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STATEMENT OF TEACHING PHILOSOPHY
Dr. Eric G. Epstein

When | was an angsty middle schooler, my father used to talk with me over long walks,
trying to stimulate my interest in school and the life of the mind. We quickly found ourselves
debating the relationship between the mind and the body, and the meaning of Godel’s
incompleteness theorem. Later on, long walks with my father were replaced by long walks with a
philosophy graduate student from a nearby university, and then in college | had the great fortune
to spend my third year at Oxford, taking part in their tutorial system. My tutor and | spent hours in
his office, debating about philosophy of language and writing examples on his whiteboard.

My experiences learning philosophy gave me a deep love for the subject, one that inspired
me to pursue it as a career. As a teacher, one of my main goals is to cultivate the same feelings of
wonder and fascination in my students. A main way that | try to achieve this is by bringing into
the classroom some of the same enthusiasm, one-on-one dynamics, individual attention, and
exploratory freedom that kindled my own passion.

For example, no matter what kind of class | am teaching, | always leave time in my lectures
to respond personally to my students’ questions, and allow them to interact verbally in real time.
This kind of active participation helps them learn better, even when time limits and class sizes do
not afford everyone the chance to speak. Of course, discussion has its dangers, which | have
developed ways to manage. In my classes on the philosophy of religion and the history of the
Israeli-Palestinian conflict, debates had a tendency to spiral quickly out of control. In these
situations, I found it effective to impose a gentle pause on the discussion, restating the question we
were originally trying to answer. Then | would have the entire class work carefully together to
reconstruct the debate, checking that we had accurately recalled everyone’s positions. Indeed, in
the reviews, one student wrote that [ “tried to get every opinion heard”.

Showing how the discussion got derailed helped the students learn to restrain the impulse
to let loose their unfiltered, knee-jerk reactions. And getting to clarify their positions helped them
feel that the class cared what they had really wanted to say. My students responded positively to
this, describing me as “very attentive”. Moreover, my debate-reconstruction activity also
demonstrated that articulating one’s views on a complex issue can take more than one attempt,
showing the importance of listening sympathetically. Overall, the students left with the feeling that
I “guided class discussions very well”.

In addition to discussion, learning how to write and think critically can be effective in
cultivating a love of philosophy, as well as a goal in itself. Students feel the most passionate when
they are given the chance to develop their own honest reflections on the course materials, and to
communicate in their own voices. Leading two Freshman Writing Seminars (FWSs) taught me
ways to facilitate this kind of learning. FWSs are writing-intensive courses that help incoming
freshmen develop their skills in composing college-level papers. Each seminar has 17 students
who write 6-9 papers over the course of the term, of roughly 5 pages each. While commenting on
paper drafts for the seminars “Defining the Undefinable” and “Marx, Nietzsche, Freud,” |
practiced thinking hard about what my students were trying to say, striving to give the advice that
would best help them say it convincingly. | developed a method of giving a small number of written
comments, quickly identifying a paper’s two or three greatest virtues and most significant
problems. This, | found, avoids overwhelming the students with minutiae, encourages them to be
proud of their strengths, and focuses their efforts on addressing the areas most in need of
improvement.

In the course reviews, | was delighted to see that my students responded positively to my
efforts. The following are a few highlights: “Eric,” they wrote, “was good at advising us in
developing our arguments”. And, “the written comments on papers were definitely helpful and
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after fixing my essay based on Eric’s comments, I saw that my second drafts on papers improved
dramatically; Eric’s comments...make one aware of the problems in [one’s] essays”. And finally,
“I could always directly link a [written] comment [from the instructor] to something specific I
wrote rather than it being a general critique of my writing style or paper”.

My writing seminars also taught me the value of giving students agency in selecting the
course materials, which I continue to do as a lead instructor, as department curricula permit. In
both seminars, once we had covered the canonical texts | presented the class with a choice of
several options for further study. | had prepared these in advance, based on student interests and
on connections with the material we had already seen. In both seminars, the students expressed
gratitude for a course that respected their interests, and for showing them how philosophy can be
relevant to things they care about. See, for example, the evaluation summary page for “Defining
the Undefinable”.

Letting students choose what they study can also be a good way to diversify the syllabus,
something | believe to be extremely important and to which |1 am deeply committed. In Spring
2016 | participated Cornell’s Prison Education Program (CPEP), teaching a seminar on philosophy
and critical thinking at Cayuga Correctional Facility. Building on my students’ interest in critical
race theory, | added a unit on the philosophy of race, setting W.E.B. Dubois and Kwame Anthony
Appiah shoulder to shoulder with Hume and Descartes. The students were thrilled to see how the
methods of thought we were learning could be usefully applied to issues that affected them. One
of them wrote that he valued “the teacher’s willingness to show how the course is relevant to my
other studies.” Indeed, several who had initially struggled went on to earn top grades, writing
sophisticated final papers about whether race exists.

In my many years as an instructor, I’ve been lucky to teach a wide variety of subjects, from
writing-intensive classes like FWSs to courses on technical material, especially formal logic. In
technical classes, too, | have drawn on my own experiences to instill a love of the subject. Just as
my father drew me into logic with questions about the meaning of Goédel’s incompleteness
theorem, when | present technical material for the first time | start by saying something about the
deeper meaning and motivations. Students find it easier to grasp technical details when they can
position these details in the context of a broader, comprehensible project; and they are more
motivated to slog through a difficult proof if they believe there is a profound insight that it will
help them understand.

In technical courses, especially, attending carefully to students is critical for keeping them
motivated. If a student asks me a question that is ill-formed, | try to figure out what they may be
thinking and then ask them about that. Often this helps the student restate their original question.
Just as importantly, it shows them that | care about what they are thinking, not just what the right
answer is. Indeed, in my reviews, one student appreciated that “Eric is very quick and understands
any difficulty you may be having”.

Similarly, when a student comes to office hours with a problem, I typically start by going
over the definitions that the problem is testing, helping them internalize any with which they may
be struggling. When they turn again to the problem, the student no longer feels flooded with
unfamiliar concepts. In many cases, the confidence that comes from digesting the right definitions
is enough to get the student unstuck. To these practices especially, my students have responded
enthusiasm. One student wrote, “He was willing to go above and beyond to make sure...that |
understood the material. Also, he was very good at breaking concepts down to a step-by-step
system that was easier to understand.” Another noticed that | “always made time to help students
outside of office hours and took a great degree of personal responsibility in helping us figure out
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the material. Is always patient and kind—which is particularly helpful in a quantitative course
where it’s easy to feel dumb or intimidated”.

Another practice | find useful in technical classes is making learning a collaborative
activity. For example, while I am reluctant to solve students’ homework problems for them, I will
give them a similar, easier problem—one that emphasizes key concepts or facts—and work
through it together on the whiteboard, just like my Oxford tutor did with me. Or, even better, I’1l
have them work through the problem together in small groups. This enables the students to learn
from one another, as well as from me, and helps dispel the feelings of isolation and rivalry that can
interfere with learning a technical subject.

As an instructor, | strive always to have a finger on the pulse of my class. Indeed, in one
review, a student liked that I “consistently asked for feedback & was open to discussing what we
wanted / needed clarified”. More recently, as a lead instructor for “Business Ethics” at
Pennsylvania State University, at several points in the class | distributed note cards asking for
feedback and suggestions for the course. When many students asked for more pictures and videos
to be integrated into my in-class presentations, | obliged. Seeing videos of impoverished sweatshop
workers and factory-farmed animals helped my students internalize the moral implications of
business practices in a way that readings by themselves could not. The students expressed
appreciation for these videos in the reviews, and one student noted that | “adapted very well to
needs of the students throughout this class” and “was very responsive” to what the students
“wanted or needed”. Another wrote that “it really helps when the professor is open
to...feedback...from students and really applies their ideas! | told my friends about him and
because of his endless care, they are all interested in applying for the course!”

Making an effort to be attentive to my students has helped me improve my pedagogy in
other significant ways. For example, when | began teaching, students occasionally found my
presentations disorganized: this shows up in a few of my early reviews. After some reflection and
conversations with colleagues, | concluded that | had been giving too much time to student
discussion, and imposing too little structure on the discussion that occurred. As I struggled to corral
a meandering conversation and further elaborate students’ comments, the session led in no
particular direction and we occasionally ran out of time for some important topics. In more recent
years, | have fixed this problem by preparing a firmer plan for each class, with the ideas | will
present being ordered in a way that closely reflects the connections between them. | put this plan
on the board at the beginning of class, and while | take care to intersperse my presentation with
many moments to pause for discussion, | choose these moments very carefully. So far this
approach has been successful in conveying a more organized understanding of the material, and in
giving my students a clearer sense of the structure of the session. For example, | was pleased when
one of my students from “Introduction to Philosophy and Critical Thinking” wrote that my lectures
were “very organized and taught in a way that was understandable”. Likewise, a student from
“History of the Israeli-Palestinian Conflict” liked how I “helped in connecting the events and
topics”; and yet another appreciated that | “always had a plan coming into section”.

In addition to information from students, pedagogical research also informs my teaching
practices. In Summer 2013 | took Writing 7100, a seminar that focuses on pedagogy for writing-
based classes. In that class, | learned that assigning low-stakes writing, graded only based on
completion, is an excellent way to stimulate students’ creativity. And | learned about the
importance of assigning drafts that build up to a final, polished essay, rather than simply requesting
the final product all at once. When teaching my first FWS, | implemented both of these strategies,
with successful results. In the reviews, one student wrote: “By requiring prewriting and a draft,
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students were forced to take the smaller steps to writing a complete paper....I believe that this
course has shown me how to work up to a full and final paper”.

| was likewise exposed to much helpful pedagogical theory in the 2015-2016 academic
year, when I was a Graduate Teaching Fellow at Cornell’s Center for Teaching Excellence. There
| learned about the importance and effectiveness of active learning, and became familiar with a
number of different classroom activities that encourage such learning. | implemented these
activities in my last FWS, “Marx, Nietzsche, Freud”, and more recently as lead instructor in
“Business Ethics”. For example, | frequently used part of the class time to have students write a
paragraph in which they explain some of the most important passages from the readings, and
submit their paragraphs on Blackboard. Not only did this greatly increase student engagement with
the material and make for better-informed discussion, it also produced materials that students used
for their papers. My students “liked how the essays were based on the articles we reviewed during
class.”

While much of my teaching takes place in an ordinary college classroom setting, | am also
very interested in participating in programs and activities that will enhance your institution in other
ways. For example, | am eager to bring my experience from the Prison Education Program to bear
by teaching again at a local prison, or by finding another way to use philosophy to aid
disadvantaged communities, such as developing a program that gives students extra help in writing
college papers. Likewise, given my life-changing experiences in studying at Oxford, | am very
enthusiastic about playing a facilitating role in study abroad programs. | also enjoy supervising
undergraduate groups and clubs. Before graduating from Cornell University, | served as the Club
Advisor for the Cornell Effective Altruism Club.

In addition to participating in programs, | am also very dedicated to mentoring and advising
individual students. | find myself naturally falling into this role, since my students consistently
find me “incredibly approachable”, and “very willing to meet outside of section”. When | meet
with students, | try hard to encourage them to continue their education in philosophy,
recommending articles and classes that seem relevant to their interests. Indeed, | try especially
hard to do this with students whose gender or ethnicity is underrepresented in the field. And when
my students come to me requesting letters of recommendation, | am always thrilled to hear that
they are applying for jobs or graduate degrees, and happy agree to write them as positive a letter
as | honestly can. Last year | carefully crafted a letter for one of my top students from “History of
the Israeli-Palestinian Conflict”, and was delighted to learn that she was accepted at Columbia
University Law School. I am confident that she will succeed and grateful to have been part of the
process.

| find teaching very rewarding. Whether it is a student at Cornell University or an inmate
at Cayuga Correctional Facility, and whether we are studying Plato’s definition of justice, modal
logic, or the 1948 Arab-Israeli War, it is a privilege to contribute to another person’s intellectual
growth. And it is my pleasure to share with my students, in whatever ways most benefit them, the
richness of my own experiences.
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In several ways, my own personal background puts me in a position to contribute to
academic inclusiveness. As someone from a family of mixed ethnicities, | can understand the
situations of people who struggle to reconcile elements of their own identities and beliefs that may
conflict with each other, or with their surroundings in the United States. Moreover, | have a
significant extracurricular interest in ethnic tensions. For example, in Fall 2015 | led two sections
of the course “History of the Israeli-Palestinian Conflict” in Cornell University’s Near Eastern
Studies department. My strong interest in such conflicts positions me to understand and help
moderate ethnic and ideological tensions as they might arise in the university.

I believe that students’ learning can be affected by their physical conditions, both internal
and external, and 1 am committed to assisting community members who suffer from physical
impairments or disabilities. As someone with moderate hemophilia, I myself must from time to
time spend a month on crutches or in a wheelchair. Thus, | always stay aware of the accessibility
services that are available in my surroundings, as well as the best routes to take across campus in
an imperfectly mobile condition. Having a teacher who is familiar with this information can make
a difference for students who need it. Similarly, because | have experience in overcoming some of
the psychological burdens that come with having a physical impairment, I am naturally in a
position to make friendly suggestions and connect my students, colleagues, or other community
members with appropriate mental health services.

In addition to drawing on my own background in attempting to make my general academic
environment more inclusive, | also make a conscious effort to understand and address the diversity
issues that specifically affect the field of Philosophy. One such problem is the disproportionate
lack of confidence that women and people of color often experience when engaging in
philosophical discussion. In part this is because many of the actions that are a normal part of
healthy intellectual debate—such as overtly disagreeing with an interlocutor, or asking a second
follow-up question in response to an evasive answer—involve breaking social norms to which
members of these groups have been (and, unfortunately, often still are) subject. | am committed to
staying aware of these norms, and paying close attention to the influences they might be exerting
on my colleagues and students. For example, if | can tell that my interlocutor may have an
objection that for these reasons she is uncomfortable raising, | will pause and ask whether she or
he might have more to say.

Another problem, faced in particular by women and people in the LGBT community, has
to do with the examples and philosophical thought experiments that come up in papers and talks.
In these settings, it is unfortunately still quite common for female characters to occur only in the
context of having some romantic connection with a male character. | understand that for many
people this tendency contributes to a feeling of alienation and distracts from the philosophical
content under discussion. In my writing and presentations, I strive to avoid this phenomenon, e.g.,
by using gender-neutral names in my examples. While ‘Christopher’ is gender-committal, ‘Chris’
could also be short for ‘Christina’, making it a better choice. | find that even small matters like this
can help to make people feel more included.

Philosophy is also plagued by implicit biases against females, Blacks, Latinos, and people
in the LGBT community. As an instructor and colleague, 1 am committed to exposing and
correcting for such biases as they occur in intellectual discussions. While there is continuing
scholarly debate about how one can best recognize and overcome one’s own implicit biases, [ am
committed to learning more about how this can be done, and to doing what | can in the meantime.
In my view, an important way to combat such implicit biases is to encourage more members of
these groups to join philosophy—and then to talk philosophy with them, debate their scholarly
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work, attend their talks—thereby challenging head-on the tired image of the philosopher as the
bearded white male.

| also understand that many people feel alienated by the absence of female, Black, and
Latino philosophers from course syllabi. While such philosophers have made many valuable
contributions, often these have not become part of the canon in the way they have deserved.
Likewise, many people are concerned about a neglect in philosophy courses of issues that are of
urgent concern in society, especially for members of historically oppressed groups. Accordingly,
when planning a course, | strive to include works produced by members of these groups, and to
connect traditional debates to important social issues. For example, my syllabus for “Knowledge,
Justification, and Rationality” includes a unit on the relationships between knowledge and
oppression that examines works from important feminists such as Nancy Daukas and Elizabeth
Fricker. Part of “Introduction to the Philosophy of Language” discusses elements from the Indian
philosophical tradition, and another part uses works by Luvell Anderson, Rae Langton, and Lynne
Tyrell to investigate how hate speech and pornographic speech communicate nefarious
presuppositions. In “Introduction to Meta-Ethics” it has been my pleasure to draw work from
Cornell University powerhouses Julia Markovits and Kate Manne, concerning the connections
between our internal feelings of motivation and what we have reason to do. In these cases and
others, I have benefited from the help of my colleagues. | am not afraid to ask other philosophers
for advice as to how to make my syllabi more inclusive, and intend to do this with every course |
would teach as a faculty member.

Most generally, as a faculty member | would endeavor to stay updated on issues relating
to the campus culture and social climate. And | would make myself aware of resources that could
serve the needs of my students. One thing that | would be particularly interested in doing as a
faculty member is consulting with various campus advocacy organizations to improve the
effectiveness of the philosophy department in serving the needs of the students they represent.

In addition to increasing the inclusiveness of philosophy on campus, | am also interested
in outreach programs that bring philosophy to other communities. For example, in Spring 2016 |
served as an instructor in Cornell University’s Prison Education Program. I taught a course in a
local prison, Cayuga Correctional Facility. | believe strongly in the importance of this kind of
work, and would enthusiastically continue to pursue it as a faculty member at your institution.



PHILOSOPHY: CHALLENGING THE ORTHODOXY

INSTRUCTOR INFORMATION
Name: Eric G. Epstein

Office:

Office Hours:

Email: ege3@cornell.edu

COURSE DESCRIPTION

For as long as people have had established beliefs about the world, philosophers have called those
beliefs into question. This course will consider some important challenges to the foundational
beliefs of our society, and examine a range of responses. We will begin by asking whether there
could be a benevolent God, given that there is so much evil in the world. Some philosophers claim
that evil arises from humans exercising their free will. But this raises the question: do we even
have free will? Indeed, if we could be wrong about free will, maybe we are wrong about our other
basic beliefs too. We will consider whether we really know anything that we think we know, and
whether knowledge is something objective and universal, or whether there are certain things that
can only be known from certain perspectives, depending on such things as one’s gender and
position in society. Having turned to issues of justice and inequality, we will ask whether those
who live in a brutal society can be excused for failing to know right from wrong. We will finish
by studying the work of anthropologists who deny that there are any moral absolutes and exploring
a few responses.

LEARNING OUTCOMES

By the end of the course, your papers should indicate that you can:
(1) Find the argument of a text and restate it clearly in your own words.
(2) Clearly explain viewpoints that are not your own.
(3) Think critically about difficult ideas.
(4) Demonstrate a grasp of the concepts and arguments discussed in the course.
(5) Write clear, persuasive papers that employ methods of critical thinking.

COURSE MATERIALS
Required textbooks:
Free Will: A Contemporary Introduction, Kane (Kane)
The course packet, available on Blackboard and at the campus store (PACK)

EVALUTION

The course grade will be based on:

10 Quizzes (2% each) 20%
Mid-Term Exam 20%
3 Short Papers (16.66% each) 50%
Weekly Discussion Postings 10%

10 1
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LATE WORK

If you are expecting to need more time to complete an assignment, get in touch with me at least
48 hours in advance. Unexcused lateness will affect your paper grade by 5% per day past the
deadline. Except under extreme circumstances (e.g., medical event requiring hospitalization or a
death in the family), no extensions will be granted past the due date of the next paper. If you are
having a genuine emergency such as a broken bone or death in the family, let me know as soon as
possible and | will accommaodate.

GUIDELINES FOR WRITTEN WORK

Word-process all written work.

Use standard font (such as Times New Roman), in 12 point.

Double space, using 1-inch margins. Do not put excessive spaces between paragraphs.

Number your pages.

At the top of the first page include your name, assignment number, date, the course number, and
my name.

Whenever there is a choice between multiple essay gquestions on the prompt, you must indicate
which question you are answering on the first page of your essay.

Proofread and spellcheck before bringing any drafts to class.

ACADEMIC INTEGRITY

You are responsible for following the Code of Academic Integrity, available through the college’s
website at ... Plagiarism is sufficient grounds for an F in the course.

PORTABLE ELECTRONIC DEVICES

Laptops, iPads, cellphones, etc. may be used in class. However, if you choose to use them, please
sit in the back of the class so as not to distract other students.

ABSENCES FROM CLASS

If you are absent from class for any reason, you are responsible for finding out from other students
what was covered and assigned, and for obtaining copies of any materials distributed in class.

If you find yourself having mental or emotional problems during the semester, contact me and |
will connect you with appropriate psychological health resources. I care about your well-being and
will do my best to connect you with campus resources that can help. If you need to be absent from
class, please notify me as early as possible and provide relevant documentation after the fact (e.qg.,
doctor’s note). Given appropriate documentation, we can set up an alternative day for you to take
the quiz.

I will readily accommodate religious observance dates, but please give me at least two days
advanced notice of any such accommodation you might need.

11 2
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CALENDAR:

Date: Assignments: Reading: Topics:

Week 1 (PACK) Mackie, “Evil and Omnipotence” Introduction, The Problem of Evil
(PACK) Plantinga, “The Free Will Defense”

Week 2 (PACK) Rowe, “The Evidential Argument from Evil” Seemingly Pointless Evils
(PACK) McCord-Adams, “Horrendous Evils and the Goodness of
God”

Week 3 First paper assigned | (Kane) Ch.1 Introduction to Free Will

Week 4 (Kane) Ch.2, 9 Compatibilism

Week 5 (Kane) Ch.3 Incompatibilism

Week 6 First paper due (Kane) Ch.4,5 Libertarianism About Free Will

Week 7 (PACK) Libet, “Do We Have Free Will?” Science and Free Will
(PACK) Nahmias, “When Consciousness Matters”

Week 8 (PACK) Descartes, “Meditations I and I1” Midterm
(PACK) Stroud, “The Problem of the External World”, p.7-12 External World Skepticism

Week 9 FALL BREAK

NO CLASS

Week 10 | Second paper (PACK) Moore, “Proof of the External World” Moore and Russell on Skepticism

assigned (PACK) Russell, Problems of Philosophy, Ch.2

Week 11 (PACK) Soames, “Moore on Skepticism, Perception, and | Critiques of Moore on Skepticism
Knowledge”

Week 12 | Second paper due (PACK) Anderson, “Feminist Epistemology and Philosophy of | Situated Epistemology
Science”, Intro & Sections 1 and 2

Week 13 THANKSGIVING BREAK

NO CLASS

Week 14 | Third paper (PACK) Haraway, “Situated Knowledges: The Question of | Situated Epistemology &

assigned Science in Feminism” Gendered Cognitive Styles

(PACK) Addelson, “The Man of Professional Wisdom”

Week 15 (PACK) Ginet, “The Epistemic Requirements for Moral | Ethical Relativism
Responsibility”
(PACK) Rosen, “Culpability and Ignorance”

Week 16 | Third paper due (PACK) Herskovits, “Cultural Relativism and Cultural Values” | More on Ethical Relativism

(PACK) Benedict, “In Defense of Ethical Relativism”

12
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PHIL 106 - INTRODUCTION TO BUSINESS ETHICS

MWEF - 11:15am - 12:05pm, Willard Building room 067
TR - 12:05pm - 1:20pm, Willard Building room 151

INSTRUCTOR INFORMATION

Dr. Eric Epstein

Office: Sparks Building, Room 230

Office Hours: Mondays 3:30 - 4:30 and by appointment
Email: ege3@cornell.edu

COURSE DESCRIPTION

Does the use of cheap labor disrespect humanity or benefit people in need of employment? What
do CEO’s owe their investors? What about their communities? What happens when these
responsibilities conflict? These are just some of the questions that students will think critically
about in this course. Reading assignments will be drawn from a variety of sources, from
philosophical journals to The New York Times, and class work will include both essays and in-class
activities. Coursework will be designed to teach students the fundamentals of philosophical writing:
understanding writing that describes and argues for the views of others; thinking critically about
and arguing for one’s own views; and explaining one’s own reasoning and the reasoning of others
clearly in writing.

COURSE OBJECTIVES

By the end of this class, you should be able to:

» Read and understand critical and argumentative writing.

= Write clearly and concisely.

= Apply ethical reasoning to cases.

= Accurately reconstruct and explain the arguments of others in writing, even if you don’t
agree with their conclusions.

= Explain your own reasoning in writing so that other people can understand it, even if they
don’t agree with your conclusions.

REQUIREMENTS

Attendance at > 85% of classes (> 33 for MWF section (41 total), > 24 for TR section (28 total))
Readings finished before class. For each week:
o Reading 1 for that week is due on: Mon. (MWF) / Tues. (TR)
o Reading 2 for that week is due on: Wed. (MWF) / Thurs. (TR)
o Reading 3 (if any) for that week is due on: Fri. (MWF) / Thurs. (TR)
o Reading 4 (if any) for that week is due on: Fri. (MWF) / Thurs. (TR)
= 4 essays, of varying length, turned in on time
= 4 homework assignments, designed to help you write your essays

READINGS

Ethical Theory and Business, seventh edition (ETB); ISBN: 0-13-111632-0
Ethics at Work: Basic Readings in Business Ethics (EW); ISBN: 0-19-513942-9
Other readings will be posted online through the course website (CW).

Please make sure you get the books as soon as possible (for online orders, you may want to request
expedited shipping).
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GRADING
Your course grade will be based on:

Attendance & Participation 10%

Four Homework Assignments (5% each) 20%

Four Essays
Essay 1 15%
Essay 2 15%
Essay 3 20%
Essay 4 20%

Each category above is worth that number of points, for a total possible numerical score of 100 points.
(E.g., Essay 4 is worth 20 points.) | will obtain your final letter grade for the course from your numerical
score using the chart below.

All numerical grades and letter grades will correspond in the following way:*

Earned Percent of 5-point 15-point 20-point Letter
Available Points: Assighment Assighment Assighment Grade:
96-100% 48-5 14.4-15 19.2-20 A+
93-95% 4.65-4.75 13.95-14.25 18.6-19 A
90-92% 45-4.6 13.5-13.8 18-184 A-
87-89% 4.35-4.45 13.05 - 13.35 17.4-17.8 B+
84-86% 42-43 12.6-12.9 16.8-17.2 B
81-83% 4.05-4.15 12.15-12.45 16.2 - 16.6 B-
78-80% 39-4 11.7-12 15.6-16 C+
75-77% 3.75-3.85 11.25-11.55 15-154 C
72-714% 3.6-3.7 10.8-11.1 14.4-14.8 C-
69-71% 3.45-355 10.35 - 10.65 13.8-14.2 D+
66-68% 3.3-34 9.9-10.2 13.2-13.6 D
63-65% 3.15-3.25 9.45-9.75 12.6-13 D-

62% and below <31 <9.3 <124 F

* Fractions of a percent will be rounded up. So, a score of 14.30 (between 95 and 96%) on a 15-point assignment
will be rounded up to 14.4 (96%), or A+.

GUIDELINES FOR WRITTEN WORK

e Submit electronic copies of all homework and essays. If you wish to turn in a hard
copy, staple or paperclip your pages together.
e Use normal (1) margins and double space your work.
e At the top of the first page include the following, single-spaced:
o your name,
o date,
o the course number,
o the assignment type & number (e.g., Essay 3)
e Use APA-style citations, both in-text and in a separate Works Cited page.
e Submit work on the course website. Take a screenshot and save it in case
something goes wrong.
o If the website doesn’t work, email your work to me at ege3@cornell.edu.
Once it sends, take a screenshot and save it.
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INTRODUCTION TO BUSINESS ETHICS

OTHER POLICIES

Plagiarism: Every student in this course is expected to abide by the Penn State University
Academic Code of Integrity. Any work submitted for academic credit must be the student’s
own work. I have provided a link to the university’s Essential Guide to Academic Integrity
on the course website, and I encourage you to look it over if you haven’t done so already.
If you are ever unsure about whether what you are doing counts as plagiarism, just come
talk to me or send me an email before you turn your assignment in, and we can make sure
you are producing your own work—not somebody else’s. There is no penalty at all for
talking to me about whether your paper counts as plagiarism before you hand it in!

Deadlines: Make sure to plan out your schedule so that you can finish your work on time.
However, if the deadline is approaching and your time-budgeting isn’t working out, don’t
panic! If you let me know that you need an extension at least three days before the paper
due date, we will probably be able to work something out. Outside of extensions, all work
needs to be turned in on time. Late work will receive a mark-down of half of a letter grade
for every day it is late.

Electronics: Some readings for this course are online. I find it easier to look at and take
notes on hard copies of readings, so | like to print out my readings. However, | will not
assume that all of you are the same way. | will allow the use of laptops/tablets for the
purpose of looking at readings in class, if you prefer not to print them out. | am trusting
you to be adults and choose this method only if you can avoid being distracted by the
internet.

STATEMENT ON COURSE CONTENT

Part of learning ethics is thinking hard about examples of abuse, exploitation, harassment,
corruption, neglect, and even well-intended behavior that ends up having harmful
consequences. Because of this, some of the material we will study in this class will be
disturbing, heartbreakingly sad, or both. I will do my best to notify you in advance when
such material looms on our agenda. Still, if you are (like me) a sensitive reader, then before
opening any of our course material it is a good idea to remind yourself that you may be
affected by what you are about to read.
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INTRODUCTION TO BUSINESS ETHICS

Week 13: Nov.13-Nov.19

Essay 4 assigned
HW4:Draft of E4

. Epstein, Can A “Dumb...(ETB, 361-369)
. Sher, Diversity (ETB, 331-338)
. Nagel, A Defense (ETB, 339-342)

Diversity in Business

CALENDAR:
Date: Assignments: Reading: Topics:
NOTES
Week 1 : Aug.21-27 1. Brewer, The Wal-Mart Way (CW) Introduction: Business Ethics
2. Maitland, The Great Non-Debate...(EW, 49-66) Moral Theories and Business Cases
Week 2: Aug.28-Sept.3 Essay 1 assigned | 1. Lyutse, Nike’s Suppliers in Vietnam (CW)
HW1: Intro 2. Utilitarian Theories (ETB, 17-22)
paragraph for E1
Week 3: Sept.4-Sept.10 HW1 due 1. Kantian Ethics (ETB, 22-27) NO CLASS SEPT. 4 - LABOR DAY
NO CLASS SEPT.4 - LABOR DAY 2. Arnold & Bowie, Sweatshops...(CW) - 1ISAD!!!
3. Feminist Ethics and Care Ethics (ETB, 33-35)
Week 4: Sept.11-Sept.17 Essay 1 due 1. Virtue Ethics (ETB, 31-32)
2. Friedman, The Social Responsibility... (CW) Frameworks for Moral Obligation in
3. Lucas, The Responsibilities... (EW, 15-29) Business
Week 5: Sept.18-Sept.24 Essay 2 assigned | 1. Hoffman, The Ford Pinto (CW) NO CLASS SEPT.20, 21, 22
NO CLASS SEPT.20,21,22
Week 6: Sept.25-Oct.1 HW2: 1 body 1. Freeman, A Stakeholder Theory...(ETB, 55-64) NO CLASS SEPT.29
NO CLASS SEPT.29 paragraph for E2 | 2. Hakim,Kessler,&Ewing; As Volkswagen...(CW / NYT)
Week 7: Oct.2-Oct.8 HW 2 due 1. NYT Editorial Board, Beyond...(CW / NYT) NO CLASS OCT 4,5,6
NO CLASS OCT.4,5,6 2. Hasnas, Two Normative Theories...(ETB, 65-74)
Week 8: Oct.9-Oct.15 1. Crisp, A Defense of Philosophical...(EW, 1-14) Businesses and the Surrounding World
Essay 2 due 2. Hoffman, Business and Env...(EW, 166-179)
Week 9: Oct.16-Oct.22 1. Williams, Indian Beer...(CW / NYT)
Essay 3 assigned | 2. Gee, Animal-Rights...(CW / WSJ)
HW3:Draft of E3 | 3. Gee and Bunge, Tyson Fires...(CW / WSJ)
Week 10: Oct.23-Oct.29 1. Carr, Is Business Bluffing Ethical? (ETB, 443-447) Honesty in Business
2. Carson, Second Thoughts...(ETB, 448-453)
Week 11: Oct.30-Nov.5 HW3 due 1. Walsh, Don’t Let...(CW / Huff) Advertising
2. Phillips, The Inconclusive Case...(EW, 129-149)
Week 12: Nov.6-Nov.12 1. Bishop, Is Self-lIdentity...(ETB, 417-427)
LATE DROP DEADLINE:NOV.10 | Essay 3 due 2. Anker,Kappel,&Sandoe; The Liberating Power... (CW)
1
2
3
4

. Moore, Corporate Culpability...(ETB, 99-109)

Week 14: Nov.20-Nov.26
THANKSGIVING BREAK

THANKSGIVING BREAK
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INTRODUCTION TO BUSINESS ETHICS

Week 15: Nov.27-Dec.3 HW4 due 1. Belkin, How Can We...(ETB, 136-146) Individuals in Business
2. McCoy, The Parable of the Sadhu (CW)
3. Boisjoly, et al.; Roger Boisjoly...(ETB, 123-136)
4. Davis, Some Paradoxes...(EW, 85-99 / ETB, 297-305)
Week 16: Dec.4-Dec.10 1. Green, When Is “Everyone’s...(EW, 67-84) LAST DAY OF CLASS: Dec.8
2. Ciulla, Trust and the Future of Leadership (CW)
Week 17: Dec.11-Dec.17 EXAM WEEK
EXAM WEEK Essay 4 due

WORKS CITED

©CoNoO~WNE
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Anker, Kappel, & Sandoe . “The Liberating Power of Commercial Marketing.” (CW)
Belkin, “How Can We Save the Next Victim?” (ETB, 136-146)
Bishop, “Is Self-ldentity Image Advertising Ethical?” (ETB, 417-427)
Boisjoly, Curtis, & Mellican . “Roger Boisjoly and the Challenger Disaster: The Ethical Dimensions,” (ETB, 123-136)
Carr, “Is Business Bluffing Ethical?” (ETB, 443-447)
Carson, “Second Thoughts About Bluffing.” (ETB, 448-453)
Ciulla, “Trust and the Future of Leadership.” (CW)
Crisp, “A Defense of Philosophical Business Ethics.” (EW, 1-14)
Davis, “Some Paradoxes of Whistleblowing.” (EW, 85-99 (also in ETB, 297-305))
. Epstein, “Can A ‘Dumb Ass Woman’ Achieve Equality in the Workplace?” (ETB, 361- 369)
. Freeman, “A Stakeholder Theory of the Modern Corporation.” (ETB, 55-64)
. Friedman, “The Social Responsibility of Business is to Increase its Profits.” (CW)
. Gee & Bunge, “Tyson Fires Two Meatpacking Workers After Video’s Release.” (CW (WSJ))
. Gee, “Animal-Rights Group Says Video Shows Abused Pigs at Hormel Supplier.” (CW (WSJ))
. Green, “When Is ‘Everyone’s Doing It” a Moral Justification?” (EW, 67-84)
. Hakim, Kessler, & Ewing . “As Volkswagen Pushed to Be No.1, Ambitions Fueled a Scandal.” (CW (NYT))
. Hasnas, “Two Normative Theories of Business Ethics: A Critique.” (ETB, 65-74)
. Hoffman, “Business and Environmental Ethics.” (EW, 166-179)
. Hoffman, “The Ford Pinto.” (CW)
. Lucas, “The Responsibilities of a Businessman.” (EW, 15-29)
. Lyutse. “Nike’s Suppliers in Vietnam.”
. McCoy, “The Parable of the Sadhu.” (CW)
. Moore, “Corporate Culpability under the Federal Sentencing Guidelines.” (ETB, 99- 109)
. Nagel, “A Defense of Affirmative Action.” (ETB, 339- 342)
. NYT Editorial Board, “Beyond the Emissions Test.” (CW (NYT))
. Phillips, “The Inconclusive Case Against Manipulative Advertising.” (EW, 129-149)
. Sher, “Diversity.” (ETB, 331-338)
. Walsh, “Don’t Let Its New Policy Fool You. Morgan Stanley Is a Huge Coal Bank.” (CW (Huff))
. Williams, “Indian Beer Bill Stalls, Industry Money Flows.” (CW (NYT))
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ESSAY 2 (2-5 pages double spaced) HW 2
due Monday, Oct. 16, by 11:59pm, on due Monday, Oct. 2, by 11:59pm
Canvas Turn in a draft Essay 2 on Canvas.

ASSIGNMENT PROMPT:

Background:

Friedman (1970) argues that the only responsibility a business has is to increase its profits, within the limits
of the law. Friedman’s claims and arguments have been widely discussed. Dunn & Burton (2006) offer a
variety of substantive criticisms, and Hoffman (2005) describes a highly relevant case study. Also, while he
does not address Friedman directly, Lucas (1998) lays out a conception of businesses’ responsibilities that
can be usefully contrasted with Friedman’s.

In about two pages (plus an extra page for the Works Cited list), do the following:

1. Write an intro paragraph in which you describe what you are going to do in your paper.
a. Give a brief (1-2 sentences each) overview of:
i. The views you are going to discuss.
ii. The main conclusions you will draw about these views.
1. Thatis, your answer to question 4(c) below.
iili. The main reasons that will support your conclusions.
Your intro paragraph should make it clear what order things will happen in the paper.

2. Present Friedman’s (1970) view.
a. State Friedman’s main claims.
b. Briefly, but carefully, describe the reasons Friedman gives as to why he accepts these claims.
i. Use appropriate in-text citations and be sure to put (Friedman 1970) on the works cited

page.

3. Present the perspective of at least one author(s) who disagrees with Friedman.

a. You can use any of the folks we read for this class, including but not limited to: (Lucas 1998),
(Dunn & Burton 2006), (Dowie 1977), Hoffman’s (2005) discussion of (Dowie 1977). All are
available on Canvas in the folders under “Modules”. Outside sources are not allowed for this
assignment.
Avrticulate the main claims of the author you are discussing.
Briefly, but carefully, describe the reasons s/he gives as to why s/he accepts these claims.

i. Use appropriate in-text citations, and be sure to put your author in the works cited page.

4. Compare and contrast Friedman with the other author(s) you discuss, and draw a conclusion based on
thorough engagement with both sides.
a. Exactly what claims do this author and Friedman disagree about? Explain.
b. For each author you discuss, look at their reasons that support their position. Explain how the
opposite side would respond to those reasons.
c. Who is right, Friedman, or the opposite side?
i. Isone of them completely right and the other completely wrong? Or is each of them right
about certain things and wrong about other things? Explain why, in detail.

18



Other Requirements:

1. Submit your essay on the Canvas page for this course, as a .doc, .docx, or .pdf file. a. If you
have trouble submitting your essay, email the essay to me at ege3@cornell.edu and take a
time-stamped screenshot. This proves that you turned in your essay on time.

2. At the top of your paper, single spaced, write your name, the date, and ‘Essay 2°. No need
for a title.

3. For this paper, you are not allowed to use outside sources. Just stick to the materials
provided in class and on Canvas; it’s all you need.

4. Include proper APA-style citations, both in-text and in your Works Cited list.
a. To learn how to generally do APA-style citations (in-text and in the WC list), see this
website: https://owl.english.purdue.edu/owl/resource/560/02/
b. You can use the Works Cited list | provide below. But remove any authors you’re
not going to discuss!

The point of this assignment:

When people disagree, you can’t make a rational judgment about who is right until you have
understood both sides and gotten to the bottom of what they disagree about. The point of this
assignment is to get two or more authors who disagree to really talk to each other, and then make up
your own mind based on that conversation.

Works Cited:

1. Dowie, M. (1977, September / October). “Pinto Madness.” Mother Jones, San Francisco, CA.

2. Dunn, C.P. & Burton, B.K. (2006). Friedman’s “The Social Responsibility of Business is to Increase its
Profits”: A Critique for the Classroom. Proceedings of the 17t Annual Meeting of the International
Association for Business and Society, 17, pp.292-295.1

3. Friedman, M. (1970, September 13). “The Social Responsibility of Business is to Increase its Profits.” New
York Times Magazine, New York, NY.

4.  W.M. Hoffman. (2005). “Case study—the Ford Pinto.” In Gini, A. & Marcoux, A.M., Case Studies in
Business Ethics, 5t Ed. (pp.222-229). Upper Saddle River, NJ: Pearson Prentice Hall.

5. Lucas, J.R. (1998). The Responsibilities of a Businessman. In C.C. & C.R. (Eds.), Business Ethics:
Perspectives on the Practice of Theory (pp.59-77). Oxford: Oxford University Press.

! For (Dunn & Burton 2006), the pages are not numbered. So you can just use what page it is in the .pdf window: p.1,
p.2, etc.

19



CRITICAL THINKING

PHIL 010 - CRITICAL THINKING

MWE, 2:30pm - 3:20pm
Willard Building room 251

INSTRUCTOR INFORMATION

Dr. Eric Epstein

Office: Sparks Building Room 230

Office Hours: Mondays 3:30pm - 4:30pm and by appointment
Email: ege3@cornell.edu

COURSE DESCRIPTION

The ability to think rationally is one of the things that distinguishes humans from other animals.
In this course, we will examine what rational thinking really is, looking at a variety of different
methods of reasoning that fall under that heading—and some that do not! E.g., we will identify the
different kinds of rhetoric and logical fallacies that you might encounter in politics and the media,
and learn to distinguish them from rational argumentation. We will also apply our critical thinking
tools to a variety of particular subjects, from everyday decisions such as whether or not to buy a
car, to stranger ideas, such as mystical experiences, extra-sensory perception, astrology, and the
existence of aliens.

LEARNING OUTCOMES

By the end of the course, your work should indicate that you can:
(1) Distinguish between claims and arguments for them.
(2) Distinguish different kinds of arguments.
(3) Read a text and determine what kind of reasoning it contains.
(4) 1dentify common fallacies and rhetorical devices.
(5) Think critically about difficult ideas.

COURSE MATERIALS

Required textbooks:
Critical Thinking, Moore and Parker, Mayfield Pub. (CT)
How to Think About Weird Things, Schick (WEIRD)
GRADES
Your course grade will be based on:

15 Homework Assignments(2% each) 30%

4 Quizzes (5% each) 20%
Mid-Term Exam 15%
Final Exam 25%
Class Participation 10%

! To ensure that your graded homework can be returned in a timely manner, | will randomly select a few of the questions and
grade only those. But you should answer all the questions! You don’t know which ones I will grade, and you can use the
practice! | know you are busy, so | have tried to keep the homework assignments short.
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CRITICAL THINKING

Each category above is worth that number of points, for a total possible numerical score of 100
points. (E.g., the Mid-Term Exam is worth 15 points.) | will obtain your final letter grade for the
course from your numerical score using the chart below.

Earned Percent of Quiz Mid-Term Final Exam Letter
Available Points: Exam Grade:
96-100% 48-5 14.4 - 15 24 -25 A+
93-95% 4.65-4.75 13.95 - 14.25 23.25-23.75 A
90-92% 45-46 13.5-13.8 22.5-23 A-
87-89% 4.35-4.45 13.05 - 13.35 21.75 - 22.25 B+
84-86% 4.2-43 12.6-12.9 21-215 B
81-83% 4.05-4.15 12.15-12.45 20.25 - 20.75 B-
78-80% 39-4 11.7-12 19.5-20 C+
75-77% 3.75-3.85 11.25-11.55 18.75 - 19.25 C
72-714% 3.6-3.7 10.8-11.1 18-18.5 C-
69-71% 3.45-3.55 10.35 - 10.65 17.25-17.75 D+
66-68% 3.3-34 9.9-10.2 16.5-17 D
63-65% 3.15-3.25 9.45-9.75 15.75 - 16.25 D-

62% and below <31 <9.3 <155 F

* Fractions of a percent will be rounded up. So, a score of 14.30 (between 95 and 96%) on a 15-point
assignment will be rounded up to 14.4 (96%), or A+.

LATE WORK

Each week’s homework is due at the beginning of class on Monday of the following week. If
you let me know that you need an extension at least three days before the due date, we will
probably be able to work something out. Outside of extensions, all work needs to be turned in on
time. Late work will receive a mark-down of half of a letter grade for every day it is late.

GUIDELINES FOR WRITTEN WORK

e Submit all your work online; hard copies are optional. (Pages must be stapled!)
e At the top of the first page include:

o your name, the assignment number, date, and the course number.
e For each question you answer, write the question number next to it.

ABSENCES FROM CLASS

If you are absent from class, you must be proactive and ask other students what was covered and assigned,
and obtain copies of any materials distributed in class. Notify me by email of the reason for your absence;
if it is excused, | will mark it as such. Since we will do a lot of in-class activities, unexcused absence from
6 or more classes will affect your participation grade.

If you encounter emotional difficulties during the semester, contact me and | will connect you with
appropriate psychological health resources. | am not qualified to act as your therapist, but | care about your
well-being and will do my best to help you. Absences due to illness—either physical or psychological—
are excused. To guarantee that your absence will be excused, please notify me of the absence as early as
possible and provide a doctor’s note if applicable.

I will readily accommodate religious observance dates, but please give me at least two days advanced notice
of any such accommodation you might need.
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CRITICAL THINKING

OTHER POLICIES

Plagiarism: Every student in this course is expected to abide by the Pennsylvania State University
Academic Code of Integrity. Any work submitted for academic credit must be the student’s own
work. I have provided a link to the university’s Essential Guide to Academic Integrity on the course
website, and | encourage you to look it over if you haven’t done so already. If you are ever unsure
about whether what you are doing counts as plagiarism, just come talk to me or send me an email
before you turn your assignment in, and we can make sure you are producing your own work—
not somebody else’s. There is no penalty at all for talking to me about whether your paper counts
as plagiarism before you hand it in!

Electronics: Some readings for this course are online. | find it easier to look at and take notes on
hard copies of readings, so | like to print out my readings. However, | will not assume that all of
you are the same way. | will allow the use of laptops/tablets for the purpose of looking at readings
in class, if you prefer not to print them out. | am trusting you to be adults and choose this method
only if you can avoid being distracted by the internet.

STUDENTS WITH DISABILITIES

| am available to discuss appropriate academic accommodations that may be required for students
with disabilities. Requests for academic accommodations are to be made during the first three
weeks of the semester, except in unusual circumstances, so that arrangements can be made.
Students are encouraged to register with Student Disability Services to verify their eligibility for
appropriate accommodations.
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CRITICAL THINKING

CALENDAR:

Date: Assignments: Reading: Topics:

NOTES

Week 1: Aug.21-27 (CT) p.1-26 Introduction: Critical Thinking
HW1: (CT) Exercises 1-1, 1-7 (p.15), 1-13. (WEIRD) Ch.1

Week 2: Aug.28-Sept.3 HW1 due (CT) p.37-57 Inductive and Deductive Arguments
HW2: (CT) Exercise 2-11 (WEIRD) Ch.2 | Quiz1

Week 3: Sept.4-Sept.10 HW 2 due WEDNESDAY, SEPT. 6 (CT) p.69-93 NO CLASS SEPT. 4 - LABOR DAY

NO CLASS SEPT.4 - LABOR DAY

HW3: (WEIRD) Study Questions p.30, #1

Sources of Unclarity in Thought

Week 4: Sept.11-Sept.17

HW3 due
HW4: (WEIRD) Disc. Quest. p.91, #1, write one .

(CT) p.104-136
(WEIRD) Ch.4

Distinguishing the Credibility of Information Sources

Week 5: Sept.18-Sept.24

HW4 due

(CT) p.146-171

Rhetoric Part | NO CLASS SEPT.20, 22

HW13: (WEIRD) Eval. These Claims p.289 #1-4

NO CLASS SEPT.20,21,22 HWS5: (CT) Exercises 5-6, 5-10 Quiz 2
Week 6: Sept.25-Oct.1 HW 5 due (CT) p.184-202 | Rhetoric Part 1l NO CLASS SEPT.29
NO CLASS SEPT.29 HW®6: (CT) Exercises 6-7, 6-8 # 1-10 (WEIRD) Ch.5
Week 7: Oct.2-Oct.8 HW6 due (CT) p.210-230 | Rhetoric Part Il NO CLASS OCT 4, 6
NO CLASS OCT.4,5,6 HW?7: Midterm review guestions
Week 8: Oct.9-Oct.15 HW 7 due (CT) p.253-284 | MIDTERM
HW 8: (CT) Exercise 8-1 Categorical Logic
Week 9: Oct.16-Oct.22 HW 8 due (CT) p.295-341 | Truth-Functional Logic
HW 9: (CT) Exercise 9-2 #1-10
Week 10: Oct.23-Oct.29 HW 9 due (CT) p.295-341 | Truth-Functional Logic
HW 10: (CT) Exercises 9-14, 9-15 Quiz 3
Week 11: Oct.30-Nov.5 HW10 due (CT) p.349-383 | Thinking Critically about Inductive Reasoning
HW11: (CT) Exercises 10-2, 10-3
Week 12: Nov.6-Nov.12 HW11 due (CT) p.389-438 | Causal Explanation
LATE DROP DEADLINE: NOV.10 | HW12: (CT) Exercise 11-16 #1-3 (WEIRD) Ch.6
Week 13: Nov.13-Nov.19 | HW12 due (WEIRD) Ch.7 | Case Studies in the Extraordinary

Quiz 4

Week 14: Nov.20-Nov.26
THANKSGIVING BREAK

THANKSGIVING BREAK

Week 15: Nov.27-Dec.3

HW13 due
HW14: (WEIRD) Study Questions p.316 #1-5

(CT) p.439-471
(WEIRD) Ch.8

Moral, Legal, and Aesthetic Reasoning

Week 16: Dec.4-Dec.10

HW14 due
HW15: Final Exam study questions

LAST DAY OF CLASS: Dec.8

Week 17: Dec.11-Dec.17
EXAM WEEK

HW15 due - turn in at final exam

FINAL EXAM
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MIDTERM EXAM
PHIL 10: Critical Thinking
Section 2: MWF 2:30pm-3:20pm

NAME:

Exam Information:

1. WRITE YOUR NAME AND ID on the top of your exam.

You have the entire class period to complete the exam. When you are finished, you may leave.
Do not look at any books or other materials during the exam.

If you need extra paper, ask me and | will give you some.

Leave a reasonable distance between yourself and your fellow students.

This exam is worth 15% of your course grade. A perfect score on the exam is 15 points.

ok~ wd

Directions:

In 1-5 sentences, answer all of the following questions. Length isn’t important, as long as you answer
fully and correctly.

Worth 1 point each:

1. Define the following (you can define them in terms of each other):
a. Argument

b. Premise

c. Conclusion

2. What is it for an argument to be
a. Valid?

b. Sound?
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MIDTERM EXAM
PHIL 10: Critical Thinking
Section 2: MWF 2:30pm-3:20pm

3. Explain the difference between groupthink and appeal to popularity.

4. Define rationalization and give an example.

5. Supply a universal principle (a statement that says that something holds without exception) that
turns the following into a valid deductive argument.
a. Jamal donates money to charity, so he is a man of good character.

HINT: It will probably help you to write out the argument with humbered premises followed by a
conclusion. But, full credit if you just write a universal principle that does the job.

Worth 2 points each:

6. What is innuendo? (Remember: innuendo is not always sexual! Don’t get too excited.)

a. Inthis class, what is an issue?

b. How do you figure out what issue a speaker or writer is addressing?

8. What’s the difference between a normative claim and a non-normative claim (sometimes called a
descriptive claim)?
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MIDTERM EXAM
PHIL 10: Critical Thinking
Section 2: MWF 2:30pm-3:20pm

9. What is the difference between outrage and the fallacy argument from outrage?

10. Propaganda is a really effective way to persuade people. So, why should we bother to learn how
to argue, or how to understand arguments? Or, should we really?

(Here I will accept many different answers, as long as you give some reasons for them.)
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INTRODUCTION TO LOGIC

Instructor: Eric G. Epstein
Email: ege3@cornell.edu

Time:
Place:

Website: http://www.eric-epstein.wixsite.com/eric-epstein

Course Description:

What makes one claim “follow” from others? Logic aims to address this question and
others concerning the rich patterns of inference and reasoning that emerge upon further
study. Formal Logic approaches these questions using some mathematical techniques that
we will meet and begin to master in this course. In particular, we will study a powerful
artificial language called First-Order Logic (FOL) that will allow us to precisely
formulate the concepts of proof, truth and valid inference. FOL has been of immense
foundational importance to mathematics, philosophy, computer science, linguistics and
artificial intelligence, and so through FOL we will be encountering ideas of interest to all
of these disciplines. Our study of FOL will focus on using it to represent and evaluate the
inferences we normally express in ordinary English and other natural languages.
Throughout the course we will rely heavily on the interactive computer software included
with the textbook to solidify the understanding of logic that can be achieved by studying
FOL.

Textbook:

The text/software package Language, Proof and Logic by Jon Barwise & John Etchemendy:

Barwise, J. & Etchemendy, J. (2003). Language, Proof, and Logic. New edn., Stanford,
California: CSLI Publications. URL http://www-csli.stanford.edu/LPL/

The text has a webpage that is likely to be useful throughout the course:

The textbook is available at ...

Beware: this textbook cannot be purchased used. The software requires a license that can
only be used for one person and cannot be transferred. We will be using the software
extensively.

If you do not have regular access to a computer that you can run the software on, please
contact me immediately and we will consider various options. You can run the software
directly from the CD so you can use it on a computer without installing anything; e.g. in

campus labs.

In order to be successful in this course, you will have to do the assigned reading and play
with the software until you feel comfortable using it.

27 1



Grading:

INTRODUCTION TO LOGIC

e 40%: 2 Exams (Midterm: 15%, Final 25%)

e 55%: 12 Short, Weekly Homework Assignments, due the first class of each week

e 5%: Attendance & Participation

e We will do in-class group exercises. | will call on students to present their group’s solution.
If you aren’t here when I call your name, you lose participation points. Except under special
circumstances, such as a death in the family or a religious observance date, absences are
unexcused. To get an absence excused, you are required to contact me in advance of the
absence, except in the case of a true emergency such as a death in the family.

Schedule:
Date: Homework Reading: Topics:
Exercises:
Week 1 Introduction
Class 1: HW1: 1.1, 1.2, 1.3, None Introduction
Class 2: 14 1.1-1.4 Atomic Sentences & Tarski’s
World
Week 2 HW 1 Due The Concepts of Logic
Class 3: HW2: 2.1, 2.2, 2.6, 2.1,2.2 Logical Consequence, Proof
Class 4: 2.8,2.20 2.3-2.5 Proof, Fitch
Week 3 HW 2 Due Boolean Logic
Class 5: HWa3: 3.6, 3.9, 3.23, | 3.1-3.7 Boolean Connectives: &, v,
Class 6: 4.2,4.7 4.1 ~
Tautologies, Logical Truths
Week 4 HW 3 Due Boolean Logic & Proofs
Class 7: HW4: 4.22,4.23,5.5, | 4.2-4.4 Consequence & Equivalence
Class 8: 5.8,5.10 5.1-5.2 Informal Boolean Proofs
Week 5 HW 4 Due Boolean Proofs
Class 9: HWH5: 5.17,5.20, 6.1, | 5.3-5.4 Indirect Proof
Class 10: 6.2,6.6 6.1-6.2 Conjunction, Disjunction
Week 6 HW 5 Due More Proofs & Conditionals
Class 11: HW6: 6.7, 6.22, 6.26, | 6.3-6.5 Negation, Subproofs
Class 12: 7.12,7.13 7.1-7.3,75 Conditionals
Week 7 HW 6 Due Logic of Conditionals
Class 13: HW?7: 8.17, practice | 8.1,8.2,84 Conditional Proofs
Class 14: midterm Review of Ch.’s 1-8
Week 8 HW 7 Due Midterm, Quantification
Class 15: HWS8: 9.5, 9.6, 9.9, Midterm
Class 16: 9.16, 9.17 9.1-9.3 Basics of Quantification
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Week 9 Fall Break
NO CLASS
Week 10 Intro to Quantification
Class 17: 9.3,94 Basics of Quantification
Class 18: 9.5,9.6 Translation
Week 11 HW 8 Due Logic of Quantification
Class 19: HW9: 10.9, 10.14, 10.1-10.4 Taut, Cons, Equiv
Class 20: 10.18,11.8,11.9 11.1-11.3 Multiple, Mixed Quantifiers
Week 12 HW 9 Due Translation, Proofs
Class 21: HW10: 11.17, 11.24, | 11.4,115, More translation
Class 22: 11.39,12.4,12.5 11.8 Steps, Existential
12.1,12.2 Instantiation

Week 13
NO CLASS Thanksgiving Break
Week 14 Quantifiers in Proofs
Class 23: 12.3 General Proofs
Class 24: 12.4 Mixed Proofs
Week 15 HW 10 Due Formal Proofs
Class 25: HW11: 12.8, 12.9, 13.1 Universal Rules
Class 26: 12.11,12.16, 12.23 13.2 Existential Rules
Week 16 Formal Proofs, Review
Class 27: HW 11 Due 13.3 Strategy & Tactics
Class 28: HW12: Practice Final | 13.5 Review
Week 17 Final Exam
NO CLASS HW 12 Due

Final Exam

Homework:

Homework assignments are given out the first class of each week and due by the beginning
of the first class of the following week. Many exercises will be submitted electronically.
This means that you must submit these exercises before class. Each assignment is worth
100 points and consists of 5 problems, each worth 20 points. Partial credit is given. A rough
break down of the grading scale is given below.

Homework Grading Scale:

A
A-
B+
B
C+
C

100-95 0-1 minor errors,
94-90 1-2 minor errors
89-85 3-4 minor errors

84-80 5-6 minor errors or 1 major error

79-75 6-7 minor errors or 1 major & 1-2 major errors
74-70 8-9 minor errors or 1 major & 3-4 minor errors
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D 69-60 10-11 minor errors or 2 major errors
F 59-0 12-13 minor errors or 3 major errors

There is clearly a bit of art to classifying mistakes as major or minor, and even to counting
mistakes for that matter. If you disagree with or are confused about the grade on your
assignments, you are welcome to discuss them with me during office hours.
Late Homework Policy:
e With a note from the Dean, you can turn in homework late without being penalized.
e 1-3 Days Late: 10 point penalty (i.e. one letter grade)

e 4-6 Days Late: 20 point penalty (i.e. two letter grades)

e And so on, with 10 points every 3 days.

Academic Integrity:
In this course we will strictly adhere to the University Policy on Academic Integrity. If you
are not familiar with it, view it at: ... Any violation of this policy will be reported
immediately to the University. Violations will, at the very least, result in an F on the
assignment in question, but are also likely to lead to an F in the class, suspension and other
penalties.

Exams:

If you need to miss an exam, you will need a Dean’s note to make it up.
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Instructor Information:
Eric Epstein

Email: ege3@cornell.edu
Office:

Office Hours:

Course Description:

Humans have a remarkable ability to create and use symbolic objects like money, maps and
pictures. But what is it that makes something a symbol? How can an object signify something
‘beyond’ itself? Or, in terminology we’ll grow to love and hate: how can an object have a meaning?
In this class, we will focus on thinking about human language as a symbol system. While there are
many kinds of symbols, words and sentences are perhaps the most characteristic, impressive and
intricate examples. Accordingly, studying the symbolic nature of language provides a good testing
ground for attempts to answer our questions about symbols. Although these questions are of
intrinsic interest to many, when directed at language and thought, they have been argued to have
a special relevance to both traditional philosophical topics (skepticism, logic, intentionality, moral
values, the mind, the existence of God and many others) and various logical puzzles. This approach
to traditional philosophical problems has become particularly predominant in philosophical work
from the last century. In this course, you will read the most important works in this tradition and
acquire the skills and background necessary to understand it. This skill-set and background will be
drawn from work in logic, linguistics, computer science and philosophy. There are no pre-
requisites but students with a background in logic or semantics will have an easier time with the
material.

Required Texts and Course Resources:
All course texts are contained in the course packet, available from the campus store. | will also
make them available on Blackboard.

Reading Advice: It is more important to have a basic grasp of the overall point of a reading than to
understand any particular detail. Accordingly, I advise you to do each of the readings once quickly
in a single sitting and then return to the details you missed. If, on a second reading, you can’t sort
out some specific detail, write down what you don’t understand and bring it to class for discussion.
Do your best to raise your question at a point in the class where that detail is relevant to what’s
being discussed. It is much more likely that you will get a satisfying answer if you ask your
question at the appropriate time. In all the readings, it will be helpful to ask yourself ‘what is the
problem or issue at stake here?’ and then ‘what solutions or positions is the author arguing

for here?’

Evaluation:

e 50%: 2 Critical Essays, 3000 Word Limit Each (~ 6 pages). Topics will be provided on
Blackboard. You must submit an electronic copy to Turnitin via Blackboard, a plagiarism
detection service. Essays are not accepted through email or on paper.

o Essay 1: due Sunday 3/20. Essay 2: due Friday 5/20.

e 25%: 11 Pop Quizzes. Throughout the semester there will be 11 short pop quizzes given
in lecture. Your lowest will be dropped. These will be very basic comprehension quizzes
with short answer questions. Sometimes they will be given at the beginning of lecture, in
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which case they will cover the readings for that meeting. Sometimes they will be towards
the end of class, in which case they will cover the contents of that meeting. It is therefore
essential to your success in this class that you do the readings, attend lecture and ask
questions when you do not understand the material. Except in cases of documented and
valid emergencies, you will not be able to make up missed quizzes. If you have a problem
making class regularly and on time, drop this course.

e 159%: Discussion Postings. Every week (Monday-Sunday), you must post twice on the
Blackboard discussion forum for that week. Only posts containing questions about the
reading or lecture, or answering such questions will count. Posts must also ask questions
not directly addressed in the readings or lecture, and responses must be substantive
attempts to answer your classmates’ responses. Each week is graded on a 0-2 scale: 0 for
no post, or no qualifying post, 1 for a single qualifying post or two borderline posts and 2
for two qualifying posts. You can also get 2 credits for bringing a qualifying question to
office hours.

e 10%: 4 Journal Entries. Throughout the semester you will be required to write 4 journal
entries on Blackboard. These will be brief (400 word max) explorations of important ideas,
personal interests and readings.

o Journal 1: due Thursday 2/11. Journal 2: due Thursday 3/03. Journal 3: due
Tuesday 4/19. Journal 4: due Thursday 5/10.

Website
There is a Blackboard site for this course, at

It is used for announcements, readings, lecture slides, paper topics, journals, the syllabus and a
discussion forum.

Guidelines for Submission of Written Work:

» Word-process all written work.

* Use standard font, in 12 point.

* Double space, using 1-inch margins.

* Number your pages.

» Staple or paper-clip your pages together.

* At the top of the first page include your name, assignment number, date, the course number, and
my name. If there was a choice between multiple essay questions on the prompt, indicate which
question you are writing about.

* Proofread and spellcheck before bringing any drafts to class.

Papers: Grading Policy and Late Work
Your grades on your papers will depend on:
o intelligibility of the argumentative structure in the paper
clarity of language
accurate presentation of others’ views and comprehension of the material
persuasiveness
readability
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In order to pass this course, you must complete all of the assignments before the university-
designated end-date of the course. If you are expecting to need more time to complete an
assignment, get in touch with me at least 48 hours in advance. | am lenient in granting extensions
to students who ask 48 hours or more in advance. Still, to keep you from falling behind, no
extensions will be granted past the due date of the next paper. Of course, | will relax my policy on
extensions to accommodate any genuine emergency, such as a medical event that requires
hospitalization or death in the family. (Debate Club tournaments, Dance Troupe performances,
and the like are not genuine emergencies. To get extensions for these things you must ask in
advance.)

Academic Integrity:
You are responsible for following the Code of Academic Integrity, available through the college’s
website at ... Plagiarism with clear intent is sufficient grounds for an F in the course.

Screens
If you want to use your laptop, tablet or smartphone during class, you must sit in the back two
rows. This is a courtesy to your neighbors who can easily be distracted by your screen.

Absences from Class:

Attendance is not graded in this class. But if you are absent from class, you are responsible for
finding out from other students what was covered and assigned, and for obtaining copies of any
materials distributed in class.

If you encounter mental or emotional problems during the semester, contact me and I will connect
you with appropriate health resources. | care about your well-being and will do my best to help
you. Absences due to illness—either physical or psychological—are excused. To guarantee that
your absence will be excused, please notify me of your absence as early as possible and bring a
note from an appropriate medical professional.

Religious Observance Dates:
I will readily accommodate religious holidays, but give me at least two days advanced notice of
any such accommodation that you might need.

Students with Disabilities:

| am available to discuss appropriate academic accommodations that may be required for students
with disabilities. Requests for academic accommodations are to be made during the first three
weeks of the semester, except in unusual circumstances, so that arrangements can be made.
Students are encouraged to register with Student Disability Services to verify their eligibility for
appropriate accommodations.
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Required readings are listed in boldface.

Week: Notes: Readings: Topics

Week 1: Introduction

Tu What is the Philosophy of Language?

Th

Week 2: Verificationism

Tu (Ayer 1952), p.33-45, p.102-13, (Lycan 2008), p.98-105 Verificationism

Th (Quine 1951), (Russell 2007), (Lycan 2008), p.105-8 Quine on Analyticity

Week 3: Approaches

Tu (Welby 1896a), (Welby 1896b), (Chandler 2007), p.14-38 Welby, Peirce, & Saussure

Th Journal 1 | (Frege 1948), (Barwise & Etchemendy 2003), §81.1-1.3, 2.1-2.2, 3.1- | Fregean Semantics & Formal Logic
3.3], 887.1-7.2,9.1-94

Week 4: Frege

Tu No class | FEBRUARY BREAK

Th Fregean Semantics Continued: (Frege 1956), (Frege 1963) Fregean Semantics Continued

Week 5: Names

Tu (Russell 1919), (Lycan 2008), Ch.2 Russell’s Theory of Descriptions

Th (Kripke 1972), selected passages, (Lycan 2008), Ch.3 Are Names Descriptions?

Week 6: Names & Reference

Tu (Lycan 2008), Ch.4, (Kripke 1972), p.106-144 Names

Th Journal 2 | (Varma 1925), (Siderits 1986) Reference in the Indian Tradition

Week 7: Meaning Skepticism

Tu (Quine 1990), Ch.3, (Miller 2007), 884.6-4.10 Quine’s Indeterminacy Thesis

Th (Kripke 1982), p.1-22, p.22-55 Rule-Following Paradox

Week 8: Solutions? Linguistics

Tu (Millikan 1990), (Kripke 1982) p.68-98 Solutions to RFP

Th Essay 1 (Pinker 1994), p.83-125, Ch.8 Linguistics, Grammar, & Recursion

Week 9: Intention, Acquisition

Tu (Grice 1957), (Lycan 2008), Ch.7 Meaning & Intention

Th (Bloom 2000), p.1-23, p.25-53] Leaning Meanings
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Week 10: SPRING BREAK

Week 11: Linguistic Semantics

Tu Journal 3 | (Partee 1996) Partee & Montague

Th (Stalnaker 1976), (Lycan 2008), Ch.10 Possible Worlds Semantics
Week 12: Pragmatics, Speech Acts

Tu (Grice 1975) Implicature

Th (Searle 1998), Ch.6, (Austin 1979) Austin & Searle

Week 13: Lewis on Meaning

Tu (Lewis 1975) Meaning & Convention

Th (Lewis 1975) Meaning & Convention
Week 14: Millikan

Tu Journal 4 | (Millikan 2005), Ch. 1, Ch. 3 Convention & Meaning

Th (Millikan 2005), Ch. 8, Ch. 9 Speech Acts & Representation
Week 15: Meaning & Society

Tu (Anderson, Haslanger, & Langton 2012) Race, Gender, & Language
Th (Langton & West 1999), (Saul 2006) Pornograpny & Subordination
Week 16: Language & Race

Tu Essay 2 | (Tirrell 2012) Hate Speech & Genocide
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ETHICS AND FEMINISM IN THE LAB AND OPERATING ROOM

INSTRUCTOR INFORMATION
Dr. Eric Epstein

Office:

Office Hours:

Email:

COURSE DESCRIPTION

In this intermediate-level course, we will study a variety of ethical questions and dilemmas that
arise in clinical and research settings, with special attention to feminist scholarly work on the
effects of social inequality, both gender-related and otherwise. Topics will include abortion,
assisted reproduction, organ transplantation, resource allocation, research on human subjects,
end-of-life issues, disability, and mental health.

COURSE MATERIALS

All course materials will be made available on Blackboard.

EVALUTION
The course grade will be based on three papers:
First Paper 25% of your final grade
Second Paper 35% of your final grade
Third Paper 40% of your final grade
LATE WORK

If you are expecting to need more time to complete an assignment, get in touch with me at least
48 hours in advance. Unexcused lateness for an assignment will affect its grade by 5% per day
past the deadline. Except under extreme circumstances, no extensions on papers will be granted
past the due date of the next paper. That said, if you are having a genuine emergency such as a
broken bone or death in the family, let me know as soon as possible and I will do everything
possible to accommodate.

GUIDELINES FOR WRITTEN WORK

e Word-process all written work.

e Use standard font (such as Times New Roman), in 12 point.

e Double space, using 1-inch margins. Do not put excessive spaces between paragraphs.

e Number your pages.

e At the top of the first page include your name, assignment number, date, the course number, and
my name.

e Whenever there is a choice between multiple essay questions on the prompt, you must indicate
which question you are answering on the first page of your essay.

e Proofread and spellcheck any written work before submitting it.
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ACADEMIC INTEGRITY

You are responsible for following the Code of Academic Integrity, available through the
college’s website at ... Plagiarism is sufficient grounds for an F in the course.

PORTABLE ELECTRONIC DEVICES

Laptops, iPads, cellphones, etc. may be used in class. However, if you choose to use them,
please sit in the back of the class so as not to distract other students.

ABSENCES FROM CLASS

If you are absent from class for any reason, you are responsible for finding out what was covered
and assigned, and for obtaining copies of any materials distributed in class.

If you find yourself having mental or emotional problems during the semester, contact me and |
will connect you with appropriate psychological health resources. | care about your well-being
and will do my best to connect you with campus resources that can help. If you need to be absent
from class, please notify me as early as possible and provide relevant documentation after the
fact (e.g., doctor’s note).

I will readily accommodate religious observance dates, but please give me at least two days
advanced notice of any such accommodation you might need.

39



CALENDAR:

ETHICS AND FEMINISM IN THE LAB AND OPERATING ROOM

Date:

Assignments:

Reading:

Topics:

Week 1

Kuhse & Singer, “What is Bioetics? A Historical Introduction”
Little, “Why a Feminist Approach to Bioethics?”
Sherwin, “Whither Bioethics?”

Introduction

Week 2

Sherwin, “A Relational Approach to Autonomy in Health Care”
Ho, “Choosing Death”
Goering, “Post-Natal Reproductive Autonomy”

Autonomy

Week 3

First paper
assigned

Thomson, “A Defense of Abortion”
Warren, “Abortion”
Steinbock, “Mother-Fetus Conflict”

Abortion

Week 4

den Hartogh, “The Slippery Slope Argument”
Purdy, “Assisted Reproduction, Prenatal Testing, and Sex Selection”

Assisted Reproduction

Week 5

Donchin, “Toward a Gender-Sensitive Assisted Reproduction Policy”
Parks, “Rethinking Radical Politics in the Context of Assisted Reproductive
Technology”

Week 6

First paper due

Munson, “Organ Transplantation”
Richards, “A World of Transferable Parts”
McLeod, “For Dignity or Money”

Organ Transplantation

Week 7

Harris, “Deciding Between Patients”
Wikler & Marchand, “Society’s Allocation of Resources for Health”
Daniels, “Is There a Right to Health Care?”

Resource Allocation

Week 8

Younger, “The Definition of Death”
Brock, “Medical Decisions at the End of Life”
Dworkin, “Physician-Assisted Death: the State of the Debate”

The End of Life

Week 9

McMahan, “Death, Brain Death, and Persistent Vegetative State”
Capron, “Advanced Directives”

Week 10

Second paper
assigned

Luna & Macklin, “Research Involving Human Beings”
Macklin, “Ethical Challenges in HIV Microbicide Research”
Karlawish, “Research on Cognitively Impaired Adults”

Research on Human Subjects

Week 11

London, “Clinical Equipoise”
Luna, “Research in Developing Countries”

Week 12

Second paper
due

Tremain, “Stemming the Tide of Normalization”
Ghai, “Disabled Women: An Excluded Agenda of Indian Feminism”

Disability

Week 13

Ho, “Trusting Experts and Epistemic Humility in Disability”
Wong, “At Home with Down Syndrome and Gender”

Week 14

Third paper
assigned

Cosgrove, “DSM, Big Pharma, and Clinical Practice Guidelines”
Gould, “Why Histrionic Personality Disorder Should Not Be in the DSM”
Morgan, “Foucault, Ugly Ducklings, and Techchnoswans”

Mental Health

Week 15

Bluhm, “Gender Differences and Depression”
Hoffman & Hansen, “Is Prozac a Feminist Drug?”

Week 16

Third paper due

Sherwin & Stockdale, “Whither Bioethics Now?”

Conclusion
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ETHICS AND FEMINISM IN THE LAB AND OPERATING ROOM

Course Units:

INTRODUCTION

Kuhse & Singer, “What is Bioethics? A Historical Introduction”
Little, “Why a Feminist Approach to Bioethics?”

Sherwin, “Whither Bioethics?”

UNIT 1: Autonomy

Sherwin, “A Relational Approach to Autonomy in Health Care”
Ho, “Choosing Death”

Goering, “Post-Natal Reproductive Autonomy”

UNIT 2: Abortion
Thomson, “A Defense of Abortion”
Warren, “Abortion”
Steinbock, “Mother-Fetus Conflict”

UNIT 3: Assisted Reproduction

Purdy, “Assisted Reproduction, Prenatal Testing, and Sex Selection”

Donchin, “Toward a Gender-Sensitive Assisted Reproduction Policy”

Parks, “Rethinking Radical Politics in the Context of Assisted Reproductive Technology’
Den Hartogh, “The Slippery Slope Argument”

b

UNIT 4: Organ Transplantation
Munson, “Organ Transplantation”
Richards, “A World of Transferable Parts”
McLeod, “For Dignity or Money”

UNIT 5: Resource Allocation

Harris, “Deciding Between Patients”

Wikler & Marchand, “Society’s Allocation of Resources for Health”
Daniels, “Is There a Right to Health Care?”

UNIT 6: The End of Life

Younger, “The Definition of Death”

Brock, “Medical Decisions at the End of Life”

Dworkin, “Physician-Assisted Death: the State of the Debate”
McMahan, “Death, Brain Death, and Persistent Vegetative State”
Capron, “Advanced Directives”

UNIT 7: Research on Human Subjects

Luna & Macklin, “Research Involving Human Beings”

Macklin, “Ethical Challenges in HIV Microbicide Research”

Karlawish, “Research on Cognitively Impaired Adults”

London, “Clinical Equipoise: Foundational Requirement or Fundamental Error?”
Luna, “Research in Developing Countries”
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UNIT 8: Disability

Tremain, “Stemming the Tide of Normalization”

Ghai, “Disabled Women: An Excluded Agenda of Indian Feminism”
Ho, “Trusting Experts and Epistemic Humility in Disability”

Wong, “At Home with Down Syndrome and Gender”

UNIT 9: Mental Health

Cosgrove, “DSM, Big Pharma, and Clinical Practice Guidelines”

Gould, “Why Histrionic Personality Disorder Should Not Be in the DSM”
Morgan, “Foucault, Ugly Ducklings, and Techchnoswans”

Bluhm, “Gender Differences and Depression”

Hoffman & Hansen, “Is Prozac a Feminist Drug?”

CONCLUSION
Sherwin & Stockdale, “Whither Bioethics Now?”

WORKS CITED:

1.

10.

11.

12.

Bluhm, R. (2011) “Gender Differences and Depression: Explanations from Feminist

Ethics.” International Journal of Feminist Approaches to Bioethics, 4(1), pp.69-88.

Brock, Dan W. (2009) “Medical Decisions at the End of Life.” In Singer, P. and Kuhse, H. (Eds)
(2009) A Companion to Bioethics: Second Edition, Oxford, Blackwell.

Capron, A.M. (2009) “Advanced Directives”. In Singer, P. and Kuhse, H. (Eds) (2009) A
Companion to Bioethics: Second Edition, Oxford, Blackwell.

Cosgrove, L. (2011) “DSM, Big Pharma, and Clinical Practice Guidelines.” International
Journal of Feminist Approaches to Bioethics, 4(1), pp.11-25.

den Hartogh, G. (2009) “The Slippery Slope Argument”. In Singer, P. and Kuhse, H. (Eds)
(2009) A Companion to Bioethics: Second Edition, Oxford, Blackwell.

Daniels, N. (2009) “Is There a Right to Health Care, and, If So, What Does It Encompass?” In
Singer, P. and Kuhse, H. (Eds) (2009) A Companion to Bioethics: Second Edition, Oxford,
Blackwell.

Donchin, A. (2009) “Toward a Gender-Sensitive Assisted Reproduction Policy.” Bioethics,
23(1), pp.28-38.

Dworkin, G. (2009) “Physician-Assisted Death: the State of the Debate.” In Steinbock, B. (Ed)
(2009) The Oxford Handbook of Bioethics, Oxford, Oxford University Press.

Ghai, “Disabled Women: An Excluded Agenda of Indian Feminism”

Goering, S. (2009) “Postnatal Reproductive Autonomy: Promoting Relational Autonomy and
Self-Trust in New Parents.” Bioethics, 23(1), pp.9-19.

Gould, C.S. (2011) “Why Histrionic Personality Disorder Should Not Be in the DSM.”
International Journal of Feminist Approaches to Bioethics, 4(1), pp.26-40.

Harris, J. (2009) “Deciding Between Patients.” In Singer, P. and Kuhse, H. (Eds) (2009) A
Companion to Bioethics: Second Edition, Oxford, Blackwell.

42 S



13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.
19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24,

25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

31.

32.

33.

ETHICS AND FEMINISM IN THE LAB AND OPERATING ROOM

Ho, A. (2011) “Trusting Experts and Epistemic Humility in Disability.” International Journal of
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INTRODUCTION TO METAPHYSICS

INSTRUCTOR INFORMATION

Dr. Eric Epstein

Office: TBD

Office Hours: TBD and by appointment
Email: ege3@cornell.edu

COURSE DESCRIPTION!?

In this course, we will start by examining some classic metaphysical questions: Are there other possible
worlds? Does the past exist? Are you identical with your childhood self? What are selves, in the first place—
do they really exist or are they just convenient fictions? After seeing how prominent scholars have used the
methods of philosophy in wrestling with these questions, we will then turn to metaphysical questions that are
of pressing concern in society. For example, what are genders? Are they biological or socially constructed?
If constructed, could we construct them differently? And, does race really exist, or is the idea of race a
conceptual mistake?

COURSE OBJECTIVES
By the end of this class, you should be able to:

= Understand some of the fundamental questions, ideas, = Explain your own reasoning in writing so
and arguments in contemporary metaphysics in the that other people can understand it, even if
English-speaking tradition. they don’t agree with your conclusions.

= Read and understand critical and argumentative = Accurately reconstruct and explain the
writing. arguments of others in writing, even if you

= Write clearly and concisely. don’t agree with their conclusions.

REQUIREMENTS

= Attendance at > 85% of classes (> 33 for MWF section (41 total), > 24 for TR section (28 total))
= All readings will be posted online through the course website. Readings must be finished before
class. For each week:
o Reading 1 for that week is due on: Mon. (MWF) / Tues. (TR)
o Reading 2 for that week is due on: Wed. (MWF) / Thurs. (TR)
o Reading 3 (if any) for that week is due on: Fri. (MWF) / Thurs. (TR)
o Reading 4 (if any) for that week is due on: Fri. (MWF) / Thurs. (TR), etc.
= 3essays, of varying length, turned in on time
= 3 homework assignments, designed to help you write your essays

GRADING
Your course grade will be based on:

Attendance & Participation 10%

Three Homework Assignments (10% each) 30%

Three Essays
Essay 1 20%
Essay 2 20%
Essay 3 20%

Each category above is worth that number of points, for a total possible numerical score of 100 points.
(E.g., Essay 4 is worth 20 points.) | will obtain your final letter grade for the course from your numerical
score using the chart below.

L Parts of this course are closely modeled after parts of the “Knowledge and Reality” tutorial that I took with Prof.
Gabriel Uzquiano at Pembroke College, Oxford University, in Michaelmas Term, Fall 2007. I have received Prof.
Uzquiano’s generous permission to incorporate his materials into thiS course.
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All numerical grades and letter grades will correspond in the following way:*

Earned Percent of 10-point 20-point Letter
Available Points: Assignment Assignment Grade:
96-100% 9.6-10 19.2 - 20 A+
93-95% 9.3-9.5 18.6-19 A
90-92% 9.0-9.2 18-18.4 A-
87-89% 8.7-8.9 17.4-17.8 B+
84-86% 8.4-8.6 16.8-17.2 B
81-83% 8.1-8.3 16.2 - 16.6 B-
78-80% 7.8-8 15.6 - 16 C+
75-77% 1.5-7.7 15-154 C
72-74% 7.2-7.4 14.4-14.8 C-
69-71% 6.9-7.1 13.8-14.2 D+
66-68% 6.6-6.8 13.2-13.6 D
63-65% 6.3-6.5 12.6-13 D-

62% and below <6.2 <124 F

* Fractions of a percent will be rounded up. So, a score of 19.1 (between 95 and 96%) on a 20-point
assignment will be rounded up to 19.2 (96%), or A+.

GUIDELINES FOR WRITTEN WORK

e  Submit electronic copies of all homework and essays. If you wish to turn in a hard copy, staple or
paperclip your pages together.
e Use Times New Roman font, size 12.
e Use normal (1) margins and double space your work.
e At the top of the first page include the following, single-spaced:
o your name,
o date,
o the course number,
o the assignment type & number (e.g., Essay 3)
o Use APA-style citations, both in-text and in a separate Works Cited page.
e Submit work on the course website. Take a screenshot and save it in case something goes wrong.
o Ifthe website doesn’t work, email your work to me at ege3@cornell.edu. Once it sends, take a
screenshot and save it.

OTHER POLICIES

Plagiarism: Every student is expected to abide by the University’s Academic Code of Integrity. Any work
you submit must be your own work. On the course website, | have provided links to some websites where
you can learn how to do proper citations and avoid plagiarism. | encourage you to look these websites over.
If you are ever unsure whether what you are doing counts as plagiarism, come talk to me or send me an email
before you turn your assignment in, and we can make sure you are producing your own work—not somebody
else’s. There is no penalty at all for talking to me about whether your paper counts as plagiarism before you
hand it in!

Deadlines: Make sure to plan out your schedule so that you can finish your work on time. But, if you find
yourself running out of time, don’t panic! Let me know that you need an extension at least three days before
the paper due date, and we will probably be able to work something out. Outside of extensions, all work must
be turned in on time. Late work will receive a mark-down of half of a letter grade for every day it is late.

Electronics: Some readings for this course are online. | find it easier to look at and take notes on hard
copies of readings, so | like to print out my readings. However, | will not assume that all of you are the
same way. | will allow the use of laptops/tablets for the purpose of looking at readings in class, if you
prefer not to print them out. | am trusting you to be adults and choose this method only if you can avoid
being distracted by the internet.
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Calendar:
Required readings are listed in red.

Date: Assignments: Readings: Topics
NOTES

Week 1 : . Quine (1953), “Reference and Modality” Modality
. Chisholm (1967), “Identity Through Possible Worlds...”

. Lewis (1973)b, Counterfactuals, Ch.4 part 1, especially §§1-3 and 6-9.
. Adams (1974), “Theories of Actuality”

. Plantinga (1974), The Nature of Necessity, Ch.1-2

Week 2: Essay 1 assigned
HW1: E1 Draft

. Stalnaker (1976), “Possible Worlds”

. Kripke (1980), Naming and Necessity, Preface and Lecture I, pp.34-53, 76-78
. Armstrong (1986), “The Nature of Possibility”

. Lewis (1986), On the Plurality of Worlds, pp.202-205

. Rosen (1990), “Modal Fictionalism”

Week 3: . Fine (1994), “Essence and Modality”
. Wiggins (2001), Sameness and Substance Renewed. Ch.4
. Sider (2002), “The Ersatz Pluriverse”

. Lowe (2002), A Survey of Metaphysics Ch.5-7

Week 4: HW 1 due . Collins, J. Hall, E. and Paul, L. A. (eds.) (2004) Causation and Counterfactuals, “Introduction” Causation

. Mackie, J. L. (1965) “Causes and Conditions”

Week 5: Essay 1 Due . Kim, J. (1973) “Causes and Counterfactuals”
. Cartwright, H. (1979) “Causal Laws and Effective Strategies”

. Davidson, D. (1993) “Causal Relations”

Week 6: . Lewis (2000) “Causation as Influence”

. Field, H. (2003) “Causation in a Physical World”

Week 7: . McTaggart, J. M. E. (1908) “The Unreality of Time” Time
. Dummett, M. (1960) “A Defense of McTaggart’s Proof of the Unreality of Time”

. Lowe (1987) “The Indexical Fallacy in McTaggart’s Proof of the Unreality of Time”

Week 8: Essay 2 assigned
HW?2: E2 Draft

. Williams, D. C. (1951) “The Myth of Passage”
. Le Poidevin, R. and D. H. Mellor (1987) “Time, Change, and the ‘Indexical Fallacy’
. Prior, A. (1968) “Changes in Events and changes in things”

Week 9 . Crisp, T. (2003) “Presentism”
. Rea, M. (2003) “Four Dimensionalism”

. Sider (2001) Four Dimensionalism, Ch.2

Week 10: HW?2 Due . Sider, Four Dimensionalism, Ch. 1 & 4 Persistence
Thomson, J. J. (1983) “Parthood and identity across time”

Johnston, M. (1987) “Is There a Problem about Persistence?”

1
2
3
4
5
1
2
3
4
5
1
2
3
4
1
2
3. Lewis (1973) “Causation”
1
2
3
1
2
1
2
3
1
2
3
1
2
3
1
2
3
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Week 11:

Essay 2 Due

. Lewis On the Plurality of Worlds, pp.202-205

. Quine, W. V. O. (1963) “Identity, Ostension, and Hypostasis”
. van Inwagen, P. (1990)a “Four-Dimensional Objects”

. Zimmerman, D. (1998) “Temporary Intrinsics and Presentism”

Week 12:

. Snowdon (2014), selections.

. van Inwagen (1990)b Material Beings, selections
. Olson, E. (2003), “An Argument for Animalism”
. Johnston (2007) “Human Beings”

. Shoemaker, S. (2011), “On What We Are”

What are we?

Week 13:

. Lewis (1976) “Survival and Identity”

. Hume (1978) Treatise of Human Nature, p.252

. Quinton, A. (1962) “The Soul”

. Campbell, S. (2006) “The Conception of a Person as a Series of Mental Events”

Week 14:

Essay 3 assigned
HW3: E3 Draft

. Russell, B. (1918 / 1985) “The Philosophy of Logical Atomism”, p.50
. Wittgenstein, L. (1922) Tractatus Logico-Philosophicus, 5.631
. Unger, P. (1979) “I Do Not Exist”

Week 15:

. Haslanger, S. (2012) Resisting Reality, selections

i)

Mills, Charles, 2014, “Notes from the Resistance: Some Comments on Sally Haslanger’s Resisting Reality
Jones, Karen (2014) “Intersectionality and ameliorative analyses of race and gender”
Mikkola, M. (2016). “Feminist Perspectives on Sex and Gender”

Ontology of Gender
and Race

Week 16:

HW 3 due

ORWNRAMONR(WONRAMONRORMONRBWND R

. Dubois, W.E.B. (1897) “The Conservation of Races”

. Appiah, K.A. (1985) “The Uncompleted Argument: DuBois and the Illusion of Race”

. Taylor, P., 2000, “Appiah’s Uncompleted Argument: DuBois and the Reality of Race”

. Mallon, R., 2004, “Passing, Traveling and Reality: Social Constructionism and the Metaphysics of Race”
. James, Michael, “Race”

Week 17:

Essay 3 Due

SAMPLE ESSAY TOPICS:

Noookowh

Does the mere possibility that Hillary Clinton could have won the 2016 U.S. Presidential Election entail that there exists a
possible world in which Clinton wins the election?
What exactly is it for one event to cause another?
Is time real? Does it involve change?

Do material objects have temporal parts?

What are people?

What are genders and where do they come from?
Do races exist? If so, what are they?
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Adams, R. (1974) “Theories of Actuality” Nols 8: 211-231.

Appiah, K.A. (1985) “The Uncompleted Argument: DuBois and the Illusion of Race,” in Overcoming Racism and
Sexism, L. Bell and D. Blumenfeld (eds.), Lanham, MD: Rowman and Littlefield.
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Le Poidevin, R. and D. H. Mellor (1987) “Time, Change, and the ‘Indexical Fallacy” Mind 96: 534-538.

Lewis, D.

- (1973)a “Causation” Journal of Philosophy. 70: 556-567. Reprinted in Collins, J. Hall, E. and Paul, L. A.
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Farkas, K. (eds), 552-559.

- (2000) “Causation as Influence” Journal of Philosophy. 97: 182-197. Reprinted in Lewis, D. (1986)
Philosophical Papers Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Loux, M.J.

- (1976) (ed.) The Possible and The Actual. Ithaca: Cornell University Press.

- (1998) Metaphysics: A Contemporary Introduction. London: Routledge.

- (2001) (ed.) Metaphysics: Contemporary Readings. London: Routledge.

Loux, M.J. and Zimmerman, D. (eds.) (2003) Oxford Handbook of Metaphysics. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Lowe, E. J.

49 5



28.

29.

30.

3L
32.
33.
34.
35.
36.
37.
38.
39.
40.

41.

42.

43

44,

45

47.
48.
49.
50.
51.
52.
53.

54.
55.

INTRODUCTION TO METAPHYSICS

- (1987) “The Indexical Fallacy in McTaggart’s Proof of the Unreality of Time” Mind 96: 62-70.
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of Existence (“The Unreality of Time”) reprinted in Le Poidevin, R. and MacBeath, M. (eds) (1993) The Philosophy of
Time Oxford: Oxford University Press, and in Crane, T. and Farkas, K. (eds.)
Mikkola, M. (2016). “Feminist Perspectives on Sex and Gender”, The Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy (Spring
2016 Edition), Edward N. Zalta (ed.), URL = <https://plato.stanford.edu/archives/spr2016/entries/feminism-gender/>.
Mills, Charles, 2014, “Notes from the Resistance: Some Comments on Sally Haslanger’s Resisting Reality”,
Philosophical Studies, 171(1): 85-97.
Olson, E. (2003), “An Argument for Animalism”, in Martin, R. and J. Barresi (eds.), 2003, Personal Identity, Oxford:
Blackwell.

Plantinga, A. (1974) The Nature of Necessity. Oxford: Oxford University Press. Chapters 1 and 2. Reprinted in Kim, J.
and Sosa, E. (eds).
Prior, A. “Changes in Events and changes in things” in his (1968) Papers on Time and Tense. Oxford: Oxford
University Press. Reprinted in Le Poidevin, R. and MacBeath, M. (eds) and in Crane, T. and Farkas, K. (eds.)
Quine, W. V. “Reference and Modality” in his From a Logical Point of View (Harvard University Press, 1953). (Or,
alternatively, his (1943) “Notes on Existence and Necessity”” Journal of Philosophy 40: 113-127.)
Quine, W. V. O. (1963) “Identity, Ostension, and Hypostasis™ in his From a Logical Point of View (2nd. ed, revised)
Evanston: Harper & Row: 65-79.
Quinton, A. (1962) “The Soul”, Journal of Philosophy, 59: 393-403, and reprinted in Perry (ed.), (1975) Personal
Identity, Berkeley: University of California Press.
Rea, M. “Four Dimensionalism” in Loux, M. and Zimmerman, D. (eds) (2003) The Oxford Handbook of Metaphysics.
Oxford: Oxford University Press.
Rosen, G. (1990) “Modal Fictionalism” Mind 99: 327-354.
Russell, B. (1918) “The Philosophy of Logical Atomism”. Monist, 28: 495-527 and 29: 32-63, 190-222, 345-380;
reprinted in R. Marsh (ed.), Logic and Knowledge (London: Allen & Unwin, 1956), and in D. Pears, ed., The
Philosophy of Logical Atomism (La Salle, IL: Open Court, 1985) [page numbers from the latter].
Snowdon, P. (2014) Persons, Animals, Ourselves, Oxford: Oxford University Press.

. Shoemaker, S. (2011), “On What We Are”, in The Oxford Handbook of the Self, S. Gallagher (ed.), Oxford: Oxford

University Press.

Sider, T.

- (2001) Four Dimensionalism. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

- (2002) “The Ersatz Pluriverse” Journal of Philosophy: 279-315. Preprint available: http://fas-
philosophy.rutgers.edu/sider/

. Sosa, E. and Tooley, M. (1993) Causation. Oxford: Oxford University Press.
46.

Stalnaker, R. (1976) “Possible Worlds” Nods 10: 65-75. Reprinted in Loux, M. (ed.) (1976) The Possible and The
Actual. Ithaca: Cornell University Press.

Taylor, P., 2000, “Appiah's Uncompleted Argument: DuBois and the Reality of Race,” Social Theory and Practice, 26
(1): 103-128.

Thomson, J. J. (1983) “Parthood and identity across time” Journal of Philosophy 80: 201-20. Reprinted in Kim, J. and
Sosa, E. (eds)

Unger, P. (1979) “I Do Not Exist” in Perception and Identity, G. F. MacDonald (ed.), London: Macmillan, and
reprinted in Rea (1997).

van Inwagen, P.

- (1990)a “Four-Dimensional Objects” No(s 24: 245-255.

- (1990)b Material Beings, Ithaca: Cornell University Press.

van Inwagen, P. and Zimmerman, D. (ed.) (1998) Metaphysics: The Big Questions. Malden, MA: Blackwell.
Wiggins, D. (2001) Sameness and Substance Renewed. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Williams, D. C. (1951) “The Myth of Passage” Journal of Philosophy 48: 457-72.

Wittgenstein, L. (1922) Tractatus Logico-Philosophicus, London: Routledge

Zimmerman, D. (1998) “Temporary Intrinsics and Presentism” in van Inwagen, P. and Zimmerman, D. (eds) (1998)
Metaphysics: The Big Questions. Cambridge: Blackwell: 206-19.

50 6


https://plato.stanford.edu/archives/spr2016/entries/feminism-gender/
http://fas-philosophy.rutgers.edu/sider/
http://fas-philosophy.rutgers.edu/sider/

KNOWLEDGE, JUSTIFICATION, AND RATIONALITY!

Instructor Information:
Eric Epstein
ege3@cornell.edu
Office Hours:

General Description:

One of philosophy’s most important jobs is to give us clear, useful terms for articulating the
problems we face. Accordingly, this course uses classic questions like “Do we really know what
we think we know?” to sharpen our understanding of the notions of knowledge, belief,
justification, and rationality. At the end of the semester, we will then apply this new, clearer
understanding to matters of pressing concern in society, such as: how do discrimination and bias
affect people’s reasoning? And how can being oppressed affect what one is able to know, and
what others are capable of knowing about one?

Evaluation:
Two short papers: 85%

First paper (5-7 pages) 40% of your final grade
Second paper (7-12 pages) 40%

You may choose any two out of the five essay topics, one of which is associated with each unit.
Participation: 15%

The participation grade is based on your attendance and classroom participation, or, if you are
shy, questions for discussion that you send me in lieu of participating vocally in class.

Course Materials:

Course packet, available from the campus store.

Guidelines for Submission of Written Work:

» Word-process all written work.

* Use standard font, in 12 point.

* Double space, using 1-inch margins.

* Number your pages.

» Staple or paper-clip your pages together.

» At the top of the first page include your name, assignment number, date, essay title, the course
number, and my name. I’ll show you how I want all this information laid out.

* Proofread and spellcheck before bringing any drafts to class.

! Parts of this course are modeled closely after the tutorial, “Knowledge and Reality” taught by Gabriel Uzquiano at
Pembroke College, Oxford University, Michaelmas Term 2007. I have obtained Prof. Uzquiano’s permission.
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Grading Policy and Late Work:
Your final grade will depend on:

-The quality of your papers, with respect to:
intelligibility of the argumentative structure
clarity of language
accurate presentation of others’ views
persuasiveness
readability

-Trends of improvement in your papers

-Attendance and active participation in class

Failure to turn in work by the end of the course (i.e., the last day of the semester as specified on
the official calendar) results in failure in the course, unless you have arranged with my explicit
agreement to take the course as “Incomplete”.

If you are expecting to need more time to complete an assignment, please get in touch with me at
least 48 hours in advance. No extensions will be granted past the due date of the next paper. Of
course, | can accommodate in the event of a genuine emergency.

Academic Integrity:

You are responsible for following the University’s Code of Academic Integrity, available at....
For the record: plagiarism is sufficient grounds for an F in the course. Since you’re new to
college and may not be familiar with what is expected, I will spend some time in class discussing
what plagiarism is and is not. However, do not use this discussion as an excuse not to study the
Code of Academic Integrity on your own!

Absences from Class:

If you are absent from class for any reason, you are responsible for finding out from other
students what was covered and assigned, and for obtaining copies of any materials distributed in
class. Also, you are responsible for notifying me of the reason for your absence, if it is an
excused absence. Having too many unexcused absences will affect your grade.

Whether or not they cause you to miss class, if you find yourself having mental or emotional
problems during the semester, contact me and | will connect you with psychological health
resources at Cornell. I'm not qualified to act as your therapist, but I care about your well-being
and will do my best to help you. Absences due to illness—either physical or psychological—are
excused. Please notify me as early as possible of any such absence.

Religious Observance Dates:

I will readily accommodate religious holidays and disabilities, but please give me at least two
days advanced notice of any such accommodation you might need.
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Students with Disabilities:

In compliance with the university policy and equal access laws, | am available to discuss
appropriate academic accommodations that may be required for students with disabilities.
Requests for academic accommodations are to be made during the first three weeks of the
semester, except in unusual circumstances, so that arrangements can be made. Students are
encouraged to register with Student Disability Services to verify their eligibility for appropriate
accommodations.

Essay Questions:

Could one dispense with the concept of knowledge and replace it with justified
belief?

Does skepticism rest on a mistake?
Are we in a position to justify our inductive inferences? Should we be?
What is reliabilism? What is the most serious objection to it?

Avre there certain kinds of injustice that are distinctively epistemic?
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Course Calendar:
Required readings are written in boldface. Everything else is optional.

UNIT 1: SKEPTICISM (WEEKS 1-3)

Readings:

1.

wmn

N R

Descartes, R. (1641) Meditations on First Philosophy. Meditation |

DeRose, K. (1995) “Solving the Skeptical Problem”

DeRose, K. (1999) “Introduction” in DeRose, K. and Warfield, T. (eds) Skepticism: A
Contemporary Reader.

Klein, P. (2005) “Scepticism.”

Lewis, D. (1996) “Elusive Knowledge”

Moore, G. E. (1946) “Proof of an External World”

Putnam, H. (1981) “Brains in a Vat”

Stroud, B. (1984) The Significance of Philosophical Skepticism.Ch. 1 & 2, p.1-82.

UNIT 2: KNOWLEDGE & BELIEF (WEEKS 4-6)

WEEK 4: FIRST PAPER ASSIGNED

Readings:

ogakrwhE

Ayer, “Knowing as having the right to be sure,” Chapter 1.

Gettier, E. (1963) “Is Justified True Belief Knowledge?”

Goldman, Alvin I. (1967) “A Causal Theory of Knowing”

Lehrer, K. and Paxson, T. D. (1969) “Knowledge: undefeated justified true belief”
Shope, R. (2005) “Conditions and Analyses of Knowing”, Ch. 1

Williamson, T. (2000) Knowledge and its Limits, Ch. 1.

UNIT 3: INDUCTION (WEEKS 7-10)

WEEK 8: FIRST PAPER DUE

Readings:

1.
2.
3.

o

Armstrong, D. (1983) What Is a Law of Nature, p.52-59

Deutsch, D. (1997) The Fabric of Reality, Ch. 7

Hume, D. (1739 — 40) A Treatise of Human Nature, Book 1, Part I11, esp. 886 & 11 —
14

Hume, D. (1748) An Enquiry Concerning Human Understanding, Ch. 4 & 5.

Foster, J. (1983) “Induction, Explanation and Natural Necessity”

Goodman, N. (1955) Fact, Fiction and Forecast, p.72-83
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7.
8.
9.

Papineau, D. (1993) Philosophical Naturalism. Ch. 5
Popper, K. (1972) Objective Knowledge. Ch. 1,
Reichenbach, H. “The Pragmatic Justification of Induction”

10. Russell, B. (1912) The Problems of Philosophy
11. Strawson, P. F. (1952) Introduction to Logical Theory, Ch. 9 part 2.

UNIT 4: INFERENTIALISM (WEEKS 11-13)

WEEK 11: SECOND PAPER ASSIGNED

Readings:

o PRE

Goldman, Alvin 1. (1979) “What is Justified Belief?”

Foley, Richard. (1985) “What’s Wrong with Reliabilism?”
Sosa, Earnest. (1991) “Reliabilism and Intellectual Virtue.”
Steup, Matthias. (1999) “A Defense of Internalism.”

UNIT 5: KNOWLEDGE & INJUSTICE (WEEKS 13-16)

WEEK 16: SECOND PAPER DUE

Readings:

1.

Fricker, Elizabeth (1994) “Against Gullibility.”

2. Fricker, Elizabeth (2006). “Second-Hand Knowledge.”

3. Fricker, Miranda. (2007) Epistemic Injustice: Power and the Ethics of Knowing, Ch.
1-3

4. Moody-Adams, Michelle. (1994) “Culture, Responsibility, and Affected Ignorance.”

5. Daukas, Nancy. (2006) “Epistemic Trust and Social Location.”

Works Cited:

1. Armstrong, D. (1983) What Is a Law of Nature? Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press.

2. Ayer, A.J. “Knowing as having the right to be sure,” Chapter 1. Reprinted in Bernecker,
S. and Dretske, F. (eds.). Knowledge: Readings in Contemporary Epistemology. Oxford:
Oxford University Press.

3. Daukas, Nancy. (2006) “Epistemic Trust and Social Location.” Episteme, Vol. 3, Issue 1-

2, p.109-124.
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10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

Descartes, R. (1641) Meditations on First Philosophy. Meditation I in vol. 2 of The
Philosophical Writings of Descartes, ed. and trans. by J. Cottingham, R. Stoothoff

and D. Murdoch, Cambridge Texts in the History of Philosophy, Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 1984-5.

DeRose, K. (1995) “Solving the Skeptical Problem” The Philosophical Review, Vol. 104,
p.1-52.

DeRose, K. (1999) “Introduction” in DeRose, K. and Warfield, T. (eds) Skepticism:
A Contemporary Reader. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Deutsch, D. (1997) The Fabric of Reality. London: Penguin.

Foley, Richard. (1985) “What’s Wrong with Reliabilism?”” The Monist, VVol. 68.
Foster, J. (1983) “Induction, Explanation and Natural Necessity”, Proceedings of the
Aristotelian Society, Vol. 83, p. 87-101. Reprinted in Huemer, M. (ed.)

Fricker, Elizabeth (1994) “Against Gullibility.” In Maitlal, B. and Chakrabarti, A. (1994)
Knowing from Words: Western and Indian Philosophical Analysis of Understanding and
Testimony. Springer Science + Business Media, Dordrecht.

Fricker, Elizabeth (2006). “Second-Hand Knowledge.” Philosophy and
Phenomenological Research, Vol. 73, No. 3.

Fricker, Miranda. (2007) Epistemic Injustice: Power and the Ethics of Knowing. Oxford,
Oxford University Press.

Gettier, E. (1963) “Is Justified True Belief Knowledge?”, Analysis 23, pp.121-123.
Reprinted as Chapter 8 of Huemer, M. (ed.); and reprinted as Chapter 2 of Bernecker,

S. and Dretske, F. (eds.).

Goldman, Alvin I. (1967) “A Causal Theory of Knowing” The Journal of Philosophy,
Vol. 64, No. 12, p. 357-372. Reprinted in Bernecker, S. and Dretske, F. (eds.).
Goldman, Alvin L. (1979) “What is Justified Belief?” in Pappas, George S. (ed.),
Justification and Knowledge. London: D. Reidel Publishing Company.

Goodman, N. (1955) Fact, Fiction and Forecast. Cambridge: Harvard University
Press. p.72 — 83 reprinted in Bernecker S. and Dretske F. (eds) and in Huemer, M.
(ed.)

Hume, D. (1739 — 40) A Treatise of Human Nature. ed. by D. F. Norton and M. J.
Norton, Oxford Philosophical Texts, Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2000.

Hume, D. (1748) An Enquiry Concerning Human Understanding. ed. by T. L.
Beauchamp, Oxford Philosophical Texts, Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1999.
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19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24,

25.

26.
27.
28.
29.

30.

31.

32.

33.

34.

Klein, P. (2005) “Scepticism.” In Moser, P. (ed.) (1987) A Priori Knowledge. Oxford:
Oxford University Press.

Lehrer, K. and Paxson, T. D. (1969) “Knowledge: undefeated justified true belief”
Journal of Philosophy, Vol. 66, pp. 225-237.

Lewis, D. (1996) “Elusive Knowledge” Australasian Journal of Philosophy, Vol. 74,
p.549-67. Reprinted in Lewis D. (1999) Papers in Metaphysics and Epistemology.
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Lipton, Peter. (1998) “The Epistemology of Testimony.” Studies in History and
Philosophy of Science, Vol. 29, p.1-31.

Lyons, Jack, ‘Testimony, Induction and Folk Psychology’, Australasian Journal of
Philosophy, 75, no. 2 (1997), 163-77.

Moody-Adams, Michelle. (1994) “Culture, Responsibility, and Affected Ignorance.”
Ethics, Vol. 104, No. 2, p.291-309.

Moore, G. E. (1946) “Proof of an External World” Proceedings of the British Academy,
Vol. 25. Reprinted in Huemer, M. (ed.) (2002) Epistemology: Contemporary Readings.
New York: Routledge. Chapter 8, pp. 602-605

Moser, P. (ed.) (1987) A Priori Knowledge. Oxford: Oxford University Press.
Papineau, D. (1993) Philosophical Naturalism. Oxford: Blackwell.
Popper, K. (1972) Objective Knowledge. Oxford: Clarendon Press.

Putnam, H. (1981) “Brains in a Vat” in Putnam, H. (1981) Truth, Reason and
History. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. Reprinted in Huemer, M. (ed.)
(2002) Epistemology: Contemporary Readings. New York: Routledge. Chapter 8,
pp. 524-538.

Reichenbach, H. “The Pragmatic Justification of Induction” in Reichenbach, H.
(1938) Experience and Prediction: An Analysis of the Foundation and the Structure
of Knowledge. Chicago: Chicago University Press. Selections reprinted in Bernecker
S. and Dretske, F. (eds.)

Russell, B. (1912) The Problems of Philosophy, London: Williams and Norgate.
Shope, R. (2005) “Conditions and Analyses of Knowing” in Moser, P. K. (ed.).

Sosa, Earnest. (1991) “Reliabilism and Intellectual Virtue.” In Knowledge in Perspective:
Selected Essays in Epistemology. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Steup, Matthias. (1999) “A Defense of Internalism.” In Pojman, Louis P. (ed.), The
Theory of Knowledge: Classical and Contemporary Readings, 2nd edn. London:
Wadsworth.
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35. Strawson, P. F. (1952) Introduction to Logical Theory, New York: John Wiley &
Sons, Inc.

36. Stroud, B. (1984) The Significance of Philosophical Skepticism. Oxford: Oxford
University Press.

37. Williamson, T. (2000) Knowledge and its Limits. Oxford: Oxford University Press.
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STUDENT CORRESPONDENCE
Dr. Eric G. Epstein

In the following pages, | have included some email correspondence between myself and students
in various classes | have taught. This correspondence exemplifies the kind of relationship I try to
cultivate with my students: | strive to make myself approachable, to make time to discuss their
questions and concerns, to be sensitive to special needs they may have, to inspire their interest in

the course subject matter, and, above all, to help them succeed in their further pursuits.
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C 0 rnel 1 Eric Epstein <ege3@cornell.edu>

Law School Update

2 messages

Savanna Klinek <savannaklinek@gmail.com> Tue, May 2, 2017 at 3:10 PM
To: Eric Epstein <ege3@cornell.edu>

Hi Eric,

I hope you are doing well! It was good running into you today; | had been planning on emailing you an
update as to my plans for the future. | was lucky enough to be accepted to Columbia Law School and | just
submitted my deposit yesterday, so | will be attending in the fall. | just wanted to thank you again for writing
my letter of recommendation, as | appreciate you taking the time to recommend me and I'm sure your letter
played a significant role in my acceptance.

Thanks again,
Savanna

Eric Epstein <ege3@cornell.edu> Tue, May 2, 2017 at 8:16 PM
To: Savanna Klinek <savannaklinek@gmail.com>

Hi Savanna,

Thank you for sharing this lovely news. | was happy to help; you worked hard and you deserve to go to a
good school. Best of luck at Columbia and stay in touch.
Best wishes,

Eric
[Quoted text hidden]
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C 0 rne[ ] Eric Epstein <ege3@cornell.edu>

Essay 3- Colin Moran
6 messages

Colin Starbuck Moran <csm5417@psu.edu> Fri, Nov 17, 2017 at 9:44 PM
To: ege3@cornell.edu

Dr. Epstein,

For my essay on | chose to dive into the topic of the Ogala people. | spent time researching, calling
government offices in Pine Ridge/South Dakota, and coming up with a strong solution to their problem.
Upon my research | discovered that alcohol distribution licenses in Whiteclay were revoked this year,
making any argument involving the stores in Whiteclay useless. | wrote my paper on legalizing alcohol in
within the reservation but | am worried | did not include enough about the beer stores in Nebraska. | have
attached my paper below (and it is submitted), | was hoping you could give it a look and tell me what you
think. If | veered to far off topic, | was wondering if you could give me a small extension to reorganize.

| hope you have a relaxing fall break!

Best,
Colin Moran

ﬂ Colin Moran Essay 3.pdf
51K

Eric Epstein <ege3@cornell.edu> Fri, Nov 17, 2017 at 10:10 PM
To: Colin Starbuck Moran <csm5417@psu.edu>

Hi Colin,
See below. Most important messages in bold.

First of all, let me just say that this is the kind of message every teacher dreams of receiving! It's really
awesome that you did all that research and thought hard and sincerely about this problem. That's
how problems actually get solved in the real world. I'm sure it is meaningful to the people you spoke to at
Pine Ridge to know that someone is thinking about their problem and cares enough to call.

re: revoked this year-- Right. Actually, it even said that in one of the videos we saw. But | kept the topic
because | thought that the situation that existed prior to the closure raised interesting questions about
business and what its role in society ought to be.

That said, don't worry about not talking about the beer stores. Your paper is pretty awesome as it is;
it's clearly written, thoughtful, and develops an original proposal. Re: my criticisms, for purposes of this
assignment, you've done more than enough. There are a few run-on sentences and grammatical errors,
but this is easy to fix--try reading it out loud--and the problem is not bad enough to affect your grade. If you
want my advice on how to turn it into an even more rigorous piece that you could submit to a journal, let me
know.

In light of this work, as well as your excellent participation in class, please let me know if you'd ever like
a recommendation letter for anything. It'd be my pleasure to write for you.

The main thing now is not to let this get to your head! Keep working hard! Safe travels and have a good
break.
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Dr. Epstein
[Quoted text hidden]

Eric Epstein <ege3@cornell.edu> Fri, Nov 17, 2017 at 10:14 PM
To: Colin Starbuck Moran <csm5417@psu.edu>

| guess another criticism would be: when you talk about objections to your proposal, develop each
objection in more detail, in its own paragraph, and then respond to it in more detail, using concrete data.
Thinking it over again, the paper's biggest weakness is that it runs through the objections and your
responses pretty quickly. That's ok for a 5-6 page paper, but for a more rigorous piece you'd have to
devote more space to methodically doing the back-and-forth.

If you want to make those changes, you can have until the 24th. But that's just the difference between A
and A+.

Dr. Epstein
[Quoted text hidden]

Eric Epstein <ege3@cornell.edu> Fri, Nov 17, 2017 at 10:15 PM
To: Colin Starbuck Moran <csm5417@psu.edu>

(Just let me know what you plan to do.)
[Quoted text hidden]

Colin Moran <colinstarbuckmoran@gmail.com> Sat, Nov 18, 2017 at 4:.01 PM
To: Eric Epstein <ege3@cornell.edu>

Hi Dr. Epstein!

Thank you very much for your kind words! | will add more insight to the objections and fix up my
grammatical errors before the 24th. Would you like me to email my revised copy or submit it online?

| would also like to thank you for your class this year. This has been by far my favorite course i've taken at
Penn state. | think the material is extremely interesting and | really enjoy discussing such morally-
complicated concepts.

Have a great holiday!

-Colin
[Quoted text hidden]

Eric Epstein <ege3@cornell.edu> Sat, Nov 18, 2017 at 5:36 PM
To: Colin Moran <colinstarbuckmoran@gmail.com>

See below.

Hi Dr. Epstein!

Thank you very much for your kind words! | will add more insight to the objections and fix up my
grammatical errors before the 24th. Would you like me to email my revised copy or submit it online?

The final submission should be on canvas. If you want further comments before the 24th, email me a draft.
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| would also like to thank you for your class this year. This has been by far my favorite course i've taken
at Penn state. | think the material is extremely interesting and | really enjoy discussing such morally-
complicated concepts.

So glad to hear you are enjoying the class!

Have a great holiday!

Likewise.
[Quoted text hidden]
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C 0 rnel ] Eric Epstein <ege3@cornell.edu>

Curious PHIL 10 student

2 messages

SEONGTAEG KANG <sqk5830@psu.edu> Wed, Aug 30, 2017 at 6:20 PM
To: ege3@cornell.edu

Dear Dr.Epstein,

I am currently enrolled in your PHIL 10 at 2:30 and am thoroughly interested in the topic of philosophy. As |
am unable to attend your office hours due to class right after, | was wondering if | could ask a couple of
questions. First, | was wondering what branch of philosophy you are most experienced in or studied.

Secondly, although, | am interested in the field of philosophy and wish to continue my study in this field, |
feel that | am not the strongest writer. Can one succeed in this field without being the best writer or is the
majority of the workload writing. Thank You.

-Dylan Seongtaeg Kang

Eric Epstein <ege3@cornell.edu> Wed, Aug 30, 2017 at 10:18 PM
To: SEONGTAEG KANG <sqk5830@psu.edu>

Hi Seongtaeg,

| am so delighted to hear that you're interested in exploring philosophy more! See below for some
answers to your questions.

re: me
As far as experience goes, | have taught many different philosophy classes, from "Logic for Philosophy"
and "Philosophy of Language" to "Ethical Theory" and "Marx, Nietzsche, Freud". But my areas of
specialization are in the philosophies of mind, language, and logic. Most of my research has to do with the
Liar Paradox (https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Liar_paradox). | have also written about intentionality
(https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Intentionality). If you ever want to chat about that stuff, come to my office hour
on Mondays or make an appointment! We can also talk about what kinds of philosophy classes you might
be interested in or might be most useful to you. (You can also ask Christopher Moore at
c.moore@psu.edu.)

re: writing

Philosophy has some technical areas that are more like mathematics, but most work in philosophy does
involve writing. Still, taking philosophy classes, including our class, is a great way to become a better
writer. There is no such thing as a bad writer, just an inexperienced one!

Also, you don't have to be a literary person to be good at philosophical writing. Writing simply is a virtue, as
long as you can make it clear what you are trying to say.

Let me know if you have any more questions!

Best wishes,
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C 0 rne[ ] Eric Epstein <ege3@cornell.edu>

Religious observance dates
25 messages

Eric Epstein <ege3@cornell.edu> Wed, Aug 30, 2017 at 9:27 PM
To: ahk5153@psu.edu, alf5618@psu.edu, bkk5210@psu.edu, cah5974@psu.edu, cxc5676@psu.edu,
djc80@psu.edu, dpr5177@psu.edu, efm5142@psu.edu, ikc5035@psu.edu, jtc5474@psu.edu,
jus392@psu.edu, ktk5135@psu.edu, kva5283@psu.edu, Imh5761@psu.edu, Igb5351@psu.edu,
Ixs5503@psu.edu, mmc5634@psu.edu, mmj5256@psu.edu, nmy5054@psu.edu, rgk5064@psu.edu,
rm6038@psu.edu, sim5727@psu.edu, sqk5830@psu.edu, tmm6047@psu.edu, vjd5081@psu.edu,
zak5124@psu.edu, zjx5011@psu.edu, BRANDON FRANK TAYLOR <bft5037@psu.edu>, Brandon Kiehl
<bck5148@psu.edu>, "Karam J. Salameh" <kjs5795@psu.edu>, Zhixin He <zzh37@psu.edu>,
agqab5495@psu.edu, aya128@psu.edu, bmh5632@psu.edu, brv5037 @psu.edu, cdm5508@psu.edu,
cfz5034@psu.edu, csm5417@psu.edu, din5193@psu.edu, djn5193@psu.edu, ggm5163@psu.edu,
ihk5013@psu.edu, ise5012@psu.edu, jdp5635@psu.edu, kza5200@psu.edu, [jm5313@psu.edu,
[ts5115@psu.edu, mga5087@psu.edu, mhb5161@psu.edu, mma244@psu.edu, mma5504@psu.edu,
moa5435@psu.edu, mxh5580@psu.edu, mxm6070@psu.edu, nqp5170@psu.edu, pni5034@psu.edu,
pwg5144@psu.edu, rcr5189@psu.edu, saa5741@psu.edu, sba5165@psu.edu, sel5392@psu.edu,
sws6021@psu.edu, tul29@psu.edu, whz5000@psu.edu, Rosario Bevevino <rxb987@psu.edu>,
aaa302@psu.edu, ajr6093@psu.edu, akp5390@psu.edu, anb5717@psu.edu, bqv5047 @psu.edu,
clc5887@psu.edu, eag5455@psu.edu, ecgb174@psu.edu, eof5061@psu.edu, gpcs5107@psu.edu,
hlh5137@psu.edu, hme5069@psu.edu, jqa5406@psu.edu, jvz5368@psu.edu, kdI5220@psu.edu,
kmb6781@psu.edu, kqf5251@psu.edu, mer5709@psu.edu, mjd5791@psu.edu, mqg5499@psu.edu,
msg5396@psu.edu, mta5162@psu.edu, mxt5325@psu.edu, mzh5706@psu.edu, ngs5080@psu.edu,
nms5585@psu.edu, rvy5082@psu.edu, sjc5824@psu.edu, skp5381@psu.edu, tfk5116@psu.edu,
twt5155@psu.edu, vkr5046@psu.edu, yog5111@psu.edu, Morgan Soster <mms6256@psu.edu>, Rachel
Stiller <rss5344@psu.edu>

Hi all,

If you're getting this message, then my records say that you are in one of my sections of PHIL 106
(Business Ethics) or PHIL 010 (Critical Thinking).

| wanted to remind any students who need to miss class tomorrow or Friday to observe Eid al-Adha that
you should email me ASAP and let me know. This will make it easier to count the absence as excused, as
it should be counted.

The same goes for all other religious observance dates-- it is excused, but do try to let me know in
advance!

Best wishes,

Dr. Eric Epstein

Wed, Aug 30, 2017 at

Mail Delivery Subsystem <MAILER-DAEMON@)limerock03.mail.cornell.edu> 9:97 PM

To: ege3@cornell.edu

The original message was received at Wed, 30 Aug 2017 21:27:49 -0400
from sf-e2013-09.exchange.cornell.edu [10.22.40.56]

----- The following addresses had permanent fatal errors -----
< din5193@psu.edu>
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The same goes for all other religious observance dates-- it is excused, but do try to let me know in
advance!

Best wishes,

Dr. Eric Epstein

Mshari Alajmi <msharialajmi@gmail.com> Wed, Aug 30, 2017 at 9:35 PM
To: Eric Epstein <ege3@cornell.edu>

Dear Dr. Epstein,

That is really nice of you and thoughtful to send us this email before we even have to ask. With your
permission, I'd like to miss class for Eid EI-Adha celebrations.

Have a good night,
Mshari
[Quoted text hidden]

Mohammad Alrumaihi <mohammadalrumaihi@gmail.com> Wed, Aug 30, 2017 at 9:43 PM
To: Eric Epstein <ege3@cornell.edu>

| highly appreciate your understanding. | will noy attend tomorrow's class.

Thanks
Mohammed
[Quoted text hidden]

Eric Epstein <ege3@cornell.edu> Wed, Aug 30, 2017 at 10:02 PM
To: Mshari Alajmi <msharialajmi@gmail.com>

Hello Mshairri,

Thank you so much for your kind words! Still, | can't take too much credit; a student asked me about it
earlier today.

Your absence will be excused. Good night and Eid Mubarak!

Eric
[Quoted text hidden]

Eric Epstein <ege3@cornell.edu> Wed, Aug 30, 2017 at 10:02 PM
To: Mohammad Alrumaihi <mohammadalrumaihi@gmail.com>

You are very welcome. Eid Mubarak!

Eric
[Quoted text hidden]

Mohammad Alrumaihi <mohammadalrumaihi@gmail.com> Wed, Aug 30, 2017 at 10:04 PM
To: Eric Epstein <ege3@cornell.edu>

Thank you!
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[Quoted text hidden]

ZHIXIN HE <zzh37@psu.edu> Wed, Aug 30, 2017 at 10:52 PM
To: Eric Epstein <ege3@cornell.edu>

Dear Dr. Eric Epstein,

Because of my schedule conflict, | have dropped your phil10 last week. For your connivence, could you
remove me from your email list? By the way, even though | dropped your class, | have learned a lot and |
really appreciate what you taught us.

Thank you so much!

Sincerely, Zhixin He

[Quoted text hidden]

Zhixin he

MUHANNAD OMAR A ALABDULLATEEF <moa5435@psu.edu> Wed, Aug 30, 2017 at 11:19 PM
To: Eric Epstein <ege3@cornell.edu>

Hello,
Thank you for the email and understanding. | will miss tomorrow's class.
Thank you

On Wed, Aug 30, 2017 09:27 PM, Eric Epstein< ege3@cornell.edu> wrote:
[Quoted text hidden]

Jieru Zeng <gtsangky@gmail.com> Wed, Aug 30, 2017 at 11:45 PM
To: Eric Epstein <ege3@cornell.edu>

Hi, Dr. Epstein,
| am Jieru Zeng from the PHIL106, and | go by Grace as well. | will miss the class on Friday because the
class conflicts with my road test. | am very sorry about being absent, but that test is very important to me.

Thank you!
Grace
[Quoted text hidden]

Adnan AbuAlsaud <adnan.z.abualsaud@gmail.com> Thu, Aug 31, 2017 at 7:50 AM
To: Eric Epstein <ege3@cornell.edu>

Dear Dr. Epstein,

Happy Eid al-adha. | will be out of town today and tomorrow to visit family.
| was going to email you anyway, but replying to this email makes it easier.

Regards
Adnan AbuAlSaud
[Quoted text hidden]

Eric Epstein <ege3@cornell.edu> Thu, Aug 31, 2017 at 8:55 AM
To: Adnan AbuAlsaud <adnan.z.abualsaud@gmail.com>

Thanks for letting me know. Your absence is excused. Eid Mubarak!
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Eric
[Quoted text hidden]

Eric Epstein <ege3@cornell.edu> Thu, Aug 31, 2017 at 8:55 AM
To: MUHANNAD OMAR A ALABDULLATEEF <moa5435@psu.edu>

Thanks for letting me know. Your absence is excused. Eid Mubarak!

Eric
[Quoted text hidden]

Khalid AlMusharraf <kalmusharraf@gmail.com> Thu, Aug 31, 2017 at 10:42 AM
To: Eric Epstein <ege3@cornell.edu>

Hello Professor,

I'm sending this email to let you know that | will skip the class today due to Eid AlAdha.
| hope you have a good one.

Thank you,

Khalid
[Quoted text hidden]

MOSTAFA MOHAMMED M ALBORI <mma5504@psu.edu> Thu, Aug 31, 2017 at 12:09 PM
To: Eric Epstein <ege3@cornell.edu>

Greeting dr. Epstein, | just saw the email , i would not be able to attend the class today.
Thank you and happy Eid to you
[Quoted text hidden]

Eric Epstein <ege3@cornell.edu> Thu, Aug 31, 2017 at 1:37 PM
To: Khalid AIMusharraf <kalmusharraf@gmail.com>

Thanks for letting me know. Your absence is excused. Eid Mubarak!

Eric
[Quoted text hidden]

Eric Epstein <ege3@cornell.edu> Thu, Aug 31, 2017 at 1:37 PM
To: MOSTAFA MOHAMMED M ALBORI <mma5504@psu.edu>

Thanks for letting me know. Your absence is excused. Eid Mubarak!

Eric
[Quoted text hidden]

Khalid AlMusharraf <kalmusharraf@gmail.com> Thu, Aug 31, 2017 at 4:30 PM
To: Eric Epstein <ege3@cornell.edu>

Thank you professor, Eid Mubarak :)
[Quoted text hidden]
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C 0 rnel 1 Eric Epstein <ege3@cornell.edu>

Essay 3

2 messages

COLE MICHAEL LEETY <cml6080@psu.edu> Tue, Nov 28, 2017 at 6:35 PM
To: ege3@cornell.edu

Dr. Epstein,

| submitted Essay 3, and | just wanted to say thank you. I've really been enjoying your class, and its unlike
any other class i've taken. Thank you for being understanding of the circumstances that | have dealt with
this semester.\

Best,

Cole Leety

Eric Epstein <ege3@cornell.edu> Tue, Nov 28, 2017 at 7:10 PM
To: COLE MICHAEL LEETY <cml6080@psu.edu>

Hi Cole,
How nice to hear! And, it's my job to make an effort to accommodate your needs! Happy to do it. Looking

forward to seeing your Essay 3.

Dr. Epstein
[Quoted text hidden]
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Cornel]. Eric Epstein <ege3@comell.edu>

Kaitlyn Amaro (PHIL 10, Section 002: Crit Think (21781--UP---P-PHIL----10-----

---002-)) just sent you a message in Canvas.
1 message

Kaitlyn Amaro <notifications@instructure_com:= Fri, Dec 15, 2017 at 4:47 PM
Reply-To: Kaitlyn Amaro via Canvas Notifications <reply+f62e4233820a1d01284727c947be5284eec3TITE-

1050~340238590@notifications. canvasims.com=
To: exed1@psu.edu

Missing Assignment Make-up
Hi Professor Epstein,

Aftached are the 2 homework assignments and quiz (with explanations for my
answers) that | was missing this semester. | want to thank you again for giving me the
opportunity to make up these assignments and for being such a great professor
throughout this course. Although I'm a business major, I'm definitely more excited
about minoring in Philosophy. | want to thank you for being such an influential part of
my joumey so far and for reminding me why | love it so much.

Thanks again for a great semesterl

Best,
faithm Amarno

Kaitlyn Amaro
kvat2B83@psu.edu

You can reply to this message in Canvas by replying directly to this email. If you need
o include an attachment, please log in to Canvas and reply through the Inbox.

Aftached Files:
= Phil HW 10,12 & Quiz2 docx - 108 KB [download]

AT
s canvas
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( 0 rnel 1 Eric Epstein <egel@comell.edu>

Muhamad Hakimi Bin Daud (PHIL 1086, Section 002: Intro Bus Ethics (21781--
UP---P-PHIL----106--—---002-)) just sent you a message in Canvas.

1 message

Muhamad Hakimi Bin Daud <nofifications@instructure com:= Wed, Dec 13, 2017 at 10:06 AM
Reply-To: Muhamad Hakimi Bin Daud via Canvas Notifications

=reply+0febs 562f8be0adbc 18ebSbffl36calb6409afo4- 1050 ~33924982 1 @nofifications. canvasims.com=

To: exed1@psu.edu

PHIL 106 - Thank you

Hello professor,

| hope you're doing well. | just wanted to say thank you for this semester for | have
leamed a lot. Before this, | have never really pondered on conflicting ethical decisions
in my life. Now, whenever | buy a new shirt, | always look at the tag and wondered if
the stuff I'm buying, is me subconsciously supporting sweatshops, further declining the
degraded work conditions there.

Again, | just wanted to express my sincere gratitude that you've done for us in class. |
might not have been a very active participant, but | sometimes just fack the confidence
to.

Lastly, happy holidays!

Thank you,

Muhamad Hakimi

Muhamad Hakimi Bin Daud
mixhSS8MEpsu.edu
You can reply to this message in Canvas by replying directly to this email. If you need

to include an attachment, please log in to Canvas and reply through the Inbox.

s canvas
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C 0 rnel 1 Eric Epstein <ege3@cornell.edu>

met one of your former students

Vivek Mathew <vcmathew@gmail.com> Fri, Jul 6, 2018 at 1:01 PM
To: Eric Epstein <ege3@cornell.edu>

from CPEP. Michael Dixon specifically mentioned how you were very kind, how he was having trouble
seeing the point of philosophy and you had specifically brought in a couple of pieces on the philosophy of

race (one of which was Appiah's, I'm not remembering the others). Anyway, he spoke about you so highly,
| wanted you to know!

Hope you are well. Are you in State College these days or back here?

- Vivek
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FACULTY EVALUATIONS

Eric G. Epstein
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TEACHING EVALUATIONS BY FACULTY

PHIL 2300 - Puzzles and Paradoxes (Matti Eklund) Fall 2010
Since I taught a discussion section at the same time that Eric was teaching his, I was, unfortunately,

unable to evaluate his teaching personally. But judging from everything I have seen, Eric did a
terrific job. He always had good things to say when we discussed the course and the material. His
way of dealing with students' written work was conscientious and helpful. As far as I could tell from
his interaction with students, he had good rapport with them.

Eric did give a guest lecture in the course, on epistemicism about vagueness. I liked that Eric wanted
to volunteer when I gave TAs the opportunity, and I should stress that generally he did well.
However, his lecturing skills could do with improvement (as is only natural). He was not sufficiently
sensitive to what the appropriate level of difficulty might be; nor was he sufficiently sensitive to
issues regarding what aspects of the material he was presenting could, for the students’ benefit, be
especially highlighted.

Especially toward the end of the course, Eric often asked questions in lecture. I thought his

questions were good and useful; often his questions forced me to pause on important matters,
making it easier for the students to follow.

PHIL 2530 - Religion & Reason (Scott MacDonald) Spring 2011

Eric TA-ed for me in Religion & Reason this term. He led a weekly discussion section of about 20
students, held regular office hours, and helped with the grading for the course (5 short essays, 1
paper, and a take home final essay). He did a great job. He was conscientious, reliable, and prompt
with grading. His comments on students’ assignments were careful, generous, and pedagogically
astute. I also asked Eric to guest lecture one day when I was traveling. He took on the assignment
eagerly and, by all reports, successfully. I visited one of Eric’s discussion sections. The topic that
week — whether the world must have had a beginning (the so-called Kalam cosmological argument)
— involved some tricky issues about infinity. The students were a bit confused about some of the
fundamental points in play and consequently were tempted in the discussion to press a variety of
vague and unhelpful ideas. Eric made a valiant (which is not to say entirely successful) effort to
corral the discussion and keep it on track. Despite the mild chaos, however, the overall effect was
terrific precisely because of Eric’s energy and enthusiasm and the honest, careful attention he gave
to each student who spoke up. The students cleatly respond to and appreciate Eric’s efforts. He has
some natural pedagogical talents which, when sharpened by a bit more experience, will make him a
very effective and popular teacher.
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TEACHING EVALUATIONS BY FACULTY

PHIL 1100 - Introduction to Philosophy (Nico Silins) Fall 2011

Eric Epstein did excellent work as a TA, I was very happy to have his help, and benefitted greatly
from his questions and suggestions about how to cover the material. Eric’s enthusiasm and
willingness to help students outside of classroom was warmly appreciated by them, in one case
getting him a score of “5!I”. I am by no means especially organized myself, but I would encourage
Eric to be a bit more efficient about administrative details, such as those concerning who grades
what when.

PHIL 2410 — Ethics (Nick Sturgeon) Spring 2012

A lot of the T'A work for this course consisted in commenting on, and grading, three student papers,
one in two drafts. Eric was very good at this: his comments on papers were generous, he struck an
appropriate balance between criticism and encouragement, his grades were fair, and everything was
done on time. (This was true of his grading on the final exam, too.) He was also helpful in talking
with students as they wrote their papers: they gave him a good score on this on the end-of-semester
evaluations, and several shared the sentiment of the student who wrote, “He helped me through the
assignments, and I wouldn’t be where I am without him.” Several also commented on Eric’s
kindness to them when they came to him with questions. His students—in quite a small section—
were less generous about Eric as a section leader. They appreciated the often lively discussion, which
I observed myself when I visited a section meeting: it was clear that students felt comfortable joining
in, and Eric was nicely responsive to student questions and remarks. But several, including ones who
praised him in other respects, complained that he did not present material in an organized manner
and that he was too often unclear. (I saw one instance of this when I visited his section, in that he
initially left out a crucial detail of an example that students had been assigned to discuss.) It is
interesting that several of the students volunteered in their written comments that he needed to be
more confident: they apparently took him to understand the material, as I am quite sure that in
general he did, but to be unsure of his own understanding in a way that distracted students.

PHIL 3320 — Logic for Philosophy (Ted Sider) Fall 2014

Eric was a superb TA. The workload was heavy (weekly homework assignments, two exams, lots of
office hours) but he did his duties promptly and perfectly. I don’t know how I would have managed
without him. He was particularly supportive of and helpful to the many students who needed extra
help with the course. He also taught one meeting of the lecture. This didn’t go so well, but I think it
was a valuable experience nevertheless. Afterward we discussed it in detail, and I think he learned a
number of things to do differently next time. (I should also add that the topic for that lecture was
especially pedagogically challenging.)
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TEACHING EVALUATIONS BY FACULTY

PHIL 3300 — Foundations of Mathematics (Ted Sider) Spring 2015

Eric was again a superb TA. The workload was heavy (weekly homework assignments, two exams,
lots of office hours) but he did his duties promptly and perfectly. I don’t know how I would have
managed without him. He was particularly supportive of and helpful to the many students who
needed extra help with the course. He also taught one meeting of the lecture, which went much
better than a similar event last semester.

PHIL 3710 — Philosophy of Language (William Starr) Spring 2016

Eric did an excellent job T'Aing for Philosophy of Language. He was a regular, engaged participant
in class and completed all of his grading on time. He did not teach a section, but did moderate a
discussion board online and maintain office hours. He was meticulous and thorough on the
discussion board, showing generosity to the students but also steering them away from common

mistakes. Eric taught two classes while I was away at conferences, and several students told me that
he did well.
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STUDENT EVALUATIONS

Student Evaluation Summaries

A Note on Student Evaluations

“Puzzles & Paradoxes” (Fall 2010)

“Religion and Reason” (Spring 2011)

“Introduction to Philosophy” (Fall 2011)

“Ethics” (Spring 2012)

“Defining the Undefinable, Expressing the Inexpressible” (Fall 2013)
“Logic for Philosophy” (Fall 2014)

“Foundations of Mathematics” (Spring 2015)

“History of the Israeli-Palestinian Conflict” (Fall 2015)
“Introduction to Philosophy and Critical Thinking” (Spring 2016)
“Marx, Nietzsche, Freud” (Fall 2016)

“Minds and Machines” (Spring 2017)

“Critical Thinking” (Fall 2017)

“Introduction to Business Ethics: Section 001" (Fall 2017)

“Introduction to Business Ethics: Section 002” (Fall 2017)
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Julia Markovits
Associate Professor

Cornell University 235 Goldwin Smith Hall
Sage School of Philosophy Ithaca, NY 14853-3201
t. (607) 255-3687

f. (607) 255-8177
markovits@cornell.edu

A Note on Student Evaluations

Unfortunately, the teaching assistant evaluation forms in use by the Cornell Department
of Philosophy before Fall 2015 have the following flaw: they ask students to rate their
graduate TAs on a scale of 1 to 5 across a number of categories (where 1 is the lowest
and 5 the highest score) and then define the score of 3 as “neutral/not applicable.” This
means that many of the 3-scores TAs received likely indicate not that the student
evaluator felt her TA was mediocre in the relevant respect, but rather that she felt the
category in question did not apply. (For example, maybe the question asked the student to
evaluate her TA’s grading, but the TA was not the one grading her work; or maybe the
question asked the student to evaluate the TA’s section performance, but the section was
optional and the student did not attend.) As a result, these forms (and the mean scores
calculated on the basis of them) likely undersell students’ actual evaluations of their TA’s
teaching.

Of course, it is impossible to tell with certainty which 3-scores were intended to give
mediocre evaluations and which were intended to indicate that the question was not
applicable. To help offset the misleading effect of the flawed evaluation forms, some of
Cornell’s job candidates may choose to provide two sets of average scores with their
teaching evaluations: one that includes all of the 3-scores and one that includes none of
them. The “real” score likely lies somewhere in between.

Please feel free to contact me with any questions.

Julia Markovits
Associate Professor of Philosophy
Placement Director

Diversity and Inclusion are a part of Cornell University’s heritage.
We are a recognized employer and educator valuing AA/EEO, Protected Veterans, and Individuals with Disabilities.
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STUDENT EVALUATION SUMMARIES

Note: “Not applicable” was not listed as a numerical response category. For accuracy, responses for which students
circled a number but wrote in “not applicable” or the like were not counted. For full information about student
answers, the official university documents are available upon request.

Puzzles and Paradoxes, Fall 2010:

Quiestion: Average Score (low 1, high 5):

1. The teaching assistant was well prepared. 4.06

2. The teaching assistant reviewed course material 4.00
in a clear and effective manner.

3. The teaching assistant’s discussions were 3.89
stimulating and held my interest.

4. The teaching assistant reviewed a sufficient amount 411
of course material.

5. The teaching assistant reviewed course material in an 3.56
organized manner.

6. The teaching assistant’s grades were appropriate for the 3.94
quality of work submitted.

7. The teaching assistant’s comments on written work were 3.83
thorough and instructive.

8. The teaching assistant was responsive in discussing course 4.35
related materials outside of section.

9. The amount of discussion that occurred in class was adequate. 3.94

10. The student discussion that occurred in the class was valuable. 3.67

11. Overall, this section met my expectations. 411

Highlights from Written Answers:

“Eric is really nice and approachable, I wouldn’t be afraid to ask him for help.”

“[Eric had] patience to explain difficult concepts thoroughly.”

“Eric...did a great job...to encourage my interest.”

“I enjoyed his enthusiasm about every topic.”

“It was engaging...really interesting discussions”

“He seemed to want to learn from us”

“Eric was very good at helping us prepare for exams, and he did a good job of explaining the material.”
“He spent a lot of time answering our questions and having discussions rather than lecturing us.”
“Helpful through email”

“Makes sure we understand what he’s talking about”

“Always willing to help and take the time to explain things thoroughly”

“He was well-versed in all of the source material”

79



STUDENT EVALUATION SUMMARIES

Religion and Reason, Spring 2011:

Quiestion: Average Score (low 1, high 5):

1. The teaching assistant was well prepared. 4.12

2. The teaching assistant reviewed course material 3.82
in a clear and effective manner.

3. The teaching assistant’s discussions were 4.14
stimulating and held my interest.

4. The teaching assistant reviewed a sufficient amount 4
of course material.

5. The teaching assistant reviewed course material in an 3.35
organized manner.

6. The teaching assistant’s grades were appropriate for the 2.39
quality of work submitted.

7. The teaching assistant’s comments on written work were 3.42
thorough and instructive.

8. The teaching assistant was responsive in discussing course 4.5
related materials outside of section.

9. The amount of discussion that occurred in class was adequate. 4.71

10. The student discussion that occurred in the class was valuable. 3.79

11. Overall, this section met my expectations. 3.64

Highlights from Written Answers:

“Eric facilitated a generous amount of discussion, and it was not uncommon for the whole section to be passionately
engaged in a topic.”

“Eric was incredibly approachable and was always open to talk with. I have no doubt that he’ll make a very inviting
and enjoyable professor.”

“Eric is very enthusiastic and asks the right questions to stimulate discussion. He makes class fun and has a good
sense of humor.”

“Clearly laid out arguments.”

“Eric was very involved and responsive to students. Also very attentive to students and did a great job getting
everyone involved.”

“The material was presented in a manner that facilitated interesting discussion.”

“Enjoyable, lively discussions, very on point with the lectures. I gained a lot from this section. The TA was
excellent.”

“I never came anywhere near falling asleep in section which is more than | can say for 99% of my courses here.”
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STUDENT EVALUATION SUMMARIES

Introduction to Philosophy, Fall 2011:

Question: Average Score (low 1, high 5):

1. The teaching assistant was well prepared. 4.75

2. The teaching assistant reviewed course material 4.67
in a clear and effective manner.

3. The teaching assistant’s discussions were 4.42
stimulating and held my interest.

4. The teaching assistant reviewed a sufficient amount 4.17
of course material.

5. The teaching assistant reviewed course material in an 4.08
organized manner.

6. The teaching assistant’s grades were appropriate for the 4.25
quality of work submitted.

7. The teaching assistant’s comments on written work were 4.33
thorough and instructive.

8. The teaching assistant was responsive in discussing course 4.67
related materials outside of section.

9. The amount of discussion that occurred in class was adequate. 4.50

10. The student discussion that occurred in the class was valuable. 4.17

11. Overall, this section met my expectations. 4.33

Highlights from Written Answers:

“The T.A. elicited conversational interest, engaging all by dispersing speaking opportunities equitably, always
making the core content of concern clear....He conducted conversation well, highlighting all details of course
materials very clearly.”

“The T.A. was always prepared, gave very helpful and clear instructions on what we wanted, and led an interesting
discussion.”

“Eric was very friendly and seemed like he legitimately wanted us to learn philosophy. He tried and succeeded in
engaging with the students.”

“He was always quick to meet outside of class.”
“We discussed readings in detail that we normally would not have discussed in class.”

“He tried to answer everybody’s questions.”
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STUDENT EVALUATION SUMMARIES

Ethics, Spring 2012:

Question: Average Score (low 1, high 5):

1. The teaching assistant was well prepared. 3.50

2. The teaching assistant reviewed course material 2.80
in a clear and effective manner.

3. The teaching assistant’s discussions were 3.20
stimulating and held my interest.

4. The teaching assistant reviewed a sufficient amount 3.00
of course material.

5. The teaching assistant reviewed course material in an 2.40
organized manner.

6. The teaching assistant’s grades were appropriate for the 4.10
quality of work submitted.

7. The teaching assistant’s comments on written work were 3.90
thorough and instructive.

8. The teaching assistant was responsive in discussing course 4.30
related materials outside of section.

9. The amount of discussion that occurred in class was adequate. 3.90

10. The student discussion that occurred in the class was valuable. 3.60

11. Overall, this section met my expectations. 3.20

Highlights from Written Answers:
“He addressed individual points made by students, was open to new ideas/approaches.”
“Well prepared and seemed knowledgeable.”

“TA is well prepared and encourages questions....He is very willing to answer questions and to take advice from
students as to how the class discussion should proceed.”

“Made sure to explain the difficult ideas!”
“We discussed valuable material that was going to be on quizzes and papers.”

“Eric was very kind and very approachable in case you needed help. He helped me through many assignments, and
I wouldn’t be where I am without him!”

“Allowed everyone to propose ideas and got the class talking.”

82



STUDENT EVALUATION SUMMARIES

Defining the Undefinable, Expressing the Inexpressible, (First Year Writing Seminar) Fall 2013:1

A. Numerical Questions:

Question: Average Score:

1. The most important reason | chose this seminar. 1.56
1) 1 liked the course description.
2) | thought it would be challenging.
3) My advisor recommended it.
4) It was offered at a time | had open.
5) I could not get into one of my top preferences.

For the following questions: (1 = an appropriate amount, 2 = too much, 3 = too little, 4 = far too much, 5 = far too
little)

2. How much reading did you do? 1.25
3. How much out-of-class writing did you do? 1.25
4. How much time was spent learning about writing? 3.00
5. How much time was devoted to learning how to revise 1.88

your essays?

How much do you agree with the following statements? (1 = very strongly, 2 = strongly, 3 = somewhat, 4 = a little,
5 =not at all)

In class, in conferences, or in paper comments, the teacher emphasized

6. Choosing the words that best express ideas. 2.75
7. writing grammatically correct sentences. 2.81
8. structuring sentences carefully. 2.75
9. providing appropriate documentation for sources. 1.80
10. developing a strong argument. 1.25
11. writing well-focused, coherent paragraphs. 1.88
12. making transitions from one paragraph to the next. 3.19
13. focusing an essay on a significant problem, hypothesis, 1.56
thesis, argument, or idea.
14. supporting claims with pertinent, substantive evidence. 1.75
15. incorporating and analyzing source material and quotations. 2.25
16. editing essays to eliminate flaws of grammar, word choice, 2.56
spelling, and format.
17. revising essays to enhance interest, clarity, and 1.81
persuasiveness.
18. writing in a style appropriate for a particular purpose. 2.63
19. writing in a style appropriate for a particular audience. 3.13

In this seminar,

20. reading and writing assignments formed an understandable 2.25
progression.

21. the level of difficulty of the readings seemed appropriate. 2.25

22. | learned to read with care in the discipline of the seminar. 2.13

23. informal/preparatory writing assignments helped me 1.63

understand the readings and write an essay.

! Since this course was a Freshman Writing Seminar taught through the Cornell Knight Institute for Writing in the
Disciplines, it has a different questionnaire.
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24. | had opportunities to confer privately with the teacher. 1.19
25. the teacher was well-prepared. 1.63
26. the teacher directed discussions well. 2.13
27. the teacher treated my writing with respect. 1.56
28. the teacher graded my papers fairly. 1.63
29. the teacher returned our papers within a reasonable 1.31
length of time.
30. comments on each returned paper helped me improve 1.75
the next assignment.
31. | felt intellectually stimulated. 1.94
32. | became a more confident writer. 2.19
33. | became a more skillful writer. 2.40

B. Highlights from written responses:

Comments on Student Writing:
“I learned how to argue in a paper because the essay prompts required us to do so and Eric was good at advising us
in developing our arguments.”

The written comments “pointed out flaws in an argument and pushed you in the right direction to try and fix it.”
“My writing has definitely improved as I have learned to analyze and argue for/against various [claims].”

“The written comments on papers were definitely helpful and after fixing my essay based on Eric’s comments, I saw
that my second drafts on papers improved dramatically; Eric’s comments just make one aware of the problems in

[one’s] essays.”

“I could always directly link a [written] comment [from the instructor] to something specific I wrote rather than it
being a general critique of my writing style or paper.”

“By requiring prewriting and a draft, students were forced to take the smaller steps to writing a complete paper....I
believe that this course has shown me how to work up to a full and final paper.”

“The thought processes required me to think in a very logical way and be clear in my writing....good emphasis on

the importance of being clear.”

In Class:
“Eric was clear in helping students simplify complex arguments. Another strength was the constant reminder that
students are always welcome to stop by office hours or speak to the instructor.”

“Class discussions of the assigned texts [were] excellent—the handouts prepared for each session were helpful.”

“The discussion of the texts [was] extremely useful because many of them were quite difficult to understand at first,
but became fairly clear with discussion.”

“The class discussions were very useful, often giving me insight into a part of the reading I did not analyze enough
or for generating counterarguments on a claim which I had not thought of.”

“This was a very enlightening course....The handouts were crystal-clear, and elucidated any confusion from the
readings.”

“I enjoyed getting to pick what we wanted to talk about later in the course.”

84



STUDENT EVALUATION SUMMARIES

Logic for Philosophy, Fall 2014:

Question: Average Score (low 1, high 5):

1. The teaching assistant was well prepared. 4.86

2. The teaching assistant reviewed course material 4.86
in a clear and effective manner.

3. The teaching assistant’s discussions were 4.86
stimulating and held my interest.

4. The teaching assistant reviewed course material in an 4.86
organized manner.

5. The teaching assistant’s grades were appropriate for the 4.64
quality of work submitted.

6. The teaching assistant’s comments on written work were 4.70
thorough and instructive.

7. The teaching assistant was responsive in discussing course 5.00
related materials outside of office hours.

8. The amount of discussion that occurred in office hours was 5.00
adequate.

9. The student discussion that occurred in office hours was 5.00
valuable.

10. Overall, the office hours met my expectations. 4.86

Highlights from Written Answers:
“Very helpful and knowledgeable.”

“Always helpful, patient.”

“Patient, polite, knowledgeable, professional.”

“He was willing to go above and beyond to make sure he got my homework and that | understood the material. Also
he was very good at breaking concepts down to a step-by-step system that was easier to understand.”

“Very personable, easy to understand, always willing to help.”

“T.A. always made time to help students outside of office hours and took a great degree of personal responsibility in
helping us figure out the material. Is always patient and kind—which is particularly helpful in a quantitative course
where it’s easy to feel dumb or intimidated.”

“I think T.A. went over and beyond expectations.”
“He well responds to my email, well prepared.”

“He was a good grader.”
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Foundations of Mathematics, Spring 2015:

Quiestion: Average Score (low 1, high 5):

1. The teaching assistant was well prepared. 4.73

2. The teaching assistant reviewed course material 4.4
in a clear and effective manner.

3. The teaching assistant’s discussions were 4.33
stimulating and held my interest.

4. The teaching assistant reviewed a sufficient amount 4.33
of course material.

5. The teaching assistant reviewed course material in an 4.22
organized manner.

6. The teaching assistant’s grades were appropriate for the 4.36
quality of work submitted.

7. The teaching assistant’s comments on written work were 4.27
thorough and instructive.

8. The teaching assistant was responsive in discussing course 4.64
related materials outside of section.

9. The amount of discussion that occurred in class was adequate. 4.64

10. The student discussion that occurred in the class was valuable. 4.37

11. Overall, this section met my expectations. 4.45

Highlights from Written Answers:

“Very responsive over email.”

“Eric is patient and thorough.”

Eric “[takes] the time to think about a problem before attempting to answer it.”
“Available outside of class.”

“Eric really knows his stuff.”

“Eric is very quick and understands any difficulty you may be having.”

“He was very approachable and friendly.”

“Eric was very available to discuss the material and assignments. His contributions in class were often
illuminating.”
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History of the Israeli-Palestinian Conflict, Fall 2015:

Quiestion: Average Score (low 1, high 5):
1. | attended TA sessions: (5 = regularly; 1 = never) 4.84
2. I met with my TA individually: (5 = more than 5 times, 1.72
1 = never)
3. The TA was knowledgeable about the course material. 4.05
4. The discussion sections were well-organized. 3.82
5. The sections effectively reviewed materials covered in lecture. 4.23
6. The sections helped me to gain new insight into the subject 4.14
matter.
7. The TA did a good job of attempting to stimulate student 4.20
discussion.
8. The TA was able to explain effectively difficult concepts. 4.02

9. The TA was available for individual consultation with students.  4.53
10. Overall, how would you rate the TA? (5 = excellent; 1 = poor) 4.09

Highlights from Written Answers:

“The TA was extremely knowledgeable and well-versed in the subject matter.”

“[TA had the] ability to notice when arguments are missing links”

“He conveyed a lot of passion and enthusiasm for the material.”

“He seemed to have a genuine passion for the material and wanted to stimulate discussion.”
“Guided class discussions very well.”

“Tried to get every opinion heard.”

“Always had a plan coming into section”

“Helped in connecting the events and topics”

“TA tries his best to help and gave very good insight”

“He consistently asked for feedback & was open to discussing what we wanted / needed clarified.”
“He was...very friendly...and was willing to go over whatever we wanted.”

“Cared about students’ success in the course”

“Very willing to meet outside of section.”

“[I learned] how to think objectively & critically about the Israeli-Palestinian conflict.”

“[1 learned] more than one could ever hope to learn about this conflict.”
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Philosophy 101: Introduction to Philosophy and Critical Thinking, Spring 20162

Question: Average Score:

How well did the instructor organize the presentation of the 4.2
material? (1 = very disorganized...5 = well organized)

How willing was the instructor to give help to students 4.8
requesting it? (1 = very unwilling...5 = very willing)

How well did the course meet its stated objectives? (1 = 4.4
poorly...5 = very well)

How did the workload compare with other courses carrying 35
equal credit? (1 = much less...5 = required much more)

How did the teaching skills of the instructor compare with 4.2
other college instructors you’ve had? (1 = very unfavorably...5
= very favorably)

The value of this course as a part of my general education, 3.89
compared with other courses, has been: 1 = very low...5 =

very high

My overall opinion of this course is: 1 = very low...5 = very 4.3
high

Highlights from Written Answers:

“[I have gained] a deeper insight into various contours of thought.”

“[I valued] the teacher’s willingness to show how the course is relevant to my other studies.”
“[I’ve gained] the ability to understand a valid argument from a sound argument.”

“Very good instructor...instructor cares about the students.”

“[1 valued] the challenging back-and-forth dialogue. | gained] the ability to express an argument logically and to
view an argument from both sides. | appreciate the dedication and the helpfulness of the CPEP instructors.”

“The class was very well planned and instructed. I gained much understanding of philosophy. Great class, enjoyed it
an the instructors very much.”

“The instructor and the TA are like peas and carrots. Separately, they’re good, but put them together they’re
amazing.”

“The lectures — very organized and taught in a way that was understandable. | gained a better understanding of the
way we evaluate information and/or arguments every day. Both instructors are excellent. They complemented each
other in teaching styles and their desire to help others in pursuit of higher education is commendable.”

2 Since this course was run through the Cornell Prison Education Program under the auspices of Cayuga Community
College, it has a different questionnaire.
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GERST 1170: Marx, Nietzsche, Freud (First Year Writing Seminar) Fall 20163

Student Performance:

Please rate (1 = poor, 5 = excellent): Average
Score:
1. your own preparation for class 3.33
2. the quality of your participation in the discussions 3.2
3. the quality of other students’ participation 3.67
4. your efforts to improve your writing 3.67

Instructor Performance:

Please rate (1 = poor, 5 = excellent): Average
Score:
5. planning and organization 4.47
6. appropriateness of reading assignments in terms of length, difficulty, relevance 4.4
7. knowledge of the material 4.87
8. clarity in presenting the material 4.4
9. effectiveness in stimulating and directing discussion 4.2
10. enthusiasm for the subject 4.87
11. effectiveness in helping you to recognize main ideas and grasp abstract concepts 4.47
12. effectiveness in helping you develop coherent and complex arguments 4.4
13. tolerance of differing opinions 4.8
14. responsiveness to students’ questions and comments 4.8
15. use of examples from texts (literature, film, style manual, etc.) to illustrate points 4.13
16. helpfulness through comments on written work 4.53
17. helpfulness during individual conferences 4.73
18. overall teaching performance 4.77

Highlights from Written Responses (First Questionnaire):

19. Elaborate on any of the above (5-18) and/or provide additional comments on the instructor’s
performance.

“Epstein was very knowledgeable [about] the subjects and set up class in a way that successfully helped
students develop ideas.”

“He knows that he is talking about even though the material is not his focus. He prepares well for class.”
“He is really smart and loves the subject, so is a good teacher.”

“Eric’s enthusiasm was great, we were the ones who didn’t talk (#9).”

“He was very passionate about philosophy and genuinely wanted to help us learn.”

“The instructor is very effective in stimulating and directing discussion.”

“Individual conferences were extremely helpful - need to do more of them.”

3 Since this course was a Freshman Writing Seminar taught through the Cornell Knight Institute for Writing in the
Disciplines, it has a different questionnaire.
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20. What aspects of the course did you find the most valuable and helpful; the least valuable and
helpful? (Do you have suggestions for improvement?)

“The feedback was the most valuable.”

“Discussions were most valuable and helpful.”

“Nothing in particular for improvement - very nice class!”

“The most valuable & helpful were the in-class discussions.”

“The ideas that we learnt about; Marx, Nietzsche, Freud, and how they relate to reality.”

“Most valuable: unpacking of thinkers’ ideas, organizing arguments, first assignment. Least valuable:
Dora [A Case of Hysteria].”

“Analysis of complicated language. @Marx @Nietzsche”

21. Which reading (viewing) assignments did you consider the most valuable; least valuable? Why?
“The intro reading with all three philosophers was a great baseline....all readings were useful.”

“The first essay assignment...allowed us to practice comparing the views of different writers.”
“I thought all reading assignments were valuable.”

“They were all valuable except A Case of Hysteria—it didn’t seem too relevant to the philosophical style
of the class.”

22. How well were the reading and writing assignments integrated in the course? To what extent did
the writing assignments usefully supplement the reading and class discussion?

“They were integrated well; every class we had small readings and assignments to do based on the
readings.”

The “writing assignments [were] great to deepen my understanding of the reading.”
“They were integrated well because they related well to our discussions.”

“The reading and writing assignments were well integrated into the course. We spent ample time [on
writing] without losing view of the big 3 [Marx, Nietzsche, and Freud].”

23. Do you think your writing has improved? If so, how did the course promote this improvement? Are
there aspects of writing that should have been stressed more heavily?

“Yes [improved], because of guiding the reader.”
“Yes, my ability to use text to support my claims has improved.”
“Yes! I learnt signaling.”

“It has improved in terms of philosophical writing and structure, but not from an English standpoint.”
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“Yes - improvement through the revision process.”

“This course helped me improve my skills in structuring and organizing an academic paper and in
developing a logical and coherent argument.”

“The course promoted improvement through small improvements [steps].”

“A little bit. Literary quality should have been stressed more.”

24. To what extent did this course improve your intellectual and critical abilities? How would you
evaluate the intellectual challenge of the course?

“[Abilities—] close reading. [Challenge—] very good!”
“This course is extremely intellectually challenging, it forces students to think critically.”

“It improved my critical thinking abilities about philosophical claims, and opened my mind to a new kind
of thinking and writing.”

“It was highly intellectual.”
“This course improved my intellectual and critical abilities. It was intellectually challenging.”
“Improved [my] critical reading / writing skills. Reasonably challenging, but manageable.”

“This course challenged me to think critically and evaluate the arguments of philosophers. The course
was an appropriate level of difficulty.”

“I found it very intellectually challenging but it helped me improve my ability to unpack tough material.”

25. Would you recommend this course to a friend? Why or why not?
“Yes, because very interesting and challenging.”
“Yes, because I feel that I learned valuable things.”
“Yes! I like the write - edit - portfolio procedure.”
“Yes! It was so interesting and eye-opening.”
“Yes, it is interesting and useful for self-development.”
“Yes, but only if Eric was teaching it.”
“YES - very intellectually stimulating.”
“Yes, I found the workload appropriate and the material interesting.”
“Yes, Eric is awesome.”

“Yes. Eric is a great instructor.”
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26. Additional comments or suggestions:
“Nice job, I really enjoyed the philosophy bent of this class.”
“1 Q) GERST 1170!!”

“I appreciate tremendously the continuous effort that the teacher made to improve the course and engage
the students.”

Highlights from Written Responses (Second Questionnaire):
1. What are your overall impressions of the course?

“The class was very eye-opening to the field of philosophy and writing about philosophy, and the
discussion were very intellectually stimulating. Our discussions and small writing assignments served as
good inspiration and preparations for the essays.”

“T enjoyed the course material and the in-class discussion, and felt that the work load was reasonable and
useful.”

“I’m pretty impressed by the intellectual stimulation from the class.”

“I enjoyed [the course] a lot, especially the investigations into these philosophers/thinkers that allowed for
an interesting dialogue and comparison of their ideas. Although the exercises certainly helped with the
final essays, they were initially overwhelming to complete. After they were reduced, however, the
workload was manageable.”

“I really enjoyed this class. This goes through challenging reading and made us write about it. [ really like
Eric and his teaching.”

2. Do you believe your writing has improved?

“My writing in philosophy has improved because the class taught me to state directly what | was going to
talk about in the essay as well as to use first person narration when needed. Clarity of writing and
relevance of questions was stressed, and I think those are the most important points.”

“I definitely think my writing has improved. The course helped me learn how to effectively structure and
organize a paper and how to incorporate personal arguments while analyzing an author’s work.”

“Yes,” my writing has improved. “The course...highlighted the importance of structure and clarity,
especially since writing in philosophy can easily be misinterpreted.”

“I think my writing has improved as far as the process, I learned to make outlines and several drafts of my
writing.”

“T am better at being clear and fully explaining quotations, and have begun using more adequate textual
evidence.”
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3. Were written comments on papers helpful?

“Written comments on papers were extremely helpful because they helped me see my writing from the
perspective of the reader. This shared where | needed to clarify or elaborate on points | otherwise would
have found obvious.”

Written comments were “very” helpful, and addressed “both general and focused” issues. They “helped
pinpoint weaknesses and understand how to best organize papers.”

“Eric Epstein leaves very helpful comments on a sentence-to-sentence, paragraph-to-paragraph level. He
can suggest edits to help incorporate quotes or make overall flow better.”

“My writing has improved in terms of expressing an idea and providing substantial evidence to support it.
The conferences provided the most helpful and personalized feedback.”

Written comments on papers were “very helpful. The teacher had expertise in writing these types of
essays. | had good comments that improved the structure, flow, and clarity of the papers.”

“The written comments and one-on-one meetings were extremely helpful in identifying how to improve
my writing.”

“Yes,” the written comments were helpful. “There were comments on small defects / flaws and larger,
more general problems, that helped with essay revision.”

4. How useful were class discussions of the assigned texts? Of writing?

Class discussions of the assigned texts, and of writing, were “both...very helpful.” They “brought up
conclusions that might be tough to discern alone.”

“Class discussions helped my understanding of readings. I could see other people’s interpretations and
views on the authors. The discussions helped fuel my writing too.”

Class discussions of the assigned texts and of writing were “very useful; they prepared me well for the
essays and were really interesting.”

Class discussions were “quite useful, as they helped me unpack the material and improve my essays.”

5. After taking this course, what do you consider to be your greatest strengths and weaknesses as a
writer?

My weaknesses as a writer include “blending in my opinion and the author’s opinion. They should be
better separated.”

After taking this course, my greatest strengths as a writer are “presenting and defending an idea, [and]
expressing my opinion based on information in a text.”

After taking this class, my greatest weakness as a writer is “to locate the most useful passage in the
essay.”

After taking this course, “I believe my greatest strength is writing a strong introduction with a clear thesis.
However, I still need to work on maintaining clarity throughout.”
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PHIL 2621: Minds and Machines (Spring 2017)

Notes on the class:

1. As | was a teaching assistant for this class, here I include only the questions that
pertained to teaching assistants (#21 - 31).
2. I'was one of two TAs for this class, and many questions pertain to both TA’s.
3. In this class, there were no discussion sections, but TA’s
- supervised an online discussion board,
- held office hours,
- graded papers according to the lead instructor’s rubric,
- gave two guest lectures,
- commented on drafts of student papers.

Numerical Questions:
These questions were answered in the following format:

1) Strongly Disagree

2) Disagree
3) Neutral
4) Agree
5) Strongly Agree
Question Mean | StdDevP | Count |1 |2 |3 5
21. The teaching assistant/s was/were well 3.85 |.90 20 110 |4
prepared.
22. The teaching assistant/s reviewed course | 3.79 | 1.05 19 1 (1 |4
material in a clear and effective manner.
23. The teaching assistants' discussions were | 3.72 | .98 18 1 (0 |6
stimulating and held my interest.
24. The teaching assistant/s reviewed a 3.82 |1.04 17 1 (0 |5
sufficient amount of course material.
25. The teaching assistant/s reviewed course | 3.82 | 1.04 17 1 (0 |5
material in an organized manner.
26. The teaching assistants' grades were 357 |1.32 28 4 |1 |6
appropriate for the quality of work
submitted.
27. The teaching assistant's comments on 3.61 |1.28 31 4 |2 |4
written work were thorough and
instructive.
28. The teaching assistant/s was/were 3.95 |1.07 20 1 (1 |3
responsive in discussing course related
materials outside of section.
29. If you had a TA draft meeting for Essay 1 | 4.10 | .99 20 110 |3
or 2, how useful was it?
30. How useful were the discussion postings | 3.12 | 1.19 41 4 |19 |12
for engaging with your classmates?
31. How useful were the discussion postings | 2.55 | .67 38 4 |19 |25
for engaging with the class material?
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Highlights From Short Answer Questions:
What aspects of the teaching assistant/s' performance in the section did you like?

“I liked that they held essay review sessions.”

“They were very approachable and accommodating if meeting times didn't work out.”

“Really helpful comments.”

“The TA is very helpful, and helps me understand the concepts better, since he always listens to
my opinion, and gives specific responses to me.”

“Their efforts to break the concepts down into understandable terms.”

“Was able to run the classes and involved in discussion.”

What changes in the teaching assistant/s* conduct of section would you recommend?

“None”

“I think it would be a good idea to have discussions.”

“I really would have liked to have a TA meeting on the second essay but the limited days the
office hours were available conflicted with a large project’s due dates in another class and the
office hours for it so | had no chance to do so. I think more spread out office hours for the essays
would be much better.”

“More open to essay grading. ‘Rubric’ was harsh and many points were missed despite them
being there.”

Other comments/suggestions? Please be specific as to which TA.

“I think TA Epstein’s comments and questions in lecture were often elucidating and intriguing.”
“Eric 1s a nice guy. Though I did come to office hours once and he wasn’t there. Helpful
overall.”

“If essay draft sessions were longer, that would be good. Mr. Epstein was really clear and
insightful. Mr. Paskell was also insightful.”

“I went to Matt's TA meeting for essay 1 and Eric's for essay 2. Both are very helpful and did a
great job clarifying my confusions and presenting the material!”
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PHIL 010: Critical Thinking (Pennsylvania State University)

Multiple Choice Questions:

Out of 7 points, 0 = lowest rating, 7 = highest rating, N/A offered as an option.

Question: % giving | % giving Mean
lowest highest Score:
rating rating

Al. | Areyou taking this course as an elective? No: 4 Yes: 8

A2. What grade do you expect to earn in this course? <A: A:83.3%

16.7%

A3. | Rate the overall quality of this course. 0% 53% 6.10

A4. | Rate the overall quality of the instructor. 0% 57% 6.13

B1. Rate the clarity of the instructor’s presentations. 0% 50% 6.03

B2. | Rate the effectiveness of the examples used to clarify difficult 0% 59% 6.24
concepts.

B3. Rate the clarity of the instructor’s explanations. 0% 47% 597

B4. | Rate the instructor’s skill in using visual as well as verbal 0% 53% 6.30
communication.

B5. Rate the instructor’s skill in relating course material to real life 0% 53% 6.20
situations.

B6. | Rate the clarity of the examples used. 0% 50% 6.20

B8.4 | Rate the effectiveness of the instructor’s definitions of terms, 0% 50% 6.17
concepts, and principles.

B9. | Rate the effectiveness of the instructor’s explanations of why 1% 59% 6.21
certain processes, techniques, or formulas were used.

B10. | Rate the instructor’s skill in handling students’ questions and 0% 60% 6.33
comments.

B11. | Rate the instructor’s pacing of lectures and presentations to 0% 67% 6.37
allow for note taking.

B12. | Rate the effectiveness of the instructor as a classroom leader. 0% 43% 5.97

B13. | Rate the effectiveness of the instructor as a speaker. 0% 47% 5.83

B14. | Rate the instructor’s skill in organizing classroom activities. 1% 50% 6.07

B15. | Rate the instructor’s skill in using a variety of teaching 0% 47% 6.07
methods.

— | Rate this course in terms of how much you 7% 33% 5.52

learned in it.

Open-Ended Items

Open 1: What helped you learn in this course?

Homework really forced me to learn the material when | wanted to be lazy and not read.

the setup of the course was very easy for me to understand and the professor made it very flexible for me.

The groupwork that we did in class gave us the opportunity to discuss the topics together and get as many perspectives as
possible.

Videos & pictures in class. Class discussions

The instructor was very forgiving and always there to help the students. Tried to learn everyone’s name, making a great
learning environment

4 Here for ease of reference I follow the numbering on Pennsylvania State University’s official evaluation forms,
which skips from B6 to B8.
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Dr. Epstein’s use of a planner that was attached to the syllabus, which included the lesson plan, assignments, and other
important information, helped me learn, because | was able to use it to organize the class better.

Clarity of examples and in class discussions. Exam packets and discussion board helped.

Lectures related to real life applications.

The study guides and independent work that was given to us was very helpful for my own knowledge. Also, the extra
Credit offered was very helpful and the level of understanding from the professor was also helpful.

I thought his homeworks were very helpful and the way he posted study guides was very helpful.

The lectures taught everything that was needed on the exams and quizzes.

The examples that Dr. Epstein used were flawless and really helped me relate the material to everyday situations, which is
beneficial for the way that I learn.

Professor Epstein’s teaching style helped me learn the most, more than any other factor. He is enthusiastic, informative,
and knowledgeable. Could not recommend more highly.

The professor's lectures and the homework assignments.

The instructor used various methods to make sure the students were able to learn the subjects that were being presented,
realizing that not everyone learns in the same method. This ranged from pictures, videos, readings to skits. I also felt
something that was very effective was the explanation of why this information is important and to what field it pertained
to heavily. | felt something that also helped me learn in this class was the relaxed and understanding manner the professor
used. The professor also realized that not all students perform well on test/exams and attempted to make other ways for the
students to gain points.

The visual images and the information that the instructor wrote on the board helped me learn in this course.

He did a great job answering questions and trying to get the entire class involved. We also did numerous group activities
where we paired up and answered questions and brainstormed about topics and definitions.

Professor Epstein posted his lessons online, and I think that helped quite a lot, especially with studying for quizzes/exams.
Dr. Epstein was just such a nice and understanding professor who took lots of time out of his day to ensure we understood
the material taught in class. He had many office hours, let students have extensions on work if needed and really created
an environment where | was not afraid to approach him.

Videos, class discussions, lectures, and other activities. There was a large variety of teaching methods used in this course.
Clear instructions. And great formatting of tests and study guides were a great help.

The professor was very clear and structured in what was required.

Open 2: What changes would improve your learning?

I would not make any changes

| felt that in some cases the homework did not pertain to the subjects we were learning in the classroom. The rigid format
of the homework did not work with the lecture-style he was using. Perhaps choosing different questions in certain cases or
making his own questions could have worked better.

I think it would have been more helpful to get explanations that were more clear. Sometimes | felt the class material was
explained too quickly and there were awkward moments where we were expected to smoothly answer a question.

To improve this course | would add more real life visual image examples that would relate to the topics more. Some topics
were boring and dense and if they had been spiced up relating them to entertaining examples it would have been better.
More application to real life examples like the news or maybe tv/movies

Dr. Epstein is really understanding in giving students every opportunity to get both a good grade and how to understand
the course material, though I feel as if sometimes his explanations of topics do not provide further clarification from the
textbook.

Nothing. Was a great, clear, fun class.

Better handwriting on the chalkboard from the professors end.

I would maybe have some more videos that related the concepts learned to real life situations.

Additional Readings.

Make lectures more dynamic. Encourage debates and maybe devote a few class periods to interesting topics for debate.
Nothing, great class!

Maybe some more exposure to information outside the textbook, but still thoroughly enjoyed the class and learned a lot.

I think the format of the quizzes should be multiple choice, true and false along with short answer. Maybe even have
weekly summarizations of the class lectures.
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PHIL 106, Sec. 001: Introduction to Business Ethics (Pennsylvania State University)

Multiple Choice Questions:

Out of 7 points, 0 = lowest rating, 7 = highest rating, N/A offered as an option.

Question: % giving | % giving Mean
rating rating
A1l. | Areyou taking this course as an elective? No: 5 Yes: 20
A2. | What grade do you expect to earn in this course? < A: A:
14.8% 85.2%
A3. | Rate the overall quality of this course. 0% 29% 5.68
A4. | Ratethe overall quality of the instructor. 0% 35% 6.06
B1. Rate the clarity of the instructor’s presentations. 0% 39% 5.87
B2. | Rate the effectiveness of the examples used to clarify difficult 0% 52% 6.26
concepts.
B3. Rate the clarity of the instructor’s explanations. 0% 32% 5.81
B4. Rate the _inst_ructor’s skill in using visual as well as verbal 0% 42% 590
communication.
B5. Rate t_he instructor’s skill in relating course material to real life 0% 61% 6.42
situations.
B6. Rate the clarity of the examples used. 0% 32% 6.06
B8.° | Rate the effectiv_ene_ss of the instructor’s definitions of terms, 0% 42% 594
concepts, and principles.
BO9. Rate _the effectiveness o_f the instructor’s explanations of why 0% 31% 597
certain processes, techniques, or formulas were used.
B10. | Rate the instructor’s skill in handling students’ questions and 0% 58% 6.35
comments.
B11. | Rate the instructofs pacing of lectures and presentations to 0% 45% 6.16
allow for note taking.
B12. | Rate the effectiveness of the instructor as a classroom leader. 0% 45% 5.94
B13. | Rate the effectiveness of the instructor as a speaker. 0% 45% 6.03
B14. | Rate the instructor’s skill in organizing classroom activities. 0% 40% 6.03
B15. | Rate the instructor’s skill in using a variety of teaching 0% 40% 567
methods.
— | Rate this course in terms of how much you 0% 33% 5.80
learned in it.

Open-Ended Items

Open 1: What helped you learn in this course?

Being able to read the articles again in class on canvas when we are discussing them in order to be able to pull specific
examples.

Different types of media other than reading articles really reinforced the material being taught at hand. | enjoyed the
various clips and podcasts on the ethical dilemmas we discussed in class.

As this was Dr. Epstein’s first course teaching here I think he did very well and improved over the course of the semester.
Discussing the articles in class, no pressure of the exams, given decent amount of times to work on essays

5 Here for ease of reference I follow the numbering on Pennsylvania State University’s official evaluation forms,
which skips from B6 to B8.
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Breaking down the readings and explaining the main points to better understand the concepts.

Professor Epstein adapted very well to needs of the students throughout this class. He was very responsive to what the
students wanted or needed.

Looking through the provided articles and book readings, as well as re-reading old notes from class

Examples, videos on top of the readings

I like how the teacher used real life examples to explain a point that he was making. It helped clarify. Also that he wrote
all his points out on the board.

Videos, and visual aids. Lectures from the professor were well organized and used examples from readings.

When we watched videos and read an article similar to the video.

Class notes posted [online]

Going to office hours

Dr. Epstein had notes online which made it easy to find the important points and write essays about. Also, he was very
welcoming when we asked questions.

class discussions

The online material that are always posted in Canvas, and Dr. Eric’s general way of thinking. Dr. Epstein has a great sense
of logic that helped me to apply in other areas of life: such as, always consider the opposition’s perspective and analyze it
in a fair manner.

His passion for philosophy and excitement for teaching it to us every day helped engage students and get us into the
subject matter as well.

Leniency on deadlines allowed us to work hard on our assignments and not worry as much. Great professor all around.
Going through the articles and material in class in detail helped me learn a lot. Some of the articles in philosophy are
difficult to understand the author's opinions, but Dr. Epstein went through each one thoroughly. This gave me good points
to use in the essays we were assigned. | liked how the essays were based on the articles we reviewed during class.

The course relies on the reading a lot. so reading in advance of the class is helping me to engage in the in-class
discussions.

The professor cares about the students’ understanding more than anything! He understands what the students go through
and makes changes to deadlines just to make sure his students do their best. Also, it really helps when the professor is
open to the feedback and the ideas from students and really apply their ideas! | told my friends about him and because of
his endless care, they are all interested in applying for the course!! Also his passion is another story :) I can’t describe

the debates.

Open 2: What changes would improve your learning?

Having a more clear grading system on how the essays are graded rather than just how to write a philosophy paper.
Engaging the students more and have more debates that allow the students to exchange ideas

I might be able to understand the reading materials better if you could offer some reading questions to guide me when
reading the materials. | like the group discussion occurs at the beginning of the semester, but we lost it later in the
semester. You could set up worksheet of questions on topics that answered by the group together. And those should have
points. being here does not equal to participation in class.

Maybe do one less essay since extensions were given so often. This would reduce extensions and give students more time
to do each one. Also, do other small assignments for points instead of just 4 essays.

I would change how we read numerous articles about various ethical concepts and dilemmas in business, but did not use
them all when we were to write our essays.

It would be more helpful to go into specific detail about four or five subjects and then used the knowledge we learned
from them in four or five essays.

I would clarify the course a little bit. Professor Epstein was extremely knowledgeable and passionate about all of the
topics in class. This was awesome, but he could not effectively transfer all of this knowledge to us, due to some of the
complexity of the class.

Explanation of articles, some were difficult but for the most part you explained them.

More of the students talking.

Having more discussions and maybe Socratic seminars would be good for this course. Talking about the readings with a
mix of visuals and Dr. Epstein’s explanations would be better for me, only because that is the type of the learner I am. |
learned the most when | was involved with the topic. | rated the course at a 5 for that reason.

Maybe do more group work (not necessary but may help or mix up classes)

Maybe just a few more class debates. We had some but | think if we had even 2 or 3 more the class would have really been
able to get engaged with the material

More diverse and interactive activities in class.

Some quizzes to solidify information learned.

The professor listens to his students and cares for them, | believe he will know what to improve more than anyone else :)
More practice with the difference between an english paper and a philosophy paper.
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I thought overall the class went well and was taught very well
More clarity on how essays will be graded. Also maybe having a recap of each section to make sure each topic is nailed

down for everyone.

The only change would be to help write papers better. Dr. Epstein did give feedback if we asked him, which was very
helpful. I think if we learned to write about our arguments better, that would improve my learning.

Other activities, other than just talking about the readings.
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PHIL 106, Sec. 002: Introduction to Business Ethics (Pennsylvania State University)

Multiple Choice Questions:

Out of 7 points, 0 = lowest rating, 7 = highest rating, N/A offered as an option.

Question: % giving | % giving Mean
lowest highest Score:
rating rating

A1l. | Areyou taking this course as an elective? No: 8 Yes: 6

A2. | What grade do you expect to earn in this course? <A 0% | A:100%

A3. | Rate the overall quality of this course. 0% 67% 6.24

A4. | Rate the overall quality of the instructor. 0% 86% 6.57

B1. Rate the clarity of the instructor’s presentations. 0% 76% 6.43

B2. Rate the effectiveness of the examples used to clarify difficult 0% 67% 6.43
concepts.

B3. Rate the clarity of the instructor’s explanations. 0% 67% 6.43

B4. | Rate the instructor’s skill in using visual as well as verbal 0% 71% 6.57
communication.

B5. | Rate the instructor’s skill in relating course material to real life 0% 75% 6.75
situations.

B6. | Rate the clarity of the examples used. 0% 81% 6.67

B8.6 | Rate the effectiveness of the instructor’s definitions of terms, 0% 71% 6.48
concepts, and principles.

B9. | Rate the effectiveness of the instructor’s explanations of why 0% 71% 6.29
certain processes, techniques, or formulas were used.

B10. | Rate the instructor’s skill in handling students’ questions and 0% 71% 6.57
comments.

B11. | Rate the instructor’s pacing of lectures and presentations to 0% 86% 6.67
allow for note taking.

B12. | Rate the effectiveness of the instructor as a classroom leader. 5% 62% 6.14

B13. | Rate the effectiveness of the instructor as a speaker. 0% 67% 6.38

B14. | Rate the instructor’s skill in organizing classroom activities. 5%, 67% 6.33

B15. | Rate the instructor’s skill in using a variety of teaching 0% 62% 6.19
methods.

— | Rate this course in terms of how much you 5% 52% 6.19

learned in it.

Open-Ended Items

Open 1: What helped you learn in this course?

The lectures coupled with the examples such as YouTube videos, readings, etc.

Organized material.

His down to earth personality and interest in the subject and our willingness to learn it.

One-on-one essay review and editing.

I learned how to make claims and arguments that are related to business ethics. In addition, his explanations and
readings.

Readings, interactions with professor

6 Here for ease of reference I follow the numbering on Pennsylvania State University’s official evaluation forms,
which skips from B6 to B8.
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.Class discussions and homework assignments related to the essays.

The professor’s feedback on assignments was very helpful. He also had very informative lectures that were well put
together.

Dr. Epstein is very enthusiastic and always willing to help the students.

EVERYTHING. HE IS SO GOOD AT TEACHING

All of Eric’s examples.

Open 2: What changes would improve your learning?

Maybe add more interactive learning in groups to further engage the students.

Provide more revenant examples Have students write a paragraph every month or so about how one specific topic
that interests them in class and how it pertains to life today.

Maybe include the rubrics used for grading the essays.

Just because | care too much about the environment, | think it is better to ask the students to bring the readings with
them instead of passing out printed copies. Personally, | prefer reading on my Ipad or laptop.

Not much.

Dr. Eric Epstein is the best professor in Penn State. He is simply amazing and always helps us if we had any
questions. | went to his office hours and he was so helpful with his feedbacks regarding my essay. If | had the
chance to take the course again, | would definitely do it if Professor Eric is teaching it.

Providing up to date essays.

More videos.

Less in-class reading.
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Full Student Evaluations

A Note on Student Evaluations

“Puzzles & Paradoxes” (Fall 2010)

“Religion and Reason” (Spring 2011)

“Introduction to Philosophy” (Fall 2011)

“Ethics” (Spring 2012)

“Defining the Undefinable, Expressing the Inexpressible” (Fall 2013)
“Logic for Philosophy” (Fall 2014)

“Foundations of Mathematics” (Spring 2015)

“History of the Israeli-Palestinian Conflict” (Fall 2015)
“Introduction to Philosophy and Critical Thinking” (Spring 2016)
“Marx, Nietzsche, Freud” (Fall 2016)

“Minds and Machines” (Spring 2017)

“Critical Thinking” (Fall 2017)

“Introduction to Business Ethics: Section 001 (Fall 2017)

“Introduction to Business Ethics: Section 002 (Fall 2017)
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Julia Markovits
Associate Professor

Cornell University 235 Goldwin Smith Hall
Sage School of Philosophy Ithaca, NY 14853-3201
t. (607) 255-3687

f. (607) 255-8177
markovits@cornell.edu

A Note on Student Evaluations

Unfortunately, the teaching assistant evaluation forms in use by the Cornell Department
of Philosophy before Fall 2015 have the following flaw: they ask students to rate their
graduate TAs on a scale of 1 to 5 across a number of categories (where 1 is the lowest
and 5 the highest score) and then define the score of 3 as “neutral/not applicable.” This
means that many of the 3-scores TAs received likely indicate not that the student
evaluator felt her TA was mediocre in the relevant respect, but rather that she felt the
category in question did not apply. (For example, maybe the question asked the student to
evaluate her TA’s grading, but the TA was not the one grading her work; or maybe the
question asked the student to evaluate the TA’s section performance, but the section was
optional and the student did not attend.) As a result, these forms (and the mean scores
calculated on the basis of them) likely undersell students’ actual evaluations of their TA’s
teaching.

Of course, it is impossible to tell with certainty which 3-scores were intended to give
mediocre evaluations and which were intended to indicate that the question was not
applicable. To help offset the misleading effect of the flawed evaluation forms, some of
Cornell’s job candidates may choose to provide two sets of average scores with their
teaching evaluations: one that includes all of the 3-scores and one that includes none of
them. The “real” score likely lies somewhere in between.

Please feel free to contact me with any questions.

Julia Markovits
Associate Professor of Philosophy
Placement Director

Diversity and Inclusion are a part of Cornell University’s heritage.
We are a recognized employer and educator valuing AA/EEO, Protected Veterans, and Individuals with Disabilities.
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PUZZLES & PARADOXES
Fall 2010
Principal Instructor: Matti Eklund
Teaching Assistant: Eric Epstein
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DEPARTMENT OF PHILOSOPHY

SECTION EVALUATION
Course Number: Pie 2200 Term & year: Lol 20j0 Section Leader’s Name: Lo c E?ﬁ}t,-n Y

Please estimate the percentage of discussion section meetings you have attended

[30-25% 125% —530% 50% - 75% [175% - 100%
RATING SCALE
1 = Strongly Disagree 2= Disagree 3 = Neutrai/Not Applicable 4= Agree 5 = Strongly Agree
1. The teaching assistant was well prepared. __3__
! 2. The teaching assistant reviewed course material in a clear and effective manner _é_
| 3. The teaching assistant's discussions were stimulating and nald my interest ['i
| 4. The teaching assistant reviewed a sufficient amount of course material i
5. The teaching assistant reviewed course material in an arganized manner 3
6. The teaching assistant's grades were appropriate for the quaiity of work submitted Lj
7. The teaching assistant's comments on written work were thorcugh and instructive j_
8. The teaching assistant was responsive in discussing course related materiais outside of section T
9. The amount of discussion that occurred in class was adequate i_
10. The student discussion that cocurred in the class was valuable
[ 11. QOverail, this section met my expectations L'}
i 12. What were the major sirengths of this section?

| Feo is r*m\\-} nice Qng &?Pﬂfmi\abu}_ wowid 't e @leaid Yo @uk AN

A e navp
/ |

i

! 113, What were the major weaknesses cf this section?
Me Ciso scems (BVGus  Lnacqerized in Wi thewght pruess  av Minen,
*\“haush he's goren  mueh belk,

A 14 What aspects of the teaching assistant's performance in the section did you like?
y Peagls  Qenh Chroipt v 8 vt W ownr opivvon 'y,

\\3 | 15. What changes in the teaching assistant's conduct of section would you recommend?
Mﬂ‘f‘\ Qnd Ioitn {gan{xz domfmm Moy Convuahan,
| L nwrs heed by Cavige
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DEPARTMENT OF PHILOSOPHY
SECTION EVALUATION

Course Number: ﬂ‘h L2300 Term & year: FAID Section Leader’s Name: EVC EfS{“iM-

Please estimate the percentage of discussion section meetings yon have attendeg//

1 0-25% 325% - 50% L] 50% - 75% ®75% - 100%
| RATING SCALE }
. !
!‘ 4 = Strongly Disagree 2=Disagres 3 = Neutral/Not Applicable 4= Agree 5 = Strongly Agree

|
I
“1.

The teaching assistant was well preparec.

2. The teaching assistant reviewed course material in a glear and effective manner Lf‘

3 The teaching assistant's discussions wera stimulating and held my interest '_';l_
|
| 4, The teaching assistant reviewed a sufficient amount of course material 3

5. The teaching assistant reviewed course material in an organized manner 3
1 6, The teaching assistant's grades were appropriate for the quality of work submitted ':t
i
' 7. The teaching assistant's commaents on writien work were thorocugh and instructive 5

8. The teaching assistant was responsive in discussing course related materials outside of section '5
I

g. The ameount of discussion that oceurred in class was adequate Q

10. The student discussior: that occurred in the class was valuable I’f

11, Overall. this section met my expectations b
112 What were the major strengths of this section?

Whe dlsadssion was i fovier there was & ﬂow among fhe Student
b class cectron . Ao, it was agoed & ity B fest
| Why eontibuged ) gut SRy L s
| 13. What wera the major weaknesses of this section?
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[
I 14, What aspects of the teaching assistant's performance in the section did you iike?
v
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| 15 What changes in the teaching assistant’s conduet of section would you recommend?
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Course Number:)L. 5 O 5 Term & year:_ FA\O Section Leader’s Name: L 4( Ep?ﬁ:}l\’

DEPARTMENT OF PHIL.OSOPHY
SECTION EVALUATION

Please estimate the percentage of discussion section mtz&t/iggs yvou have attended

10-25% © 025%-50% 50% - 75% 0 75% - 100%
RATING SCALE
1 = Strongly Disagree 2= Disagree 3 = Neutral/Not Applicable 4= Agree 5 w Strongly Agree
. The teaching assistant was well prepared. 4
: 2. The teaching assistani reviewed course material in a ¢lear and effective manner L
3 The teaching assistant’s discussions were stimuiating and held my interest —
4, The teaching assistant reviewed a sufficient amount of course material g
5. The teaching assistant reviewed course material in an organized manner a1
g
6. The teaching assistant’s grades were appropriate for the quality of work submitted s
7. The teaching assistant's comments on written work were thorough and instructive _L f
8. The teaching assistant was responsive in discussing course related materials cutside of section -1
9. The amount of discussion that occurred in class was adequate 11_' i
10. The student discussion that cccurred in the class was valuable =l
11. Overail, this section me* my expectations =
12. What were the major strengths of this section?
PECAY  ENVIIOMMENT
13. What were the maior weaknesses of this section?
NUNGE
14 What aspects of the teaching assistant's performance in the section did you like?
THEg 1A Rr{AK BT PASSIONATE:
[ r
15, What changes in the teaching assistant's conduct of seciion wouid you recommend?

NopmZ-
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DEPARTMENT OF PHILOSOPHY
SECTION EVALUATION

: ‘ . ;o
Course Number: },31 ’ 2Ro0 Term & vear: WLLZWO Section Leader’s Name: f Yic Epg-fﬁln

Please estimate the percentage of discussion section meetings you have attended

0 0-25% 125% - 50% [150% -75% L75% - 100%
RATING SCALE ,
1 = Strongly Disagree 2 = Disagree 3 = NeytraliNot Applicable 4= Agree § = Strongly Agree |
1. The teaching assistant was well prepared. _6- I
2. The teaching assistant reviewed course material in a clear and effective manner s i
3 The teaching assistant’s discussions were stimulating and heid my interest _.JL
4. The teaching assistant reviewed a sufficient amount of course material i
: 5. The tezching assistant reviewed course material in an organized manner __5:_
| 8. The teaching assistant's grades were appropriate for the quality of work submitted __é:
7. The teaching assistant’s comments on written work_were thorough and instruchve i
8. The teaching assistant was respersive in discussing course related materials cutside of section _£
9. The amount of discussion that cccurred in class was adequate i |
| 10. The student discussion that occumed in the ¢lass was valuable i
| 11. Overall, this section met my expectations i
j
"
| 12. WWhat we'e the major strengths of th;s sectign? st :;!_._.T:j _;'(._ Tn hd C‘F' m% d\c{ a. y&:x‘,}@x;}o ED

! o 4 co Lre |
vt bt e 7 b

13. What were the maior weakr-essas of this secticn?

gl m@.u/ﬁ g;, & sﬂjds(ﬂ j,'qulgv fgwﬁ;x Pty ngay;? rove |
‘-W&f |7

114, What aspects ¢f the teaching assistant’s perfonmance in the secton did you like?

0;1@« ?ﬁwm&@ and o rﬁwg i
! 15. What changes in the teachmg assistant's conduct offecug‘l,mﬁ; :;:me/r” / %&T Hw,,% ;\? |
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Course Number:_P# | 7 @O Term & year: tod\ Zo(1) Section Leader’s Name: EIQE st:{:q &N

DEPARTMENT OF PHILOSOPHY
SECTION EVALUATION

Please estimate the percentage of discussion section meetings vou have atten
710-25% 025% - 50% 1 50% - 75% X175% - 100%
RATING SCALE ';
i
1 = Strongly Disagree 2 =Disagree 3 = Neutral/Not Applicable 4= Agres § = Strongly Agree '=

1.

The teaching assistant was well prepared.

_
2. The teaching assistant reviewed course ma‘erial in a clear and effective marner "}
"
3. The teaching assistant's discussions were stimulating and held my interest S
4, The teaching assistant reviewed a sufficient amount of course material S -
5. The teaching assistant reviewed course material in an organized manner 5{
! 6. The teaching assistant's grades were appropriate for the guality of work submitted éé
t
| 7. The teaching assistant's comments on written work were thorough and instructive ‘_'(: 1,
-
‘ 3. The teaching assistant was responsive in discussing course related materials outside of section 5 |
i 9. The amount of discussion that occurred in class was adequate 5/ |
1 10. The student discussion that occurred in the class was valuable 4
i
C1 Overall, this section met my expectations S
i
12 What were the major strengths of this section?
— : X _ . .
(hare wxfe naws SNesting (Lass @ teatad cl(m.n‘ng disenseans
| 13. What were the major weaknesses of this section?
14, What aspects of the teaching assistant's performance in the section did you like?
T 2hivovied Vs aluasceim about Qe ToRve
:
15. What changes in the teaching assistant's conduct of section would you recommend? !
Mo, 1 was &dwnmttﬁ éc‘k'\sﬁxe_cl dYont Fua Cecting |
|
_
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DEPARTMENT OF PHILOSOPHY

SECTION EVALUATION
Course Number: x> Term & year: f'“[ D10 Section Leader’s Name: EhC— gpz.fm
Please estimate the percentage of discussion section meetings you have attended
0 0-25% O 25% - 50% O 50% - 75% 5%~ T00%)
_" RATING SCALE
! 1 = Strongly Disagree 2= Disagree 3 = Neutral/Not Applicable 4= Agree § = Strongly Agree
! 1. The teaching assistant was well prepared. _5
| 2. The teaching assistant reviewad course material in a clear and effective manner __b_
3. The teaching assistant’'s discussions were stimulating ard held my interest _i
| 4, The teaching assistant reviewed a sufficient amount of course material )
| 5. The teaching assistant reviewed course material in an organized manner 5
8. The teaching assistant’'s grades were appropriate for the quality of work submitted j_
7. The teaching assistant's comments on written work were thorough and instructive _l',_
8. The teaching assistant was responsive in discussing course related materals outside of section 5 _
9. The amount of discussion that occurred in class was adequate ’5:
10. The student discussion that occurred in the class was valuable b_
11. Qverall, this section met my expeciations o
I
| 12. What were the major strengths of this section? CQ
I 4 sod choe b reuveo Wed Ede oy reves
i
13.  What were the major weaknesses of this section?
‘[ porn e o .
; 14. What aspects of the teaching assistanf's performance in the section did you like?
| vay helpfol bee? o anemee a0l et
|
15. What changes in the teaching assistant's conduct of section wouid you recommend?
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DEPARTMENT OF PHILOSOPHY

SECTION EVALUATION
Course Number: o 390 Term & vear: Fio Section Leader’s Name: Fric E(ﬁ’i!‘rﬁf’?
Please estimate the percentage of discussion section meetings you have attended
110-25% T125% —50% T150%-75% 345% - 100%
RATING SCALE

1 = Strongly Disagree 2 =Digagree 3 = Neutral/Not Applicable 4= Agree § = Strongly Agree

1. The teaching assistant was well prepared. S_
P 2. The teaching assistant reviewed course material in 2 ciear and effective manner s

3. The teaching assistant’s discussions were stimulating and held my interest b
i 4, The teaching assistant reviewed a sufficient amount of course material 5_

5. The teaching assistant reviewed course material in an organized manner L_
i 8. The ieaching assistant's grades were appropriate for the guality of work submitted _L

7. The teaching assistant's comments on written work were thorough and instructive p

g The teaching assistant was responsive in discussing course related materials outside of section _f,_
| 9. The amount of discussion that occurred in class was adequate Y

10. The student discussion that occurred in the class was valuable >

1. Overall, this section met my expeciations =

12 What were the maijcr strengths of this section? |
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| 13. What were the major weaknesses of thi‘s section?
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| 14. What aspects of the teaching assistant's performance in the secton did you like?
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| 15. What changes in the teaching assistant’s conduct of section would you recommend?
;
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DEPARTMENT OF PHILOSOPHY

SECTION EVALUATION
Course Number: Q f;DO Term & year: ‘/bg{( Q‘WO Section Leader’s Name: £/7C %’3}&/}1
Please estimate the percentage of discussion section meetings you have attended
5 0-23% 3 25% — 50% 150% - 75% Bf',?S% - 100%
’ RATING SCALE
{ 1= Strongly Disagree 2 = Disagree 3 = Neutral/Not Applicable 4= Agree 5 = Strongly Agree
I 1. The teaching assistant was well prepared. L
2. The teaching assistant reviewed course material in a clear ang effective manner >
3. The teaching assistant’s discussions were stimulating and held my interest _j_
4, The teaching assistant reviewed a sufficient amount of course material i_
5. The teaching assistant reviewed course material in 2n organized manner _L
| 6. The teaching assistant’'s grades were appropriate for the quality of work submitted 3_
7. The teaching assistant's commerts on writieh work were therough and instructive _L
| 8. The teaching assistant was responsive in discussing course related materials outside of section _i
| g The amount of discussion thaf occuired in class was adequate _b/_
10. The student discussion that occurred in the class was valuable L i
. 11. Overall, this section met my expectations ___Lfl_

112, What were the major strengths of this section? _ ¢ , |
| distssion  of j_am%ﬁs * }Dafaadm% bmavkr" w in lehoe );g@/ s ré 0%;'«' b@f’é’/ M@s‘:fé’m’fﬁ{;
| aﬁ 7%.@ (Z?gﬂﬂ@@[f 4 aach sa/_ziém i

' 13, What were the major weaknesses of this section? '

| i s ot m@gs ot et points we we g??m;@/ Ll o o 0 sk
(fﬁ. et s apecded A us o e Josis)

14, What aspects cf the teaching assistant's performance in the section did you like? '

&fﬁﬂ{fW o+ /ﬁ’f%&/ﬁ)ﬁ}?j " drsa/_'sﬁ;gw(,

15. What changes in the teaching assistant’'s conduct of section would you recommend?
@5%@3‘2 Yo dseassiom / bysus o foe sholunds B cotferon the mest ‘;7"”” ot
I! aoumats  Hy wh  paradoe,
- 1
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DEPARTMENT OF PHILOSOPHY
SECTION EVALUATION

A0 ! e
Course Number: P" ‘E & 300 Term & year: F ’ 0 Section Leader’s Name: Ef 10

Pleas¢ estimate the percentage of discussion section meetings yor have attended

[30-25% 1 25% - 50% T 50% - 75% B75% -100%
RATING SCALE f
1 = Strongly Dizagree 2 =Disagree 3 = Neutral/Not Applicable 4= Agree 5 = Strongly Agree |
' 1. The teaching assistant was well preparad. L ;
2. The teaching assistant reviewed course material in a clear and effective manner _§_ i
3 The teaching assistant's discussions were stimuiating and held my interest __5_ |
‘ 4, The teaching assistant reviewsd a sufficient amount of course material _ﬂ_ ;
i 5. The teaching assistant reviewed course material in an organized manner L
[ 6 The teaching assistant's grades were appropriate for the quality of work submitted Ll
| 7. The teaching assistant’'s commaents on written work were therough and instructive L
8. The teaching assistant was responsive in discussing course related materials outside of section S_ |
9. The amount of discussicn that occurred in class was adequate - |
10. The student discussion that occurred in the class was valuable L
11. Overali, this section met my expectations i
i2. What were the major strengihs of this section?
| T wasPnaasings Moghl, siedends di cshnt foe prachrs  ard
‘ preblem s b i ta Loy i &“thg e fre ![..f e&iéﬁéﬁ‘?ﬁqu ¢S asgiLss
| 13. What weare the maiar weaknesses of this section?
Occas grall y Fhe discaes dons  RCi L bR Wboa ger by 7@...'
| 5’};4;?;1; j’m‘} 7“\41‘ F i Yo be ('Mfo'?“f'f‘lﬁ'({
14 What aspects of the teaching assistant's performance in the section did you like?
He scespd 4 vont Ho  l@pen Tom
i 15 What changes in the teaching assistant's conguct of section wouid you recommend? !

Wohing 5 com Tlank of
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DEPARTMENT OF PHILOSOPHY

SECTION EVALUATION
Course Number: i L‘a( 1300 Term & year: F w Section Leader’s Name: E ric
Please estimate the percentage of discussion section meetings vou have attended
30-25% 1 25% — 50% [150% - 75% 5% - 100%
[ : RATING SCALE
I 1 = Strongly Disagree 2 = Disagree 3 = Neutral/Not Appiicable 4= Agree 5 = Strongly Agree
' 1 The teaching assistant was well prepared. __4"_
2. The teaching assistant reviewed course material in a clear and effective manner _i
3, The teaching assistant's discussions were stimulating and held my interest i_
| 4. The teaching assistant reviewed a sufficient amount of course material i
5. The teaching assistant reviewed course material in an organized manner i
8. The teaching assistant's grades were appropriate for the quality of work submitted _4'_
7. The teaching assistant's comments on writters work were therough and instructive __+_
&. The teaching assistant was responsive in discussing course related materials outside of section __5-_
9, The amount of discussicn that occurred in class was adequate ﬁ
| 10. The student discussion that occurred in the class was valuable ___‘f’_
i 11. Overall, this sectior met my expectations i_
|
12, What were the major strengths of this section?

U e vy gad st Ror ¥ prjae fr Oans sy
ke ﬁTf a jgg} Uv% md' -Qérp&d‘\b ‘h’-« "‘ﬂ‘[ﬂ'ﬂ{,

13. What were the major weaknesses of this section?

Snedtts pric tulled & (Htte o o othe th glhon
7‘1& fy{qjgd‘; le jpron fe Ay,

14, What aspects of the teaching assistant's performance in the section did you like?

Jee 1}

| 15. What changes in the teaching assistant's conduct of section would you recommend?

Jeo B
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DEPARTMENT OF PHILOSOPHY

SECTION EVALUATION
Course Number: 7 500 Term & vear: ﬁ, 110 Section Leader’s Name: Ef e

Please estimate the percentage of discussion section meetings you have attendg/
% - 100%

[70-25% 125%—50% 150% - 75%

! RATING SCALE
E 1 = Strongly Disagree 2 = Disagree 3 = NeutraliNot Applicable 4= Agree 5 = Strongly Agree
' 1. The teaching assistant was well preparad. L*_
i 2. The teaching assistant reviewad course material in a clear and effective manner 5‘
;3 The teaching assistant's disgussions were stimutaling and held my interest 5

4, The teaching assistant reviewed a sufficient amount of course material __\_S‘_
_ 3. The teaching assistant reviewed course material in an organizea manner "l_
| 8. The teaching assistant's grades were appropriate for the quaiity of work submitted 3
7. The teaching assistant's comments on written work were thorough and instructive ig ‘

8. The teaching assistant was responsive in discussing course related materials cutside of section ?>
l 9 The amount of discussion that cccurred in class was adeqguate H

10. The student discussion that occurred in the ¢lass was valuable 5

1. Overall, this section met my expectations g

| 12. What were the major strengths of this secton?

5,.,\!!“ 5&“&3 mm!*u, ,‘J gg,»,r.,‘.-_g/" Ja ?'wa(‘w W ?’w.sf:.}% qrtswc(a-!

13. What were tne major weaknesses of tms sectlon?
! .
-l "

Mﬁu.. 3«@"9'" ‘*u Lovtr 'HW' "“’" k % bowess “i*g’g” F-".J'.fm-"- f»-r»?{wﬂ v éﬂﬂ”f’“{

‘pm, vy Qaq e Yo f;ﬁ‘zw’a {i@:«m 3, Gyt tﬂt’i«;

|‘ 14 What aspects of the teach.ng assistant's performance in the section did you like?
§ o}

| /1 J._ /
e L s 5{&- Y J;aq &\ﬁ,wrr\’:} ouwr ?/k‘/pg. pAac ‘u.r:J .75,,;,5_5,-;45 SR b

“}L“" }Llﬁ;ﬂ' -: :3 i,

15, What hanges in the teachlng us§|stants conduct o sect.or wouzu yuu recommend? .
|

ﬁ,e:.' i
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DEPARTMENT OF PHILOSOPHY
SECTION EVALUATION

Course Number:_1%00 Term & vear:_fa\\ 10O Section Leader’s Name: _©viq & Pﬁ&iw‘\

Please estimate the percentage of discussion section meetings you have attended
)245% - 100%

7 0-25% 1 25% — 30% 5 50% - 75%

: RATING SCALE
! 1 = Strongly Disagroe . 2=Disagree 3= NeutraliNot Applicable 4= Agree § = Strongly Agree
|I 1. The teaching assistant was well prepared. 2

2. The teaching assistant reviewed course material in a clear and effective manner 2
3. The teaching assistant’s discussions were stimulating and heid my interest 2
i 4 The teaching assistant reviewed a sufficient amount of course material _%
ll B. The teaching assistant reviewed course material in an organized manner -
il B. The teaching assistants grades were appropriate for the quality of work submitted .
] 7. The teaching assistant's comments on written work were thorough and instructive 3
i 8. The teaching assistant was resporsive in discussing course related materials. outside of section e
i 9. The amount of discussion that occurred in class was adequate 2
L 10. The student discussion that occurred in the ¢iass was valuable E
i 11 Overall. this section met my expectations _a

‘ 12. What were the major strengths of this secticn?

Tt Wl eeple D dbkod greshiovia 5o Tue ko

oa conppA A A LWy chAwctye @ el ke leevive |
o Y 0!.")@

{13, What were the major weaknesses of this section? 4 , e
| %W L Tne w @.”1 Q ed H\%Mb)q 5}4% ig} Mdua %
LA (VI Cﬁ'f\ﬁlﬁnj i chll cJ/umfZ Qe e

14, What aspects of the teaching assistant's performance in the section did you like?

He woas mice ond dpento Queshons

| 15. What changes in the teaching assistant's conduct of sectien wouid you recommend? ,l:/f -
Mak:-}'wa qurnd e AndesS fnda e madena
Sy Lovy OISl Gued +y erd J
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DEPARTMENT OF PHILOSOPHY

SECTION EVALUATION
Course Number: 2300 Term & vear: FA LD Section Leader’s Name: Eric £
Please estimate the percentage of discussion section meetings you have attended
7 0-25% 025%-50% -~ 350%-75% 55% - 100%
! RATING SCALE
| 1 = Strongly Disagree 2 = Disagree 3 = Neutral/Not Applicable 4= Agree § = Strongly Agree

c 1

The teaching assistant was well prepared.

v
2 The teaching assistant reviewed course material in a clear and effective manner L
3. The teaching assistanf's discussions were stimulating and held my interest _\?__
4 The teaching assistant reviewed a sufficient amount of course mateniaf _,_5_
5. The teaching assistant reviewed course material in an organized manner _2_
6. The teaching assistant's grades were appropriate for the quality of work submitted L
7. The teaching assistant's comments on writien work were thorough and instructive -1
8 The teaching assisiant was responsive in discussing course related materials outside of section ('(
9, The amount of discussion that occurred in class was adequate _K_
10. The student discussion that occurred in the class was valuable i_
| 1. Overall, this section met my expactations _3___
! 12. What were the major strengths of this secticn?
? [ree  Fo ek ;’“@"}'ﬁ/‘f‘
I
. 13. What were the major weaknesses of this section?
[ K aodd e aw) wang cedlary deiceupiang
j
)
|
14. What aspects of the teaching assistant's perfarmance in the saction did you like?
Mree Ve wf’/
[ 15 What changes in the teaching assistant’s conduct of section would you recommend?

My re Gy’)q,é’l eed P eidetiton o Meilen ‘q___/
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Course Number:

DEPARTMENT OF PHILOSOPHY
SECTION EVALUATION

PHIL 2d00

Term & year:_™h »w© Section Leader’s Name: “"¢

Please estimate the percentage of discussion section meefings you have attended

L10-25% [ 25% —50% 150% - 75% ,Z?S% - 100%

i RATING SCALE !
E 1 = Strongly Disagree 2 = Disagree 3 = Neutral/Not Applicable 4= Agree $ = Strongly Agree :
I 1. The teaching assistant was well prepared. * }

2. The teaching assistant reviewed course material in a clear and effective manner +
! 3, The teaching assistant’s discussions were stimulating and held my interest il

4. The teaching assistant reviewed a sufficient amount of course material “t ‘
| 5. The teaching assistant reviewed course material in an organized manner T
i 8. The teaching assistant's grades were appropriate for the quality of work submitted 3
| 7. The teaching assistant's comments on written work were thorough and instructive t ‘
} 8. The teaching assisiant was respensive in discussing course related materials outside of section + '
'| 9, The amount of discussion that occurred in ciass was adequate 4
| 10.  The student discussion that occurred in the class was valuable 3 ‘
l 11 Overall, this section met my expectations . |
P42, What were the major strengths of this section?

Very (!nemtb’ Mmsrlm, eayf vo Arsensy isawes

13.

What were the major weaknesses of this section?

Ere. it Somatimag o |t‘|’fL!.. Mort ¥ u‘-\.u\ Lud.nj -r'\L. fecimn 5‘4.1u|9{ o mf{‘,m.-g_, firm

|

r

14.

What aspects of the teaching assistant’s performance in the section did you lke?

‘: Fnﬂ.)\p“-,l &°d\, A mdwﬂwdlmnlu; S, v taduriog s b’y 1.4“!4“_5 vhowt

18.

What changes in the teaching assistant's conduct of section would you recommend?

‘ Bt mert sure of hmelf % m station,
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DEPARTMENT OF PHILOSOPHY
SECTION EVALUATION

100

- & [
Course Number: Term & year: To{! 39 Section Leader’s Name: Lr.l

Please estimate the percentage of discussion section meetings you have artended

[J0-25% 1 25% ~ 50% 7 50% - 75% ¥ 75% - 100%
! RATING SCALE
1 1 = Strongly Disagree 2 = Disagree 3 = Neutral/Not Applicable 4= Agree § = Strongly Agree
1 1 The teaching assistant was well preparec. _[’{__
! 2 The teaching assistant reviewed course material in a clear and effective manner Ll_
3. The teaching assistant’s discussions were stimulating and held my interest >
| 4 The teaching assistant reviewed a sufficient amount of course material L
| 5. The teaching assistant reviewed course matenial in an organized manner jﬁ
8. The teaching assistant's grades were appropriate for the quality of work submitted ..)—
7. The teaching assistant's comments on written work were thorough and instructive L
8. The teaching assistant was responsive in discussing course related materials outside of section q_
8. The amaunt of discussion that occurred in class was adequate _‘L_
10. The student discussion that occurred in the class was valuable __3‘_
11 Qverall, this section met my expectations _l___

‘ 12. What were the major strengths of this section?

Lopd ML Yo BT Wip dbisis g egating,

P13 What were the maior weaknesses of this section?

‘ Cqutd Y8 \[‘e.-\ \gorvey o 5,

14. What aspects of the teaching assistant's performance in the section did you like?

‘ Aot vl o helg ot Tl e sme o g:.ﬁ:iiaﬂ Ko, Thureughly.

15 What changes in the teaching assistant's condust of section would you recommend?

! ot
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DEPARTMENT OF PHILOSOPHY
SECTION EVALUATION

Course Number: _2« 59 2 Term & yi;Er: {0je Section Leader’s Name: Eﬁ‘Zf E&Sh?/f"?

Please estimate the percentage of discussion section meetings vou have attended

M 0-25% [ 25% — 50% [C50% - 75% 24 75% - 100%
RATING SCALE

1 = Strongly Disagree 2 = Disagree 3 = Neutral/Not Applicable 4= Agres 9 = Strongly Agrea
1 The teaching assistant was well prepared. —5

2. The teaching assistant reviewed course material in a clear and effective marner _5

3. Tha teaching assistant’s discussions were stimulafing and held my interest _5,

4 The teaching assistant reviewed a sufficient amount of course material ___5_

5 The teaching assistant reviewad course material i an organized manner i

6. The teaching assistant's grades were appropriate for the quality of work submitted 5

7 The teaching assistant's comments on written work were thorough and instructive : 3

8. The teaching assistant was responsive in discussing course related materials outside of section
‘ 9. Trie amount of discussion that occurred in class was adequate

1G. The student discussion that occurred in the class was valuahle -5
11. Qverall, this section met my expectations i

‘ 12, What were the major strengths of this secticn?

2
The ohbf Ity 19 Propose md dese O oum fdeas

13, What were the major weaknesses of this secticn? I
ﬁfgﬁ’w{? ™ parltuloty sorna of The Yeprs vere o bﬁ‘éy |

r14. What aspects of the teaching assistant's performance in the section did you like? -
|
!
[ 15. What changes in the teaching assistant's conduct of section would you recommena? i

Ve Showld Speak witn wmave (ontfdonce. He hmows whar
M,‘ﬁ JOE‘n 4 |
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DEPARTMENT OF PHILOSOPHY

SECTION EVALUATION

Course Number;  2>°Y Term & year: Fall 20l0

Section Leader’s Name:

Please estimate the percentage of discussion section meetings you have attended

00-25% [ 25% —50% £150%-75% (8 75% - 100%
{ RATING SCALE
|| 1 = Strongly Disagree 2 =Disagrea 3= Neutral/Not Applicable 4= Agree 5 = Strongly Agree
l 1. The teaching assistant was well prepared. .
2. The teaching assistant reviewed course material in a clear and effective manner Y |
‘ 3 The teaching assistant’s discussions were stimulating and heid my interest Y i
| 4, The teaching assistant reviewed & sufficient amount of course material _q_ i
i 5. The teaching assistant reviewed course material in an organized manner i |
i 6. The feaching assistant’s grades were appropriate for the quality of work submitted L
' The teaching assistant's cornments on written work were thorough and instructive _5;_
‘ 8. The teaching assistant was responsive in discussing course related materials outside of section i
9. The amount of discussion that accurred in class was adeguate H
[ 10. The student discussion that occurred in the class was vaiuable _1'5_ |
| 11. Overall, this section met my expectations _L |
12. What were the major strengths of this secticn?
‘ Geood disussion ot mateaal prese rded  duriva lectare |
i 13. What were the major weaknesses of this section? i
{ould "o felr Wk we a lot |
‘ %
| 14. What aspects of the teaching assistant's performance in the section did you like? [
Cogel o helf epiann
|
15. What changes in the teachirg assistant’s conduct of section wouid you recomimend?

Some frmts  graanahing we(e
o wBie AR
wp [ i Lo B

v
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DEPARTMENT OF PHILOSOPHY
[_ﬁl\;‘\ “:;%7 . O SECTION EVALUATION E ‘ (— o
Course Number:; Term & year: F }.O \Q Section Leader’s Name: (. LY ‘Qse ™

Please estimate the percentage of discussion section m%’z'mgs vou have attended
5

L10-25% 125% —50% 0% - 75% 175% - 100%
P | RATING SCALE
| 1 = Strongly Disagree 2= Disagree 3 = Neutral/Not Applicable 4= Agree 5 = Strongly Agree
1. The teaching assistant was weli prepared. i _\Ji'
2. The teaching assistant reviewed course material in a clear and effective manner )
3 The teaching assistant’s discussions were stimulating and held my interest Y, ae
4, The teaching assistant reviewed a sufficient amount of course material __\:L_
5. The teaching assistant reviewed course material in an organized manner =
8. The teaching assistant's grades were appropriate for the quality of work submitted
7. The teaching assistant's comments on written work were thorough and instructive
| 8. The teaching assistant was responsive in discussing course related materials outside of section '
' 9. The amount of discussion that occurred in ciass was adedquate .‘L'x § ‘
| 10. Tne student discussion that occurred in the ciass was veluable =
| 11. Overali, this section met my expectations ;*-— J
: 12 What were the major strengtis of this section?
: .
|
12_13. f were the major weaknesses of this section?
| VB ceedy G @,c@QM&ﬁ&b

| 14, What aspects ¢f the teaching assistant's performance in the section did you like? ‘

15.  Wha: changes in the teachihg'assistanfs conduct of section would you recommend? |
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STUDENT EVALUATIONS

RELIGION & REASON
Spring 2011
Principal Instructor: Scott MacDonald

Teaching Assistant: Eric Epstein
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DEPARTMENT OF PHIL.OSOPHY
PHTL 253¢ SECTION EVALUATION

Course Number: EELst 2630 Term & year: iﬁf o\ Section Leader’s Name: £ Ef’ § feln

Please estimate the percentage of discussion section meetings you have attended

[10-25% [J25% - 50% O50% - 75% 75% - 100%
e T RATINGSCALE B

{ = Strongly Distgree 2= Disagree 3 = NeutraliNot Applicdble 4= Agee 5= Strongly Agree
1. The teaching assistant was we!l prepared. L’_
'.2. The teaching assistant reviewed course material in a clear and effective manner L
3. The teaching assistant’s discussions were stimulating and held my interest __6__
4. The teaching assistant reviewed a sufficient amount of course material _bl_ _
5. The teaching assistant reviewed course material in an crganized manner _2;___ -
8. The teaching assistant's grades were appropriate for the quality of work submitted L
7. The teaching assistant’s comments on written work wers thorough and instructive Q_
8. The teaching assistant was responsive in discussing course related materials outside of section L i
9, The amount of discussion that ccourred in class was adequate 6_
10. The student discussion that occurred in the class was valuable i_
11. Overall, this section met my expectations L
12, What were the major strengths of this section?

U‘fy &Hmwh‘h\ﬂj JI?CMJ;NA n CM, Coves ﬁfjumﬁ' M”; Esc S W

13. What were the major weaknesses of this section?

g was slyhtl, ATio94nized — Edc T vy ralfboared, poe o

9‘3‘? w@; G genfs . Gae T o a0t ﬂ“!w'!y-‘ f’ref“'f”( Ang Efl?'"ffy
504 4 T20d,

14, What aspects of the teaching assistant's performance in the secijon did you like?

Eat T vy &l sastiT and ks The oAbt 4wﬁ‘sqs o Slmuliie
AiSCussion, He makes dfffﬁm G bas 4 70.5& Sese b humour

15. What changes in the teaching assistant's conduct of section would you recommend?

Mo orquniieh wh prepaed (o7 oluss
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DEPARTMENT OF PHILOSOPHY

[T T

SECTION EVALUATION
Course Number: QE 30 Term & year: «_%j/e;ﬂg[ Section Leader’s Name: E;ﬁ:c. E;rsf‘ ﬁin . o
7
Please estimate the percentage of discussion secfion meetings you have attended
10-25% 0 25% — 50% [150% - 75% /Eﬁs% - 100%
4= Strongly Disagrss 2= Dissgree 3 = Neutralot Applicable._ '4’=]ﬁ_tgree __5=Strongly Agree _
1. The teaching assistantwas'well prepared. _5“_
2 The teaching assistant reviewed course material in a clear and effective manner L’?’ .
3. The teaching assistant's discussions were stimulating and held my interest E’
4. The teaching assistant reviewed & sufficient amount of course material __Ei_ |
5, The teaching assistant reviewed course material in an organized mannear _LL_ _
8. The teaching assistant's grades were appropriate for the quality of work submitted n_.i_.u_
7. The teaching assistant's comments on written work were thorough and instructive 2_____
8. The teaching assistant was responsive in discussing course related materials outside of section el
9. The amount of discussion that occurred in class was adequate 5,”.
10, The student discussion that accurred in the class was valuable L
11. Overall, this section met my expectations ____-‘AL_
12. What were the major strengths of this section?
13. What were the major weaknesses df this section?

14, What aspeits of the teaching assistant's performance in the section did you ke?

Wi? e wéy Phdia,

MMJ?WW Ascvasie) L5t . Ly tvere o ;c,ooa,wfl’

15. What changes in the teaching assistant’s conduct of section would you recommend’?
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DEPARTMENT OF PHILOSOPHY
SECTION EVALUATION

Course Number: Term & year: 01} Section Leader’s Name:

2520 A% Ecic Epstein

Please estimate the percentage of discussion section meetings youn have attended

10. The student discussion that occurred in the class was valuable

11, Overall, this section met my expectations

[10-25% [025% — 50% [ 50% - 75% ﬂvs% - 100%

1=Strongly Disagree __ 2=Disagree 3= NeutraiNot Applicable 4= Agres 5 = Strongly Agree
1. The teaching assistant was well prepared, _?\_

2, The teaching assistant reviewed course material in & clear and effective manner L

3. The teaching assistant's discussions were stimulating and held my interest L '
4. The teaching assistant reviewed & sufficient amount of course material i

5. The teaching assistant reviewed course material in an organized manner _..:3.;____

8. The teaching assistant's grades were appropriate for the quality of work submitted __l_

7, The teaching assistant's comments on written work were thorough and instructive 1_

8. The teaching assistant was responsive in discussing course related materials cutside of section _E___ .
9 . The amount of discussion that occurred in class was adequate _5_

g

12, What were the major strengths of this section?

alowed ©C gen Alxussioh, helped stodenls, spem Fo et

13. What were the major weaknesses of this section?

Not So ek"e-f“ﬂ-& Semetaes,

14, What aspects of the teaching assistant's performance in the section did you like? :

‘(\b(e?L)\ S*"-“LCJ"*%, (TN Lot L:.'SCMSﬁaﬂ whale s ot
§E e ) Clemcy  latboolt oo nttS

15. What changes in the teaching assistant’s conduct of section would you recommend?

Ceadi o o W, Makecial fhat s Q;a_ped‘u\ ,;‘{m
stodaats cend~ + Coadt. wole— Loy ! TWis ISAT .

orfoch\
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DEPARTMENT OF PHILOSOPHY
SECTION EVALUATION

Course Number: j!\ll L-S7D Term & year: Joph <& So QDB Section Leader’s Name: Eﬁh E?{ﬁ"@!‘h

Please estimate the percentage of discussion section meetings you have attended

£10-25% [ 25% — 50% L150% - 75% [l 75% - 100%
| _ " RATING SCALE " - | o

1 '.#_'Strcﬂ_nglx bis?igi'réfe N 2 Dlsag ree 3= NeutralfNot Apﬁlicable . 4-“-..#@9. 3 §= S't_rﬁ-_n'g'lly -Aﬁire'_e". "

1, The teaching assistant was well prepared. uH‘___

2, The teaching assistant reviewed course material in a clear and effective manner _lla_

3. The teaching assistant's discussions were stimulating and held my interest _3__

4, The teaching assistant reviewed a sufficient amount of course material _H__

5. The teaching assistant reviewed course material in an organized manner ___lf___

6. The teaching assistant's gradés were appropriate for the quality of work submitted _J_

7. The teaching assistant's comments on written work were thorough and instructive j_

8. The teaching assistant was responsive in discussing course related materials outside of section B

8. The amount of discussicn that ccourred in class was adequate bﬁ' h- t _M ﬂht {uvj( )
10. The student discussion that occurred in the class was valuable _':t____ |
1. Overall, thié section met my expectations _‘_‘*____ :

12. What were the major strengths of this section?

‘Tﬁ- Ry WYy NCQFQM *‘0 5%@&9\ dMY  ev(duseged aTSC'QﬁIM

13. What were the major weaknesses of this section?

Same {“"D?} were R b Sy )

14. What aspects of the teaching assistant's perfermance in the section did you like?
Yee VL
15, What changes in the teaching assistant's conduct of section would you recommend?

QE’(\H[O %“1"? &\‘ el clw‘ly g,pf]fw\ Wﬁ)nﬁ-
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Course Number: P ”H’ 2‘33 0 Term & year:g P F H Sectwn Leader’s Name: E g d’ﬁﬁ i

DEPARTMENT OF PHILOSOPHY
SECTION EVALUATION

Please estimate the percenfage of discussion section meetings you have atte)

] 0-25% [125% ~50% L150% -75% “\ 75% - 100%

1 Strong Iy Dlsagree

RATING SCALE

2= Disagree 3= NeutrauNot Applicable j\_i;%fjﬁg-ree:_' 3

" 5= Strongly Agree

/Mow, r”ow(h( 17 méb/t«{, 1 /?;/43 méﬂvz

1. The teaching assistant was well prepared. Nl
2, The teaching assistant reviewed course material in a clear and effective manner QL
3. The teaching assistant's discussions were stimulating and held my interest ol
4. The teaching assistant reviewed a sufficient amount of course material i
s, The feaching assistant reviewed course material in an organized manner _ Q’ :
6. The teaching assistant's grades were appropriate for the guality of work submitted o=
7. The teaching assistant's comments on written work were thorough and instructive >
8. The teaching assistant was responsive in discussing course related materials outside of section —g
Q. The amount of discussion that occurred in class was adequate S
10. The student discussion that ocourred in the class was valuable —
t
. Overall, this section met my expectations C’L
12. What were the major strengths of this section?
ZJJ’L{H L[{’*‘-"\ ;Hzt"j G&&AIL/}JC{Q . /‘{‘ﬂfa& cohl e rlrn'li
13. What were the major weaknesses of this section?
T/
(nJp. beﬁf (j’;stS’ /('KOT .
14, What aspects of the teaching assistant's performance in the section did you like?
Cillaest
15. What changes in the teaching assistant’s conduct of section would you recommend?

%r o bo ““L’"L

stﬂ@ﬂﬂ{mﬂk

Ascuisedd

i des
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DEPARTMENT OF PHILOSOPHY
SECTION EVALUATION

Course Number: EQ U, '2 ‘S‘}O Term & year: Z/\QQ’\ ’LO“ Section Leader’s Name: 7\ (&[>S ¥€\V\

Please estimafe the percentage of discussion section meetings you have attended

11. Overall, this section met my expectations

[10-25% 125% - 50% [ 50% - 75% Eﬁg% -100%
{ = Strongly Disagree 2= Disagree _3 = NeutraliNot Applicable. __4'% Agree 5= Strongly Agree
1. The teaching assistant was well prepared. __2_—:_
2. The teaching assistant reviewed course material in a clear and effective manner _i
3. The teaching assistant's discussions were stimulating and held my interest _2——____
4, The teaching assistant reviewed a sufficient amount of course material _AL,
5. The teaching assistant reviewed course material in an organized manner é
6. The teaching assistant's grades were appropriate for the quality of work submitted L e
7. The teaching assistant's comments on written work were therough and instructive _‘ﬂ"_
8. The teaching assistant was responsive in discussing course related materials outside of section i o
9. The amount of discussion that cccurred in class was adequate ﬁ‘_ '
10. The student discussion that occurred in the class was valuable %_ _

12, What were the major strengths of this section?

e i very entnousiaine

13. What were the major weaknesses of this section?

Wwe diseu§ect minuye detaats gov wo Lo y-\agf

14. What aspects of the teaching assistant's performance in the section did you like?

e WOS O erous ARC w] Hae paier af an !
WS W] (050ONFIVE ONSIAS 0f CAAAY

15. What changes in the teaching assistant's conduct of section would you recommend?

W.MW— pleg e o pitle e Whi o A4eachh.
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DEPARTMENT OF PHILOSOPHY

SECTION EVALUATION e
Course Number.__ 5 3 Term & year: Section Leader’s Name: ___ € pSi-eL N
Please estimate the percentage of discussion section meetings you have attended
M0-25% [125% — 50% [[150% - 75% M 75% - 100%
| R .. RATNGSGALE - e

1= Strongly Disagree 2= Disagres 3= Neutrai/Not Applicable __ 4=Agree 5= Strongly Agies
1. The teaching assistant was well prepared. ﬂ
2. . Theteaching assistant reviewed course material in a clear and effective manner L
3, The teaching assistant's discussions were stimulatinQ and held my interest 5__“
4. The teaching assistant reviewed a sufficient amount of course material L___ '_ |
5. The teaching assistant reviewed course material in an organized mannar _3___
6. The teaching assistant's grades were appropriate for the quality of work submitted 3_
7. The teaching assistant’s comments on written work were thorough and instructive ‘??_
8. The teaching assistant was respensive in discussing course related materials outside of section }_
9. The amount of discussion that ccourred in class was adequate _Zi
10, The student discussion that occurred in the class was valuable _;2;__
1. Overall, this section met my expectations i__ .
| 12. What were the majcr strengths of this section?

13. What were the major weaknesses of this section?

KNYhgian v digamsiy tne RPC
14, What aspects of the teaching assistant's performance in the section did you like?
15,

What changes in the teaching assistant’s conduct of section would you recemmend?

T b digest o lof o Sechon s by ™ Sty Pocssed
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DEPARTMENT OF PHILOSOPHY
SECTION EVALUATION

-
Course Number: 2 T3 27 Term & year:‘ﬁm_ ' ‘ Section Leader’s Name: Qf;{, Tfps#em

FPlease estimate the percentage of discussion section meetings you have attended
[J0-25% (1 25% — 50% [ 50% - 75% E};ﬁ% - 100%

;. % RATINGSCALE T ._ :
1=Strongly Disagres 2= Disagres 3= NeutraliNot Applcable 4= Agree 5= Strongly Agise
1, The teaching assistant was wall prepared. s
2. The teaching assistant reviewed course material in 2 clear and effective manner _,_5_ o
3. The teaching assistant's discussions were stimulating and held my interest i T
4, The teaching assistant reviewed a sufficient amount of course material _é‘j’__

5. The teaching assistant reviewed course material in an organized manner ‘
68, The teaching assistant’s grades were appropriate for the quality of work submitted _i
7. The teaching assistant's comments on written work were thorough and instructive _L
8. The teaching assistant was responsive i discussing course related materiais outside of section ___tf_
9. The amount of discussion that occurred in class was adequate L
10, The student discussion that occurred in the class was valuable __(i_ -
1. Overall, this section met my expectations i '
._1 2. What were the major strengths of this section?
& ead dee‘é::?p{ ¢ M ceedron
13, What were the major weaknesses of this section?
Chd of dizseganeed ...
14. What aspects of the teaching assistant's performance in the section di{yﬂmﬁ
T Ve eaty i
app ) %Jsgugiﬂ A
15.

What changes in the teaching assistant's conduct of section would you recommend? .

btbr ovppuisd | mre g 1@ Soasior qudss

[“E

—
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DEPARTMENT OF PHILOSOPHY

. SECTION EVALUATION .
Prud (CE) N

Course Number:_Z5 3() Term & year: %Q L Section Leader’s Name: é:rﬁS‘fﬂf#’_\,
P"lﬁ _ .

Please estimate the percentage of discussion section meetings you have attended

[10-25% [ 25% — 50% [150%-- 73% 75% - 100%
i . RATINGSCALE -~ - e

1 =".Sl'_:f_r__tin9’1’!!‘1_.9_.isaglﬁé_   _ i;:i'f%:i;‘-ﬂéagree 3 _=__i_Neutr.aIﬂ'\.!ét;'.Aﬁpl'icablq'_f..' 4=Agree 5= Strongly Agree _
1, The teaching assistant was well prepared.
2. The teaching assistant reviewed course material in a clear and effective manner
3. | The teaching assistant’s discussions were stimulating and held my interest
4.. The teaching assistant reviewed a sufficient amount of course matarial
5. The teaching assistant reviewed course material in an organlized manner
8. The teaching assistant's grades were appropriate for the guality of work submitted

: 7 The teaching assistant's comments on written work were thorough and instructive
8. The teaching assistant was responsive in discussing course related materials outside of section >
9, The amount of discussion that occurred in class was adequate é_
10. The student discussion that occurred in the class was valuable | _ _5_
11. Overall, this section met my expectations L
12. What wefe the major strengths of this section?

Exic Way Yeny involved %m&go'r\sm B studenss. Also W oS nsklve

o stdeitts and A o gviat b 8f~th/a531 Quremfans Ve lved

’

13, What were the major weaknesses of this section? . S
Mot Mot Sl Eic had MUt o) o backgownd. (o ;
| feed e e gyaouf% waep o (He noush b o 200-Lever.

'II4. What aspects of the teaching assistant's performance in the section did you like?

Wﬁ@ha and MMSWM
S
15,

What chanhges in the teaching assistant's conduct of section would you recommend?

Mona J\MUZEL\{, NS Vs 8'000(. _fha/vutjf
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DEPARTMENT OF PHILOSOPHY
SECTION EVALUATION

Course Number; ph:! l .5“30 Term & year: 22 204! Section Leader’s Name: E"‘L E& stz in

Flease estimate the percentage of discussion section meetings you have attended

[0 0-25% [ 25% — 50% [0 50% - 75% IX(75% - 100%

E T RamwesowE
1= Strongly Disagree 2= Disagres 3= NeutrallNot Applicable 4= Agres & = Strongly Agree
1. The teaching assistant was well prepared. __(i_

2 The teaching assistant reviewed course material in a clear and effective manner _3_

3, The teaching assistant's discussions were stimulating and held my interest i_

4 The teaching assistant reviewed a sufficient amount of course material __3_

5. The feaching assistant reviewed course material in an organized manner L_

8, The feaching assistant's grades were appropriate for the quality of work submitted _3___

? _ The teaching assistant's comments on written work were thorough and instructive _{1‘_

8. The teaching assistant was responsive in discussing course related materials outside of section _9—.__ .
9, The amount of discussion that occurred in class was adequate i_

10.  The student discussion that occurred in the class was valuable iﬂ_
1. Overall, this section met my expectations __('{_

12. What were the major strengths of this section?

13. What were the major weaknesses of this section?

14. What aspects of the teaching assistant’s performarice in the section did you like?

15. What changes in the teaching assistant’s conduct of section would you recommend?
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DEPARTMENT OF PHILOSOPHY
SECTION EVALUATION

Course Number: &BT&R? Term & year: 23{?}13 Z0lf  Section Leader’s Name: E?L""Lﬁf”

Please estimate the percentage of discussion section meetings you have attended

[10-25% ] 25% — 50% [150% - 75% 75% - 100%

S ., . RATING BCALE .- - o _
1= Strongly Disagres ___ 2=Disagres 3= Neutral/Not Applicable _ 4= Agree _ 5= Strongly Agros_
1. The teaching assistant was well prepared, _‘%__
2, The teaching assistant reviewed course material in a clear and effective manner ,5+
3. The teaching assistant's discussions were stimulating and held my interest ém__
4, The teaching assistant reviewed a sufficient amount of course material S
5. The teaching assistant reviewed course material in an organized manner 6
8. The teaching assistént's grades were appropriate for the quality of work submitted _ 3
7. The teaching assistant's comments on written work were thorough and instructive 5
8. The teaching assistant was responsive in discussing course related materials outside of section _\i
9. The amount of discussion that occurred in class was adequate __5_
10. The student discussion that occurred in the class was valuable i__
11, Qverall, this section met my expectations _6____ |
12. What were the major strengths of this section?

P,

ity sl

13, What were the major weaknesses of this section?

WA

14, What aspects of the teaching assistant's performance in the section did you like?

Estof o Hind,

18. What changes in the teaching assistant's conduct of section would you recommend?

ﬁ?Lme dwwmm,é
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DEPARTMENT OF PHILOSOPHY
SECTION EVALUATION

Course Nnmber: & Y& 2(03() Term & year._S_t]I’ ZQH Section Leader’s Name: _CVi¢ E%DE'(Q{ Al

Please estimate the percentage of discussion section meetings you have atiended

[J]0-25% [125% - 50% 1 50% - 75% W(75% - 100%
o | L . RATING SCALE ] |
4= Strongly Disagres 2= Disagrse 3 = NeutrailNot Applicable 4= Agree 5= strongly Agree

1.

The teaching assistant was well preparad.

2, The teaching assistant reviewed course material in a clear and effective manner i&
3. The teaching assistant's discussions were stimulating and held my interest 5 _
4 The teaching assistant reviewed a sufficient amount of course material 5 s
5. The teaching assistant reviewed course material in an crganized manner 3
6. The teaching assistant's grades were appropriate for the quality of work submitted 2
7. The teaching assistani's commenits on written worl were thorough and instructive Z
8. The teaching assistant was responsive In discussing course related materials outside of section 3
9, The amount of discussion that occurred in class was adequate - S
10. The student discussion that occurred in the class was valuable L%
11. Overali, this section met my expectations C‘l
12, What were the major strengths of this section?

W@ valegial wWat Qu’ei-’?-'lkd W D g YWy Bolghvled wde rﬂdﬂvﬁ éﬁafuh.i[w\ _
13. What were the major weaknesses of this section? .

WE SOMBRINGL Y Ghk an Xeaglakn Ve vipby Wiad 2luesd ety Yo
AL WA Ve GveTt PRIc ot Yhaq wie e pelBrad b e meree va

14. What aspects of the teaching assistant's performanoa in the section did you like?

we %MMN ey Ao aL aUA
15. What changes in the teaching assistant’s conduct of section would you recommend?
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DEPARTMENT OF PHILOSOPHY
SECTION EVALUATION

Course Number: /'%I:f 2530 Term & year: Sﬁ 2off Section Leader’s Name: _/£ ¢ /¢ K;Mﬂ*"/’?

Please estimate the percentage of discussion section meetings you have attended

[10-25% 1 25% ~ 50% O 50% - 75% [£75% - 100%

- S o0 RATINGSGALE . " R

1= Strongly Disagiee 2= Disaiires 3= NeutraliNot Applicable 4= Agree 5= Strongly Agree

1. The teaching assistant was well prepared. _‘5:__

2. The teaching assistant reviewad course material In a clear and effective manner 5

3 The teaching assistant's discussions were stimulating and held my interest &

4, The teaching assistant reviewed a sufficient amount of course material 5

5. The teaching assistant reviewed course material in an organized manner H-

6. The teaching assistant's grades were appropriate for the quality of work submitied 2

7 The teaching assistant's comments on written work were thorough and instructive L

8. The teaching assistant was responsive in discussing course related materials outside of section L

9, The amount of discussion that occurred in class was adequate L__

10. The student discussion that occurred in the class was valuable __:2___

11. Overall, this section met my expectations | _‘)F_

12, What were the meﬂor ;stre?fgths- of }h is section? ) " /MZM . / _{ﬂ #M %,a
Epe JJ obé, ZU@E} LA R ONd YR b PaAn £ LV ?\W--:‘w' % |
Sopdinn, % 7 e e mf{;"ii}{/ .

e V;ha:tgrz t:;ﬂn:g';j;:iﬁsiii:ii;ﬁﬁzzQ Fhad s tm.%a’a} Yo g {*j ot lnaah L ot /M of

‘34. What aspects of the teaching assistant's performance in the section did you like?

TR e w10 3@@,»;;,4 s kg i St tlopa
i i ' ' ' 7
Tl Hhsghin s gt Sund s tsah o 5 o Hoogh o bout s

il el o Bod o nowne o mmpihitt oy fatlin o asloop va soed fanphioh
&) e Yo T oan o foo P% af -y comsyes b,
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DEPARTMENT OF PHILOSOPHY
SECTION EVALUATION

Course Nnmber: & !!ﬂ ?fsgo Term & year: n Section Leader’s Name: é\ﬁ ‘“C 6’ :

Please estimate the percentage of discussion section meetings you have attended
[00-25% [ 25% — 50% ] 50% - 75% 'ﬁn% - 100%
o RATINGSCALE '  _ s K
1 = Strongly bisagifeb S 2= Disagrae 3= NEutraI.‘Not Appllcable " 4=Agree 5= Strongly Agree
1, The teaching assistant was well prepared. H
2, The teaching assistant reviewed course material in a clear and effective manner 2 '
3.. The teaching assistant’s discussions were stimulating and held my interest 3 '
4, The teaching assistant reviewed a sufficient amount of course material I o
5. The teaching assistant reviewed course material in an organized manner ':l '
' )
@eaching assista_nt's grades were appropriate for the quality of work@D \ ‘ ! !
7. The teaching assistant's commments on written work wefé thorough and instructive & 5
8. The teaching assistant was responsive in discussing course related materials outside of section ,5 '
9. The amount of discussion that cccurred in class was adequate 5
10. The student discussion that cccurred in the clags was valuable ‘
11, Overall, this saction met my expectations 2
12, What were the major strengths of this seciion?
L. Cec q{_g;.uu:w o gereroag  Amwiscer of
ﬂ{lﬁcmssfha /' 37 and uJM, viet CoMMMm o4 q&'ﬂ \“‘"— hole
- Jeckion 4o be [Dd,fftdh& i a ﬁf:‘b
[74 U v
13. What were the major weaknesses of this section? -
whtk digenss vns dene eh 3 also shmyed
ﬁew o‘i’ o blzavve 'falf? he seened o (dzcé
a communding hold on u“!e Su é,;'ca‘ m v ay
[ v
14, What aspecis of the teaching assistant's performancs in the section did you like? -
!
gﬁ‘o U s mc:reo(:é/ qﬁf Mdlqéfe amﬁ W d. by ey
o, h/k with. 1 v dowbt Hu el make Y,

V\Vo
) H-g anct emf’¥63,aék {w_agsu@

15. What changes in the teaching assistant’s conduct of section would you recommend?

unfat avd G unreassrabte fop

prou.wte VIO € %m,m

A o



STUDENT EVALUATIONS

INTRODUCTION TO PHILOSOPHY
Fall 2011
Principal Instructor: Nicholas Silins

Teaching Assistant: Eric Epstein
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DEPARTMENT OF PHILOSOPHY
SECTION EVALUATION

Pl 17 1 * Lo
Course Number: [l Term & year:j- Section Leader’s Name:EZ’ 7 “ “7’;%

Please estimate the perceniage of discussion section meetings youn have attended

'“//% e

[ 0-25% [ 25% - 50% [150%-75% 3 75% - 100%
T | RATING SCALE R
1= Strongly Disagres ____ 2=Disagree _3 = NeutraNot Applicabls 4= Agree & = Strongly Agree
1. The teaching assistant was well prepared, i
2. The teaching assistant reviewed course material in a clear and effective manner (_‘fi -
3. The teaching assistant's discussions were stimulating and held my interest Q
4, The teaching assistant reviewed a sufficient amount of course material W
5. The teaching assistant reviewed course matenal in an organized manner
8. The teaching assistant’s grades were appropriate for the quality of work submitted _Li '
7. The teaching assistant's comments on written work were thorough and instructive \_i
8. The teaching assistant was responsive in discussing course related materials outside of section L
9, The amount of discussion that occurred In class was adequate _5—_
10. The student discussion that occurred in the class was valuable L
11. Overall, this section met my expectations L
j12'

What were the major strengths of is section?,
c/—/e@/ KWM%W %2

13.

What were the major wéaknesses of this se
i
14, What aspects of the teaching assistant's perform nee in the section did you like?
e _
A CIN g e / 0V Ut wﬂ bicgh,
' L coupids /%/ﬁd//;m .
4 LosCly Al ‘,,
15,

What changes in the teaching assistant's con},édct of section would you recogfimend?

/M % %W 7/ ; - f@%‘ “
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DEPARTMENT OF PHILOSOPHY

SECTION EVALUATION
Coursa Number;  \l L) Term & year: =i 2o, Section Leader’s Name:! Ere Cpacn. E—

Please estimate the percentage of discussion section meetings you have attended

[10-25% [ 25% - 50% [150% - 75% 5% - 100%
RATING SCALE

1= Strongly Disagree 2= Disagree 3= NeutrallNot Applicable 4= Agree 5 = Strongly Agres
1. The teaching assistant was well prapared. <
2, The teaching assistant reviewed course material in a ¢lear and effective manner _r
3 The teaching assistant's discussions were stimulating and held my interest L
4, The teaching assistant reviewed a sufficient amount of course material L
8. The teaching assistant reviewed course material in an organized manner Y
8. The teaching assistant's grades were appropriate for the quality of work submitted s .-
7. The teaching assistant's comments on written work were tharough and instructive <
8. The teaching assistant was responsive in discussing course related materials outside of section _L
g, The amount of discussion that occurred in class was adequate e
10. The student dizcussion that occurred in the class was valuable L
11. Qverall, this section met my expectations ¥y
12. What were the major strengths of this section?

mm l.@C{"Lamcuww.{iA_-\_,“_‘mmr «wﬁc%y ey el

ek o ek e ..Jw'wmﬁf Ay el o prberibed Shngeprw,

18.  What were the major weaknesses of this section?

e awj el wrlobimcr 4rq ) Aot PR D nr o b m,j;alhmr‘m
’14 What aspects of the teaching assistent’s performance in the section did you like?

T Gles we fovnat Al drourme owel TH WK cbrlea 0 Qane malonr,
15. What changes in the teaching assistant’'s conduct of section weuld you recommend?

—_

L wmta ant mgdee A4 plat, %wo-e Ateucrm Loses
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DEPARTMENT OF PHILOSOPHY

SECTION EVALUATION
Course Number: q{\\i\ WO Term & year: 20\\ Cen\ Section Leader’s Name; E_{;ﬂ_ = Qs‘k‘i‘h
Please estimaie the percentage of discussion section meetings you have attended
[10-25% [0 25% - 50% [150% - 753% ﬁ?S% -100%
_ RATING SCALE
1 = Strongly Disagree 2 =Disagrae 3= Neutrai/Not Applicable 4= Agree 5= Strongly Agree
1, The teaching assistant was well preparad. 5
2. The teaching assistant reviewead course material in a clear and effective manner "‘ '
3. The teaching assistant's discussions were stimufating and held my interest “
4. The teaching assistant reviewed a sufficient amount of course material :
5. The teaching assistant reviewed course material In an organized manner 3
6. The teaching assistant’s grades were appropriate for the qualify of work submitted l’f
7. The teaching assistant'’s comments on written work were thorough and instructlju'e L4
8. The teaching assistant was responsive in discussing course related materials outside of section 5
9, The amount of discussion that occurred in class was adequate g
10. The student discussion that occurred in the class was valuable ‘Jf
1. Owerall, this section met my expectations d\
12. What were the major strengths of this section? _ '
B Tt w0 vadely ol discsfion Uhidh war clewnt To o i b,
Be s VegRor aon giaaes
13. What were the major weaknesses of this section?
Trect e lesS shudore. Ban T oML ngreerly W Yo,
\ ‘gt\it‘ﬂ'n &\NLS ?ﬂF\ch\{ k\“\..- 3(&#\.“&"‘-‘{& "'r k_$\‘|\Ab.[':¥\"l‘\:j ","‘ ?Mﬁ { ,

14 What aspects of the teaching assistant’s performance in the section did you like?
. Triw  Laas Ny L‘rigmb anth Soemen W he \gjikwb Lodntead wg to

\egen !'3\“"\‘?7"5@'3 . Mo Yt acd | Queltdk e dAjasmyg Witk ke Shodents: )
’JS. What changes in the teaching assistant’s conduct of section would you recommend?

Hﬁ") ‘o enSaty e Wk B el thint T 16 e art ‘}0'&:‘(/
Vo wenk {'fﬁ ";‘@ \l\e\.@ Fhean SEeart.
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DEPARTMENT OF PHILOSOPHY

SECTION EVALUATION _
Course Number:_] | DQ Term & year: Section Leader’s Name: [oplc T?ﬁem
Please estimate the percentage of discussion section meetings you have attended
[70-25% [0 25% - 50% [150% - 75% 5% - 100%
_ RATING SCALE _
1e .S:'fl'oﬁgw. Disagree 2= Disagree 3 = Neutral/Not Applicable 4= Agree 5 = Strongly Agree
1. The teaching assistant was well prepared. 5.-
2. The teaching assistant reviewed course material in a clear and effective manner _L _
3 The teaching assistant’s discussions were stimulating and held my interest _L
4; - The teaching assistant reviewed a sufficient amount of course material L{_
5. The teaching assistant reviewed course material in an organized manner L
8. The teaching assistant’s grades were appropriate for the quality of work submitted é;
7. The teaching assistant’s comments on written work were thorough and instructive 5 .
8. The teaching assistant was responsive in discussing course related materials outside of section ‘r }
9. The amount of discussion that occurred in class was adequate 5_
10. The student discussion that occurred in the class was valuablg L
11. Qverall, this section met my expectations £___
12, What were the major strengths of this section?

TA s Aoibly ia ey v ey icless o disussion. He g als. feable
el %w’bk bomee b oo fside 0€ dess, ”

13. What were the major weaknesses cof this section?

2l
5“,,,.“%@-( (?D{SC\/$IE?J"L$ ’11'00& . l"‘lu‘d’q _HM“" *m‘:g WQ"LQU;&‘]% /\QWX%J (n@i.{%\-
T think, fy, Alsc s stan ‘$'lmulc} be med- /wjg{:

14, What aspects of the teaching assistant's performance in the section did you like?
He Lres &{Mﬂf N R\ad’}é‘.’?‘!‘l‘ff) C&'\Pftzﬂ H e fgam{p!\ omgd e e SUEE 5{(‘—/’
s the lgee tuos fon b e ip

18, What changes in the teaching assistant's conduct of section would you recommend?

"“éfmjf m-Hﬂ;‘rw wccpf for Cf"ff-s' "*"-5’% ’
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DEFPARTMENT OF PHILOSOPHY
SECTION EVALUATION

Course Number:_ 100 Term & year: FatL AOL Section Leader’s Name: _ Eri¢ ROt

Please estimate the percentage of discussion section meetings you have attended

0-25% [ 25% — 50% X 50% - 75% O 75% - 100%
RATING S8CALE

1=Strongly Dlsagree . 2 = Disagree 3= Neutral/Not Applicable _ 4=Agree 5= Strongly Agree
1. | The teaching assistant was well prepared. 5
2, The teaching assistant reviewed course material in a clear and effective manner 5
3 The teaching assistant’s discussions were stimulating and held my interest )
4, The teaching assistant reviewed a sufficient amount of course material >
5, The teaching assistant reviewed course material in an organized manner 5
6. The teaching assistant's grades were appropriate for the quality of work submitted _5
7. The teaching assistant's comments on written work were thorough and instructive D
8. The teaching assistant was responsive in discussing course related materials outside of section _ %
9. The amount of discussion that occurred in class was adequate 5
10. The student discussion that cccurred in the class was valuable -
11. Overall, this section met my expectations _L
12 What were the major strengths of this section?

EME' m,om{% ;}g,;‘v’-c’%g;fﬁﬂf e mmﬂi f‘*’%?ﬁh‘»ffé‘rﬂfﬁ ?gﬁft:‘r #a & ﬂfgg{m‘xj O \@M W@Jﬂ.ﬁ. -_

13. What were the major weaknesses of this section?

14, What aspects of the teaching assistant’s performance in the section did you like?

. %'”ﬁtﬁ?é) ‘&w; *5-'&“ of /4 *M( @ué[?\f!’?c}‘f?ﬁe:&ﬁf &.ﬂ.ﬁf fa{QM

15. What changes in the feaching assistant's conduct of section would you recommend?

—
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DEPARTMENT OF PHILOSOPHY
SECTION EVALUATION

Course Number: I l JD Term & year: fd ” 2011 Section Leader’s Name: N E;p&,@{ V\ _

Please estimate the percentage of discussion section meetings you have attended

[0 0-25% [125% — 50% [150% - 75% /[zﬁirs%- 100%
RATING SCALE
1=Strongly Disagree 2= Disagree 3 = Neuiral/Not Applicable 4= Agree 8 = Strongly Agree
1. The teaching assistant was well prepared, _L’[_
2. The teaching assistant reviewed course material in 2 clear and effective manner ,H_ )
3 The teaching assistant's discussions were stimulating and held my interest __i__
4. The teaching assistant reviewed a sufficient amount of course material _kl_
5 The teaching assistant reviewed course material in an organized manner _l‘{_
B. The teaching assistant's grades weare appropriate for the quality of work submitted i
7 The teaching assistant's comments on written work were thoreugh and instructive _5_
8. | The teaching assistant was responsive in discussing course related materials outside of section _ﬂ_ '
9. The amount of discussion that occurred in class was adequate _L'_
10. The student discussion that occurred in the class was valuable U\
11, Overall, this section met my expectations 5
12, What were the major strengths of this section?
Aisciadd Luacdivian  n ekl sk Wl wxﬂ"wm@ﬁ% LARSLAL ¢
vk e diuest <l iw ¢ ey :
13, What were the major weaknesses of this section? .
darlk  Ghstaas whad  wos Lagattd o el g
14 What aspects of the teaching assistant's performance in the section did you like?
‘ H‘@‘au-ﬁ?j o Wakieke & gD A denE A SCAAGATA
15.

What changes in the teaching assist«?nt‘s conduct of section would you recommend?
NSl ek ast Conlel Valp ws bk
Unds e Yoo _aplaadionS/ nr Quivg LA -Himg
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DEPARTMENT OF PHILOSOPHY
SECTION EVALUATION

Course Number: PHIL 1100 Term & year: Fald 20\ Section Leader’s Name: Eric 5:?51'8‘“

Please estimate the percentage of discussion section meetings you have attended

[0 0-25% [J25% - 50% [50% - 75% 75% - 100%
S RATING 8CALE _
1= Strongly Disagree 2= Disagree 3= NeutraliNot Applicable 4= Agree § = Strongly Agres_
1. The teaching assistant was well prepared. i
2, The teaching assistant reviewed course material in a clear and effective manner _'_‘__"'____
3 The teaching assistant's discussions were stimulating and held my interest ___5_ _
4, The teaching assistant reviewed a sufficlent amount of course matarial __;"t_
5, The teaching assistant reviewed course material in an organized manner __,;"1"_
6. The teaching assistant's grades were appropriate for the quality of work submitted _i
7. The teaching assistant's comments on written work were thorough and instructive L
8. The teaching assistant was responsive in discussing course related materials outside of section _b_
9. The amount of discussion that occurred in class was adequate L
10. The student discussion that occurred in the class was valuable __,i_
1. Overall, this section met my expectations L
12, What were the major strengths of this section?

__@I‘mm& Hocnssion with  gouo uthc,Th“\‘a and pcnr‘i’fcfprﬁreh,

"

13. What were the major weaknesses of this section?

————

14. What aspects of the teaching assistant’s performance in the section did you like?
E?\ummmlzfi*n& ¥itu, e WS, ‘(;:lci \i’i'ﬁing dsoussion .

15, What changes in the teaching assistant's conduct of section would you recommend?
. Wede cur‘f S SN v} o’P Viﬁ*wpoiﬂ"ﬁ, ony the board befere I?fjl’tms'ng

'é‘[:&fusvjim-\ +to ﬂ\ﬂﬂw f{:’fwﬁm@ 'To (qn‘l‘agﬂ" "ihq‘{' needs fo he fmm-k}caumﬁd,

4
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DEPARTMENT OF PHILOSOPHY

SECTION EVALUATION
Course Number;_tw'l {00 Term & year: F / o\ Section Leader’s Name: __ L7'¢ Erof ren

_I"’l}ease estimate the percentage of discussion section meetings you have attended

10-25% (125% —-350% [0 50% - 75% B 75% - 100%

RATING SCALE _
1=Strongly Disagtes 2= Disagree 3 = NeutraliNot Applicabls 4= Agree 5§ = Strongly Agree
1, The teaching assistant was well prepared. 5
2. The teaching assistant reviewsd course material in a clear and effective manner 5
3 Ths teaching assistant’s discussions wera stimulating and held my interest 5
4, The teaching assistant reviewed a sufficient amount of course material 4
5. The teaching assistant reviewed course material in an organized manner H
6. The teaching assistant's grades were appropriate for the quality of work submitted H
7. Theteaching assistant's comments on written work were thorough and instructive “l
8. The teaching assistant was responsive in discussing course related materials outside of section !

8. The amount of discussion that occurred in class was adequate S
10. The student discusslon that occurred in the class was valuable 5
1. Overall, this section met my expectations 5
12. What were the major strengths of this section?

Good frﬂzoe,wv\,f“?"om ﬁf: f*"” v ‘c'“t“j ?wﬁ’,ﬁ Aotag
13. What were the major weaknasses of this section?

Lost  Frume ‘f‘ftf‘ g fo ik HOL@—flf/ shrf} #0(0"(---5
14, What aspects of the teaching assistant’s performance in the section did you like?
He,{ﬁ wiFlr  coovdd “ ideos Do e 1 g Queghioeny

18. What changes in the teaching assistant's conduct of section would you recommend?

Nouve.
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DEPARTMENT OF PHILOSOPHY
SECTION EVALUATION

Course Number:__ \109 Term & year;_fal D\ Section Leader’s Name: :ﬁ}ﬂ&h .

Please estimate the percentage of discussion section meetings you have attended

[J0-25% [0 25% - 50% [150% - 75% 75% - 100%
| RATING SCALE

1=Strongly Disagroe 2= Disagree 3 = NeutralNot Applicable 4= Agres  § = Strongly Agree
1 The teaching assistant was well prepared. Z
2, The teaching assistant reviewed course material in a clear and effective manner L
3 The teaching assistant’s discussions weré stimulating and held my interest i
4, The teaching assistant reviewed a sufficient amount of course material _%
5; | The teaching assistant reviewed course material in an organized manner A
B. The teaching assistant's grades were appropriate for the quality of work submitted _4‘_
? ) The teaching assistant's comments on written work were thorough and instructive L
8. The teaching assistant was responsive in discussing course related materials outside of section _4_
9, The amount of discussion that occurred in class was adequate g
10. The student discussion that occurred in the class was valuable _ s
M. Overall, this section met my expectations _d(_
12, What were the major strengths of this section?

Hete af st wirevn,

’ "m. gf&g{“r;"w‘@ £ /‘4// d{rﬁﬂf\fwf""?

:'1'3. "~ What were the major weaknesses of this section?
U o A /ago._ug a{,l T g_, 3D W;’ﬂ MMW f?'xfcugmnm _
14 What aspects of the teaching assistant's performance in the section did you like?
' citedd Fmwy qf}f—vﬁrﬁ or hot vianf
o o Canpptr &w( 4 M—*—f"-”ﬁ“"’ 7
.rﬁm Aed hzy;m (Z,cn,e “Amgn aducirer’ &t st/ ﬁ"rf"m;; aé/\xz
alre /511! Mf}@ : g’ 4 1,.-~rw'fﬂ

16. What changes in the teaching assistant’s conduct of section would you recommend?

m#}ﬂ"ﬁ & [ reewf 4--6‘1474\@{”1_(. s it /c;»f.ad—*%f ‘
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SECTION EVALUATION
Course Numbe#? 1Y 116\ Term & year; T\ Le0) Section Leader’s Name: Bn\s Bypshiun

DEPARTMENT OF PHILOSOPHY

Please estimate the percentage of discussion section meetings you have attended

[]0-25% ] 25% - 50% [150% - 75% R;V'S% - 100%

1= Strongly Disagree

" RATING SCALE.

2=Disagree 3= Neutra/Not Applicable 4= Agres &= Strongly Agree

Pl

1. The teaching assistant was well prepared. -
2, The teaching assistant reviewed course material in a clear and effective manner < 3 i
3. The teaching assistant's discussions were stimulating and held my interest i'.’—
4. The teaching assistant reviewed a sufficient amount of course material L(_
5. The teaching assistant reviewad course material in an organized manner L(_
8. The teaching assistant's grades were appropriate for the quality of work submitted Et_j
7. The teaching assistant's comments on written work were thorough and instructive ___i
8. The teaching assistant was responsive in discussing course related matarials outside of section il‘___
9. The amount of discussicn that cccurred in class was adequate __§_____
10. The student discussion that occurred in the class was valuable i )
11.  Overall, this section met my expectations I
12. What were the major strengths of this section?
Vafintvdy  SNcresl mosd {sdues pof unp phtesophy ) ue i,
13. What were the major weaknesses of this section?
AR Mras o Vi W Waat o \Lu_,‘p P Yo 66 Ve A‘r‘?u’bf) vy

14, What aspects of the teaching assistant’s performance in the section did you like?

| £ +‘Auw3uﬂ We At g o jov of BleiVita ‘vwo\ e <°"'l”‘*a'¢“ Swed

M\ioﬁviv\qf " o Peoyde. R Se e A

15. What changes in the teaching assistant’s conduct of section would you recommend?

N /A
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DEPARTMENT OF PHILOSOPHY
SECTION EVALUATION

Course Number: | l 00 Term & year: £ \ Section Leader’s Name: &V 1( E!iK AN

Please estimate the percentage of discussion section meetings you have attendg/
5% - 100%

O 0-25% 1 25% - 50% [F50% - 75%

| _ 'RATING SCALE
1= Strongly Disagree 2 =Disagrés 3 = NeutraliNot Applicable . _4=Agres 6= Strongly Agree
1: The teaching assistant was well prepared. i
2. The teaching assistant reviewed course material in a clear and effective manner __g_:__ -
3 The teaching assistant's discussions were stimulating and held my interast i i
4. The teaching assistant reviewed a sufficient amount of course material Bf_ _
5. The teaching assistant reviewed course material in an organized manner _ﬂ'__
6. The teaching assistant’s grades were appropriate for the quality of work submitted “__"_é_
7. The teaching assistant’s comments on written work were thorough and instructive i___,
8. The teaching assistant was responsive in discussing course related materials outside of section 6“_
9, The amount of discussion that occurred in class was adequate _5_:___
10. The student discussion that occurred in the class was valuable _5—_
1. Overall, this section met my expectations j__

12 What were the major strangths of this ;Sjjjon?
reN 'H?/V\““g gl

13. What were the major weaknesses of this section?

2L
DMMENMS | e SyndaenT wm\ deag oF el tan h))mo nic
‘)Lzﬂf\ﬁifz o p ‘Hao»uoﬁh\ e«\r’ﬁ/lfﬁ o} &)(Pla,mﬁd (e ?Aré.(u&gf”d
g mwm,’ic"/wﬂh@WME’E e mlilmw’]sm bt &i 4!/1%&"&[/&6»" F

NIDoN oy 1) Aeety (LA

14. What aspects of the teaching assistant’s performance in the section did you like?

18. What changes in the teaching assistant's conduct of section would you recommend?

15T



DEPARTMENT OF PHIL.OSOPHY
SECTION EVALUATION

Course Number:; PL‘n HDD Term & year: Fg,“ 1( )” Section Leader’s Name: E:"{[

Fpsle
Please estimate the percentage of discussion sectlon meetings yon have attendg/
75% - 100%

[10-25% O 25% - 50% 1 50% - 75%
RATING SCALE

1= Strongly Disagree 2 = Disagree 3 = Neutral/Not Applisable 4= Agree § = Strongly Agtee
1. The teaching assistant was well prepared. _EL
2. The teaching assistant reviewed course material in a clear and effective manner _L"_
3. The teaching assistant's discussions were stimulating and held my interest _Ij‘_
4, The teaching assistant reviewed a sufficient amount of course material ‘:\F
5. The teaching assistant reviewed course material in an organized manner _
8. The teaching assistant's grades were appropriate for the quality of work submitted %
_?;_ _ The teaching assistant's comments on written work were thorough and instructive -
8: The teaching assistant was responsive in discussing course related materials outside of section S
9...  The amount of discussion that ocourred in class was adequate _“§
10. The student discussion that occurred in the class was valuable —-:5_ _
11. Overall, this section met my expectations E
7

What ware the major strengths of this section? 65 o ] 4— ‘{ -
}U 30y Ce r')rduh aﬂywwbg

13.  What were the major weaknesses of this section? Wﬂ

14 What aspects of the teaching assistant's performance i |n the section did you like? L ,L ’k LM v

A Oﬁhw\t ;n-LociL " SwL et N\(\'Cf o CY\:)*) AN S‘lxﬂh"lq h

18. What changes in the teaching assistant's conduct of section would you recommend? Ju 5‘!‘ l

oA *{'Ltmbl\ P’m,r not _;‘ww e o ;‘L“\ 4o ook Lul

P) oy 4
V4
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STUDENT EVALUATIONS

ETHICS
Spring 2012
Principal Instructor: Nicholas Sturgeon

Teaching Assistant: Eric Epstein
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DEPARTMENT OF¥ PHILOSOPHY
SECTION EVALUATION

ar
Course Number;__ 2.4 O Term & year: Ezﬁ;\ 2>

Section Leader’s Name: Feric Feede' A

Please estimate the percentage of discussion section meetings you have attend

ed y
] 0-25% O 25% ~ 50% 1 50% - 75% 975/'/ 100%

: R&T_ING_S_C‘ALE_ _
1= Stf'orllglllyr Disagree 2 =.Disa;cj.rée' | 3= Néi;it.raIJN.bt A]:ipiicabl'e 4= Agree | 5 = Strongly Agree -
1. The teaching assistant was well prepared, J__
2, The teaching assistant reviewed course material in a clear and effectiva manner _H
3. The teaching assfstant's discussions were stimulating and held my interest 5
o, e tgacning assistant reviewsd & sulliveinl amount of course maierial ___l_
8. The teaching assistant reviewed course material in an organized manner i__
B. The teaching assistant's grades were appropriate for the quality of work submitted 4
7. The teaching assistant's comments on written work were thorouéh and instructive i
8. The teaching assistant was responsive in discussing course ralated materials outside of sectien i
9, The amaunt of discussion that o¢curred in ciass was adequate _H_g_
10. The student discussion that oceurred in the class was valuable _E_ .
11, Overall, this section met my expectations 5
12, What were the major strengths of this saction?

< t)."f:' w2 el ben «.«,-\.cwl’uaﬁﬁ-j c}\;gadq& vk -~ (':'J";Q\JCL. i OV VVIPR D

inedes d of gk goim ewer 34 ;. Shdaiad dilecuggiat

13. What were the major weaknesses of this section?

?.)6.‘\ rey s ) cnd, o At G r".!.-r\ﬁ . TrHigrumpesvs PDoeedionn  asbed [,,-j
tha gf‘z«o( AR AT

14, What aspects of the teaching assistant's performance in the section did you like?

s s Aadresad  indiel deel 6“'-‘]‘"!"5 tmade J’:ﬁ shabovdl g, was

q;'&(‘..bt_r\ .,f\a L 1 cham g /d‘fﬁt'vmcl%t L

16. What changes in the teaching assistant's conduct of section would you recommend?
e laedote  coustd alh e yaoda rte] dubadh ! fm:rﬂ-qgg;.gf‘ (ENRVEIYY .k‘ . ;kJ
Onboutgoen  SBeho e s;bwlév\'i ke wamd TE 5% over Sexddnia e waademed  auawlar Rl |
T(ﬁ-“j ﬁtﬂ\lﬁ‘{j ke, fJ&*J‘]\fﬂri‘j QL:'IO-S}“' &3&%‘3 ..-‘L..Q Theas

4= A

FmsachJ- rh Uvﬂwe_, vinlees f:ecfolt bawe oy

esohineg,




Course Number: 2 i A% Term &year'§ z"; Section Leader’s Name: é

' DEPARTMENT OF PHILOSOPHY
SECTION EVALUATION

;

Please estimate the percentage of discussion section meetings you have attend

] 0-25% (] 25% - 50% (] 50% - 75% a?s%- 100%
_ . RATING SCALE . _
1= Strbngly biségree . 2= Dlsagree 3= NeutraI!Not App![cable ) -4= Agree 5= Stroﬁgly Agree '
1. The teaching assistant was well prepared, _L_
2. The teaching assistant reviewed course material in a clear and effective manner __\L :
3. The teaching assistant's discussions were stimulating and held my interest __L
. The lgacihing assisiani reviewed a sufficient amount of course material ___2-_
5. The teaching assistant reviewed course material in an organized manner 12
8. The teaching assistant's grades were appropriate for the guality of work subrmitted __1_
7. The teaching assistant's comments on written work were thorough and instructive _Z,,_
8. The teaching assistant was responsive in discussing course related materials outside of section i '
9. The amount of discussion that occurred in class was adeguate _ﬁ'_
10. The student discussicn that occurred in the class was valuable é_
11, Overall, this section met my expectations _L
12 What were tha major strengths of this section?
o Yl owe
13. What were the major weaknessas of this section? ]
TR (¢4 @{, anped 4 c:mFus«uq,. (Dabin Y=
14, What aspects of the teaching assistant's performance in the section did you like?
MIM.O_
15,

What changes in the teaching assistant's conduct of section wouid you recommend?
WH q;caf\/ws }I «\AMLLI—CWFMLJ& 4 PMR}J,

N ol
LOD




DEPARTMENT OF PHILOSOPHY
SECTION EVALUATION

Course Number: /C{L\ lo

Term & year: Sgéia“; A2 Section Leader’s Name: Efﬁicna E Pﬁ"{e lr]

Please estimate the pexrcentage of discussion section meetings you have attended

[ 0-25% Ol 25% - 50% 0 50% - 75% /X\?s%- 100%
.. RATINGSCALE

1= Stfoﬁgiﬁ Disagree R . 2= biéaéi‘ée | 3= Neﬁfra[JNat Apiﬂicable 4= Agree § = Strongly Agree
1. The teaching éssistant waé well'prepared, é___
2. The teaching assistant reviewed course material in a clear and effective manner i___ .
3. The teaching assistant's discussions were stimulating and held my interest _"l_ "
4 The [zaching a3aistant reviewad a sulfivient ainount of course niaieiial i
5. The teaching assistant reviewed course material in an organized manner j___
8. The teaching assistant's grades were appropriate for the quality of work submitted _\_5__
7. The teaching assistan{'s comments on written work were lhorough and instructive __2—_
8. The teaching assistant was respansive in discussing course related materials outside of section i
a. The amount of discussion that occurred in ¢lass was adequate _ﬂ_
10, The student discussion that occurred in the class was valuahle i_

] . QOverall, this section met my expectations _"\__
12. What were the major strengths of this section?

Aeod  stdent  disoussion

13. What were the major weaknesses of this section?
TA g offen ¢ MF/S:M and  Stum é///%
h rovgh.  afguments

14, What aspects of the teaching assistant’s performance in the section did you like?

His  Sense c:?yf N Lmor

15, What changes in the teaching assistant's conduct of section would you recommend?

Conficlesce  in_his ghilty



DEPARTMENT OF PHILOSOPHY

SECTION EVALUATION
2410

Course Number: _31‘1 then Term & year: szw'hg 20[7 Section Leader’s Name: _&c EpSiein

Please estimate the percentage of discussion section meetings you have attended

0 0-25% 025% - 50% L1 50% - 75% E??S% - 100%
‘ — RATING SCALE |

1= Strongly bisaéree 2 =.Disagréé ; 3= N'éuérél!Not Apslidablé | 4= Agfeé - 5= Strongly Agree
1. The teaching assistant was well prepared. _ 3
2. The teaching assistant reviewed course material in a clear and effective manner __1__
3. The teaching assistant's discussions were stimulating and held my interest 2
=3 The feaching asaisiant ieviewed a suffivient amaeunt of course rnaterial ___:?J____
5. The teaching assistant reviewed course material in an organized manner _j_—__
g, The teaching assistant's grades were appropriate for the quality of work submitiad _%t_
7. The teaching assistant's comments on written work were thoroﬁgh and insfructive 3
8. The teaching assistant was responsive in discussing course related materials outside of section 5
2. The amount of discussion that occurred in class was adequate _,_'2’_
10. The student discussion that occurred in the class was vaiuable _i
11. Overall, thié section met my expectations i__
12. What were the major strengths of this section?

Flewlai iy 1o g{;exnd Kme o tongenls during drscussim

13, What were the major weaknesses of this section?

MWd not Folav a IOQ;'CM o,fd&y{ Féﬁfﬁ"'l’h- Conld de wnore o review
Lohceprs Fom Class. Gvevalll hot- Thirediloly mﬂ%f"‘ﬂ

14, What aspects of the teaching assistant's performance in the saction did you like?
BiC was enfhuerashc & 9 emuindy Cared that Sivdent shared Wis
i nterrest-

15, What changes in the teaching assistant's conduct of section would you recommend?

Ty to shck b a more chuchared  plan 3 e budget Nime lbated
o [mpevtance of -\-wpics to Lover. A lot of Rimes we went orer tht
aliotter] yyme . '

4=z
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DEPARTMENT OF PHILOSOPHY
SECTION EVALUATION

Course Number: PH”;?/L‘!D Term & year:Q%P ! 2 - Section Leader’s Name: Ef‘{' C.

Please estimate the percentage of discussion section meetings you have attended

{71 0-25% ] 25% — 50% (350% - 75% E}%%- 100%
| _ RATINGSCALE
1= Stroﬁglj! Disééree B . 2= Disagree 3 ='NeUtra'I:;N6t Apﬁlicab[e 4= Agree 5 = Strongly Agree
1. The teaching assistant was well prepared. _i
2. The teaching assistant reviewed course material in a clear and effective manner ,__L
3. The teaching assistant's discussions were stimulating and held my interest Lf
1. The lsaching asdisiant (eviewsd & sulficient anouni of course material 3
5, The teaching assistant reviewed course material In an organized manner _L{_
B The teaching assistant's grades were appropriate for the quality of work submitted _‘i
7. The teaching assistant's comments on written work were thorouéh and instructive i
8. The teaching assistant was respansive in discussing course related materials outside of section i -
9. The armount of discussion that occurred in class was adequate __\_"{__
10. The student discussion that occurred in the class was valuable _,5—
11. Querall, this section tnet my expectations i
| 12. What were the major strengths of this section?
| Geood 4o howe o sowtw hat aferachive ¢omPormant- e Te caorse,

13. What were the major weaknesses of this section? . N

The ghysral shroctore of-tag foonm Luos net shall  Condutive fo sliscussion,

| alse el T wosld hawe betn  hiffe, with a. Rw mere shudents a
Sovmt  mefe opun ende) Gueshtonsg,
14, What aspects of the teaching assistant's performance in the section did you like?
well piepered and  sawad Erewleddeable,
18,

What changes in the teaching assistant's conduct of section would you recommend?

%\_g% Sheold ﬁ? fo move pest sﬁw.\»a Foials  a bl quitkey,

40
100



DEPARTMENT OF PHIL.OSOPHY
SECTION EVALUATION

Course Number:P!iA“! QQ’/U Term & year: g)f 2 Section Leader’s Name: Eﬁc

Please estimate the percentage of discussion section meetings you have attended

1 0-25% [[]25% — 50% [ 50% - 75% t}}%% - 100%
| RATING scA_L_E_ |
1= Stroﬁgﬁ Diségree | 2= ﬁiéagree 3= Néhfra!!Nﬁt A;';i:lltc'able g 4= Agree § = Strongly Ag'ree '
1. The teaching assistant was well prepared. g
2, The teaching assistant reviewed course material in a clear and effective manner

3. The teaching assistant's discussions were stimulating and held my interest

..F;

[T, A moafafanh ae oy ol m a I LT L - o . R S o pnke T
WS Easiing GIaEGN ISYIGWEd & SuineiEiit anouwni 3 Course Nialena

¢f

i
5. The teaching assistant reviewed course material in an organized manner _ﬁ
8. The teaching assistant's grades were appropriate for the quality of work submitted ___ﬁ
7. The teaching assistant's comments on written work were thomuéh and instructive _g___
8. The teaching assistant was responsive in discussing course related materials cutside of section __i '
g. The amount of discussion that occurred in ¢lass was adequate _(f___
10. The student discussion that occurred in the class was valuable _(L
11. Overall, this section met my expectations _(,l;

L

12. What were the major strengths of thi.s section?

TA & well prepared aind emcmwg@s Questions

13, What were the major weaknesses of this section?
Clovs olizonssion? Cometime s gt carriel oy and Sommetivme
We Stwek on b gueetion for foo (ong

- o
14, What aspects of the teaching assistant's performance in the section did you like? RN

He 18 very williug o answes questions oud o foke odvico ?
- 04 o hhow Hhe Class diseusSion Showd procesd

185. What changes in the teaching assistant's conduct of section would you recommend?

He Qwowtd make «@8le otiorte to kFetp dircusion fousel on fthe
Wodin poiyet Tether thon Gpending o (ot ot time on Penipher o
Canes Hhoct SHher e of the Sttdewts brolgiet wp

Aoy
o




DEPARTMENT OF PHILOSOPHY
SECTION EVALUATION

Course Number:_ 2149 Term & year:. S 2012 Section Leader’s Name: Efie

Please estimate the percentage of discussion section meetings you have attended

[10-25% O 25%— 50% (71 50% - 75% F75% - 100%
 RATINGSCALE |

1= Strdﬁgly Disagree - 2'='Dis'a§r"éé 3 #.Neﬁ.{iral.th.;t Aﬁbllc’able 4= Agrée | 5 = Strahgly Agree '

1. The teaching assistant was well prepared, _5_

2. The teaching assistant reviewed course material in a clear and effective manner _ 35

3. The teaching assistant's discussions were stimulating and held my interest _5_

4. The teaching assistan! reviewed a sufficient améunt 01 COUSE Maisrial 5

5. The teaching assistant reviewed course material in an organized manner Z

3 The feaching assistant's grades were appropriate for the quality of wark submitted 5

7. The teaching assistant's comments on written work were thomugh and instructive _5

8, The teaching assistant was responsive in discﬁssing course related materials outside of section _5_.

g, The armount of discussion that cccurred in class was adequate 5

10, The student discussion that occurred in the class was valuable z

11. Overall, this section met my expectations __L

12. What were the major strengths of this section?

Madk Sure da

cxplain the 3iffcolt deas i

13, What were the major weaknesses of this section?
| dhink g lb  oF  people  didat

{bme F"?“"‘L
40 Soretimes qrovp

discussion wa3 hard.

14. What aspects of the teaching assistant's perfermance in the section did you like?

The “TA  was \rcrj Kind ancl gorthusiashie . He

. G‘Mi,js
Seemed cjenu-'n l:l inkerested  {n

he[ru'ns.

18, What changes in the teaching assistant's conduct of section would you recommend?

160



DEPARTMENT OF PHILOSOPHY

SECTION EVALUATION

Course Number: ;2 l j_o L Term & year;_2.0| Z- Section Leader’s Name: Fr.‘t. Epric:h

’ nfmni 2 a
Please estimate the percentage of discussion section meetings you have aitended

[]0-25% ] 25% — 50% O 50% - 75% - E75% - 100%
. RATINGSCALE

1= Stfongl’y Disag ree 2 =.I'3_"isa§r'éé 3 ﬁ.NeutraUth-Aﬁﬁﬁdable 4= Agree | 5 = Strongly Agree
1, The teaching assistant was well prepared. i__
2. The teaching assistant reviewed coursse material in a clear and effactive manner >
3. The teaching assistant's discussions were stimulating and held my interest 2
4 The leaehing assisiant re;iewéd & sulncent amount of course malena ﬁj__
5. The teaching assistant reviewed course material in an organized manner 2
6. The teaching assistant's grades were appropriate for the quality of work submitted 5
7. The teaching assistant's comments on written work were thorouéh and instructive -5/
8. The teaching assistant was responsive in discussing course related materials outside of section #j'f_l'
9 The amount of discussion that occurred in clags was adequate 2.
10. The student discussion that occurred in the class was valuable 3
11. Overall, this section met my expectations _3>
12. What were the major strengths of this section?

’ﬂuﬂ'lﬂor' 5"’?:’4:}”‘5 et % dsevssed o lueble mn;mhf fab wes by P be op qviz 74y

aak fﬂrﬂe{‘! -

13. What were the major weaknesses of this section?

“thae :(rtrt “M“‘":f cachnes of dfaa( Sleace  enod o« fuk ot -fm"a‘ﬁ{ Argeverda b«ulq!
) j{ﬂﬂ"a -'-(_ 1

14, What aspects of the teaching assistant's performance in the section did you like?

Eﬁ‘d‘. u}a‘( k‘hg{ "iﬂp" @Froackdér{ M e YoV M{((;{ }M{;‘J. ,[k }L@@IQ{M
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15. What changes in the teaching assistant's conduct of section would you recommend?
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DEPARTMENT OF PHILOSOPHY

O SECTION EVALUATION
Course Number: 2.4\ G Term & year: % A Section Leader's Name: CR¢¢ 7T
Please estimate the percentage of discussion section meetings you have attended

[ 0-25% [ 25% ~ 50% [ 50% - 75% R/’;’S% - 100%
- RATINGSCALE

1 = Strongly Diségree | 2= ﬁls.aéree. 3 Q.Neutrﬁ'uﬂot Applicable 4= Agree " 5= Strongly Agree
1. The teaching assistant was well prepared, _'2:__
2. The teaching assistamnt reviewed course material in a clear and effective manner _i_. _
3. The teaching assistant's discussions were stimulating and held my interest A'_
4. The leacning assiviant reviewed a sufficient amount of course marerial i_
5. The teaching assistant reviewed course material in an organized manner 2
6. The teaching assistant’s grades were appropriate for the quality of work submitted _f___
7. The teaching assistant's comments on written work were thorough and instructive J«_
8. The teaching assistant was responsive in discussing course related materials outside of section j‘;
g. The amount of disgussion that occurred in class was adequate _ﬁ
10. The student discussion that oceurrad in the class was valuable _fj"_
11, Overall, this section met my expectations 2.
12. What were the major strengths of this section?

JMM“ """"" f“! 0"—(‘& Q:'_‘F é‘&mﬂ.‘tﬁd —

13, What were the major weaknasses of this section?

0‘-’5‘-\}&5‘*‘\‘@1’\) C"CU‘?"a of —TA‘l‘ at?i‘cﬁ("f““i, qu:vrcu"? o ._TAIS cge,rcj-im"f,

14, What aspects of the teaching assistant's performance in the section did you like?
() .\\uUME ‘e er~peal  on ng_c.tﬁc.? ]

15. WWhat changes in the teaching assistant's conduct of section weuld you recommend?
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DEPARTMENT OF PHILOSOPHY
SECTION EVALUATION

Course Number:m Term & year:m A0 ZSection Leader’s Name: Ene tt{_‘ﬁ@(h

Please estimate the percentage of discussion section meetings you have attende

d0-25% 1 25% - 50% ] 50% - 75% ﬁ’:’s% - 100%

_ RAT]NG SCALE :

1= St.rbng.ly Disagree . é'= biéégfée 3 NeutralfNot Apphcable '  4= Agrée 5= Strongly Agree
1. The teaching assistant was well prepared. ﬁ_
2. The teaching assistant reviewed course material in a clear and effactive manner _i :
3. The teaching assistant's discussions were stimulating and held my interest ___S__
. The teaching assisant ieviewsd a sufficient amount of course marlerial “Z_ﬂ_
5, The teaching assistant reviewed course material in an organized manner __Z,_
6. The teaching assistant’'s grades were appropriate for the quality of work submitted _i
7.. The teaching assistant's comments an written work were thorough and instructive _'L.‘L_
g, The teaching assistant was responsive in discussing course related materials outside of section _i )
9. The amount of discussion that occurred in class was adequate j_
10. The student discussion that occurred in the class was vatuabls jl_
1. Overall, this section met my expectations _i
12. What were the major strengths of this section?

A o of olBeusston.

13. What were the major weaknesses of this sectlon?
acher WD cantuse OCOSO N, Vel UVG@@W(@
AU

14, What aspects of the teaching assistant’s performance in the section did you like?
J’d[%we@'% %Y\@ FOREE CROS avral QOT “The
g

15. What changes in the teachin 55|stan t's conduct of section would you recommend?
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STUDENT EVALUATIONS

DEFINING THE UNDEFINABLE, EXPRESSING THE INEXPRESSIBLE
Fall 2013

Principal Instructor: Eric Epstein
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John 5. Knight Institute for

. . Writing in the Disciplines
Cormell University 101 Mot
College of Arts and Sciences s ak 14852

f. 607-255-2956
knight_institute@cornell.edu
www.arts.cornell.edu/knight_institute

To: Eric Epstein, Philosophy

From: David Faulkner, Acting Director of First-Year Writing Seminars
Date: 9 January 2014

Re: Course Evaluations, Fall 2013

Enclosed are the student evaluations (written and numerical) from the course you taught in the
Fall 2013 semester. We hope that the information they provide will prove useful for you.

Here is some additional information that may interest you as you examine the summaries of the
computer-scored responses:

For Fall '13 FWS, the median score for instructors (half of results above/half below) was 1.72.

Ranking (including only questions 2-33):

First quarter: less than or equal to 1.57
Second quattet: 1.58-1.72

Third quarter: 1.73-1.94

Fourth quarter: 1.95 or greater.

Further information about how to read the summary appears at the bottom of the sheet.

Thank you for your work; please let us know if we can be of help during the coming semester.

Cornell University is an equal appoctundty, affiymative acﬁmmtw and emplayer



PHIL 1111.105 Fa13 -- First-Year Writing Seminar Evaluations Instructor:

Course: 17244 Philosophical Problems: Defining the Undefinable, Expressing the Inexpressible Epstein

1 2 3 4 .5 6 7 & 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 18 20 21 22 23 24 25 2 97 I8 2930 31 32 13
11 2 1 3 1 2 2 3 4 1 1 2 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 3 2 1 1 1 1 1 11 1 2 A1
2 41 1 3 1 4 3 41 1 2 4 1 1 3 3 2 1 3 3 1 3 1 1 2 3 1 1 2 4 1 4
3111 3 1 3 3 3 * 1 3 3 3 1 i 3 1 3 3 1 1 1 1 1 i 1 1 T 1 1 1 2
4 1 1t + 1 1 2 1 1 4 1 1 2 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 T 1 1 1 1
51 3 1 3 1 2 2+t 2 11 3 2 2 t 2 1 2 2 3 3 2 4 2 2 2 1 1t 1 1 3 2
6 1+ 1 1 3 1 2 2 3 1 1 2 4 2 3 2 2 2 3 4 2 4 3 2 1 1T 2 3 2 2 2 2 2
1 41 1 3 1 2 3 3 2 1 1 4 1 2 1 2 t 3 3 1 2 2 4 12 2 1 1T 4+ 1 1 2
8 1 1 3 3 1 2 1 1 2 14 2 3 1 2 3 1 1 1 2 3 1 1 1 1 1 2 1 T 1 1 3 1
9 111 8 5 5 5 5 3 3 2 5§ 2 4 4 5 5 5 5 4 5 4 3 1 3 5 4 4 1 3 6 5
01 1 1 1 1 2 1 2 1 1 1 2 14 2 2 2 1 3 3 3 1 1 1 1 1T 2 1 T 1 1 1 2
m 1+ 1 1 8§ 3 3 8 5§ 4 2 4 4 2 2 3 4 2 3 4 2 2 3 2 1 2 3 2 2 2 2 3 3
121 1+ 1 6 4 3 4 2 1 1 1 2 2 2 2 4 1 4 4 3 2 2 2 1 8 3 2 3 1 3 2 3
1 1 1191 2 21 2 19 2 4 1 1 5 2 2 5 & 3 3 2 4 41 2 2 2 3 2z 3 2 2
14 4 1 1 3 3 5 8 5 3 1 3 4 2 A 4 4 4 4 5 2 2 3 1 2 1 1 1 T 1 1 1 1
% 4 1 3 3 4 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
16 1 2 1 3 1 3 4 3 1 1 2 3 1 1 1 3 2 1 3 2 3 2 2 1 1 2 1 171 1 1 2

L% M o= b R = MR N = MR
185

156 1.25 1.25 3.00 1.88 275 281 2.75 180 125 1.88 319 156 .75 225 256 181 263 343 225 225 213 163 119 1.63 213 156 163 131 1.75 194 219 2.40
mean for questions 2-5: 1 84 mean for questions 8-19: 2 20 mean for questions 20-33; 1 84 overall mean for questions 2-33: 2 .04
The table above provides an overview of responsas, and the mean for each guestion, on the computer-scored section of evaluations for your FWS.
HOW TO READ THE TABLE:
Each question is listed on the top horizontal axis, starting with 1 on the left and running to question 33 on the far right.
The students are listed on the left vertical axis; their responses to each question run horizontally.
The mean for each question appears at the bottom of each column of respenses for each question.

What the numbers mean: an “A” answer on the bubble sheet equals 1 on the table above; a “B" equals 2, and so on. {The evaluation questions and possible rangs of
responses are reprinted on the back of this shest,)

To interpret questions #2—#33, you will need to compare student opinions about what your seminar accomplished with your own goals. You will naturally have stressed
some areas more than others. In some instances, a question may not be relevant to your seminar; for example, in a film course, questions about "the readings” may not
apply. In general, finding a significant number of “4* and 5" responses when you scan down the column of respenses for a question (guestion 1 aside) may be a cause for
concern,

To remember: The purpose of the table is to alert you to possible strengths and weaknesses, not to measure all courses against a single inflexible standard.

We hope you will find the svaluations to be informalive, Please contact Katy Gollschalk or Paul Sawyer at the Knight Institute (101 McGraw Hall) if you would like {o discuss
them.



JOHN S. KNIGHT INSTITUTE FOR WRITING IN THE DISCIPLINES
FWS End-of-Semester Evaluation

1} The most important reason I chose this seminar:
1)1 liked the course description.
2) I thought it wonld be challenging.
3) My advisor recommended it.
4) It was offered at a time I had open.
5)}1 could not get into one of my top preferences.

For the following guestions:

(I=An appropriate amount, 2=Too much, 3=Too litlle, 4=Far too much, 5=Far too little}

2) How much reading did you do?

3 How mmch out-of-class writing did you do? (First-Year Writing Seminar guidelines
suggest a minimuim of six essays and a maximum of nine.}

4) How much time was spent learning about writing?

5) How much time was devoted to learning how to revise your essays? (FWS guidelines

suggest that a minimum of three essays go through a process of guided revision.)
How much do you agree with the following statements?
(I=Very strongly, 2=Strongly, 3=Somewhat, 4=A litdle, 5=Not at all)
In class, in conferences, or in paper comments, the teacher emphasized

6) choosing the words that best express ideas.

7 writing grammatically correct sentences.

8 structuring sentences carefuily.

9) providing appropriate documentation for sources.

10} developing a strong argument.

11) writing well-focused, coherent paragraphs.

12} making transitions from one paragraph to the next.

13) focusing an essay on a significant problem, hypothesis, thesis, argument, or idea
14) supporting claims with pertinent, substantive evidence.

15) incorporating and analyzing source material and quotations.

16) editing essays to eliminate flaws of grammar, word choice, spelling, and format.
7 revising essays to enhance interest, clarity, and persuasiveness.

18) writing in a style appropriate for a particular purpose.

19) writing in a style appropriate for a particular andience.

In this seminar,

20) reading and writing assignments formed an understandable progression.

21) the level of difficulty of the readings seemed appropriate.

22) I learned to read with care in the discipline of the seminar.

23) informal/preparatory writing assignments helped me understand the readings and write an essay.
24) I had opportunities to confer privately with the teacher.

25) the teacher was well-prepared.

26) the teacher directed discussions well.

27 the teacher treated my writing with respect.

28) the teacher graded my papers fairly.

29 the teacher returned our papers within a reasonable length of time.

30) comments on each returned paper helped me improve the next assignment.

31 1 felt intellectually stimnlated.

32 I became & more confident wnf%r,/

33) I became a more skillful writer.



JoHN S. Knigar INSTITUTE ForR WRITING IN THE DISCIPLINES

First-Year Writing Seminar Evaluation
Fall 2013

Part I: Written responses

Instructor’s Name CYVC [ PSig v

Department ?M LosCphas - Course Number 1344
! \J

Course Title C{Lﬁ.{”% v fun Yol e % A CUO%
i

What are your overall impressions of the course? Please be as specific as possible in analysis of
strengths and/or suggestions for improvement.
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Do you believe your writing has improved? If so, how did the course promote this
improvement? Are there aspects of writing we should have stressed more heavily?
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Were written commernts on papers helpful? If so, why? If not, why not?

2

(‘Uﬁf{fﬁ“‘vai/k&S Wit Sugeze Rl g?é’i;x,

- ; T 7% e e . .
j LR WAL o °' Bk j i,:\/u Siv sk qu "r\_L}‘E" _Q i’,fgi/j:

| thodg 1 v e ey
| | E .

How useful were class discussions of the assigned texts? of writing?
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After taking this course, what do you consider to be your greatest strengths and
weaknesses as a writer?
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JouN S. KNiGHT INSTITUTE FOR WRITING IN THE DISCIPLINES

First-Year Writing Seminar Evaluation
Fall 2013

Part I: Written responses

Instructor’s Name E(“ N M%\ ™

Department P‘Y\'\K@Eﬁ& ~Course Number V'l Zh! Y

. [ ‘__K_ ‘E . Y L) . o
Course Title  Dw¥un cak T2, UadeNMoiale, By ?c%\ e, T {
-y 3 -3

What are your overall impressions of the course? Please be as specific as possible in analysis of
strengths and/or suggestions for improvement.
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Do you believe your writing has improved? If so, how did the course promote this
improvement? Are there aspects of writing we should have stressed more heavily?
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Were written comments on papers helpful? If so, why? If not, why not?
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How useful were class discussions of the assigned texts? of writing?
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After taking this course, what do you consider to be your greatest strengths and

weaknesses as a writer? N\ ) .
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Joun S. KNiGHT INSTITUTE FOR WRITING IN THE DISCIPLINES

First-Year Writing Seminar Evaluation
Fall 2013

Part I: Written responses

Instructor’s Name F e €g‘: 28,
Dﬁpaﬁmeﬂt@i&& \ovonbad - Course Number )3 2 H¢]
fi, ! £ ;r -
Course Title TNy Vv~ Lobe 4 h 1rgm’ia.,§}§4;,m<aﬁy&w— :
A ,

What are your overall impressions of the course? Please be as specific as possible in analysis of
strengths and/or suggestions for improvement.
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Do you believe your writing has improved? If so, how did the course promote this
improvement? Are there aspects of writing we should have stressed more heavily?
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Were written comments on papers helpful? If so, why? If not, why not?
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How useful were class discussions of the assigned texts? of writing?
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After taking this course, what do you consider to be your greatest strengths and
weaknesses as a writer?
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Joun S. KnNicHT INSTITUTE FOR WRITING IN THE DISCIPLINES

First-Year Writing Seminar Evaluation
Fall 2013

Part I. Written responses

Instructor’s Name  &Y1C  Epstein

Department P BIloso€iy ~ Course Number vry (1]

Course Title V€ FANENG  THE (UNDREFNASLE

‘What are your overall irapressions of the course? Please be as specific as possible in analysis of
strengths and/or suggestions for improvement.
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Do you believe your writing has improved? If so, how did the course promote this
improvement? Are there aspects of writing we should have stressed more heavily?
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Were written comments on papers helpful? If so, why? If not, why not?

EXW 0, aS pu oy pADS arsoA -

How useful were class discussions of the assigned texts? of writing?
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After taking this course, what do you consider to be your greatest strengths and
weaknesses as a writer?
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JouN S. KNIGHT INSTITUTE FOR WRITING IN THE DISCIPLINES

First-Year Writing Seminar Evaluation
Fall 2013

Part I: Written responses

Instructor’s Name Tyt @m

Department @M@ ' Course Number _ 731+

Course Title __Defuins o Undufuiule

What are your overall impressions of the course? Please be as specific as possible in analysis of
strengths and/or suggestions for improvement.

WLOSOPHY  OF MIND |

Do you believe your writing has improved? If so, how did the course promote this
improvement? Are there aspects of writing we should have stressed more heavily?
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Were written comments on papers helpful? If so, why? If not, why not? T szﬁm
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How useful were class discussions of the assigned texts? of writing?

After taking this course, what do you consider to be your greatest strengths and

weaknesses as a writer? . ‘ o s \j i e gﬁﬂ;ﬂ% .
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JouN S. KNIGHT INSTITUTE FOR WRITING IN THE DiscipLinNEs

First-Year Writing Seminar Evaluation
Fall 2013

Part I: Written responses

Instructor’s Name Eric Cpsten

Department ?h‘\losophy Course Number 7244
Course Title___ PHiL 1111 = Defining the Undefinavle

What are your overall impressions of the course? Please be as specific as possible in analysis of
strengths and/or suggestions for improvement.

Arongh  phiilesephy was o dvifigylt fopic %Of("u%.( grasp,
Bric was cear W helpinng students simphfy  complex
arguments. Ancier Strengih was e constart veminder
that cwderts are always welcome +o stop by office hoirs

or Speak fo WD the INSMACTor ¢ pepkebs U was Rasier o
approagh &ic berause e i 0 PhD studuer and pot a professor

Also, by requiring  prewrtting and a draty, stwdents™
were forced o fake the  gmalltr steps © lunting 4

\ihelf‘
wwplete pager  ad ghow how  ideas  formed.

Do you believe your writing has improved? If so, how did the course promote this
improvement? Are there aspects of writing we should have stressed more heavily?

fes, 1 helieve that his wuree has shown me how o
work up 49 a AUl and finad poper thivugh the
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expevience w deep odticad Aaking, 1 Wish thite
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Were written comments on papers helpfui? If so, why? Ifnot, why not?
Nesy very,very h@\?ﬁd- The copments on drafts
were essernia) 1o Wmproving the paper = abthoughg
“+his  could alse be becawse 1 went to offite houvis
4o Yk owt woren  cemlents, TV ois TR that
commurts 0 gl offen clanfied and  chaped
fhe  divection of wmy ecays.

How useful were class discussions of the assigned texts? of writing?

Qass  dicassions  of Hy assighned texts was
excellend — thibmndeits  prepaced $or 201 OAn

Sesqon were welebld . Wowerer, the course
\atked  disaussion of writing dself Qe: citation
methods, ire/conclaasion, etce)

After taking this course, what do you consider to be your greatest strengths and
weaknesses as a writer?

S‘twgﬁhs: Apiicty U structure g or@amze ioim_s
efteciamiy ; V‘es;?n-mh’ﬁfmss Yo nstrpitive
ATV USM Y yse of ctotion / 4 Uutes

Weaknesses: Repeivtive tendencies; awkward dictions
rambling \estead of elaborufing sometimes;
wnting strong cenciusions.
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Jonn S. KNiGgHT INSTITUTE FOR WRITING IN THE DISCIPLINES

First-Year Writing Seminar Evaluation
Fall 2013

Part I: Written responses

Instructor’s Name Teie E?s_hm

Department Chi o3y Course Number 7944

Course Title D g33h. Defovin, bow  cpiefirmiie

o

What are your overall impressions of the course? Please be as specific as possible in analysis of
strengths and/or suggestions for improvement.
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Do you believe your writing has improved? If so, how did the course promote this
improvement? Are there aspects of writing we should have stressed more heavily?
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Were written comments on papers helpful? If so, why? If not, why not?
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How useful were class discussions of the assigned texts? of writing?
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After taking this course, what do you consider to be your greatest strengths and
weaknesses as a writer?
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Joun S. KNiguT INSTITUTE FOR WRITING IN THE DISCIPLINES

First-Year Writing Seminar Evaluation
Fall 2013

Part I: Written responses

Instructor’s Name Fiic e

Department privieang,
g

Course Number {31244

Course Title #nil 1124

What are your overall impressions of the course? Please be as specific as possible in analysis of
strengths and/or suggestions for improvement.
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Do you believe your writing has improved? If so, how did the course promote this
improvement? Are there aspects of writing we should have stressed more heavily?
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Were written comments on papers helpful? If so, why? If not, why not?
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How useful were class discussions of the assigned texts? of writing?
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After taking this course, what do you consider to be your greatest strengths and
weaknesses as a writer?
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JoHn S. KNIGHT INSTITUTE FOR WRITING IN THE DISCIPLINES

First-Year Writing Seminar Evaluation
Fall 2013

Part I: Written responses

Instructor’s Name E/.‘?( E.pﬂlea_h
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What are your overall impressions of the course? Please be as specific as possible in analysis of
strengths and/or suggestions for improvement.

—ﬂ'l? L guvie d(al I[H‘ia 1"0 fﬂ'iprai.e M)( lufr')['m? skl and Rayped ke ;tweH by

Hhe
%Ni#‘(‘x”lﬁﬁhf_ I he J;S‘Ci“fﬂ“"ai twe fG'M;HSI‘.‘J a”fj Cd‘a?pe-/f e ?(-]ﬂ& ﬁaﬁﬁé'ﬁ‘ g Caicser 3‘5_,

de <,de*'(~

0 you believe your writing has improved? If so, how did the course promote this
improvement Cre there aspects of writing we should have stressed more heavily?
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Were written comments on papers helpful? If so, why? If not, why not?
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How useful were class discussions of the assigned texts? of writing?
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After taking this course, what do you consider to be your greatest strengths and
weaknesses as a writer?
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Joun S. KNiGHT INSTITUTE FOR WRITING IN THE DISCIPLINES

First-Year Writing Seminar Evaluation
Fall 2013

Part I. Written responses
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What are your overall impressions of the course? Please be as specific as possible in analyms of
strengths and/or suggestions for improvement.
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Do vou believe your writing has improved? If s0, how did the course promote this
improvement? Are there aspects of writing we should have stressed more heavily?
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Were written comments on papers helpful? If so, why? If not, why not?
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How useful were class discussions of the assigned texts? of writing?
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After taking this course, what do you consider to be your greatest strengths and
weaknesses as a writer?
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Jorn S. KN1GHT INSTITUTE FOR WRITING IN THE DISCIPLINES

First-Year Writing Seminar Evaluation
Fall 2013

Part I. Written responses
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What are your overall impressions of the course? Please be as specific as possible in analysis of
strengths and/or suggestions for improvement.
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Do you believe your writing has improved? If so, how did the course promote this
improvement? Are there aspects of writing we should have siressed more heavily?
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Were written comments on papers helpful? If so, why? If not, why not?
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How useful were class discussions of the assigned texts? of writing?
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After taking this course, what do you consider to be your greatest strengths and
weaknesses as a writer?
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JoHN S. KNIGHT INSTITUTE FOR WRITING IN THE DISCIPLINES

First-Year Writing Seminar Evaluation
| Fall 2013 |

Part I: Written responses

Instructor’s Name [~ {1\ L, 6 PStL 0
Department ¥ 11050 Q\’\\{ _Course Number \\ \
Course Title DA 04 Tne VOGN0 | CLECesS: 0 TN e ptssably

What are your overall impressions of the course? Please be as specific as possible in analysis of
strengths and/or suggestions for improvement.
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Do you believe your writing has improved? If so, how did the course promote this
improvement? Are there aspects of writing we should have stressed more heavily?
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Were written comments on papers helpful? If so, why? Ifnot, why not?
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How useful were class discussions of the assigned texts? of writing?
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After taking this course, what do you consider to be your greatest strengths and
weaknesses as a writer?
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JouN S. KN1GHT INSTITUTE FOR WRITING IN THE Discrrings

First-Year Writing Seminar Evaluation
Fall 2013

Part I: Written responses
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What are your overall impressiong of the course? Please be as specific as possible in analysis of
strengths and/or suggestions for improvement.
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Do you believe your writing has improved? If so, how did the course promote this
improvement? Are there aspects of writing we should have stressed more heavily? /
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Were written commenis on papers he]gful? If so, why? 1f not, why not?
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JOHN 8. KNIGHT INSTITUTE FOR WRITING IN THE DISCIPLINES

First-Year Writing Seminar Evaluation
Fall 2013

Part I. Written responses

Instructor’s Name tric € pad £:0)

Department PUIL Course Number |71 24 1‘\
Course Title PHIL W 'D!;éﬁ%\,.f}sz%f jf\; Q{C&éﬂfﬁ ol

What are your overall impressions of the course? Please be as specific as possible in analysis of
strengths and/or suggestions for mprovement.
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Do you believe your writing has improved? If so, how did the course promote this
improvement? Are there aspects of writing we should have stressed more heavily?
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Were written comments on papers helpful? If so, why? If not, why not?
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How useful were class discussions of the assigned texts? of writing?
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After taking this course, what do you consider to be your greatest strengths and
weaknesses as a writer?
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JoHN S. KNiguT INSTITUTE FOR WRITING IN THE DISCIPLINES

First-Year Writing Seminar Evaluation
Fall 2013

Part I: Written responses

Instructor’s Name _Ewne Epciint

Department Philshiphy Course Number 111}

Course Title Piasnhs, 111 I Dtham I {Jdifnasre

What are your overall impressions of the course? Please be as specific as possible in analysis of
strengths and/or suggestions for improvement.
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Do you believe your writing has improved? If so, how did the course promote this
improvement? Are there aspects of writing we should have stressed more heavily?
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Were written comments on papers helpful? If so, why? If not, why not?
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How useful were class discussions of the assigned texts? of writing?
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After taking this course, what do you consider to be your greatest strengths and
weaknesses as a writer?
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Joan S. KNIGHT INSTITUTE FOR WRITING IN THE DISCIPLINES

First-Year Writing Seminar Evaluation
Fall 2013

Part I: Written responses

Instructor’s Name [-¥1C  E 1@&%’ e

Department ¥ I lo S o ?33 2 ‘aif Course Number [ 777
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What are your overall impressions of the course? Please be as specific as possible in analysis of
strengths and/or suggestions for improvement.
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Do you believe your writing has improved? If so, how did the course promote this
improvement? Are there aspects of writing we should have stressed more heavily?
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Were written comments on papers helpful? If so, why? If not, why not"
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How useful were class discussions of the assigned texts? of writing?

i g T upA Mok, e
Clogsre  ArScug ol W Ui ey
1 A b PG i Lp okl R S U f#
: B S PR ) o b e )
fJ“/&\.:i et é’{ - ) \6’6 -
no Y
I Y L Lt |
\Kf r J % i i’\\d’,&"j - \.-{_/{\J{;ﬁ‘ h j--"ér—— ‘

After taking this course, what do you consider to be your greatest strengths and
weaknesses as a writer?
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STUDENT EVALUATIONS

LOGIC FOR PHILOSOPHY
Fall 2014
Principal Instructor: Theodore Sider

Teaching Assistant: Eric Epstein
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DEPARTMENT QF PHILOSOPHY SECTION EVALUATION
Course Number 5&26 Term &Year ﬂu [4 TA’s Name Eﬁl(; EﬂﬂS'TE(U

Please estimate the percentage of office hour sassions you have attended:
[ opse f 25%-50% [ sos-75% [ 7se-100%

RATING SCALE
1=Strongly Disagree 2-Disagree 3=Neutral/Not Applicable 4=Agree 5=Strongly Agree

The teaching assistant was well prepared.

The teaching assistant reviewed course matenal in a clear and effective manner.
The teaching assistant’s discussions were stimulating and held my interest.

The teaching assistant reviewed course material in an organized manner.

The teaching assistant's grades were appropriate for the quality of work submitted.
The teaching assistant's comments on written work were thorough and instructive.

The teaching assistant was responsive in discussing course related materials outside of office
hours.

8. The amount of discussion that occurred in office hours was adequate.
9. The discussion that occurrad in office hours was valuable.
10. Overall, the office hours met my expectations.

Nooh WS

Oy (O} || Gy Oy oy

O

12. What were the major strengths of the TA's performance?

Veqy HELOFUL MU0 RNOWLESGE ABLE

13. What were the major weaknesses of the TA's performance?

15. What changes in the teaching assistant's conduct of office hours would you recommend?

Nok§ &
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DEPARTMENT OF PHILOSOPHY SECTION EVALUATION

Course Number—> 320 Term & Year & ell 5y TAsName_ ¢ (i EP_‘}:’Q%}

Please estimate the percentage of office hour sessions you have attended:

E:] 0-25%

L] 25%-50% ] 50%-75% /KL?S%-‘I 0%

RATING SCALE
1=Strongly Disagree 2=Disagree 3=Neutral/Not Applicable 4=Agree 5=Strongly Agree

S S o

8.
9.
1Q. Overali, the office hours met my expectations.

The teaching assistart was well prepared. .

The teaching assistant reviewed course material in a clear and effective manner.

The ieaching assistant's discussions were stimulating and held my interest,

The teaching assistant reviewed course material in an organized manner.

The teaching assistant's grades were appropriate for the quality of work submitied.

The teaching assistant's comments on written work were thorough and instructive,

The teaching assistant was responsive in discussing course related materials outside of office
hours.

The amount of discussion that occurred in office hours was adequate.

The discussion that occurred in office hours was valuable.

o U] A q[4][1[\

12. What were the major strengths of the TA's performance?

m%wwwwmmwiThM§wU

13. What were the major weaknesses of the TA’s performance?

/

158, What changes in the teaching assistant's conduct of office hours would you recommend?
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DEPARTMENT OF PHILOSOPHY SECTION EVALUATION

Course Numbersszo Term & Yearﬁlﬁ ZGM/ TA's Nama E! l‘f. Zﬁ £ M

Pleass sstimate the percentage of office hour sessions you have attended:

|:] 0-25%

[ 259%-50% ESO%J&% [ TS%-100%

RATING SCALE
1=Strongly Disagree 2=Disagree 3=Neuiral/Not Applicable 4=Agree 5=Strongly Agree

9

2 o

8.

The teaching assistant was well prepared,

The teaching assistant reviewed course materal in a clear and effective manner.
The teaching assistant’s discussions were stimulating and held my interest.

The teaching assistant reviewed course material in an organized manner.

The teaching assistant's grades were appropriate for the quality of work submitted.
The teaching assistant's comments on written work were thorough and instructive.

The teaching assistant was responsive in discussing course related materials outside of office
hours.

The amount of discussion that occurred in office hours was adequate.
The discussion that cccurred in office hours was valuable.

10, Overall, the office hours met my expectations.

OV U OG0 [ [\ Uy SV Oy | gl on

12, Wha-t were the major strengths of the TA’s performance? .
fotint, Qolite, \{ﬁam\@fﬂgﬁa&}a %%’ treh

13. What were the major weaknesses of the TA's performance?

\ofe_-

15. What changes in the teaching assistant's conduct of office hours would you recommend?

None
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DEPARTMENT OF PHILOSOPHY SECTION EVALUATION

Course Number 3320 Term & Yearfadl ‘|4  TA's Name _Erit Epsiedh

Pleage estimate the percentage of office hour sessions you have attended:

l_:l 0-25%

I:I BD%-75% I:l 75%-100%

RATING SCALE
1=Strongly Disagree 2-Disagree 3=Neutral/Not Applicable 4=Agree S=Sirongly Agree

No Gk N

8.
9.
10.

The teaching assistant was well prepared.

The teaching assistant reviewed course material in a clear and effective manner.
The teaching assistant’s discussions were siimulating and held my interest.

The teaching assistant reviewed course material in an organized manner.

The teaching assistant's grades were appropriate for the quality of work submitted.
The teaching assistant's comments on written work were thorough and instructive.
The teaching assistant was responsive in discussing course related materials outside of office
hours.

The amount of discussion that occurred in office hours was adequate.

The discussion that occurred in office hours was valuable.

Overall, the office hours met my expectations.

b

n [ w

Vi

&&\.\'wu\wwmm

12. What were the major strengths of the TA's performance?

He was wxllﬂfxﬂ o gcwbwer%ewv-ﬂ bo wurké rut mgoi-»;g ey

gl A Thab { vndoatteed b materad. Atso he wild ey
at brealdrg conaepls down 4o o PRE-Ly~ritp SYER flad-yrar earitr-towdanrited .

13. What were the major weaknesses of the TA's performance?

D dont o, NobGrngi bime i offie hanr b geb 't everyone |

15. What changes in the teaching assistant's conduct of office hours would you recommend?
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DEPARTMENT OF PHILOSOPHY SECTION EVALUATION

Course Nz.tmberzh‘é-"zD Term & Year f;‘{( {L( TA's Name_t=~ < T f:ﬂ:@ 27

Please estimate the percentage of office hour sessions you have attended:
D 0-25% D 25%-50% EED% -f5% D 75%-100%

RATING SCALE

1=Strongly Disagree 2=Disagree 3=Neutral/Not Applicable 4=Agree 5=Strongly Agree

The teaching assistant was well prepared.

The teaching assistant reviewed course material in a clear and effective manner.
The teaching assistant’s discussions were stimulating and held my interest.

The teaching assistant reviewed course material in an organized manner.

The teaching assistant's grades were appropriate for the quality of work submitted.
The teaching assistant's comments on written work were thorough and instructive.

Ne oL

hours.
8. The amount of discussion that occurred in office hours was adequate.

9. The discussion that occurred in office hours was valuable.
10. Overall, the office hours met my expectations.

The teaching assistant was responsive in discussing course related materials outside of office

m\d‘} VI MYV V) IS (W

12. What were the major strengths of the TA's perfonnanoe‘?

_ o AN LQQQ/'WI‘CK\@%

13, What were the major weaknesses of the TA's performance?

N@M Vg et r\}-«é/-CL_. ' )

15. What changes-in the teaching assistant's conduct of office hours would you recommend?
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DEPARTMENT OF PHILOSOPHY SECTION EVALUATION

. 2014 ‘
Course Number n"k 3523 Term & Year Fall TA's Namejﬁht tston

Please estimate the percentage of office hour sessions you have atlended:
[ o255 I P [ son-7% 2@ 75%-100%

RATING SCALE
1=Strongly Disagree 2=Disagree 3=Neutral/Not Applicable 4=Agree 5=Strongly Agree

The teaching assistant was well prepared.

The teaching assistant reviewed course material in a clear and effective manner.
The teaching assistant’s discussions were stimulating and held my interest.

The teaching assistant reviewed course material in an organized manner.

The teaching assistant’s grades were appropriate for the quality of work submitted.
The teaching assistant's comments on written work were thorough and instructive.
The teaching assistant was responsive in discussing course related materials outside of office
hours.

8. The amount of discussion that occurred in office hours was adequate.

9. The discussion that occurred in office hours was valuabte.

10. Overall, the office hours met my expectations.

Neops W

AL D (D | 3N

12. What were the major strengths of the TA's performance?

TA-A}WM((S mact Hme do hedp Hud-&n+f prkrrole OF o1 hourt mza:f

ool o greot L et o peitnnl fedyonniloll "+\Ly}h+mw‘7u Lil wwﬁ er otreint
13. What were the major weaknesses of the TA's performance? +hr _91 N ool i
md  gind —wdirdn 1 pa v

|t Ta weand stor el btgad ey bl fn o quaniriicy codre

6’(’?{4"*'%, do Went [+ eapy Lo dvink or

(ot e,
15. What changes in the teaching assistant's conduct of office hours wouid you recommend?
wone

"
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DEPARTMENT OF PHILOSOPHY SECTION EVALUATION

Course Number ?32@ Term & Year_I 4 TA’s Name Er.'g

Pléase estimate the percentage of office hour sessions you have attended:;
0-25% [ 25%-50% [ som-75% [ 78561005

RATING SCALE
1=Strongly Disagree 2=Disagre¢ 3=Neutral/Not Applicable 4=Agree 5=Strongly Agree

The teaching assistant was well prepared.

The teaching assistant reviewed course material in a clear and effective manner.
The teaching assistant's discussions were stimulating and held my interest.

The teaching assistant reviewed course material in an crganized manner.

The teaching assistant’s grades were appropriate for the quality of work submitted.
The teaching assistant's comments on writier work were thorough and instructive.
The teaching assistant was responsive in discussing course related materials outside of office
hours.

& The amount of discussion that occurred in office hours was adequate.

9. The discussion that occurred in office hours was valuable.

10. Overzll, the office hours met my expectations.

I o o

Y | on v pD

LAY

LA ™

\Q‘r"e_l

NN N

12. What were the major strengths of the TA's performance?
H -
r vt g iy

13. What were the major weaknesses of the TA's performance?

{ fJ—'(JW’{' A e e tly -
oty g o .

& 1/1/]/ . (70 o
15. What changes in the teaching assistant's conduct of office hours would you recommend?

Gre  Ghods
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DEPARTMENT OF PHILOSOPHY SECTION EVALUATION

—

Course Number 2324 Term & Year_ﬂéi'_ TA’s Namg_Eo¥3e

Please estimate the percentage of office hour sessions you have attended:

0-25%

E] 25%-50% I:] B0RG-78% lj 75%-100%

RATING SCALE
1=Strongly Disagree 2=Disagree 3=Neutral/Not Applicable 4=Agree 5=Strongly Agrae

Neom kW

8.
9.
10. Overzll, the office hours met my expectations.

The teaching assistant was well prepared.

The teaching assistant reviewed course material in a clear and effective manner.
The teaching assistant's discussions were stimulating and held my interest.

The teaching assistant reviewed course material in an organized manner.

The teaching assistant's grades were appropriate for the quality of work submitted.
The teaching assistant's commentis on written work were tharough and instructive.

The teaching assistant was responsive in discussing course related materials outside of office
hours.

The amount of discussion that occurred in office hours was adequate.
The discussion that occurred in office hours was valuable.

12. What were the major strengths of the TA's performance?

13. What were the major weaknesses of the TA's performance?

15. what changes in the teaching assistant's conduct of office hours would you recommend?
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DEPARTMENT OF PHILOSOPHY SECTICN EVALUATION
Course Number 3 51" Term & Year f;i[( (10fthA=5 Name frfb Q‘FPM"‘V

%ase estimate the percentage of office hour sessions you have attended:
0-25% [ 2ses-50% [ sosm75% [ 7s%-100%

RATING SCALE
1=Strongly Disagree 2=Disagree 3=Neutral/Not Applicable 4=Agree S=Strongly Agree

The teaching assistant was well prepared.

The teaching assistant reviewed course material in & clear and effective manner.
The teaching assistant’s discussions were stimulating and held my interest.

The teaching assistant reviewed course material in an organized manner.

The teaching assistant's grades were appropriate for the quality of work submitted.
The teaching assistant's comments on written work were thorough and instructive.
The teaching assistant was responsive in discussing course related materials outside of office
hours.

8. The amount of discussion that occurred in office hours was adequate.

9. The discussion that ocourred in office hours was valuable.

10. Overszll, the office hours met my expectations.

Noo oA

12. What were the major strengths of the TA's performance?

13, What were the major weaknesses of the TA's performance?

15. What changes in the teaching assistant’s conduct of office hours would you recommend?
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DEPARTMENT OF PHILOSOPHY SECTION EVALUATION

Course Numberg S Z/O Térm & Year FJ ’ /éu H"TA’s Name, é‘(c. &CY\L: ™

Ple

& estimate the percentage of office hour sessions you have attended:;

0-25% ] 25%-50% [] 50%-75% :l 75%-100%

RATING SCALE
1=Strongly Disagree 2=Disagree 3=Neutral/Not Applicable 4=Agree 5=Strongly Agree

N ek W

8.
9.
10. Overall, the office hours met my expectations.

The teaching assistant was well prepared.

The teaching assistant reviewed course material in a clear and effective manner.
The teaching assistant’s discussions were stimulating and held my interest.

The teaching assistant reviewed course materizal in an organized manner.

The teaching assistant's grades were appropriate for the quality of work submitted.
The teaching assistant's comments on writien work were thorough and instructive,

The teaching assisiant was responsive in discussing course related materials outside of office
hours.

The amount of discussion that occurred in office hours was adegquate.
The discussion that occurred in office hours was valuable.

wu\ﬂdwwdvﬁwwww

12. What were the major strengths of the TA's performance?

/

13. What were the major weaknesses of the TA's performance?

-

15. What changes in the teaching assistant's conduct of office hours would you recommend?

/
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DEPARTMENT OF PHILOSOPHY SECTION EVALUATION

Course Number_3% &2 Term & Year %[\ 244 Ta's Name_ B ric EFFS L‘-k
Please esfimate the percentage of office hour sessions you have attended:
D 0-259% l:l 28%-505 D BO0%-75% ,El 75%-100%

RATING SCALE

1=Strongly Disagree 2=Disagree 3=Neutral/Not Applicable 4=Agree 5=Strongly Agree

No ok wh =

8.
9.
10. Qverall, the office hours met my expectations.

The teaching assistant was well prepared.

The teaching assistant reviewed course material in a clear and effective manner.
The teaching assistant’s discussions wera stimulating and held my interest.

The teaching assistant reviewed course maierial in an organized manner.

The teaching assistant's grades were appropriate for the quality of work submitted.
The teaching assistant’s comments on written work were thorough and instructive.

The teaching assistant was responsive in discussing course related materials ocutside of office
hours.
The amount of discussion that ocourred in office hours was adequate.

The discussion that occurred in office hours was valuable,

NG

N

12. What were the major strengths of the TA's performance?

¥ ~o w(&b be.--L\{ { S““&-

13. What were the major weaknesses of the TA's performance?

15. What changes in the teaching assistant's conduct of office hours would you recommend?

0L ot 5o L DH .
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DEPARTMENT OF PHILOSOPHY SECTION EVALUATION

Gourse Number %72 Term & Yearfef/ 204  TA’s Name Crie ggsﬁu‘...»

Elﬂgase estimate the percentage of office hour sessions you have attended:

0-26%

El 26%-50% |:| 50%-78% |:| 75%-100%

RATING SCALE
1=8trongly Disagree 2=Disagree 3=Neutral/Not Applicable 4=Agree 5=Strongly Agree

U e

8.
9.
10. Overall, the office hours met my expectations.

The teaching assistant was well prepared.

The teaching assistant reviewed course materal in a clear and effective manner.
The teaching assistant’s discussions were siimulating and held my interest.

The teaching assistant reviewed course material in an organized manner.

The teaching assistant's grades were appropriate for the quality of work submitted.
The teaching assistant’s comments on written work were thorough and instructive.

The teaching assistant was responsive in discussing course related materials outside of office
hours.

The amount of discussion that cccurred in office hours was adequate.
The discussion that occurred in office hours was valuable,

o w | sl w|w]w|o|w*

12. What were the major strengths of the TA's performance?

UnBirsla, iy { ¥~ izt o

13. What were the major weaknesses of the TA's performance?

cwf»&fﬂé, et & Lt dewh

15. What changes in the teaching assistant’s conduct of office hours would you recommend?

Jugne -
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DEPARTMENT OF PHILOSOPHY SECTION EVALUATION
Course Number_33 14 Term & Year_|[Y A TA's Name__ Tric e

E?ase estimate the percentage of office hour sessions you have attended:
0-25% (T osaso% [ sow-75% [ 7a%-100%

RATING SCALE
1=5trongly Disagree 2=Disagree 3=Neutral/Not Applicable 4=Agree 5=Strongly Agree

The teaching assistant was well prepared.

The teaching assistant reviewed course material in a clear and effective manner.
The teaching assistant’s discussions were stimulating and held my interest.

The teaching assistant reviewed course material in an organized manner.

The teaching assistant's grades were appropriate for the quality of work submitted.
The teaching assistant's comments on written work were thorough and instructive.

The teaching assistant was responsive in discussing course related materials outside of office
hours.

8. The amount of discussion that occurred in office hours was adequate.
9. The discussion that cceurred in office hours was valuzble.
10. Overall, the office hours met my expectations.

Noee s

;S W g Py ISR T AN A

12. What were the major strengths of the TA's performance? LRAM v e hum
to WY oty bl ol
e wedd wqronds oo e
13. What were the major weaknesses of the TA’s performance?

weth— pt \lf-“«‘]\

15. What changes in the teaching assistant's conduct of office hours would you recommend?
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DEPARTMENT OF PHILOSOPHY SECTION EVALUATION
Course Number?qjo Term & Year }:tan IHL TA's Name E”“ E!_?S"*”fﬁ

Please estimate the percentage of office hour sessions you have attended:
[zl 0-25% [:] 25%-50% EI 50%L-75% D T5%6-100%

RATING SCALE

1=Strongly Disagree 2=Disagree 3I=Neutral/Not Applicable 4=Agree 5=Strongly Agree

The teaching assistant was well prepared.

The teaching assistant reviewed course material in a clear and effective manner.
The teaching assistant’s discussions were stimulating and hefd my interest.

The teaching assistant reviewed course material in an organized manner.

The teaching assistant's grades were appropriate for the quality of work submitted.
The teaching assistant's comments on written work were thorough and instructive.
The teaching assistant was responsive in discussing course related materials outside of office
hours.

8. The amount of discussion that occurred in office hours was adequate.

9. The discussion that occurred in office hours was valuable.

10. Overall, the office hours met my expectations.

R

N At AY AN MAREAT AT AR VIR AV AN by

12. What were the major strengths of the TA’s performance?

13. What were the major weaknesses of the TA's performance?

15. What changes in the teaching assistant's conduct of office hours would you recommend?

4

i v . ! i il {.. - ¢
Cgc?n + Cﬁ fhg ; K. L TS ommiy O el Vi r ;
o N a f% J '(9 W 18 p ﬁcw otteE
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DEPARTMENT OF PHILOSOPHY SECTION EVALUATION

Course Number_3320 Term & Year_b» 2014 TA’s Name_Eds Bpstoe

Please estimate the percentage of office hour sessions you have attended:

[To-25% [ 250-50% [ so%-75% - Lss100%
RATING SCALE

1=Strongly Disagree 2=Disagree 3=Neutral/Not Applicable 4=Agree 5=Strongly Agree

N®m o

8.
9.
10.

The teaching assistant was well prepared.

The teaching assistant reviewed course material in a clear and effective manner.
The teaching assistani's discussions were stimulating and held my interest.

The {eaching assistant reviewed course material in an organized manner.

The teaching assistant's grades were appropriate for the quality of work submitted.
The teaching assistant's comments on writter work were thorough and instructive,
The teaching assistant was responsive in discussing course related materials outside of office
nours.

The amount of discussion that occurred in office hours was adequate.

The discussion that occurred in office hours was valuable.

Overall, the office hours met my expectations.

W

LAl

W | |

12. What were the major strengths of the TA's performance?

Ere s tumbe. Plose aoke Yok OH contlichs with b aLMg_ clacses 1o L wwee wos abli b0 g0 fo onee

Encln '3’ famlwn'sbr + s “Nob aPPﬁmuz-" 1 hove & vead. E"éﬁ o?lm‘an mD Ere

13. What were the major weaknesses of the TA's performance?

None

16. What changes in the teaching assistant's conduct of office hours would you recommend?

Nok

oﬁ‘h mLCa
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DEPARTMENT OF PHILOSOPHY SECTION EVALUATION
S e .
Course Numbelzj‘;"/j Term & Year ﬁ{!/"'/_QJ/Z/T 's Name E{/; ¢ ff/é"/l"l

Pledse estimate the percentage of office hour sessions you have attended:
0-25% [ 25%e-50m (] 5006755 () vss-100%

RATING SCALE
1=Strongly Disagree 2=Disagree 3=Neutral/Not Applicable 4=Agree 5=Strongly Agree

The teaching assistant was well prepared.

The teaching assistant reviewed course material in a clear and effective manner.
The teaching assistant’s discussions were stimulating and held my interest,

The teaching assistant reviewed course material in an organized manner.

The teaching assistant's grades were appropriate for the quality of work submitted.
The teaching assistant's comments on writtens work were thorough and instructive.
The teaching assistant was responsive in discussing course related materials outside of office
hours.

8. The amount of discussion that occurred in office hours was adequate.

9. The discussion that occurred in office hours was valuable.

10. Qverall, the office hours met my expectations.

R EUEUES &

PTG

¢
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A [N N

12. What were the major strengths of the TA’s performance?
i3 .
Te Was a 9094 Grader

13. What were the major weaknesses of the TA’s performance?
Il
AN A

15. What changes in the teaching assistant’s conduct of office hours would you recommend?
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STUDENT EVALUATIONS

FOUNDATIONS OF MATHEMATICS
Spring 2015
Principal Instructor: Theodore Sider

Teaching Assistant: Eric Epstein
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DEPARTMENT OF PHILOSOPHY SECTION EVALUATION

Ser-
Course Number PHIL 2300  Term. & Year ?;Mf"\j Section Leader's Name gﬁ'c.

5'{2“? ot fn ot

Please estimate the percentage of discussion seetion-rreetings you have attended:/
l:l 3-25% 25%-50% I:l 50%6-75% 1:' F5%-100% wéas

RATING SCALE
1=Strongly Disagree 2=Disagree 3=Neutral/Not Applicable 4=Agree S=Strongly Agree

Q.

The teaching assistant was well prepared,

The teaching assistant reviewed course material in a clear and effective manner.
The teaching assistant's discussions were stimulating and held my interest.

The teaching assistant reviewed a sufficient amount of course material.

Tre teaching assistant reviewed course material in an organized manner.

The teaching assistant's grades were appropriate for the quality of work submitted.

The teaching assistant's comments on written waork were thorough and instructive,

The amount of discussion that cccurred in clags was adequate.

10. The student discussion that occurred in the class was valuable.

11. Qverall, this section met my expectations.

The teaching assistant was responsive in discussing course related materials outside of section.

AN IV TN IV

¥

12. What were the major strengths of this section?

At mJFbL--

13. What were the major weaknesses of this section?

14. What aspects of the teaching assistant's performance in the section did you like?

15. What changes in the teaching assistant's conduct of section would you recommend?
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~DEPARTMENT OF PHILOSOPHY SECTION EVALUATION

Five

or Mg - =
Course Number ¥*%3% Term & Year i i Section Leadar's Name_ 5-.-
Ty
Please estimate the percentage of discussipn section meetings you have attended:
o 2s% () 255505 50%-75% E 1759 100%
. RATING SCALE
1=Strongly Disagree 2=Disagree 3=Neutral/Not Applicable 4=Agree S5=Strongly Agree
1. The teaching assistant was well prepared. 5
2. The teaching assistant reviewed course material in a clear and effective manner. s
3. The teaching assistant's discussions were stimulating and held my interest. =
5
4. The teaching assistant reviewed a sufficient arnount of course material.
)
5. The teaching assistant reviewed course material in an organized manner, —
D
6. The teaching assistant's grades were appropriate for the quality of work submitied. 5
7. The teaching assistant's comments on writien work were thorough and instructive. %
8. The teaching assistant was responsive in discussing course related materials outside of section. g
9. The amount of discussion that occurred in class was adequate. 5
p
10. The student discussion that occurred in the class was valuable. =
11. Overall, this section mat my axpectations. =

vy
12. What were the major strengths of this section? /~// /X

W

. Ty
AN =) P
Eas ME;\
vy

—
a . . 1
—_ ] . . ]
//_..-——-v- 4: e o, Sy
P ‘&

. 13. What were the major weaknesses of this seciien?

\_.

14. What aspects of the teaching assistant's performance in the section did you like?
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DEPARTMENT OF PHILOSOPHY SECTION EVALUATION
Course Number H“! Sieo Term & Yeargﬂf‘é g Section Leader's Name Er\‘o\)f”

Flease estimate the percentage of discussion section meetings y% have attended:

[:I 0-25% D 25%-50% G SD%-75%

75%-100%

RATING SCALE

1=Strongly Disagree 2=Disagree 3=Neutral/Not Applicable 4=Agree 5=Strongly Agree
1. The teaching assistant was well prepar?_d. |
2. The feaching assistant reviewed course rrnateriai in a clear and effective manner.
3. The teaching assistant's discussions were stimulating and heid my interest.
4. The teaching assistant reviewed a sufficient amount of course material.
5. The teaching assistant reviewed course material in an organized mannes.
6. The teaching assistant's grades were appropriate for the quality of work submitted.
7. The teaching assistant's comments on written work were thorough and instructive.
8. The teaching assistani was responsive in diicussing course related materials outside of section.
9. The amount of discussion that occurred in cI;ss was adequate.

10, The student discussion that cocurred in the class was valuable,

11. Qverall, this section met my expectations.

>

12. What were the major strengths of this section?

13. What were the major weaknesses of this section?

14. What aspects of the teaching assistant's performance in the section did you like?

15. What changes in the teaching assistant's conduct of section would you recommend?
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DEPARTMENT OF PHILOSOPHY SECTION EVALUATION
SeAmr
Course Numberﬁd{ }J fo Term & Year Section Leader's Name Lo Eﬂ’J“\

Please estimate the percentage of discussion section meetings you have attended: N%
D (0-25% D 253%-30% l:] S0%-75% m?S%—lOU%

RATING SCALE : .
" 1=5trongly Disagree 2=Disagree 3=Neutral/Not Applicable 4=Agree 5=Strongly Agree

1. The teaching assistant was well prepared.

2. The teaching assistant reviewed course material in a clear and effective manner,
3. The teaching assistant's discussions were siimulating and held my interest. prd
4. The teaching assistant reviewed a sufficient amount of course material.

5. The teaching assistant reviewed course material in an organized manner.

6. The teaching assistant's grades were appropriate for the quality of wark submitted.

7. The teaching assistant's comments on written work were thorough and instructive.

8. The teaching assistant was responsive in discussing course related materials outside of section.

9, The amount of discussion that sceurred in class was adequate.

\
AAfalAl A=\ \ |\ ="

10. The student discussion that occurred in the class was valuable,

11. Overall, this section met my expectations.

12. What were the major strengths of this section? NJ '55"';&,

13. What were the major weaknesses of this section?
Vs seetm,
14. What aspects of the teaching assistant's performance in the section did you like?
g
labla l’{_" ‘Lq..(, (L J’Ltlk.d_‘hw - Pr%évv hejh""
P .

b s g

15. What changes in the teaching assistant's conduct of section would you recommend?

TI'T M-ol' Jw L’S‘ éfﬂ‘[‘
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Course Numberﬂz’. FE)@O Term &YearSHC&E \lj Section Leader's Name 15! li é PS?%’I‘J\

DEPARTMENT OF PHILOSOPHY SECTION EVALUATION

Please estimate the percentage of discussion section meetings you lave attended:
CJo-25% Cd ass.0% Ll soss.759 75%-100%
RATING SCALE

1=Strongly Disagree 2=Disagree 3=Neutral/Not Applicable 4=Agree 5=Strongly Agree

8.
9.
10, The student discussion that occurred in the class was valuable.

11, Overall, this section met my expectations.

S

The teaching assistant was well prepared.  —m———

S

The teaching assistant reviewed course material in a clear and effective manner.

The teaching assistant's discussions were stimulating and hald my interest. J/

The teaching assistant reviewed a sufficient amount of course materal.

The teaching assistant reviewed course material in an organized mannet———— . - o

The teaching assistant's grades were appropriate for the quality of work submitted.

The teaching assistant's comments on written work were thorough and instructive_

The teaching assistant was responsive in discussing course related materials outside of section.

The amount of discussion that occurred in class was adequate.

12. What were the major strengths of this section?

e

13. What were the major weaknesses of this section?

14. What aspects of the teaching assistant's performance in the section did you Iike?

ﬁ?a:\;\;-\f oy de ot d"‘éf

16. What changes in the teaching assistant's conduct of section would you recommend?

DML



DEPARTMENT OF PHILOSOPHY SECTION EVALUATION

L Y ORL 00, o r fr &
Course Number_{ Term & Year -BJPPF‘% Section Leader's Name_j > /2 ﬂ‘&%@%ﬂ

Please estimate the percentage of discussion section meetings v%h}ye attended:

L] 0-25%

L 25%-50% ] 50%-75% 75%-100%

1=Strongly Disagree 2=Disagree 3=Neutral/Not Applicable 4=Agree 5=Strongly Agree

RATING SCALE

8.
9.
10. The student discussion that ocecurred in the class was valuable.

11. Overall, this section met my expectations.

The teaching assistant was well prepared.

The teaching assistant reviewed course material in & clear and effective manner.

The teaching assistant's discussions were stimulating and beld my interest.

The teaching assistant reviewed a sufficient amount of course material.

The teaching assistant reviewed course material in an organized manner.

The teaching assistant's grades were appropriate for the quality of work submitted.

The teaching assistant's comments on written work were thorough and instructive.

The teaching assistant was responsive in discussing course related materials outside of section.

The amount of discussion that occurred in class was adequate.

U kY Rl Ral TSN TNy [V TVER (VS R ¥

A

12, What7 the major strengths of this section?
|

A

/

13. What were the major weaknesses of this section?

W

14. What aspects of the teaching assistant's performance in the section did you like?

N

15, What changes in the teaching assistant’s conduct of section would you recommend?

W
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DEPARTMENT OF PHILOSOPHY SECTION EVALUATION
Course Number fﬂo&hggqﬁ Term & Yeargf-':ﬁ%‘%ection Leader's Name (= ric €¢she

Piease estimate the percentage of discussion section meetings you have attended:
0-25% [ 255-50% [ s0%-75% (1 75%-100%

RATING SCALE
1=Strongly Disagree 2=Disagree 3=Neutral/Not Applicable 4-Agree S5=Strongly Agree

1. The teaching assistant was weil prepared. c;

2. The teaching assistant reviewed course material in a clear and efiective manner.

3. The teaching assistant's discussions were stimulating and held my interest.

4, The teaching assistant reviewed a sufficient amount of course material,

5. The teaching assistant reviewed course material in an organized manner.

6. The teaching assistant's grades were appropriate for the quality of work submitted.

7. The teaching assistant's commenis on written work were thorough and instructive.

8. The teaching assistant was responsive in discussing course related materials outside of section.

9. The amount of discussion that occurred in class was adequate.

10. The gtudent discussion that occurred in the class was valuable,

11. Overall, this section met my expectations. j/

12. What were the major strengths of this section?

Evt’ftfmiuj

13, What were the major weaknesses of this section?

Mong
14. What aspects of the teaching assistant's performance in the section did you like?
Al

15. What changes in the teaching assistant's conduct of section would you recommend?

NINE
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DEPARTMENT OF PHILOSOPHY SECTION EVALUATION
B

Course Mumber Term & Year Section Leader's Name Er-‘c.
1€ chnes
Please estimate the percentage of discusstormsectiommreetings you have attended:
Eo25m [ asses0% (D sos-r5% [ rss-100%
RATING SCALE

1=Strongly Disagree 2=Disagree 3=Neutral/Not Applicable 4=Agree 5=Strongly Agree

g.

The teaching assistant was well prepared.

The teaching assistant reviewed course material in a clear and effective manner.
The teaching assistant's discussions were stimulating and held my interest.

The teaching assistant reviewed a sufficient amount of course material.

The teaching assistant reviewed course material in an organized manner,

The teaching assistant's grades were appropriate for the quality of work submitted.

The teaching assistant's comments on written work were thorough and instructive.

The amount of discussion that occurred in class was adequate.

10. The student discussion that occurred in the class was valuable.

1

1. Qverall, this section met my expectations.

o [ Ny e

[
I

B

T~

-

The teaching assistant was responsive in discussing course related materials outside of sedlion.

Y

[ e

N

12. What were the major strengths of this section?

13. What were the major weaknesses of this section?

14. What aspects of the feaching assistant's performance in the section did you like?

15. What changes in the teaching assistant's conduct of section would you recommend?

225
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DEPARTMENT OF PHILOSOPHY SECTION EVALUATION

Course Number g%@o Term & Year, S¥rg MSSection Leader's Name_E ri ¢ EP s;‘w‘h
Please estimate the percentage of discussion section meestings you have attended: N /A
Hoasx (] 25%-50% [ sos-75% ,D 75%-100%

RATING SCALE

1=Strongly Disagree 2=Disagree 3=Neutral/Not Applicable 4=Agree 5=Strongly Agree

1. The teaching assistant was well prepared.

2. The teaching assistant reviewed course material in a clear and effective manner.

3. The teaching assistant’s discussions were stimulating and held my interest.

4, The teaching assistant reviewed a sufficlent amount of course material.

%. The teaching assistant reviewed course material in &n organized manner.

6. The teaching assistant's grades were appropriate for the quality of work submitted.

7. The teaching assistant's comments on written work were thorough and instructive.

8. The teaching assistant was responsive in discussing course related materials cutside of section.

9. The amouni of discussion that occurred in class was adequaie.

NN AV I AR N ACA R P VNI AV.R A R AV IT )

10. The student discussion that occurrad in the class was valuabile,

11. Overall, this section met my expectations.

12. What were the major strengths of this section?
e ey r"&..[Lr LLN w3 L;_) S }\)‘;ﬁc .

13. What were the major weaknesses of this section?

'We.u ; A ")L"“-")‘ M.c i‘L:,.J.(S-M— (a2 WLL;/

bl Hﬁ."' ‘s o k Gr\“?_}'i ]C-—ul+

14. What aspects of the teaching assistant's performance in the section did you like?

_————-—-l-__—-—-‘-“

15. What changes in the teaching assistant's conduct of section would you recommend?

#———-—-"—_’_'_‘—__’J
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DEPARTMENT OF PHILOSOPHY SECTION EVALUATION
NATY

ey
Course Number_ 3840 Term & Year Section Leader's Name__ T Ci¢ E? Setg

Please estimate the percentage of discussion section meetings you have attended:

Cloasx [ 255503 D 5755 O 75%-100%N / A,

RATING SCALE

1=Strongly Disagree 2=Disagree 3=Neutral/Not Applicable 4=Agree S5=Strongly Agree
t. The teaching assistant was well prapared.

2. The teaching assistant reviewed course material in a clear and effective manner.
3. The teaching assistant's discussions were stimulating and held my interest.

4. The teaching assistant reviewed a sufficient amount of course material.

5. The teaching assistant reviewed course material in an organized manner.

6. The teaching assistant's grades were apprapriate for the guality of work submitted.

7. The teaching assistant's comments on written work were thorough and instruciive.

8. The teaching assistant was responsive in discussing course related materials outside of section.

9. The amount of discussion that occurred in class was adequate.
10. The student discussion that ocourred in the class was valuable.

11. Overall, this section met my expectations.

Gin | [ |G [ [» [N [ (@ |a

VA

12. What were the major strengths of this section?

F0 15 yoy quitk-and undestands
vy vy AGOTY you Myl Ming )
13. What were the major weaknesses of this section?
Te (125 ¢ tuite dhauld
40 @ICOY wis 1ok
14. What aspects of the teaching assistant's performance in the section did you like?
W Wasvery 7dop 0a0ndole
ndLandhy,

15. What changes in the teaching assistant's conduct of section would you recommend?
T dve 1
[T coowend Thmg .
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DEPARTMENT OF PHILOSOPHY SECTION EVALUATION
’d""
Course Number@l&L Term & Year é '[$ Section Leader’s Nameé— ﬁiﬁ“’(’gﬁ;ﬁ%

Please estimate the percentage of discussion section meetings you have attended:
L2 U 25%-50% [ sos75% Csmaoor { a

RATING SCALE
1=5trongly Disagree 2=Disagree 3=Neutral/Not Applicable 4=Agree 5=Strongly Agree

1. The teaching assistant was well prepared.

2. The teaching assistant reviewed course material in a clear and effective manner.

3. The teaching assistant’s discussions were stimulating and held my interest,

4, The teaching assistant reviewed a sufficient armount of course material.

5. The teaching assistant reviewed course material in an organized manner.

6. The teaching assistant's grades were appropriate for the quality of work submitted.

7. The teaching assistant's comments on written work were thorough and instructive.

8. The teaching assistant was responsive in discussing course related materiais outside of section.

9. The amount of discussion that accurred in class was adequate.

10. The student discussion that occurred in the class was valuable.

NN O OMONR A M N

11. Overall, this section met my expeactations.

12. What were the major strengths of this section?

e

13. What were the major weaknesses of this section’?

14. What aspects of the teaching assistant's performance in the section did you like?

éﬁg, LoGE Al &amixﬁa}e&@\ o) Qﬂfﬁeﬁuﬁg v-(-b M@,ﬁ W "'m,}i

n i ”"f . N ® o . N
v aEs i etanede | Wy opeRTTowniiend slome Lawie
15. What changes in e teaching assistant's conduct of section would you recommend? o’-g{-c.wu-\ \.U.ng:f‘&%

4
V\-M“ Cf
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DEPARTMENT OF PHILOSOPHY SECTION EVALUATION

Course Number E}“S 2’)7;\?0 Term &Year_%% 15 Section Leader's Name Eﬁc, EP%D’\

Please estimate the percentage of discussion section meetings you have attended:

U o255 L] asm-s0m L doos75% (L Jysne100% CMA ) - n?e{;ﬁmb.(

RATING SCALE
1=Strongly Disagree 2=Disagree 3=Neutral/Not Applicable 4=Agree 5=Strongly Agree

1. The teaching assistant was well prepared. ’,,,_’_,———,”’_‘

2. The teaching assistant reviewed course material in a clear and effective manner, ———

3. The teaching assistant's discussions were stimulating and held my interest. ————"

4. The teaching assistant reviewed a sufficient amount of course material. —

5. The ieaching assistant reviewed course material in an organized manner. ,,,’"”/

6. The teaching assistant's grades were appropriate for the quality of work submitted. /

o ol j»rj s v

7. The teaching assistani's comments on written work were thorough and instructive. /”/

8. The teaching assistant was responsive in discussing course related materials outside of section. >

9, The amount of discussion that occurred in class was adequate. ———

. lass

10. The student discussion that occurred in the class was valuable. e

ol L G A

11. Qverall, this section met my expéctations,

—t—

12, What were the major strengths of this section?

Y band  on .
C\mm@bw KN __

13. What were the major weaknesses of this section?

(lass

14. What aspects of the teaching assistant's performance in the section did you like?

15. What changes in the teaching assistant's conduct of section would you recommend?
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STUDENT EVALUATIONS

HISTORY OF THE ISRAELI-PALESTINIAN CONFLICT
Fall 2015
Principal Instructor: Ross Brann

Teaching Assistant: Eric Epstein
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Department of Near Eastern Studies

Course Evaluation
Teaching Assistants
Ty — .
Professor: "\ 3 Beom TA: o [Eprkeir
Course: LNT ‘};q:ﬁ' Sé’f} Term: G+ ald Lo (¥
Class: Fr So Jré_r)Grad Gther (Circle One) Major/College: E}J & V\M{.-\.\
4

Expected Course Grade:

Please respond to the following statements and questions using a 5-point scale,
Unless otherwise indicted, "5" indicates strong agreement, 1" indicates strong disagreement, and 3" serves as the midpoist.
Circle a number for each relevant question; leave blank if the question is not applicable. Be sure to complete both sides of this

form,

i sistants (Circle 2 number for each relevant question. 5 = strongly agree, 1 = strongly disagree)
1. 1 attended TA sessions: (5 = regularly; 1 = pever)

2. Imet with my TA individually: (5 =more than 3 times; 1 = never)

The TA was knowledgeable about the course material

3
08
W w B
o |

1

1 5 2

123W45 3.

1 5 4. The discussion sections were well-organized,

1 2@4 5 5. The sections effectively reviewed materials covered in lecture.
1245 6. Thesections helped me to gain new insight imto the subject matter.
12345 7. TheTA did a good job of attempting to stimulate student discussion.
1 234}5 8 TheTA was able to explain effectively difficult concepts.

1 2 3X® 9. The TA was available for individual consultation with students.

1 2 34)5 10 Overall, how would you rate the TA? (5 =excellent; 1 =poor)

Written Comments:;
Please note; These comments are reviewed by faculty and teaching assistants, and are used in faculty reviews for renewal

and tenure, as well as for job placement of TA’s.

1. What did you like best about your TA? r A ngiant
TA Avies W6 bely 4o halp ond gowe VI Jood nsahty,
Howewe, Har o class o~ Aewaral  Jid et seewn oy

ama e SHudents Al

wWas (ha A .
This wWas glso M o Hle IEMC'QMS’lS‘LﬂM-}’ 5*{"‘615.-'\3
2. What suggestions do you have to improve TA sessions? of g TAS
fession’  owe §6L+is\cud-w\,[ put there
Swouwld be a  prFied TepnsisHnt gmdi;\ Sthenwe
The heds o ke

vetten TAS Fov e whoe clasc
WOre - WA SPore v rtoaarding loaisheal acpectc suelh as
v 1 ) j ; ?how EXAMS onnde

3. Inone or two sentences, please describe what you learned in the course.

o P C'gae s Ore
\ ]eaﬁngd O {,O'{' tS‘l‘U'v\:T D‘i’ ;
Hae  townflict % ond

athe wWritng ¢y . 231 |
% W Lj i Revised: 4/15/15

Velduated 50 05
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Department of Near Eastern Studies

Course Evaluation

Teaching Assistants
Professor: PR 12nss  1BKanA TA: _Emy TASIEM
Course: & 1S@%1i - PAL  ConfLicT Tom: _ AL “/es
Class: Fr So(faSr Grad Other (Circle One) Major/College: /4 ,ﬁ S

Expected Course Grade: 6 + l

Please respond to the following statements and questions using & S-point scale.
Unless otherwise indicted, "5" indicates strong agresment, "1" indicates strong disagreement, and "3" serves as the midpoint.

Circle a number for each relevant question; leave blank if the question is not applicable. Be sure to complete both sides of this

form.
Teaching Assistants (Circle a number for each relevant question. 5 = strongly agree, 1 = strongly disagree)
1234 1. Tattended TA sessions: (5 =regularly; 1 =never)

1245 2 Imetwithmy TA individually: (5 = more than 5 times; 1 = never)

12®4 5 3. The TA was knowledgeable about the course material.

173 4 5 4. The discussion sections were well-organized.

12845 5. The sections effectively reviewed materials covered in lecture.

123%5 6. The sections helped me to gain new insight into the subject matter.

1245 7. The TA did a good job of attempting to stimulate student discussion.

12 5 8. The TA was able to explain effectively difficult concepis.

123 @ 5 9. The TA was available for individual consultation with students.

12434 5 10. Overall, how would you rate the TA? (5 = excellent; 1 = poor)

Written Comments:
Please note: These comments are reviewed by faculty and teaching assistants, and are used in faculty reviews for renewal

and temuere, as well as for job placement of TA’s.

1.  What did you like best about your TA?

Niw jtg

2. What suggestions do you haveto improve TA sessiogs? ' )
Gele with mbishe Copectechans f(@cef e v “"22 A
Phi> & shcdents. Also, Show seamg mopc corcor?t 707
5%/0@0;*‘3 oo /7():'-'#’/;7 . Dwr Omdles as o %&m (%P %.JU as well.
3. Inone or two sentences, please dcscriﬁc what you learned in the course. o
T _,//lff cm:ff:/?fv{ ' c‘»"rj/, COATE ﬂm%y’—maj P
SV&U/&- "'}fp"v&h nean gl et ' Mﬁ%’ fiﬁay’l o -
P . _.3'-%’, e ] . . - 4 L
(\OUI({ h% o cier (& %'H Fhes Q%/ c{eﬁmmms




Department of Near Eastern Studies 3 / -
Course Evaluation

Teaching Assistants
Professor: f?ass g’a‘w TA: Ere Epton o
Course: Jordr— fledin (oA Term: a4 2015
Class: Fr So Jr@ Grad Other (Circle One) Major/College: 60/ o £ e
u

Expected Course Grade: A’

Please respond io the following statements and questions vsing a 5-point scale,
Unless otherwise indicted, "5" indicates strong agreement, “1" indicates strong disagresment, and "3" serves as the midpoirt.

Circle a number for each relevant question; leave blank if the question is not applicable. Be sure to complete both sides of this

form.

Teaching Assistants (Circle & nu:ﬁi}ef for each relevant question. 5 =strongly agree, I = sirongly disagree)
}123@5 1 Iattended TA sessions: (5=regularly; 1 = never)
I met with my TA individually: (5 = more than § times; 1 =never)

T2 @ 45 2

127340 3. The TA was knowledgeable about the course material.

123 @ 5 4. The discussion sections were well-organized.

1 23 43 5. The sections effectively reviewed materials covered in lecture.
123@5 6 The sections helped me to gain new insight into the subject matter.
12(345 7. The TA did a good job of attempting to stimulate student discussion.
123®S5 8. TheTA was able to explain effectively difficult concepts.

123 4(9 9. The TA was available for individual consultation with students.

12 3@ 5 10. Overail, how would you rate the TA? (5= excellent; 1 = poor)

Written Comments:
Please note: These comments are reviewed by faculty snd teaching assistants, and are used in faculty reviews for renewal

and tenure, as well as for job placement of TA’s,

1. What did you like best about your TA? C ok Gl (g
won F  Pforal S ftPoris,

2, 'What suggestions do you have to improve TA sessions? /fqo,g Jr/gg..“ ", @ﬂ {M;

Rl Wi o&ffcﬂ7 2
Tl

3. Inone ortwo sentences, please describe what you leared in the course. Te Toner ‘Q‘@A
" - Af

AM A Camples L)M cind @L‘% %/45’,{,,‘ 4’5’%@,

biv S bo byies Ao Joforrl Fromnes Mol o s
/S M&f%fy Loy b, ' Revised: 4/15/15
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Department of Near Eastern Studies 0( { 3
Course Evaluation
Teaching Assistants

Professor: O@S%%mmm TA: &‘(f, gfj}fl/\

couser Hishoy o Tormell fuleshiian (yffgrom: 3]0
Major/College: L\(,{)SQ ( /jV('g

Class: Fr So Jr Sr Grad Other (Circle One)

Expected Course Grade: @ A

Please respond to the following statements and questions using a S-peint scale.
Unless otherwise indicted, "5" indicates strong agreement, "1" indicates strong disagreement, and "3" serves as the midpoint.

Circle a number for cach relevant question; leave blank if the question is not applicable. Be sure to complete both sides of this

form.

Teackin: istants (Circle a pumber for each relevant question. 5 = strougly agree, 1 =sirongly disagree)
4 i 3 1. Iatiended TA sessions: (5 = regularly; 1 = pever)
2. I'met with my TA individoally: (5 = more than 5 tirnes; 1 = never)

)
5
% 3. The TA was knowledgeable about the course material.

[ ]
53]

g PSR T SR I TR Yy

4
4
4 4. The discussion sections were well-organized.

4 5. The sections effectively reviewed materials covered in lecture.

4 & 6. The sections helped me to gain new insight into the subject matter.
4053 7. The TA did a good job of attempting to stimulate student discussion,
4 8. The TA was able to explain effectively difficult concepts.

4 9. The TA was available for individual consultation with stundents.

4 10. Overall, how would you rate the TA? (5 = excellent; 1 = poor)

F-lln—llv-l)—l-!—-lh-lp.a;_
BRI N RN R RO B

Written Comments:
Please note: These comments are reviewed by facuity and teaching assistants, and are used in faculty reviews for renewal

and tenure, as well as for job placement of TAs.

1. What did you like best about your TA?
Il Liow g m'eé\ o hae  « «%mm
(9615‘3‘/@/\ fo Ma;g/,a,Q amd Wokel 1o

WG S Lﬂi[(/l J LUQE,J e le

A~

Yo o NKP LS Teora
2. What suggestions do you have to im (ive TA sessmns‘? M hp\ |-

T J{hm‘(\ i wWould

MB\S%% e dsesSsion. e s o ’Eb 0of Jf;ﬁ\;i/;,/

el ? ; feeve ¢ g,k

el E{%MCQEQ% !Mc% Uy Ol f—
‘hw e

3. In one or two seniences, pIease describe wh learned in the course.

WA <

-é’ \ﬁN\ b\L"Q/ﬁle" $ @J’ /WQ_ ij‘-"@(ﬁ”%{é’
L&)\!h(\— \%P\A o\}\ﬂﬂ.&— QCbﬁfg W‘fﬂ&’k Mﬁogﬁrow |

 Revised: 4/15/15
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Department of Near Eastern Studies

Course Evaluation

Teaching Assistants
Professar: TY0{RSSH" ©0ss Bron o TA: &V
Course; NE?é W 3@017 Term: g Pa,kl
Class: FI‘@ Jr Sr Grad Other (Circle One) Majgr/CoHege: ‘-j: L/&

Expected Course Grade: = O | &

Please respond to the following statements and questions using a 5-point scaie.
Unless otherwise indicted, "5" indicates strong agreement, 1" indicates strong disagreement, and "3" serves as the midpoirt.
Circle a number for each relevant question; leave blank if the question is not applicable. Be sur¢ to complete both sides of this

form.

Teaching Assistants (Circle a number for each relevant question. 5 =strongly agree, 1 = strongly disagree)
1234 i. Iattended TA sessions: (5 = regularly; 1 =never)
34 2. I'met with my TA individvally: (5 = more than 5 times; 1 = never)
2@ 4 5 3, The TA was knowledgeable about the course material.
12 @ 53 4. The discussion sections were well-organized.
123 48> 5. Thesections effectively reviewed materials covered in lecture.
| ?4 5 6. The sections heiped me to gain new insight into the subject matter.
3

1 4 5 7, The TA did 2 good job of atterapiing to stimulate student discussion.
1 @5 8. The TA was able to explain effectively difficult concepts,

1 2(34 5 9 TheTA was available for individual consultation with students.

12 5 10. Overall, how would you rate the TA? (5 = excellent; ! = poor}

Written Commentés:
Please note: These comments are reviewed by faculty and teaching assistants, and are used in faculty reviews for renewal

and femure, as well as for job placement of TAs.

1. What did you like best about your TA? o
He @a28d, consistently asked <o

Legdback- & was open O QUSLOSINgG
gk we  wiginied | needed clountred

2. What suggestlons do you have to improve TA sessions?

Bl gy ASing U QUUSHONsHast COLats Aiscussion

3. Inone or two sentences, please describe what you learned in the courge,
How A0 Ant pjech iy & cr vha Qb+
Maa (s ali /Palesfinion Cconflict
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Department of Near Eastern Studies / /71
Al

Course Evaluation Le
Teaching Assistants
. E’.’.E:/“-“f iz ;“,,,,;, ' E: | 1. _.g.ﬂ i
Professor: 7LD L TA: Eoop Beder
Cowse: /(B 3607 om: _Bail 00
Class: )0 Jr Sr Grad Other (Circle One) Major/College:  “ it X isrroiy

Expected Course Grade: /4 :/ B .

Please respond to the following statements and questions using a S-point scale.
Uriless otherwise indicted, "5" indicates strong agreement, "1* indicates sirong disagreement, and "3" serves as the midpoint.
Circle a number for each relevant question; leave blank if the question is not applicable. Be sure to complete both sides of this

form.

Assistants (Cirele a pumber for each relevant question. 5 = strongly agree, 1 = strongly disagree)

/ 1. Tattended TA sessions: (5 = regularly; 1 = never)

= g
5|8
e (B
=

[

1 4

1i23 45 2. Imet withmy TA individually: (5= more than 5 times; 1 = never)
12345 3. The TA was knowledgeabie about the course material.

1234 5 4. The discussion sections were well-organized.

123 4}5‘ 5. The sections effectively reviewed materials covered in lecture.

1 23 4%5] 6. Thesections helped me to gain new insight fnto the subject matter.
12343 7 TheTA didagood job of attempting to stimulate stadent discussion.
123 g‘s 8. The TA was able to explain effectively difficult concepts,

12354 3. 9. The TA was available for individual consultation with students.
1234 {.§ 10. Overall, how would you rate the TA? (5 = excellent; 1 = poor)

Written Comments:
Please note: These comments sre reviewed by faculty and tesching assistants, and are used in faculty reviews for renewal

and tenure, as well 25 for job placement of TA’s.

1. What did you like best about your TA?
/ 7 4\’{ . - ~ ] P T y . Fam . '. ‘_.. - ’ 1 . :
T& I ] b C r}{fj‘.r fynk? f" Zr L {05 o g <3 :a‘f ’}g !:. “\\,’“{:}bu{r‘-’?g% R

. i ) E ‘.J: o EnY .
I ”-:'? Yi g PJ}{P.‘» g\} et i i e ] J__ oy
WP NP el A iy ‘,}f‘f P ey e 7 ctbif o

-~ F
[AFFTEINLE
b R

- . : 77 ¢ f/
CobEd A ¥
i ]b/ Loty T éﬁ/ ‘G\‘if' rfﬁ“ﬁj ’:; a0 oF r;sr?fe"{:: .

ki

2. What suggestions do you have to improve TA sessions?
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3. In one or two sentences, please describe what you learned in the course.
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Pepartment of Near Eastern Studies b ;
Course Evaluation - :\TL
Teaching Assistants

Professor: P N"ﬁ ROSS f5r 4N TA: E rie & 2 de i)
e, J{W&P&j vf/ o
NES 34 ?7 3ireék ~£¢!e}i}}|én {bnf”?‘cf Tem: ﬁ?}E 2013

Course:
Class: Fr So ﬁQSr Grad Other (Circle One) MajorfCol]ege: X \Xé’(ﬂf &\:#f ¥ d"m& 1‘?'5
Expected Course Grade:

Please respond to the following statements and questions using a 5-point scale.
Uniess otherwise indicted, "5" indicates strong agreement, "1 indicates strong disagreement, and "3" serves as the midpoint,

Circle a number for each relevant question; leave blank if the question is not applicable. Be sure to complete both sides of this

form.

istants (Circle a tumber for each relevant question. 5 = strongly agree, 1 = strongly disagree)
1. Tattended TA sessions: (5 =regularly; 1 = never)

I'met with my TA individually: (5 = more than 5 times; 1 = never)
The TA was knowledgeabie about the course material.

The discussion sections were weli-organized.

The sectiops effectively reviewed materials covered in lecture.

The sections helped me to gain new insight into the subject matter.
The TA. did a good job of attempting to stimulate student discussion.
The TA was able to explain effectively difficult concepts,

. The TA was available for individuz! consultation with students.

0. Overail, how would you rate the TA? (5= excellent; 1 = poor)

h
e L ST

Y

Writter Comments:
Please note: These comments are reviewed by facuity and teaching assistants, and are used in faculty reviews for renewal

and tenure, as well as for job placement of TA’s,

1. What did you like best about your TA?

E:“@é’ijhwlg vty ed malbis l;
helped i mnec%‘ﬁf the cvenls and doiés

2. What suggestions do you have to improve TA sessiong?
mers  Medot w81 ufe +he fime

frove fﬁ“ﬁ“}:‘“’ifj

3. In oné or two sentences, please describe what you leamed in the course.
UVc legraed abau{‘ fhe | ha’ffvﬁ J# fﬁﬁ
wnﬁ\a‘ and ~Hee Howr the i Jedles

g]e????&pc‘ Uﬁf’ C""ﬁcd—' Thogh e newtsn
Rwe s aaj hu{ﬂ,h _ }‘WU Revised: 4/15/15
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Department of Near Eastern Studies

Course Evaluation
Teaching Assistants

Professor: ‘}Q (fn p‘i oy .‘{ coch — TA:_[Y 0L {’f)(\&‘v? 3y
‘ \EQ\ S A &‘é\aé\h{j & Tem: 0\ % )\L\w

Course;

Class: Fr So Jyﬁ*)ﬁrad Other (Circle One) Major/College: ™ \ *g‘(_d{‘ » ! f\%ﬁ =
: .

Expected Course Grade: f)

Please respond to the foilowing statements and questions using a 5-point scale.
Unless otherwise indicted, "5" indicates strong agreement, "1" mdicates strong disagreement, and "3" serves as the midpoint.

Circle a number for each relevant quesuon leave blank if the question is not applicable. Be sure to complete both sides of this

form.

nts (Circle 2 number for each relevant question. 5 = strongly agree, 1 = strongly disagree)

Teaching Assi
I attended TA sessions: (5 = regularly; 1 = nevet)

1234 1.

14273 4 @2. T met with my TA individually: {5 =more than 5 times; I = never)
12734 5 3, The TA was knowledgeable about the course maferial.

1/2)3 4 5 4. The discussion sections were well-organized.

1 /ﬁ 4 5 5. The sections effectively reviewed materials covered in lecture.

1 23/45 6 The sections helped me to gain new insight into the subject matter,
123745 7. The TA did a good job of attempting to stimulate student discussion.
1 t 5 8. The TA was able to explain effectively difficult concepis.

1273 (ﬁ_}’ 9. The TA was available for individual consultation with students.

1 ‘3} 5 10. Overall, how would you rate the TA? (5 = exceilent; 1 = poor)

Wriiten Comments:
Please note: These comments are reviewed by faculty and teaching assistants, and are used in facnlty reviews for renewal

and tenare, as well as for job placement of TA’s,

1. What did you like best about your TA?
o Opon 't A wosiergl

e L
L S RSO

i

2.  What suggestions do you have to unprove TA sessions?
SRR T e
Clegree € LT 2 Oy Ll LUl

\.c

3. In one or two sentences, please describe what you learned in the course. r :
Thae MJL’{( -HMJY‘ 5ok H/\;Q. \P Conkiict -
A\ ﬂ,’im‘é oL winfrear 4 NG o ”C(l T,
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Department of Near Eastern Studies
Course Evaluation

Teaching Assistants
Professor; ?‘\Qﬁf} %‘6‘?\{\ TA; ‘F h(.. ch?{:irl{ﬂ"’\
Course: NES %QQ% Temm: (‘%}\\\ m%
Class: Fr(S Jr Sr Grad Other (Circle Cue) __ Major/College: 3= |9
Expected Course Grade: _ A"“‘ \

Please respond to the following statements and questions using a 5-point scale.
Unless otherwise indicted, "5" indicates strong agreement, "1 indicates strong disagreement, and “3" serves as the midpoit.
Circle a number for each relevant question; leave blank if the question is not applicable. Be sure to complete both sides of this

form.

Teaching Assistants (Cirele a number for each relevant question. § = strongly agree, 1 = strongly disagree)
2 3(; §5 1. Tattended TA sessions: (5 = regularly; 1 = never)

2. I'met with my TA individually: (5= more than 5 times; 1 = never)

3, The TA was knowledgeable about the course material,

4. The discussion sections were well-organized.

5. The sections effectively reviewed materials covered in lecture.

6. The sections helped me to gain new insight into the sabject matter.

7

8

2.

B B

D
[
L N U Y

The TA did a good job of attempting to stimmulate student discussion.
The TA was able to explain effectively difficult concepts.
The TA was available for individual consultation with students,

10. Overall, how would you rate the TA? (5 = excellent; 1= poor)

o el kil e bl e s
NN@
Lad

W

U‘iUiU\LhU)lhlJIU‘IM

@I\J
%)
Lor s

Written Comments: "
Please note: These comments are reviewed by faculty and teaching assistants, and are used in faculty reviews for renewal

and tenure, as well as for job placement of TA’s.

1. What did you like best about your TA? . \
o Sé{_/ rﬁ(ﬁ\}a \}jc}'ﬁ}f& “E!Q ‘(‘(’i\@u\\)‘(‘\(\@wiﬁ e AR i

2. 'What suggestions do you have to improve TA sessions?

T ORNN feckion 0\l e Ymore St Ckorec.
3. Imone or two sentences, please describe what you learned in the course.
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Department of Near Eastern Studies
Course Evaluation
Teaching Assistants

Professor: , gﬂﬁ 7\ N Ta: AL FUSTRIN
Term: LU 20 (’S/

Course:
Class: Fr So Jr @Grad Other (Circle One) Major/College: :ﬁ—d‘q
Expected Course Grade:

Flease respond to the following statements and questions using a S-point scale.
Unless otherwise indicted, "5" indicates strong agreement, "1" indicates strong disagreement, and 3" serves as the midpoint.
Circle a number for each relevant question; leave blank if the question is not applicable. Be sure to complete both sides of this

form.

i sistants (Circle a number for each relevant question. 5 = sfrongly agree, 1 = strongly disagree)

1. Iattended TA sessions: (5 =regularly; 1 = never)

2. I met with my TA individually: (5 = more than 5 times; 1 = never)
3. The TA was knowledgeabie about the course material,

4. The discussion sections were well-crganized.

5. The sections effectively reviewed materials covered in lecture.

6. The sections helped me to gain new insight into the subject matter.
7.

8.

9.

i
8
=
1=

S

LS R P ]

The TA did a good job of attemapting to stimulsate student discussion.
The TA was able to explain effectively difficult concepts.
The TA was available for individual consultation with students.

10. Overall, how would you rate the TA? (5 = excellent; 1= poor)

muu"o\:@mmu

H—_Q—AHHH_H
#-A-b.nhh-ﬁ@.p..p.

MMRNOMRN NN
mmwmmgg@}m

Written Comments: '
Please note: These comments are reviewed by faculty and teaching assistants, and are used in faculiy reviews for renewal

and tenure, as well as for job placement of TA’s.

I.  What did you like best about your TA?

2. What suggestions do you have to improve TA sessions?

3. Inone or two sentences, please describe what you learned in the course.

240
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Department of Near Eastern Studies
Course Evaluation

Teaching Assistants
Professor: SVC\Y\V\ TA: (j' f!X-‘C ot
1
Course: i’@f‘w” OQW\U Term: F«ﬂ“ @ﬂ! Y
Class: Fr So Jr Sr Grad Other (Circle One) Major/College: m

Expected Course Grade: §

Please respond to the following statements and questions using a 5-point scale.
Uniess otherwise indicted, "5" indicates strong agreement, 1" indicates strong disagreement, and "3" serves as the midpoint.

Circle a munber for each relevant question; leave blank if the question is not applicable. Be sure to complete both sides of this

form.

Assistants (Circle a number for each relevant question. 5 =strongly agree, 1 ~strongly disagree)

Teachin
1234 1. T attended T'A sessions: (5 = regularly; 1 = never)
@ 234 2. Imet with my TA individually: (5 =more than 5 times; 1 = never)
123(45 3. TheTA was knowledgeable about the course material.
1 2345 4. The discussion sections were well-organized.
128J45 5. The sections effectively reviewed materials covered in lecture.
123 @ 6. The sections helped me to gain new insight into the subject matter.
123 4§ 7. The TA did a good job of attempting to stimulate student discussion.
1203 4.5 8. TheTA was able to explain effectively difficult concepts.
123 @ 9. The TA was available for individual consultation with stuzdents.
123 ®5 10. Overall, how would you rate the TA? (5 = excellent; 1 = poor)

Writien Comments:
Please note: These commments are reviewed by faculty and teaching assistants, and are used in faculty reviews for renewal

and tenure, as well as for job placemeat of TA’s,

1. What did you like best about your TA?

o Ao bk Gy oginton handd

2. What suggestions do you have to improve TA sessions?

%(g\ \&(ﬁ,l_, WML fUp\JLL Wl
o 8 Ao
3. In one or two sentences, please describe what you learned in the course,
}hgﬂﬂm ol for o cnatid Gt Ra gt
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Department of Near Eastern Studies
Course Evaluation

Teaching Assistants
Professor: pﬂi{ . @ﬂ’mm TA: j::;’ 14 Ej@ﬁ’%&h
e
Course: /l - p C,Of\g ek Temm: j/ﬂ ! S
Class: Fr So Jr 8r Grad Other (Circie One) Major/College: Aﬂ'ﬁ g g el { ({i

Expected Course Grade: /%’i o ((j@ ‘

Please respond to the following statements and questions using a S-point scale.
Unless otherwise indicted, "5" indicates strong agreement, "1" indicates strong disagreement, and "3" serves as the midpoint.
Circle a number for each relevant question; leave blank if the question is not applicable. Be sure to complete both sides of this

form.

istants (Circle a number for each relevant question. 5 = strongly agree, 1 = strongly disagree)
1. T attended TA sessions: (5 =regularly; 1 = never)

. 1met with my TA individually: (5 = more than § times; 1 = pever)
The TA was knowledgeabie about the conrse material,

The discussion sections were well-organized.

The sections effectively reviewed materials covered in lecture.

. The sections helped me to gain new insight into the subject matter.

. The TA did a good job of attempting to stimulate student discussion.
The TA was able to explain effectively difficult concepts.

. The TA was available for individnal consultation with students.

10. Overall, how would you rate the TA? (5= excellent; 1 = poor)

Teaching Ass

Wee I bWk

Written Comments:
Please note: These comments are reviewed by faculty and teaching assistants, and are used in faculty reviews for renewal

and tenure, as weil as for job placement of TA’s,

1.  What did you like best about your TA?

Gaide cugs  cliscusg  very weld

2. What suggestions do you have to improve TA sessions?

Prof Brumn shoudd £l JAS  what o cover
Lt eath $clion SO <echion 1S Swe ko hil 0N Hhe

3. In one or two sentences, please describe what you learned in the course. e EWG"TWEJ‘

Ln Chepth bf\w)m?g( 0f COMlck Issues,
coility 1t analye gad debake
Copglict  crrHieedly |

.-—“"""""“g';
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Department of Near Eastern Studies
Course Evaluation

Teaching Assistants
Professor: _ Bepmn TA: Eyic E?s'!siu
Course: 3L97 Term: _gEall 2015
Ciass: FrJr Sr Grad Other (Circle One} Major/College: ? / A4 S
Expected Course Grade:

Please respond to the following statements and questions using a 5-point scale.
Unless otherwise indicted, "5" indicates strong agreement, "1" indicates strong disagreement, and "3" serves as the midpoint.
Circle a number for each relevant question; leave blank if the question is not applicable. Be sure to complete both sides of this

form,

Teaching Assistants (Circle a number for each relevant question. 5 = strongly agree, 1 = strongly disagree)
123 433) 1. T attended TA sessions: (5 = regularly; 1 =never)

1 2@ 5 2. I met with my TA individually: (5 =more thau 5 times; { = never)
12 3 5 3. The TA was knowledgeable about the course material.

1 2(3)4 5 4. The discussion sections were well-organized.

1 2(3)4 5 5. The sections effectively reviewed materials covered in lecture.
12(3)4 S 6 The sections helped me to gain new insight into the subject matter.

1 203)4 5 7. The TA did a good job of attempting to stinulate student discussion.
1 2 4 5 8. The TA was able to explain effectively difficult concepts,

1 2 ¥4() 9. The TA was available for individual consultation with students.

1 2@4 5 10. Overall, how would you rate the TA? (5 =excellent; 1 = poor)

Written Comments:
Please note: These comments are reviewed by faculty and teaching assistanis, 2nd are used in faculty reviews for renewal

and tenure, as well as for job placement of TA’s.

1. 'What did you like best about your TA?
Eri‘c = 0. Q

2. What suggestions do you have to improve TA sessions?

Iw}erlgﬂ-l'iw dance.

3. In one or two sentences, please describe what you fearned in the course.

What does it matier how many lovers yoi have lf’ nong tf thewn jivu yon the wniverse 7
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Department of Near Eastern Studies ey } 7
Course Evaluation D

Teaching Assistants
Professor; f:;:.;s's E{ i b 0 TA: Fr/c fs v P!{f ]
Couse: _MES 2077 Tem: £, 0 Jo'S
Class: Fr So @Sr Grad Other (Circle One) Major/College: £ s -:"Pﬁ e / /__d o e
’(;,;n s ,jf_,r’,;/?
Expected Course Grade: /% ” L e o l{y .

Please respond to the following statements and guestions wging a 5-point scale.
Unless otherwise indicted, "5 indicates strong agreement, "1" indicates sirong disagreement, and "3" serves as the midpoint.

Circle a number for each relevant question; leave blank if the question is not applicable. Be sure to complete both sides of this
form.

b is
3 l. I attended TA sessions: (5 =regularly; 1 = never)
3 2. I'met with my TA individually: (5 = more than 5 times; 1 = never)
3 4{53} 3, The TA was knowledgeable abont the conrse material.

3 4(5; 4. The discussion sections were well-organized.

3 4( 3 5. The sections effectively reviewed materials covered in lecture.

3 6. The sections helped me to gain new insight into the subject matter,

3 7. The TA did a good job of attempting to stimulate student discussion,

3 8. The TA was sbie to explain effectively difficult concepts.

3 9. The TA was available for individual consultation with students.

3 4§/ 10. Overall, how would you rate the TA? (5 = excellent; 1 = poor)

Written Commenis:
Please note: These comments are reviewed by faculty and teaching assistanis, and are used in faculty reviews for renewal

and tenure, as well as for job placement of TA’s,

1. What did you like best about your TA?

[;f"’{' NAS o CX e "// () “'”‘“/(7

—

2. What suggestions do you have to improve TA sessions?

3. Inone or two sentences, please describe what you learned in the course.

244 _
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Department of Near Eastern Studies (g if g (z«
Course Evaluation
Teaching Assistants

Professor: gm TA: g;- ¢ g;ﬂ s

Course: /Vgs @fq?’ Term: Fal ZG j
Class: @ So Jr Sr Grad Other (Circle One) Major/College: ﬂg—s ’//d &5

Expected Course Grade: g*

Please respond io the following statements and questions using a 5-point scale.
Unless otherwise indicted, "5" indicates strong agreement, "1" indicates strong disagreement, and "3" serves as the midpoint.

Circle a number for each relevant question; leave blank if the question is not applicable. Be sure to complete both sides of this
form.

Teaching Assistants (Circle a number for. each mr.'él.é\.?ant.ci;esﬁﬁn. 5 = s;t;ﬁnély.égree,
123 é 3 1. 1 attended TA sessions: (5 = regularly; 1 =never)
3 2. I'met with my TA individually: (5= more than 5 times; 1 =never)

1 = strongly disagree)

3. The TA was kmowledgeable about the course material.

4. The discussion sections were well-organized.
3. The sections effectively reviewed materials covered in lecture,

3(4)5 6. The sections helped me to gain new isight into the subject matter.
7. The TA did a good job of attempting to stimulate student discussion,
8. The TA was able to explain effectively difficult concepts.

; 9. The TA was available for individual consultation with students.

2 343 10. Overall, how would you rate the TA? (5= excellent; 1 = poor)

e
Please note: These comments are reviewed by faculty and teaching assistants, and are used in faculty reviews for renewal

and tenure, as well as for job placement of TA’s.

1. What did you like best about your TA?

o o a7 e 5
He e Mﬂ y gy
o M%MZT!M hd a ?M f’é £ preatIs

s eI
2. What supoestions do you have to improve TA sessions?
& g P LIt TEARS

Ty o fe T reore. asSeousbd
A ot AT,

3. Inone or two sentences, please describe what you learned in the course. e
o 3 e A
el e ?” '
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Department of Near Eastern Studies C?f
Course Evaluation /

Teaching Assistants
Professor: Z@)‘V«A %/LW TA: Eﬂq-:/ & p,d;&gv
Course: NES 3697 Term: _ 2./ 2378
Class: Fr So Jr @Grad Other (Circle One) Major/College: % / M
N ' ad/

Expected Course Urade: _ qu “// Bt

Please respond to the following statements and questons 'using a 5-point scale.
Unless otherwise indicted, "5" indicates strong agreement, "1” indicates strong disagreement, and "3" serves as the midpoint,
Circle a number for each relevant question; leave blank if the question is not applicable. Be sure to complete both sides of this

form.

= |

eachin Ass:stants (Circie 2 anmber for each relevant question. 5 =strongly agree, 1 = strongly disagree)
1234 35 1. Tattended TA sessions: (5 = regularly; 1 = never)
ﬂ72 345 2 Imetwithmy TA individually; (5= more than 5 times; 1 = never)
12 5 3. The TA was knowledpeable about the course matetial.
1 23/4 5 4. The discussion sections were well-organized,
1 2% 4 5 5. The sections effectively reviewed materials covered in lecture,
12/345 6. Thesections helped me to gain new insight into the subject matter.
1273 4 5 7. TheTA did a good job of aiternpting to stimulate student discussion.
12 @7 S 8 The TA was able to explain effectively difficult concepts.
12349 5 TheTA was available for individual consultation with students.
123 @ 5 10. Overall, how would you rate the TA? (5= exccllent 1 = poar)

Written Comments:
Please note: These comments are reviewed by faculty and teaching assistants, and are used in faculty reviews for renewal

and tenure, as well as for job placement of TA’s.

1. What did you like best about your TA?

%#MaWMWW rotevad

2, What suggeshons do you have to unprove TA sessmns‘?

hespi m&m Mm‘ififm'

3. Inone ortwo sentences, please describe what you learned in the course. ?




Department of Near Eastern Studies EO/ / S’:’ﬂ

Course Evaluation
Teaching Assistants
Professor; Dr: L oss {%wuﬂh TA: & e 15 erﬂ’;-xif’ (A
Course: {Svaolc @ Contin. o (.’/ﬂ’*igfi'(lr]ﬁ Tenn: f/fx—ﬁ—c 20 \if‘;?
Class: Fr So Jr@ Grad Other (Circle One) Major/College: A=< //pric
= Vi

Expected Course Grade:

Please respond to the following statements and questions using a S-point scale.
Unless otherwise indicted, "5" indicates strong agreement, "1" indicates strong disagreement, and "3" serves as the midpoint.
Circle a number for each relevant question; leave blank if the question is not applicable. Be sure to complete both sides of ihis

form.

eaching Assistants (Circle 2 number for each relevant question. 5 = strongly agree, 1 = strongly disagree)
1z 4E : J 1. Iattended TA sessions: (5 = regularly; 1 =never)

4 I met with my TA individually: (5 =more than 5 times; 1 = never)
The TA was knowledgeabie about the course material,
The discussion sections were well-organized.
The sections effectively reviewed materials eavered o lecture.
The sections helped me to gain new insight into the snbject matter.
The TA did a good job of attempting to stimulate student discussion.
The TA was able to explain effectively difficult concepts.
. The TA was available for individual consultation with students,
0. Overall, how would you rate the TA? (5= excellent; 1 = poor)

TN

Wriften Comments:
Please note: These comments are reviewed by faculty and teaching assistants, and 2re used in faculty reviews for rencwal

and tenare, as well as for job placement of TA’s,

1. What did you like best about your TA? |
LA %ubj&c/{" matte v aud Q,qu%s Inad cf,fﬁ((}b\_
Ccnfu_fv\% Ao Se o i \

2. What suggestions do you have to improve TA sessions?

3. In one or two sentences, please describe what you leamed in the course.

| lepmned albout e hi'ston vy @A\Qo\f"r‘f&‘s sz-
o cemgt ‘et 247
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o
Department of Near Eastern Studies | / /S
Course Evaluation
Teaching Assistants

Professor: _{arot %(&‘n\'\. TA: Pyipe %ﬁJ’f oy
Course: \\X;g I)jtﬂc\ﬂ\ Term: fF{i‘U

Class: Fr So @‘r\ﬁr Grad Other {CI'I'CIE 0]18) Majonr’CO]]ege: SOG\(\\‘S\V\ A (:%\?J\.
- Y,
Expected Course Grade:

Please respond to the following statements and questions using a 5—poiﬁt scale.
Unless otherwise indicted, "5" indicates strong agreement, 1" indicates strong disagreement, and "3" serves as the midpoint.
Circle a mumber for each relevant question; leave blank if the question is not applicable. Be sure to complete both sides of this

form.

Teaching Assistants (Circle a number for each relevant question. 5 = strongly agree, 1 = strongly disagree)
1273 fﬁS > 1. 1attended TA sessions: (5 =regularly; 1 = never)
I met with my TA individually: (5= more than 5 times; 1 = naver)

Mg 3ss 2

Cl-% 3 @5 3. The TA was knowledgeable about the course material.
123&¥ 4 Thediscussion sections were well-organized.
12343 5. Thesections effectively reviewed materials covered in lectore.
1213 6. The sections helped me to gain new insight into the subject matter,
123 % 7. The TA did a good job of attempting to stimulate student discussion.
123 8. The TA was able to explain effectively difficult concepts.
1 23 4437 9. The TA was available for individual consultation with students.
123@4 10 Overall, how would you rate the TA? (5 = excellent; ! = poor)

Written Comments:
Please note: These comments are reviewed by faculty and teaching assistants, and are used in faculty reviews for renewal

and tenure, 2s well as for job placement of TA’s.

1. What did you like best about your TA?
Yo A3 gt O A\ Cﬁ-")f’ oo o

T@@.\\\;\) ORI
Wag Yoot A US e g @d

LadE :
- . . M
AR A . NG A e\ i}
2. What suggestions do you have to improve TA sessions?
\ A
PN AN W gw\’*‘ W we e oo ‘w«} el
o "&" ¥ Mv
) o \wj\,: o B AN
%e_— \Deﬁ'ﬂ\"‘ LE Y :@‘\ 0—(\ V’\\"em S 4

iy

3. In one or two sentences, please describe what you learned in the course.

e \ea(ne g e (oMW e S ,,b_g?s et

W oo ek N EX L 248
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Department of Near Eastern Studies Lo / | -
L]

Course Evaluation ey
Teaching Assistants
i
Professor: f?ﬁf‘”“ 4 "}/*"?ﬂf‘a . {f:C ﬁeff?f}
Course; A@-g 3)6?7 /P(ﬂf{gﬁl Term: 1;' 201
Class: Fr So Jrfg;')Grad Other (Circle One) MﬂjoﬂCol]ege: é}q{. »rg, / [If,» -
Expected Course Grade: ‘ B -~ ‘

Please respond to the following statements and questions using a 5-point scale.
Unless otherwise indicted, "5" indicates sirong agreement, "1" indicates strong disagreement, and 3" serves as the midpoitt.

Circle a number for each relevant question; leave blank if the question is not applicable. Be sure to complete both sides ofthis

form.

Teaching Assistants (Circle 8 number for each relevant question. 5
1 3 45? 1. Tattended TA sessions: (5 =regularly; 1 = never)
2. I met with my TA individually: (5 = more than 5 times; T =never)

= strongly agree, 1 = strongly disagree)

345
1 2 g 4 5 3. The TA was knowledgeabie about the cotrse material.
¥ 2374 5 4. The discussion sections were well-organized.
123@5 5. Thesections effectively reviewed materials covered in lecture.
1234 6. The sections helped me to gain new insight inte the subject matter,
1234 7. The TA did a good job of attempting to stimulate student discussion.
123(@3 8 The TA was able to explain effectively difficult concepts.
1 2 3 4(3) 5, The TA was available for individual consultation with students.
1 2@ 4 5 10, Overall, how would you rate the TA? (5 = excellent; 1 = poor)

Written Comments:
Please note: These comments are reviewed by faculty and teaching assistants, and are used in faculty reviews for renewal

and tenure, as well as for job placement of TA’s.

I. What did you like best about your TA?
Té}’fﬁg / Mess o ool f?‘iﬁ-._;’éets*’: F be Sy e
N

ot
questons
2. What suggestions do you have to improve TA sessions?
Cleace @mﬁf F Dot {)/e*’ﬁf pHon 7»4 She cpie.

Goded diseoscions , @4 vl Ghuckeed v ol
3. Inone or two sentences, please describe what you learned in the course.

itk e ess g s +f/2

&4 .;_,.
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iy il
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4 o fy Y
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Department of Near Eastern Studies TR
o

Course Evaluation S N
Teaching Assistants

Professor: Mﬂﬂ TA; Eﬁc 6\&’5’9?‘1" VI

Course: ANES 2007 Term: ’g}{/ fms

Class: Fr So Jr 8r Grad Other (Circle One) Major/College: f} L’"’IIS

Expected Course Grade: /4

Please reépond to the following statements and question.é using a 5-point scale.
Unless otherwise indicted, "5" indicates strong agreement, 1" indjcates strong disagreement, and "3" serves as the midpoint.

Circle a number for each relevant question; leave blank if the question is not applicable. Be sure to complete both sides of this

ssistants (Cirele a number for each relevant question. 5 = strongly agree, 1 = strongly disagree)

Teaching A
123 4@ 1. 1attended TA sessions: (5 = regularly; I =never)
@2 34 . I'met with my TA individuslly: (5 = more than 5 times; T = never)
2 3(5 3. The TA was knowledgeable about the course material.
35 The discussion sections were well-erganized.

2
3
4.
5. The sections effectively reviewed materiais covered in lecture,

6. The sections helped me to gain new insight into the snbject matter,
7. The TA did a good job of attempting to stimulate student discussion.
8. The TA was able t0 explain effectively difficult concepts.

9, The TA was available for individual consultation with students,

10. Overall, how would you rate the TA? (5 = excellent; 1 = poor)

Written Comments:
Please note: These comments are reviewed by faculty and teaching assistants, and ere used in faculty reviews for renewal

and tenure, as well as for job placement of TA’s,

1. What did you like best about your TA?

Ly ue\r% el « $eelle w discvussigns

2. What suggestions do you have to improve TA sessions?

3. Inone or two sentences, please describe what you learned in the course.
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Department of Near Eastern Studies [

Course Evaluation l . / [¢
Teaching Assistants '
Professor: %.O%g ‘E)H G ANAN TA: ;’ yi ¢ E DE-—\-Q& ~
Course: < %Loel? %\’ kﬁ{o\ﬂk Coﬂﬂi{l{" Term: Jrﬁk,l/( &J\%
Class: Fr So \{5 JSr Grad Other (Circle One) Major/College: p j&\ﬁﬁ } \Q\'\JW\QLU\ f(

Expected Course Grade: /A\ ’

Please respond to the following statements and questions using a 5-point scale.
Unless otherwise indicted, "5" indicates strong agresment, " 1" indicates strong disagreement, and "3" serves as the midpoint,
Circle a number for each relevant question; leave blank if the question is not applicable. Be sure to complete both sides of this

form.

ssistants (Circle a number for each relevant question. 5=strongly agree, 1 = strongly disagree)
1. Tattended TA sessions: (5 =regularly; 1 = never)
2. I'met with my TA individually: {5 = more than 5 times; 1 = never)

. The TA was knowledgeable about the course material,

4. The discussion sections were well-organized.

5. The sections effectively reviewed materials covered in lecture.

6. The sections helped me to gain new insight into the subject matter.

7

8

9

[
=

in,

L

. The TA did a good job of atternpting to stimulate student discussion.
. The TA was able to explain effectively difficuit concepts,
. The TA was available for individual consultation with students.

10. Overall, how would you rate the TA? (3 = excellent; 1 = poor)

a—l.—-ln—-b—-r;--a—-)—-»—a»-lp-..-”g
MR RN NN R W NS
G L L L G LS Lo L Gl Lo
A N N N Y

Writien Commenis:
Please note: These comments are reviewed by faculty and teaching assistants, and are used in faculty reviews for remewal

and tenure, as well as for job placement of TA’s.

\!lii\f Jiv haﬁi{?@e b% ab:ﬁf?go; Tg;'%% 0% QeHon \f@fq \hmhu)&gkcj afe.
On ‘\Uur({g W\{}*\QMOLQ ? CCUEOE O{L})—% E;%OLWHLE QVCCQS‘S
0l WO“W@W oF ool

2. What suggestions do you have to improve TA sessions?

Mt Ceetson m&gﬂvﬁ

T

- fCLJ ui’@“‘j 4?»% mﬁm J \%Qmﬂ/} U¥ *(Q(f
%w wm«%wf\w - ipofa eils LJW"W

3. Inoneor two sentences, please)descnbe what you learned in the course.



Department of Near Eastern Studies 15 { | §
Course Evaluation “at

Teaching Assistants
Professor: s Bt TA: B;e E’;f’ Jeﬁ%
Course: MES 3597 Tetm: Fh 205 N
Class: Fr So Jir{ Sr) Grad Other (Circie One) Major/College: Cm»miem Bk
g 2
Expected Course Grade: .

Please respond to the following statements and questions using a 5-peint scale.
Unless otherwise indicted, "5" indicates strong agreernent, "1" indicates strong disagreement, and "3" serves as the midpoint.
Circle a number for each relevant question; leave blank if the question is not applicable. Be sure to compiete both sides of this

form.

Teaching Assistants (Circle a number for each relevant question. 5 = strongly agree, 1 = strongly disagree)
1234 1. Tattended TA sessions: {5 = regularly; I = never)

(1J2345 2 YmetwithmyTA individually: (5 =more than 5 times; 1 = never)
123 4(3 3. The TA was knowledgeable about the course material.
123 4G 4, The discussion sections were well-organized.
12348 5 Thesections effectively reviewed materials covered in lecture.
123 % 6. The sections helped me to gain new insight into the subject matter.
1 2 3 453/ 7. The TA did a good job of attempting to stimulate student discussion.
123&s5 8 TheTA was able to expiain effectively difficult concepts.
12345 9 TheTA was available for individual consultation with stadents.
12346 10 Overall, how would you rate the TA? (5 = excellent; 1 = poor)

Written Comments:
Please note: These comments are reviewed by facuity and teaching assistants, and are nsed in faculty reviews for renewal

and tenure, ax well as for job placement of TA’s.
1. What did you like best about your TA? é‘f@ oo i
N o T T clbby
AR YPR S S
T A
+v s dinde o festtont

2, What suggestions do you have to improve TA. sessions? _ o -
QL’ {Qj‘ jt{g- LSRN e "’{“"‘3‘%‘ Q

'}‘\i Jaf-&m.['\ Mt Jrr 52\ }t‘

Mt L—v‘!i:'}&l..uf{
o e gk

3. In one or two sentences, please describe what you leamed in the course.

% m/c’ }'}2“ £ &1’«?«. )l 3‘“}“*{“%‘ Lot \(,{;
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STUDENT EVALUATIONS

INTRODUCTION TO PHILOSOPHY AND CRITICAL THINKING
Spring 2016
Principal Instructor: Eric Epstein

Teaching Assistant: Mané Mehrabyan
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Cornell University

_ Prison Education Program
%\97 115 Day Hall | Ithaca, New York 14853

Department and course number: \Q\m\ Lol Title: L o e * “PL\ Al

Instructor: = ) stewn

Facility (check one): ([ Auburn CF
[ Cayuga CF
O Five Points CF

Please evaluate the class on the following criteria using a 5-point scale, wheve “1” and “5” ave
defined as indicated and “3” stands as the midpoint. (Check the appropriate box.)

How well did the instructor organize the presentation of thematerial? 0 0O & O O
1 = very disorganized ... 5 = well organized

How willing was the instructor to give help to studentsrequestingit? O O ® 0O O
1= very unwilling ... 5= very willing

How well did the course meet its stated objectives? o O o & O
1=poorly ... 5 = very well

If you've taken multiple college courses:
How did the workload compare with courses carryingequalaredit? O 0O @ O O
1 =much less ... 5 = required much more

If you've taken multiple college courses:
How did the teaching skills of the instructor in this coursecompare 0O O £ O 0O
with other college instructors you’ve had?

1 = very unfavorably ... 5 = very favorably

If you’ve taken multiple college courses:
The value of this course as a part of my general education,compared O O G 0O 0O
with other courses, has been:

1=very low ... 5=very high

My overall opinion of this course is: O O @' O O
1=very low ... 5 =very high
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The aspects of this course I valued most were:

Improvements to the course (if any) should include:

What have you gained from attending this course?

cr l.l'll('ti{;

Does this course fit coherently into the collection of courses you are taking to pursue your college
degree?

Additional comments about the course or the instructor (your comments may remain anonymous):

Additional comments about the prison education program (your comments may remain
anonymous):

May we quote a portion of your evaluation for publicity purposes?

O Yes, and my name is:
O Yes, but I wish to keep my quote anonymous
£ No

Thank you for your feedback!
11.15
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student-eval.pdf

Cornell University

Prison Education Program
115 Day Hall | Ithaca, New York 14853

Department and course number: i L 'l fo/ Title: £4, ré for é fof— %ﬁ .

Instructor: 4(3_: ,(f/!h{fwld

Facility (check one): [ Aubyrn CF
@(ﬁ; CF
(d Five Points CF

Please evaluate the class on the following criteria using a 5-point scale, where “1” and “5” are
defined as indicated and “3” stands as the midpoint. (Check the appropriate box.)

1 2 3 4
How well did the instructor organize the presentation of thematerial? O O O IZ/;
1 =very disorganized ... 5 =well organized

How willing was the instructor to give help tostudentsrequestingit? 0O O 0O O IZ-I/
1 =very unwilling ... 5 = very willing

How well did the course meet its stated objectives? o o o0 E/El
1=poorly ... 5 = very well

If you've taken multiple college courses:
How did the workload compare with courses carrying equal credit? 0O O IE/EI
1 =much less ... 5 = required much more

O

If you’ve taken multiple college courses:
How did the teaching skills of the instructor in this course compare O O 0O IB/EI
with other college instructors you’ve had?

1 = very unfavorably ... 5 = very favorably

If you"ve taken multiple college courses: m/
The value of this course as a part of my general education, compared 0O O o 0O

with other courses, has been:
1 =very low ... § = very high

My overall opinion of this course is: o o 0 E/D
1=very low ... 5=very high
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The aspects of this course I valued most were: Lﬁba.,'f_j M% 5% 4 an /ZK "IL/'d._dbcrlﬁfu&
& olagsieak /J,, losopbiak onlectys,

Improvements to the course (if any) should include: r&: 5e /ywé—ée /74' '4- 50 9 péq(
7(411 /?Jb .—.dy/*é b "/{M /'7{ M ax ’7%0‘:3"( Lt ff;ﬂ%ﬁe.

isies e baip nbisel b fu lleit ohart leigp
able o Kot pvigeboes to el

What have you gained from attending this course?

74’&%“,. M}’M dly SOV E panrtaortS 0#‘” ‘ﬁiﬂ?‘" d//

Does this course fit coherently into the collection of courses you are taking to pursue your college

degree?
fes.

Additional comments about the course or the instructor {your comments may remain anonymous):
Additional comments about the prison education program (your comments may remain

anonymous):
e

May we quote a portion of your evaluation for publicity purposes?

ﬂs, and my name is: ﬁrfd il P4 CE;& %

O Yes, but I wish to keep my quote anonymous
1 No

Thank you for your feedback!
11.15
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Cornell University

Prison Education Program
115 Day Hall | Ithaca, New York 14853

Department and course number: ?h‘sl D\ Title: Logic

Instructor; & . Epslein

Facility (check one}: [ Auburn CF
#Cayuga CF
(1 Five Points CF

Please evaluate the class on the following criteria using a 5-point scale, where “1” and “5” are
defined as indicated and “3” stands as the midpoint. (Check the appropriate box.)

Rp
O w

How well did the instructor organize the presentation of thematerial? 0 O 0O
1 = very disorganized ... 5 =well organized

How willing was the instructor to give help to studentsrequestingit? O 0O O 0O IZ/
1 =very unwilling ... 5 = very willing

How well did the course meet its stated objectives? o o o & O
1=poorly ... 5 =very well

If you've taken multiple college courses: {
How did the workload compare with courses carrying equal credit? 0O O o O
1 =much less ... 5 = required much more

If yow've taken multiple college courses:
How did the teaching skills of the instructor in this course compare O O IB/ a
with other college instructors you’ve had?

1 = very unfavorably ... 5 = very favorably

If you've taken multiple college courses: E/
The value of this course as a part of my general education,compared O O O a

with other courses, has been:
1=very low ... 5=very high

My overall opinion of this course is: o 0O I/ o 4d
1=very low ... 5=very high
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The aspects of this course 1 valued most were:

le.mmj Hhs Jqpe 2§ Anledior
G S Al s

Improvements to the course (if any) should include:

Nople

What have you gained from attending this course?

o hradoc e

Does this course fit coherently into the collection of courses you are taking to pursue your college

degree? g /;"o

Additional comments about the course or the instructor (your comments may remain anonymous):

MONE

Additional comments about the prison education program (your comments may remain
anonymous):

W\
Kee? =V (:b\““:’\\' ©

May we quote a portion of your evaluation for publicity purposes?

O Yes, and my name is:
O Yes, but I wish to keep my quote anonymous

IL'I"N'D

Thank you for your feedback!
11.15
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student-eval.pdf

Cornell University

Prison Education Program
115 Day Hall | Ithaca, New York 14853

Department and course number: Title: _ 404 /07 ¢ Lokt

Instructor: AL, LASTLEL AL

Facility (check one): [ Auburn CF

R Cayuga CT
O Five Points CF

Please evaluate the class ou the following criteria using a 5-point scale, where “1” and ”5” are
defined as indicated and “3” stands as the midpoint. (Check the appropriate box.)

How well did the instructor organize the presentation of thematerial? O O O 0O [X
1 = very disorganized ... 5 = well organized

How willing was the instructor to give help to studentsrequestingit? O O O O %
1 = very unwilling ... 5 = very willing

How well did the course meet its stated objectives? o O 0O O M
1 = poorly ... 5 =very well

If you've taken multiple college courses:
How did the workload compare with courses carrying equal credit? O O K o 0O
1 =much less ... 5 = required much more

If you’ve taken multiple college courses:
How did the teaching skills of the instructor in thiscoursecompare 0O 0O O O
with other college instructors you've had?

1 = very unfavorably ... 5 =very favorably

If you’ve taken multiple college courses:
The value of this course as a part of my general education,compared 0O O O O ,q
with other courses, has been:

1 =very low ... 5 =very high

My overall opinion of this course is: o o o o @&
1=very low ... 5 =very high
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The aspects of this course I valued most were:

N

Improvements to the course (if any) should include:

What have you gained from attending this course?

Does this course fit coherently into the collection of courses you are taking to pursue your college

degree?
\

Additional comments about the course or the instructor (your comments may remain anonymous):

Additional comments about the prison education program (your cormments may remain
anonymous): ] /

May we quote a portion of your evaluation for publicity purposes?

@ Yes, and my name is: / "8 kL Ay
O Yes, but I wish to keep my quote anonymous
O No

Thank you for your feedback!
11.15
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student-eval.pdf

Cornell University

Prison Education Program
115 Day Hall | Ithaca, New York 14853

Department and course number: PH\L 1> Title: L&%;b

Instructor: U F&‘:\_ai‘ni;n

Facility (check one): [ Auburn CF
W Cayuga CF
O Five Points CF

Please evaluate the class on the following criteria using a 5-point scale, where “1” and “5” are
defined as indicated and “3” stands as the midpoint. (Check the appropriate box.)

How well did the instructor organize the presentation of thematerial? O O 0O 0O
1 = very disorganized ... 5 = well organized

How willing was the instructor to give help to studentsrequestingit? O 0O 0O 0O
1 = very unwilling ... 5 = very willing

RN

How well did the course meet its stated objectives? o O o o
1=poorly ... 5 =very well

If you've taken multiple college courses:
How did the workload compare with courses carryingequalcredit? 0O 0O 0O 0O
1 =much less ... 5 = required much more

If you've taken multiple college courses:
How did the teaching skills of the instructorinthiscoursecompare 0O O 0O O
with other college instructors you’ve had?

1 =very unfavorably ... 5 = very favorably

NN

If you've taken multiple college courses:
The value of this course as a part of my general education,compared O 0O 0O O
with cther courses, has been:

1 = very low ... 5 = very high

R

X

My overall opinion of this course is: o O 0O O
1 =verylow ... 5 = very high
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The aspects of this course I valued most were: The M\uﬁ_w% bovh-cund - b_y._)cln dml&ﬁ,,_‘_n, .

Improvements to the course (if any) should include: /A

What have you gained from attending this course? {F, Qh_,_hj;d’ w @,&U)m_\, cun a,ud_._um.nt

Does this course fit coherently into the collection of courses you are taking to pursue your college

degree? \6,0;_

Additional comments about the course or the instructor (your comments may remain anonymous):

Additional comments about the prison education program (your comments may remain

anonymous): ) aFPﬂ,t;Etﬂ Ahe dedieokien owve mlr,ilpti.n"“. %m
CPEP ubuudeuy.,

May we quote a portion of your evaluation for publicity purposes?

O Yes, and my name is:
@~ Yes, but I wish to keep my quote anonymous
O No

Thank you for your feedback!
11.15

263



Cornell University

Prison Education Program
115 Day Hall | Ithaca, New York 14853

Department and course number: fH{{ Q|  Title: Loﬁ"r 1<

Instructor:  Ery ¢ t‘oS‘f{ln

Facility (check one): [J Auburn CF
WSkCayuga CF
O Five Points CF

Please evaluate the class on the following criteria using a 5-point scale, where “1” and “5” are
defined as indicated and “3” stands as the midpoint. (Check the appropriate box.)

Hw
O
O

How well did the instructor organize the presentation of the material? O 0O
1 =very disorganized ... 5 = well organized

How willing was the instructor to give help to students requestingit? O O O 0O k{
1 = very unwilling ... 5 = very willing

How well did the course meet its stated objectives? O 4da O N O
1 =poorly ... 5 = very well

If you've taken multiple college courses:
How did the workload compare with courses carrying equal credit? O O ﬁ o 0O
1 =much less ... 5= required much more

If yow’ve taken multiple college courses:
How did the teaching skills of the instructor in this course compare O SJ\ o o O
with other college instructors you’ve had?

1 =very unfavorably ... 5 = very favorably

If you’ve taken multiple college courses:
The value of this course as a part of my general education,compared N O O O 0O
with other courses, has been:

1=very low ... 5= very high

My overall opinion of this course is: O §| o o 0O
1=very low ... 5=very high
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The aspects of this course I valued most were:
Improvements to the course (if any) should include:
What have you gained from attending this course?

Does this course fit ecoherently into the collection of courses you are taking to pursue your college

degree? g.. 4, AQ?,.M Track thos fis ?‘J‘F-LJ("I'

Additional comments about the course or the instructor (your comments may remain anonymous):

t suah dapl. sorcy N 2 guastion

Dot 4o b peky bud vl d Suq@csf Line whs and wuns N}\-ﬂ-»: hdunu&

Additional comments about the prison education program (your comments may remain
anonymousy:

LO“LL_ ’1‘\"3 (’(0?(3 j

May we quote a portion of your evaluation for publicity purposes?

O Yes, and my name is:
O Yes, but I wish to keep my quote anonymous
O No

Thank you for your feedback!
11.15
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IEnEEEE  student-eval.pdf

Cornell University

Prison Education Program
115 Day Hall | Ithaca, New York 14853

Department and course number:W /6 .4 Title: %’%ﬁ .{;45‘; &
Instructor: Wz - %éﬁp)

Facility (check one): [ Auburn CF
Mayuga CF
O Five Points CF

Please evaluate the class on the following criteria using a 5-point scale, where “1” and “5” are
defined as indicated and “3” stands as the midpoint. (Check the appropriate box.)

How well did the instructor organize the presentation of thematerial? O O 0O O II-I/
1 = very disorganized ... 5 =well organized

How willing was the instructor to give help to studentsrequestingit? O O 0O 0O =
1 =very unwilling ... 5 = very willing

How well did the course meet its stated objectives? o O o o &
1=poorly ... 5 =very well

If you've taken multiple college courses:
How did the workload compare with courses carrying equal credit? 0O O IH/ o 0O
1 =much less ... 5 = required much more

If you've taken multiple college courses:
How did the teaching skills of the instructor in this coursecompare O O O 0O =
with other college instructors you've had?

1 = very unfavorably ... 5 = very favorably

If you've taken multiple college courses:
The value of this course as a part of my general education,compared O O 0O O =z
with other courses, has been:

1 =very low ... 5 =very high

My overall opinion of this course is: o o 0O o4 E/
1=very low ... 5 =very high
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- { ﬁ,; 7
The aspects of this course I valued most were: % L M'Zﬁ@ 4 / o ’:2_

Improvements to the course (if any) should include:

“he elass Arg Vercy frelt? //A’I?Ww" ppel AT et

What have you gained from attending this course?

pitet! crolescsorsiy o o fclorngty—

Does this course fit coherently into the collection of courses you are taking to pursue your college
degree? id

Additional comments about the course or the instructor (your comments may remain anonymous):

j/umf Chaas, .wgymf P s S thfbnesind S pipues

Additional comments about the prison education program (your comments may remain

anonymous): j o Vlﬁ ‘7%9(/»& ﬁ‘ 7 /"4-" g/%

May we quote a portion of your evaluation for publicity purposes?

- Yes, and my name is: /’/ﬁfl/ﬁ’? W 7L Oéhﬂf

O Yes, but I'wish to keep my quote anonymous
O No

Thank you for your feedback!
11.15

267



student-eval.pdf

Cornell University

Prison Education Program
115 Day Hall | Ithaca, New York 14853

Department and course number: Title: ?/] r / L) Sﬂp/l j; [0/

Instructor: E’OS 'I’ (2 l-n

Facility (check one): [ Auburn CF
\/@'\Cayuga CF
O Five Points CF

Please evaluate the class on the following criteria using a 5-point scale, where “1” and “5” are
defined as indicated and “3” stands as the midpoint. (Check the appropriate box.)

How well did the instructor organize the presentation of thematerial? O O 0O O
1 =very disorganized ... 5 = well organized

How willing was the instructor to give help tostudentsrequestingit? O O 0O 0O
1 =very unwilling ... 5 = very willing
1=poorly ... 5=very well

If you've taken multiple college courses:

How did the workload compare with courses carryingequalcredit? 00 0O O 0O
1=much less ... 5 =required much more

N
How well did the course meet its stated objectives? O o o 0O \SL

If you've taken multiple college courses:
How did the teaching skills of the instructor in thiscoursecompare 0O O 0O O 0O
with other college instructors you've had?

1 = very unfavorably ... 5 = very favorably

Be

If you've taken multiple college courses:
The value of this course as a part of my general education,compared 0O O O O ?1
with other courses, has been:

1=very low ... 5 =very high

B o~

My overall opinion of this course is: o O | O O
1=very low ... 5 =very high
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The aspects of this course I valued most were:

Codhesd Un e skalg

Improvements to the course (if any) should include:
What have you gained from attending this course?

Does this course fit coherently into the collection of courses you are taking to pursue your college
degree?

Additional comments about the course or the instructor (your comments may remain anonymous):
—ha rnsfrvtod aond TR c;kf"f—- 1 ¥e Pecns ard caccals. Seqesodely ,H\z.%'re, ‘3006.)
oo put khe raroogthec dneice ONOZANA |

Additional comments about the prison education program (your comments may remain
anonymous): I¢ T hod Yoo T cootd v 30“?#\ & Coeveil cducahion o

CDW\mS Yo son L' Vhoe < ovewt \egh ﬁ\f-.n.\om.j BTN w:ao,’ oy o-nig Loreer A
is thor ovvee Crea ":,\"V‘Cuj Yo by \,id&h Wy R‘.\FD\E +a g‘i‘r‘-'\‘;\-‘

o &%ui @ csa)ésinj

May we quote a portion of your evaluation for publicity purposes?
O Yes, and my name is:

O Yes, but I wish to keep my quote anonymeous
O No

Thank you for your feedback!
11.15
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| Ve I'ring ] student-eval.paf

Cornell University

Prison Education Program
115 Day Hall | Ithaca, New York 14853

Department and course number: Phi {ol Title: Loj iC

Instructor: ?__rc'.\‘ L g;l? s lein

Facility (check one): [ Auburn CF
O Cayuga CF
(1 Five Points CF

Please evaluate the class on the following criterin using a 5-point scale, where “1” and “5” are
defined as indicated and “3” stands as the midpoint. (Check the appropriate box.)

How well did the instructor organize the presentation of thematerial? O 0O 0O N O
1 = very disorganized ... 5 = well organized

How willing was the instructor to give help to studentsrequestingit? O 0O 0O O ﬁ
1 =very unwilling ... 5 = very willing

How well did the course meet its stated objectives? o O 0 RT 0
1=poorly ... 5 = very well

If you've taken multiple college courses: ‘
How did the workload compare with courses carryingequalcredit? 0O O O ﬁ a
1 =much less ... 5=required much more

If you've taken multiple college courses:
How did the teaching skills of the instructor in this coursecompare 0O O O O M
with other college instructors you’ve had?

1 =very unfavorably ... 5 = very favorably

If you've taken multiple college courses:
The value of this course as a part of my general education, compared 0 O O @ O
with other courses, has been:

1 =very low ... 5= very high

My overall opinion of this course is: O O o O ¥
1 =very low ... 5=very high
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The aspects of this course I valued most were: "The \eclures - \/@W\ o {jmn_pcj_ c-d
\-&uaﬂ- o a u)aul Mt Wad On dent fend ab 2"

Improvements to the course (if any) should include: ———

o(f_‘“‘-b "D“"\

What have you gained from attending this course? o ‘ar“‘-r \3\"3“’3‘“"& “‘a

Does this course fit coherently into the collection of courses you are taking to pursue your college
degree? Yeo

Additional comments about the course or the instructor (your comments may remain anonymous):
-TLq,_b CermypNimm rd  esct-

A l\&.&p OW

Rkt Lntacs bors  aae xtellend.
ok n WP ’—‘“ch"‘:} S \—-.bia...) co-A  Heaeir  ‘closice ‘
Cim Mﬂ‘ 6}) l’“g““" edicabm Lo Comnmven Lotwle

Additional comments about the prison education program (your comments may remain

anonymous): Convinuse Yo Vebp  prapeas A oidnats for P-e— l"""\

May we quote a portion of your evaluation for publicity purposes?

O Yes, and my name is:
O Yes, but I wish to keep my quote anonymous
O No

Thank you for your feedback!
11.15
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(10
; a . .
5 = Cornell University
&
Z
A

Prison Education Program
115 Day Hall | Ithaca, New York 14853

'éq
~eario

P!! { 101 j : I ¢ <
Department and course number: Title: L -n:_).r-_, R L\ . [

N 4
Instructor: E:Q?E: LPBJES CQ Z ngigrn&"

Facility (check one): [ Auburn CF
Cayuga CF
O Five Points CF

Please evaluate the class on the following criteria using a 5-point scale, where “1” and “5” are

defined as indicated and “3” stands as the midpoint. (Check the appropriate box.)

How well did the instructor organize the presentation of the material?

1 =very disorganized ... 5 =well organized

How willing was the instructor to give help to students requesting it?
1 = very unwilling ... 5 = very willing

How well did the course meet its stated objectives?
1=poorly ... 5=very well

Ifyow’'ve taken multiple college courses:
How did the workload compare with courses carrying equal credit?
1 =much less ... 5 = required much more

If you’ve taken multiple college courses:
How did the teaching skills of the instructor in this course compare
with other college instructors you've had?

1 = very unfavorably ... 5 = very favorably

If you've taken multiple college courses:
The value of this course as a part of my general education, compared
with other courses, has been:

1 =very low ... 5= very high

My overall opinion of this course is:
1 =very low ... 5 =very high
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The aspects of this course I valued most were: o ‘:’ o
MMQ NL 6 P\‘L’ L}S f,ﬂ—?/w :GZO {an
kot We, ?,fm-l,—g,(n d Wirne

Improvements to the course (if any) should include: (
p (if any) waky N0 Tunplore vas r»'é"-? ns’sc{gd

E)A([g_é)-% -R.L W\_yml*c, X aesod- o

What have you gained from attending this course? T U\Aﬁ';) { i O{
ad A r‘%[;& ne
whY @ %{C&b )

Does this course fit coherently into the collection of courses you are taking to pursue your college
degree?

Additional comments about the course or the instructor (your comuments may remain anonymous):

1(‘?—&? 9\/\4-0. 9-:) .&\:golw.}v‘% o ~

Additional comments about the prison education program (your comments may remain
anonymous):

May we quote a portion of your evaluation for publicity purposes?

E( Yes, and my name is: M&E&aﬁ_ﬂ%&&?‘k
O Yes, but I wish to keep my quate anonymo
O No

Thank you for your feedback!
11.15
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STUDENT EVALUATIONS

MARX, NIETZSCHE, FREUD
Fall 2016

Principal Instructor: Eric Epstein
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Joun S. Knacat INsTITUTE FOR WRITING IN THE DISCIPLINES

First-Year Writing Seminar Evaluation
Fall 2016

Part I: Written responses

Instructor’s Name  spae s 7o 4 ns

Department Ba T Course Number ___ 4z

Course Title Aty . E..n.. 5 J ; Aty l‘3 b H!r\.l.

What are your overall impressions of the course? Please be as specific as possible in analysis of
strengths and/or suggestions for improvement.

-~ !
T{‘ * MM -ﬂ —t‘m LA LAY Lt L toas -t\':; u..\turl ::A.,.‘.th [,(“' i.t\a" [T 'L'\] eﬂ.b\fr--.{;ﬁj 4

e eborler d’g e t-‘f'r\"“) . R T -&*MJ‘ (dm:'\a
TAJ-‘—\.-'« d&‘\i-"\- c:‘/ .“t-f' tdaa 4 "TA / e

[£:2 %0 f:’c""""“

Do you believe your writing has improved? If so, how did the course promote this
improvement? Are there aspects of writing we should have stressed more heavily?

N g L e belsevt that A by  vtiove sl ook .
/N {>vata At PN & nansae o L SRR | dba PSS TN (:r‘dh{'—“!’v—r..w‘tw‘

j & 2 & ‘f - =
ol 2iimuss s Aa-w--t"_‘}vw ) Ll N e “"("‘"Wj, = gy

Libta Lk, at ‘
r{ .
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Were written comments on papers helpful? If so, why? If not, why not?

YM d“&:; [ :' <ty & e i"i &'JA:" Ll "'E (,-\-'ff\-‘ 2 :'.'.vm-r"'v“ f"""w(!
Pl " ) e y [ T
Lo st P ; lorn anm o :
LA AT, ,T ; S -'314 - "r"’\'ﬁ‘\“\"‘ﬂ:‘f. , At T..j
i

porst o Dy . T f e

1 R ’ "‘ ;,{11‘(. TN J
Fu? . '
R 5}' A P G

{‘,{ﬂ.'i. ALy <
Yot gy Aop- .,_’,[ Jz'tﬂ. 61!‘\-‘44..

How useful were class discussions of the assigned texts? of writing?
L e B et S SRS S

W {\A . i ’,J,\ [ -\_;:"':‘ i i‘f g ], f,.f_...L,\ Aneg | (.“n-tf" s

¥ éi\“ («,,,LT[%E Al vk v de Wt {)‘! e'-::fu‘- whw a “/("W

[ T [ -'\ﬁ..g

e £
A2 LR AL

After taking this course, what do you consider to be your greatest strengths and
weaknesses as a writer?

g 1 i ] ?: Fe Maﬁ-q-{* ' W ' {,L\, va J\L"::tbv:‘k s sl

yr_/af .- ;‘a [

S, k o 2 ’ ’ ¢
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t

Lb’}"”.-'\g "\4" B, At en /
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JoHn S. KNIGHT INSTITUTE FOR WRITING IN THE DISCIPLINES

First-Year Writing Seminar Evaluation
Fall 2016

Part I: Written responses

Instructor’s Name _ £ric. E?e by

Department G-ﬂtwm Ctudlieg Course Number (»E£ST /170 (055

Course Title  Masx N d_ﬁd"ﬁ I-;"’E_L‘J

What are your overall impressions of the course? Please be as specific as possible in analysis of
strengths and/or suggestions for improvement.

T Uked Hae covdee cou e, bm:"i; kﬁ:, A
{ f ;-i‘ o ’:‘Ef, 5 J v f’-;t;({_,{. - Eﬁ') -
VNN WJ& T 0’ (&, \\? | 7 jjéﬁ a—ﬁ V {ﬁfﬁf

' 5 S w
A 1FW[A ‘\Ln“ LAY g *\'L i =i:'__.'l-il‘- W l ﬁ

' . 8 VAR ¥
J,f"'ﬁﬂ‘f;(’w? g l*"'(fU-’ ,ia{.“'kﬁ Ty lfbiﬂév P I /;-\{

phetvSygta s codd hovt e adclre ssed).
"

Do you believe your writing has improved? If so, how did the course promote this
improvement? Are there aspects of writing we should have stressed more heavily?

T beliaug vy V“'“"""'AS b Ph,jﬁ,&oﬂhr{ Iha sl fM/.fﬁ"&Vﬁd

be cousse 19 Punlbre T sigle fctty whot T

W as 3171:? tp dmdk advend™ i ey 25%aM A< wtd et
+o wle f g fcmm' Newradip ot nzod Cﬁmyncg
p;(:- w'n-h v'\gs L;w@l rWa.M (.4 aﬂ{ :i;»gaﬂ*azjq AL e L
strecsed auad 7 Aunk Ao i are e s es
r}’Y\/_f‘jﬁ'Wh* Porvs.
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Were written comments on papers helpful? 1f so, why? If not, why not?
v -€°;a i’ Y Tﬁ‘Jf‘ ,’ syl d g,'a’_f'-.‘f \ Je"‘ }5'( S WQ«f(qﬂ,

‘M }xﬂ‘t‘[/ﬁ A g” i} o (AALLE fzk y‘;{_\
f}m Q £ i‘ jAt i g & it ': T i : ‘-T {1 e
l’! i Zj b G T ard i’-’f’fj £
- '., ¥ e SV o - ]
i ,{.' . . | s gt S

Wil ey @ & v

How uscful were class discussions of the assigned texts? of writing?

o class HMicuSSipac pyere VO “efud
o arabyandy plw guetes & nd (aplex
Covh UL p*" iy J»"w;j Mook ascls 4 Mass ,Mff wed

After taking this course, what do you consider to be your greatest strengths and
weaknesses as a writer?

“vengtha ;"’fv{': s it Ny PNtk s
j’ re g AT s Yo /

JeakeselS av;gg..e *JM M e | [t ot
ff*@'»g NN{?W’ Mcf&u»—v’m,&-\j‘*
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Joun S. KnNigHT INSTITUTE FOR WRITING IN THE DISCIPLINES

First-Year Writing Seminar Evaluation
Fall 2016

Part I: Written responses

Instructor’s Name E.'( iC '
Department (€ e Course Number _{ | 7()

Course Title Céétr MNoyyw Niekzacne Fyeod

What are your overall impressions of the course? Please be as specific as possible in analysis of
strengths and/or suggestions for improvement.

- very goad. !

- agegquase woricad, wekerastivig ke ial w/
goco  clagn Arcussior!

- helpfud @ inatr uckar of HLIQUES

Do you believe your writing hes improved? If so, how did the course promote this
improvement? Are there aspects of writing we should have stressed more heavily?

- ‘16%

2 45 ¢4 T CUeo
- 3wauv5" tne Vew papey gy B Wy I8 vy

-wore el w/
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Were written comments on papers helpful? If so, why? If not, why not?

B ¥ %{ TS

"

SF EAGN Qo TSR
-heiped. prapowy W Gy e oy o vndEivatand
hous to ek orgasu s PAPYS

How useful were class discussions of the assigned texts? of writing?

- : ! - . § %
- bod watie weey Re\ptul

Lo g u:;’&-r u‘i" con sy G s 2% w AN UV Py o Lol -y SURTAN o} e

o

CrsCorrt aNINE

After taking this course, what do you consider to be your greatest strengths and
weaknesses as a writer?
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Joun S. KNIGHT INSTITUTE FOR WRITING IN THE DISCIPLINES

First-Year Writing Seminar Evaluation
Fall 2016

Part I. Written responses

Instructor’s Name E(l ¢ \'_;.PSkr‘ﬂ

Department Germen _ Otidies Course Number __ 15351

Ha,/x WMietz sche Fre.d

Course Title

What are your overall impressions of the course? Please be as specific as possible in analysis of
strengths and/or suggestions for improvement,

L ey e cowse, WC Jet b e abeur

A Evn  Rven! Ph Josuphecs o ho
pe proteuive Fuma, while oty  ougpe,  Slet

T

of Sbuch . Stoae du_’é“ 3

rmeiles morrlly, Lre JeF B fta-l fomen nb-f-twl-t.?
Crtcs,

Do you believe your writing has improved? If so, how did the course promote this
improvement? Are there aspects of writing we should have stressed more heavily?

T Hate my Nﬂﬁ:} " e fﬁ:h&rfﬁrﬂd Fr9le Ao jmmovel

77\24{ ; :
N s 3
f o~ G‘! b‘anO.n Eﬂfwﬁ /71\-“-'9("*'(-’ l,wf)":"l:y ad —émhﬁc o /,élﬁxv

l 8 [
’ I [RY. X "'“fliwd [ ¥, t I"l' i '“‘"a‘hph ‘-f-’ /1 vze I:L(, ae“ - CANL\'.S

sipeckl bk iy /hnj'hs" dofret o Ho Con tng,
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Were written conmuments on papers helpful? 1f so, why? If not, why not?
Vs, Eiic  Efsn laves v Adpfl mears 04 4

Seln  sesence  prrgnet

A'Cff theorpra ZUOH» B mafer, Ovieipd] F{M Aﬂﬂc(\

How useful were class discussions of the assigned texts? of writing?

Senteattie o

fo ‘me?}m Jesel B e g, Sugpes? et ke

CIGI‘S Jicwsses  helpdd g wedethedy of Tyt T e S

Ol peges  leagretsbon o

After taking this course, what do you consider to be your greatest strengths and
weaknesses as a writer?

Svlfeﬁﬁf’f_s SIS B TS s evdt.ee
,mm‘(,rmhj Fueks b amsur,s &J‘b Foe 1hom
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JoHN S. KniGHT INSTITUTE FOR WRITING IN THE DISCIPLINES

First-Year Writing Seminar Evaluation
Fall 2016

Part I: Written responses

Instructor’s Name _ L ric € peiein

Department_ (> £ RS T Course Number _ \ 1/

Course Title W avry, Nie425¢ e r;. PR A,

What are your overall impressions of the course? Please be as specific as possible in analysis of
strengths and/or suggestions for improvement.

\Euéjoyo{ kn.wvwws kg A ak%éq_.-m..vxr
‘aw.'tasgfb\_,{e,ﬁ/\ PRy b LA _E‘_g_,u TSyl

Counmsl (yea c}c.-{Sjmi'a?eM SR T-RTS V. GV SRy -1 FiN Y
'

v Lovia hoew thaie perdp &t IVes wadatl o €oin phlo,

Do you believe your writing has improved? If so, how did the course promote this
improvement? Are there aspects of writing we should have stressed more heavily?

V“::) tﬁ\f“‘s“.*’:j I ol iw&f(“}w-d/ am “*fwvo V\&Ls.

pviacher,  wy/ pmﬂ.ﬂ'w»:vgawa_ \n,,w‘“;h'bxz} e/wfcvuml

obuo-af.)i‘\mé,. ‘--55(""?"3 ’
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Were written comments on papers helpful? If so, why? If not, why not?
j,{/& L pet T e A Andy be N P o e Ao P Mekant 3 P2V, -3 w

Yimayn o VWOV L yfadg,
K]
it

How useful were class discussions of the assigned texts? of writing?

oy M‘ér wu%w\, b X mﬁwaﬁ/& {}--V\W +

VRS Iy

After taking this course, what do you consider to be your greatest strengths and
weaknesses as a writer?

z R s e g asrat IR ¢
Y wiag e S - f\&;gi *B_ P & 3 J/a V\’G""f. (ovwlf_,ﬁ.e]J

L)< pWnag pagn - | ohh & W g e of v
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Jorn S. KnigHT INSTITUTE FOR WRITING IN THE DISCIPLINES

First-Year Writing Seminar Evaluation
Fall 2016

Part I: Written responses

Instructor’s Name Evic (‘75-}-(’ )
Department (JU wain SWCLW" Course Number GEKST W70 ( ’g’DS‘D

Course Title MG”(; :\hd'zg(,&w; EYQ(!

What are your overall impressions of the course? Please be as specific as possible in analysis of
strengths and/or suggestions for improvement.

Ths clag wod opertvo o Ha E\GM 0 ool ak‘g
U“""h“ﬁ agouc j’:?‘z?‘; . : a;& o cwci}a rgm%
VeMy WU shmlahng. Ouv discussions
fﬂ\d )‘W‘ﬂ“ ‘\NV‘\’F\\!' Asstgimg NS %Wd @58599.\

WSy ahon + arahivds foc s esfaxfs.mc,%nt@uw
o, te Covtine wadendd, <f waulg swj?ag a Hig end
Ho ok we ok o clas ‘:{Jn b dﬂln’\rzw{{ﬁf)

- K,

WFW s AU oren ey donreo }ﬂ‘Ef"ZSdY

Do you believe your writing has improved? If so, how did the course promote this
improvement? Are there aspects of writing we should have stressed more heavily?

My WARRG Vg (Waproatd (A Feuud o X pHes)
N \Aj;\ ); ‘, mhcl\ﬂ@ MWC{FIMQ mdmcc
35 St ly e tvbentiaa payided The
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Were written comments on papers helpful? If so, why? If not, why not?

*j WAL Y 1w - (;cmm mg-(%euw
\’\W‘- di Cﬁbuﬁ h@j" Wtj o, 1Hekea ane
v hal Eﬂé’zmdt UWNAL WA \iu“?')zfi

How useful were class discussions of the assigned texts? of writing?
o SfB
\m'\ﬁ ek M @#\G fﬁf’wd W U}@Jf e e

ema'fs J um@. ﬁmt\bj gu\{gu«éhvg

After taking this course, what do you consider to be your greatest strengths and
weaknesses as a writer?

Shensrin - Oradeihing A dedcuding o odeg
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Were wnitten comments on papers helpful? If so, why? If not, why not?
{ ¥ ol ' Tﬁ' M\ ‘ : T e
Vel

popdi i mw«fw

How useful were class discussions of the assigned texts? of writing?
K oy, o rtaihy Ve RAE Ry e,

After taking this course, what do you consider to be your greatest strengths and
weaknesses as a writer?

O Govd A wary ek Bl a0
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Joun 8. KNiGHT INSTITUTE FOR WRITING IN THE DISCIPLINES

First-Year Writing Seminar Evaluation
Fall 2016

Part I: Written responses

Instructor’s Name E yue | ;ﬂvf@w
Department GERST Course Number ___ 117 0
Course Title /1 avy [V ul‘;«ﬂ.a L b r ganek

What are your overall impressions of the course? Please be as specific as possible in analysis of
strengths and/or suggestions for improvement.

J 2 , AL .awu o .
Q‘ e P";% vv?fa"!w ,{’,’?’}, Sa DJ'—'@ ﬁ %
/Qm fﬁ* g.l’f:M‘& . /€ W S s Aot A {142 Epd
C&Wa- /“wﬂlf\ !;w" FARRYY S9 P‘rzj O&M .

Do you believe your writing has improved? If so, how did the course promote this
improvement? Are there aspects of writing we should have stressed more heavily?

ﬁ. JL’M K1 'i’/:‘;’ﬁ {jM f “”? WM ol 2k, J,.,g.-““;;ifz-v
Lax Dot g By et ok b premheng 5o 7 poy
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Joun S. KNIGHT INSTITUTE FOR WRITING IN THE DISCIPLINES

First-Year Writing Seminar Evaluation
Fall 2016

Part I: Written responses

Instructor’s Name [T ’E{;igu -
Department GiRs Course Number 1 te
Course Title

What are your overall impressions of the course? Please be as specific as possible in analysis of
strengths and/or suggestions for improvement.

C‘-*Nofk’, the clads 15 aterccting e LW VLo
M(‘ITJMMJL“\'J L. ‘w?j‘r‘i oA A cian el uewa

R A N IR

Do you believe your writing has improved? If so, how did the course promote this
improvement? Are there aspects of writing we should have stressed more heavily?
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Lk ‘\l:p,mj tht Apxt
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Were written comments on papers helpful? If so, why? If not, why not?

#t‘ll‘é:} e M{z)‘}vu{ . Ednga _J‘\(Ej Wl\,{ﬂ" it ty‘\j i L S ) C‘n«,j

How useful were class discussions of the assigned texts? of writing?

CApss ;-,(&LM\A,. 2ng ekl i\é.-{rr vt ISt ot et paentirang

After taking this course, what do you consider to be your greatest strengths and
weaknesses as a writer?
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Joun S. KnigHT INSTITUTE FOR WRITING IN THE DiscipLINES

First-Year Writing Seminar Evaluation
Fall 2016

Part I: Written responses

Instructor’s Name 8( Y 8_? SJ( en
Department G EQ\ST _ Course Number \ H'O \O Lf

Course Title  Mlac x,. N ietzsche P FFCUCE

What are your overall impressions of the course? Please be as specific as possible in analysis of
strengths and/or suggestions for improvement.

f-‘gﬂoﬁeé the coucse matecial & the iv-class
discussion & (i\'\' 'anjf e Work ioad was
(e3sonmabie & LJ?-e-('ul.

Do you believe your writing has improved? If so, how did the course promote this
improvement? Are there aspects of writing we should have stressed more heavily?

T c)e(-?m’r@\y Hank ity weding has im plaved.
The LUt Se [Hndkﬂ helpo Mme  |eain hgu} iy e-@;ch’vw},
Strvctuie a*ocafaaiaf a Pg'%):-’f:“zt hows o
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Were written comments on papers helpful? If so, why? If not, why not?
’}\ Wiy rm Lo e Nt & ope OOk Wh“ 363
m WECE cxtw e ‘\« hel{i
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How useful were class discussions of the assigned texts? of writing?

a\u@fﬂ. extrently lf'wwt i clorify
{ ang |\/ *5 e vealh G

After taking this course, what do you consider 1o be your greatest strengths and
weaknesses as a writer?

D ( r,‘EN HE S 5\)\);{;- ey ai Su-"r, w[ e NOCHCE
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JouN S. KniGHT INSTITUTE FOR WRITING IN THE DISCIPLINES

First-Year Writing Seminar Evaluation
Fall 2016

Part I: Written responses

Instructor’s Name __Bric Gstein

Department __ G&S] Course Number _iip§]

Course Title Mavyw, Niedsgbe , Frewd

What are your overall impressions of the course? Please be as specific as possible in analysis of
strengths and/or snggestions for improvement.

1 opged 4 s W, u?u-:m“-d Yoo lv-.\,p,;tiau-\,:g“) NS P ?\;a\ﬂa‘l,m’M“Lul
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*‘wa wre ol °‘*“‘\“‘\‘”"l"‘b ko cowdirdr  Blia A
honara¥ | neblood, e wheneg e-ble,

Do you believe your writing has improved? If so, how did the course promote this
improvement? Are there aspects of writing we should have stressed more heavily?
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‘Were written comments on papers helpful? 1f so, why? If not, why not?
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How useful were class discussions of the assigned texts? of wnting?
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After taking this course, what do you consider to be your greatest strengths and
weaknesses as a writer?
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Joun S. KNIGHT INSTITUTE FOR WRITING IN THE DISCIPLINES

First-Year Writing Seminar Evaluation
Fall 2016

Part I: Written responses

Instructor’s Name Foric Eastain

Department _6ERST Course Number 1?2

Course Title Macx, Nitasche, Feeud

What are your overall impressions of the course? Please be as specific as possible in analysis of
strengths and/or suggestions for improvement,

I-l- 5 }alutsﬁaj dsauLJe L.J’ $ ovg }-,,P;cs,.” w"[)'!'.j anf}ﬁ"ﬁcuH
kL Hlu m'.i‘:rt'i'fnn.

Do you believe your writing has improved? If so, how did the course promote this
improvement? Are there aspects of writing we should have stressed more heavily?

A };'Hi' HL-,I, Lo b("'#ff'ﬁ* (N.’uj (!.s er 4»J ‘pknbf.‘?;/«.-.rj %4.\4}5}"-‘““'
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Were written comments on papess helpful? If so, why? If not, why not?
ﬁ;r 1’!"-’ "‘?’;*P! o ':7 ﬂl@l'!!":f‘ ﬁ"'ﬁiﬂl(‘“hi""j '3-‘-4 by “'"L‘{.&i!#
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How useful were class discussions of the assigned texts? of writing?
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Afier taking this course, what do you consider to be your greatest strengths and

weaknesses as a writer? : PO 0wy B v v
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JoHN S. KNiGaT INSTITUTE FOR WRITING IN THE DISCIPLINES

First-Year Writing Seminar Evaluation
Fall 2016

Part I: Written responses

Instructor’s Name _Er-c E pSitin
Department __ (> F R57 Course Number _{}78

Course Title qur" Nitdzerd, ‘F'.-@d

What are your overall impressions of the course? Please be as specific as possible in analysis of
strengths and/or suggestions for improvement.

Y £ 7 ’ . 5 ; _
I really E2)0%e “this Closs Thit gof ‘Mfl)'e?‘? ‘d"ﬁ"ﬁoﬁ "5 mﬁdﬂ-g_
o/ Pogy w:‘} About 14

¢ call
I & y L% rfp( Qs ol h’.i ‘Pﬁfé‘fg

Do you believe your writing has improved? If so, how did the course promote this
improvement? Are there aspects of writing we should have stressed more heavily?

Yes b making  uy Wik o buas o G55 @

297 (OVCI')




Were written comments on papers helpful? If so, why? If not, why not?

/Vf’fr Choper wlor Wod ﬂmﬁf aeyf  bef abyue. p, e g

How useful were class discussions of the assigned texts? of writing?

Vi - o o :
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help(u!,

After taking this course, what do you consider fo be your greatest strengths and
weaknesses as a writer?
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Joun S. KNIGHT INSTITUTE FOR WRITING IN THE DISCIPLINES

First-Year Writing Seminar Evaluation
Fall 2016

Part I: Written responses

Instructor’s Name  Fovir, -F,pS‘l?,in

Department ___GFE S| Course Number _ 150

Course Title __ /Mg r)hl /\lr_t,t_z,s_ghg, .‘f’f{[}d

What are your overall impressions of the course? Please be as specific as possible in analysis of
strengths and/or suggestions for improvement.

The oI wis ihtese SHip |
Gnd Wriripg
. | HIMN, InEeng, e,
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Do you believe your writing has improved? If so, how did the course promote this
improvement? Are there aspects of writing we should have stressed more heavily?

\ks,j think m\h \mwrh% has :mpro\;ad GS {-ar
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Were written comments on papers helpful? If so, why? If not, why not?
Y--QS y on Frery commonis O 0o E..“ A
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How useful were class discussions of the assigned texts? of writing?
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Afier taking this course, what do you consider to be your greatest stren gths and
weaknesses as a writer?
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Course Evaluations

Fail 2016

Instructor: E. Epstein
GERST 1170.104
Number of Students Registered: 16

Number of Evaluations Submitted: _\é
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Freshman Writing Seminar
Department of German Studies (183 Goldwin Smith Hall)
Course Evaluation

Instructor: E. Epstein Course:; GERST 1170.104 Semester/Year: Fall 2016

You have attended approximately ]' {Xy % of class meetings. Expected course grade: é =

Circle one number in each row. Please fill out in ink. Return completed form to 183 Goldwin Smith Hall.

Student Performance. Please rate: {poor) (excellent)
1. your own preparation for class 1 2 5
2. the quality of your participation in the discussions 1 2 5
3. the quality of other students’ participation 1 2 5
4. your efforts to improve your writing 1 2 5
Instructor Performance. Please rate: {poor) {excellent)
5. planning and organization 1 2 3 4
€. appropriateness of reading assignments in terms of

length, difficulty, relevance 1 2 3 4
7. knowledge of the material 1 2 3 4
8. clarity in presenting the material 1 2 3 4
9. effectiveness in stimulating and directing discussion 1 2 3 @,
10. enthusiasm for the subject 1 2 3 4

11. effectiveness in helping you to recognize main ideas
and grasp abstract concepts 1 2 3 4

12. effectivenass in helping you develop coherent and

complex arguments (oral and written) 1 2 3 4
13. tolerance of differing opinions 1 2 3 4
14. responsiveness to students' questions and comments 1 2 3 4

15. use of examples from texts (literature, film, style

OO 000 6 PG BGL ©

manual, etc.) to illustrate points 1 2 3 4
16. helpfulness through comments on written work 1 2 3 4
17. helpfulness during individual conferences 1 2 3 4
18. overali teaching performance 1 2 3 4

19. Elaborate on any of the above (5-18) and/or provide additional comments on the instructor's performance.

20. What aspects of the course did you find the most valuable and helpful; the least valuable and helpful?
(Do you have suggestions for improvement’?)

A 302 eazt
- W Cluge cisclgsEen — apyn e anali QS%%WWU&

,ngmeyd% -pef—_‘)’&il"h"o



21. Which reading {viewing) assignments did you consider the most valuable; least valuable? Why?

“the e reading wy ok frree prulcsephers wis dgraat boseline
" T 2ay el reodives were waefild

22 How well were the reading and writing assignments integrated in the course? To what extent did the writing
assignments usefully supplement the reading and class discussion?

ot were. very usetud

23. Do you think your writing has improved? If so, how did the course promote this improvement?
Are there aspects of writing that should have been stressed more heavily?

- yes oo @ud}@ of vepder
- quOTe BUPPOT ast ke s

24 To what extent did this course improve your intellectual and critical abilities? How would you evaluate the
intellectual challenge of the course?
- close reading
- yery c,}oodk

25. Would you recommend this course to a friend? Why or why not?

ves e ey eading mm&@%ﬁ%

26. Additional comments or suggestions {you may also write a letter to the chair of the Department of German Studies,
183 Goldwin Smith Hall}.
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Freshman Writing Seminar
Department of German Studies (183 Goldwin Smith Hall)
Course Evaluation

Instructor: E. Epstein Course: GERST 1170.104 Semester/Year: Fall 2016

You have attended approximately A9 % of class meetings. Expected course grade: B

=

Circle one number in each row. Please fill out in ink. Return completed form to 183 Goldwin Smith Hall.

Student Performance. Please rate: {poor) (excellent)
1. your own preparation for class 1 2 3 5
2. the quality of your participation in the discussions 1 2 @ 4 5
3. the quality of other students' participation 1 2 3 @ 5
4. your efforts to improve your writing 1 2 3 @ 5
Instructor Performance. Please rate: (poor) {excellent)
5. planning and organization 1 2 3 4 @
6. appropriateness of reading assignments in terms of
length, difficulty, relevance 1 2 3 4 (5

7. knowledge of the material 1 2 3 4
8. clarity in presenting the material 1 2 3 4 5
9. effectiveness in stimulating and directing discussion 1 2 3 4 @
10. enthusiasm for the subject 1 2 3 4 @
11. effectiveness in helping you to recognize main ideas

and grasp abstract concepts 1 2 3 4 @
12. effectiveness in helping you develop coherent and

complex arguments (oral and written) 1 2 3 4 @
13. tolerance of differing opinions 1 2 3 4 6
14, responsiveness to students’ questions and comments 1 2 3 4 5
15. use of examples from texts (literature, film, style

manual, etc.) to illustrate points 1 2 3 4 @
16, helpfulness through comments on written work 1 2 3 4 @
17. helpfulness during individual conferences 1 2 3 4 @
18. overall teaching performance 1 2 3 4 @

19. Elaborate on any of the above {5-18) andfcr provide additional comments on the instructors performance.

Fhoin s wery mwu, bu/ oPm Sobjects and 4 S class

0 Gy ﬂ«mmusﬂ & <todets deatlo
20. What aspects of the course did you find t most val able and helpful; the least valuable and helpful’?
{Do you have suggestions for improvement?)
e LeedDote oo o Yrest N



21. Which reading (viewing) assignments did you consider the most valuable; least valuable? Why?

T wost valuable oos le RIS eSSEg GSs A frand |
i GMowed e o proct ce Corpe gy gﬁ%—%‘b g’wg bﬂf&u&
ARARAE LT EeAs - "4

22. How well were the reading and writing assignments integrated in the course? To what extent did the writing
assignments usefully supplement the reading and class discussion?

T e oo d well W ClasS we hacé
e 3 J

small vedings apd  ogs 40 o -
0N A vwoada g S %ﬂN/WFS - b0‘g€d

23. Do you think your writing has improved? If so, how did the course promote this improvement?
Are there aspects of writing that should have been stressed more heavily?

Mes my abiity o vse ¢t Fo Suppoft ‘
e imgro»&ﬁ_ PP g Claims

24. To what extent did this course improve your intellectual and critical abilities? How would you evaluate the
intellectuai challenge of the course?

NS COuTSR IS XFArL gﬁh{m(.‘ma“ ,
Yorees  <tudents 7, 4Rk Uﬁﬁlf C)M\Mﬁ’m

M~
% J
25, Would you recommend this course to a friend? Why or why not?

Yoo bpcoosRe T Qe that T Learred \)G\UQbQ
"H—\{T\%S-

26. Additional comments or suggestions (you may also write a letter to the chair of the Department of German Studies,
183 Goldwin Smith Hall}:

\!

\

305



Freshman Writing Seminar
Department of German Studies (183 Goldwin Smith Hall)
Course Evaluation

Instructor: E. Epstein Course; GERST 1170.104 Semester/Year: Fall 2016

You have attended approximately fiﬁ % of class meetings. Expected course grade:

Circle one number in each row. Please fill out in ink. Return completed form to 183 Goldwin Smith Hall.

Student Performance. Please rate: {poor) (excellent)
1. your own preparation for class 1 2 3 4 U

2. the guality of your participation in the discussions 1 2 3 @ 5

3. the quality of other students' participation 1 2 3 @ 5

4. your efforts to improve your writing 1 2 3 4

Instructor Performance. FPlease rate: {poor) (excellent)

5. planning and organization 1 2 3 4

6. appropriateness of reading assignments in terms of @
length, difficulty, relevance 1 2 3 4 @
7. knowledge of the material 1 2 3 4 (@
8. clarity in presenting the material 1 2 3 4 @
9. effectiveness in stimulating and directing discussion 1 2z 3
10. enthusiasm for the subject 1 2 3

11. effectiveness in helping you to recognize main ideas
and grasp abstract concepts 1 2 3

12. effectiveness in helping you develop coherent and

complex arguments (oral and written) 1 2 3
13. tolerance of differing opinions 1 2 3
14. responsiveness to students' questions and comments 1 2 3

15. use of examples from texts (literature, film, style

manual, etc.) to illustrate points 1 2 3
16. helpfulness through comments on written work 1 2 3
17. helpfulness during individual conferences 1 2 3
18. overall teaching performance 1 2 3

19. Elaborate on any of th &ﬁbove (5- 18) and/or provide dditionaalfcl:.oorrment n the instructor's performance.

-Er\C, Yo e ﬂ :'Vl 0. (vt 't'«M?

20. What aspects of the course did you find the most valuable and helpful; the least valuable and helpful?
(Do you have suggestions for |n_;2/ement?

g Pordeswlor



21, Which reading {viewing} assignments did you consider the most valuable; least valuable? Why?

\/Otlu\oﬂ!b[{ " [\]E-QJ(ZEO[A{, /

ot yolnole . Fremed | teo cpeculoitive

22. How well were the reading and writing assignments integrated in the course? To what extent did the writing
assignments usefully supplement the reading and class discussion?

Nﬁ’/'-fk/f‘mg Of‘g‘SF?ﬂM@Mfﬁ Oni/e rest 1o Ofe.{/;em m7
Mmoférﬁ'mﬂo/ffm7 075’ +e VﬁfAdEV‘OI.

23. Do you think your writing has improved? If so, how did the course promote this improvement?
Are there aspects of writing that should have been stressed more heavily?

\ﬁ< r L learnt gro?bﬂm('.mj '

24. To what extent did this course improve your intellectual and critical abilities? How would you evaluate the
intellectual challenge of the course?

Not o lot « =g

25, Would you recommend this course to a friend? Why or why not?

Yeg /7 [ o The wiite edAcd - Pgr‘t{of"ﬂ PY‘OCeo/{»\fQ

26. Additional comments or suggestions (you may alsc write a letter to the chair of the Department of German Studies,
183 Geldwin Smith Hall):

Nene
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Freshman Writing Seminar
Department of German Studies (183 Goldwin Smith Hail)
Course Evaluation

Instructor: E. Epstein Course:; GERST 1170.104 Semester/Year: Fall 2016

You have attended approximately %g % of class meetings. Expected course grade: A

Circle one number in each row. Please fill out in ink. Return completed form to 183 Goldwin Smith Hall.

Student Performance. Please rate: {poor) (excellent)
1. your own preparation for class 1 2 3 @ 5

2. the quatity of your participation in the discussions 1 2 3 4 @

3. the qualtity of other students' participaticn 1 2 3 @ 5

4. your efforts to improve your writing 1 2 3 @ 5
Instructor Performance. Please rate: (poor) {excellent)

5. planning and organization 1 2 3 @ 5

6. appropriateness of reading assignments in terms of

length, difficulty, relevance 1 2 3 4
7. knowledge of the material 1 2 3 4
8. clarity in presenting the material 1 2 3 @
. effectiveness in stimulating and directing discussion 1 2 3 4

11. effectiveness in helping you tc recognize main ideas

®
©
5
(5
10. enthusiasm for the subject 1 2 3 4 @
&
(5
5

and grasp abstract concepts 1 2 3 4
12. effectiveness in helping you develop coherent and

complex arguments (oral and written) 1 2 3 4
13. tolerance of differing opinions 1 2 3 4
14. responsiveness to students’ questions and comments 1 2 3 4
15. use of examples from texts {literature, film, style

manual, efc.) to illustrate points 1 2 @ 4 5
16. helpfulness through comments on written work 1 2 3 4 @
17. helpfulness during individual conferences 1 2 3 4 @
18. overall teaching performance 1 2 3 4 @

18. Elaborate on any of the above (5-18) and/or provide additional comments on the instructor's performance.

Ho wo\f‘ v evhusiaske ¢ s qeniune e apeuC
Uk F oue A
20. What aspects oft écourse did you find the most valuable ahd helpfu); the least valuable and helpful?
(Do you have suggestions for improvement?)

PEUSSINS 100 st el Laiee W@Q){Jguﬂ



21. Which reading (viewing) assignments did you consider the most valuable, least valuable? Why?

00 W all veluakle exept A Ca@e@ﬁﬁgm—— L
O Fo0 1nele. 72
1{»&9\ Céfg/yk nelevard_ o Plulesopived 5@@(

22. How well were the reading and writing assignments integrated in the course? To what extent did the writing
assignments usefully supplement the reading and class discussion?

\ Weare. v g rated. well b cauue w velodied

o swe o8 ussravas

23. Do you think your writing has improved? If so, how did the course promote this improvement? S’ILW-(
Are there aspects of writing that should have been stressed more heavily?, T C-;Zu

Jd o L’L‘uf VA +€JU%U \ Wil Lou’\huy A
ok fo cu/\éj«jlok s—mm,,am

24. To what extent did this course improve your intellectual and critical abilities? How would you evaluate the
intellectual challenge of the course?

SERy v%uuﬁ» cvihead %u,wio@ oabil(hery alboe

| nind- &
% {u,wb%f dd Wuj o

25. Would you recommend this course to a friend? Why or why not?
26. Additional comments or suggestions (you may also write a letter to the chair of the Department of German Studies,

%‘5 O e e %wﬁ
183 Goldwin Smith Hall):

NI TISSE
T L e iy

R
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Freshman Writing Seminar
Department of German Studies (183 Goldwin Smith Hall)
Course Evaluation

Instructor: E. Epstein Course: GERST 1170.104 Semester/Year: Fall 2016

You have attended approximately [0 % of class meetings. Expected course grade: ﬁ

Circle one number in each row. Please fill out in ink. Return completed form to 183 Goldwin Smith Hall,

Student Performance. Please rate: (poor) {excellent)
1. your own preparation for class 1 2 3 @ 5

2. the guality of your participation in the discussions 1 2 3 @ 5

3. the quality of other students' participation 1 2 3 @ b5

4. your efforts to improve your writing 1 2 3 @ 5
Instructor Performance. Please rate: {poor) {excellent)

5. planning and organization 1 2 3 5

6. appropriateness of reading assignments in terms of

length, difficulty, relevance 1 2 3
7. knowledge of the material 1 2 3
8. clarity in presenting the material 1 2 3
9. effectiveness in stimulating and directing discussion 1 2 3
10. enthusiasm for the subject 1 2 3

11. effectiveness in helping you to recognize main ideas
and grasp abstract concepts 1 2 3

12. effectiveness in helping you develop coherent and

vo QT @ GOQGE

CGOR O - s @

complex arguments {oral and written) 1 2 3
13. tolerance of differing opinions 1 2 3
14. responsiveness to students’ questions and comments 1 2 3
15. use of examples from texts {literature, film, style
manual, etc.) to illustrate points 1 2 @
16. helpfulness through comments on written work 1 2 3
17. helpfulness during individual conferences 1 2 3 5
18. overall teaching performance 1 2 3 @

19. Elaborate on any of the above (5-18} and/or provide additional comments on the instructor's performance.

e f\'d/," smed gt L)“’J d’lf- s«mec'r P R | gﬁ)/ Jeach..

20. What aspects of the course did you find the most valuable and helpful; the least valuable and helpful?
(Do you have suggestions for improvement?}
Tl" ﬁg’?‘” qﬂ-’? 'C*a'?.!"gJ @l iV



21. Which reading (viewing) assignments did you consider the most valuable, least vaiuable? Why?

Mat.  Hedt 6 ,end bue vep ho‘fr?ﬂﬁ*j

22 How well were the reading and writing assignments integrated in the course? To what extent did the writing
assignments usefully supplement the reading and class discussion?

Vil . %%ﬁf Wee fMov o clas Mg

23. Do you think your writing has improved? If so, how did the course promote this improvement?
Are there aspects of writing that should have been stressed more heavily?

Ve, by Mq&ﬁ; me ik, Frerd uribng [ohe Gl re

24. To what extent did this course improve your intellectual and critical abilities? How would you evaluate the
intellectual challenge of the course?

feis oo a2 he A be
7 readkig Lol 4 by o o, Grpttonin

25. Would you recommend this course to a friend? Why or why not?

76 Gomot  Clay gag Jeache,  Mdegstin g

26. Additional comments or suggestions (you may also write a letter to the chair of the Department of German Studies,
183 Goldwin Smith Hal!)
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Freshman Writing Seminar
Department of German Studies (183 Goldwin Smith Hall)

Course Evaluation

Instructor: E. Epstein Course:

GERST 1170.104

You have attended approximately _ ¥0 % of class meetings.

Expected course grade:

Semester/Year: Fall 2016
A

Circle one number in each row. Please fill out in ink. Return completed form to 183 Goldwin Smith Hall.

Student Performance. Please rate:

1. your own preparation for class

2. the quality of your participation in the discussions
3. the quality of other students' participation

4. your efforts to improve your writing

Instructor Performance. Piease rate:
5. planning and organization

6. appropriateness of reading assignments in terms of
length, difficulty, relevance

7. knowledge of the material
8. clarity in presenting the material
9. effectiveness in stimulating and directing discussion

10. enthusiasm for the subject

11. effectiveness in helping you to recognize main ideas

and grasp abstract concepts

12. effectiveness in helping you develop coherent and
complex arguments (oral and written)

13. tolerance of differing opinions

14. responsiveness to students' questions and comments

15. use of examples from texts (literature, film, style
manual, etc.) to illustrate points

18. helpfulness through comments on written work
17. helpfulness during individual conferences

18. overall teaching performance

{poor}
1

1

2

2
@
2

@
&
3

&

{excellent}
4 5
4 5
4 5
4 5
{excellent)

&

- HeelL -

Ah@@

ScAS,

&
&

19. Elaborate on any of the above (5-18) and/or provide additional comments on the instructor's performance.

He wes e 4 feet Taskructart

20. What aspects of the course did you find the most valuable and helpful; the least valuable and helpful?

(Do you have suggestions for improvement?)



21. Which reading {viewing) assignments did you consider the most valuable; least valuable? Why?
T]nl. f‘ui-\vjs o Niebagle were Hay Mnb“;‘"{'ﬁfu{‘tv\j N H“_ Q{'rg}' {»r..,_,j,f‘ ':"WP“I;‘J ce f',\t)-'ow
JA) marfb vy }c-ps fchau_&-g He exca(‘:l‘s pwﬁc‘ci were ay slwrt.

22. How well were the reading and writing assignments integrated in the course? To what extent did the writing
assignments usefully supplement the reading and class discussion?

113) e GFQ(«FNL

23. Do you think your writing has improved? if so, how did the course promete this improvement?
Are there aspects of writing that should have been stressed more heavily?

A e b3 Libeety gl oM hew been stiegsed nare,

24. To what extent did this course improve your intellectual and critical abilities? How would you evaluate the
intellectual challenge of the course?

ij- Lri Lﬁjl'ub m.j-:“er;,.

25. Would you recommend this course to a friend? Why or why not?
%i, I" =4 iwi""'s"pj g;,,.[ m-u*;} J"‘a S‘-f,l‘p' Luﬁ,’[:r et + .

26. Additional comments or suggestions (you may also write a letter to the chair of the Department of German Studies,
183 Goldwin Smith Hall):
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Freshman Writing Seminar
Department of German Studies (183 Goldwin Smith Hall)

Course Evaluation

Instructor: E. Epstein Course:

GERST 1170.104

Semester/Year: Fall 2016

You have attended approximately 55 % of class meetings. Expected course grade: A-

Circle one number in each row, Please fill out in ink. Return completed form to 183 Goldwin Smith Hall.

Student Performance. Please rate:

1. your gwn preparation for class

2. the guality of your participation in the discussions
3. the quality of other students' participation

4. your efforts to improve your writing

Instructor Performance. Please rate:
5. planning and organization

6. appropriateness of reading assignments in terms of
length, difficulty, relevance

7. knowledge of the material

8. clarity in presenting the material

9. effectiveness in stimulating and directing discussion
10. enthusiasm for the subject

11. effectiveness in helping you to recognize main ideas
and grasp abstract concepts

12. effectiveness in helping you develop coherent and
compiex arguments (oral and written)

13. tolerance of differing apinions
14. responsiveness to students’ questions and comments

15. use of examples from texts (literature, film, style
manual, etc.) to illustrate points

16. helpfulness through comments on written work
17. helpfulness during individual conferences

18. overall teaching performance

(poor)
1

1

(excellent)
5
5

OBE
& s
2 (3

5

4
4
4
(4) s

%]

2

2 4
2 @
2 4 /5
L8

3]

19. Elaborate on any of the above {5-18) and/or provide additional comments on the instructor's performance.

% nah

20. What aspects of the course did you find the most valuable and helpful; the least valuable and helpful?

{Bo you have suggestions for improvement?)

Rf?%!iw]s ﬁ Gn .WL7 awnBl& V "‘h“""“‘\d““a V\,ori( O



21. Which reading (viewing) assignments did you consider the most valuable; least valuable? Why?

W el veve neC S Sy

22. How well were the reading and writing assignments integrated in the course? To what extent did the writing
assignments usefully supplement the reading and class discussion?

e (]

23. Do you think your writing has improved? If so, how did the course promote this improvement?
Are there aspects of writing that should have been stressed more heavily?

A/FD T_ l"\‘.’-l.l i 7

24. To what extent did this course improve your intellectual and critical abilities? How would you evaluate the
intellectual challenge of the course?

Soue wAT < be 1 2wy g

25. Would you recommend this course to a friend? Why or why not?

r abw A s
/{7} cateves 'f'ing +o Fhin T t Fhe 5

ﬁgﬁ;/}wpé,;a} P Neas

26. Additional comments or suggestions (you may also write a letter to the chair of the Department of German Studies,
183 Goldwin Smith Hall):
nah
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Freshman Writing Seminar
Department of German Studies (183 Goldwin Smith Hall)

Course Evaluation

Instructor: E. Epstein Course:

GERST 1170.104

Semester/Year: Fall 2016

You have attended approximately 8 5 % of class meetings. Expected course grade: B 4

Circle one number in each row. Please fill out in ink. Return completed form to 183 Goldwin Smith Hall.

Student Performance. Please rate;

1.

2.

3.

4,

your own preparation for class
the quality of your participation in the discussions
the quality of other students' participation

your efforts to improve your writing

Instructor Performance. Please rate:

5.

8.

7.
8.
9.

10

11.

12.

13.
14.

15.

16.
17.
18.

19.

20.

pianning and organization

appropriateness of reading assignments in terms of
iength, difficulty, relevance

knowledge of the material

clarity in presenting the material

effectiveness in stimulating and directing discussion
. enthusiasm for the subject

effectiveness in helping you to recognize main ideas
and grasp abstract concepts

effectiveness in helping you develop coherent and
complex arguments (oral and written)

tolerance of differing opinions
responsiveness to students’ questions and comments

use of examples from texts (literature, film, style
manyal, etc.) to illustrate points

helpfulness through comments on written work
helpfulness during individual conferences

overall teaching performance

{poor)

1

i

2
2

3

3

4

4

4
4
A

b%h A
-2 OVE « O-WHN {

(excellent)
5
5

5

{excellent)

Elaborate on any of the above (5-18) and/or provide additional comments on the instructor's performance.

Cvic's entuansiasn WAL 3\&0»“\-‘ W Weat YRy OWAS (o oichh ‘Y Talle (-“"‘1)

(Do you have suggestions for improvement?)

W td  valia odete - Modimja/usca%é
lenge vVolumabl\t - Feed back Hoywn plANS

What aspects of the course did you find the most valuable and helpful; the least valuable and helpful?



21.

22,

23.

24.

25,

26.

Which reading (viewing) assignments did you consider the most valuable; least valuable? Why?

T yhowg W gL r*e_,aou'vzi as,&lgnmwts were Valuob g

How well were the reading and writing assignments integrated in the course? To what extent did the writing
assignments usefully supplement the reading and class discussion?

T odidn'y Hadwnle rha wrisng I e e I e AT e "‘N“tj ratccl

th L Lo wvi® T e msSGhM we cbith at ol M Tep oy o

Frovia  whad we- e (emvvu{vt\g (VO LG
Do you think your writing has improved? If so, how did the course promote this improvement?
Are there aspects of writing that should have been stressed more heavily?

P rwdnle v wag \'M?VO\IQ—O{- arDirg OOY‘CLL‘_\(.Q \*"Vlh“’:j %Sa&&_
W iting  ie g ema-ol cConAch v @ SAAN— Strned b0l magin V\L“‘V]g‘
L4

To what extent did this course improve your intellectual and critical abilities? How would you evaluate the
intellectual challenge of the course?

—t’b-u\‘s ALY SR \'vn\om\resk_ V\.G- {U\}«-d_o—l@hhw\ Lo (_v;h‘r_,u}
sl i) ificy |V E was  (nelfeciual™ Cko\Mxme,l:(j

Would you recommend this course to a friend? Why or why not?

Nes tou > th: B feic s e Ghiing {4

Additional comments or suggestions (you may also write a letter to the chair of the Department of German Studies,
183 Goldwin Smith Hall);
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Freshman Writing Seminar
Department of German Studies {183 Goldwin Smith Hall}
Course Evaluation

Instructor: E. Epstein Course: GERST 1170.104 Semester/Year: Fall 2016

You have attended approximately 8 g % of class meetings. Expected course grade;

Circle one number in each row. Please fill out in ink. Return completed form to 183 Goldwin Smith Hall.

Student Performance. Please rate: {poor) {excellent)
1. your own preparation for class 1 2 3 G/ 5

2. the quality of your participation in the discussions 1 2 3 C;/ 5

3. the quality of other students’ participation 1 2 3 Q 5

4, your efforts to improve your writing 1 2 3 @) 5
Instructor Performance. Please rate: {(poor} {excellent)

5. planning and corganization 1 2 3 4

6. appropriateness of reading assignments in terms of

length, difficulty, relevance 1 2 3
7. knowledge of the material 1 2 3
8. clarity in presenting the material 1 2 3
9. effectiveness in stimulating and directing discussion 1 2 3
10. enthusiasm for the subject 1 2 3

11. effectiveness in helping you to recognize main ideas
and grasp abstract concepts 1 2 3

12. effectiveness in helping you develop coherent and

complex arguments {oral and written) 1 2 3 5
13. tolerance of differing opinions 1 2 3
14. responsiveness to students' questions and comments 4 2 3 5

15. use of examples from texts (literature, film, style

©: PR - QD= -

manual, etc.} to illustrate points 1 2 3 5
18. helpfulness through comments on written work 1 2 3 5
17. helpfulness during individual conferences 1 2 3 5
18. overall teaching performance 1 2 3

19. Elaborate on any of the above (5-18) and/or provide additional comments cn the instructor's performance.

N (A

20. What aspects of the course did you find the most valuable and helpful; the least valuable and helpful?
(Do you have suggestions for improvement?) ——————c="
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21. Which reading (viewing} assignments did you consider the most valuable; least valuable? Why?

/;zy 5"-’9‘3'@'50 U’W\PW‘":?’ P—Mp—({-l-a‘m/v.‘w
WTEBRATE APLIGAMeNT (W Marx , MET2RHE , X

(Ly abont eath ph‘ﬂoaapken 2/ 4 M;uﬁ )
thinked's poasplaivg ow f pﬂeg,m-\
22. How well were the reading and writing assignments integrated in the course? To what extent did the writing
assignments usefully supplement the reading and class discussion?

B} F_EAjo.\/M%Z WELL - lNTeéP-GTEﬁ/

_ }gof/ Mo v 061 wopw;[aaﬁ/

23. Do you think your writing has improved? If so, how did the course promote this improvement?
Are there aspects of writing that should have been stressed more heavily?

7{/1// *"u‘n/\()rovewwni' {kmuﬁlﬁ {hom7k
¢ Vi aton preles i ——-

24. To what extent did this course improve your intellectual and critical abilities? How would you evaluate the
intellectual challenge of the course?

- IMP(lO\fﬁ(?/ (RUTWAL F.mmmr/wew /¢ ,chttt.kf

- LeadoNABYy Ciag vt 5 but mamymbﬂe

25. Would you recommend this course to a friend? Why or why not?

Z/Eé - VQJ'!Z/ 1‘\:’1’:&0%%»\0&7 MJWIM""@/V?

26. Additional comments or suggestions {you may also write a letter to the chair of the Department of German Studies,
183 Goldwin Smith Hall).

g ééM‘( e V7
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Freshman Writing Seminar
Department of German Studies (183 Goldwin Smith Hall)
Course Evaluation

Instructor: E. Epstein Course: GERST 1170.104 Semester/Year: Fall 2016
You have attended approximately lO{\ % of class meetings. Expected course grade: BJ‘ / A -

Circle one number in each row. Please fill outin ink. Return completed form to 183 Goldwin Smith Hall.

Student Performance. Please rate: {poor} (excellent)
1. your own preparation for class 1 2 3 Q) 5
2. the guality of your participation in the discussions 1 2 3 @ 5
3. the quality of other students’ participation 1 2 3 5
4. your efforts to improve your writing 1 2 3 @ 5
Instructor Performance. Please rate: (poor} (excellent}
5. planning and organization 1 2 3 4 {_5::
6. appropriatgness of reading assignments in terms of (”_1\
length, difficulty, relevance 1 2 3 4 " 5
7. knowledge of the material 1 2 3 4 ,:-""-5'"\
8. clarity in presenting the material 1 2 3 ( gy 5
w
9. effectiveness in stimulating and directing discussion 1 2 3 (j\ 5
10. enthusiasm for the subject 1 2 3 \ 4 {5
11. effectiveness in helping you to recognize main ideas .
and grasp abstract concepts 1 2 3 (i Y 5
12. effectiveness in helping you develop coherent and §
complex argumenits (oral and written) 1 2 3 4 / 5
13. tolerance of differing opinions 1 2 3 :? 5
14. responsiveness to students' questions and comments 1 2 3 4 {?;
15. use of examples from texts (literature, film, style -
manual, etc.) to illustrate points 1 2 3 4 B
16. helpfulness through comments cn written work 1 2 3 4 \;‘5~ ;
17. helpfulness during individual conferences 1 2 3 4 ﬁ5ﬁj§‘
18. overall teaching performance 1 2 3 4 HSJ/?

19. Elaborate on any of the above (5-18) and/or provide additional comments on the instructor's performance.
He was ves y NG S -.;.1030@-#-./
ML
20. What aspects of the course did you find the most valuable and helpful; the least valuable and helpful?
(Do you have suggestions for improvement?)

The valaable © et o 320



21,

22.

23.

24,

25,

26,

Which reading (viewing} assignments did you consider the most valuable; least valuable? Why?

ALui "--'-‘mﬁl‘ﬁ Jrfyi

H

‘J

LEAST YALLERL DS 0,‘0750\;"-(;' G Su}a'\/ufr\e e 0 LGRS

How well were the reading and writing assignments integrated in the course? To what extent did the writing
assignments usefully supplement the reading and class discussion?

Wu\ weer well inte “‘*r:fc}sﬂ\@ wv'*_'ﬁﬂﬁ
wene oclates o dhe 0G4 putlt o €

Da you think your writing has improved? If so, how did the course promote this improvement?
Are there aspects of writing that should have been stressed more heavily?

’_1': Hine M\)\C_} OV e foe (}(d St .r'nr’\‘ Pf MNE /VI/E( QbMS ("

SJ({UQ%(‘“\&\ 4 CNCJ [L.«.,.__.‘\?,';_ a AN a (‘&(Cge-ﬂ-= Ll ?Jaq?e/{- £ .'N
g o \/ , _}

é%\)\? \OVVD 4 DC if“a/a KCOL@W{VW’ 7 ﬁb AL T

A,

To what extent did this course imprave your intellectual and critica! abilities? How would you evaluate the
intellectual challenge of the course?

/\\\f\\% el se ¢ [M PR 2 W C‘ﬁ"w'Ca.f'[t'[

evaloale Hhe a  .’h;, T
W 4, Lol 87 d42cUH9/

Would you recornmend this course te a friend? Why or why not?

INTZEE 6.6{';*“9.

Additional comments or suggestions (you may also write a letter to the chair of the Department of German Studies,

183 Goldwin Smith Hal'):

Thank 4
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Freshman Writing Seminar
Department of German Studies (183 Goldwin Smith Hall)
Course Evaluation

Instructor: E. Epstein Course: GERST 1170.104 Semester/Year: Fall 2016

You have attended approximately 85/ % of class meetings. Expected course grade; %J -

Circle one number in each row. Please fill out in ink. Return completed form to 183 Goldwin Smith Hall.

Student Performance. Please rate: {poor) {excellent)
1. your cwn preparation for ¢class 1 @ 3 4 5
2. the quality of your participation in the discussions 1 2 @ 4 5
3. the quality of other students' participation 1 2 3 4 @
4. your efforts to timprove your writing 1 2 @ 4 5
Instructor Performance. Piease rate: {poor) (excellent)
5. planning and organization 1 2 3 @ 5
6. appropriateness of reading assignments in terms of
length, difficulty, relevance 1 2 3 @ 5

7. knowledge of the material 1 2 3 4 @
8. clarity in presenting the material 1 2 3 4 @
9. effectiveness in siimulating and directing discussion 1 2 3 4 @
10. enthusiasm for the subject 1 2 3 4 @
11. effectiveness in helping you to recognize main ideas

and grasp abstract concepts 1 2 3 4 @
12. effectiveness in helping you develop coherent and

complex arguments (oral and written) 1 2 3 @ 5
13. tolerance of differing opinions 1 2 3 4 @
14. responsiveness to students' questions and comments 1 2 3 4 @
15. use of examples from texts (literature, film, style

manual, etc.) to illustrate points 1 2 3 4 %
186. helpfulness through comments on written work 1 2 3 4 @
17. helpfulness during individual conferences 1 2 3 4 @/
18. overall teaching performance 1 2 3 4 @

19. Elaborate on any of the above (5-18) and/or provide additional comments on the instructor's performance.
T ‘Lv\étmu%x?v— 0y \/% JZ/“Q/L'\ILA Tua 5t M'\ff\‘&\a 9 0’(.1?'{_,{_‘11;-3 Al 3
20. What aspects of the course did you find the most valuable and helpful; the least valuable and helpful?

(Do you have suggestions for improvement?)

_ 322
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21. Which reading (viewing) assignments did you consider the most valuable; least valuable? Why?

T \{‘LM‘JVJ:) in ot [\/\NSR

22 How well were the reading and writing assignments integrated in the course? To what extent did the writing
assignments usefully supplement the reading and class discussion?

_ ) N e s
2y wey) lw-}w),nm{,a\ ity et kool o T

(A3 o)mww‘ﬂ
23. Do you think your writing has improved? If so, how did the course promote this improvement?
Are there aspects of writing that should have been stressed more heavily?
RE 'wv]‘mwo‘\ A prpuwitit 0f  sherk oSNt

Mot thekd  hert koo pned g biaily

24. To what extent did this course improve your intellectual and critical abilities? How would you evaluate the
intellectual challenge of the course?

et Tom (b”?‘“\} por Al Lo rr.—n,[,ru-[ [P S S Ve

ha ‘_la(j_ﬂl O'I‘ L PL\‘}IJS\?W

25. Would you recommend this course to a friend? Why or why not?

\9-2/7, . Testrsctor S C]"-’G'{

26. Additional comments or suggestions {(you may also write a letter to the chair of the Department of German Studies,
183 Goldwin Smith Hally.

N A
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Freshman Writing Seminar
Department of German Studies (183 Goldwin Smith Hall)
Course Evaluation

Instructor: E. Epstein Course: GERST 1170.164 Semester/Year: Fall 2016

+
You have attended approximately ¥5 9% of class meetings. Expected course grade: B

Circle one number in each row. Please fill out in ink. Return completed form to 183 Goldwin Smith Hall.

Student Performance. Please rate: {poor) {excellent)
1. your own preparation for class 1 2 3 5
2. the quality of your participation in the discussions 1 @ 3 5

&
4
3. the quality of other students' participation 1 2 3 5
4

4. your efforts to improve your writing 1 2 @ 5
Instructor Performance. Please rate: {poor) {excellent)
5. planning and organization 1 2 3 5
6. appropriateness of reading assignments in terms of <7
length, difficulty, relevance 1 2 3 ((i/ 5
7. knowledge of the material 1 2 3 4 CS//
P
8. clarity in presenting the material 1 2 3 w 5
9. effectiveness in stimulating and directing discussion 1 2 3 4 (_(y
i
10. enthusiasm for the subject 1 2 3 4 5)
N
11. effectiveness in helping you to recognize main ideas AT
and grasp abstract concepts 1 2 3 é/f 5
12, effectiveness in helping you develop coherent and “
complex arguments {oral and written) 1 2 3 4 5
13. tolerance of differing opinions 1 2 3 4
14. responsiveness to students' questions and comments 1 2 3 4 5/
15. use of examples from texts (literature, film, style
manual, etc.} to illustrate points 1 2 3 4 .5
~
16. helpfuiness through comments on written work 1 2 3 &/ 5
17. helpfulness during individual conferences 1 2 3 4 C}E)
18. overail teaching performance 1 2 3 4 @

19. Elaborate on any of the above (5-18) and/or provide additional commenis on the instructor's performance.

20. What aspects of the course did you find the maost valuable and helpful; the least valuable and helpful?
{Do you have suggestions for improvement?)
M VA\WLL(_,— B uw?%v-.a ,R {.l/\:\qmi ;M’S,Z%ra““"‘k;ﬂg af E\pm&.ﬂv‘\ N\ , rT—W'\‘{' ol ‘ahw\M
leakt valwele 1 Aste /



21. Which reading (viewing) assignments did you consider the most valuable; least valuable? Why?

e (‘lo\}wkgn Vitamd Sw w}\;a_\.lw') e N\\Q‘\‘tﬂll.nr_, - welwadle
Lee W OL\,L-L, fam = Lot

22 How well were the reading and writing assignments integrated in the course? To what extent did the writing
assignments usefully supplement the reading and class discussion?

V!«a wart u-.vt’v‘ma

23. Do you think your writing has improved? If so, how did the course promote this improvement?
Are there aspects of writing that should have been stressed more heavily?

‘dq‘ k\(\-l AN Batad Fedl e ‘.A' i@‘“-‘--ﬁj \.»\.l..\-?ﬂ.s‘,‘ {‘\"V‘ ““Q ?“".”&.' ﬁ?\’_ M\.—l.h!fh’f\. )
ut‘aw-‘.ﬂn .| n,Lq,r-\'-\-.a_

24. To what extent did this course improve your intellectual and critical abilities? How would you evaluate the
intellectual challenge of the course?

I ﬂ-w«\-ak Aowe Glr Wevrel. *-\'wé NN me :"f'i A \"“‘7'“"\ Pk e s C
T ﬂ-\‘!r\«"‘ L in = S ‘( £ onya \f‘
C < RS

A

25. Would you recommend this course to a friend? Why or why not?

ds vy

26. Additional comments or suggestions {you may also write a letter to the chair of the Department of German Studies,
183 Goldwin Smith Hall):

Lo
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Freshman Writing Seminar
Department of German Studies (183 Goldwin Smith Hall)
Course Evaluation

Instructor: E. Epstein Course: GERST 1170.104 Semester/Year: Fall 2016

You have attended approximately 39 % of class meetings. Expected course grade: __§ *

Circle one number in each row. Please fill out in ink. Return completed form to 183 Goldwin Smith Hall.

Student Performance. Please rate: (poor) {(excellent)
1. your own preparation for class 1 gl 3 4 5
2. the quality of your participation in the discussions 1 /}) 3 4 5
3. the quality of other students' participation 1 2 3 4 5
4. your efforts to improve your writing 1 2 ) 4 5
Instructor Performance. Please rate: {poor) (excellent)
5. planning and organization 1 2 (’?&) 4 5
6. appropriateness of reading assignments in terms of
length, difficulty, relevance 1 2 3 4} 5

7. knowledge of the material 1 2 3 4 [5)
8. clarity in presenting the material 1 2 3 "I)\ 5
9. effectiveness in stimulating and directing discussion 1 é) 3 4 5
10. enthusiasm for the subject 1 2 3 4 5N
11. effectiveness in helping you to recognize main ideas

and grasp abstract concepts 1 2 3 . 4\,! 5
12. effectiveness in helping you develop coherent and ~

complex arguments (cral and written) 1 2 73 4 5
13. tolerance of differing opinions 1 2 3 . 5
14. responsiveness to students' questions and comments 1 2 3) 4 5
15. use of examples from texts (literature, film, style _

manual, etc.} to illustrate points 1 2 3 4 5
16. helpfulness through comments on written work 1 2 r@ 4 5
17. helpfulness during individual conferences 1 2 3 ( 4 5
18. overall teaching performance 1 2 3 ﬁﬁ 5

19. Elaborate on any of the above (5-18) and/or provide additional comments on the instructor's performance.

PN

20. What aspects of the course did you find the most vaiuable and helpful, the least valuable and helpful?
(Do you have suggestions for improvement?}
e dhad Are 326



21.

22,

23.

24.

25.

26.

Which reading {viewing) assignments did you consider the most valuable; least valuable? Why?

How well were the reading and writing assignments integrated in the course? To what extent did the writing
assignments usefully suppiement the reading and class d|scu33|on‘?

7, _,.,\. - Sr - r,ﬁ\a,ﬁ.a b,

Do you think your writing has improved? If so, how did the course promote this improvement?
Are there aspects of writing that should have been stressed more heavily?

it

To what extent did this course improve your inteflectual and critical abilities? How would you evaluate the
intellectual challenge of the course?

Would you recommend this course to a friend? Why or why not?

1 .3
7’{"r A

i

Additional comments or suggestions {you may also write a letter to the chair of the Department of German Studies,

183 Goldwin Smith Hall):

327

-



Freshman Writing Seminar
Department of German Studies (183 Goldwin Smith Hall)
Course Evaluation

Instructor; E. Epstein Course; GERST 1170.104 Semester/Year: Fall 2016

You have attended approximately _L0 U 9 of class meetings. Expected course grade: A=

Circle one number in each row. Please fill out in ink. Return completed form to 183 Goldwin Smith Hall.

Student Performance. Please rate: {poor) (excellent)
1. your own preparation for class 1 @ 3 4 5

2. the quality of your participation in the discussions 1 @ 3 4 6

3. the guality of other students' participation 1 2 @ 4 B

4. your efforts to improve your writing 1 2 3 5
Instructor Performance. Please rate: (poor) {excellent)

5. planning and organization 1 2 3 @ 5

6. appropriateness of reading assignments in terms of

length, difficulty, relevance 1 2 @ 4
7. knowledge of the material 1 2 3 @
8. clarity in presenting the material 1 2 3
9. effectiveness in stimulating and directing discussion 1 2 @ 4
10. enthusiasm for the subject 1 2 3 @

11. effectiveness in helping you to recognize main ideas

and grasp abstract concepts 1 2 3 4
12. effectiveness in heiping you develop coherent and

complex argumenits (oral and written) 1 2 3 @
13. tolerance of differing opinions 1 2 3 4
14. responsiveness to students’ questions and comments 1 2 3 4

15. use of examples from texts {literature, film, style

. BOB B9 G v w .-

manual, etc.) to illustrate points 1 2 3 4
18. helpfulness through comments on written work 1 2 3 4
17. helpfulness during individual conferences 1 2 3 4
18. overall teaching performance 1 2 3 @

19. Elaborate on any of the above (5-18) and/or provide additional comments on the instructor's performance.

Tnduvidual conderepi s oere Lxfcumay halp bl - ued 1y dorngre.

20. What#2pects of the course did you find the most valuable and helpful; the least valuable and helpful?
{Do you have suggestions for improvement?)

Mod veluedde- Wﬂ-\w\ﬂbd&fw 328
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21. Which reading (viewing) assignments did you consider the most valuable; least valuable? Why?

Most v akuodde eeud

Least vaduads (g Nied zs oA

22. How well were the reading and writing assignments integrated in the course? To what extent did the writing
assignments usefully supplement the reading and class discussion?

s P’U/‘*UW% A Ak Lwe e u-’#v-r{ﬁvx-%. ARy fj ninrents oo

Fhey wwere M@;S.‘H{) redovend f Hao acsfaywwf VU\QL’W

23. Do you think your writing has improved? If so, how did the course promote this improvement?
Are there aspects of writing that should have been stressed more heavily?

Jes. L Huowie T osrnsd bocoto wnte more.
‘/LZQ'/LZ' &U}Q‘ s g M@VMI%_M Wm

24. To what extent did this course improve your intellectual and critical abilities? How would you evaluate the
intellectual challenge of the course?

s cowse was /?rm(g,» :mfc&’pc%% sh nradaing
dheg +ha S geesr Lot LA ek

25. Would you recommend this course to a friend? Why or why not?

Nes Eupe is auesone.
{

26. Additional comments or suggestions (you may also write a letter to the chair of the Department of German Studies,
183 Goldwin Smith Hall):
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Freshman Writing Seminar
Department of German Studies (183 Goldwin Smith Hall)
Course Evaluation

Instructor: E. Epstein Course: GERST 1170.104 Semester/Year: Fall 2016

—
You have attended approximately CIU % of class meetings. Expected course grade: o 8 a

Circle one number in each row. Please fill out in ink. Return completed form to 183 Goldwin Smith Hall.

Student Performance. Please rate: {poor) {excellent)
1. your own preparation for class 1 2 3 D 5

2. the quality of your participation in the discussicns 1 2 3 @ H

3. the quality of other students' participation 1 2 3 éf; 5

4. your efforts to improve your writing 1 2 @ 4 5
Instructor Performance. Please rate: {poor) {excellent)

5. planning and organization 1 2 3 4

6. appropriateness of reading assignments in terms of

-@gifﬁculty, relevance 1 2 @ =2

7. knowledge of the material 1 2 3 4
8. clarity in presenting the material 1 2 3 4
9. effectiveness in stimulating and directing discussion 1 2 3 L
10. enthusiasm for the subject 1 2 3 @
11. effectiveness in helping you to recognize main ideas

and grasp abstract concepts 1 2 3 4
12. effectiveness in helping you develep coherent and

complex arguments {oral and written)} 1 2 3 4
13. tolerance of differing opinions 1 2 3 4
14. responsiveness 1o students’ questions and comments 1 2 3 4

15. use of examples from texts (literature, film, style

0o > ORYE f - - pf- b

manual, etc.) to illustrate points 1 2 3 4
16. helpfulness through comments on written work 1 2 3 4
17. helpfulness during individual conferences 1 2 3 4
18. overall teaching performance 1 2 3 4

19, Elaborate on any of the above (5-18) and/or provide additional comments on the instructor's performance.
H{ E’M"S 'L;Ji’\-'*j' he s m!bt‘j about Ga Moy Hhe wekenat 3
not s el Prepores Al Rur dlas s

20. What aspects of the course did you find the most valuable and helpful; the least valuable and helpful?
{Do you have suggestions for improvement?)

330
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21. Which reading (viewing) assignments did you consider the most valuable; least valuable? Why?
' ke Lped e

Hoane e P etic ons
He\’sflow'fg . H’ Haalr N {or abot  gueats CrEa ot L
) o
Mythiy &y Mary Pwden T  pred T 0w like  the poen.
el D

22. How weli were the reading and writing assignments integrated in the course? To what extent did the writing
assignments usefully supplement the reading and class discussion?

!L& Fw‘fj N’b WDH‘:? O3 Praments L,,f.f( e 1 fafeyru l‘f';
F‘h.«.«.: cJ/ ’b{\-“

i nh +i|{ ALY, wc SFC':')" Al f-,f‘l-c ) K P {- j:':;

b'.C_) 3.
23. Do you think your writing has improved? If so, how did the course promote this improvement?
Are there aspects of writing that should have been stressed more heavily?

J: Hunk oy wﬁhj hes  jmpeved Tl Lewe P{'b.v\.n,‘-cj Hhe

MY Ansnen
g r mv»_\jk Lnealt iAnferalmen bl

24. To what extent did this course improve your intellectual and critical abilities? How would you evaluate the
intellectual challenge of the course?

I {6 Some Loha b o B f,mk,l jorginag~- The.
W &

snkellectnat dwlw S p ES

25. Would you recommend this course to a friend? Why or why not?

1
/f) . nc i & 3’1"&1" .-‘Afh’hch.)-"'-

26. Additional comments or suggestions (you may also write a letter to the chair of the Department of German Studies,
183 Goldwin Smith Hall):

Nore o Fr.
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STUDENT EVALUATIONS

MINDS AND MACHINES
Spring 2017

Principal Instructor: Will Starr
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Cornell University

Course Evaluation Response Summary

Semester: Spring 2017 Course Owner: PHIL
Course: PHIL 2621 LEC 001 CID: 8821
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Instructor: Starr/EpsteinTAOne/PaskellTATwo
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You are asked to respond to the following questions, in as objective a spirit as possible, in order to help the instructor to evaluate his/her

performance and improve it in the future.

Please use the following rating scale for questions 5 - 19, and again for questions 21-28, which pertain to the TAs for the class, and for 29-31 for

the TA and/or lecture (rating items as not useful -> useful).
RATING SCALE

1= Strongly Disagree

2= Disagree

3= Neutral

4= Agree

5= Strongly Agree

OR

1) Not at all useful

2) Slightly useful

3) Neutral

4) Useful

5) Very useful

For question 32, there are 3 choices - YES/Neutral/No.
Thank you!

Question

Mean

StDevP

Count

NO1. Class Year
1) Freshman 2) Sophomore 3) Junior 4) Senior 5) Graduate

2.61

1.24

44

11

11

12

NO02. Status of this class in your program
1) Major 2) Elective 3) Other degree/major requirement 4) Uncertain

2.23

0.79

44

17

NO03. Based on 100% completion of assignments and attendance, rate the amount of
effort you put into this course

1) Almost none 2) Slightly below required amount 3) Required Amount 4) More than
required

3.00

0.85

44

21

NO04. What grade do you expect in this course
1)A or passing 2) B 3) C 4) D 5) F or failing

1.47

0.84

43

29

11

NOS. Instructor was well prepared
1) Strongly Disagree

2) Disagree

3) Neutral

4) Agree

5) Strongly Agree

4.28

0.87

43

18

20

NO06. Instructor presented course material in a clear and effective manner
1) Strongly Disagree

2) Disagree

3) Neutral

4) Agree

5) Strongly Agree

435

0.83

43

16

22

NO7. Instructor's presentations were stimulating and held my interest
1) Strongly Disagree

2) Disagree

3) Neutral

4) Agree

5) Strongly Agree

3.83

0.81

42

22

NO8. The instructor covered a sufficient amount of course material
1) Strongly Disagree

2) Disagree

3) Neutral

4) Agree

5) Strongly Agree

4.33

0.88

43

19

21

NO09. The instructor presented the course material in an organized manner
1) Strongly Disagree

2) Disagree

3) Neutral

4) Agree

5) Strongly Agree

333

431

0.83

42

20




Cornell University

Course Evaluation Response Summary

Semester: Spring 2017 Course Owner: PHIL
Course: PHIL 2621 LEC 001 CID: 8821
Title: Minds and Machines

Instructor: Starr/EpsteinTAOne/PaskellTATwo
45 Responses, 81 Enrolled, 55.56% Response

N10. The instructor's grades were appropriate for the quality of work submitted
1) Strongly Disagree

2) Disagree

3) Neutral

4) Agree

5) Strongly Agree

3.62

1.19

42

20

N11. The instructor's comments on written work were thorough and instructive
1) Strongly Disagree

2) Disagree

3) Neutral

4) Agree

5) Strongly Agree

3.67

1.13

39

17

N12. The instructor was responsive in discussing course related materials outside of
class

1) Strongly Disagree

2) Disagree

3) Neutral

4) Agree

5) Strongly Agree

4.06

0.95

35

14

N13. The course topic was interesting and thought provoking
1) Strongly Disagree

2) Disagree

3) Neutral

4) Agree

5) Strongly Agree

437

0.91

43

15

24

N14. Based on the course level and prerequisites, the difficulty level of this course
was suitable

1) Strongly Disagree

2) Disagree

3) Neutral

4) Agree

5) Strongly Agree

3.84

0.95

44

12

N15. The amount of required reading for this course was appropriate
1) Strongly Disagree

2) Disagree

3) Neutral

4) Agree

5) Strongly Agree

3.95

0.92

42

20

N16. The amount of written work (papers, exams, etc.) for this course was appropriate
1) Strongly Disagree

2) Disagree

3) Neutral

4) Agree

5) Strongly Agree

4.11

0.90

44

21

N17. The amount of discussion that occurred in class was adequate
1) Strongly Disagree

2) Disagree

3) Neutral

4) Agree

5) Strongly Agree

3.79

1.13

43

19

N18. The student discussion that occurred in the course was valuable
1) Strongly Disagree

2) Disagree

3) Neutral

4) Agree

5) Strongly Agree
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N19. Overall, this course met my expectations
1) Strongly Disagree

2) Disagree

3) Neutral

4) Agree

5) Strongly Agree

3.82

1.02

44

10

16

13

N20. PLEASE ANSWER THE NEXT SERIES OF QUESTIONS FOR THE TAs.

YOU MAY ENTER SPECIFIC FEEDBACK FOR INDIVIDUAL TAs in the TEXT SECTION at the
end of the questionnaire.

Please estimate the percentage of discussion section meetings you have attended

1) 0-25%

2) 25-50%

3) 50-75%

4) 75-100%

1.50

0.90

14

10

N21. The teaching assistant/s was/were well prepared.
1) Strongly Disagree

2) Disagree

3) Neutral

4) Agree

5) Strongly Agree

3.85

0.90

20

11

N22. The teaching assistant/s reviewed course material in a clear and effective manner.
1) Strongly Disagree

2) Disagree

3) Neutral

4) Agree

5) Strongly Agree

3.79

1.05

19

N23. The teaching assistants' discussions were stimulating and held my interest.
1) Strongly Disagree

2) Disagree

3) Neutral

4) Agree

5) Strongly Agree

3.72

0.98

18

N24. The teaching assistant/s reviewed a sufficient amount of course material.
1) Strongly Disagree

2) Disagree

3) Neutral

4) Agree

5) Strongly Agree

3.82

1.04

17

N25. The teaching assistant/s reviewed course material in an organized manner.
1) Strongly Disagree

2) Disagree

3) Neutral

4) Agree

5) Strongly Agree

3.82

1.04

17

N26. The teaching assistants' grades were appropriate for the quality of work submitted.
1) Strongly Disagree

2) Disagree

3) Neutral

4) Agree

5) Strongly Agree

3.57

1.32

28

N27. The teaching assistant's comments on written work were thorough and instructive.
1) Strongly Disagree

2) Disagree

3) Neutral

4) Agree

5) Strongly Agree
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N28. The teaching assistant/s was/were responsive in discussing course related materials
outside of section.

1) Strongly Disagree

2) Disagree

3) Neutral

4) Agree

5) Strongly Agree

3.95

1.07

20

N29. If you had a TA draft meeting for Essay 1 or 2, how useful was it?
1) Not at all useful

2) Slightly useful

3) Neutral

4) Useful

5) Very useful

4.10

0.99

20

N30. ADDITIONAL QUESTIONS regarding the LECTURE PORTION:

How useful were the discussion postings for engaging with your classmates?
1) Not at all useful

2) Slightly useful

3) Neutral

4) Useful

5) Very useful

1.19

41

12

N31. How useful were the discussion postings for engaging with the class material?
1) Not at all useful

2) Slightly useful

3) Neutral

4) Useful

5) Very useful

2.55

0.67

38

25

N32. Was the 75 minute format too long?
1) YES

2) Neutral

3)NO

2.23

0.90

40

16
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CO01. What were the major strengths of this course?

32437.

Very interesting topic

32421.

Intertering material

32397.

material was very interesting though sometimes a bit tedious.

32379.

The order of material made the whole semester flow cohesively from one concept to the next; the inherent interest of minds made even

abstract philosophical constructions worth parsing.

32451.

interesting topic and discussions

32422.

N/A

32445.

the course material was very interesting and it was structured in a very organized manner

32414.

That it was amazingly fun, super interesting, and well taught. One of my favorite courses at Cornell!

32389.

Interesting content.

32419.

The interdisciplinary speech helped me learn a lot about several different fields.

32376.

The subject matter (and relevancy to our world today)

32449.

interesting topic

32382.

The course subject.

32406.

Interesting subject material.

32439.

Interesting course material and readings.

32410.

The ability to gain an understanding of what exactly a computer is and how the mind might be similar to such a machine.

32447.

It is very inspiring and, in fact, provides another way of thinking for me. Also it introduces the idea of Al to me, which is very

interesting and changes my former opinion a lot.

32380. The topic is interesting and the readings were engaging.

32423. Fascinating subject material

32403. I'm just going to note here that I wanted to put 5 on the second to last question but only 1-3 showed up as options.

32371. The breadth yet depth of concepts covered.

32434. The material itself is fascinating, and the discussion posts were a good way to engage the material.

32436. Good prof

32398. Discussion posting allowed students to communicate with others students and discuss ideas.

32390. The topics covered are pretty interesting and thought-provoking; instructor really know the stuff

32442. Organized lectures

32415. When students participated and got to interact with what was going on in class, the classes were much more engaging. Writing on

chalkboard is more effective than using powerpoint slides, since on chalkboard students can affect what you write and really get involved,
instead of class just being a lecture, which doesn't work well for philosophy and made me less excited about philosophy.
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C02. What were the major weaknesses of this course?

32437. Lecture feels really long

32421. None

32397. Discussion sections would be helpful to have to allow for time to discuss potentially confusing topics

32379. Discussion postings - I'd have preferred additional essays or alternative assignments instead of mere discussion postings; most of the
time the boards just seemed to be freedom-of-association that people posted because they had to for the points.

32451. sometimes instructions for assignments were not clear (essay 1)

32422. N/A

32414. No major weaknesses. Only minor weakness is that discussion posting didn't seem to have much incentive to interact with others. My
suggestion would be to have students alternate between weeks where they make their own posts and where they comment on others.

32389. Strange and unintuitive expectations for essays.

32419. The fact that all major written assignments were graded using a rigid rubric that required mere regurgitation of the lecture material and
no original thought made it feel like this class was pandering to the CS/econ/stats (i.e. non-philosophy) majors in it.

32376. 1 found the discussion posts to be tedious and not particularly helpful/effective.

32449. not very interactive

32384. too much material, not enough specifics, would've been nice to concentrate on particular subjects rather than cover a little bit of
everything

also for a humanities course, the beginning of the course was too scientific

32382. The course was too scientific at times.

32406. The readings. So Long.

32439. Some readings were very difficult and dry.

32410. Dry lectures at times that felt like mere summaries of the readings - no interesting spin on things in lecture.

32447. The reading material sometimes is quite hard. Therefore, sometimes the concept is hard to understand, and the correlation between
different concepts is hard to build.

32380. Almost always began late. Often ended early. It really doesn't need to be 75 minutes. I feel like we often skirted over some of the most
major issues involved with a problem. Arguments usually did not seem rigorous in the way they were presented in class.

32423. Grading of essay #1

32371. Essay draft discussions were too short.

32434, 1 absolutely HATED the way the papers were graded. They are graded on a rubric that is entirely different from the prompt, and it is
essentially a guessing game as to what is on the rubric, plus if you miss one thing on the rubric you could lose ~15 points on the paper,
meaning an otherwise perfect paper is now an 85 or so. For example, the prompt will say "name an example of XYZ" where we have
discussed 6 different examples in class. However, the rubric will be looking for exactly one of those examples, and if you don't put that one,
you lose 15 points on your paper. I think the separate rubric should be done away with entirely, and the papers should be graded based on how
well they answered the prompt, even if it wasn't the exact answer the teacher is looking for. Philosophy, in my view, should be all about
looking for different/creative answers to problems, rather than simply grading based on a checklist of what the professor thinks the answer
should be. This one aspect really ruined an otherwise enjoyable class for me.

32398. The grading rubrics and schematics seemed a little unreasonable in certain aspects.

32390. Sometimes it's hard to focus for an entire 75 minutes

32442. Posts were meant to get students to discuss, might have worked better in actual discussion section where we could debate

32415. Not enough in class discussion when powerpoint slides were used.

Did not like coverage of free will. Simply going over what terms philosophers use is not very thought provoking.
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C03. What aspects of the instructor's performance in the course did you like?

32437. Well organized, clear objectives for essays and assignments

32421. Clicker quiz is life

32379. Professor Starr knew the material very well, and worked hard to get students engaged in spite of the larger lecture format. His
integration of multimedia (videos, photos, etc.) was very helpful in understanding some of the concepts.

32451. discussion posts and journals are thoughtful ways to engage with material

32422. N/A

32445. He was very into the material and had thought provoking lectures given with enthusiasm

32414. Really beautiful PowerPoints, excellent speaking manner, great job at keeping even the dry stuff interesting

32389. Personable and engaging.

32419. He constantly encouraged audience discussion during lectures.

32376. Integration of relevant examples into the lectures. Also, the journal posts.

32449. engaging speaker

32382. Professor Starr is a brilliant orator.

32406. Really engaging and took our views and explained and used them quite well.

32439. The informative slides and engaging lectures were good.

32410. clear presentation of material.

good video content at times.

32447. The instructor is very knowledgable, and provides very strong background information about the material, which makes the class very
valuable.

32380. He's a good speaker, and usually gave fairly unbiased presentations of differing points of view.

32423. His engaging personality. Kept class light and quick.

32403. Engaging lecturer

32371. His loud voice and clear lecture slides with emphasis on key concepts.

32434. Good knowledge of the material.

32436. He was engaging.

32398. Engages with students during lecture

32390. The way the instructor presented class material and related previous topics with ongoing ones are great! Short videos are also helpful
for understanding the topics

32442. willingness to answer questions
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C04. What would you recommend to improve the instructor's performance in this course?

32421. None

32379. Nothing comes to mind.

32451. more engagement in class

32422. N/A

32445. Give more thought experiments - I really liked those (like the mary's room and philosophical zombie)
32389. Switch to powerpoint.

32419. Be on time more often and don't repeat ideas so much in the lecture slides.

32449. less time reviewing reading, harder quizzes so people actually read the material

32384. less slides/powerpoint

32382. Don't read off the slides as often.

32406. Not much.

32439. Shorter lectures could improve the quality.

32410. Try make lectures more than a pure summary of the readings.

32447. 1t would be better if the instructor can make the correlation between different concepts more explicitly. Or give big picture more

clearly, since there are so many concepts.

32380.
those.

The last two lectures where the chalk board was used instead of slides were a lot more engaging and didn't start late, so I preferred

32423.

Shorten the time period.

32371.

I don't see any drastic changes to make to improve the instructor's performance.

32434.

Besides paper grading, the professor missed a few lectures which was kind of weird. The TAs' lectures weren't nearly as good

(understandably), which threw off the course a little.

32436.

Learn how to mediate discussions a little better. He did a good job, but there were a few times where he had trouble getting the class

back on track.

32398.

Was late to class quite often.
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C05. Please comment on how helpful and interesting you found the required reading and how well it served its purpose in
the course.

32437. Very helpful and interesting, prepared me well to think about the subject

32421. Reading can be hard sometimes, but most of time is reasonable

32379. The reading was interesting, when I could do it, but there was a ton in the context of having other classes. Often I needed to do a
skim-read just to (hopefully) get quiz points.

32451. it was very interesting, sometimes very dense -- but professor does a good job explaining it in the course

32422. N/A

32445. The readings were interesting but sometimes a bit long so I would get bit bored and not want to read the entire article

32414. Most of the readings were really interesting and fun to read. Some of them were maybe a bit hard to read (Millikan for example).

32389. Was always relevant and generally helpful.

32419. It was an appropriate amount and skill level.

32376. The readings ranged from engaging/exciting to quite tiresome. Generally, though, I found the readings to be interesting and pertained
to the lectures.

32449. very helpful

32384. very interesting

32406. Really interesting, but also long.

32439. The readings were generally very useful.

32410. Good readings

32447. It's very interesting, but sometimes it's a little overwhelmed and hard to understand.

32380. It was useful and interesting, but you didn't actually need to do the reading for the quizzes. The quizzes were way too easy!

32423. 1t was helpful and interesting, but I felt sometimes things were repetitive.

32403. It was helpful to come to lecture having done the reading as lots of the lectures were clarifications and expansions of the material from
the readings.

32371. They helped me gain a brief background of the concept we were going to learn in class. Sometimes, the readings were very dense and
long.

32434. The readings were great, introduced a lot of really cool material.

32398. Readings were interesting. But

32390. They are pretty interesting and not too hard to read. Maybe could also include some more application side of the theory?

32442. Very useful, explained a lot of concepts and introduced new viewpoints
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C06. Other comments/suggestions for the instructor?

32421. None

32379. Nothing else.

32422. N/A

32414. Just a quality of life suggestion: the readings on the syllabus are numbered so that it fits within the table. I think it would be easier if
those numbers were also in the titles of the readings posted on blackboard just so you can find them easier

32389. Nope.

32406. N/A

32447. In all, I really like the class.

32423. Review your grading standard.

32371. If some passages of the reading were made clearer (they were being made clear in lecture, just a bit more could be useful) in lecture,
that would be great!

32434. Yea I kind of covered it with my rant, but either change the way the papers are graded or make the papers not worth 55% of your final
grade or, ideally, both.

32442. 1 would have put a 4 for "How useful were the discussion postings for engaging with the class material?" but for some reason only
options 1-3 showed up

342



Cornell University

Course Evaluation Response Summary

Semester: Spring 2017 Course Owner: PHIL
Course: PHIL 2621 LEC 001 CID: 8821
Title: Minds and Machines

Instructor: Starr/EpsteinTAOne/PaskellTATwo
45 Responses, 81 Enrolled, 55.56% Response

C07. PLEASE ANSWER THE NEXT SERIES OF QUESTIONS FOR THE TAs. Please be specific as you can be. What
aspects of the teaching assistant/s' performance in the section did you like?

32421. None

32379. 1 didn't attend section - unable to comment.

32422. N/A

32445. 1 liked that they held essay review sessions

32389. No section.

32419. They were very approachable and accommodating if meeting times didn't work out.

32384.n/a

32406. really helpful comments.

32447. The TA is very helpful, and help me understand the concept better, since he always listens to my opinion, and gives specific response
to me.

32380. We didn't have section meetings.

32423.n/a

32371. Their efforts to break the concepts down into understandable terms.

32398. Was able to run the classes and involved in discussion
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C08. What changes in the teaching assistant/s' conduct of section would you recommend?

32421. None

32379. 1 didn't attend section - unable to comment

32422. N/A

32389. No section.

32384.n/a

32406. More times

32447. No

32380. I think it would be a good idea to have discussions.

32423. maybe more outreach to students.

32403. I really would have liked to have a TA meeting on the second essay but the limited days the office hours were available conflicted with
a large projects due dates in another class and the office hours for it so I had no chance to do so. I think more spread out OH for the essays
would be much better.

32371. More organization and more time.

32434, See: paper grading rant. The TAs themselves grade the paper, although my issue is more with the professor for establishing the terrible
method of grading than the TAs who obviously had to follow that system.

32398. More open to essay grading. "Rubric" was harsh and many points were missed despite them being ther
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C09. Other comments/suggestions? Please be specific as to which TA.

32421. None

32379. 1 didn't attend section - unable to comment

32422. N/A

32389. None.

32384.n/a

32406. N/A

32447. No

32380. I think TA Epstein's comments and questions in lecture were often elucidating and intriguing.

32423. Eric is a nice guy. Though I did come to office hours once and he wasn't there. helpful overall.

32371. If essay draft sessions were longer, that would be good. Mr. Epstein was really clear and insightful. Mr. Paskell was also insightful.

32390. I went to Matt's TA meeting for essay 1 and Eric's for essay 2. Both are very helpful and did a great job clarifying my confusions and
presenting the material!
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BOO6 Rate the clarity of the examples used. O0% OO0% 27% O 0% 310% 1033% 1550% 30 620 0
1234567
Rate the effectiveness of the instructor's
B008 definitions of terms, concepts, and 000% 3% 00 27 2/ 7% 1033% 1550% 30 617 O - _.
principles. 1234567
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BO10 zﬁtgem'”i;?:r: SS ::(Ijl 'C'(;‘n:‘rf‘,l“e‘:t'gg O 0% U3% OO0% O0% 413% 7/23% 1860% 30 633 0  _
q ) 1234567

Rate the instructor's pacing of lectures and

e presentations to allow for note taking.

000% 00 3% 1/3% 4/13% 4/13% 2067% 30 637 O _J
1234567

o1 Raetheeifectivenessof theinstructorasa oy o 17 305 17 398471/ 3%  517% 9/30% 1343% 30 597 0O
classroom leader. 1534867



Rate the effectiveness of the instructor as a

B013 O 0% 3% 2 7% 310% 310% 7/23% 14/47% 30 583 0
Speaker.
1234567
Bo14 Réte theinstructor's skill in organizing 3% 0/ 0% 0 0% 13% 620% 7723% 1550% 30 607 O
classroom activities. -
1234567
pois Raetheinsuctorsskillinusngavaiety o o000 3% U 3%  72% T2% 1447% 30 607 0 g
of teaching methods.

1234567
University Open Ended Items
Open1l What helped you learn in this course?

the teacher

Homework really forced me to learn the material when | wanted to be lazy and not read.

the set up of the course was very easy for me to understand and the professor made it very flexible for me.

how to think logically without fallacy

The groupwork that we did in class gave us the opportunity to discuss the topics together and get as many perspectives as possible.
Videos & picturesin class. Class discussions

The instructor was very forgiving and always there to help the students. Tried to |earn everyone's name making a great learning environment

Dr. Epstein's use of a planner that was attached to the syllabus, which included the lesson plan, assignments, and other important information, helped me learn
because | was able to use it to organize the class better.

Clarity of examples and in class discussions. Exam packets and discussion board helped.
Lectures related to real life applications.

The study guides and independent work that was given to us was very helpful for my own knowledge. Also, the extra credit offered was very helpful and the level of
understanding from the professor was also helpful.

| thought his homework's were very helpful and the way he posted study guides were very helpful.

The lectures taught everything that was needed on the exams and quizzes.

the professor

homework

The examples that Dr. Epstein used were flawless and really helped me relate the material to everyday situations which is beneficial for the way that | learn.

Professor Epstein's teaching style helped me learn the most, more than any other factor. He is enthusiastic, informative, and knowledgeable. Could not recommend
more highly.

The professor's lectures and the homework assignments.

Theinstructor used various methods to make sure the students were able to |earn the subjects that were being presented, realizing that not everyone learnsin the
same method. This ranged from pictures, videos, readings to skits. | also felt something that was very effective was the explanation of why this information is
important and to what field it pertained to heavily. | felt something that also helped me learn in this class was the relaxed and understanding manner the professor
used. He understood that in some cases the questions were not fair and actively tried to understand if the questions were fair to ask.The professor also realized that
not all students perform well on test/exams and attempted to make other ways for the students to gain points.

The visua images and the information that the instructor wrote on the board helped me learn in this course. He did | great job answering questions and trying to get
the entire class involved. We aso did numerous group activities where we paired up and answered questions and brainstormed about topics and definitions.

Professor Epstein posted his lessons online, and | think that helped quite a lot, especially with studying for quizzes/exams.

Dr. Epstein was just such a nice and understanding professor who took lots of time out of his day to ensure we understood the material taught in class. He had many
office hours, let students have extensions on work if needed and really created an environment that i was not afraid to approach the professor.

in class discussion

Studying for and taking the LSAT before | took this course. This course was highly redundant for me.

Videos, class discussions, lectures, and other activities. There was a large variety of teaching methods used in this course.
Clear instructions. And great formatting of tests and study guides were a great help.

The professor was very clear and structured in what was required.

The lecture notes helps alot.

Open 2  What changes would improve your learning?

| would not make any changes

| felt that in some cases the homework did not pertain to the subjects we were learning in the classroom. The rigid format of the homework did not work with the
lecture-style he was using. Perhaps choosing different questionsin certain cases gggpking his own questions could have worked better.

| think it would have been more helpful to get explanations that were more clear. Sometimes | felt the class material was explained too quickly and there were
awkward moments where we were expected to smoothly answer a question.



To improve this course | would add more real life visual image examples that would relate to the topics more. Some topics were boring and dense and if they had
been spiced up relating them to entertaining examples it would have been better.

More application to rea life examples like the news or maybe tv/movies

Dr. Epstein is really understanding in giving students every opportunity to get both a good grade and how to understand the course material, though | fed asiif
sometimes his explanations of topics do not provide further clarification from the textbook.

Nothing. Was a great, clear, fun class.

Better handwriting on the chalkboard from the professors end.

| would maybe have some more videos that related the concepts learned to real life situations.
Additional Readings.

Make lectures more dynamic. Encourage debates and maybe devote a few class periods to interesting topics for debate.
Nothing, great class!

more open discussions on philosophical topics

none, class was good

handwriting

More interaction with peers

Maybe better handwriting.

None

No group activities. Better explanations. DEFINITELY use of a different book. The Critical Thinking textbook is so superfluous and overexplains everything for no
reason. It also uses different terms than the standard in arguments. | suggest using A Rulebook for Arguments by Weston. Much shorter, to the point, super useful. |
didn't gain anything from the books assigned in this class.Also, while Dr. Epstein was very kind and seems like a great guy, in my humble opinion as someone who
has already undergone rigorous philosophical work in and about arguments and rhetoric, he poorly explained alot and in some cases had no good answer to a
question about the difference between one version of the book's rhetoric and another.

Overadl, al the things Professor Epstein provided us with helped me learn, | don't think | would add anything.

Maybe some more exposure to information outside the textbook, but still thoroughly enjoyed the class and learned a lot.

I think the format of the quizzes should be multiple choice, true and false along with short answer. Maybe even have weekly summarizations of the class lectures.
none

If there's ppt sending out would be perfect.

Unrestricted Items

Philosophy Rate the course in terms of how

Question  much you leamed in it 207% 0 0% O 0% 4/15% 4/15% 8/30% 9/33% 27 552 0
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ﬁ SRTE Student Rating of Teaching Effectiveness Instructor Report

Enrollment numbers are acquired before the end of the semester andmay differ from the final figure.

Reporting Date: 12/27/2017 3:35 AM  Semester: 2017/18 FA

Instructor ID:  exebl Instructor: Epstein, Eric
CourselD CourseTitle Students Responses Response Rate
201718FA PPHIL_106 001 1 21781--15519 PHIL106- Intro BusEthics 35 32 91.4%

University Items

Al Are you taking this course as an elective? Yes:20 No:5 ldontknow:2 N:25  Percent Yes: 80.0%
A2 What grade do you expect to earn in this course? A:23/852% B:4/14.8% Corlower: 0/0.0%
Lowest Rating Average Rating Highest Rating
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 N Mean N/A

A3  Raetheoverdl quality of this course. 000% 0O 0% 13% 413% 826% 929% 929% 31 568 O i
1234567

A4 Ratethe overal quality of the instructor. 000% O00% 00% 1/3% 7/23% 12/39% 11/35% 31 6.06 O
1234567

Department Items

Lowest Rating Average Rating Highest Rating
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 N Mean N/A

Rate the clarity of the instructor's

BoOL ~ao e cat O 0% O 0% 2 6% 26% 619% 9/20% 1239% 31 587 0 s
p! 1234567
BO02 t%a(t:fatrne e;mmte';? of ttshe examplesused o 000 oy 09 1/ 3% 1 3% 310% 10/32% 16/52% 31 626 O |
y CEpEs. 1234567
BO03 Houe e danty of the nsiructor's O 0% O 0% 26% O 0% 10E2% 929% 1032% 31 581 0  _
p ) 1234567
B004 \'?V:Itf ggfl'e':%;”‘ét;;fn *:]'i'cgt‘i ‘Jrsl' ngvisud &y 000 17306 1 3% 1 3% 7/23% 8/26% 13/42% 31 590 O
u ’ 1234567
BOO5 qutt:rt';e t'gsrg:lclt.(;resj';. 'Or:];e' AINGOOUse o 00p o 0% O/ 0% 2/ 6% 2 6% 826% 19/61% 31 642 O d
! ! ueli ) 1234567
BOO6 Rate the clarity of the examples used. 0 0% O/ 0% O 0% 2/ 6% 4/13% 1548% 10/32% 31 606 O X
1234567
Rate the effectiveness of the instructor's
B008 definitions of terms, concepts, and 000% 0O 0% 1 3% 2/6% 826% 7/23% 13/42% 31 594 O _‘
principles. 1234567
Rate the effectiveness of the instructor's
B009 explanations of why certain processes, 000% 0O 0% 1U3% O00% 724% 1241% 931% 29 597 2 - .
techniques, or formulas were used. 1234567
BO10 zﬁtgem'”i;?:r: SS ::(Ijl 'C'(;‘n:‘rf‘,l“e‘:t'gg O 0% O/ 0% O 0% 1/ 3% 516% 7/23% 1858% 31 635 O
q ) 1234567
BO11 R,aé;t::;: gﬁg‘:gt;rl 2\2‘3% :‘%;fe' gcktfr:% ad o 00 o/ 0% O 0% 2 6% 516% 10/32% 14/45% 31 616 O a
P 9. 1234567

o1 Raetheeifectivenessof theinstructorasa oy o 17 305 o/ 09821310% 6/19%  7/23% 14/45% 31 594 0O -
classroom leader. 1537867



Rate the effectiveness of the instructor as a

BO13 O 0% O 0% 1 3% 310% 4/13% 929% 14/45% 31 603 O
Speaker.
1234567
Bo14 Raetheinstructor's skill in organizing 0 0% O 0% 2 7% 1 3% 310% 1240% 1240% 30 603 O
classroom activities.
1234567
go1s RAetheinsuctorssdillinusngavaiety o oo 1/ 305 31006 310%  310% 8/27% 12040% 30 567 O
of teaching methods. T

University Open Ended Items
Open1l What helped you learn in this course?

Being able to read the articles again in class on canvas when we are discussing them in order to be able to pull specific examples.

Different types of media other than reading articles really reinforced the material being taught at hand. | enjoyed the various clips and podcasts on the ethical
dilemmeas we discussed in class.

Asthiswas Dr Epstein’ s first course teaching here | think he did very well and improved over the course of the semester.

learn something about philosophy and some phenomenon

Going to class and participating in the discussions.

Discussing the articles in class, no pressure of the exams, given decent amount of times to work on essays

Breaking down the readings and explaining the main points to better understand the concepts.

Professor Epstein adapted very well to needs of the students throughout this class.He was very responsive in what the students wanted or needed.
Looking through the provided articles and book readings, as well as re-reading old notes from class

Examples, videos on top of the readings

| like how the teacher username real life examples to explain a point that he was making. It helped clarify. Also that he wrote al his points out on the board.
Debates, Lectures, and connecting idess.

Videos, and visual aids. Lectures from the professor were well organized and used examples from readings.

When we watched videos and read an article similar to the video.

Class notes posted on Canvas

| learned through discussions about the topic. Thisisareally opinionated course and when | was able to hear and give opinions, it was interesting having a
conversation about the topic. Having the readings online was very beneficial when writing essays so | could directly copy and paste quotes and have access anytime.

Going to office hours

Dr. Epstein had notes online which made it easy to find the important points and write essays about. Also, he was very welcoming when we asked questions about
him.

class discussions
The readings and the teacher’ s notes about the readings

The online material that are always posted in Canvas, and Dr.Eric general way of thinking. Dr.Epstein has a great sense of logic that hel ped me to apply in other
areas of life,such as always consider the oppostition’s perspective and analyze it in a fair manner.

His passion for philosophy and excitement for teaching it to us every day helped engage students and get us into the subject matter as well. Leniency on deadlines
alowed us to work hard on our assignments and not worry as much. Great professor al around.

the examples in class and doing the readings together. Also discussions were fun and helped to see other peopl€'s opinions on different topics.

Examples of the topics that we learned about definitely hel ped me understand the material better. The visuals and videos shown in class were also helpful as they
explained the content as well.

Seeing all the real world examples, and how they related to our topics

Going through the articles and material in class in detail helped me learn alot.Some of the articles in philosophy are difficult to understand the author's opinions,but
Dr. Epstein went through each one thoroughly.This gave me good points to use in the essays we were assigned. | liked how the essays were based on the articles we
reviewed during class.

The course relies on the reading alot. so reading in advance of the class is helping me to engage in the in-class discussions.

The professor cares about the students understanding more than anything! He understands what the students go through and make changes to deadlines just to make
sure his students do their best.Also, it really helps when the professor is open to the feedback and the ideas from students and really apply their ideas! | told my
friends about him and because of his endless care, they are al interested in applying for the course!! Also his passion is another story :) | can't describe

the debates

Open 2  What changes would improve your learning?

more discussion on each section 352

Having a more clear grading system on how the essays are graded rather than just how to write a philosophy paper.
Way less lecturing at us and rather videos and stuff. L ecturing gets boring.



Engaging the students more and have more debates that allow the students to exchange ideas

| might be able to understand the reading materials better if you could offer some reading questions to guide me when reading the materials. | like the group
discussion occurs at the beginning of the semester, but we lost it later in the semester. You could set up worksheet of questions on topics that answered by the group
together. And those should have points. being here does not equal to participation in class.

maybe do one less essay since extensions were given so often. This would reduce extensions and give students more time to do each one Also, do other small
assignments for points instead of just 4 essays.

| would change how we read numerous articles about various ethical concepts and dilemmas in business, but did not use them all when we were to write our essays.
It would be more helpful to go into specific detail about four or five subjects and then used the knowledge we learned from them in four or five essays.

I would clarify the course a little hit.Professor Epstein was extremely knowledgeable and passionate about all of the topicsin class. This was awesome, but he could
not effectively transfer all of this knowledge to us, due to some of the complexity of the class.

Explanation of articles, some were difficult but for the most part you explained them
more of the students talking

Having more discussions and maybe socratic seminars would be good for this course. Talking about the readings with a mix of visuals and Dr. Epstein's explanations
would be better for me, only because that is the type of the learner | am. | learned the most when | was involved with the topic. | rated the course at a 5 for that
reason.

Maybe do more group work (not necessary but may help or mix up classes)

clear notes of the reading on canvas

more debates, better way of keeping track of attendance

Maybe just a few more class debates. We had some but | think if we had even 2 or 3 more the class would have really been able to get engaged with the material
More diverse and interactive activitiesin class.

Some quizzes to solidify information learned.

The professor listens to his students and cares for them, | believe he will know what to improve more than anyone else :)

N/A

More practice with the difference between an english paper and a philosophy paper

| thought the overall class went well and was taught very well

More clarity on how essay's will be graded. Also maybe having a recap of each section to make sure each topic is nailed down for everyone.

The only change would be to help write papers better. Dr. Epstein did give feedback if we asked him, which was very helpful. | think if we learned to write about
our arguments better, that would improve my learning.

N/a
Other activities other than just talking about the readings

Unrestricted Items

Philosophy Rate the course in terms of how

Question  much you learned in it 000% 00w V3% 413% 517% 10/33% 10/33% 30 580 O
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PENNSTATE

ﬁ SRTE Student Rating of Teaching Effectiveness Instructor Report

Enrollment numbers are acquired before the end of the semester andmay differ from the final figure.

Reporting Date: 12/26/2017 7:27 PM  Semester: 2017/18 FA

Instructor ID:  exebl Instructor: Epstein, Eric
CourselD CourseTitle Students Responses Response Rate
201718FA PPHIL_106 002_1 21781--17895 PHIL106- Intro Bus Ethics 35 21 60.0%

University Items

Al Are you taking this course as an elective? Yes:6 No:8 Ildontknow:0 N:14  Percent Yes: 42.9%
A2 What grade do you expect to earn in this course? A:13/100.0% B:0/0.0% Corlower:0/0.0%
Lowest Rating Average Rating Highest Rating
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 N Mean N/A
A3  Raetheoverdl quality of this course. 000% 15% 00% 210% 156 314% 14/67% 21 624 O

A4 Ratethe overal quality of the instructor. 000% 5% 00% O00% 210% 0 0% 1886% 21 657 O

Department Items

Lowest Rating Average Rating Highest Rating
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 N Men N/A
pop1 Rae the dlarity of the instructor's o 0% O 0% 2/10% O 0% 1/ 5% 2/10% 16/76% 21 643 0
preiﬁ“a“on&
pogp Raetheeifectivenessof theexamplesused ) s 0/ 00 1/ 5% 1/ 5% Of 0% 5/24% 14/67% 21 643 0O

to clarify difficult concepts.

Rate the clarity of the instructor's

B003 explanations.

000% O0% V5% 1U5% 0 0% 524% 1467% 21 643 O

Rate the instructor's skill in using visual as

Eloe well as verbal communication.

000% 0 0% 00% 0 0% 314% 3/14% 1571% 21 657 O

Rate the instructor's skill in relating course

B005 . L 000% O00% 00 O00% 00 525% 1575% 20 675 O
materia to real life situations.

BO06 Rate the clarity of the examples used. 000% 00 00% 1/5% 1U5% 210% 17/81% 21 6.67 O
Rate the effectiveness of the instructor's

B008 definitions of terms, concepts, and 000% 0 0% 15 00 210% 3/14% 15/71% 21 648 O
principles.
Rate the effectiveness of the instructor's

B009 explanations of why certain processes, 000% 1506 00 15 314% 1 5% 15/71% 21 629 O

techniques, or formulas were used.

Rate the instructor's skill in handling

BO10 students' questions and comments.

000% O00% O0% 0O0% 314% 3/14% 1571% 21 657 O

Rate the instructor's pacing of lectures and

e presentations to allow for note taking.

000% 00 15 00% 156 5% 1886% 21 667 O

o1 Raetheeffectivenessof theinstructor asa 1) g0 005 0/ 098202/10% 1/ 5%  4/19% 13/62% 21 614 O
classroom leader.
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Rate the effectiveness of the instructor as a

B013 00 0% O 0% O 0% 210% 210% 3/14% 14/67% 21 638 O
Speaker.
1234567
Bo14 Raetheinstructor's skill in organizing Us5% O 0% 0 0% O0% 210% 419% 14667% 21 633 0
classroom activities. -
1234567
go15 RAetheinsuctorssdllinusngavaiety o oos o/ 005 210% O 0%  3/14% 314% 13/62% 21 619 O |
of teaching methods. T

University Open Ended Items
Open1l What helped you learn in this course?

The lectures coupled w the examples such as Y ouTube videos, readings, etc.

Organized material

His down to earth personality and interest in the subject and our willingness to learn it

one on one essay review and edit

| learned how to claim and make arguments that are related to business ethics. In addition,
his explanations and readings

Readings, interactions with professor

Class discussions and hw assignments related to the essays.

The professors feedback on assignments was very helpful. He also had very informative lectures that were well put together.
Dr. Epstein is very enthusiastic and always willing to help the students.

Prof. Epstein is very helpful!

EVERYTHING. HE IS SO GOOD AT TEACHING

All of Eric's examples.

Open 2  What changes would improve your learning?

Maybe add more interactive learning in groups to further engage the students.

Making assignments that related to material that we learned in class.

Provide more revenant examples Have students write a paragraph every month or so about how one specific topic interest them in class and how it pertainsto life
today

maybe include rubric for essay

Just because | care too much about the environment, | think it is better to ask the students to bring the readings with them instead of passing out printed copies.
Personally, | prefer reading on my Ipad or |aptop

Not much.

Dr.Eric Epstein is the best professor in Penn State. He is simply amazing and always helps us if we had any questions. | went to his office hours and he was so
helpful with his feedbacks regarding my essay. If | had the chance to take the course again, | would definetly do it if Professor Eric is teaching it.

Providing up to date essays.
Drafts of essays. Feedback from professor.
More videos.

lessin class reading

Unrestricted Items

Philosophy Rate the course in terms of how

Question  much you learned in it V5% V5% 00 1/5 210% 524% 11/52% 21 590 O
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