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Teaching Statement 
 

Teaching political philosophy and philosophy of economics is a privilege, a 

responsibility, and a significant challenge.  The ability to reason about normative issues is 

a crucial skill that all students need in their role as responsible citizens.  Yet students 

often have a difficult time engaging with complex philosophical arguments.  And 

reasoning well about normative controversies does not come naturally to many students.  

In teaching political philosophy and philosophy of economics, I aim to navigate these 

challenges while working towards three main goals:  

 

1) To convey to students the basic arguments each thinker makes and to highlight to 

controversies among different thinkers. 

2) To enable students to see how these arguments and controversies are relevant to 

contemporary political life or to the practice of economics as a discipline. 

3) To teach students how to reason about philosophical controversies and how to 

coherently communicate their arguments both orally and through their writing. 

 

I use technology and different pedagogical techniques to help me achieve these goals. 

  

 My first goal in teaching philosophy is to ensure that the students understand the 

key arguments, concepts, and positions of the different thinkers.  When introducing a new 

topic in seminar, I often begin by asking students to explain a particularly challenging 

argument or difficult concept from the readings.  This enables me to evaluate students’ 

level of understanding and engagement.  It also serves as a useful review for advanced 

students while helping struggling students feel more comfortable about participating in 

the ensuing discussion.  When the conflict between different thinkers’ views is 

particularly stark, I sometimes ask students to argue from the perspective of the different 

thinkers in order to improve their understanding of the thinkers’ positions. 

 

 I am also a firm believer in relating theoretical controversies in political 

philosophy to contemporary politics and in relating theoretical issues in the philosophy of 

economics to prominent works in the field.  This accomplishes two objectives.  First, it 

sparks the students’ interest in the topic.  Second, a well-chosen example can help 

students grasp what are often abstract and difficult arguments.  In my philosophy and 

public policy course, for example, each week had a real-world policy dilemma that 

served as a focus for the relevant philosophical issues.  In my philosophy of economics 

course, every week had a reading from a contemporary economics textbook or a 

prominent economist. 

 

 My third goal is to enable students to reason about normative controversies (and 

philosophical debates more broadly) and to communicate their reasoning to others.  I 

begin many of my courses with a discussion of reflective equilibrium and the role of 

appeals to intuition.  I make a special effort to point out examples of particularly good 

philosophical arguments in the readings.  And in seminar, I often challenge students to 

clarify their position and encourage students to find counterarguments to the positions 

that their fellow students have advanced. 
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 But it is not enough for students to learn how to construct strong arguments and 

communicate them in seminar.  They must also be able to convey these arguments in 

clear, well-organized writing.  After the first essay topic is assigned, I always run an 

optional session with tips on how to write a good paper.  I have also developed a guide on 

paper-writing that I post online when the first paper is assigned.  In addition, I strongly 

encourage students to review paper outlines with me well before papers are due.  This 

encourages students to get an early start and enables me to catch poor organization or 

major problems with students’ arguments. 

 

 Some professors teach philosophy in much the same way as it has been taught for 

hundreds of years – by lecturing at a podium.  However, I believe that technology offers 

powerful new tools to engage students.  For example, in a class on the tragedy of the 

commons in my environmental ethics course, I had students use laptops to play an online 

version of a tragedy of the commons game in real time.  This enabled students to 

understand the dynamics of the problem first-hand, and it significantly enriched the 

discussion of the underlying normative issues that such problems raise.  In my philosophy 

of economics course, each week’s assigned reading was accompanied by a video I 

uploaded to Youtube that gave students a brief introduction to the topics and pointed 

them to the most important aspects of each reading. 

 

 Besides utilizing technology, I also aim to incorporate different classroom 

exercises into my teaching that go beyond the traditional lecture and discussion formats.  

I often ask students to work in small groups on some problem or question.  I also 

occasionally use games or other hands-on exercises to make concepts more vivid.  For 

example, in my seminar on fair prices, I ask students to play a bargaining game I created, 

with small prizes for the best bargainers. 

 

 Although I now have several years of teaching experience, I recognize that I will 

always have more to learn about successful pedagogy.  For this reason, I try to avail 

myself of opportunities for feedback and advice.  I have often conducted an online mid-

course survey to receive anonymous feedback from students, and I work to incorporate 

the useful suggestions.  I have had my class observed and critiqued at both Stanford and 

at the LSE in order to find areas for improvement.  Finally, I often ask my colleagues for 

advice about which pedagogical techniques work best for them.  Through actively 

working to improve my teaching, I hope to become increasingly adept at conveying to 

students central ideas in political philosophy and philosophy of economics, helping them 

to see the importance of these ideas for the world around them, and enabling them to 

improve their ability to reason about philosophical controversies both orally and in their 

writing. 
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Summary of Courses Taught 
 
Frankfurt School of Finance and Management 

 

Lecturer/Seminar Leader, Philosophy of Economics, Spring 2018 

Taught an undergraduate course that I previously designed on the philosophy of welfare economics (see 

below for topics). 

 

The London School of Economics and Political Science 

 

Lecturer/Seminar Leader, Philosophy of Economics, Spring 2013, Fall 2013-15 

Designed and taught a Masters/undergraduate course covering topics in the philosophy of welfare 

economics.  Topics include efficiency, equity, interpersonal comparisons of welfare, externalities, public 

goods, and behavioral economics/paternalism. 

 

Seminar Leader, Social Choice Theory and Democracy, Spring 2014-16 

Designed and taught a Masters seminar on democratic theory and social choice theory.  Topics include 

Arrow’s Impossibility Theorem, Condorcet Jury Theorem, epistemic democracy, democratic equality, 

public reason, tyranny of the majority, and deliberative democracy. 

 

Lecturer/Seminar Leader, Philosophy and Public Policy, Fall 2012 

Designed and taught a Masters/undergraduate course covering topics in applied political philosophy.  

Topics include paternalism, exploitation, equality of educational opportunity, and public morality.  Each 

week focused also focused on a particular policy dilemma, including retirement savings, prostitution 

regulation, and private schooling. 

 

Stanford University, Stanford, CA 

 

Instructor, Justice and the Environment, Winter Quarter 2011, 2012 

Designed and taught an undergraduate course covering topics in environmental justice, beginning with a 

review of theoretical frameworks (utilitarianism, economics, liberalism, communitarianism, and deep 

ecology) and then turning to specific topics including animal rights, intergenerational justice, the tragedy 

of the commons, and the ethics of pollution permit markets 

 

Harvard University, Cambridge, MA 

 

Teaching Assistant, Economics and Political Philosophy, Spring 2009 

Helped design a graduate course which explores areas of overlap between economics and political theory 

including rational choice, social choice, and distributive justice, and led five sections throughout the 

course introducing students to central elements of economic theory from a critical perspective 

 

Teaching Fellow, Justice, Fall 2005 

Led a weekly discussion section for a course focusing on different theories of justice and morality 

including those of Aristotle, Kant, Mill, Nozick, and Rawls, and on the application of these theories to 

contemporary political controversies 

 

Section Instructor, Principles of Economics, Fall 2004, Spring 2005, Spring 2006, Fall 2006  

Instructed 25-50 students twice a week in introductory microeconomic topics including supply and 

demand, market failures, and game theory as well as introductory macroeconomic topics such as growth 

theory, business cycles, and monetary policy 



Justice and the Environment  

(Winter 2012) 
 Ethicsoc 178M, 278M 

Phil 178M, 278M 

Polisci 134L 

 

Joseph Mazor, jmazor@stanford.edu 

Office: Old Law School Building (559 Nathan Abbott Way) Office 320 

Office Hours: Wednesday 3:00-5:00 or by appointment 

Class time: Tuesday, Thursday 2:15-4:05 

Class location: 240-101 

----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------  

Course Description: Questions about environmental policy are some of the most hotly 

debated in contemporary politics.  In this course, we will explore in some detail the 

normative issues that arise in these debates.  The first part of the course will be devoted to 

understanding the theoretical frameworks within which normative arguments about the 

environment are often made.  We will examine utilitarianism, economics, liberalism, 

communitarianism, and deep ecology.  We will be paying particular attention to 

environmental policy implications of each of these views as well as to the central 

criticisms that proponents of these views face.  The second part of the course will be 

devoted to analyzing several central normative questions that arise in environmental 

justice debates.  These include questions about whether animals have rights, what 

solutions should be used to address environmental problems, and how extensive our 

efforts to protect the environment should be given the tradeoffs.     

 

Readings: Readings will be available on a coursework page for this class. There are no 

books for this class.  

 

You are also strongly encouraged to stay informed about environmental current events. 

 

Requirements and Grading:  

 

 There will be one in-class exam on Tuesday, February 7th in which you will be tested 

on your knowledge and understanding of the key concepts covered in class and in the 

readings in the first 7 sessions.  The exam will count for 25% of the final grade. 

 

 There will be two papers assigned, 3000-4,000 words each. The papers will ask you 

to take a stand on a contemporary environmental policy dilemma and defend your 

views using normative arguments.  The first paper will count for 25% of the final 

grade and will be due on Friday, February 18.  The second paper will also count for 

25% of your final grade and will be due on Friday, March 11.  Instead of writing two 

short papers, you may alternatively write one longer paper (approximately 10,000 

words) that aims to contribute to the philosophical literature on the topics covered in 

weeks 9-19.  This paper will be worth 50% of your final grade and will be due on the 

last day of class.  Students interested in this option must consult with me before 

February 11th.  All late papers will be marked down a third of a letter grade for every 

day late (unless there is a serious and compelling reason for the lateness). 

 

mailto:jmazor@stanford.edu


 You will also be evaluated on your class participation.  The class participation grade 

will be based on your attendance (lateness and absences are only excused by serious 

and compelling reasons) and on the extent to which your contributions helpfully 

engage with the ideas of the authors and of your fellow students.  Class participation 

will count for 25% of the final grade. 

 In cases where a final average falls between two grades, I will take into account 

improvement over the course of the term in assigning the final grade. 

 

Provost’s Statement concerning Students with Disabilities  

Students who have a disability, which may necessitate an academic accommodation or the 

use of auxiliary aids and services in a class, must initiate the request with the Disability 

Resource Center (DRC). The DRC will evaluate the request with required documentation, 

recommend appropriate accommodations, and prepare a verification letter dated in the 

current academic term in which the request is being made. Please contact the DRC as soon as 

possible; timely notice is needed to arrange for appropriate accommodations (phone 723-

1066; TDD 725-1067). 

 

The Honor Code  

Violating the Honor Code is a serious offense, even when the violation is unintentional. The 

Honor Code is available at: www.stanford.edu/dept/vpsa/judicialaffairs/honor_code.htm.  

You are responsible for understanding the University rules regarding academic integrity; you 

should familiarize yourself with the code if you have not already done so. In brief, conduct 

prohibited by the Honor Code includes all forms of academic dishonesty, among them 

copying another student’s exam, unauthorized collaboration, and representing as one’s own 

work the work of another. If you have any questions about these matters, please ask. 

 

PART I: THEORETICAL FOUNDATIONS 
 

1. (Jan. 10th) Introduction: Justice and the Environment 

 

Readings:  McDermott, “Analytical Political Philosophy” in Political Theory:  

Methods and Approaches 

Speth, Red Sky at Morning, Chapter 6  

 

2. (Jan. 12th) Utilitarianism and the Environment 

 

Readings:  Chapter 2 of Kymlicka, Contemporary Political Philosophy: An 

Introduction (selection) 

Carr, “Saving the Environment – Does Utilitarianism Provide a  

Justification?” 

 

3. (Jan. 17th) Economics of the Environment: Supply, Demand, and Externalities 

 

Readings:  Mankiw, Principles of Economics, Chapters 4, 7, 10 

Larry Summers Memo on Dirty Industries. World Bank, December 12, 

1991.  (excerpt) 

 



4. (Jan. 19th) Cost-Benefit Analysis 
 

Readings:  Boardman et al., Cost-Benefit Analysis: Concepts and Practice, Chapter 2  
Kelman, “Cost-Benefit Analysis: An Ethical Critique” 

 

5. (Jan. 24th) Liberalism and the Environment  
Readings: Kymlicka, Contemporary Political Philosophy: An Introduction, Chapter  

3 and 4 (selection) 

  Taylor, “The Environmental Implications of Liberalism” (selection) 

 

6. (Jan. 26st) Communitarianism and the Environment 

 

Readings: Chapter Six of Kymlicka, Contemporary Political Philosophy, Section 1- 

5 

  Barns, “Environment, Democracy and Community” 

 

7. (Jan. 31st) Deep Ecology and the Anthropocentrism Criticism 

 

Readings: Aldo, “The Land Ethic” 

Fox, “Deep Ecology-A New Philosophy of Our Time?” in Environmental  

Ethics: an Anthology 
Callicott, “Non-Anthropocentric Value Theory and Environmental Ethics” 

(Optional: Howell, “Ecofeminism: What One Needs to Know”) 

 

PART II: TOPICS IN ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE 
 

8. (Feb. 2nd) Do Animals Have Moral Standing? 

 

Readings: Singer, Animal Liberation (selection) 

Nussbaum, “Animal Rights: The Need for a Theoretical Basis”, Sections 1, 3, 

and 4 

(Optional: Stone, “Should Trees Have Standing –Toward Legal Rights for  

Natural Objects”) 

 

9. (FEB 7TH) ** IN-CLASS EXAM ON TOPICS COVERED IN SESSIONS 1-7 ** 

 

10. (Feb. 9th) Future People and Sustainable Development 

 

Readings: Arrow et al., “Are We Consuming Too Much?” 

Beckerman and Pasek, Justice, Posterity, and the Environment, Chapter 5 

  Daily, “Operational Principles for Sustainable Development” 

 

** PAPER I ASSIGNED **  

 

 

 



**Optional Session (Date and Time TBD): How to Write a Paper in Moral and 

Political Philosophy?** 

 

Readings:  (Optional) Paper Writing Guide 

 

 

11. (Feb. 14th) Common Environmental Resources 

 

Readings: Grafton e al., Economics of the Environment and Natural Resources 

   (Selection) 

Mankiw, Principles of Economics, Chapter 11 

  Singer, “One Atmosphere” in One World (Selection) 

 

12. (Feb. 16th) Population Growth 

 

Readings: Hardin, “Tragedy of the Commons” 

  Gardiner, “The Real Tragedy of the Commons” (Selection) 

Paul Ehrlich and Anne Ehrlich, “The Population Explosion:  

Why We Should Care and What We Should Do About it” 

 

13. (Feb. 21th) Institutional Solutions to Environmental Problems 

 

Readings: Elinor Ostrom, Governing the Commons, pp. 58-61, 88-102 

Robert Stavins and Bradley Whitehead, “Market Based Environmental  

Policies,” Sections 1, 6, 7, 8, 9 

Robert Goodin, “Selling Environmental Indulgences” 

 

14. (Feb. 23rd) Distributional Issues 

 

Readings: Lazarus, “Pursuing ‘Environmental Justice’: The Distributional Effects of 

Environmental Protections” 

Singer, “One Atmosphere” in One World (Selection) 

(Optional: Caney, “Justice and the Distribution of Greenhouse Gas 

Emissions”) 

 

** PAPER I DUE ON FRIDAY, FEB. 24TH, 5:00 PM BY E-MAIL **  

 

 

15. (Feb. 28th) Imperceptible Individual Effects and the Environment 

 

Readings: Armstrong, “It’s Not My Fault: Global Warming and Individual Moral 

Obligations” 

Hourdequin, “Climate, Collective Action, and Individuals Ethical  

Obligation” 

 

** PAPER 2 ASSIGNED** 



 

16. (Mar. 1st) Obligations of Consumers 
 

Readings:  Heath, “Liberal Autonomy and Consumer Sovereignty” 
Sagoff, “Are We Consuming Too Much?” 

   

 

17. (March 6th) Obligations of Businesses 

 

Readings: Porter, “America’s Green Strategy” 

  Walley and Whitehead, “It’s Not Easy Being Green” 

  Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy, “Business Ethics” Excerpt on 

Stakeholders versus Shareholders  

  Starik, “Should Trees Have Managerial Standing? Toward Stakeholder 

Status for Non-Human Nature” 

Phillips and Reichart, “The Environment as a Stakeholder? A Fairness- 

Based Approach” 

   

18. (Mar. 8th) Risk, Ethics, and the Environment 

 

Readings: Schneider and Mastrandrea, “Risk, Uncertainty, and Assessing Dangerous  

Climate Change” 

Sven Hansson “Risk and Ethics” 

 

19. (March 13th) The Environment, the Economy, and Poverty 

 

Readings: Schelling, “The Cost of Combating Global Warming: Facing the  

Tradeoffs” 

Lomborg, “The Truth about the Environment” 

Hardin, “Lifeboat Ethics” 

Rolston, “Feeding People vs. Saving Nature?” 

   

20. (March 15th) Summing Up: Justice and the Environment  

 

** PAPER II DUE FRIDAY, MARCH 16, 5:00 BY E-MAIL ** 
 

 

 

 

 

 



Teaching Evaluation Summary (2011-2012 Winter) Ratings Summary

Instructor: Mazor, Joseph
Subject: PHIL
Catalog & Section: 178M, 01

Course Title: JUSTICE AND THE ENVIRONMENT
Enrollment: 19  Responses Incl Declines: 19

(Declined: 1)
Same as: ETHICSOC278M01, ETHICSOC178M01, POLISCI134L01

  Response Rate Mean   Std Dev   Ex  Vg  G  F  P  N/A 
Course 94% 4.61  0.59   12  5  1  0  0  0 
Instructor 94% 4.44  0.68   10  6  2  0  0  0 

  Response Rate Mean   Std Dev   Ex  Vg  G  F  P  N/A 
Objectives 94% 4.50  0.69   11  5  2  0  0  0 
Knowledge 94% 4.67  0.58   13  4  1  0  0  0 
Clear Expl. 94% 4.67  0.58   13  4  1  0  0  0 
Prioritizing 94% 4.50  0.69   11  5  2  0  0  0 
Pace 89% 4.59  0.69   12  3  2  0  0  0 

  Response Rate Mean   Std Dev  Ex  Vg  G  F  P  N/A 
Concpt. Emph. 94% 4.67  0.67  14  2  2  0  0  0 
Rel. to Course 94% 4.72  0.56  14  3  1  0  0  0 

  Response Rate Mean   Std Dev   Ex  Vg  G  F  P  N/A 
Concern 94% 4.72  0.56   14  3  1  0  0  0 
Inspiring 94% 4.61  0.68   13  3  2  0  0  0 
Availability 94% 4.78  0.53   15  2  1  0  0  0 

  Response Rate Mean   Std Dev   Ex  Vg  G  F  P  N/A 
Content 94% 4.72  0.56   14  3  1  0  0  0 
Logical 94% 4.67  0.58   13  4  1  0  0  0 
Approp. 94% 4.67  0.58   13  4  1  0  0  0 
Evaluation 94% 4.50  0.69   11  5  2  0  0  0 
Grading 94% 4.50  0.76   12  3  3  0  0  0 

  Response Rate Mean   Std Dev   Ex  Vg  G  F  P  N/A 
Section/Lab 94% 4.33  0.47   1  2  0  0  0  15 



Teaching Evaluation Summary (2011-2012 Winter) Comment Summary

Instructor: Mazor, Joseph
Subject: PHIL
Catalog & Section: 178M, 01

Course Title: JUSTICE AND THE ENVIRONMENT
Enrollment: 19  Responses Incl Declines: 19

(Declined: 1)
Same as: ETHICSOC278M01, ETHICSOC178M01, POLISCI134L01

1. Please comment on the individual instructors with regard to effectiveness and attitude toward
students:
Strengths

Joe is a great professor! His class was very engaging and covered challenging, important topics. This was
definitely one of the best courses I have taken at Stanford.
Amazing professor! He cares so much that students are interested and engaged in the course materials! He had
a great attitude every day!
Great overall.
Clear distinction between various philosophers for the most part.
Professor Mazor is informative, passionate, approachable, and lots of fun. great teacher and great class
Joe is one of the most enthusiastic instructors I've had the pleasure of interacting with. He did a fantastic job of
making sure student's knew what was expected of them. He was available for meetings, office hours, and sent
out updates on our participation levels. Accordingly, the quality of our discussions and overall class participation
steadily increased as the class progressed. Joe is the perfect example of a dedicated instructor who truly
encourages his students to do better.
I thought Prof. Mazor was excellent. He got students excited about getting involved in the class, and he was not
intimidating as some professors try to be. The discussions we had were relevant and insightful. He provided
excellent support and feedback on paper assignments. I learned so much! Great job.
Great class, I enjoyed it and learned a lot! Discussions were always very interesting and thought provoking
Joe is solid. He's smart, has a decent sense of humor, and was a good facilitator for discussions.
Joe was a great professor! Really great discussion leader that valued every person's contribution and could
keep the discussion both moving and on track. Thought all the videos were a great way of bringing in concepts
through a new medium.
I like the summary of the topics after every class

Suggestions for Improvement
Sometimes I think our class discussions could have used a bit more guidance. We would occasionally stray off
topic or start repeating one another and it would have been nice to be steered away from this more often.
I think the class needs to be kept small, and capped at this years size or slightly smaller, otherwise have a
interactive and meaningful debate becomes too difficult.
none
I think sometimes Joe would go out of his way to correct what students were saying, which never failed to be
awkward. Also I never really knew what his expectations were. He would ask these really basic factual
questions in class, but apparently the only way to get above a 90 on a paper is to have it be well-written, have
solid philosophy, and have a component that makes it "interesting." I wish he would have made that clearer.
During section, sometimes Dr. Mazor would ask somewhat obvious questions as lead-ins to a discussion. I think
it would be better to just state the facts and then move on to the discussions. Also, sometimes he ask questions
when he had a desired answer in mind, which would lead to discounting given answers that were different. It
would be better to ask open ended questions and consider any response that students give.

2. Please comment on the strengths and weaknesses, if any, of the textbook(s) and reading(s).
What materials were most and least valuable? Why?
Strengths

Fantastic readings. The readings were challenging, but the reading questions really helped and the amount of
reading was manageable.
All of the readings were incredibly interesting and very thoughtfully chosen for the course! I enjoyed reading
each one and appreciated the consideration behind each one. Some readings were long, but given it was a 5
unit course, I suppose it makes sense.
Mostly good readings.
Readings were great! Sometimes quite time consuming- but worth it most of the time
Sometimes the readings were a little overwhelming in quantity, but they were all relevant and worth the
time<br/>
Readings were good for the most part.
Really enjoyed all of the readings. Thought it covered a wide range of topics within environmental ethics. Well
chosen!
Readings were good.



Suggestions for Improvement
A few were pretty repetitive.
perhaps a list of suggestions for further readings
I do think that some of the readings were dense, which I loved! They challenged me to think in a new mindset
and I believe I've been rewarded with a new framework with which to approach problems. I think Joe already
takes this into account (difficulty) when it comes to class participation (reading questions etc) and he
implemented an online forum near the end of the quarter which I think would be great to have early on as well.
Maybe with a themed question of what the discussion will focus on in class.
Sometimes I think too much was assigned for him to expect that we critically engage with the text. I appreciated
when he gave us a reading with one or more critiques attached, so that it was easier to understand the
intricacies of the arguments.

3. Please comment on assignments and exams (difficulty, length, frequency, usefulness, and
their success at testing conceptual understanding rather than recall):
Strengths

The midterm and papers all really forced me to internalize the course content. Really good.
The exam was of adequate difficulty.
I thought the two essay, one midterm structure was very effective.
Review session, reading notes, and meetings for papers were very helpful.
mid-term was fine. Class is structured perfectly.
Very reasonable expectations in terms of assignments, and it was especially nice to have a final paper as
opposed to an exam
hmm. Midterm was alright, as were the papers.
Thought the paper topics were both interesting in subject and in applying the concepts or theories we learned
about in class. Really appreciate Joe's willingness to meet about outlines of papers beforehand.

Suggestions for Improvement
The papers were challenging. It was difficult to tell whether I was on the right track with how I conveyed my
points.
I think that allowing the students to choose at least one essay topic would be an improvement. Also, looking at
outlines earlier so that students realistically more than 5 days to complete an essay would help a lot.
Perhaps a little bit more time to work on the essays? Meetings on the friday before they are due rather than
monday.
For midterm, points were taken off with zero explanation, which made it hard to learn from the experience.
Looking through it, I found various areas where (if I were more motivated) I would have complained. I think
many of my answers were legitimately correct but got zero credit. <br/><br/>The papers. First of all the topics
left much to be desired. Lightbulbs? Second, the expectations for the papers were vague. With the first paper, I
wondered "how am I supposed to answer this prompt? Should I argue within a framework, argue across
frameworks, just state my opinion and provide random arguments?" With the 2nd paper we were told
beforehand to argue our own views on the topic. I feel that is not how philosophy works though. I've never read
a professional paper whose thesis is "I feel that...." Rawls does not write this way, nor does anyone we read,
and I bet Joseph doesn't either. So why should we? I'm not at Stanford to produce amateur material. If it is
somehow professional to write philosophy papers in that manner, then Joseph should explain why beforehand.
<br/><br/>And yet I'll still probably get a B on the paper. So it goes.
The light bulb paper was not a very engaging topic and there are much better topics that could have been
discussed in the second paper.

4. Do you have any additional comments on the course over-all?
Strengths

Great course. I can tell Joe really cares about the course topic and he really wants his students to learn and
become better thinkers.
I loved the course! My only regret is that I didn't participate in class discussions more!
Probably the course I have taken at Stanford that has contributed the most to the clarity of my thinking, my skill
at articulating my own thoughts and feelings, and interpreting those of others. <br/><br/>Seriously, actually,
probably the best class I have taken thus far.
Good integration of media sources.
I was dubious about taking this class at first- but am so glad I did. I learned a lot and enjoyed the readings and
classes.
My favorite course thus far!
Fun course. Enjoyed the discussions. Joe clearly puts in a lot of effort.
Overall, one of the most interesting and rewarding classes I've taken! Thanks, Joe!
Great class. Great readings, really enjoyed the discussions, and learned a lot. Have a much greater



appreciation for the complexities of the issues.
I thoroughly enjoyed this course. The topics for each class session and the paper topics were very interesting.
Also the class sessions integrated very both lecturing and discussion.

Suggestions for Improvement
The economics section was pretty dry and maybe unneeded. I think I still would have been able to understand
all of the philosophical topics without that section. For the people with econ backgrounds in the class, I think it
was a bit boring and for those with no econ background I think it went right over their (our) heads.
I wish we had access to the forum earlier in the quarter.
none
I would like to see more discussion about articles from the news highlighting the relevance of the class readings.
I would rather have the outlines for the essays to be due on Thursdays, and then maybe have the meeting on
Friday. I felt like the outline meetings were really helpful, so I was hesitant to get to writing the actual essay
before I had the meeting. However, I felt a little rushed waiting until after Monday. It would be nice to have the
meetings on Friday so we would have a full weekend to get working. Thanks again for a great class!



PH 311/413 – Philosophy of Economics  

2015 Michaelmas Term  

Dr. Joe Mazor 

Reading List 

 
Note: At the LSE, philosophy of economics was a full-year course with a joint 
syllabus.  I have therefore only included the readings from my part of the course 
(the fall term). 

 
Week 1: Welfare Economics and Problematic Preferences 
 
1. Johansson, An Introduction to Modern Welfare Economics, pp. 1-3 (ending at 

“Outline and summary of the rest of the book”) 
2. Mankiw and Taylor, Economics, pp. 179-181, 189-190, 194 (note the conclusion is 

taken from a different edition) 
3. Kymlicka, “Defining Utility,” pp. 13-20 
4. Becker, “Crime and Punishment: An Economic Approach,” pp. 1-6 and 

highlighted parts of p. 14 
5. Stigler, “The Optimum Enforcement of Laws,” pp. 56-57 (highlighted parts) 
6. Nussbaum, Women and Human Development: The Capabilities Approach pp.   

122-132 (Starting with III, ending with “normative projects”), pp. 135-145 at the 
top (starting with IV, ending with “choice”) 

              

 
Week 2: Behavioral Economics, Autonomy, and 
Paternalism 
 
1. Rabin, “Healthy Habits”, Highlighted selection (about 7 pages) 
2. Sunstein and Thaler, “Preferences, Paternalism, and Liberty” 
3. Hausman and Welch, “Debate: To Nudge or Not to Nudge” 
 

 
Week 3: Equality and the Right Social Welfare Function 
 
1. Stiglitz, Economics of the Public Sector, (pp. 94, 95-98, 98-99, 99-102, starts  
 and stops are marked) 
2. Sen, “Equality of What?” (Tanner Lectures in Human Values) 
 (See accompanying optional notes on this reading) 
3. Arneson, “Equality and Equal Opportunity for Welfare,” Philosophical  
 Studies (You may skip p. 88, starting with “For equal  
 opportunity for resources” – p. 90, section V) 
 

 



Week 4: The Robbins Critique vs. the Separateness of 
Persons 
 
1. Stiglitz, Economics of the Public Sector, p. 102 (bottom) – 104 (top) 
2. Robbins, “An Essay on the Nature and Significance of Economic Science,”  
     Ch. 6 
3. Goldman, “Simulation and Interpersonal Utility” 
4. Rawls, A Theory of Justice, pp. 19-21, pp. 23-25 
5. Timmons, Moral Theory: An Introduction pp. 143 – 145, 171  
 
 

Week 5:  Social Choice Theory and the Pareto Standard  
 
1. Sen, “The Possibility of Social Choice” (Nobel Lecture) pp. 178-194  
2. Scitovsky, “The State of Welfare Economics,” pp. 311-314 
3. Stiglitz, Economics of the Public Sector 3rd Edition pp. 57-61 
4. Hausman and McPherson, Economic Analysis, Moral Philosophy, and Public  

Policy pp. 65 (start at the very top of the page)-67 (ending at the end of the 
section), pp. 136-139 (starting with the “efficiency” section and ending at the 
top of page 139 right before the first full paragraph) 

5. Kaplow and Shavell, “The Conflict Between Notions of Fairness and the     
     Pareto Principle”  
 

 
Week 6: Pursuit of Net Economic Benefits: Justifications 
and Criticisms 
 
1. Kaldor, “Welfare Propositions of Economics and Interpersonal Comparisons  
    of Utility” (in Hausman’s 2008 Anthology pp. 222-225) 
2. Scottish Affairs Committee Oral evidence: Land Reform in Scotland, HC 877- 
     V Tuesday 4 March 2014: Read Q743-746, highlighted part of Q752, Q779-   
     Q798 
3. Gruber, Public Finance and Public Policy, 49-55 (ending at 2.4) 
4. Scitovsky, “The State of Welfare Economics” (pp. 303-311, pp. 314-315) 
5. Boardman et al. Cost-Benefit Analysis (2nd ed.), Chapter 2 (selection), pp.   
     26-30 
6. Broome, “Discounting the Future,” (highlighted selection, pp. 131-137) 
 

 
Week 7: Maximize the Pie then Redistribute? 
 
1. Institute of Fiscal Studies, “Mirrlees Review of Tax System Recommends   
          Radical Changes”  



2. Mankiw et. al., “Optimal Taxation in Theory and Practice” (pp. 1-7 stopping at 
highlighted bit, and Lesson 5, pp.  15-17) 
3. Zelenak, “Taxing Endowment” pp. 1145-1153 (rest of the piece is further reading) 
4. Mazor, “Self-Authority and the Endowment Tax Puzzle” (Working Paper), Sections 
Introduction, Parts 1, 2, 6, 7 are required, the rest is further reading  
5. Mankiw, Principles of Economics, pp. 225-226, pp. 439-442 
6. Notes on Problems with Maximizing the Economic Pie 

 
Week 8: Externalities and the Problem of Property Rights 

 
1. Gruber, Public Finance and Public Policy, pp. 123-137 
2. Coleman, “Efficiency, Exchange, and Auction,” California Law Review (Everything 
but Part II, pp. 226-231, is required, Part II is further reading) 

 
Week 9: Fair Prices 
 
1. Mankiw, Principles of Economics, pp. 120-124 
2. Blaug, “Marginal Productivity and Factor Prices” (Chapter 11 in Economic Theory 
in Retrospect), pp. 425-429 (up to the mark on the page) is required, pp, 435-439 is 
recommended. 
3. Young, “Individual Contribution and Just Compensation” (Chapter 17 of The 
Shapley Value), pp. 267-271 (up through “Theorem 1” but not including the proof) is 
required, the rest is further reading. 
4. Wertheimer, “Unfair Transactions” (Chapter 7 of Exploitation), pp. 207-236 
required, the rest is recommended. 

 
Week 10: Market Failures, Positive Rights, and Govt.-
Financed Goods 
 
1. Stiglitz, Economics of the Public Sector, pp. 76-90 is required, 127-136, 141- 
 142   is recommended 
2. Gruber, Public Finance and Public Policy, pp. 4-6 
3. Friedman, “The Role of Government in Education” 
4. Wenar, “Rights,” Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy, Section 1 and 6 are     
     required, the rest is further reading. 
5. Mazor, “A Note on Non-Welfare-Based Positive Rights”  
6. Mazor, (Working Paper) “Entitlements, Public Goods, and Public Finance”  
 (sections 4.4 and 4.5 are optional) 
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No. of responses = 8

Overall indicatorsOverall indicators

Global Index -+ av.=1.5
dev.=1

1 2 3 4 5

1. Class/Seminar Teacher Evaluation -+ av.=1.5
dev.=1.1

1 2 3 4 5

2. Course Evaluation -+ av.=1.5
dev.=1

1 2 3 4 5

Legend
Question text Right poleLeft pole n=No. of responses

av.=Mean
dev.=Std. Dev.
ab.=Abstention

25%

1

0%

2

50%

3

0%

4

25%

5

Relative Frequencies of answers Std. Dev. Mean

Scale Histogram

1. Class/Seminar Teacher Evaluation1. Class/Seminar Teacher Evaluation

This survey requests your feedback on two separate aspects of your learning experience, split into three sections. The first section
asks for your views on your teacher’s class/seminar teaching. The second section (overleaf) asks for your views on the course as a
whole at this point in time. Finally, the third section asks for some information about you, to aid analysis.
 
Your responses will be used to identify areas of good practice. They will also be used to help improve the teaching and learning
experience for you and your peers. Please complete the survey thoughtfully and constructively, marking one box for each question
unless indicated otherwise.
 
Please rate your class/seminar teacher on the points below using the following scale:
(1 – very good, 2 – good, 3 – average, 4 – poor, 5 – very poor, not applicable)

                                                                                                                                        Average

Spoken English1.1)
Very PoorVery Good n=7

av.=1.1
dev.=0.4

85.7%

1

14.3%

2

0%

3

0%

4

0%

5

Skill at involving members of the class1.2)
Very PoorVery Good n=8

av.=1.4
dev.=1.1

87.5%

1

0%

2

0%

3

12.5%

4

0%

5

Clarity in presenting course material1.3)
Very PoorVery Good n=7

av.=1.6
dev.=1.5

85.7%

1

0%

2

0%

3

0%

4

14.3%

5

Made the classes intellectually stimulating for you1.4)
Very PoorVery Good n=8

av.=1.8
dev.=1.5

75%

1

0%

2

12.5%

3

0%

4

12.5%

5

Communicated a structure to the topic of each class
meeting

1.5)
Very PoorVery Good n=8

av.=1.3
dev.=0.7

87.5%

1

0%

2

12.5%

3

0%

4

0%

5



Joseph MAZOR, PH413 Philosophy of Economics - Group 3

08.02.2016 EvaSys evaluation Page 2

Provided helpful feedback on your work/performance1.6)
Very PoorVery Good n=8

av.=1.1
dev.=0.4

87.5%

1

12.5%

2

0%

3

0%

4

0%

5

Improved your understanding of the course material1.7)
Very PoorVery Good n=8

av.=1.5
dev.=1.4

87.5%

1

0%

2

0%

3

0%

4

12.5%

5

Please rate your own contribution to classes/
seminars using the same scale

1.8)
Very PoorVery Good n=8

av.=1.9
dev.=1.1

50%

1

25%

2

12.5%

3

12.5%

4

0%

5

In general, how satisfied have you been so far with
the class teaching on this course by this teacher?

1.9)
Not Very SatisfiedVery Satisfied n=8

av.=1.5
dev.=1.4

87.5%

1

0%

2

0%

3

0%

4

12.5%

5

Please write below aspects of this teacher’s class/seminar teaching that you think could be improved and/or aspects that were
particularly helpful.

1.10)
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2. Course Evaluation2. Course Evaluation

How do you rate the reading list(s) provided for this
course?

2.1)
Very PoorVery Good n=8

av.=1.3
dev.=0.7

87.5%

1

0%

2

12.5%

3

0%

4

0%

5

How many hours of independent study do you put into this course each week?2.2)

n=7More than 10 hours 28.6%

6-10 hours 28.6%

2-5 hours 28.6%

Less than 2 hours 14.3%

None 0%

Not applicable 0%

How useful have you found the Moodle and/or any
other course materials?

2.3)
Very PoorVery Good n=8

av.=1.6
dev.=0.9

62.5%

1

12.5%

2

25%

3

0%

4

0%

5

How satisfied have you been with this course
content as a whole to date?

2.4)
Not At All SatisfiedVery Satisfied n=7

av.=1.7
dev.=1.5

71.4%

1

14.3%

2

0%

3

0%

4

14.3%

5

How satisfied have you been with the lectures as a
whole to date?

2.5)
Not At All SatisfiedVery Satisfied n=8

av.=1.6
dev.=1.4

75%

1

12.5%

2

0%

3

0%

4

12.5%

5

How satisfied have you been with the integration of
classes with lectures?

2.6)
Not At All SatisfiedVery Satisfied n=8

av.=1.4
dev.=0.7

75%

1

12.5%

2

12.5%

3

0%

4

0%

5

How satisfied have you been with the amount of
contact time with teachers for this course?

2.7)
Not At All SatisfiedVery Satisfied n=7

av.=1.7
dev.=1

57.1%

1

14.3%

2

28.6%

3

0%

4

0%

5

How satisfied are you that the feedback received on
this course will be helpful in preparing you for the
final course assessment?

2.8)
Not At All SatisfiedVery Satisfied n=8

av.=1.3
dev.=0.5

75%

1

25%

2

0%

3

0%

4

0%

5

Would you recommend this course to other students?2.9)

n=7Yes 85.7%

Maybe 0%

No 14.3%

3. Your Information3. Your Information
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Which category of student are you?3.1)

n=7First Year Undergraduate 0%

Second Year Undergraduate 0%

Third Year Undergraduate 0%

General Course 0%

Intercollegiate 0%

Certificate 0%

Diploma 0%

Masters 100%

Socrates or Erasmus 0%

Research 0%

Other 0%

Which of the reasons given below describe why you are taking the course? (Please select all that apply)3.2)

n=8It is compulsory for my degree programme 25%

I am interested in the subject matter 87.5%

It was recommended to me by other students 0%

It was recommended to me by a tutor 0%

Other 0%
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Profile
Subunit: PH - Philosophy
Name of the instructor: Joseph MAZOR
Name of the course:
(Name of the survey)

PH413 Philosophy of Economics - Group 3

Comparative line: Philosophy Class Survey MT 2015-16

Values used in the profile line: Mean

1. Class/Seminar Teacher Evaluation1. Class/Seminar Teacher Evaluation

1.1) Spoken English Very Good Very Poor
n=7 av.=1.1
n=657 av.=1.1

1.2) Skill at involving members of the class Very Good Very Poor
n=8 av.=1.4
n=648 av.=1.4

1.3) Clarity in presenting course material Very Good Very Poor
n=7 av.=1.6
n=644 av.=1.4

1.4) Made the classes intellectually stimulating for you Very Good Very Poor
n=8 av.=1.8
n=641 av.=1.5

1.5) Communicated a structure to the topic of each class
meeting

Very Good Very Poor
n=8 av.=1.3
n=636 av.=1.5

1.6) Provided helpful feedback on your work/performance Very Good Very Poor
n=8 av.=1.1
n=588 av.=1.6

1.7) Improved your understanding of the course material Very Good Very Poor
n=8 av.=1.5
n=640 av.=1.5

1.8) Please rate your own contribution to classes/
seminars using the same scale

Very Good Very Poor
n=8 av.=1.9
n=648 av.=2.2

1.9) In general, how satisfied have you been so far with
the class teaching on this course by this teacher?

Very Satisfied Not Very
Satisfied n=8 av.=1.5

n=644 av.=1.5

2. Course Evaluation2. Course Evaluation

2.1) How do you rate the reading list(s) provided for this
course?

Very Good Very Poor
n=8 av.=1.3
n=600 av.=1.7

2.3) How useful have you found the Moodle and/or any
other course materials?

Very Good Very Poor
n=8 av.=1.6
n=553 av.=1.6

2.4) How satisfied have you been with this course content
as a whole to date?

Very Satisfied Not At All
Satisfied n=7 av.=1.7

n=639 av.=1.6

2.5) How satisfied have you been with the lectures as a
whole to date?

Very Satisfied Not At All
Satisfied n=8 av.=1.6

n=629 av.=1.8

2.6) How satisfied have you been with the integration of
classes with lectures?

Very Satisfied Not At All
Satisfied n=8 av.=1.4

n=638 av.=1.6

2.7) How satisfied have you been with the amount of
contact time with teachers for this course?

Very Satisfied Not At All
Satisfied n=7 av.=1.7

n=628 av.=1.7

2.8) How satisfied are you that the feedback received on
this course will be helpful in preparing you for the
final course assessment?

Very Satisfied Not At All
Satisfied n=8 av.=1.3

n=604 av.=1.7


