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· Below is a suggestive illustration of how one could write more clearly, critically and solidly, as well as creatively, in the contexts of studying Humanities and Philosophy in particular; the submitted journal, re-contextualised and introduced here with the author’s permission, is already up to expected standards. It shows a promising start with no notable linguistic disabilities or serious immaturity, and thus the comments on it are intended as advice for revision, for how to improve the draft. Remember: good writing is re-writing, 1% inspiration and 99% perspiration, akin to spiritual exercise; or, quite literally, physical workout. A sloppy text mirrors a sloppy mind.    
· Below is also an indication of the level of professional scrutiny you are to expect as well as apply to yourself, when submitting written and proof-read assignments, viz., take-home exams, journals and papers, etc., to the professor in question, who shall read the work with attention to both conceptual and logically transitory details without, however, necessarily spelling them out in writing to the extent shown below. 

· Typically, a graded feedback will include a few comments that directly correlate to the conspicuous strengths and weaknesses of the submission, evaluated on the basis of the writing guidelines both specific to the task and generally applicable [see. Dr. Lee’s Grading Rubric for Writing]; any follow-up queries will be addressed further in person, if and when the student brings a hard copy of the feedback file to Dr. Lee’s office, with a considered response back to the reader’s commentary, during the office hours or at a scheduled meeting, where more detailed communication can take place.               

QUESTION [JN1, Introduction to Philosophy]: 

Plato writes to the deadline: he records the incidents with all literal urgency. In a sense, philosophy, as a recorded/known tradition of intellectual activities of the human mind, began with the death of Socrates. Is mortal sacrifice structurally necessary to the institution of philosophy, or similarly, of religion? (Think of Jesus the Christ, too.) What can, and should, philosophy tell you about mortality?     

[Comments on FIRST Draft]
Very Helpful

Good/Coherent
Hmm… let’s see how the author moves from here: what s/he will do with this. 

A curious and insightful point the author might wish to explicate/think further on 

What exactly is philosophy worth?  Socrates certainly
 thought it a worthy enough cause for which to forsake his own life, and from this we can conclude that he deemed a sacrifice on his own part necessary.  
If the Apology does not convince us, surely
 then the dialogue of Crito does, as it depicts Socrates’ refusal to run away from his fate or go into hiding.  

Is
 philosophy, however, worth dying for?  Well, that is a question better left to the individual to wrestle with and form his own conclusion, since 
it pertains to that single individual’s life.  Similarly
, is mortal sacrifice necessary for the advancement, indeed perhaps for the existence of philosophy?  

[[[ Before
 directly addressing this
, let us first examine a parallel institution
:  Christianity.  Is it worth handing one’s life over?  The Bible certainly
 tells Christians that it is; there is one primary difference in this vein, however, between philosophy and Christianity:  choice.  The Christian faith deemed it absolutely necessary that one man, Jesus Christ, should take the burden of the world on his shoulders and die so that all sin might be defeated
.  This religion teaches its followers that the death of this single man was absolutely imperative in order for mankind to have any chance of entering God’s kingdom.  Along the same lines, martyrdom, though not so radically encouraged as in other faiths (particularly specific sects of Islam), is looked favorably upon. ]]]
 


[[[ Philosophy is not a religion (in the traditional sense of the word, anyway), and so does not have a list of standards and rules by which to govern its practitioners.  Indeed, it is quite the opposite
; philosophy concerns itself with continually breaking the mold, challenging conventions, and expanding upon itself.  It is a notion, like 
Christianity or any other faith at its core, and so will outlive any mortal life or sacrifice thereof.  Christianity, by its very definition, began when Jesus was crucified.]]]
  Philosophy, in terms of the written recorded word, began when Socrates was sentenced to his death.  In this
, the two are similar.  They differ, however, in their respective natures
.  [[[While the very notion of Christianity began with a death, philosophy did not
.  Man, in a sense
, has been philosophizing ever since he was able to form coherent thoughts about his own existence and the world surrounding him.  Philosophy reminds us that it surpasses mortality, it goes beyond anything of this physical world, and will continue to exist, even after the death of a great thinker such as Socrates.]]]
  

Religions
 will die out
, but philosophy will not and cannot, for all thought beyond that of primal necessity falls under the blanket of philosophy.  In terms of mortality, philosophy proves
 to us just how fleeting a single human life really
 is.

[Comments on SECOND draft: Re-write]

Comments: This is much neater and clearer than the previous version. And your thesis does stand out more saliently. A discussion of passages from the Apology or the Bible, namely, some concrete actual engagement with the text, is, however, desired. 

See marginal comments. 

What exactly is philosophy worth?  Socrates certainly thought it a worthy enough cause for which to forsake his own life, and from this we can conclude that he deemed a sacrifice on his own part necessary.  

Is philosophy, however, worth dying for?  Well, that is a question better left to the individual to wrestle with and form his own conclusion, since it pertains to that single individual’s life (I mean here not that no personal topic is worthy of philosophical discussion; the question of whether or not philosophy is worth dying for is a decision
 that the individual must make).  Similarly, if one chooses to die for philosophy, shall we conclude that his (pick your martyr’s) mortal sacrifice is necessary for the advancement, indeed perhaps for the existence of philosophy? 

 Before directly addressing the latter question, let us first examine an institution parallel to philosophy:  Christianity.  Is it worth handing one’s life over?  The Bible certainly tells Christians that it is; there is one primary difference in this vein, however, between philosophy and Christianity:  choice.  The Christian faith deemed it absolutely necessary that one man, Jesus Christ, should take the burden of the world on his shoulders and die so that all sin might be defeated.  This religion teaches its followers that Christ took the weight of all the sins of humankind upon himself, and was in the process killed.  Christians are taught that this was the ultimate sacrifice and that, according to God’s plan, it was absolutely necessary.  Along the same lines, martyrdom, though not so radically encouraged as in other faiths (particularly specific sects of Islam), is looked favorably upon.  


Philosophy is not a religion (in the traditional sense of the word, anyway
), and so does not have a list of standards and rules by which to govern its practitioners.  Indeed, it is quite the opposite; philosophy concerns itself with continually breaking the mold, challenging conventions, and expanding upon itself.  It is a notion, like Christianity or any other faith at its core, and so will outlive any mortal life or sacrifice thereof.  Christianity, by its very definition, began when Jesus was crucified.  Philosophy, in terms of the written recorded word, began when Socrates was sentenced to his death.  
In this, the two are similar.  They differ, however, in their respective origins.  While the very notion of Christianity began with a death, philosophy did not.  Man, in a sense, has been philosophizing ever since he was able to form coherent thoughts about his own existence and the world surrounding him.  Philosophy reminds us that it surpasses mortality, it goes beyond anything of this physical world, and will continue to exist, even after the death of a great thinker such as Socrates.  In terms of mortality, philosophy, specifically the Apology, proves to us just how fleeting a single human life really is.

� Back it up; esp. because martyrdom does not NECESSARILY require conviction – ‘willing to die’ does not necessarily entail ‘willing to die FOR.


� Back it up; give the reader at least one example you have in mind. You want to make sure the projected readers are following you. You should be able to come up with an unambiguous/definite example that stands firm, i.e., is not open or vulnerable to different and often conflicting interpretations. 


� Does this paragraph show what that “parallel” is, clearly? “Martyrdom” is a most likely candidate, given the flow of the argument, but did not the author also suggest that there IS one primary difference between philosophy and Christianity and that is “choice.” The reader can see that something interesting and evocative is brewing in the author’s mind, but what exactly that is, remains invisible. It’s also rather confusing for the reason just stated.  


� This part is confusing, even contradictory: You start by arguing philosophy is NOT a religion, and end by saying philosophy IS LIKE Christianity.


� Although the singularity of ‘a’ in each case of the death of Socrates and that of Jesus, which you seem to have in mind, is quite fascinating, this part again is rather confusing: [1] “The very notion of Christianity began with a death”…. [2] “Philosophy exists […] even after the death of a great thinker” What are the connections? Does this set (of two) show any internal difference between Christianity and philosophy? [1] concerns a beginning and [2] ending or open-endedness. The reader can’t see what exactly you’re trying to compare here.   


� Back it up; show the reader a proof. Make reference, for instance, to any relevant passages from Socrates. 





�Is this ‘conclusion’ really new? Different from what you’ve already said? i.e. ‘a worthy enough cause for which to forsake his own life.’ Avoid unnecessary repetitions. 


�You’re assuming too much – the reason why you say this, provided in the same sentence, does not really show why Apology isn’t ‘convincing’ by contrast. 


� a new paragraph suggested here.


�Are you implying that no private issue can be a philosophical topic concerning choice-making? Isn’t ethics, for instance, about how to make a better choice?  


�The alleged “similarity” is unclear. What is being referried to?  


�A new paragraph suggested here.


�This? Which one? Be more precise. 


‘�An institution parallel to philosophy’ – consider clarifying it this way. 


�Could there be a better, more precise description? I wonder. Sounds a bit awkward.


�Aha, so by “parallel” you meant some sort of inverted parallel…? Again, still slightly confusing.  


�clarify


�in “this”: in the sense that both philosophy and Christianity were instituted AFTER a mortal sacrifice, as the episodes show - correct? If so, you’d better make it sure that “this” is as clear as THAT! 


�?? Clarify – what “natures”? 


�Then its notion, by contrast, began with what?? 


�Why “in a sense”? Is this necessary phrase at this stage of your argument? Have you not already tried to explain more or less precisely what that sense it? What is the point of this authorial hesitation? What does it do? Avoid using any unnecessarily vague words or phrases that do not contribute to the composition.


�I would suggest a new paragraph here. 


�Why? … OK, you do explain shortly by saying “all though beyond that of primal necessity”, and that, the reader gathers, refers to religion – but is it not rather too sudden? You haven’t even touched on that sort of topic so far.  


�Is this really necessary? 


�A formulation that is either interesting or awkward: a question is/as a decision ….








What do you think? Your additional explanation does help and it clarifies your point, but I wonder whether it would better to say more clearly, for instance: “any philosophical question pertaining directly to the life and death of an individual arises in the form of a decision, rather than a speculation.”  Do you see the difference between your formulation and the one just proposed?   


�Is this necessary? Is this desirable? The author seems to be evasive here. Your position here needs to be more definitive. 


�Explain how/why. 





