ENGL 298 B: Major Paper #1 Sequence
ENGL 298 B
Major Paper #1: An Anarchist and a Philosopher Walk Into a Bar…

Texts Involved: Plato’s Apology and/or Crito, and Emma Goldman’s “Anarchism: What It Really Stands For.”
Audience: other students in ENGL 298B, and more generally, other students in POL S 201
Length: Final draft: 4-5 pages
Due dates:
	Paper 1.1 (2 pages): Friday, October 7th, 5 p.m., via Catalyst
	Paper 1.2 (2 pages): Friday, October 14th, 5 p.m., via Catalyst
	Major Paper #1 Rough Draft: Friday, October 21st, 5 p.m., posted to blog 
	Major Paper #1 Final Draft: Friday, October 28th, 5 p.m., via Catalyst
Grade Value: 10% of final grade

In this paper, you are asked to put the ideas of Plato and Emma Goldman in conversation with each other. If they could meet, and debate their political theories, what would they say? 
· Would Plato accept Goldman’s anarchism as an acceptable method of being a gadfly who lives an examined life? Why or why not?
· What might Goldman say in critiquing Plato’s belief that sometimes, a citizen must die because the law requires it? What might she suggest as an alternative? 

Thinking about these questions requires you to develop an interpretation of both Plato’s and Goldman’s views, so that you can apply them to each other.

This is not simply a compare-and-contrast paper. Instead, you should develop an interpretation of how either Plato or Goldman would react to one component of the other’s text. Make this your focal point, or thesis statement. For example, answering either of the italicized questions above would be an acceptable focal point for this essay. It is your choice whether you write about a point on which you think that Plato and Goldman would agree, or disagree. The substance of your paper will be about how and why they would agree or disagree. In addition to your focal point, you should also include your ideas of how either author might respond to the other’s critique.

The preliminary assignments below (Paper 1.1 and 1.2) are designed to get you started on this assignment, and you are encouraged to revise and recycle them into your later drafts.

As you think about this paper and begin to work on it, bear in mind that:
· Though this paper asks you to speculate, you should be able to back up your speculations by citing specific passages from the texts.
· This paper does not require you to summarize all of the Apology, or the Crito, or “Anarchism: What It Really Stands For” – instead, the challenge is to isolate a single (and more precise) idea from within these texts, and to explore it more fully.




MP 1.1: Plato’s Legitimacy
Length: 2-3 pages
Due: Friday, October 7th, 5 p.m., via Catalyst
Grading: Full credit, as long as the assignment shows demonstrable effort.

In this assignment, you’ll practice the important skill of making Plato manageable by writing about a small section of one of his texts, rather than summarizing the whole thing. 

Your job is to answer the following question:
What makes authority legitimate, according to Socrates? 

Consider the sources of legitimacy that Prof. DiStefano mentioned in the first day of class (see Overheads, Week 1, in the POL S 201 reserves):
· Would Socrates think that any of those sources were important, either for making the government of Athens legitimate? 
· Would he cite any of them as evidence of his own legitimacy in his role as a gadfly?
· Would he cite another source of legitimacy, one that is not included in Prof. DiStefano’s list?

After reading the Apology and the Crito, choose one small section (this might be as little as 2-3 sentences, and it probably shouldn’t be longer than a single page), and use it (quoting from the text where appropriate) to answer the question, explaining how it is evidence for Socrates’ view of legitimate authority. 

Once you have presented your explanation of the passage, explain briefly why it matters – how being aware of Socrates’ concept of legitimate authority is important to understanding his philosophy as a whole.



MP 1.2: Paper Proposal
Length: 2 pages
Due: Friday, October 14th, 5 p.m., via Catalyst
Grading: Standard rubric; full credit, as long as the assignment shows demonstrable effort.

After you’ve considered your feedback on Assignment 1.1, and have completed the blogging assignment for Week 3, which will focus on Goldman, the next step is for you to draft a proposal for the major paper, so that you can start planning for it, and get feedback from me quickly about your ideas.

In this proposal, you need to communicate:
· Whether you plan to write from Plato or Goldman’s perspective.

· The specific component of Plato or Goldman’s political philosophy that you intend to focus on, i.e., the thesis you plan to develop. (At this point, the thesis will be unfinished.)

· Which sections of both Plato and Goldman’s texts you anticipate using as evidence. Is Goldman’s concept of “natural law” vital? Or her critique of religion? Perhaps Plato’s problem with other supposedly wise men – that they think their expertise in one area (e.g., poetry) makes them wise in all areas – will be central to your idea.

· Why the specific component you’re writing about needs to be discussed. How might exploring it help other students like you understand both Plato and Goldman better.

· Any aspect of your thesis that you’re concerned about, or feel like it might be challenging to argue. What will make this paper difficult to write? (Hint: if there’s nothing difficult about it, or if your only concern is grammar or organization, rather than ideas, then you may be developing an thesis/focal point that is too safe.

I do not expect you to have your whole paper planned out at this stage – but I do expect you to attempt to show me how you might approach the topic. If you think that you might focus on either one section of a text or another as evidence, but haven’t decided, feel free to say so. If you’re pondering two possible paper topics, feel free to adjust this proposal for that as well – though be aware that you may have less space to talk about each option. I’ll still try to give you the most concrete feedback that I can, but if you’re pondering multiple options, a better tactic might be to come and discuss them at office hours.


[bookmark: _GoBack]In both short assignments 1.1 and 1.2, I advise you to focus on communicating ideas, and on exploring the texts you’ll be working with, rather than worrying about grammar or smoothness. There’s a reason that rough drafts are called “rough,” and each of these preliminary assignments are actually rough drafts for the longer versions to come.
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