
WRITING FOR EVALUATION
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subject, and the more you know, the morc you can say. It is, of course, pos
sible to thinL loo smalt. If you find that you have said eventhing you know
in one page, you need to broaden your thesis. However, if thJ iopic was
assigned by your instructot then the fact that you can only write one page
is an indicatiofl that you arent thinking deeply or thorouglrly enough.

As w€ saw in Chapter 5, there are two geneml ways to c ticize an argu_
ment. The fii.st is ro .6sers the sttacture of the argument is it,ralil or
invalid, srong or weak? Do the premises provide relevant and sufficient evi_
dence for tJrinking the conclusion is true? In fact, many aryuments that you
read in the history ofphilosophy probably wilt not be deductivelv invalid or
rnduclreh wea[. Thu.. rhe second w:r] to criricize an argumeni is ro cr -
cize the content of the argument. Are the premises truei Does the author
cqlivocatc about the meaning of his tel:rns? Does he commit any infornal
fallacies? Once vou have arxwered rhese quesrions to your ouTl s;tisfaction,
you need to fonnulate your thesis-you opinion regarding what is $Tong
(or right) with the aryument.

THE EVAIUATIVE ESSAY

The evaluative essay usually follows a pafticular pattern. The beginning of
the essay the introduction, should include not onlv a tul "tui"-""i "r\^herheryou agrec or cli.agree wilh the aurhor. bur al.oa preliminrry.rrre
ment of your rcasons for why you agree or disagree. Of course, untit you
analyze the argument, you won'r know whether (and why) you agree or dis,
agrce. Thus, wriling your inrroducrion will be one of the last rhings you do.

In the body of the essay, you will need ro srare the aurhors irgument
precisely, completelv, and in a deiailed wav. you need to analyze the a.gu-
ment, as wc did in Chapter 5, by carefully idcnritying both the premises and
the strarcture of the argument- Then you shoul<J critically evaluate the argu-
menL In doing so, you fleed to make it clear what you object to, give y;ur
reasons lor why you object, show that you have rhought abour how the
author might respond to your objection, and consider how seriously vour
objecti.Jr damages the argument.

Firrdlly, in your conclusion, you should prcvide a brief sunmary and
review of your aryument, and perhaps give an indication of any tunher
implications it might have. Tlpically, your conclusion will be tuirlv briel
and should not be too repetitive.

EXAMPLE: WILLIAM PALEY,S ARGUMENT
FOR THE EXISTENCE OF GOD

Say you have beefl assigned or have chosen to argue against William paleyls
design aryument, in which he claims ro prcve Gods existence. First. con
sider the following passage from Paley:
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In cmssing thc heath, suppose I pilched my foot again^st a srone, and
werc asked ho\r the stone came to be thcre, I might possibly answea
lhat, for anlthing I knew to the contrary ir had lain ttere fo;evet nor
would it, pcrhaps, be very easy to show tie absurdily of this answer. Bur
{uppore I lound a wan h upon rhe ground. and it .hould b< inquired
how fte warch happened to bc in rhat place, I should hardly rhink;f rhe
dn\wer which I hrd b(tore given rhar tor anlahing I kne$, rhe uarLh
might have always been thcre. yet rvhy should not this answer scrve for
rhe watch as well as for the stone? Why is ir not as admissible in rhe sec_
ond case as in the fiIst? For this reason, and for no other viz., thar, when
we come to inspect the watch, we perceive . . . that its several pafts are
framed and put togcther lbr a purpose, for examplc, thar tlcy .tre so
fomed and adjustcd as l.J pmduce morion, and that motion so regu-
lated as to point out rhe hour of the day; that, if the ditferent parts f,ad
been differently shaped trom what thev are, jf a different sizc lrom whar
they are, or placed after any orher manne! or in anv othcr order than
I hrl in u hi( h rhe\ are placcd, eirher no morjon wi,ulj ha\e been carricd
on in the machine, or none which rvould have answercd the usc thar is
now served bv it. . . . This mechanism being observed . . _ the inference,
we think, is inevitable, thar rhe watch must have had a maker: thar there
musr hr\e eri\red, ar some place or orher. an cnificcr nr anifi. ers fcre-
atgrsl who foftned it for the puryose which we find it aclually to answer;
who comprehendcd its corutrarction, and designed irs use.

I. Nor would ir, I apprchend, weaken the conclusion rhar we had
never seen a watch made; that we had never known an artist capable of
making one: that we were aftogeGer incapable of execuring such a
workmanship ourselves, or- of understanding in what mann;r ir was
perfolmed. . . . Ignorance of rhis kind exalts our opinion of the unseen
and unknown artistt skitl, il he be unseen and unknown. but raises no
doubr in our minds ol rhe eri\tence nnJ agenc] ot slch im ani\r, ar
some fonner time, and in some place or other. . . .

U. Neither secondly, woutd ir invalidate our conclusion. rhat the
watch somelimes wenl wrong, or thar ir seldom wenr exactly right. . . .
It is not necessarvthat a machine be perfect in order ro showwirh what
design it was madc. . . .

- TTl. \or. thirdlv \ ould ir hring an) un.(nainn inro fic rrgumenl
il therc uere a ieu prns ol rhe uurch con.crning uhich ue could nor
discove4 or had not yet discovered, in what manner thev conduced
lo the general eHect: or eren \ome pcrl\ conc<rning $hich we could
not asceftain whether they conducted to that effect in anv manner
\.\hare\er....

\.IL And [a person would be] not less surprised to be informed, that
the watch in his hand was nothing more than the rcsulr of the laws of
meldllir nature.lr is a peneainn ot language ro assrgn an) law as the
elli(_ienl. operrtivc cause ot an\thing. A lau presuppo.es as an agent,
for it is orty the mode according to which an agent proceeds; it imi]ies
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have had a designer/crieato! then so must the universe.

Anallze the Argument
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(P2): This is not the kind of tling that could happen by chance or
by accident.

(C): Thus, we think tlle watch musr havc had a dcsigner/maker.

Par-t Two:

(P1): But look at how complex the univene is or even any small pal1
of the universe.

(P2): Bv analogy, iI a watch must have had a maker, then something
cvcn morc complex (like the univeme) must also have had a maker.

(C): Thus, the universe must have had a maker God.

This is the main structure of Paley's argument. I left out some of his
points (numbered I VII in his essay) because they arc actually rcplies to
objections rather than prcmises in the main argumenl. Notice that Paleys
argument takes the form of what is called an "argument from analogy." He
is sayins: Obiect A (the watch) has qualities x, y, and z. Object B (thc unr
veme) also has qualities x, y, and z. Since obiect B is very like object A, and
since obiect A has quality w (having a designer), then obiect B probably
does too. This is the seneral form ofany analogy. The claim is that since the
two objccts arc similar in a number ofways, they are probably also similar
in the one important way. Notice thal an argumcnt 6:om analogy is an
inductbe argunent. That is, it or y prcves that objcct B prordb& also has
quality w.

Describe Your Position

The ne\t srep i. tu wrire. de\Lription oltour o\ n posilion. summariTing
your o$'n aryumert brietly. For example:

I intend to argue that Paley's argumenl does not ['ork, because although
it prcvides an explanation for where the universe camc from, it is ulti-
matelv unsatistuctory lbr a number of reasons.

once you have analyzcd the argumenl, you will have discovered any
weak points f.rlse or doubttul prcmises, inlormal fallacies, prcmises that
dont supporl the conclusion, and so on. Now is the limc to do some hard
thinking about how successful you find the argumenl. Docs it work? Are
there problems? Has the author claimed to prcve morc than he has proved?

what do you agree or disagree with and why? Must his conclusion be
rejected completcly or can his premises provide suppoft for a diffcrcnt, per-
haps more rcstricted, conclusion?

There are several things to keep in mind as you preparc your evaluation
Abad aryument for a conclusion does not prove tlat the conclusion is false
AU it prcves is that it! a bad aryumer! that is, that ly',ese premises do not
provide eood evidence for the conclusion. So bc sure you donl concludc
that since Paley s aryument doesnt work, that provcs that God doesnl exist.
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Kcep in mind also thal your instrxctor is nor as interested in1,'ra, vou rhink
about Paler ! argumeni. bur in rhe rc.''on. and dr gumenr" I hat you pro\ ide
lbr 1v,[}] vou think it. Nou'flesh out your edrlier statemenr oI your posirion:

I think Palev is (rong that his design argumert pruves rhar cod exists.
In the first place, a watch isnt verf' much like the univelse. There are
no laws of "metallic nature" tiat could explain it. However, rherc ar.e
laws of physics, chemistry, and evolution tiat can explain how the uni-
verse came lo be the way it is. My second obiection is thal many obiects
(like watches) have morc than one maker or designer-doesnt this
imply that there might bc more than one God? Also, once t]le designer
or creator makes a watch, hc goes on to somcthing else, .urd doesnt pay
atlention to it any more. So God might not care about us, or might not
stil be involvcd with us (by causing miracles, etc.). In addition, a
watchnaker is nol all powerlul or all-knowing, so that mav shou' thal
God isnt eithcr. Finally, even iI God (or eods) explain \vhy thc universe
is the way it is, it srill leaves us with sometling unexplained-who
designed-/created cod? cod must have had a creator (call him cod2).
But thcn God2 must have had a crcator also-God3. etc. Does this actu-
ally solvc anything?

Outline Your Essay

Now put everything togelher into an oudine. An outline provides strucrurc
for your essay, hclping you to organize your rhoughF and to spot any weak
points in your argumenl. It also insur€s that you don't get side-fackcd from
lhe main issue. Thc outline can hetp you recognize prcblems rvith rhc struc
ture of your argumenl, as well as any possibJe \\,eak points. Wlen you begin
with an outline, you establish control ovcr your essay. Of coursc, ir is enrirely
possible that as you write you will begin to deviate from the original outline.
This is perGctly natuml and sometimes usefl . I began each chaprer of this
book with a very rough outlinc, but ve{r llN chapters cnded up exactlv fol-
lowing $e oudine. Your outline isn't written in sronc. Ir is ror supposed ro
rcslrict ard confine you in any {vay. It is simplv a tool to make your rwiting
easier and to improve the linal product. It insurcs thal wher you begin writ-
ing, you already have a clear idea of where you wanl to go. Here is a sample
outline for an argumenl writter in response to fte Pdley essay:

L lntroduction:
A. Paley's argument fronl design is inadcquate to prove the existencc

B. While it may explain where the universe came from, it is ultimatcly
unsatisfactory for a number ofrcasons.

IL Paley's areument:

1. A watch is a compler object Nhjch contains wheels and glass and
hands, all of which havc been put together so thar they wo*
together to tcll timc.
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2. This is na1 the kind (l1 rhing that coutd happen by chance or bv

" 
;;Tll;,*. ,n'* *e h,atch musl have had a desisner/maher.
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2. By andJogr. it a r,rareh musr hare had a maker: thcn \omefiirs
. even mo,e compte\ (tike rhe uni\er\ej mu.r als. f,r,l flrl1 rn"iii

^ * ,,n.,:. rhe uni\erre musr har< hod c mater _cJ. 
. "- " .'*.,

L. Palcvs besrresponses ro obieclions
1. Ncver seen a warch mrae or tn,,*"

'" rn"J.. 
" *",.h ";;:t;..- 

" -"'' uctchmal'er or Lnon how
Watch sometimes Lloesn r work rishr
St,me pan. ut rhe $alch fi.rr I do;i undersrand how or whcr}lerthey hetp it kecD rime
The,laws ol meraltic nalure.iu.r (ame roeerher in such a $a\ roproduie rhc $arch

4.

III. Critique of palev,s aryumenf:
A. Palev. desrgn argumenr relic. on an anatogv ber$ern a uarch anrirhe uni\e^e rur some specific prn 
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""*.a, ii.,itr $outdnt provc \rhar he Ltaim.

L II Palc1!.argumenr $orl,.. cJl ir \hous is rh.l sumeone L.reareJrhe world_ir doesnt show rhir
all-powerlut. erc rhc cre'lor i' God: all krouing

2. Man] tmos complcx thines h
designed $em { rire !h; ;;"r,,::,':'"";: ::.[".: l]:::5 ].t;ii::
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V Conclusion
Paley's ar€ument car, at most show t})at some$ing dcsigned/created
the 

-univelse, bur it nol oily can't show that rhat ,t"-"tt i"g,, i" "",God, who is atl-powerfut and alt knowing and who carcs abJ us and
causes miracles, but it dlso doesnt really solve the problem of cre_
ation-it only pushes ir back one more level. lfpalevs argument works,
then we no longer have to ask where the universe came from and whv
it is t}le way it is, but we do have to ask where God (or eods) came fro;a why he (they) is the way tJrat he (t}ey) is. Since ihis is obviously
not what Paley thinks he proves, his argument is ulrimarelv unsatisfL
ing and un.ound.

Notice that I wrore this ourline with complere sentences (mosrlv) and I
made ir-as (omprehensirc rs po..iblc. Thc ourline run, r".e\eralp;ges Jll
by itselt Writing an essay from it should prove relativety easy. tve atiready
made most of my points in rhe outline. To \,"Tite the cssav all i have to do is
pur rhes< idea. inLu coherent senrences and paragrrpn,'wirtr rhe appropri_
ate connecting words and rhoughts.In fact, most ofthe hard work his been
donc by tlle time I finish rhe outline.

Write the Essay

Just because I wrote a very comptete and comprehcnsive outline docsn,L
mean that I wont change my mind as I bcgin to wrjle the paper. I have ro
flesh out my ideas and objections ro the arsument, and as I do so. I mav
realize thar some ol m) point, areni a5 srr^ng as I rhoughr. rhat I have mis_
interpreted.sometling Paley said or that rherc is a morc slmpalhetic way to
interyret what he said, or that there are olhe! beuer objections to his anru_
menl !}un rhe ones I iniLjally came up $ith. your ourline is nor >a..reJ_
change it at will. lusr be sure rhat you wird up wirh an organized essatr If
you change your oudine, then when you finish ,.rriting your essay, re_outiine
it to be sure that the strucrure is still clear. If the essav wandcri olT on ran_
tsenrs. re-uurlining *ill help rou rccogrizc rhe problem..

CONCLUDING REMARIG

Dont forget the pdnciplc of charil' mentioned in Chaprer 2. The author
found his argument panicula y compelling or else he wouldnt have writ
ten it. Put younjelf into his shoes and tr], to ligure out why a rational, well
meaning pentor would accept the premises and conclusion. your evaluation
should be appropriate and fai! you. tone should be respecttul rhroughour
the essay, and you should avoid commining fallacies or using emotiv! hn_
guage. Despite the fact rhat you djsa$ee with the autho.! conclusion and/or
his argument, you should not be intolerant, abusirte, or malicious in vour
criticism
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Evaluating someone elscs argument is good practice before you try io
crestc your o\rn argumcnrs. uhich ue $ill di.cuss in r-he ne\r chdptcr. tn
discovering and criticizing comm.Jn mistakes, you can give yourselfajump
slart on avoiding them in your own Nriting. Ir is much easier to criticize
someone else! argument than it is to come up withanewand original argu
ment of your own. As you may ahcady have discovcred in your philosoph-
ical reading, much of the history of philosophy consists of one phitosopher
discussing and evaluating the argumenrs of an earlier philosopher. Any
philosophical idea, argumcnt, or theory is fair game. A theonr worh hold-
ints is a rheon l,.onh criricizing. lr il (!tni srand Lrp lo crirjcal e\ctuarion,
then it isnt wofih belicving in the linit p]acc.

SAMPLE ESSAY

This essay was written by ajunior mathemarics maior in an upper-division
course on "Ethics and Feminism." It is not per{ect, of course. Notice for
example, the extensive use of quotations. While this use za1 be excessive,
the student may have quoted the original essay so rhorougbly in order ro
prove Lhat the author oI the essay really said what she is accusing him of
saying. This cssay might also have been improved by an introductory para-
graph erlplaining \\,hat the student inrended to say about the essay she is
criticizing. Her tlesis statcm€nt is never flrllv articulaled until the last line
of her essay. Howe\€r she does a reasonably good job of analyzing and eval-
uating the original essay and there is some subtle use of irony.

Sex and Sports
In his essav "Scx and Sports,", Georgc Gilder stares thal arhlerics for mcn
"is an ideal of purity and truth" (231) and that rhc presence of women
destroys thc illusion of the ideal. According to cilder spons "embody for
men u moral uni\er\e r210r. Tcam'n"ns leJch m(n ri',ooperare dnd ro
leam the importance of lovalty, setf sacrifice, and toughness in "pursuing a
noble ideal" (230). Male compcrilions are "grave\ compromised" (232) by
participation by womcn, forwomen reduce the game liom a "retigious male
rite" (232) to merc pht'sical exercise. He goes on to say that sports a1€ per-
haps the single most important rite in malc socialization.

Gilder "suppofts" his argument bv claiming that no matter how had a
woman athletc trains, or how good she might be, she will never be more
than a "somewhat dislorted and inferior rcflection" (231) of hcr male coun-
terpart. A woman succeeds in "male" sporrs despite her physique, but her

zceorse Gilder "Ser and Sports," in .Spi@l S!i.td! (New York Bdr.m, 1973).
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performance is "flawed" because it is not a .natuml 
and beautiful fulli _

lill .f h".,9:it (2JI). Female parrjcipa,ion in \ron. r,. ".,olai"e.Uilder an.e\iibirion ot physical repres.ion and disrodinn.,(.2{l). ihis
leminist rhreat--ueakens and desrroys rJlc .riru.rl nature . . . morat puryDse

. . . landlslmbolic aspirarjons r2t2) of.pods, e\Deciallr lor bov.
Cildcrrs largesr worr-v seem\ ro be rhir rcmole parrjcipaLion in =porrsmmehow desrroys the lesson\ ot group moralin rh", O"y" 1""_ i-rn

rhem. cilder obviouslj does nor believe in whar one could .rff *" -U*r.
equalin ofrhe 

'eres. Whar is imporurnr for rhe.ociat *r"",h;l;;;;.hould, in tum, be imponrnt tor the \oL irl growr h uf a girl. Citder sals rha'r
boys need to.leam cooperarion. lhe imporlance ot lulalrv und selt_acrifice,
end rhe indi\pcnsablc scnsdrion ofcompclirion in iolidcriry r230l. How
ever, apparently, it is not important that girls team these tJings too.'

.Paradoxically, what seems rather evidert from his essay, ii that cilders
rcal complaint lies in the fact that he feels gi.t" ,.-"t o* iufr".rr tlr.-rnlr_
culinity of boys when playing games wift them. He "t.r", tfr;i ;:;;;femate olympic runner can r.n .almost 

as fa", * 
" -,1. "d"[";;;,, ii3li,ret uhen junior high girK ptav againsr their male pecrs ir is ..disa.rrous.. for

some ol rhe bo!F tho.e some adole.ccns ro whom he compared Arcgina.lhe Olympic [,larvel" r 23 t I. Ho$,e\ er il is nor ""fl l"r"g U"V, 
" 

f,. .;"i if,"
chance ol being out.done b} a uoman. Cilder tecl. fiar r\he; nen compete
:vit! wgmef, rley always keep something in resewe so tf,.t tf,"v 

-*rl
"mtionalize" their defeat. If a man is necessarily superior ,. ; -;;;l;sports (which is whar citder woutd havc o"" b;1i",;) there should be no
reason for rationalization of defeat because there should be no defeai. 

--

. Cilder ad\ocare\ a seprrale bur equal sraru. lo. r.rnol. ,rfU.i.". e.
long as she rctains rhe gmce, rgilirv. and beaurl ot her body _r],rr "p.rfe._
lion ol sensuous lorm and movemenr" {2J5). rhen thar .pon i\ an accept_
able one. Cilder; claim is I hrr unmen ch,,uld and can never compere on an
equal basis with men. A woman can bring grace and stvle to ,,recreational
spon., and eren, perhan.. bc "belrer" lh"" t. rn.]. ..r",.rp-. ,"",f,.iicallv Bur this should rake plcce onty oL ridc ol serious (omneririon..
|\here fie cctivilie\ seem unieminjne r,,hen carried r, rhc ..errieme, 

ot
international competirion" (235). Gilder seems lo wanr to exclude women
from public attention lor no better reason thrn rh"t he f*ls ;;:i ;;;i_nence in atblerics is 'unfeminine,, and not aestheticalty pleasing. He
appears,to.dr.p his argurnenr abour "group moraliry. whici cteart1 ;oLrh
nor applj in rhi. case. and has decided ro 

"ppeal 
io women! vaniry. Onewouldnt want to be pointed out as a djstortion or a deformat;on_sur;

erery r.roman has morc pride rhrn thar.
These premi.es are que.rjonable ar besr: uhen one read* more closet!. ir

seem. clear thar Cilder wanr\ ro e\clude womcn fi.om malc domin;re;
spons iusr because lhey are women, and perh!p. becausc rhej rnishr "u;;"rmale achie\emenl. When uomen diston spons rhu., hc claim: Gar Lherc i.
some 'reacheroLrs danger ol p.lchiL darnage {232,. Appalenlly r}ose deli
cate male psyches are not a hindrance to thiir sup.A"ii"r+o,-.""""_tfrut
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is, as long as there are no women presenr. For women "destroy the illusion
ol rhe ideal (212r rheidealrhar men are natLU"ally ph)\icallv superioi and.
if one listens to cilder, somehow morally superior. He seems to fcel, however,
that men wont achieve tbat moral superioriry if, at age 15, thev are forced to
play baseball wiLh Lheir female peer:.

One would have to question that statement- There are, presunably, two
explanations-neither of which is acceprable to all. Eirher women alrcady
possess rhal superior moralir) and lhu. it is unnecessary lor rhem Lo leam ir
rhrnugh sporr". or el"e uomen doni need ro lear:r rhar morality: tor * hater er
reasofl, it is not imporlant tllat women leam cooperation, loyalq,l etc. Gilder
would cefiainly disa$€e with the former and many would disagree with the
latler. If this socialization is so impo(ant for young boys-assuming that
boys are at least morally equal and not inJerior to girls-then it foltows that
perhaps this "rnale socialization" should be extended to women.

Even if one accepts his conclusion that the presence of girls in sports
during the forrnative years is detrimental to the boys, one would still have to
question his statement that women should not be in "serious competition."
Or could it be that if an adult wornan is competing againsr one of her con
temporaries, she will still damage his fragile male psyche? If his all-malc ath
letic cxperience in his youth had nunued bis psychic well-being as Gitder
claims, then thc presence of a woman in competition with him at that late
date would be nothing morc than an irritanr. cilder says that if we allow this
old forrn of male socialization to continue, boys will develop to their fullesr
pot€ntial, which naturally makes them atbletically superior to gi s. yet,
once agaio, Gilder has contradicted hilrrselJ. It brings one back to rhe rerinis
player who kept a litde in reser-ve so tlat he could rationalize his deteat bv
his girlhiend. This inconsi(len(j ir Cilder! argumenr occurs again ani
again so that one wonders how cilder ntionalizes these discrepancles.

To accept Gilder's conclusion-which is essentially that women shoutd
stay out of male-dominaled sporls----one would have to accept his premises,
which seem shaky at best. Women are nor the physical equals of men and
thus cannot play games as well, and therefore shouldn'r plav at aU; yer, ar
lhc *ame time, r.romen shouldni pla] games becau.e there is a reasonabll
good chance that tlley will win and thus damage lragile male egos. One
wonders how Gilder reconcjles this fragile, easilv damaged psyche wirh rhe
natural superioriry, both physical and momt, thar he auributes to men. The
inconsistencies in his argument force one to conclude tlat, a.lthough some
of his premises may in fact be correct, but not proven, his premises do not
support his conclusion, and thus his argument is in\,?lid, and can, essen-
tially, be disregarded.
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