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1. Teaching Statement  
  

At the end of a class based on P. F. Strawson’s “Freedom and Resentment,” I asked my students 

to write down the “muddiest point” from our discussion so far. The answer that especially resonated with 

me read, “Nothing, yet everything.” I love it when students find themselves in dissonant states like this, 

because it means they are experiencing first-hand how studying philosophy can both clarify our thinking 

and problematize our existing view of things, showing us that seemingly simple matters are far more 

complex, and thus deserving of our continued philosophical attention, than we had previously thought. As 

a teacher of philosophy, I don’t just expect my students to master philosophical content – rather, I seek to 

introduce them to compelling, perplexing philosophical questions, help them learn the skills needed to 

fruitfully investigate those questions, and to develop valuable dispositions that inform how they will 

engage with ideas, their own learning processes, other people, and real ethical problems, both in the 

classroom and the world beyond it.  

Based on my own undergraduate experience, I know that proficiency at philosophy doesn’t come 

naturally to everyone, so it is important to me that students know that success – in terms of learning goals, 

not just grades – is possible in my class, and that I will gladly work with them in and out of class to help 

them succeed. When students struggle with a task, they may infer that the task is impossible and become 

disengaged, so I aim to help students learn that the skills and dispositions that enable them to do 

philosophy well – including the willingness to persist with inquiry in the face of challenging tasks or 

“muddy” content – develop over time, with repeated practice.   

These thoughts have shaped my approach to teaching philosophical reading and writing skills. 

Before students can reasonably be expected to write successfully about philosophical texts, I now believe 

they must be taught how to effectively read those texts. I didn’t practice explicit reading instruction until 

recently because I was reluctant to spend class time on reading skills when that time would (ostensibly) 

be better spent covering content. But after hearing the same, all-too-common complaints from students 

each semester that the readings were too hard, too dense, too abstract, etc., I realized that students’ 

difficulty with philosophical reading was directly impacting their ability and willingness to engage with 

the content. I now explicitly teach philosophical reading using metacognitive strategies that help students 

learn about and reflect on their own learning processes. I have students practice “thinking aloud”1 as they 

read texts, provide them with a guide to reading philosophy, and require them to develop their own 

flagging and notation system that they’ll use as they read all assigned material throughout the course. The 

approach I take to teaching philosophical reading helps students engage more deeply with the content, 

encourages self-reflection and monitoring, and making explicit discipline-specific features of 

philosophical texts (e.g. texts are dialogical rather than linear; the terms of art, structural choices, 

signposting cues, etc. that philosophers use) that might otherwise remain mysterious. Most importantly, it 

shows students that reading philosophy well is doing philosophy.  

In general, I want my students to learn to construe learning challenges as opportunities to 

improve, and to see me and their fellow students as allies in overcoming those challenges. To these ends, 

I strive to create an inclusive, supportive, and motivating learning environment. I aim to be as transparent 

as possible about what I’m asking students to do in class and on assessments, and why. Students are only 

graded on tasks that rely on content, skills, or dispositions that they have already practiced and received 

feedback on, and content and skills that are foundational are taught before moving onto more complex 

topics or tasks. For example, when teaching intro-level students how to write philosophy papers, I require 

them to complete a series of small, incremental writing assignments that lead up to a final, higher-stakes 

paper, which is explicitly pitched to students as a way of putting together the component skills they’ve 

already practiced. I also speak candidly with my students about challenges I have faced as a philosophy 

student (such as writing my very first, thoroughly mediocre, philosophy paper, and getting the mediocre 

grade to go with it) to show that finding tasks or content difficult is normal, and shouldn’t be taken to 

                                                 
1 “Thinking aloud” is the verbalizing of one’s thought process while performing some activity. 
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mean that success is out of reach. Indeed, I try to normalize failure as an important part of learning. When 

I mess up an explanation or make an error on the board, I make fun of myself and then correct the error – 

or ask for students’ help in correcting it – to demonstrate that it doesn’t matter if you get something 

wrong as long as you try again, or are willing to seek help from your classmates.  

In the first session of every class I teach, I work with students to develop a set of discussion 

norms. The norms are almost entirely student-generated, though I suggest some too. For example, I 

introduce students to the principle of charity, and we agree to apply it to each other as well as to the 

authors we read. Establishing these norms early on gives students a shared sense of ownership over the 

class, and sets a tone of cooperation. It also establishes that just as I have responsibilities to the students 

as their teacher, they too are accountable to each other, and to me, as classmates and as learners.  

Over the course of the semester, I create a classroom atmosphere that is fun, collaborative, and 

stimulating. I use a variety of group activities that require students to work together, such as small group 

discussions, close readings of texts, debates, and team “jeopardy-style” quizzes. Teams who give correct 

answers during jeopardy competitions explain their answers to their peers to make sure everyone is on the 

same page before we continue. To give students different ways of approaching and understanding content, 

where possible I present and compare ideas and theories using diagrams and tables. For example, to help 

students come to grips with Kant’s views about moral rightness and moral worth, I devised a puzzle 

handout with a series of branching questions that required students to fill in the blanks with relevant 

content and examples. I sometimes use even more hands-on activities: for example, to demonstrate how a 

Turing Machine works and prepare students for an upcoming computation problem set, I had several 

students physically stand in as the components of the machine, including the cells on the ticker tape and 

the read/write head. The rest of the students were given a set of transition rules and tasked with 

instructing the “Machine” how to complete an addition function and keeping track of the inputs and 

outputs on the ticker tape.  

I also provide structured skeleton handouts to help students keep track of, and make connections 

between, important points from discussion. To get students excited about course content, I express my 

own enthusiasm for what we’re studying and select material that is relevant to students’ lives. For 

instance, I enjoy teaching the ethics of online dating and the ethics of online shaming. To make 

homework more engaging, I supplement academic readings with contemporary popular culture pieces and 

podcast episodes. Further, I assign interactive homework tasks to accompany certain readings. For 

example, I assign an interactive computer simulation of Plato’s Euthyphro to supplement the dialogue 

itself, and when reading Hobbes on the state of nature, students play an online simulation of iterated 

Prisoner’s Dilemmas to explore game theoretic explanations of the evolution of social cooperation. 

Lastly, my involvement with the Center for Research on Learning & Teaching and the American 

Association of Philosophy Teachers has been especially valuable for my continued teaching development. 

These organizations have introduced me to skilled instructors from a range of disciplines, and enabled me 

to engage with (and contribute to) relevant scholarship on teaching and learning. In short, I love to teach, 

and am wholly committed to bettering myself as a teacher every single semester.   

 

 



Bollard | Teaching Portfolio | 3 

  

2. Teaching Awards 

 
Outstanding Graduate Student Instructor Award, University of Michigan, 2018 

Awarded annually to the twenty most outstanding graduate student instructors across Rackham Graduate 

School's 180 graduate programs. Nominations are collected by departments (1-2 per department), and 

recipients are selected based on student evaluations, letters of recommendation, and a personal statement 

of teaching philosophy.  

John Dewey Prize, University of Michigan, 2017 

Awarded annually by the philosophy department to one graduate student who has shown excellence in 

undergraduate teaching.  

Dean's Citation for Excellence in Tutorials, University of Sydney, 2012 

Awarded annually by the Dean of the Faculty of Arts and Social Sciences to teachers from the Faculty of 
Arts and Social Sciences who display excellence in tutorial teaching. The Dean's Citation for Excellence 

in Tutorials is specifically designed to encourage innovative, evidence-based, and reflective teaching. 

Recipients are selected based on student evaluations and commendations, letters of recommendation, and 

a personal statement.  

 

3. Pedagogical Scholarship, Consulting, Mentoring, & Development 

Pedagogical Scholarship 
Kearns, K., Hatcher, M., Bollard, M., DiPietro, M., Donohue-Bergeler, D., Drane, L., Luoma, E.,.  

Phuong, A., Thain, L., & Wright, M. (2018), “Once a scientist…": Disciplinary approaches and 

intellectual dexterity in educational development. To Improve the Academy: A Journal of 
Educational Development, 37: 128-141.  

 

In this essay, my co-authors and I discuss the unique disciplinary approaches we each bring to our work 

as educational developers. Further, we discuss the value of thinking inclusively about disciplinary 

approaches and bringing a multiplicity of disciplinary epistemologies to bear during classroom 

observations and consultations with clients.  

 

Instructional Consultant, University of Michigan Center for Research on Learning & Teaching, 2016 –18 

I was selected and trained by the University of Michigan’s Center for Research on Learning and Teaching 

to work as a Graduate Student Instructional Consultant. My primary role was to provide guidance and 

support for fellow graduate student instructors in departments across the university. I conducted 

classroom observations, collected feedback from students, and delivered tailored advice to help GSIs 

address any issues they faced in their teaching and improve their teaching practices. I also provided 

teaching statement and teaching evaluation consultations. Consultants met regularly at CRLT to discuss 
consulting case studies, learn new pedagogic techniques, create resources for CRLT's programming, and 

to develop inclusive teaching practices. As a consultant, I also designed and facilitated a workshop for my 

fellow consultants titled “Adapting Strategies for Different Disciplinary Contexts" (given April 2018). 
 

Graduate Student Teaching Mentor, University of Michigan, Winter 2017 and Winter 2018 

I was selected by the Philosophy Department’s Graduate Student Instructor (GSI) Training and 

Evaluation Committee to serve as a mentor for fellow GSIs in the Philosophy department. I consulted 

with GSIs about teaching issues, provided advice and feedback to GSIs based on classroom observations, 
disseminated useful teaching resources and scholarship to GSIs, and organized teaching workshops, 

including "Implementing Active Learning Strategies in the Philosophy Classroom" (given April 2018.) 
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University of Michigan Graduate Teacher Certificate, 2017 
The UM Graduate Teacher Certificate is a college-level teaching development program coordinated by 

the University’s Center for Research on Learning and Teaching (CRLT) and Rackham Graduate School. 

Besides instructional practice as an instructor, the Certificate requires:  

• Completion of at least 8 hours of campus-wide and departmental Graduate Student Instructor 

Teaching Orientation programs, including practice teaching sessions and seminars about how to 

effectively facilitate discussion sections and assess student work. 

• Exposure to new teaching strategies through attendance at seminars facilitated by CRLT, 

including:  

o “Teaching with instructional technology: next steps with IT” 

o “Backward course design and syllabus construction” 

o “Inside the inclusive teacher’s toolkit: inclusive active learning strategies” 

o “Inclusive teaching in the philosophy classroom” 

o “Modelling and teaching the skills of philosophical argumentation”  

o “Creating accessible learning environments” 

o “Understanding how stereotype threat and growth mindset affect student learning” 

o “Teaching in tumultuous times: Making choices about how to address the world beyond 

your classroom” 

• A consultation on classroom teaching from a CRLT consultant. To satisfy this requirement, a 

CRLT consultant observed one of my classes and then conducted a student feedback session that 

gathers information from students (confidentially) about a) how well and in what ways I was 

helping my students learn, and b) how I could help them learn more effectively. I now request 

these consultations for every class I teach, in addition to the regular departmental observation by 

philosophy faculty members, in order to receive as much feedback as possible on my teaching.  

• A mentorship on course design with a faculty member. I completed the mentorship with Chandra 

Sripada, who provided me with feedback on a course syllabus as well as advice about designing 

and teaching interdisciplinary cognitive science courses. 

 

American Association of Philosophy Teachers Workshops and Seminars on Teaching and Learning in 

Philosophy 

• One-day workshop at the University of Michigan, January 2017. I was the site coordinator for 

this workshop. 

• Four-day intensive seminar at Saginaw Valley State University, July 2016. This seminar ran 

concurrently with AAPT’s Biennial International Workshop-Conference on Teaching Philosophy. 

• One-day workshop at San Francisco State University, March 2015. 

 

All AAPT events train participants to design courses effectively and improve teaching practices using 

principles of integrated course design, such that learning objectives, learning activities, and assessment 

are transparently aligned. All sessions were interactive, and required concrete application of the seminar 

material to a syllabus of my own. Relevant literature on teaching and learning was assigned in advance of 

each AAPT event, and engaging with these materials has inspired me to regularly read new articles in the 

scholarship of teaching and learning and continue my own education and development as a teacher.  

 

University of Sydney Faculty of Arts and Social Sciences Teaching Development Program, 2011 

The program consisted of 5 sessions (10 hours total), including interactive sessions devoted to course 

design, student-focused teaching and learning, principles of assessment, techniques for professional 

feedback, and effective classroom practices. The program also required the submission of a reflective 

teaching statement.    
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4. Teaching Experience 

 
Sole instructor  

• Introduction to Philosophy: Philosophical Questions (Fall 2018, Amherst College, 25 students) 

• Seminar: Morality and the Emotions (Fall 2018, Amherst College, 10 students, open only to 

upper-level students) 

• Contemporary Moral Problems: Ethics, Race, and Gender (Summer 2018, University of 

Michigan, 40 students) 

• Philosophical Dimensions of Personal Decisions (Summer 2016, University of Michigan, 41 

students) 

• Philosophy of Happiness (Summer 2012, University of Sydney, 70 students) 

 

As sole instructor, I had full responsibility for course design and execution.  

 
Discussion Section Leader (all at the University of Michigan unless otherwise noted) 

• Critical Reasoning (for David Manley, Fall 2017, two sections of 25 students) 

• Moral Principles and Problems (for Daniel Jacobson, Fall 2016 and Fall 2014, two sections of 25 

students) 

• Introduction to Cognitive Science (for Chandra Sripada, Fall 2015 and for Chandra Sripada and 

Rick Lewis, Winter 2015, 3 sections of 25 students) 

• Contemporary Moral Problems (for Matt Evans, Winter 2014, two sections of 26 students) 

• Introduction to Philosophy: Principles and Problems (for Louis Loeb, Fall 2013, two sections of 

27 students)  

• Philosophy of Happiness (for Caroline West, University of Sydney, 2011, two sections of 20 

students) 

• Moral Psychology (for Luke Russell, University of Sydney, 2011 and 2012, two sections of 20 

students) 

 

As discussion section leader, I planned and led discussion sections which supplemented the lectures, 

helped create exams and assignments, graded student work, and held office hours. When teaching Moral 

Principles and Problems, I was also responsible for the creation of a separate section syllabus which 

contained readings not addressed in lecture as well as assignments specific to my own sections. In Fall 

2014, my section syllabus covered topics in global and environmental ethics. In Fall 2016, my section 

syllabus focused on the ethics of online behavior.  

 

 

5. Teaching Evaluations2 
 

5.1 Quantitative Evaluations 

 
The table provided below summarizes the numerical feedback from all students who responded in all of 

the courses3 I’ve taught as sole instructor or discussion section leader at the University of Michigan: 

• Ethics, Race, and Gender (Sole Instructor, Summer 2018, 40 students) 

• Critical Reasoning (Discussion Section Leader, Fall 2017, 50 students) 

• Moral Principles and Problems (Discussion Section Leader, Fall 2016, 50 students) 

                                                 
2 Original institutional summaries of student evaluations for all courses are available upon request.  
3 For which evaluations were administered. Due to an administrative error, course evaluations were not conducted in 

Winter 2015 when I was a discussion section leader for COG 200: Introduction to Cognitive Science.   
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• Philosophical Dimensions of Personal Decisions (Sole instructor, Summer 2016, 41 students) 

• Introduction to Cognitive Science (Discussion Section Leader, Fall 2015, 75 students) 

• Moral Principles and Problems (Discussion Section Leader, Fall 2014, 50 students) 

• Contemporary Moral Problems (Discussion Section Leader, Winter 2014, 52 students) 

• Introduction to Philosophy: Principles and Problems (Discussion Section Leader, Fall 2013, 54 

students) 

 

Students were asked to quantify their agreement with the prompt by selecting a number from 1 (“strongly 

disagree”) to 5 (“strongly agree”). 

Prompt 
 

Course % 

Agree 

(4 or 5) 

My 

Mean 

Score 

Dept. 

Comparison4 

(50th Percentile) 

In Top 

25% 

(Dept.)? 

“Overall, the 

instructor was an 

excellent teacher.” 

Ethics, Race, and Gender (SU18) 

Critical Reasoning (F17) 

Moral Principles and Problems (F16)  

Personal Decisions (SU16) 

Intro to Cognitive Science (F15) 

Moral Principles and Problems (F14) 

Contemporary Moral Problems (W14) 

Intro to Philosophy (F13) 

94 

100 

97 

90 

99 

95 

100 

100 

4.80 

4.98 

4.97 

4.70 

4.88 

4.89 

4.83 

4.71 

4.54 

4.63 

4.60 

4.54 

N/A 

4.64 

4.63 

4.63 

X 

X 

X 

X 

N/A 

X 

X 

“The instructor gave 

clear explanations” 

Ethics, Race, and Gender (SU18) 

Critical Reasoning (F17) 

Moral Principles and Problems (F16)  

Personal Decisions (SU16) 

Intro to Cognitive Science (F15) 

Moral Principles and Problems (F14) 

Contemporary Moral Problems (W14) 

Intro to Philosophy (F13) 

97 

100 

97 

80 

96 

93 

98 

98 

4.90 

4.92 

4.96 

4.67 

4.85 

4.81 

4.81 

4.77 

4.44 

4.69 

4.50 

4.44 

N/A 

4.57 

4.55 

4.56 

X 

X 

X 

 

N/A 

X 

X 

X 

“The instructor 

stressed important 

points in lectures/ 

discussions.” 

Ethics, Race, and Gender (SU18) 

Critical Reasoning (F17) 

Moral Principles and Problems (F16)  

Personal Decisions (SU16) 

Moral Principles and Problems (F14) 

Contemporary Moral Problems (W14) 

Intro to Philosophy (F13) 

94 

100 

100 

90 

95 

100 

98 

4.80 

4.91 

4.91 

4.63 

4.90 

4.83 

4.77 

4.50 

4.63 

4.60 

4.50 

4.64 

4.61 

4.62 

X 

X 

X 

 

X 

X 

“The instructor put 

material across in an 

interesting way.” 

Ethics, Race, and Gender (SU18) 

Critical Reasoning (F17) 

Moral Principles and Problems (F16)  

Personal Decisions (SU16) 

Moral Principles and Problems (F14) 

Contemporary Moral Problems (W14) 

Intro to Philosophy (F13) 

94 

95 

95 

83 

93 

98 

98 

4.80 

4.84 

4.93 

4.70 

4.78 

4.81 

4.54 

4.50 

4.54 

4.54 

4.50 

4.57 

4.55 

4.56 

X 

X 

X 

 

X 

X 

“The instructor 

appeared to have a 

thorough knowledge 

of the subject.” 

Ethics, Race, and Gender (SU18) 

Critical Reasoning (F17) 

Moral Principles and Problems (F16)  

Personal Decisions (SU16) 

Moral Principles and Problems (F14) 

Contemporary Moral Problems (W14) 

Intro to Philosophy (F13) 

97 

100 

100 

93 

95 

100 

100 

4.90 

4.92 

4.97 

4.81 

4.92 

4.92 

4.85 

4.80 

4.79 

4.80 

4.80 

4.79 

4.79 

4.80 

X 

X 

X 

 

X 

X 

“The instructor was 

willing to meet and 

help students outside 

class” 

Ethics, Race, and Gender (SU18) 

Moral Principles and Problems (F16)  

Personal Decisions (SU16) 

Moral Principles and Problems (F14) 

Contemporary Moral Problems (W14) 

Intro to Philosophy (F13) 

97 

100 

92 

98 

100 

98 

4.90 

4.97 

4.77 

4.88 

4.84 

4.87 

4.70 

4.75 

4.70 

4.77 

4.75 

4.77 

X 

X 

 

X 

X 

 

                                                 
4 Based on aggregate scores of similar (as defined by the Department) philosophy courses taught at the University of 

Michigan between 2008-2017, excluding the semester in which the course being compared was taught. 
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5.2 Qualitative Evaluations 
 

In end-of-term course evaluations, students are asked to respond to two open-ended questions: 

1. “Comment on the quality of instruction in this course” 

2. “How would you change this course?” / “How can the instructor improve the teaching of 

this course?”  

 

Below are complete and unedited qualitative student evaluations for the following courses: 

 

• Contemporary Moral Problems: Ethics, Race, and Gender (Sole instructor, Summer 2018) 

• Critical Reasoning (Discussion Section Leader, Fall 2017) 

• Moral Principles and Problems (Discussion Section Leader, Fall 2016) 

• Philosophical Dimensions of Personal Decisions (Sole instructor, Summer 2016) 

• Introduction to Cognitive Science (Discussion Section Leader, Fall 2015) 
 

Qualitative evaluations for all courses taught are available upon request. 
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Contemporary Moral Problems: Ethics, Race, and Gender 

Sole Instructor, Summer 2018 (40 students) 
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Please note that there was an additional, customized written question that students could answer for 

“Ethics, Race, and Gender” that was not available on any other qualitative course evaluations. Complete 

and unedited student answers to that question are included on the following page.  
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Critical Reasoning   

Discussion Section Leader, Fall 2017 (50 students) 

 

“Comment on the quality of instruction in this course” 

• Mara was great. She often explained the concepts of the course much better than the professor. 

 

• Great enthusiasm. 

 

• I can honestly say that I would not have passed this course without Mara. Anytime I had any sort 

of confusion or question, Mara knew how to explain it in a variety of different ways so that I 

always felt much more comfortable walking out of discussion than I did walking in. It is because 

of her that I vastly improved between my two midterm grades and that I have an increased 

interest in the field of Philosophy. 

 

• Mara did a fine job of getting further in depth on lecture topics and explaining confusing areas. 

 

• My section instructor was excellent. She clearly had a passion for teaching and helping her 

students in any way possible. She often made herself available beyond discussion and office 

hours to help students succeed in the course. 

 

• Mara = beast. 

 

• Such a great GSI! Super passionate and helpful! 

 

• Mara was very informative and helpful providing help when we needed it. 

 

• I think the GSI in this discussion was by far the best GSI I have had this semester. She was 

extremely helpful and was able to simplify the content to a degree of which I finally understood 

the content. 

 

• Mara was amazing! One of the best GSIs I have had. She would make these note pages with 

example questions on there which was super helpful. Her positive attitude was so refreshing and 

helped motivate students. She is a great teacher. 

 

• I loved this one! Mara was so knowledgeable and sweet. She could answer anything, explained it 

so well, and was very patient. 

 

• Great. I felt comfortable asking all the questions I wanted to because Mara was so friendly and 

kind, leagues ahead of my other GSIs. 

 

• This was by far one of my favorite discussion sections this semester. Mara is an amazing GSI, 

who knows the subject matter well and is extremely willing to help her students. I found that 

discussion was more helpful than lecture in explaining and applying what we learned that week, 

as Mara always had worksheets and examples prepared. 

 

• Mara was one of the best discussion leaders I have ever had. She was always willing to help 

students and you can tell she has experience and a talent for teaching. 

 

“How would you change this course?” 
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• The only thing I would have changed in this discussion section was to have maybe made it 

longer. I feel as though we were pressed for time on many cases and never fully talked though our 

example questions.  

 

• Nothing. 

 

• Clear enough, more worksheets. 

 

• I wouldn’t. 

 

• I would make it go a little faster. Sometimes it felt like we didn’t fully cover the weeks’ lectures 

and there was a bit of downtime in it. 

 

• Go over the concepts a little more. 

 

• More examples of questions that we could see on the exam --- like same format. 

 

• I wish we could do more problems all together, but I understood the time constraint. 

 

• The one issue I had was time – we were typically not able to go over all the answers. However, 

this was not due to poor time management, but rather the time allotted for the discussion as a 

whole – I’m sure if we had an additional 10-20 minutes, we’d go over everything in time. 

 

 

 

Moral Principles and Problems  

Discussion Section Leader, Fall 2016 (50 students) 
 

“Comment on the quality of instruction in this course” 

• Mara was an amazing instructor who provided the resources and means for me to fully 

understand and comprehend the concepts and principles we were being taught in this philosophy 

course. She was clear and made it easy for me to understand. 

 

• Mara is by far the best GSI I have ever had. She portrayed the information in an interesting way 

that clarified all of the questions I still had after doing readings and going to lecture. Her 

worksheets were creative and helped me understand both big picture and small details of each 

philosopher. 

 

• The issues were explained fully and discussion was encouraged. If there was a disagreement 

Mara did a good job of accepting while challenging all views and was open to accepting 
disagreement. Most of us left discussion with a much better understanding of the content than we 

had coming into class. 

 

• It was great 

 

• Amazingly done. Wouldn’t change a thing. 

 

• Mara is amazing!! She really makes sure you understand the information, and she very attentive 

to each of her students. She gives study guides and Awesome lesson recaps. 
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• Mara was such a joy to have as an instructor. 

 

• Mara was a great GSI! She was really fun, engaged, and sweet. She really cares about us students 

and wanted the best for us and was more than willing to help us. 

 

• I wasn’t sure why some assignments were graded the way they were, though I appreciated the 

work that went into the worksheets handed out that explained concepts. I really appreciated her 

flexibility with when assignments were due and her willingness to extend deadlines or give extra 

points in other things for extra work. 

 

• The GSI was very nice and knew the material very well. She helped the students work through 

tough concepts and was truly important in helping students succeed. Very happy with her 

instruction of the course. 

 

• For discussion, Mara is the BEST GSI I’ve ever had in any course at U-M. She is so fun, 

enthusiastic, and expertly skilled in making the information interesting and clear for students. She 

is so willing to meet with students in and out of class and she truly wants everyone to do well. 

Her ability to succinctly explain material makes me wish she was our lecturer as well. She also 

brings in awesome readings to make the course seem more contemporary and intriguing. Mara 

truly made this course for me. 

 

• Mara Bollard was a great GSI for this course. She was always prepared, used class time 

efficiently, and incorporated both lecture review and new material (which was often more 

exciting and interesting) into the discussions. I would not have been able to get through this 

course without her. 

 

• Honestly, one of the best instructors I have encountered at university. Mara was consistently 

active and motivated. She made understanding concepts not only easy, but also quite entertaining. 

I did not have any particular interest towards philosophy, however, Mara made this class 

extremely enjoyable. 

 

• Great! My instructor was the best part: Mara Bollard. There isn’t a comment box below to 

comment about her, so I wanted to add here that she was an amazing discussion section leader. 

She really made sure we were ready for the exam by giving us example exam questions, 

reviewing lecture material, and by being totally open to questions and suggestions. Absolutely 

fantastic teacher material! 

 

• This discussion section was helpful in reinforcing most lecture topics. The worksheets that 

outlined the material were extremely helpful. 

 

• Very good 

 

• Mara was awesome 

 

• Amazing instruction. Mara was an excellent GSI who always did an excellent job reviewing the 

lecture material and preparing us for the exams. She was extremely approachable, and was more 

than willing to help. Would not hesitate to recommend her to a peer. She is great! 

 

• Mara as a GSI was excellent throughout the entirety of the course. I’ve had many GSI’s, and she 

is by far the best one that I have had at the University of Michigan! 



Bollard | Teaching Portfolio | 14 

  

 

• Great explanation of course topics 

 

• I loved Mara! She was by far one of the best GSI’s I’ve had. She always thoroughly explained 

relevant information from lecture in a way that everyone could understand. We did a lot of 

different activities that helped us understand challenging material more. She opened up the 

discussion to intellectual debate and was always willing to meet with students. She was very 

understanding and always had the best interest of her students in mind. We also did section only 

reading that was applied philosophy, philosophical debates with applicable topics that I enjoyed. 

 

• This discussion section was really well controlled and well directed. Mara was an amazing GSI 

and she was such a please to be around. I’m extremely happy to have had her as my GSI. 

 

• Had a great time! 

 

• The instruction was great, the lecture material was reinforced and the section specific topics 

helped apply philosophy principles. Class discussions were interesting and educational. 

 

• I very much enjoyed the discussion sections of this class. I found the worksheets handed out 

every section extremely useful. The GSI was great at engaging the students in conversation and 

did a great job helping engage by asking leading questions that helped the students answer 

without handing them the answer. The GSI was very clear in explanations and was great at 

explaining multiple ways if something wasn’t clear. Also she was very approachable, 

understanding, and available for her students. Loved the class, thank you for teaching. 

 

• very good instructor. 

 

• Loved the instruction of this course!! Would recommend to anyone! 

 

• Discussion clarified what we learned in lecture extremely effectively, and added to my interest in 

philosophy. I enjoyed the assignments we did that didn’t pertain to lecture as well; they showed 

me what philosophy is like in the present and demonstrated good philosophical writing. This was 

definitely the best discussion section I’ve had! 

 

“How would you change this course?” 

• Make lectures less boring, make Mara lecturer 

 

• I would maybe make the main learning goals of the semester more centralized. I liked the way 

this course flowed, but felt like we weren’t working toward a big-picture goal. 

 

• I would spend more time on independent topics. I really enjoyed being able to apply the theories 

we had learned in lecture to different topics where we didn’t have a lecture on what was right 

about it. 

 

• I wouldn’t, I like the format. 

 

• rubrics on assignments – they seemed clearly explained but then I would lose points and I wasn’t 

sure why 

 

• I thought it wast aight [note: was taught] very well and there isn’t anything I would change 
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• I wouldn’t change anything about discussion 

 

• I would change the course by using more real-life situations to help illustrate the theories we were 

studying. Often I felt as though I did not know how to apply the theories to anything relevant, but 

just felt like I was memorizing the lecture material. Mara definitely applied the information to 

real life with the material she chose to bring in, but not so much with the lecture material. I think 

that would have been helpful in getting a deeper understanding of Philosophy. 

 

• Wouldn’t change course. 

 

• I would either shorten the midterm exam or give more time for it. I knew the information to 

answer every question on the test, but did not have sufficient time to convey my knowledge. 

 

• do nothing different 

 

• I wouldn’t 

 

• Would not change a thing. 

 

• I liked nearly all aspects of the course 

 

• We did debate in section over certain ideologies, I think more of that would be interesting. 

 

• Sometimes the time allotted to individual group discussions was just a tad bit too long and things 

would get off topic, really that’s the only thing 

 

• I don’t have any recommendations, I thought it was great! 

 

• If there’s time, add in more assignments that are independent of the lecture material – they’re 

very interesting. 

 

 

Philosophical Dimensions of Personal Decisions  

Sole instructor, Summer 2016 (41 students) 
 

“Comment on the quality of instruction in this course” 

• Excellent! I really enjoyed Mara and the class. 

 

• The teacher made the class highly relevant to our lives and this made the class more interesting 

than it would have been otherwise. 

 

• Mara is an amazing teacher! I felt like I learned a lot from her. Her teaching style is very 

understandable, and the readings/listenings she assigned were very relatable to our lives. That 

made everything in this course very interesting. 

 

• Mara was an excellent teacher, I simply was not enthralled by the class. I imagine that it could 

have been boring if someone else had taught with less enthusiasm and less vigor. 

 

• She is enthusiastic, but the course is not interesting. 
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• I very much enjoyed the content and the route the instructor developed in this course; the topics 

flowed and complicated each other. My instructor spoke well in class and facilitated discussion 

well. 

 

• I really liked the format of this course, and how we took philosophical topics and discussed them 

in modern and relevant contexts. 

 

• Mara was 10/10 awesome! Totally unbiased, fair, and pretty witty(: Really enjoyed her as a 

teacher and would recommend to any Phil student! 

 

• Great teaching! Mara engaged with the class and always kept it interesting. She was genuine, 

honest, funny, and intelligent 

 

• The course was very well instructed alongside carefully picked out reading materials for 

discussion. This is no typical class and I liked the change from all of the normal set up teachers 

have. 

 

• The workload is more than 2 credits. Too much workload for 2 credit class. 

 

• Excellent course overall. Mara was wonderful in actively engaging the class in discussion. There 

was never a dull moment. 

 

• This course was one of the most interesting courses that I have taken at UofM. The course topic 

was so specific and I enjoyed that we could focus on something this narrow. 

 

• This course was taught generally well, but the professor's political leanings and more casual than 

rigorous approach to the subject matter detracted from students' ability to take the course 

seriously. 

 

• Very interactive, I liked how this course was set up. 

 

• Instructions were very clear, and I felt that the curriculum was well organized. I was able to 

understand most, if not all, concepts accurately with deeply. 

 

• Interesting course! 

 

• I loved the teacher:) She was very encouraging and stimulated a lot of deep interesting 

discussions. 

 

• good 

 

• I thought the quality of instruction was really quite good. The professor was engaging and 

knowledgable as well as supportive in recognizing the needs and preferences of different students 

particularly in discussions. Personally, I am not one to talk in front of such a big class so I really 

liked having smaller groups to break down into and discuss things. I was more willing and able to 

make contributions and engage in the smaller group discussions. 

 

• motherchuckin A+. I genuinely looked foreword to coming into class every week and engaging 

with both the professor, and classmates on the subject matter 
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“How can the instructor improve the teaching of this course?”  

• She was amazing! I have never enjoyed a class so much solely because of the teacher. 

 

• This course could be improved by tying its lectures more closely to rigorously examined and well 

understood introductory level philosophical questions such as the prisoner's dilemma, Heracles's 

arrow, The trolley question, etc. rather than the contemporary blogs, podcasts, and huffpost type 

content which did not befit scholarly discussion. 

 

• I have no suggestions for improvement because Mara was such a fantastic teacher. She made an 

effort to help me and was always quick to respond to my emails or help when I needed it. I can't 

say enough positive things about her. One of my favorite teachers in my four years here. 

 

• This course has a way heavier workload than a regular 2 -credit course. 

 

• My main desire in this course would be more time for group discussions. I also did not love the 

high reliance on powerpoint presentations, though I understand their heavy text use, as the 

instructor posted them online for reference. I also would have enjoyed an extended length on the 

writing assignments, though I understand the instructor's desire for succinctness in writing. 

 

• I think the best aspect of this course was Mara's teaching style. She really made each class a great 

experience by encouraging discussions that were both exciting and engaging. She made this class 

one of my favorite's that I have taken yet at this school. 

 

• N/A Keep doing you! 

 

• I think there was the perfect amount of guidance, feedback, and effort shown by Mara. The use of 

powerpoint got a little old, but I enjoyed the videos that were presented during class and I enjoyed 

the article readings. Some were a little long for a 2-credit class. 

 

• I really wanted to sign up for the class because the description said we would be learning about 

reasons. We did learn about reasons, but I wish we would have focused more on them because 

sometimes I feel like we discussed social issues as a class. Maybe its hard to only talk about 

reasons; overall we did good work with the philosophy of questions I had not considered and that 

is great. 

 

• Perhaps better management of group presentations. Three presentations a day really took it out of 

me sometimes. 

 

• Mara taught very well throughout the entire semester. She tried very hard to have us participate in 

activities that we would enjoy. 

 

• I personally believe that Mara went above and beyond my expectations as a course instructor. Her 

preparedness and clear delivery of course material were above satisfactory, and in addition, I was 

able to feel her passion in the subject. Whenever she tried something new, she would explain to 

us why she is doing it this way, facilitating a mutual understanding. The only improvement I 

could think of is to rigourously quantize participation grade (such as granting points for being in 

class or turning in class work; or at least make more explicit of how participation points can be 

earned). However, overall, Mara was an exceptional instructor who deeply cared about 

her students, and I think she deserves distinguished recognition for her efforts. 
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• Less focus on student-driven presentations. 

 

• Honestly I don't have much advise I thought she did a great job. If anything, maybe have a little 

more guidelines on the group presentations, I was kind of lost for a bit. 

 

• The only element of the instruction that I can think of that could be nice to improve is the time 

spent covering topics. I felt like we talked about certain topics at such lengths that it became 

repetitive. It's nice to review and not to go over things just once but sometimes it just seemed that 

the pace was too slow that it was hard to stay engaged with material we had already heard a few 

times. 

 

• make it 3 credits, go for an extra hour per class and get a little deeper into the material. other than 

that? nada. she was fantastic 

 

 

Introduction to Cognitive Science  

Discussion Section Leader, Fall 2015 (75 students) 
 

“Comment on the quality of instruction in this course” 

• Mara was a great GSI! She discussed the material in a very clear way that made it feel much more 

approachable. I think a large portion of my success in this class is because of her. 

 

• Mara was fantastic 

 

• Mara has been a great GSI this semester. She consistently comes to discussion with helpful tip 

and worksheets and activities. I like how we did practice problems in discussion. That was very 

helpful for completing homework and studying for the exams. Mara also always has a cheerful 

attitude and seems very passionate about the material and teaching and helping students, which 

made me feel welcome in her class and feel less high stakes or stress about participating. 

 

• Mara is a very well prepared instructor, capable of answering all student questions in a variety of 

ways/improvising to find the mode of instruction best suited to helping the student best learn the 

material. She also makes herself very available for additional questions outside of class. 

 

• Mara is awesome! She's so willing to help her students and really seems to care about us as 

individuals. She was always prepared and always able to answer any questions brought up in 

class. She made her expectations perfectly clear and was always looking to improve her teaching 

style to maximize her usefulness. Thanks for everything you've done this semester Mara! 

 

• Very good at using midterm feedback to tailor the course to the needs of the students. 

 

• Without Mara, I would've learned next to nothing. She truly helped clear up everything in the 

lectures and the readings, and despite Prof. Sripada being a great teacher, she was necessary and 

extremely helpful. No way I could've succeeded in the class without her. 

 

• I loved having Mara as my instructor for section. She is so bubbly and engaging. She always 

seemed to have such a great understanding of the material and would be able to explain concepts 

differently than in lecture which really helped to clarify things. She also had such a good plan for 

each discussion section, and she would organize our time really well to be sure that we covered 

everything. She really knew what she was talking about and made sure to clarify things for 
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students. When I would go in for office hours to get help on homework assignments she was 

beyond helpful and really made things easier for me. Overall, she was such an amazing GSI. 

 

• Mara was very enthusiastic about the class. She brought even more energy to the material and 

engaged students in an open, friendly way. This discussion provided us with example problems 

for our homework and these problems were broken down in a clear, step-by-step way. The 

discussion was mostly reviewing things from class that helped solidify the concepts. I found it 

helpful and went to every one even if it wasn't mandatory. 

 

• I only ever went to discussion once because I did not find myself needing more practice with the 

concepts. I know it very useful to my classmates but I personally did not need to go, and am 

thankful that they aren't mandatory because the one time I did go (the Bayes theorem discussion), 

I found myself unengaged bc it was material I already had a strong grasp on. 

 

• Mara did an excellent job of clearing up any confusion that students had on the homework. I 

really appreciated her help and I feel as if she presented the information in a way that was easy to 

understand but still required students to be engaged with the material. 

 

• Great summarization every week Mara! 

 

• Mara was a fantastic GSI. She always kept discussion interesting and would give us various ways 

of approaching certain problems that would appear on tests and quizzes. She used large group and 

small group discussions as well as fun games which really helped me learn and retain the 

information. She was so nice and flexible with office hours. Mara would be willing to help any 

student with any questions they had. She always went over the material that was covered in class 

and the material that confused the students. She did a fantastic job explaining and organizing 

concepts. Honestly, she seemed more like a professor than a GSI because she was so incredibly 

knowledgable about the subject matter and explained everything so clearly. She was a fantastic 

GSI. Honestly, I am going to miss going to section next semester solely because of Mara! 

 

• Very good! 

 

• Great 

 

• Very well conducted 

 

• Discussions went smoothly and all questions were answered. Mara has a great attitude towards 

students and clearly shows her passion for the material. She wants all students to do well. 

 

• Mara was very good at breaking down important and difficult topics to make them more easily 

digestible. 

 

• Very clear on what information was and how it would be presented to us. Mara was a great 

teacher in that she understood student's perspectives, which allowed her to teach in a way that 

would be memorable and clear. I liked that she was willing to engage students in class, and would 

really try to understand what the student was asking. 

 

• Mara is wonderful. 

 

• Good quality overall, just better time management was needed at times. 
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• She's Awesome. Thanks! 

 

• I like the way the discussions were structured, and I appreciated receiving the handouts on the 

material. 

 

• Excellent 

 

• Discussion was the same material in a different format, and helped with understanding. I enjoyed 

the course. 

 

• Mara was excellent. I was never bored in lecture and the material we discussed was presented in 

engaging ways. 

 

• Thoughtful GSI who took the time to try and make the discussion topics more interactive and 

interesting with the games (much appreciated), and helped explain the homework and more 

complicated theories and topics covered in lecture. 

 

• games were really fun and made me want to go to class, they really heaped with understanding 

concepts and helping me remember them. i think you could be more direct with not allowing 

certain students to monopolize the conversation, and maybe use some games that force people to 

talk about concepts with each other a little more 

 

• Mara was great. She explained more on topics and gave real world examples that we could relate 

the material to. 

 

• I had real trouble with a restricting schedule, and even with my limited time, Mara was still very 

helpful. 

 

• Good! 

 

• Mara is amazing! Not only is she knowledgable on the material and approachable, but she 

brought unique ways to learn the material every discussion section. It made it easier to both 

understand the topics as well as pay attention to a discussion section. 

 

• Mara is a superb instructor! She was always very well prepared for class and incredibly 

knowledgeable about the subject matter. 

 

• Mara could not explain topics without confusing herself. The discussions were not helpful 

because she never reviewed the topics. She was also rude when attending her office hours and 

seemed to be in a rush to get out. 

 

• The instruction was clear and the instructor was patient and eager to help. 

 

• Mara always came to discussion very prepared and started by writing the agenda on the board so 

that we knew what material we would be covering that class. She also asked questions regarding 

what concepts we needed more explanation or clarification on and adjusted the agenda 

accordingly. The sentence structure and algorithmic concepts from lecture were broken down into 

simpler steps and strategies and made the homework assignments seem less daunting. If students 

needed further help, Mara was always held office hours and offered to be available if students 
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could not make it to her regularly scheduled times. I went to office hours for most of the 

assignments mostly because the layout of the assignments wasn't always clear to me on cTools 

and I needed more instruction on how to solve the problems. Mara did a really good job of going 

through problems step by step on the white board and making sure everyone was on the same 

page. Working through the problems in this way allowed for the other students and I to 

collaborate and make sure our answers matched up. Working interactively like this with Mara and 

the other students helped me gain a deeper understanding of the concept. When learning 

something in lecture, it seems like applying it to the homework wouldn't be hard. But once I sat 

down by myself to work on it, I realized it was more difficult than I presumed it would be. This 

made me really grateful for the opportunity to work on it with Mara in a smaller group and more 

comfortable environment. I could tell she genuinely cared about every one of her students and 

wanted them to leave feeling confident about the material. 

 

• I really liked the way things were presented in discussion. The memorization games helped me 

better understand the material. 

 

• Mara was so friendly and easy to talk to and ask for help. Not only that, but she was more than 

capable to answer all questions thoroughly until us, as students, understood the lessons deeply 

and with great detail. 

 

• very good instruction everything was presented in a very easy to understand way 

 

• Mara was extremely helpful and a wonderful instructor. Her enthusiasm was welcomed and her 

explanations were clear and concise. She was prepared for discussions and had a clear plan for 

every class. 

 

• Wonderful. Requriements were very clear. Great instruction supplemented by in depth readings 

provided all the necessary understanding and knowledge to succeed and feel proficient. Questions 

were almost always answered quickly with fair, clear, curiosity satisfying response, usually 

sensitive to opposing positions. 

 

• Mara was a wonderful GSI. One of the best I've had. She is funny, down-to-earth, patient, and 

clear in her instruction. She was always open for students who wanted additional help, and she 

clearly showed she wanted us to succeed in the course. 

 

• Discussion with Mara was incredible. She is so knowledgable and willing to help! She made it a 

very comfortable learning environment. 

 

• I thoroughly enjoyed my discussion section! She explained topics very clearly and cleared up any 

confusion I had after lectures. I loved her approach, and clear excitement for the course 

information. It made me more excited about learning the material. I also liked how easily 

approachable Mara was. 

 

NB: “How would you change this course?” was not included by the professor on student course 

evaluations for COG200. 
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6. Sample Syllabi 
 

Below, I have included sample syllabi for four undergraduate courses. The first syllabus is complete, and 

includes a course description, learning goals, assessment and grade breakdown, some assignment details, 

and a schedule of topics and readings. For reasons of space, the rest of the syllabi are (at least somewhat) 

abridged, though full versions are available upon request, as are sample assignments, paper topics, and 

rubrics. Unless otherwise specified, each syllabus is intended for a lower or intermediate level 

undergraduate course and is assumed to have 1-1.5 hour class sessions that meet twice a week for 12-14 

weeks, but it would not be difficult to revise them for other schedules. Each course can easily be modified 

to fit departmental needs and student interests.  
 

 

Introduction to Philosophy: Philosophical Questions 

Taught in Fall 2018 at Amherst College 

 

Course description and format 

This course provides an introduction to philosophy by exploring a range of fundamental philosophical 

questions about knowledge and whether we can ever be sure we have it, whether or not a connection to 

reality is necessary for happiness, God and the problem of evil, the nature of morality and the scope of 

our moral obligations, free will (or lack thereof) and responsibility, moral luck, and death.  

 

By the end of the semester, students should come to an awareness both of the central importance of these 

questions and the enormous difficulty of answering them in a satisfactory way.  And, along the way, they 

will develop their own capacities for critical engagement by formulating and defending—in conversation 

and in writing—their own responses to the various answers provided in the readings.  These readings—

some classical, others contemporary—come from the Western philosophical tradition. 

 

This class meets for 80 minutes, twice a week. It is not primarily a lecture course, so active participation 

from all students is expected at every class meeting (more on this below). Class activities may include 

small and large group discussions, debates, games, reading/writing exercises, and video screenings.  

 

Learning goals 
The overarching learning goal of the course is to help students develop the conceptual resources and skills 

they need to think about difficult philosophical questions in a systematic and critical way, and to develop 

well-reasoned and informed responses to those questions.. Students will also develop the written and 

spoken communication skills they need to engage in respectful, rigorous discussions of these issues. 

 

More specifically, students will:  

• Gain knowledge of relevant definitions, concepts, and debates in philosophy. 

• Improve their philosophical reading skills by learning to read carefully, dialogically, and 

critically. 

• Sharpen their comprehension skills of the ideas and arguments presented in written and spoken 

texts and discussions. 

• Improve their critical thinking skills by learning how to analyze, evaluate, and construct 

arguments. 

• Improve their communication skills by learning how to express and present ideas clearly, 

succinctly, and persuasively. 

• Learn to think more critically about their own beliefs, values and assumptions. 

• Improve their creative and applied thinking skills by learning how to apply concepts and 

knowledge gained in class to novel problems. 
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• Develop skills of critical humility by coming to understand the difficulty and the complexity of 

the issues discussed while continuing to be motivated to explore them.  

• Students will also develop critical humility by learning how to: interpret others’ views charitably; 

engage constructively and positively with their classmates in an effort to move the intellectual 

inquiry forward; recognize the limitations as well as the strengths of the positions they choose to 

argue in favor of.  

 

Assignments and grading breakdown 

Assignment % of final grade 

Reflective reading assignment (350 words) 5% 

Reading responses x 10 (2% each) 20% 

Paper 1 – Outline (2 pages) 10% 

Paper 1 (revised in light of comments on 

outline, 1200 words) 

15% 

Paper 2 – Outline (2 pages) 10% 

Paper 2 (revised, 1400 words) 25% 

Participation – all semester long!  15% 

 

Reading responses 
You need to submit 10 reading responses throughout the semester. Each reading response is worth 2% of 

your final grade, and are designed to help you practice various philosophical skills that will help prepare 

you to write philosophy papers, such as: identifying thesis statements, situation thesis statements as 

proposed answers to philosophical questions, charitably summarizing or reconstructing arguments, 

identifying, explaining and responding to objections, and so on. I will grade your reading responses using 

a check +, check, check – system, where check + (which is equivalent to full credit, i.e. 2/2) indicates that 

you have put serious effort into engaging with the text, have accurately used and explained key ideas and 

concepts, and have completely and directly addressed all elements of the prompt. In so doing, a check 

plus response may also show particular insight or originality of thought. A check plus response will also 

be very clearly-written and well-organized, i.e. it uses clear, jargon-free language, topic sentences, makes 

its points in a logical order, and so on. A check response (which is equivalent to an A-, i.e. 1.8/2) 

indicates that you have put serious effort into engaging with the text, use and explain key ideas and 

concepts mostly accurately, and have addressed all or most of the elements of the prompt. A check 

response is reasonably clear in its expression and structure. A check minus response (which is equivalent 

to a C, i.e. 1.5/2) may not accurately explain or use key concepts or ideas, and/or may not have addressed 

some or most elements of the prompt. An interesting and well-written but off-topic reading response will 

thus receive a check minus. There may also be problems with the clarity of expression or structure in a 

check minus response.  

 

It’s up to you which reading responses you do, and you’re welcome to submit more than 10, though only 

the best 10 will count towards your grade. I will provide at least 12 reading response opportunities in 

total, roughly one per week (though there may be some weeks with two prompts). Reading response 

prompts will be provided well in advance, in class and/or via Moodle.  

 

Deadlines and late policy 
I understand very well that life happens, and some students will encounter personal crises, family 

emergencies, and other struggles throughout the semester.  I am committed to doing what I can to make 

sure that those students’ performance is not adversely affected by these external factors.  If you are unable 

to complete an assignment by the deadline because of some crisis or emergency, please contact me and let 

me know what is going on before the deadline. Please do not assume, without contacting me, that you 
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may turn an assignment in late: I reserve the right to refuse to accept work turned in late that was not 
granted an extension. 

 

I will announce the deadlines for assignments (both via Moodle/email and in class) well in advance. You 

are responsible for submitting your work by the deadline or, if you cannot make the deadline, for 

contacting me to make other arrangements.  

 

Every student is allowed one 24-hour extension for one of the papers (but not the paper outlines, which 

must be brought to class on the due date) no questions asked, as long as you email me requesting the 

extension at least 12 hours before the paper is due. Late papers without an extension or documented 

excuse will be penalized 1/3 letter grade per day late (e.g. from A- to B+). 

 

Participation, attendance, and missed classes 
If you discuss the philosophical issues in the course only when required to do so in your writing 

assignments, you are unlikely to grasp them very thoroughly and will miss out on the benefits of puzzling 

through philosophical issues with others. In this course, you will have two ongoing opportunities for 

discussing the class content and practicing making good oral arguments: class meetings and office hours. 

 

Active participation is worth 15% of your grade. Attendance is necessary but not sufficient for active 

participation. Every student is allowed two unexcused absences, though do note that you are responsible 

for catching up on all material/assignments you miss if you are absent. If you’re away, please make sure 

to do the relevant readings, check Moodle for any handouts and class materials, and borrow a classmate’s 

notes. If you still have questions after taking these steps to catch up, feel free to come and speak to me in 

office hours.  

 

To get full credit for participation, you must be an engaged, active participant in this course. In addition to 

verbally contributing to whole class discussion, here are some other ways you can be an engaged, active 

class participant: active listening, contributions to small groupwork, attendance at office hours and 

comments/replies on the Moodle discussion forum. Another reason for attending class regularly is that 

doing so will enable you to keep up with any changes to the course schedule and upcoming deadlines, 

since I’ll make announcements and remind you of various things at the start of every class. 

 

Accommodations 
I am committed to creating an accessible and inclusive learning environment for all students. If you have a 

documented disability that requires accommodations, you will need to register with Accessibility Services for 

coordination of your academic accommodations. Once you have your accommodations in place, I will be glad 

to meet with you privately to discuss how to best accommodate you.  

 

Electronics policy 

Unfortunately, the use of electronic devices in class poses too great a risk of distraction, and have been 

shown to be detrimental to learning, both your own and others’. As such, I strongly request that you do 

not use electronic devices in class. Reasonable exceptions to this policy may be granted, but are not 

guaranteed – please come and talk to me if you think an exception is warranted in your case. 

 

Help outside of class 

If you have any questions about the material covered, your work, or any other aspect of the course, please 

feel free to come to my office hours. I’ll bring a sign-up sheet to class each week to make sure everyone 

has a chance to sign up for an appointment (and to minimize the amount of time you spend waiting 

around while I’m talking with your classmates). If you can’t make it during scheduled office hours (or the 

sign-up sheet is full), feel free to contact me to set up an appointment at another time. Remember: I’m 

here to help! If you have any questions, come and talk to me! 

https://docs.google.com/presentation/d/1vmQ548UJ0WnoSwkfREU3iR-m2Co1xTWzGkhcv6bFbY8/edit?fbclid=IwAR0awJVACbduOkKH9kTc2a0dJLX0VKZ1kdmgYrueXclh9DN0sL9Z5jR9U6w#slide=id.g3fae80c758_0_0
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Course Schedule 

 Topic Reading (or assigned listening, online activity, etc.) 

1 Introduction, and how to 

read philosophy 

David Concepcion (2004), “Reading philosophy with background 

knowledge and metacognition”  

2 Definitions; bullshit; the 

value of truth 

Harry Frankfurt, “On Bullshit” 

3 Epistemology: Doubt and 

skepticism about the 

external world 

Descartes, First Meditation 

4 What, if anything, can we 

be certain of?  

Descartes, Second Meditation 

5 Knowledge of reality, 

happiness, and why it 

might matter 

Robert Nozick, “Happiness” from The Examined Life 

6 Can we respond to the 

external world skeptic? 

Jonathan Vogel, “Cartesian Skepticism and Inference to the Best 

Explanation”  

Movie screening: The Matrix 

7 The nature of reality The Matrix movie discussion and David Chalmers, “The Matrix as 

Metaphysics” 

8 Ethics: Psychological and 

Ethical Egoism 

Joel Feinberg, “Psychological Egoism” 

9 In-class paper workshop No new reading 

10 Cultural relativism (1) Mary Midgley, “Trying Out One’s New Sword” 

11 Cultural relativism (2) James Rachels, “The Challenge of Cultural Relativism” 

12 How demanding is 

morality? (1) 

Peter Singer, “Famine, Affluence, and Morality” 

13 How demanding is 

morality? (2) 

Susan Wolf, “Moral Saints” (excerpt) 

14 God: The problem of evil Mackie, “Evil and Omnipotence” 

15 God(s) and the good Plato, Euthyphro (excerpts) and complete this interactive computer 

simulation of the dialog: http://donbarker.com/dialog1/dialog1.html 

16 Free will and determinism 

(1) 

Ted Sider, “Free Will and Determinism”  

17 Free will and determinism 

(2) 

Ted Sider, “Free Will and Determinism” (continued) 

18 Moral luck (1) Thomas Nagel, “Moral Luck” 

19 Moral luck (2) Darren Domsky, “There is no door: finally solving the problem of 

moral luck” 

20 Moral responsibility (1) Harry Frankfurt, “Alternate possibilities and moral responsibility” 

21 Moral responsibility (2) Harry Frankfurt, “Alternate possibilities and moral responsibility” 

(cont.) 

22 Moral responsibility (3)  Susan Wolf, “Sanity and the metaphysics of responsibility” 

23 Moral responsibility (4) Susan Wolf, “Sanity and the metaphysics of responsibility” (cont.) 

24 Death (1) Thomas Nagel, “Death” 

25 Death (2) Fred Feldman, “Some puzzles about the evil of death” 

26 In-class paper workshop No new reading  

 

http://donbarker.com/dialog1/dialog1.html
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Ethics, Race, and Gender 

An introductory-level course, taught at the University of Michigan in Summer 2018 

 

Course Description  

In contemporary life, we are faced with many questions that have moral dimensions, not all of which are 

obvious to us. In this course, we will be particularly concerned with how race, ethnicity, and gender 

intersect with philosophical questions about equality, justice, moral responsibility and more. Along the 

way, we will consider different philosophical theories of morality and justice and the assumptions about 

human nature and value that underlie them. Some of the specific topics and questions we will cover 

include: What does it mean for social identities to be socially constructed? What is racism? What is 

misogyny? What is implicit bias, and in what contexts does it affect our beliefs and/or actions? Are we 

morally responsible for our implicit biases in these contexts, and if so, why and to what extent? How does 

dehumanization of members of non-dominant racial and ethnic groups work? We’ll also address 

questions about the ethics of online dating with respect to race, such as whether having racialized sexual 

preferences is morally permissible, ethical questions about the depiction and/or treatment of people of 

color on reality television shows (particularly on the Bachelorette), and questions about the permissibility 

of cultural appropriation when it comes to food.   

 

Course format 

This class meets for 1.5 hours, twice a week. It is not primarily a lecture course, so active participation 

from all students is expected at every class meeting (more on this below). Class activities may include 

small and large group discussions, student presentations, debates, games, reading/writing exercises, and 

video screenings.  

 

Guest speakers! 

In four of the class sessions, guest speakers will join us (in person or via video feed) to discuss their work 

and how it connects to themes we’re exploring throughout the course. 

• Cat Saint Croix on social identities and the case of Rachel Dolezal 

• Filipa Melo Lopez on misogyny 

• Myisha Cherry on dehumanization, black rage, and forgiveness 

• Neil Lewis, Jr. and Hakeem Jefferson on forward-looking diversity initiatives 

  

Assessment % of your grade 

Short reflective reading assignment 5% 

Critical comment/question for 3 of the 4 guest 

speakers, each worth 5% 

15% 

Short writing assignments, each worth 7.5% 

 

30%  

Paper outline 10% 

Final paper  

  

25% 

Active class participation, in and outside of class, e.g. 

in office hours and on Canvas discussion boards 

15% 
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Schedule of Topics and Readings 

 

Session 1  INTRODUCTION (hello!) + how to read philosophy 

• David Concepcion, “Reading Philosophy with Background Knowledge and 

Metacognition” (read after class, to help prepare for next week’s readings) 

 

Sessions 2-3 RACE, GENDER, AND SOCIAL CONSTRUCTION 

• Ron Mallon, “Passing, Traveling and Reality: Social Constructionism and the 

Metaphysics of Race” 

• [optional] Stanford Encyclopedia article on Race, section 2 

• Sally Haslanger, “Gender and Race: (What) Are They? (What) Do We Want 

Them To Be?” 

• [optional] Asta, “Social Construction”   

 

Session 4 SOCIAL CONSTRUCTION & SOCIAL IDENTITY ft. a presentation and 

Q&A by special guest Cat Saint Croix 

• In preparation for Cat’s visit, read this philosophy blog post ft. various 

philosophers on Rachel Dolezal 

 

Sessions 5-6  MISOGYNY 

• Kate Manne, Down Girl: The Logic of Misogyny (excerpts) 
 

Session 7  MISOGYNY (cont.) ft. special guest Filipa Melo Lopes  

• Filipa Melo Lopes, “Perpetuating the Patriarchy: Misogyny and (Post-) 

Feminist Backlash” 

 

Session 8-9  RACISM & OPPRESSION (1) 

• Lawrence Blum, “‘Racism’: Its Core Meaning” 

• Sally Haslanger, “Oppressions: Racial and Other” 
 

Sessions 10-11  EQUALITY & RACIAL INTEGRATION 

• Elizabeth Anderson, “Why Racial Integration Remains an Imperative” 

• Listen to This American Life podcast, “The Problem We All Live With” 

(whole episode) 

• Play “The Parable of the Polygons” by Vi Hart and Nicky Case 

 

Sessions 12-13  TESTIMONIAL INJUSTICE  

• Miranda Fricker, Epistemic Injustice chapters 1 and 2 

• Rebecca Solnit, “Men Explain Things to Me” 

 

Sessions 14-15 ETHICS & IMPLICIT BIAS 

• Complete the race and gender implicit association tests (IATs)  

• Daniel Kelly & Erica Roeddert, “Racial Cognition and the Ethics of Implicit 

Bias” 

• Robin Zheng, “Attributability, Accountability, and Implicit Bias” 

• Chris Mooney, “The Science of Why Cops Shoot Young Black Men” 

• [optional] Jesse Singal, “Psychology’s Favorite Tool for Measuring Racism 

Isn’t Up to the Job”  

 

https://plato.stanford.edu/entries/race/#DoRacExiConPhiDeb
http://dailynous.com/2015/06/15/philosophers-on-rachel-dolezal/
http://dailynous.com/2015/06/15/philosophers-on-rachel-dolezal/
https://www.thisamericanlife.org/562/the-problem-we-all-live-with-part-one
https://ncase.me/polygons/
/Users/mbollard/Dropbox/JOB%20MARKET/Teaching%20portfolio/o%09https:/www.guernicamag.com/rebecca-solnit-men-explain-things-to-me
https://www.thecut.com/2017/01/psychologys-racism-measuring-tool-isnt-up-to-the-job.html
https://www.thecut.com/2017/01/psychologys-racism-measuring-tool-isnt-up-to-the-job.html
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Session 16  IMPLICIT BIAS, ONLINE DATING, & RACIAL FETISH 

• Robin Zheng, “Why Yellow Fever Isn’t Flattering: A Case Against Racial 

Fetishes” 

• Listen to Start Up Podcast Episode “Profiled” (30 mins) 

• http://blog.okcupid.com/index.php/race-attraction-2009-2014/ 

 

Sessions 17-18 DEHUMANIZATION, LANGUAGE & EMOTION ft. special Skype guest 

Myisha Cherry 

• Listen to UnMUTE podcast interview (hosted by Myisha Cherry) with 

David Livingstone Smith on Dehumanization  

o Start at 4:30 and go until 37:40. 

• Myisha Cherry, “What Does it Mean to Ask Blacks to Forgive and How 

Should They Respond?” 

• Lynne Tirrell, “Genocidal Language Games” (especially sections 3 and 4) 

 

Session 19 WHAT NEXT? DIVERSITY INITIATIVES ft. special guests Neil Lewis, Jr. 

and Hakeem Jefferson 

• Lewis, Jr. and Jefferson, “Starbucks won’t have any idea whether its 

diversity training works” 

• Frank Dobbin and Alexandra Kalev, "Why Diversity Programs Fail" 

• Listen to This American Life podcast, “Unteachable Moment” Prologue and 

Act 1, “All the caffeine in the world doesn’t make you woke” (26 minutes) 

    

Session 20  SOCIAL MEDIA SHAMING 

• Krista Thomason, “Should We Shame on Social Media?” 

 

Session 21   RACISM & REALITY TV 

• Various popular media articles on Rachel Lindsay’s season of the 

Bachelorette: Read at least 3 of the following articles: 

o Doreen St. Felix, "The vexing racial politics of this season's 

Bachelorette" 

o Megan Garber, “The Bachelorette and the empty redemptions of 

reality TV”  

o Sandi Rankaduwa, “’Bachelorette’ uses racism as entertainment - 

which means nobody wins”  

o Linda Holmes, “The purely accidental lessons of the first black 

'Bachelorette'”  

o Megan Garber, “The Bachelorette reveals itself for what it is”  

o Emma Gray and Claire Fallon, “ABC cast a guy who thinks the 

NAACP is ‘racist’ to date first black bachelorette”  

o Amy Zimmerman, “’The Bachelorette’ cast confronts racist 

contestant in heated ‘Men Tell All’ special”  

 

Sessions 22-23 FOOD, ETHNICITY, & CULTURAL APPROPRIATION  

• Soleil Ho, “Craving the other: One woman’s beef with cultural appropriation 

and cuisine” 

• Lisa Heldke, “Let’s cook Thai: recipes for Colonialism” 

• Listen to Dave Chang podcast episode excerpt (TBA) 

 

Session 24  In-class paper workshop (no new reading) 

https://gimletmedia.com/episode/profiled-season-2-6/
http://blog.okcupid.com/index.php/race-attraction-2009-2014/
http://www.unmutepodcast.co/season-3/8312017/episode-028-david-livingstone-smith-on-dehumanization
https://politicalphilosopher.net/2016/02/12/featured-philosop-her-myisha-cherry/
https://politicalphilosopher.net/2016/02/12/featured-philosop-her-myisha-cherry/
https://www.washingtonpost.com/news/posteverything/wp/2018/04/23/starbucks-wont-have-any-idea-whether-its-diversity-training-works/
https://www.washingtonpost.com/news/posteverything/wp/2018/04/23/starbucks-wont-have-any-idea-whether-its-diversity-training-works/
https://hbr.org/2016/07/why-diversity-programs-fail
https://www.thisamericanlife.org/648/unteachable-moment
https://www.thisamericanlife.org/648/unteachable-moment/prologue-1
https://www.thisamericanlife.org/648/unteachable-moment/act-one-4
https://www.newyorker.com/culture/culture-desk/the-vexing-racial-politics-of-this-seasons-bachelorette
https://www.newyorker.com/culture/culture-desk/the-vexing-racial-politics-of-this-seasons-bachelorette
https://www.theatlantic.com/entertainment/archive/2017/08/the-bachelorette-treats-racism-as-entertainment/535575/
https://www.theatlantic.com/entertainment/archive/2017/08/the-bachelorette-treats-racism-as-entertainment/535575/
https://www.rollingstone.com/tv/news/bachelorette-rachel-lindsay-season-uses-racism-as-entertainment-w495891
https://www.rollingstone.com/tv/news/bachelorette-rachel-lindsay-season-uses-racism-as-entertainment-w495891
https://www.npr.org/sections/monkeysee/2017/02/14/515168800/the-purely-accidental-lessons-of-the-first-black-bachelorette
https://www.npr.org/sections/monkeysee/2017/02/14/515168800/the-purely-accidental-lessons-of-the-first-black-bachelorette
https://www.theatlantic.com/entertainment/archive/2017/06/the-bachelorette-reveals-itself-for-what-it-is/532002/
https://www.huffingtonpost.com/entry/lee-garrett-tweets-abc-first-black-bachelorette_us_592e3470e4b0e95ac194e127
https://www.huffingtonpost.com/entry/lee-garrett-tweets-abc-first-black-bachelorette_us_592e3470e4b0e95ac194e127
https://www.thedailybeast.com/the-bachelorette-cast-confronts-racist-contestant-in-heated-men-tell-all-special
https://www.thedailybeast.com/the-bachelorette-cast-confronts-racist-contestant-in-heated-men-tell-all-special
https://www.bitchmedia.org/article/craving-the-other-0
https://www.bitchmedia.org/article/craving-the-other-0
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Cognitive Science for Philosophers 

 

Course description  

Cognitive science is an exciting, fast-growing area of study that seeks to understand and explain the mind 

and brain. The study of mind and brain raises some of the deepest and most complex issues facing both 

scientists and philosophers, and no single discipline can lay claim to privileged status when it comes to 

making progress on these issues. Indeed, much of the recent excitement in the field has come from 

approaches that draw on the ideas and methods of multiple disciplines. In this course, we'll get a taste of 

some of that excitement. The ideas represented here are drawn from multiple fields, including empirical 

psychology, linguistics, computer science, neuroscience, behavioral economics, and evolutionary biology. 

Cognitive science also draws on the ideas and methods of philosophy, and, importantly, its empirical 

findings directly bear on some contested issues within philosophy. In this course, we will develop an 

understanding of some of the approaches, key ideas, and notable empirical findings from contemporary 

cognitive science and apply this understanding to several topics and debates in philosophy. Some of the 

questions we will address include: What is innateness, and which of our capacities, if any, are innate? 

How does our brain solve functional problems like learning to speak and visually perceiving the world? 

How do babies think? What does it mean to be rational, and just how rational (or irrational) are we? How 

does moral decision-making work, and should we trust or be suspicious of our moral decisions? Do we 

have free will? What is consciousness, and what is the relationship between consciousness and moral 

responsibility?  

 

Course format 

In this course, we will engage with texts from various branches of contemporary cognitive science, 

including some philosophical texts, and each class will explore the assigned readings through a mixture of 

lecture and discussion. Assessment for this course will involve a combination of exams, quizzes, 

homework problem sets that require you to make use of the formal methods of cognitive science, and a 

final paper.   

 
Course schedule 

 Topic Readings 

1 Introduction / Reverse 

engineering the human mind 

Pinker (1999), selection from chapter 1 of How the Mind Works, 

“Reverse engineering the psyche,” pp. 1-21 

2 Innateness and modularity in 

cognitive science 

Samuels (2004), “Innateness in cognitive science” 

3 Language Pinker (1994), The Language Instinct, chapters 1 and 2. 

4 Language and innateness Senghas et al. (2004), “Children creating core properties of 

language” 

5 Language and the brain Geschwind (1972), “Specializations of the human brain” and 

Hickock et al. (2002), “How does the human brain process 

language?” 

6 The construction of 

perceptual reality 

Pinker (1999), selection from chapter 1 of How the Mind Works, 

“Reverse engineering the psyche,” pp. 21-31 and De Gelder 

(2010), “Uncanny sight in the blind” 

 

Optional: Ramachandran & Antis (1986), “The perception of 

apparent motion” 

7 Visual perception and 

innateness 

Sugita (2008), “Face perception in monkeys reared with no 

exposure to faces” 

8 Visual perception as Bayesian 

inference 

Scholl (2005), “Innateness and (Bayesian) visual perception” 

 



Bollard | Teaching Portfolio | 30 

  

Optional: Tenenbaum et al. (2011), “How to grow a mind: 

statistics, structure, and abstraction” 

9 Infant cognition: Bayesian 

babies 

Gopnik (2010), “How babies think” 

10 Thinking as computation (1) Johnson-Laird (1993), selections from chapter 2 of The Computer 
and the Mind 

11 Thinking as computation (2) Pinker (1999) selection from chapter 2 of How the Mind Works, 

“Thinking machines,” pp. 59-77  

12 Rational decision-making (1) Samuels and Stich (2004), “Rationality and psychology,” pp. 1-

12 and selections from Kahneman (2010), Thinking, Fast and 
Slow 

 

Optional: Tversky & Kahneman (2008), “Extensional versus 

intuitive reasoning: the conjunction fallacy in probability 

judgment” 

13 Rational decision-making (2) Samuels and Stich (2004), “Rationality and psychology,” pp. 12-

30 and Cosmides et al. (2010), “Adaptive specializations, social 

exchange, and the evolution of human intelligence” 

14 Rational decision-making (3) Glimcher and Rustichini (2004), “Neuroeconomics: the 

consilience of brain and decision”  

 

Optional: Glimcher (2008), “Understanding risk: a guide for the 

perplexed” and Kable and Glimcher (2009), “The neurobiology 

of decision: consensus and controversy” 

15 Rational decision-making (4) Quartz (2009), “Reason, emotion and decision-making: risk and 

reward computation with feeling” 

 

Optional: Enomoto et al. (2011), “Dopamine neurons learn to 

encode the long-term value of multiple future rewards” and 

Schultz (2000), “Multiple reward signals in the brain” 

16 Moral decision-making (1) Haidt (2001), “The emotional dog and its rational tail: a social 

intuitionist approach to moral judgment” and Greene (2001), 

“An fMRI investigation of emotional engagement in moral 

judgement.” 

 

Optional: Greene et al. (2004), “The neural bases of cognitive 

conflict and control in moral judgment” 

17 Moral decision-making (2) Kahane (2014), “Intuitive and counterintuitive morality” 

18 Moral decision-making (3) Mikhail (2007), “Universal moral grammar: theory, evidence, 

and the future” and Siegel and Crockett (2013), “How serotonin 
shapes moral judgment and behavior” 

 

Optional: Crockett (2013), “Models of morality” 

19 Moral decision-making (4) Railton (2014), “The affective dog and its rational tail: intuition 

and attunement” 

 

Optional: Railton (2016), “Moral learning” 

20 What can we learn from the 

empirical data? 

Greene (2003), “From neural ‘is’ to moral ‘ought’: what are the 

moral implications of neuroscientific moral psychology?” and 

Kumar (2017), “The ethical significance of cognitive science” 



Bollard | Teaching Portfolio | 31 

  

Optional: Berker (2009), “The normative insignificance of 

neuroscience” 

21 Free will (1) Nahmias (2011), “Is Neuroscience the Death of Free Will?” and 

Greene and Cohen (2004), “For the law, neuroscience changes 

nothing and everything” 

22 Free will (2) Sripada (2011), “What makes a manipulated agent unfree?” 

23 Consciousness (1) Levy (2014), selections from Consciousness and Moral 

Responsibility, “Preface” and chapter 3, “The Global Workspace”   

24 Consciousness (2) Levy (2014), chapter 4 of Consciousness and Moral 

Responsibility, “What does consciousness do?” and Cooney and 

Gazzaniga (2003) “Neural disorders and the structure of human 

consciousness”  

25 Consciousness and moral 

responsibility 

King and Carruthers (2012), “Moral responsibility and 

consciousness” 
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Morality and the Emotions 
An upper level philosophy seminar, also appropriate for the graduate level, taught at Amherst College in 

Fall 2018 

 

SEMINAR DESCRIPTION 

It is widely agreed that the emotions are central to morality. But there is much less agreement about how 

the relationship between the emotions and morality should be understood. In this seminar, we will 

investigate the nature of emotion and its role(s) in morality. Some of the topics we'll address include: 

What are emotions? Are they feelings, judgments, perceptions of value, or something else? How do 

emotions shape our moral talk, thought, and behavior? Are emotions rational or irrational? What does it 

mean to call a particular emotion "moral" (or immoral), and which emotions count as the distinctively 

moral (or immoral) ones? Along the way, we'll draw from work in ethical theory and the philosophy of 

emotion as well as contemporary research in psychology and cognitive science. Throughout, we’ll strive 

to keep in mind, and begin to address, the methodological question of how empirical evidence from the 

cognitive and social sciences can, and should, be brought to bear on a fruitful philosophical investigation 

of the emotions.  

 

Class meets weekly for 2.5 hours. 

 

REQUIRED MATERIALS 

There is a (free!) course reader which contains (almost) all the required readings for this class. Any 

additional readings will be made available online via Moodle and/or email. You should bring your course 

reader, along with a notebook and something to write with, to every class meeting. Please note that it is 

your responsibility to check Moodle and/or your Amherst.edu email regularly to stay up to date with class 

announcements and reminders.  

 

COURSE REQUIREMENTS 

1. Participate actively in every seminar meeting.    

2. Complete weekly writing assignments (almost) every week. Your best 8 weeklies will count 

towards your final grade.  

3. Write either two medium length papers of 2000-2500 words each OR one long paper of 4000-

4500 words, to be submitted via email.  

 

Grade breakdown 

• Class participation: 10% 

• Weeklies: 5% x 8 for 40% total 

• Papers: 50% total (25% each for the two medium papers)  

 

Weeklies 

A weekly is a 500-750 word reaction paper on (one of) the reading(s) for the week. It should do one or 

more of the following things (or something like one of these suggestions – the following is not intended 

to be an exhaustive list): 

• Raise an objection (which may include a counterexample and/or a counterargument) to one or 

more of the claims the author makes 

• Present a better example of a point the author is trying to make than the example the author 

themselves offers 

• Apply a principle or theory the author develops to a new case 

• Argue for a generalization or variant of a principle/theory the author develops 

• Examine the implications of the author’s argument and evaluate the plausibility of the argument 

in light of those implications 
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• Identify a hidden assumption the author makes and evaluate the argument in light of the 

plausibility of that assumption 

 

Your weekly should not primarily take the form of a summary of the reading(s), except insofar as 

summarizing the argument is necessary for the point you’re trying to make. You can assume, for the 

purposes of the weekly, that I (your intended audience) have read the readings closely and know what’s in 

them. 

 

It is permissible to make two short points about the same reading or about two different readings. These 

points need not be connected, but do make clear (e.g. by using subheadings within your weekly) that 

you’re offering two different points. 

 

My comments on the weeklies will aim to suggest a continuation of the dialectic, in a way that will 

(hopefully!) help you identify viable paper topics.  

 

You need to complete 8 weeklies total. It’s almost entirely up to you for which weeks you’ll do them and 

which weeks you’ll skip, but bear in mind that since the weeklies are intended to help you identify fruitful 

topics for your papers, it’s a good idea to make sure you do at least a few weeklies in the first part of the 

course so that you have something to work with for the first paper. It’s also a good idea to try not to leave 

all 8 for the final 8 weeks of the course. 

 

Each weekly should be emailed to me by 10am on the day of the seminar meeting about the relevant 

readings.  

 

SCHEDULE OF TOPICS & READINGS 

 

Please note that this schedule is provisional. We may choose to skip readings, slow down, or (less likely) 

speed up depending on our pacing and on participants’ interests. Any changes will be discussed in class 

and announced via email.  

 

**Bonus** We will have at least two special Skype guests throughout the course who have generously 

agreed to talk to us about their papers and field our questions!  

 

What are emotions? 

• Deonna & Teroni, Emotions: A Philosophical Introduction, Chapter 1: “Homing in on the 

emotions” 

• Robert Roberts, “What an emotion is: a sketch” 

 

Cognitivist theory of emotions (2 sessions) 

• Robert Solomon, “On Emotions as Judgments” (read this one first!) 

• Justin D’Arms & Daniel Jacobson, “The significance of recalcitrant emotions” 

• Deonna & Teroni, Emotions, Ch. 5: “Emotions as value judgments” 

 

Perceptual theory of emotions (2 sessions) 

• Jesse Prinz, Gut reactions (excerpts) 

• Christine Tappolet, “Emotions, perceptions, and emotional illusions” 

 

Motivational theory of emotions 

• Andrea Scarantino, “The motivational theory of emotions” 
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Moral emotions? 

• Jonathan Haidt, “Moral Emotions” (read this one first!) 

• D’Arms & Jacobson, “The Moralistic Fallacy: On the ‘Appropriateness’ of Emotions” 

 

Moral disgust 

• Victor Kumar, “Foul Behavior”  

• Alex Plakias, “The response model of moral disgust” 

 

Moral anger (2-3 sessions) 

• Zac Cogley “Basic desert of reactive emotions” 

• David Shoemaker, “You Oughta Know! Defending Angry Blame” (special skype guest!) 

• Amia Srinivasan, “Aptness of anger”  

• Macalaster Bell, “Anger, virtue, and oppression” 

 

Guilt, regret, and agent regret 

• Bernard Williams, “Moral Luck” (read this one first!) 

• Daniel Jacobson, “Regret, Agency, and Error”  

 

Morality, Moral Psychology, & Science  (3 sessions) 

• Josh Greene, “The Secret Joke of Kant’s Soul”  

• Jonathan Haidt & Fredrik Bjorklund, “Social Intuitionists Answer Six Questions about Moral 

Psychology”  

• Jonathan Haidt, “The Emotional Dog and its Rational Tail” 

• Daniel Jacobson, “Moral Dumbfounding and Moral Stupefaction” (special skype guest!) 

• Peter Railton, “The Affective Dog and Its Rational Tale” 

• D’Arms & Jacobson (2014), “Sentimentalism and Scientism” 

 

Empathy 

• Jesse Prinz, “Against Empathy” (read this one first!) 

• Antti Kauppinen, “Empathy, Emotion Regulation, and Moral Judgment” 

 

Psychopathy, Emotion, & Motivational Internalism 

• Roskies, “Are Ethical Judgments Intrinsically Motivational?” 

• Kumar, “Psychopathy and Internalism”  


	Qualitative evaluations for all courses taught are available upon request.
	Critical Reasoning
	Discussion Section Leader, Fall 2017 (50 students)
	“Comment on the quality of instruction in this course”
	 Mara was great. She often explained the concepts of the course much better than the professor.
	 Great enthusiasm.
	 I can honestly say that I would not have passed this course without Mara. Anytime I had any sort of confusion or question, Mara knew how to explain it in a variety of different ways so that I always felt much more comfortable walking out of discussi...
	 Mara did a fine job of getting further in depth on lecture topics and explaining confusing areas.
	 My section instructor was excellent. She clearly had a passion for teaching and helping her students in any way possible. She often made herself available beyond discussion and office hours to help students succeed in the course.
	 Mara = beast.
	 Such a great GSI! Super passionate and helpful!
	 Mara was very informative and helpful providing help when we needed it.
	 I think the GSI in this discussion was by far the best GSI I have had this semester. She was extremely helpful and was able to simplify the content to a degree of which I finally understood the content.
	 Mara was amazing! One of the best GSIs I have had. She would make these note pages with example questions on there which was super helpful. Her positive attitude was so refreshing and helped motivate students. She is a great teacher.
	 I loved this one! Mara was so knowledgeable and sweet. She could answer anything, explained it so well, and was very patient.
	 Great. I felt comfortable asking all the questions I wanted to because Mara was so friendly and kind, leagues ahead of my other GSIs.
	 This was by far one of my favorite discussion sections this semester. Mara is an amazing GSI, who knows the subject matter well and is extremely willing to help her students. I found that discussion was more helpful than lecture in explaining and ap...
	 Mara was one of the best discussion leaders I have ever had. She was always willing to help students and you can tell she has experience and a talent for teaching.
	“How would you change this course?”
	 The only thing I would have changed in this discussion section was to have maybe made it longer. I feel as though we were pressed for time on many cases and never fully talked though our example questions.
	 Nothing.
	 Clear enough, more worksheets.
	 I wouldn’t.
	 I would make it go a little faster. Sometimes it felt like we didn’t fully cover the weeks’ lectures and there was a bit of downtime in it.
	 Go over the concepts a little more.
	 More examples of questions that we could see on the exam --- like same format.
	 I wish we could do more problems all together, but I understood the time constraint.
	 The one issue I had was time – we were typically not able to go over all the answers. However, this was not due to poor time management, but rather the time allotted for the discussion as a whole – I’m sure if we had an additional 10-20 minutes, we’...
	Moral Principles and Problems
	Discussion Section Leader, Fall 2016 (50 students)
	“Comment on the quality of instruction in this course”
	“How would you change this course?”
	Philosophical Dimensions of Personal Decisions
	Sole instructor, Summer 2016 (41 students)
	Introduction to Cognitive Science
	Discussion Section Leader, Fall 2015 (75 students)
	“Comment on the quality of instruction in this course”
	 Mara was a great GSI! She discussed the material in a very clear way that made it feel much more approachable. I think a large portion of my success in this class is because of her.
	Accommodations
	An introductory-level course, taught at the University of Michigan in Summer 2018
	Course Description
	Course format
	REQUIRED MATERIALS
	Weeklies
	A weekly is a 500-750 word reaction paper on (one of) the reading(s) for the week. It should do one or more of the following things (or something like one of these suggestions – the following is not intended to be an exhaustive list):
	 Raise an objection (which may include a counterexample and/or a counterargument) to one or more of the claims the author makes
	 Present a better example of a point the author is trying to make than the example the author themselves offers
	 Apply a principle or theory the author develops to a new case
	 Argue for a generalization or variant of a principle/theory the author develops
	 Examine the implications of the author’s argument and evaluate the plausibility of the argument in light of those implications
	 Identify a hidden assumption the author makes and evaluate the argument in light of the plausibility of that assumption
	Your weekly should not primarily take the form of a summary of the reading(s), except insofar as summarizing the argument is necessary for the point you’re trying to make. You can assume, for the purposes of the weekly, that I (your intended audience)...
	It is permissible to make two short points about the same reading or about two different readings. These points need not be connected, but do make clear (e.g. by using subheadings within your weekly) that you’re offering two different points.
	My comments on the weeklies will aim to suggest a continuation of the dialectic, in a way that will (hopefully!) help you identify viable paper topics.
	You need to complete 8 weeklies total. It’s almost entirely up to you for which weeks you’ll do them and which weeks you’ll skip, but bear in mind that since the weeklies are intended to help you identify fruitful topics for your papers, it’s a good i...
	Each weekly should be emailed to me by 10am on the day of the seminar meeting about the relevant readings.

