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Teaching Statement
On the first day of Introduction to Ethics, I describe a version of Robert Nozick’s Experience Machine
thought experiment to the class. Would you plug into a machine that could give you any life experiences
you desired? Would you stay plugged in for the rest of your life? Most students have a strong reaction to
this thought experiment. However, when asked to explain why they would or wouldn’t plug into the
machine, those same students often struggle to articulate an answer.
My students are often bright and curious, but many of them lack the skills they need to articulate and
think critically about what they believe. I begin my introductory course with Nozick’s thought experiment
to show them that, though they often have strong convictions about what they believe, they don’t always
have an understanding of why they believe it or whether they should continue to believe it. My primary
aim as a philosophy teacher is to equip my students with the skills they need to be think carefully about
their own beliefs. I do so by focusing on developing three key skills: 1) how to learn from other thinkers, 2)
how to actively participate in philosophical dialogue, and 3) how to use writing as a tool for thinking
through a difficult problem.
My first aim is to teach students how to learn from other thinkers. Many students don’t realize that they
are capable of reading the works of great thinkers like Aristotle and Kant. As a lecturer, I assign
challenging texts, and I teach students how to closely read those texts. I spend time in lecture and
discussion section working through important passages in the text with the students (see my handout on
analytic reading included in this dossier). I also ask students to work with each other to find what they
take to be the argument in a passage and present and discuss what they have found with the rest of the
class. Learning how to closely read a text empowers students to approach the works of great thinkers with
an expectation that they will be able to learn from them.
My second goal is to encourage students to actively participate in philosophical dialogue. My best teachers
didn’t just teach our class about philosophy; they did philosophy with us. I invite students to do
philosophy with me both in class discussion and through weekly writing assignments. I have found, for
example, that more students will participate in a class discussion if they are first given time, either alone or
in small groups, to consider what they think about a question before the class as a whole discusses it. I will
also assign weekly writing responses in which students share their thoughts on the readings from that
week. Weekly responses give the students an opportunity to think about a problem or argument before we
discuss it together in class. The responses also give me a sense of the students’ understanding and what
problems they are most interested in. Whether in class or through their written responses, students are
able to participate in a philosophical dialogue and get feedback on their contributions from me and from
their fellow classmates.
My third goal is to help students use writing as a tool for thinking through difficult problems. I have found
that one helpful way to do this is to design assignments that ask students to think about the same problem
in different ways. Students are then able to develop and deepen their ideas over time. In my introductory
ethics course, I first ask students to write a short 2-3 page paper in which they explain and support their
decision in Nozick’s thought experiment. I encourage them to be open to changing their mind if the
process of writing the paper convinces them that they ought to decide differently. For their next
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assignment, I ask them to apply that same thought experiment to two of the theories we have studied and
explain which decision they think those theories would best support. The second paper gives the students
an opportunity to think through the practical implications of important moral theories and develop their
own view about what matters.
Above all, I take to heart that I must also practice and develop these skills. I continually challenge myself
to learn more, both about philosophy and how to teach it. I sit in on courses taught by teachers who
inspire me, and I troubleshoot the challenges I face as a teacher with my colleagues. Philosophy is best
done by a community of thinkers who are actively engaged with each other about the problems that
matter, and teaching, like philosophy, is a joint activity. I am committed to learning from my peers and my
students, and I teach with the aim of helping my students do the same.
In the attached portfolio, I have included sample syllabuses from two courses I taught at UCLA, along
with the handouts I use in those courses to introduce students to reading and writing philosophy. I have
included the full set of student evaluations from those courses, as well as a summary of the student
evaluations from courses for which I was a teaching assistant. And finally, I have included a letter of
reference regarding my teaching from Professor Tyler Burge. Thank you for your consideration.
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Sample Syllabuses
The Ethics of a Human Life
Hope House, Spring 2018

Ethical questions arise at every stage of a human life, from before a person is born until after she
dies. We will explore the ethical questions that arise at familiar stages of a person’s life: her conception, childhood, adulthood, death, and after her death. We will consider some surprising ways
philosophers have tried to answer these questions, and we will think about how the arguments
they make can help us better understand the ethical shape of a human life as a whole.
Schedule
Week 1, April 2nd: Childhood – Is it bad to be a child?
Anca Gheaus, “Unfinished Adults and Defective Children”
Week 2, April 9th: Adolescence – Why should we listen to young people?
Juliana Bidadanure, “Six Reasons why the UK Parliament should have Youth Quotas”
Week 3, April 16th: Old age – Is it bad to grow old?
Martha Nussbaum, “Our Bodies, Ourselves: Aging, Stigma, and Disgust”
Week 4, April 23rd: Love – Why do we love some people and not others?
Neil Delaney, “Romantic Love and Loving Commitment”
Week 5, April 30th: Marriage – What does it mean to get married?
Elizabeth Brake, “Is Divorce Promise-Breaking?”
Week 6, May 7th: Family – What makes a family?
Jaime Ahlberg & Harry Brighouse, “An Argument Against Cloning”
Week 7, May 14th: Birth – What’s special about living a human life?
Interview with David Benatar, “Better Never to Have Been”
Week 8, May 21st: Life – Does it matter how our life goes?
Thomas Hurka, “Life’s Ups and Downs”
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Week 9, May 28th: (Memorial day, class rescheduled): Death – Is it bad to die?
Thomas Nagel, “Death”
Week 10, June 4th: Afterlife – Does it matter what happens after we die?
Samuel Scheffler, “Afterlife”
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Philosophy 22: Introduction to Ethics
Summer C Session 2014
Lindsey Chambers
kchambers@ucla.edu
Dodd 394
Office Hours:
Monday and Wednesday, immediately after lecture
Dodd 394 (or LuValle)
Course Information
This course is an introduction to some of the central issues in moral philosophy. We will begin by asking
the question: how does one live a good life? We will look at influential answers to this question, beginning
with Aristotle’s account of the best human life. We will also explore questions like: Does the “good” really
exists? Does morality require religion? Is morality bad for us? If morality is real, what makes an action
good or bad, right or wrong? We will read what Hume, Kant and Mill, along with their modern
counterparts, say about our moral obligations. We will then look at the modern moral issue of
reproductive selection and disability.
Grade
Your grade will be comprised of the following components:
Reading Responses - 20%
1st Paper (2-3 pages) - 20%
2nd Paper (5-7 pages)- 30%
Final Exam - 30%
Weekly Reading Responses:
Each week you have the opportunity to write a 3/4 to 1 page (double-spaced) response to one of the
week’s readings. A hard copy of your response should be turned in at the beginning of Wednesday’s
lecture. In your response you can raise a question, contribute a thought, agree or disagree with the
author’s argument, etc. The response is not a summary of the reading. The response should show that
you have critically engaged with the reading. The responses will be graded on a pass/fail basis. [4 pass - A;
3 pass - B; 2 pass - C; 1 pass - D; 0 pass - F]
Papers:
The papers will be due on Turnitin and as a hard copy at the beginning of lecture on the day they are
due. Late papers will be docked 1/3 of a letter grade for each day it’s late.
Please familiarize yourself with UCLA’s student code of conduct (available here:
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http://www.deanofstudents.ucla.edu/assets/documents/StudentCC.pdf). If you have any questions about
what constitutes plagiarism, please see me before turning in your work. All work is expected to be your
own and original (not previously submitted to another class).

Course Reading Schedule
All readings will be posted on the course website. Readings are subject to change.
1. Aug 4- Introduction to Ethics
Recommended Reading: SEP, Morality
2. Aug 6- The good life: Aristotle’s Ethics
Reading: Aristotle, Nicomachean Ethics, Book I, II, VI, X
Korsgaard, “Aristotle’s Function Argument”
Recommended Reading: Korsgaard, “Aristotle on Function and Virtue”
Nagel, “Aristotle’s Eudaimonia”
1st paper prompt given out
3. Aug 11- Moral Foundations
Reading: Mackie, Ethics: Inventing Right and Wrong, Ch. 1
Berg, “Does Morality Depend on Religion?”
Plato, Euthyphro
4. Aug 13- Moral Skepticism
Reading: Harman, “Moral Relativism”
Sayre-McCord, “Moral Realism”
Nietzsche, The Genealogy of Morals
5. Aug 18- Descriptive Morality
Reading: Hume, A Treatise of Human Nature, 3.1.1 through 3.2.1
Sayre-McCord, “Hume on Practical Morality and Inert Reason”
Stevenson, “The Emotive Meaning of Ethical Terms”
1st paper due
6. Aug 20- Prescriptive Morality - Deontology
Reading: Kant, Groundwork to the Metaphysics of Morals, 1-2
Foot, “Morality as a System of Hypothetical Imperatives”
7. Aug 25- Kant’s Formula of Humanity
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Readings: Korsgaard, “Formula of Humanity”
Rawls, Lectures on Ethics, “Formula of Humanity”
2nd paper prompt given out
8. Aug 27- Prescriptive Morality - Consequentialism
Reading: Mill, Utilitarianism
Rawls, “Utilitarianism”
Nozick, Anarchy, State and Utopia, The Experience Machine, 42-45
9. Sept 1- Objections to Consequentialism
Reading: Williams, “Against Utilitarianism”
Thomson, “The Trolley Problem”
Feinberg, “The Nature and Value of Rights”
10. Sept 3- Reproductive Selection and Disability
Reading: McMahan, “Causing Disabled People to Exist and Causing People to be Disabled”
Fahmy, “On the Supposed Harm of Selecting for Deafness”
Recommended Reading: Facing Life with a Lethal Gene, NPR
2nd paper due
11. Sept 8- Recap and Exam Review
12. Sept 10 - Final Exam
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Introduction to Ancient Greek Philosophy
Philosophy 7, Fall 2018
Instructor
K. Lindsey Chambers (lchambers@fas.harvard.edu)
Meeting
Emerson 101
T/R 10:30am-11:45am
Office Hours
Emerson 309
Tuesday and Thursday (time tbd)
Course Description
The philosophy of ancient Greece forms the cornerstone of Western intellectual thought and
culture. This course will survey themes in ancient Greek philosophy from the works of three
major figures: Socrates, Plato and Aristotle. We will look at their views about how humans should
act, the nature of the soul, what the world is like, and how we can have knowledge. In this course
we will pay special attention to the arguments given by these philosophers for their views. The
goal of the course is not to learn about Greek philosophy; our goal is to learn how to do
philosophy. Like the Greeks, our inquiry will be aimed at finding the truth, and we will critically
engage with the arguments given by these philosophers to help us get there.
Evaluation
Your grade will be comprised of the following components:
Component

Weight

Due Date

Reading Responses

20%

Every Thursday, beginning of class (hard copy)

1st Paper (5-7 pages)

35%

Oct 16th, 10:30am (via email)

2nd Paper (7-10 pages)

45%

Dec 13th, 10:30am (via email)
Weekly Reading Responses
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Each week you have the opportunity to write a 3/4 to 1 page (double-spaced) response to one of
the week’s readings. A hard copy of your response should be turned in at the beginning of
Thursday’s lecture. In your response you can raise a question, contribute a thought, agree or
disagree with the author’s argument, etc. The response is not a summary of the reading. The
response should show that you have critically engaged with the reading. The responses will be
graded on a pass/fail basis. Late responses and emailed responses will not be accepted. You only
need to pass 10 responses for an A, 9 for an A-, 8 for a B+, etc.
Papers
The papers should be submitted via email at 10:30am on the day they are due. Late papers will
be docked 1/3 of a letter grade for each day it’s late.
Academic Integrity
Please familiarize yourself with Harvard University’s honor code, available here
(https://honor.fas.harvard.edu/honor-code) and on the course website. If you have any questions
about what constitutes plagiarism, please see me before turning in your work. All work is
expected to be your own and original (not previously submitted to another class).
Required Text
Cohen, S. Marc & Curd, Patricia, & Reeve, C. D. C. Readings in Ancient Greek Philosophy: From
Thales to Aristotle (4th ed). Hackett Pub, Indianapolis, IN.
Course Reading Schedule
Week 1:
Sept 4th, Course Introduction
Sept 6th, Socrates: Am I permitted to escape my execution?
Reading: Crito
Week 2:
Sept 11th, Crito continued
Reading: Crito
Sept 13th, Socrates: What is piety?
Reading: Euthyphro
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Week 3:
Sept 18th & 20th, The Euthyphro Problem continued
Reading: Euthyphro

Week 4:
Sept 25th & 27th, Socrates: How is virtue teachable?
Reading: Protagorus
Week 5:
Oct 2nd & 4th, Plato: How can we learn anything new? (The Paradox of Inquiry)
Reading: Meno
Assignment: First paper prompt handed out
Week 6:
Oct 9th & 11th, Plato: The Theory of the Forms
Reading: Phaedo
Week 7:
Oct 16th & 18th, Plato: What is justice?
Reading: Republic (bk 1, 2, 4)
Assignment: First paper due, Oct 16th at 10:30am
Week 8:
Oct 23rd & 25th, Plato: The Form of the Good
Reading: Symposium (excerpts), Republic (bk 6, 7)
Week 9:
Oct 30th & Nov 1st, Aristotle: Critique of Plato’s Form of the Good
Reading: Nicomachean Ethics (bk 1)
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Week 10:
Nov 6th & 8th, Aristotle: Practical Philosophy
Reading: Nicomachean Ethics (bk 2, 6)
Week 11:
Nov 13th, Aristotle: Practical Philosophy continued
Reading: Nicomachean Ethics (bk 10)
Nov 15th, Aristotle: What causes a thing to be what it is?
Reading: Physics (bk 2)
Week 12:
Nov 20th, Aristotle: Four causes continued
Nov 22nd, Thanksgiving break

Week 13:
Nov 27th & Nov 29th, Aristotle: What is the nature of the body and soul?
Reading: De Anima (bk 2, ch1-6)
Week 14:
Dec 4th, Course Recap
Assignment: Final paper prompt handed out
Week 15:
Reading week
Final paper due:
Dec 13th at 10:30am
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Philosophy 155: Medical Ethics
Summer C Session 2013
Lindsey Chambers
lindsey.ucla.phil@gmail.com
Dodd 363
Office Hours:
Monday, 10am-12
Dodd 363 or LuValle Coffee Shop
Course Information
Kant famously claims that persons should be treated as "ends in themselves, never merely as a means"
(Groundwork to the Metaphysics of Morals). His claim is often used as a standard for the ethical treatment of
persons in medicine. In this course, we will explore what Kant means by treating persons as ends in
themselves, contrasting it with a utilitarian understanding of ethical requirements. We will look primarily
at how Kant's claim bears on medical cases that involve both end of life and beginning of life issues. Some
of the questions we will address include: Is medically assisted suicide morally wrong? Do parents or
doctors have an obligation to test fetuses for congenital diseases? Does the presence of some congenital
diseases generate a duty to terminate a pregnancy? Is it morally acceptable to select for certain traits in a
fetus, like sex or eye color? The goal of this course is not to provide definite answers to these questions.
Rather, we will explore how Kant's framework might be helpful in understanding the moral status and
permissible treatment of patients in such cases.
Grade
Your grade will be comprised of the following components:
Participation - 10%
Reading Responses - 20%
First Paper - 30%
Final Paper - 40%
Participation
Participation credit will be given to students who consistently raise questions or contribute
substantive comments in lecture, discussion section and/or office hours.
Reading Responses
Each week you have the opportunity to write a 3/4 to 1 page response to one of the week’s
readings. A hard copy of your response should be turned in at the beginning of Thursday’s lecture. In
your response you can raise a question, contribute a thought, agree or disagree with the author’s
argument, etc. The response should show that you have both thought about and critically engaged with
the reading. The response will be graded on a pass/fail basis. [4 pass - A; 3 pass - B; 2 pass - C; 1 pass - D;
0 pass - F]
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Papers
The papers will be due on Turnitin and as a hard copy at the beginning of lecture on the due
date. The first paper topic will be distributed on Aug 15th. The paper will be due on August 27th and will
be returned by Sept 5th. The final paper topic will be distributed on Aug 29th. The final paper is due on
September 12th.
Late papers will be docked 1/3 of a letter grade for each day it’s late.
Please familiarize yourself with UCLA’s student code of conduct (available here:
http://www.deanofstudents.ucla.edu/assets/documents/StudentCC.pdf). If you have any questions about
what constitutes plagiarism, please see me before turning in your work. All work is expected to be your
own and original (not previously submitted to another class).

Course Reading Schedule
All readings will be posted on the course website. Readings are subject to change.
1. Aug 6- Introduction to Ethics and Medical Ethics
2. Aug 8- Kantian Ethics: Good will, duty, and practical reasoning
Reading: Kant’s Groundwork —Preface, Section I
3. Aug 13- Good willing: Formula of Universal Law
Reading: Kant’s Groundwork, Section II
4. Aug 15- Suicide Example: Formula of Humanity
Reading: Kant’s Groundwork, Section II
st
1 Paper topic assigned
5. Aug 20- End of Life Care: Euthanasia
Reading: Rachels, Active and Passive Euthanasia; Callahan, Killing and Allowing to Die
6. Aug 22- End of Life Care : Kant and Euthanasia
Reading: Brock, Voluntary Active Euthanasia
7. Aug 27- Abortion: Beyond Personhood Debate
Reading: Thomson, A Defense of Abortion
Recommended: Marquis, Why Abortion is Immoral
st
1 Paper Due
8. Aug 29- Abortion
Reading: Little, The Morality of Abortion
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Final Paper assigned
9. Sept 3- Selection and Disability
Reading: McMahan, Causing Disabled People to Exist and Causing People to be Disabled
Recommended: Facing Life with a Lethal Gene, NPR
10. Sept 5- Sex-selection
Reading: Dickens, Can sex-selection be ethically tolerated?
Liao, The Ethics of Using Genetic Engineering for Sex Selection
st
1 Paper returned
11. Sept 10- Enhancement
Reading: Sandel, The Case Against Perfection
12. Sept 12
Final Paper due
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Other Course Descriptions
Kantian Ethics
In this course, we will explore the moral theory of Immanuel Kant, a central figure in modern moral
philosophy. The course will begin by examining the nature of morality: Is it real? What are its
foundations? Who are its subjects? We will consider Kant’s argument that morality is grounded in the
activity of reasoning, and we will explore his claim that we must be free in order to be subject to morality.
In the second half of the course, we will consider the implications of Kant’s account of morality on the
content of our moral obligations. We will consider how facts about what we are like as human beings
affect our duties to ourselves and others as rational beings. Readings for this course will be taken from
Kant’s Groundwork to the Metaphysics of Morals, Critique of Practical Reason, and The Metaphysics of Morals.
Kant’s Metaethics
In Immanuel Kant’s Groundwork to the Metaphysics of Morals, he argues that morality depends on freedom.
We are not moral beings unless we are autonomous, or practically free. In this course, we will examine
Kant’s argument that morality requires autonomy. In the first half of the course, we will consider how
Kant’s rationalist account of morality deals with questions about what morality is and how we can know
what it commands us to do. In the second half of the course, we will examine how Kant defends morality
by setting limits on what reason can prove. We will focus our discussion on the nature of freedom and
how the idea of freedom shapes our reasoning about what to do. Readings for this course will be taken
from Kant’s Groundwork to the Metaphysics of Morals, the Critique of Pure Reason, and the Critique of Practical
Reason.
Reproductive Ethics: Whose body is it anyway?
We are generally prohibited from acting on the bodies of other persons. I cannot decide for you what
food you will put in your body, what exercise (if any) you will do, what color you will dye your hair, or
whether you will have corrective eye surgery. However, parents are generally allowed to act on the bodies
of their children: they feed them, change their diapers, cut their hair, make them play sports, make major
medical decisions, etc.
Reproductive technology has now made it possible for parents to shape their children’s bodies by creating
children with specific physical traits. In this seminar, we will ask the question : whose body is it anyway? Is
there a moral difference between making a child wear glasses and selecting for a child with good eyesight?
We will explore the limits of parental permission to shape the bodies of their future children. Readings will
be taken from the current debate in bioethics about the morality of genetically shaping one’s child. We
will read texts from Parfit, Shiffrin, Velleman, Sandel, McMahan, Pallikkathayil, and others.
Pregnancy: Acting for two?
Much talk in reproductive ethics treats procreation as a singular act, as if one could push a button and
produce a person. The reality is very different: procreating requires a woman to be pregnant for nine
months. During that time, she’s commonly said to be ‘acting for two,’ and much philosophical attention
has been given to the ontological status of the fetus as a separate entity from its mother. In this seminar,
we will consider the how the moral identity of the mother and fetus relate during pregnancy, and we will
explore whether pregnant women are in fact acting for two distinct moral persons. We will consider the
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issues of abortion, maternal health, fetal medical intervention, and surrogacy. We will read texts by
Thomson, Little, Overall, Dudan, and others.
Spitting Image
Parents shape their children, both intentionally and unintentionally. They decide where their child will
live, what she will eat, what she will be exposed to (language, culture), and who she will interact with
(friends, mentors, teachers, coaches). In making these decisions, is it wrong for parents to intentionally
shape their children in their own image? Do children have a moral claim against being shaped in the image
of their parents? What limits, if any, are there on parental choice?
In this seminar, we will consider the interest that children have in being treated as separate persons from
their parents. We will consider whether children have a moral right against their parents to not be shaped
in ways that are unsupported by their own interests. We will also consider whether there’s anything wrong
with a parent’s otherwise permissible action being aimed at raising her child to be like her. We will read
texts from Brighouse, Swift, Clayton, Brennan, Noggle, and others.

Justice and Genetics
In this course, we will consider the questions of justice raised by advancements in reproductive technology.
We will begin by considering whether the widespread practice of selecting for a male child constitutes a
form of oppression or discrimination against women, and we will explore whether banning that practice is
itself a form of oppression against women. Next, we will turn to the practice of selecting for and against
disability. We will consider what moral import typical species functioning has with respect to the use of
selection, and we will ask whether society is obligated to adapt to better meet the needs of diverse
functioning individuals or whether parents have a procreative responsibility to select for traits that are
species typical. Lastly, we will consider the problem of just access to reproductive technology, and we will
explore whether justice requires reform in the distribution of access to such technology. We will read texts
from Liao, McMahan, Fahmy, Overall, Wong, Hull, Buchanan, and others.

Education: the family and justice in education
Who should decide a child’s education? Her parents? The state? In this seminar, we will explore the
moral importance of a child’s education. We will consider the aim of education and who should be
responsible for ensuring that a child receives it. We will look at the competing interests of parents, the
state, and the child, and we will consider the problem of ensuring just access to education as a social and
economic good. We will read texts from Almond, Brighouse, Swift, Olsaretti, Clayton, Rawls, and others.
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Student Evaluations: Lecturer
Below are the student evaluations from the two courses I have taught as a lecturer at UCLA: Introduction
to Ethics and and Medical Ethics (upper division). I have included a complete set of the students' written
comments, along with the numerical score reports from the Office of Instructional Development. Please
note that the numerical scores are out of 9, with 9 being the highest possible evaluation and 1 being the
lowest possible evaluation.
2014 Summer, C Session, Philosophy 22, Introduction to Ethics
1. I really appreciated the organization during lecture. Lindsey made difficult material easier to
learn.
2. She teaches everything very clearly and successfully summarizes very complicated notions
3. Strengths: wanting to interact, wanted us to learn, organizes. No weakness.
4. I was dreading taking this class mainly because I had no interest in Philosophy. Prof. Chambers
enthusiasm made it interesting. The final articles I think, tied the whole class together and how
theory can be put into practice and how that could be a tricky thing. Overall great experience and
great class. Thank you =)
5. I liked how clear the lectures were. Professor did a great job explaining philosophies in an
organized way. I liked scenarios that made students questions their moral foundations and beliefs.
Assignments – papers/weekly responses were interesting and promoted students connecting with
the material. I enjoyed this class.
6. I thought that the lectures were all great and entertaining. Professor Chambers made the topics
interesting and relatable to life. The first class over an hour at UCLA that I have enjoyed going to
and one of the best GE classes I’ve taken.
7. Lindsey was an excellent instructor for this course. I felt that she was really knowledgeable about
the subject and I felt like I learned a lot. I liked that she always connected lectures to previous
topics we covered. I really liked that our writing assignments pushed us to apply what we
learned in a unique way. She never went too fast, but my one complaint would be that it was
sometimes hard to read her writing on the chalkboard. But overall I was really happy with the
course! It was increased my interest in philosophy.
8. Lindsey is a fantastic teacher. I think her lectures are extremely clear and well-organized. The
course was challenging but enjoyable, and a good introduction to ethics. I have no complaints and
can’t think of any ways to improve the course.
9. Your lectures are top notch. These have been some of the best lectures I’ve attended at UCLA.
Very organized and clear we’ll done. Just do your best to write neatly. The main weakness of the
class was there was no discussion section to go over the readings, and while your lecture did an
adequate job of covering the material the readings themselves were very difficult. There was a lot
of reading to do before each class and overall it hindered the learning experience. If you need to
read a lot before class and you don’t understand it you won’t have time to work with the material
and be finished before class. Of course being a summer class doesn’t help but try to pace the
workload better.
10. Extremely knowledgeable about subject and all philosopher taught. After reading the assigned
readings and hearing the lectures, I felt confident in my understanding of the subject matter. Prof.
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Chambers was extremely open to questions and office hours and really made sure we had a clear
idea of the material. Always upbeat, too! =)
11. I believe the extreme knowledge of the professor was very beneficial to the learning experience.
Every question I asked was responded to clearly with examples and analogies that helped even
more than I had originally expected. A discussion section would have been beneficial
although it is not the instructor’s fault that it was lacking one. I have gained a much
greater appreciation for philosophy and hope to immerse myself in it even more.
12. Strengths – Very approachable, very prepared, knowledgeable on topic, clear, lectures were
interesting. Weaknesses – none. Recommendations – handouts possibly.
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2013 Summer, Phil 155, Medical Ethics
1. Strength: fantastic lecture and flow of his ideas was very succinct. Weakness: writing on board was
often messy and disorganized. power points would definitely help. If not giving a “lecture” note
sheet prior. Paper prompts often seemed to be clear and direct but in fact were not. There were
some differences between what prompt asked and what the professor wanted.
2. She has been an outstanding lecturer. She is extremely knowledgeable if the course material and
I appreciate how she guides her students to expand our ideas and is always very
encouraging. It is clear how devoted she is to her
students. I thoroughly enjoy our
discussions during office hours every week and appreciate all the extra help she has given me
with my papers. Overall, I am extremely glad to have had her as a professor and hope to take
another one of her classes in the future.
3. Lindsey has many strengths she was great at working through difficult concepts with us. She
communicates concepts in a concise and easy to follow format. By far the best class I’ve
had the pleasure of taking.
4. This course would be better with ten weeks. Chambers is an excellent lecturer, assignments were
a bit vague in instruction when compared to grading.
5. Medical ethics with Ms. Chambers was by far the best course I took at UCLA. She was able to
communicate very complex material in a very simple way. Awesome course!
6. Lindsey has been a great professor for this course considering this was her first time. Overall, has
concern for the learning of the students has been great and that I would say. I have learned
valuable information from the class through her teaching.
7. Strengths: teacher grasped concepts to the point of being able to communicate them clearly and
answer clarifying questions. She maintained control over the direction and environment
of the classroom even with large distractions present. She encouraged relevant discussion.
Weaknesses: We did not cover very many medical issues or philosophical concepts. We stayed
within her comfort zone as opposed to spreading our resources across a variety of topics.
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Student Evaluations: Teaching Assistant
Below are excerpts from the written comments I received as a teaching assistant at UCLA. I have also
included a cumulative summary of my numerical scores as a teaching assistant from the Office of
Instructional Development.
2010 Winter, Philosophy 6, Introduction to Political Philosophy
▪ Lindsey was a fantastic teaching assistant. Highly knowledgeable and capable of communicating
that knowledge to students. Very accessible (by email, office hours). I looked forward to attending
discussion every week. Such a positive experience that I’m now considering a
philosophy
minor. Discussions were well-organized, easy to follow along with ideas, as outlined on the board.
Section did a good job relating to lecture and reviewing and expanding upon key concepts.
▪ Lindsey is a wonderful TA! She was not only extremely helpful in breaking down the central
concepts of the course, but she also really helped spark my interest in political philosophy. Her
sections were interesting, engaging, and definitely worth coming to. If it weren’t for her, I wouldn’t
really understand the material. Overall, she is sweet, funny, and overall, a very effective TA.

2010 Spring, Philosophy 6, Introduction to Political Philosophy
▪ I really liked how you tried to pick out the most important topics about lecture in discussion.
Discussion kept me on track and knowledgeable. Maybe if you were able to email weekly
overview notes of lecture that would be very helpful.
▪ Lindsey was an excellent TA; she loved the subject and even made me interested in it although I
did not expect to enjoy it. Always prepared and excited to discuss the topics, even the boring ones
were fun in her discussions very prepared for discussion, helpful & quickly responsive in emails.
She should teach the class! Thanks Lindsey!
▪ Sections were great. It was helpful that you would give the big picture in where the reading and
lectures were going because it was easy to lose sight of how these things pertained to the goal of
the courses.

2010 Fall, Philosophy 100A, Ancient Philosophy
▪ Philosophy discussions usually terrify me but this one was lovely. You’re kind and relaxed around
us which made the class discussions pleasant and encouraged me to interact more than usual. The
exercise we did one day where we wrote our arguments on the board was fantastic. I wish
philosophy discussions in general would involve more of this. It forces me to come prepared. I
understand what we talk about in class because I’ve thought about it on my own first, and once
again gets me participating when I usually wouldn’t.
▪ Lindsey was/is an excellent TA. I didn’t understand the comments on my essay and she took the
time to reread what I wrote and rethink what she said in light of what I revealed to her in
conversation, even though she didn’t have to. Section was always interesting and enjoyable, and
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we covered a lot of ground in the short time she is allotted. Simply put, one of the best TA’s I’ve
had in my time at UCLA.
▪ TA was genuinely concerned about student understanding and supplementing somewhat (at
times) confusing lectures by the professor. I liked the organization of each weekly discussion
section meeting. It was also extremely helpful to have TA office hours and I appreciated
the willingness + enthusiasm of the TA to teach + help with understanding + expand upon
interesting points brought up in lecture. Thank You!
▪ Breaking down the points and arguments has been really helpful. It’s the first time I’ve been able
to understand the metaphors in the Republic. The diagrams on the board are also really helping,
especially for understanding abstract concepts.

2011 Fall, Philosophy 115C, Kant
▪ She was charitable with advice both inside and outside of the course material – she gave
appropriate suggestions on how to do well in this course and as an undergrad in general. Thank
you for a wonderful experience.
▪ Excellent at explaining and covered a lot of material and insisted that we utilize her during office
hours. Always did a great job.
▪ Does a good job in terms of articulation, good at explaining concepts and takes the time to ensure
that all questions are answered to her best ability.
▪ The section complements the course, she helped in understanding the arguments and the
midterm review was helpful. Thanks for a nice honors section as well.
▪ Her clarity helped understand the content and her willingness to meet outside of class was
helpful.

2012 Fall, Philosophy 115C, Kant
▪ Best TA I’ve had at UCLA. Sections are very valuable. Pushes students to try. Lots of on-thechalkboard drawings were very helpful.
▪ I found the examples, that expanded ideas presented in class, to be extremely helpful. I also
enjoyed having a very welcoming atmosphere where I could asks questions and be directed in the
right interpretation of ideas presented in class.
▪ A strength that this TA has is that she is able to take readily complex language full of jargon and
simplify it so that it is easier to understand the materials. She is also one of the most helpful
TA’s that I’ve had. She’s very good at answering any questions that a student may have
thoroughly. Most TA’s just give a superficial straight forward answer. Not Lindsay. I can’t think of
any weaknesses that she may have in her teaching.
▪ Lindsey was amazing. I felt it was really helpful that she knew so much about the material that she
could put things into easier language or give overviews of how everything fit together. Sections
really helped with figuring out how to keep up with what was going on in class. Thank you! This
class was great!
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2013 Spring, Phil 5, Philosophy in Literature
▪ Thoroughly enjoyed Lindsey as a TA, section always raised interesting questions, she is a fantastic
discussion facilitator, really helped break down the readings.
▪ She did a wonderful job communicating and articulating the material in a clear and easier to
understand way. She always made me feel welcome to seek help and expanded the course to reach
my day to day thinking and life.
▪ Lindsey was a great TA for me because I had never taken philosophy before and she was always
articulate and expanded on/clarified confusing ideas presented in lecture. Additionally, Lindsey is
very friendly and good at encouraging the ideas/participation of everyone.
▪ Lindsey was stuck teaching a very difficult subject to get students involved in discussion;
however, she never stopped trying to keep us interested and informed. She definitely
made the lecture material easier to understand, and was always so excited to be in discussion.
She’s also a wonderful person who always smiled!

UCLA Evaluation Data Summary
Below is a summary of the average scores I received from courses for which I was a Teaching Assistant at
UCLA. Scores are out of 9 (inclusive), with 9 being the highest possible evaluation and 1 the worst
possible evaluation.

Questions

Average Score

The T.A. was knowledgeable about the material.

8.46

The T.A. was concerned about student learning.

8.37

Section presentations were well prepared and organized.

8.24

The T.A. expanded on course ideas.

8.31

Students felt welcome in seeking help.

8.36

The teaching assistant had good communication skills.

8.43

Value of the sections justified time and effort.

8.28

Your overall rating of the T.A.

8.40
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Philosophy Toolkit: Reading Philosophy
Reading a philosophical text is not like reading a textbook or novel. You often have to read a text at least 3 times before you
can understand what’s happening. Your goal is both to understand the main point of the text and to think about whether the
author has successfully established that point.

Step 1: First Read

Read the whole text one time through.
When you get to the end, ask yourself (and write down!):
-What is the general topic of the text?
-What is the author’s goal? What is the author trying to show/establish?
-What is the general argument or support for that conclusion?
-What questions do I have? (about the goal, the argument, etc.)

Step 2: Second Read

Read the text slowly, taking notes as you go.
After you read each paragraph (or in some cases, each few sentences), ask yourself (and write down):
-What happened in this paragraph/section?
-What is the author trying to show in this paragraph?
-How does this paragraph connect to the preceding paragraph?
-How does this paragraph contribute to the larger aim of the text?
-What terminology has been introduced? Do I know what it means? Keep a list!
(Remember: sometimes common words have a different or more narrow use in a philosophical
text)
Keep track of the argument as you go:
-What are the premises?
-What is the support (if any) for the premises? How do the premises connect together?
-How do the premises establish the conclusion?
-Is the argument valid? Is it sound?

Step 3: Third Read

Read the text again, and as you read, keep track of how any of your initial questions have been answered
and what remaining questions you have.
As you read, ask yourself:
-Do I understand how the argument fits together?
-Are there any problems with the argument?
-What objections would I raise to this argument?
When you finish, think about the text as a whole:
-What question/issue is the author responding to?
-What framework (or assumptions) is the author relying on to answer that question?
-Is that the right framework to address the question/issue?
-Is the question behind the text the question the question we should be asking?
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Philosophy Toolkit: Writing a Philosophy Paper
A philosophy paper is neither a research paper nor an editorial. A philosophy paper makes a clear point and defends that point
with a supporting argument. You must do more than summarize another person’s view. You must state and defend your own
view.

Step 1: Overview
A philosophy paper has the following components:
1. Main point: a thesis, a goal, a position to be defended
2. Arguments: support for the main point that is plausible and (in some way) original
3. Objections: consider and reply to possible counter argument(s)
*Considering and responding to potential objections forces you to better explain and
defend your main point

Step 2: Writing Style

The paper should be simple and easy to understand. The target audience of an undergraduate philosophy
paper is a smart high school student with little or no prior knowledge of the topic at hand.
A good philosophy paper is:
1. Direct: clearly and explicitly states the thesis/main point
-Always connect the dots for the reader; don’t assume it’s obvious
2. Concise: short and simple sentences/paragraphs
3. On point: everything in the paper clearly supports the main point
4. Organized: the paper should be thoughtfully structured
-Does it make sense why one paragraph/section follows the next?
-Are there obvious transitions?
5. Written in plain language: use simple words, explain any technical terminology

Step 3: Addressing the prompt

You can’t write a good paper if you don’t understand what the prompt is asking you to do. Are you being
asked to evaluate an argument? Raise an objection? Defend your own position on a controversial issue?
When you get the paper prompt, list out every question/part of the prompt.
Ask yourself the following questions (and write down the answers!):
-Do I understand the main goal/task of the paper?
-Do I understand what each individual part/sub-question is asking?
-How does each part/sub-question relate to the overall goal of the paper?

Step 4: Pre-Writing

The hardest part of writing a philosophy paper happens before you start writing the paper. A detailed
outline will make the actual paper writing much easier.
To write an outline, take the list of questions from the prompt and create a checklist. Under each
question/part, brainstorm how you will address it.
For each section or part, make sure that you:
1. Have a handle on the material itself.
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-Revisit the text and lecture notes.
-What is relevant to addressing the prompt?
-What questions do I have about the text itself ?
-How would I explain the text/view to others?
2. Understand what you are being asked to contribute.
-What’s my position?
-Do I agree with the author’s view/argument?
-What objections do I have?
You should now have the beginnings of an outline. Continue to flesh out the outline. You may decide to
restructure your outline/paper in order to help the reader follow along better. Be sure that your outline
fully addresses all parts of the prompt!

Step 5: Write!

You should expect to write multiple drafts (or to rewrite sections of your paper multiple times).
Get feedback:
-From classmates
-From non-philosophy students (can they understand?)
-From TA in office hours
Other helpful writing resources for philosophy students:
Jim Pryor’s “Guidelines on Writing a Philosophy Paper”
http://www.jimpryor.net/teaching/guidelines/writing.html
Michael Huemer’s “A Guide to Writing”
http://spot.colorado.edu/~huemer/writing.htm
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