirable

What are the primary teaching strengths of the instructor?
Comments
Professor Kissel was amazing at interacting with all of his students, not just those who wanted to participate the most. He was
super laid back and made everything interesting. Thanks to him, I plan on taking more philosophy courses.
He does an excellent job of explaining quite difficult lines of thought from our readings and making it very clear, which helps us have
better class discussions.
Professor Kissel is very eloquent in explaining the readings. He takes the class through each reading in detail and in chronological
order. I like that he would ask us questions during class to promote participation! Furthermore, Professor Kissel always
encouraged the entire class to participate and did his best not to favor those who were more ready to respond. I liked that he would
always give examples and wasn't afraid to go off on a tangent if the class deemed it necessary!
He does a really great job at explaining concepts and creating interesting thoughts and points.
The instructor was always approachable and very willing to take time outside class or office hours to go over things I needed
clarification on. This level of dedication was shown to all students as well.
Collecting feedback midway was also a very good move. Different classes of students might have different needs/ requests and I
think this is something that should be continued so the course can be more tailored to students, since feedback that could be
implemented was implemented.
Clear explanations were also given on top of the very comprehensive lecture slides. This coupled with the number of engaging in
class discussions is comprehensive enough to suit different types of learners in the classroom! Especially for an engineering
student like myself, I was unaccustomed to the amount of reading required and all these really helped me adjust quickly to the
requirements of the course and subject.
Comparing this with the other Weinberg classes I have taken, I am very impressed with the level of instruction!
enthusiastic – organized – helpful
He communicates ideas well, answers questions clearly, and considers different sides of the argument.

Copyright Northwestern University

10/12

Individual Report for Joshua Kissel (PHIL_110-0_20: Introduction to Philosophy)

What are the primary weaknesses, if any, of the instruction?
Comments
Professor Kissel had no weaknesses.
Sometimes he doesn't understand certain questions when asked because the topics are so intricate, but overall it was very good.
The only weakness I found was not with Professor Kissel's teaching skills, more just with the structure of the course. As I said
before, I wish we could have interacted more with our classmates! But other than that, Professor Kissel is a brilliant professor.
Sometimes goes too fast or spends too much time on one point.
N/A
None, maybe a little harsh of a grader?

Can you offer suggestions for improvement?
Comments
I would structure the powerpoints a bit better.
None.
N/A
He can do more group activities/ writing on the board.
For students without any background writing papers, providing more examples of good papers or outlines will be really helpful.
Some examples were given but since it was a 4 week course there was not a lot time for us to practice and get better and having
more good references would have been useful
None

What would you like to see continue in the next iteration of this course?
Comments
I would love to see more thought experiments.
Allowing for notes on computer.
The thorough summaries of the readings
The slides and the opinionated questions.
The powerpoints really helped! Questions were added at appropriate places and that allowed us to have good in class discussions

What would you like to see discontinued in the next iteration of this course?
Comments
I didn't particularly enjoy the discussion on the morality of factory farms.
None.
The full period of class being put toward lecturing (especially since the class periods are so long)
Cold calling.
Nothing –– the feedback given midway through the class was taken into account

What do you think your instructor could do to best improve this course for students like you? (Either
continuing things they've already done or by altering their instruction in some way)?
Comments
I would continue including students in every class, as it made me and so many other students feel confident about their
contributions to the class discussion.
Continuing with the discussion format.
Try to get us moving around the room!
Add in readings of some non western philosophers.
Mentioned above
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Instructor

Course

Joshua Kissel

PHIL_230-0_20: Gender, Politics, &
Philosophy

DEMOGRAPHICS
Your School

Options

Count Percentage

Education & SP

3

12.0%

Communication

2

8.0%

Graduate School

0

0.0%

KGSM

0

0.0%

McCormick

0

0.0%

Medill

5

20.0%

Music

2

8.0%

Summer

0

0.0%

SPS

0

0.0%

13

52.0%

WCAS
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Your Class

Options
Freshman

Count Percentage
17

65.4%

Sophomore

4

15.4%

Junior

4

15.4%

Senior

1

3.8%

Graduate

0

0.0%

Other

0

0.0%

What is your reason for taking the course? (mark all that apply)

Options

Count Percentage

Distribution requirement

21

80.8%

Major/Minor requirement

3

11.5%

Elective requirement

2

7.7%

No requirement

0

0.0%

Other requirement

0

0.0%

Respondent(s)
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What was your interest in this subject before taking the course?

Options

Count Percentage

1-Not interested at all

1

3.8%

2

3

11.5%

3

2

7.7%

4

10

38.5%

5

6

23.1%

6-Extremely interested

4

15.4%

TIME-SURVEY QUESTION
Estimate the average number of hours per week you spent on this course outside of
class and lab time.

Options
3 or fewer

Count Percentage
21

80.8%

4-7

4

15.4%

8 - 11

1

3.8%

12 - 15

0

0.0%

16 - 19

0

0.0%

20 or more

0

0.0%
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TA QUESTIONS
Please rate the TA on the following criteria:
1. The TA was able to answer the students'
questions adequately.

2. The TA was well prepared for each session.

Options
Options

Score Count Percentage

Score Count Percentage

1-Very Low

1

0

0.0%

1-Very Low

1

0

0.0%

2

2

1

4.0%

2

2

1

4.0%

3

3

0

0.0%

3

3

0

0.0%

4

4

0

0.0%

4

4

1

4.0%

5

5

7

28.0%

5

5

9

36.0%

6-Very High

6

17

68.0%

6-Very High

6

14

56.0%
Statistics

Statistics
Response Count

Value
25

Response Count

Value
25

Mean

5.56

Mean

5.40

Median

6.00

Median

6.00

Standard Deviation

0.87

Standard Deviation

0.91
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3. The TA communicated ideas in a clear manner.

Options

4. The TA showed strong interest in teaching the
course.

Score Count Percentage
Options

Score Count Percentage

1-Very Low

1

1

4.0%

2

2

0

0.0%

1-Very Low

1

0

0.0%

3

3

1

4.0%

2

2

1

4.2%

4

4

4

16.0%

3

3

0

0.0%

5

5

6

24.0%

4

4

2

8.3%

6-Very High

6

13

52.0%

5

5

7

29.2%

6-Very High

6

14

58.3%

Statistics
Response Count

Value
25

Statistics

Value

Mean

5.12

Response Count

24

Median

6.00

Mean

5.38

Standard Deviation

1.24

Median

6.00

Standard Deviation

0.97

OPEN-ENDED QUESTIONS
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What are the primary strengths and weaknesses of the teaching assistant?
Comments
Boring and redundant
josh was very responsive and helpful in discussion and over email-- he did a great job of facilitating class discussion
He gives great feedback ad is always willing to improve and responds very fast
He did a great job given that almost no students in section had read the readings. He was able to facilitate discussion
and get people to talk and had interesting points to bring up. Wish he had been the professor probably would have
been a much more interesting class then.
Very open to questions and discussion or dissent. He was lenient with us and our assignments and was overall a very
good TA.
I liked Joshua and thought section was well-structured and he cared a lot about us learning.
Really understood material but had difficulty creating good discussion during section. Needs to ask more open ended
questions that create discussion rather than just a question and answer session. Also questions on midterms are
really unclear and seems unfair when students don't know what youre asking.
He was great in answering the students' questions and making sure he was an available resource to prepare for
midterm/paper. He kept discussions interesting.
Josh was super nice and helpful. He always tried to get us to discuss and think critically. He was available outside of
class to talk about final papers and helped me a lot with mine.
The main weakness is being confusing in his questions for discussion. He would clarify successfully but his initial
questions are really confusing.
Good TA.
clearly interested in the subject and enthusiastic about teaching. sometimes a little unclear communication of ideas
I really like Josh, I can tell he's super passionate about this topic and about including some of the voices (such as
those of POC and NB+trans folk) that were not really talked about in class. Sometimes he did not articulate things
super well, and maybe he can improve that by either projecting the outline of the day on the board, as well as write
answers to the questions he asks out on the board after we have given our input so that what we learned in discussion
feels more tangible.
Joshua was well prepared and engaged the class well with the material. He always did what was expected of him but
never seemed willing to really go the extra mile for his students.
well prepared w/ discussion questions, able to facilitate discussion despite the fact that this was a 9 am discussion
section.
A really good TA! He facilitated discussion well and was always willing to help students and answer questions.
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Thu, Dec 14, 2017

Individual Report for Joshua Kissel ( PHIL_362-0_20: Stud Ethical & Political Thry)

Northwestern University
Course Evaluations

Instructor

Course

Joshua Kissel

PHIL_362-0_20: Stud Ethical & Political Thry

DEMOGRAPHICS
Your School

Options

Count Percentage

Education & SP

0

0.0%

Communication

1

9.1%

Graduate School

0

0.0%

KGSM

0

0.0%

McCormick

0

0.0%

Medill

0

0.0%

Music

0

0.0%

Summer

0

0.0%

SPS

0

0.0%

10

90.9%

WCAS

Copyright Northwestern University

2/6

Individual Report for Joshua Kissel ( PHIL_362-0_20: Stud Ethical & Political Thry)

Your Class

Options

Count Percentage

Freshman

0

0.0%

Sophomore

2

16.7%

Junior

6

50.0%

Senior

3

25.0%

Graduate

0

0.0%

Other

1

8.3%

What is your reason for taking the course? (mark all that apply)

Options

Count Percentage

Distribution requirement

0

0.0%

Major/Minor requirement

7

50.0%

Elective requirement

4

28.6%

No requirement

3

21.4%

Other requirement

0

0.0%

Respondent(s)
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Individual Report for Joshua Kissel ( PHIL_362-0_20: Stud Ethical & Political Thry)

What was your interest in this subject before taking the course?

Options

Count Percentage

1-Not interested at all

0

0.0%

2

0

0.0%

3

0

0.0%

4

1

8.3%

5

5

41.7%

6-Extremely interested

6

50.0%

TIME-SURVEY QUESTION
Estimate the average number of hours per week you spent on this course outside of
class and lab time.

Options

Count Percentage

3 or fewer

4

33.3%

4-7

6

50.0%

8 - 11

1

8.3%

12 - 15

1

8.3%

16 - 19

0

0.0%

20 or more

0

0.0%
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Individual Report for Joshua Kissel ( PHIL_362-0_20: Stud Ethical & Political Thry)

TA QUESTIONS
Please rate the TA on the following criteria:
1. The TA was able to answer the students'
questions adequately.

2. The TA was well prepared for each session.

Options
Options

Score Count Percentage

Score Count Percentage

1-Very Low

1

0

0.0%

1-Very Low

1

0

0.0%

2

2

0

0.0%

2

2

0

0.0%

3

3

0

0.0%

3

3

0

0.0%

4

4

0

0.0%

4

4

2

16.7%

5

5

6

50.0%

5

5

3

25.0%

6-Very High

6

6

50.0%

6-Very High

6

7

58.3%
Statistics

Statistics
Response Count

Value
12

Response Count

Value
12

Mean

5.50

Mean

5.42

Median

5.50

Median

6.00

Standard Deviation

0.52

Standard Deviation

0.79
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3. The TA communicated ideas in a clear manner.

Options

4. The TA showed strong interest in teaching the
course.

Score Count Percentage
Options

Score Count Percentage

1-Very Low

1

0

0.0%

2

2

0

0.0%

1-Very Low

1

0

0.0%

3

3

0

0.0%

2

2

0

0.0%

4

4

1

8.3%

3

3

0

0.0%

5

5

5

41.7%

4

4

2

16.7%

6-Very High

6

6

50.0%

5

5

3

25.0%

6-Very High

6

7

58.3%

Statistics
Response Count

Value
12

Statistics

Value

Mean

5.42

Response Count

12

Median

5.50

Mean

5.42

Standard Deviation

0.67

Median

6.00

Standard Deviation

0.79

OPEN-ENDED QUESTIONS
What are the primary strengths and weaknesses of the teaching assistant?
Comments
I thought grading was pretty harsh
Gives good constructive feedback and makes himself available
Usage of rubrics in essays was not articulated before the actual grading.
We never had discussion section so its a little hard to say. However, he was good at communicating instructions and
helpful resources to us throughout the quarter. Still perhaps just because we never really interacted with him in person,
it was more difficult to know exactly what he was looking for in our papers which was tough.
Answers were normally helpful but sometimes directions˼omments on papers and answers were kinda unclear
Always active in responding to inquiries and accommodating students in meeting outside of office hours.
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Philosophy,GNDR_ST_233-0_20:
Individual Report for Joshua Kissel
Gndr,
( Gender,
Politics, Sexuality
and Philosophy))
& Represent,Gender, Politics, & Philosophy,Gndr,
Politics, and Philosophy(COMP_LIT_205-0_20: Gender, Sexuality & Represent,PHIL_230-0_20: Gender, Politics, &

Northwestern University
Course Evaluations

Instructor

Course

Joshua Kissel

Gender, Sexuality & Represent,Gender,
Politics, & Philosophy,Gndr, Politics, and
Philosophy(COMP_LIT_205-0_20: Gender,
Sexuality & Represent,PHIL_230-0_20:
Gender, Politics, &
Philosophy,GNDR_ST_233-0_20: Gndr,
Politics, and Philosophy)

DEMOGRAPHICS
Your School

Options

Count Percentage

Education & SP

2

6.9%

Communication

2

6.9%

Graduate School

0

0.0%

KGSM

0

0.0%

McCormick

0

0.0%

Medill

2

6.9%

Music

0

0.0%

Summer

0

0.0%

SPS

0

0.0%

23

79.3%

WCAS
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Philosophy,GNDR_ST_233-0_20:
Individual Report for Joshua Kissel
Gndr,
( Gender,
Politics, Sexuality
and Philosophy))
& Represent,Gender, Politics, & Philosophy,Gndr,
Politics, and Philosophy(COMP_LIT_205-0_20: Gender, Sexuality & Represent,PHIL_230-0_20: Gender, Politics, &

Your Class

Options

Count Percentage

Freshman

11

36.7%

Sophomore

13

43.3%

Junior

6

20.0%

Senior

0

0.0%

Graduate

0

0.0%

Other

0

0.0%

What is your reason for taking the course? (mark all that apply)

Options

Count Percentage

Distribution requirement

24

77.4%

Major/Minor requirement

5

16.1%

Elective requirement

0

0.0%

No requirement

2

6.5%

Other requirement

0

0.0%

Respondent(s)
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Philosophy,GNDR_ST_233-0_20:
Individual Report for Joshua Kissel
Gndr,
( Gender,
Politics, Sexuality
and Philosophy))
& Represent,Gender, Politics, & Philosophy,Gndr,
Politics, and Philosophy(COMP_LIT_205-0_20: Gender, Sexuality & Represent,PHIL_230-0_20: Gender, Politics, &

What was your interest in this subject before taking the course?

Options

Count Percentage

1-Not interested at all

1

3.3%

2

1

3.3%

3

7

23.3%

4

13

43.3%

5

2

6.7%

6-Extremely interested

6

20.0%

TIME-SURVEY QUESTION
Estimate the average number of hours per week you spent on this course outside of
class and lab time.

Options

Count Percentage

3 or fewer

13

43.3%

4-7

16

53.3%

8 - 11

0

0.0%

12 - 15

0

0.0%

16 - 19

1

3.3%

20 or more

0

0.0%
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Philosophy,GNDR_ST_233-0_20:
Individual Report for Joshua Kissel
Gndr,
( Gender,
Politics, Sexuality
and Philosophy))
& Represent,Gender, Politics, & Philosophy,Gndr,
Politics, and Philosophy(COMP_LIT_205-0_20: Gender, Sexuality & Represent,PHIL_230-0_20: Gender, Politics, &

TA QUESTIONS
Please rate the TA on the following criteria:
1. The TA was able to answer the students'
questions adequately.

2. The TA was well prepared for each session.

Options
Options

Score Count Percentage

Score Count Percentage

1-Very Low

1

0

0.0%

1-Very Low

1

0

0.0%

2

2

0

0.0%

2

2

0

0.0%

3

3

0

0.0%

3

3

0

0.0%

4

4

1

12.5%

4

4

3

37.5%

5

5

4

50.0%

5

5

2

25.0%

6-Very High

6

3

37.5%

6-Very High

6

3

37.5%
Statistics

Statistics
Response Count

Value
8

Response Count

Value
8

Mean

5.25

Mean

5.00

Median

5.00

Median

5.00

Standard Deviation

0.71

Standard Deviation

0.93
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Philosophy,GNDR_ST_233-0_20:
Individual Report for Joshua Kissel
Gndr,
( Gender,
Politics, Sexuality
and Philosophy))
& Represent,Gender, Politics, & Philosophy,Gndr,
Politics, and Philosophy(COMP_LIT_205-0_20: Gender, Sexuality & Represent,PHIL_230-0_20: Gender, Politics, &

3. The TA communicated ideas in a clear manner.

Options

4. The TA showed strong interest in teaching the
course.

Score Count Percentage
Options

Score Count Percentage

1-Very Low

1

0

0.0%

2

2

0

0.0%

1-Very Low

1

0

0.0%

3

3

0

0.0%

2

2

0

0.0%

4

4

2

25.0%

3

3

0

0.0%

5

5

3

37.5%

4

4

2

25.0%

6-Very High

6

3

37.5%

5

5

3

37.5%

6-Very High

6

3

37.5%

Statistics
Response Count

Value
8

Statistics

Value

Mean

5.13

Response Count

8

Median

5.00

Mean

5.13

Standard Deviation

0.83

Median

5.00

Standard Deviation

0.83

OPEN-ENDED QUESTIONS
What are the primary strengths and weaknesses of the teaching assistant?
Comments
Josh was the best. He really cared about his students and made a point to both review important ideas, and also
facilitate discussion. I looked forward to section every week. You could also tell how much he cared by how often he
asked for feedback. And the comments he leaves on our work are so helpful!!!
Josh was a great TA! He was really kind and was really willing to help us outside of class. sometimes discussions
were a little dry because he would pose weirdly worded questions that would often cause confusion
Josh did really well in guiding discussion even though our discussion section was only 5-6 people. He was always
willing to help out for our papers and helped us get deeper into the material really well.
He was always prepared and relaxed, and allowed all of us in the section to express ourselves and feel comfortable
with the topics at hand. He challenged claims when necessary and inspired new perspective, although sometimes it
felt like he had a certain agenda or idea he wanted to reinforce, but never explicitly stated, so I was left confused as to
what he wanted to teach us or what conclusion he wanted us to reach.
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Individual Report for Joshua Kissel ( PHIL_262-0_20: Ethical Problems/Public Issues)

Northwestern University
Course Evaluations

Instructor

Course

Joshua Kissel

PHIL_262-0_20: Ethical Problems/Public
Issues

DEMOGRAPHICS
Your School

Options

Count Percentage

Education & SP

17

11.2%

Communication

6

3.9%

Graduate School

0

0.0%

KGSM

0

0.0%

10

6.6%

Medill

8

5.3%

Music

1

0.7%

Summer

0

0.0%

SPS

1

0.7%

109

71.7%

McCormick

WCAS
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Your Class

Options

Count Percentage

Freshman

44

27.5%

Sophomore

84

52.5%

Junior

25

15.6%

Senior

7

4.4%

Graduate

0

0.0%

Other

0

0.0%

What is your reason for taking the course? (mark all that apply)

Options

Count Percentage

Distribution requirement

124

70.1%

Major/Minor requirement

29

16.4%

Elective requirement

15

8.5%

No requirement

8

4.5%

Other requirement

1

0.6%

Respondent(s)
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What was your interest in this subject before taking the course?

Options
1-Not interested at all

Count Percentage
6

3.7%

2

18

11.2%

3

35

21.7%

4

57

35.4%

5

34

21.1%

6-Extremely interested

11

6.8%

TIME-SURVEY QUESTION
Estimate the average number of hours per week you spent on this course outside of
class and lab time.

Options
3 or fewer

Count Percentage
114

70.8%

4-7

41

25.5%

8 - 11

5

3.1%

12 - 15

1

0.6%

16 - 19

0

0.0%

20 or more

0

0.0%
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TA QUESTIONS
Please rate the TA on the following criteria:
1. The TA was able to answer the students'
questions adequately.

2. The TA was well prepared for each session.

Options
Options

Score Count Percentage

Score Count Percentage

1-Very Low

1

1

2.4%

1-Very Low

1

2

4.8%

2

2

0

0.0%

2

2

4

9.5%

3

3

6

14.6%

3

3

6

14.3%

4

4

6

14.6%

4

4

4

9.5%

5

5

10

24.4%

5

5

12

28.6%

6-Very High

6

18

43.9%

6-Very High

6

14

33.3%
Statistics

Statistics
Response Count

Value
42

Response Count

Value
41

Mean

4.90

Mean

4.48

Median

5.00

Median

5.00

Standard Deviation

1.26

Standard Deviation

1.55
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3. The TA communicated ideas in a clear manner.

Options

4. The TA showed strong interest in teaching the
course.

Score Count Percentage

1-Very Low

1

2

4.8%

2

2

5

11.9%

3

3

3

4

4

5
6-Very High

Options

Score Count Percentage

1-Very Low

1

1

2.4%

7.1%

2

2

2

4.9%

6

14.3%

3

3

3

7.3%

5

10

23.8%

4

4

6

14.6%

6

16

38.1%

5

5

11

26.8%

6-Very High

6

18

43.9%

Statistics
Response Count

Value
42

Statistics

Value

Mean

4.55

Response Count

41

Median

5.00

Mean

4.90

Standard Deviation

1.58

Median

5.00

Standard Deviation

1.32

OPEN-ENDED QUESTIONS
What are the primary strengths and weaknesses of the teaching assistant?
Comments
Josh does a great job answering and explains difficult arguments that are presented in this course.
Able to engage the entire class and made sure that no one was confused
Strengths: Obviously enthusiastic and knowledgeable regarding the companion text
Weaknesses: Could stand to send reading assignments out earlier with more specific discussion questions to
prepare.
Wasn't very clear at explaining things, spoke in circles sometimes.
He communicated his ideas well and was always prepared. Sometimes he was content to let others answer though
when it may have been better to step in.
Josh was a phenomenal TA. He led thoughtful discussions, was friendly and was very helpful with one-on-one help.
You can tell he cared and made the course worth it.
Didn't have him
N˺
.
You did a great job! Always stimulated good discussion.
Really great guy, seems genuinely interested in the subject matter. Loved how he was open and accepting of
everyone's ideas. Even if someone voiced an opinion that seemed pretty off, heɽ open it up to the class and ask us what
we thought about it--would never tell anyone that they were outright wrong.
strengths: tries to be helpful
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Comments
weaknesses: could not communicate content and ideas in a clear manner, which is especially important in a class with
such complex topics; could not ask clear questions in discussion, left many students confused; not particularly helpful
when discussing paper outlines and ideas, again because of unclear answers
enthusiastic passionate TA
Josh made attempts to help students answer their questions, but in the process of explaining, he would confuse our
section more and we would not be able to understand where he was going with his argument. Additionally, papers
were graded extremely harshly considering that most people take this class as an ethics distro. Even though students
went to Josh to meet and discuss their papers, comments received back on the papers were vague and not helpful. I
was very disappointed with my grades on all papers even though I put lots of effort into them.
Good job reaching out to students about how he could improve. Good facilitation of conversation. Sought to get to the
root of the opinions of the author's we read which Im sure was part of the course requirement but sometimes hurt
conversation by stopping someone from talking about their own opinion and instead forcing them to think about
author's opinion
I think he was very enthusiastic about philosophy and our discussions, but his explanations of the texts were
sometimes hard to follow, and I could never really tell what he wanted from our papers in order to receive a good grade.
I also feel like we didn't always cover everything he planned on covering in class, so we sometimes had a narrower in
depth exposure to certain chapters of the course. I wish we had gone over how to write papers a little more and some of
the broad concepts discussed in class.
N˺ Not my TA
Long winded questions
Tough grader without clear explanation of how to write a philosophical paper
Communication
He was very approachable and answered any questions I had.
Joshua is interested in the topics and is willing to be flexible to make sure everyone understands the issues.
I think Josh needs to work on explaining ideas more clearly
Didn't have him
didnt have him
Always available to help
This TA explained concepts in a very confusing way. He did not demonstrate that he was willing to give extra help
outside of class/in office hours. He didn't even give good feedback on papers. Toward the end of the quarter he only
gave feedback on graded assignments to students who requested it. The least he could have done is give feedback
since he did not teach us how to write a proper philosophy paper. This seems like laziness. Philosophy requires a
different style and structure for papers than typical academic writing; however, the first time we received a handout on
how to write a good philosophy paper was right before the final exam was due.
Joshua was very helpful to improving everyone's skills in writing philosophy papers. His time if often flexible which is
very assuring for students who are seeking help. He excels in bringing and initiating discussions. Best aspect is
probably reaching out and informing students that help is available outside the TA section or class if needed.
He cares deeply about what we think and about making the discussion interesting.
Asked confusing questions and tried to clarify, only making them more confusing. Still, good TA, facilitated some good
discussions.
Lots of respect for the anonymous grading. He is available for his students and goes outside his office hours regularly
to accommodate. Facilitated conversation nicely. Sick beard.
What a great TA! Seemed really intent on making sure each student felt heard and understood other's perspectives.
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Instructor

Course

Joshua Kissel

PHIL_268-0_20: Ethics & the Environment

DEMOGRAPHICS
Your School

Options

Count Percentage

Education & SP

0

0.0%

Communication

1

10.0%

Graduate School

0

0.0%

KGSM

0

0.0%

McCormick

1

10.0%

Medill

0

0.0%

Music

1

10.0%

Summer

0

0.0%

SPS

0

0.0%

WCAS

7

70.0%
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Your Class

Options

Count Percentage

Freshman

5

55.6%

Sophomore

2

22.2%

Junior

2

22.2%

Senior

0

0.0%

Graduate

0

0.0%

Other

0

0.0%

What is your reason for taking the course? (mark all that apply)

Options

Count Percentage

Distribution requirement

4

33.3%

Major/Minor requirement

4

33.3%

Elective requirement

1

8.3%

No requirement

2

16.7%

Other requirement

1

8.3%

Respondent(s)
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What was your Interest in this subject before taking the course?

Options

Count Percentage

1-Not interested at all

0

0.0%

2

1

10.0%

3

4

40.0%

4

2

20.0%

5

1

10.0%

6-Extremely interested

2

20.0%

TIME-SURVEY QUESTION
Estimate the average number of hours per week you spent on this course outside of
class and lab time.

Options

Count Percentage

3 or fewer

5

50.0%

4-7

5

50.0%

8 - 11

0

0.0%

12 - 15

0

0.0%

16 - 19

0

0.0%

20 or more

0

0.0%
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TA QUESTIONS
Please rate the TA on the following criteria:
1. The TA was able to answer the students'
questions adequately.

2. The TA was well prepared for each session.

Options
Options

Score Count Percentage

Score Count Percentage

1-Very Low

1

0

0.0%

1-Very Low

1

0

0.0%

2

2

0

0.0%

2

2

0

0.0%

3

3

1

16.7%

3

3

1

16.7%

4

4

1

16.7%

4

4

1

16.7%

5

5

1

16.7%

5

5

1

16.7%

6-Very High

6

3

50.0%

6-Very High

6

3

50.0%
Statistics

Statistics
Response Count

Value
6

Response Count

Value
6

Mean

5.00

Mean

5.00

Median

5.50

Median

5.50

Standard Deviation

1.26

Standard Deviation

1.26
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3. The TA communicated ideas in a clear manner.

Options

4. The TA showed strong interest in teaching the
course.

Score Count Percentage

1-Very Low

1

0

0.0%

2

2

0

0.0%

3

3

1

4

4

5
6-Very High

Options

Score Count Percentage

1-Very Low

1

0

0.0%

16.7%

2

2

0

0.0%

2

33.3%

3

3

1

16.7%

5

1

16.7%

4

4

1

16.7%

6

2

33.3%

5

5

1

16.7%

6-Very High

6

3

50.0%

Statistics
Response Count

Value
6

Statistics

Value

Mean

4.67

Response Count

6

Median

4.50

Mean

5.00

Standard Deviation

1.21

Median

5.50

Standard Deviation

1.26

OPEN-ENDED QUESTIONS
What are the primary strengths and weaknesses of the teaching assistant?
Comments
good preparation for each reading session
Strengths: personally passionate about the topics but very good at keeping class discussion academic/philosophical,
gives great feedback on paper outlines and drafts, easy to reach via email
Weaknesses: sometimes seems to get flustered if class discussion slows down for a bit?
Josh is really knowledgeable. I highly recommend him as a TA for discussion. It is also helpful to go to his office hour
when you are writing papers.
Strengths: always open to conversation.
Weaknesses: sometimes talked so fast I honestly had no idea what he was saying.
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Teaching Assistant Questions

Wording of Statement
15. The TA was able to answer the students' questions adequately.
16. The TA was well prepared for each session.
17. The TA communicated ideas in a clear manner.
18. The TA showed strong interest in teaching the course.

Number
of
responses

6
(high)

5

4

3

2

1
(low)

20
20
20
20

2
2
1
4

4
4
4
6

3
6
2
7

3
4
5
0

5
3
4
3

3
1
4
0

Average

3.3
3.75
3.05
4.4

Comments: -Unorganized discussion section
-Does not know how to lead a discussion
-should come prepared with discussion questions / clarification points, instead of trying to seek out of us what we are unclear on.
These texts are not easy and THEY should clarify what is being said. They should also have specific examples prepared. TA needs
to be more prepared to class./He is good at motivating students to participate, mainly because of participation points. He makes his
expectations very clear./Josh is a great TA who seems to really want his students to do well./Good at expanding the basic concepts
we learned in lectures, challenging them, and breaking them apart. Josh had some difficulty getting other people to participate/seem
interested, but there's only so much you can do with that (maybe keep track of how many times people speak, but that kind of sucks
too). Overall, I liked how lectures gave me a basic understanding of the ethical principle, and discussions were where I would
develop deeper understanding by critiquing those principles./not very clear about how he grades or what he wants in a paper/super
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helpful and clear about how we can improve and what he is looking for in our assignments. talks a little too fast sometimes which
can get confusing/He would not answer questions and let us make our own interpretations of the course but then was expecting us to
say something else in our paper/I feel like Josh understands the material, but just struggles to communicate it./The TA did not seem
prepared for discussions, and ideas usually got more muddled as section went on./Not very clear at all. Changed discussion section
format only after the professor decided to sit in once. As well, emailed his section less than twelve hours before the paper was due
to explain what he wanted in the paper, which definitely is extremely last minute./Answered all our questions adequately./Interested
and knowledgable in the subject, but discussion can be more organized and he can communicate better./He really just couldn't
explain the topics well. His answers to student questions often left me more confused than the the question was asked in the first
place, and he didn't have a very clear idea of how to express an idea at the level at which we were learning it.
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