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PEER REVIEW CHECKLIST 
Name of reviewer (your name):      

Paper Number:  

Read your colleague’s paper once, then read it again and go through the checklist below.  

Circle your answers. 

 

1. Is this article interesting and accessible to non-philosophers?   YES  NO 

(can you see this article getting published in The Ithaca Journal?) 

Do you think this article may change some readers’ minds?    YES   Maybe NO 

 

2. Is the paper coherent and convincing? 

a. Circle the author’s thesis. If you cannot circle the thesis, it is unclear. 

If you circle multiple theses, check if they are the same.  

b. How many pieces of evidence does the author present for his/her thesis?  

(if you cannot count them, the author did not clearly distinguish the individual pieces of evidence) 

c. Circle the paragraph in which the author presents an objection to his/her argument or a question a skeptical 

reader would ask. Do you think the objection/question is one many readers are likely to have? If not, which 

objection/question do you think is more pressing? 

 

  

d. Is the final paragraph a good closing argument (envision a court scenario)? YES  NO 

e. Are you convinced by the presented argument?             YES   Sort of    NO 

 

3. Is the paper clear and concise?  

a. Search the paper for nominalizations (e.g., “argument”, “intention”). Would turning the noun into a verb 

improve the sentence? Give an example sentence and revise, if necessary. 

 

 

 

b. Search the paper for passive voice. Would changing the passive verb into an active one improve the sentence? 

Give an example sentence and revise, if necessary. 

 

 

 

c. Search the paper for wordy phrases (e.g., despite the fact that = even though; in regard to the subject of = 

regarding) and replace them. Give an example sentence and revise, if necessary. 

 

 

 

d. Search the paper for “not”. Can you change negatives to affirmatives? Give an example sentence and revise, if 

necessary. 

 

4. Summarize your evaluation on the enclosed index card. Identify the main issues in the paper and give advice on 

how to fix those issues (~ 4 sentences). Give your review checklist to your colleague whose paper you reviewed. 

Discuss your reviews. Give the index card (with your evaluation, your and your colleague’s name) to your 

instructor.  
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4th Paper Assignment: Engage in a Real-Life Debate. 

3-4 pages, 1.5 spaced, Times New Roman 12-point font, with 1-inch margins. 

On the next page, you will find a fictional newspaper article. Your 4th paper assignment is to write 

a letter to the editor, in which you respond to that article. In your response, you are expected to 

show mastery of the material and ability to apply the skills learned in class. Use your knowledge 

to enter a real-life debate about a controversial topic, and show that you have learned to argue 

carefully, clearly, and respectfully. 

Your response should have the following outline:   

1. Identify the author’s theses. Reconstruct the argument(s) for those theses, if the author 

provides any, in premise and conclusion form. Be charitable!  

2. Critically engage with the argument: 

a. Your thesis: Do you agree or disagree with the author? Which thesis or premise do 

you accept or reject? Remember to limit your response to your area of expertise, 

which is: the role of disgust in moral judgment formation and sentencing.  

b. Argue for your thesis! Use the material we read in class (Nussbaum, Prinz, Haidt, 

Pizarro, *Salles) to argue for your thesis. Make sure to quote properly and to 

indicate ownership of the ideas you are using. You do not have to use all the 

readings, but you should use those you need in order to give a convincing and an 

informed argument. 

c. Anticipate an objection your opponent is likely to have and respond to it. 

Your final paper grade will reflect whether your argument would convince a broader audience, 

i.e., the editor and the readers of the newspaper, who are presumably non-philosophers. Remember 

that you will only convince readers who can follow your argument. Clarity is key!  

 

Writing Process and Deadlines: 

1. Print and carefully read the texts again (in particular Nussbaum; also Haidt, Prinz, 

*Salles). 

2. Sketch: due Saturday Oct. 21st at 3pm on BB. 

3. Paragraph: On Monday Oct. 23rd bring a paragraph of your draft to class. We will 

team-up and edit each other’s paragraphs.  

4. Whole Paper Draft: due Thursday Oct. 26th at 9pm on BB. 

5. Revised Draft: On Wednesday Nov. 1st bring your old draft with your instructor’s 

comments and your new, revised version to class. We will team-up and edit each other’s 

revised drafts. 

6. Whole Paper Final: due Tuesday Nov. 7th at 1pm on BB. 

7. Knight FWS Awards: The Knight Institute awards prizes for the best student papers in 

First-Year Writing Seminars. Your instructor can submit the two best papers in this class 

for prize consideration.  
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Conahey should have listened to the Voice 

of Disgust. 

The trial of Dennis McScott is over and the 

verdict leaves the community of Tompkins 

County in disbelief. Twenty years to life for a 

heinous crime, the details of which are too 

horrific to elaborate on in this journal. Last 

winter, McScott brutally assaulted and murdered 

a young, pregnant woman. Witnesses confirmed 

that he followed her shouting vulgar, sexist slurs. 

The woman was later found, her body mutilated 

in the most despicable way. McScott confessed 

and was unmistakably identified through DNA 

evidence as the killer. During the trial, McScott 

showed no sign of remorse, instead telling the 

story and explaining the details of the crime 

seemed to give him satisfaction.  

McScott’s crime and his behavior in court were 

so disgusting that followers of the trial expected 

him to receive the harshest punishment. But 

Judge Conahey sentenced McScott to twenty 

years to life in prison with a chance of parole after 

only fifteen years. Conahey explained the 

sentence saying that “the emotions of a judge, 

should be as far removed from sentencing 

decisions as can practically be achieved.” In my 

eyes, that is a big mistake.  

In assessing the severity of McScott’s crime our 

feeling or emotion of disgust proves to be very 

helpful. What happened was not just a murder, 

but an unbelievably sickening nightmare that left 

the family of the victim and our entire community 

in despair. The intensity of disgust reflects 

the depth of emotional harm that the defendant 

has inflicted upon the victim and her family and 

friends. Disregarding that emotion is wrong. I 

believe Conahey is mistaken about the role 

emotions and feelings should play in assessing 

the severity of a crime. I firmly believe that 

disgust can be a good guide in legal and moral 

matters. Disgust can not only inform us about 

how bad a crime is, but also about whether an act 

is a crime at all. Recall the case ‘Julie and Mark 

against the State of New York’. Julie and Mark 

are siblings who engaged in intercourse, and 

although their activity was consensual and 

pregnancy extremely unlikely, it was a crime. 

Why? Because it is disgusting! That is why!  

I believe that judges should listen more to their 

emotions and feelings when deliberating about 

appropriate punishment. Someone might object 

that emotions have been proven to be bad guides 

in the past. Disgust has been used, for example, 

to defend and fuel sexism and racism. I do, of 

course, acknowledge those facts. Yet, I argue that 

the McScott case is different because the people 

of Tompkins County agree that his crime is the 

most disgusting one that has ever happened in our 

community. Anyone should feel disgust about it. 

Therefore, judge Conahey should have trusted his 

emotional reaction and chosen a harsher 

sentence. He should have listened to the voice of 

disgust.  

 

October 18, 2017 


