Introduction:
Thesis Statement: In this paper, I will argue that ____ because ____. [ONE SENTENCE MAXIMUM].
· The first blank will be the conclusion your paper will establish. The second blank will be the primary reason why you think this conclusion is correct.
[bookmark: _GoBack]Immediately follow this sentence up by clarifying the main terms of your thesis [Two to Three Sentences Maximum].
Roadmap of paper: To demonstrate this conclusion, I will begin by outlining [POSITION OF OPPONENT]. After this, I will show how this position leads to X consequence. I go on to argue that X is incorrect and, therefore, the [POSITION OF OPPONENT] is incorrect because of Y. It may be argued that Y is incorrect because of Z [COUNTER ARGUMENT]. I will show, however, that Z is misguided and Y remains true.
· Note that there is no upper limit or lower limit to the number of paragraphs in your paper. Use whatever amount of sub-reasons you think is necessary to give a convincing argument. Remember, though, that a balance must be struck where each sub-reason is given enough space to be spelled out clearly and argued for convincingly but not too much space that too much of the paper only tackles one part of the argument.
Body:
Each paragraph corresponds to a sub-point. To characterize the view you wish to criticize, there will be a number of smaller parts of their view that add up to a coherent whole. Each smaller part gets its own paragraph. A paragraph should not be less than 5 sentences and never more than a page.
· First part of body: exegesis of opponent’s view.
· This section should include (a) a clear statement of the main thesis held by your opponent, (b) detailing what the thesis means and what it does not mean, (c) providing textual evidence that the thesis you attribute to your opponent is one they actually hold and (d) an up-front definition of the technical terms used in this paper.
· Second part of the body: consequence of the opponents view.
· If your opponent holds a thesis, you need to show how the thesis leads to the conclusion you are claiming follows from it. Remember, a conclusion only follows from multiple premises which means the thesis of your opponent needs to be combined with other premises to show that a conclusion follows. For example:
· According to empiricism, all knowledge derives from the senses.
· Mathematical knowledge does not derive from the senses.
· Therefore, empiricism entails that mathematical knowledge is not real knowledge
· In this case, the second premise needs to be argued for: why can’t mathematical knowledge derive from the senses?
· Third part of the body: criticism of the thesis.
· Provide a single strong reason why the thesis is incorrect or why the conclusion that follows from the thesis is incorrect. The paragraph should outline one reason and motivate why that reason is a good reason. Here are some examples of kinds of good reasons:
· Something is wrong because it conflicts with a view that we definitely think is true for other reasons.
· Something is wrong because it is inconsistent with itself.
· Something is wrong because the conclusion that follows from it is absurd. 
· Forth part of the body: Counter argument
· This should be one paragraph. Give a possible argument against the strong reason you just gave against your opponent. There are many arguments that can be given against any position, so this section is graded on how good of a counter argument you provide. The stronger the counter argument you are able to refute, the stronger your original argument is. The counter argument should not have an obvious, easy answer and it should be something that a smart person could genuinely believe. 
· Fifth part of the body: counter to the counter argument
· This part, because the essay is short, can be shorter than your original criticism. It should be one paragraph. Again, show why the counterargument is wrong using a variety of strategies:
· Show that the counter argument only appears to show your argument is wrong, when really it doesn’t.
· Show that the counterargument is inconsistent with itself.
· Show that the counterargument begs the question (i.e., it assumes your view is wrong to prove your view is wrong).
Conclusion:
This should be a short paragraph briefly restating what was written in the paper. Use different sentences/phrasings than what was used in the paper. In other words, paraphrase the topics sentences of your body that reveal the structure of your argument and the conclusion it establishes.








Sample Structure
Introduction:
Thesis statement: In this paper, I will it is wrong to eat meat made from sentient animals because sentient animals have moral worth and should not be killed unnecessarily. 
· By ‘sentient animals’ I mean organisms that are capable of experiencing pain and pleasure.
· By ‘having moral worth’ I mean that they are entitled to basic rights including the right to not be harmed by others.
· By ‘unnecessarily’ I mean sentient animals should not be killed unless killing them saves the lives of other sentient animals.
To demonstrate this conclusion, I will begin by outlining the view that we should be allowed to eat the meat of sentient animals because humans are, by nature, omnivores and should be allowed to behave in accordance with their nature. After this, I will show how this position leads to the consequence that, since it is in the nature of psychopaths to hurt others for fun, we should allow psychopaths to hurt others for fun. Since it is clearly morally wrong to allow psychopaths to hurt others for fun, therefore, the view that we can eat the meat of sentient animals is morally wrong. It may be argued that that analogy between omnivorous behaviour and psychopathic behaviour doesn’t hold because only some people are psychopaths whereas every human is, by nature an omnivore. I will argue that this argument is invalid because the number of people who have a certain nature is morally irrelevant.
Body:
1st part:
· Opponents thesis statement: Eating sentient animals that do not have the capacity of reason is morally permissible.
· Something is morally permissible if you are allowed to do it without being blamed for having done something wrong.
· Animals are sentient if they are capable of feeling pleasure and pain
· We can tell whether animals can feel pleasure or pain throughout scientific studies of their nervous systems and/or how they behave.
· We are allowed to eat sentient animals because nature has made us omnivores and we should be allowed to do what is in our nature.
· The evidence that we are omnivores comes from our teeth and how our digestive and nutritional systems works. 
· “It is perfectly permissible to eat sentient animals. Humans are designed by nature to eat other animals and we know this by looking at the details of our physiology” (John Doe)
· “I am sentient if and only if I can feel pleasure and pain. If I cannot feel pleasure, but can feel pain, I am not sentient” (Jane Doe) 
2nd part:
· If we are allowed to behave like omnivores because it is “in our nature”, then we should be allowed to do anything that is “in our nature.”
· Some people, psychopaths to use one example, have brains made by nature that make them unable to care about other people and will hurt them just to have fun if they can get away with it.
· Because being a psychopath is in their nature, if the position I have described is right, we should allow them to hurt people since it is “in their nature.”
3rd part:
· It is a basic moral principle that we should not be allowed to hurt others just for fun. 
· Even my opponents think that this is true:
· “Human beings are morally important creatures and we shouldn’t be allowed to do damage to them unless we absolutely have to” (John Doe). 
· But their view has the consequence that psychopaths are allowed to hurt others just for fun so their view is internally inconsistent.
4th part:
· There is a disanalogy between the behaviors of psychopaths and the behavior of omnivores. 
· Only some people are psychopaths. They are irregular examples and not the norm of how humans behave. We recognize this and build our society on principles of how people who are of sound mind choose to behave. Omnivorous behaviour is different because its something everyone of us does.
5th part:
· The fact that only some people, rather than all people, are psychopaths does not refute my argument.
· Why? Because the “in our nature” argument works equally for every being that follows nature. Psychopaths are following what is in their nature, and omnivores are following what’s in their nature. While there is a greater number of omnivores than psychopaths, this doesn’t make the behavior any less immoral.
Conclusion:
In this paper, I argued that eating sentient animals cannot be defended on the grounds that it is in our nature as omnivores.
· NOTICE: This thesis is not the same as many others that look close to it such as:
· “I argued that it is wrong to eat sentient animals”
· This thesis isn’t supported by the argument in this paper. The argument in this paper only shows that one defense of eating sentient animals is flawed. There may be others.
