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Philosophical Content Mechanics

Faithfulness Clarity Rigor Originality Structure Citations

Arguments and 
views relevant 
to the prompt 
are rehearsed 
fairly, accurate-
ly, and in suffi-
cient detail; 
arguments and 
views are not 
dismissed with-
out careful con-
sideration.           

Clear, specific, 
and informative 
thesis; prose is 
clear and easy to 
follow through-
out; philosophi-
cal terms are 
appropriately 
introduced and 
defined or illus-
trated by exam-
ple; each sen-
tence says exact-
ly what the au-
thor means it  
to say.

Important claims 
are defended 
with strong, de-
veloped argu-
ments; there are 
clear premises 
that build on 
each other to 
establish the 
stated thesis; 
strong objec-
tions are antici-
pated  
and replied to.

Does not 
merely re-
hearse views 
or arguments 
presented in 
lecture or 
readings; of-
fers a new ar-
gument or 
view with 
strong, origi-
nal examples. 

Paper is very well- or-
ganized and individual 
paragraphs are well-
structured; there is 
only one point per 
sentence, and only 
one argument or “big 
idea” per paragraph; 
good use of transi-
tions between para-
graphs; arguments 
build upon themselves 
in a cohesive and 
easy-to-follow way to 
arrive ultimately at the 
conclusion.

Quotes and 
paraphrases are 
properly cited; a 
complete 
“Works Cited” 
appears at the 
end of the pa-
per.

Relevant views 
and arguments 
are rehearsed 
fairly, but in in-
sufficient detail; 
rehearsal may 
contain errors 
or unnecessary 
or irrelevant 
details.

Thesis could be 
clearer or more 
specific; Some 
technical terms 
are used without 
any attempt to 
clarify what they 
mean; it is un-
clear what some 
sentences are 
intended to say.   

Some important 
claims are as-
serted without 
argument; some 
premises are 
undersupported 
or missing; pos-
sible objections/
replies are weak, 
obvious, or ir-
relevant.

May not offer 
a new argu-
ment or view, 
but clarifies or 
strengths an 
argument 
from the read-
ings or lec-
tures with 
original  
examples.               

Paper is broadly well-
structured but there 
are some issues, e.g.–
– occasional problems 
with paragraph unity; 
some transitions un-
clear; parts of the ar-
gument "out of 
order", paragraphs try 
to do too much or feel 
unconnected to adja-
cent ones

Some direct 
quotes and (es-
pecially) para-
phrases are not 
properly cited; 
the “Works Cit-
ed” section may 
be incomplete 
or missing  
altogether.

Relevant views 
or are sketched 
in very superfi-
cial terms; are 
grossly misrep-
resented or 
dismissed with-
out argument. 
Paper may not 
address the 
prompt.

No identifiable 
thesis; Much of 
the paper is un-
clear; little to no 
attempt is made 
to clarify techni-
cal terms either 
by definition or 
example.

The paper con-
tains mostly as-
sertions with 
little or no ar-
gument; given 
arguments do 
not support or 
even contradict 
thesis; no possi-
ble objections 
are considered. 

Merely re-
hearses argu-
ments from 
lecture or from 
the readings; 
does not offer 
any new ar-
gument, view, 
or objection.

Overall paper struc-
ture is unclear and 
hard to follow; signifi-
cant issues with para-
graph organization 
and unity; there is no 
clear logical path to 
the thesis/conclusion. 

Very serious 
citation issues; 
most if not all 
direct quotes 
and paraphras-
es are not 
properly cited; 
some phrasing 
may be taken 
directly from an 
uncited source.
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