Graduate Student Instructor Evaluation
Department of Philosophy

. Please fill in the following information,

1) Your GSI's name; Dacdson

2) Course name and number: P\\\\()&\)Q\(\ 259 Term in which téken: h

3) Your status (circle one):@'Soph. Jr. Sr. Other: Your major:; Fwo.\

1 .

. 8 ' 7
Not much effort a fair amount of effort -

4) How much effort would you say you put into this course?
T e ()
quite a fot of effort

5) Overall, what proportidn of sections did you attend"? (circle one) —
less than | . about 172 more than 2/3 ) C nearly all -

il. Please respond to the followlng questions as fully as possible.

1) A good GSI knows the course material, Is prepared for sections, presents material clearly,
facilitates class discusslon, and is responsive to students. A good GS| also provides students
with clear assessments of thelr written work, and helps them to develop their philosophical writing
skills. Please comment on the extent to which you GS| displayed these and any other relevant
qualifies. _

2) How do you think the GSI could improve sections for this course?

3) What was most distinctive about the way the GSl taught In this course? What, if anythlng, was
particulaﬁy helpful? ‘Whai, T anything, was especlally unhelpful?

- OVER—>



Il. For each question in this section, please circle the number you find most appropriate.

1) How well organized were sections?

1 2 . 3 4 5 D} 7
. poorly organized moderately well organized extremely well organized
2) How clearly did your GSI communicate philosophical concepts and issues?

1 2 3 T4 -8 8 L7
not at all clearly fairly clearly extremely clearly
~ 3) Towhat extent did the GS illustrate philosophical Ideas with examples, diagrams, and so on?
1 2 3 C4 . 5 8 7
not at all fairly often all the time
4) How responsive was your GSI to questions and commients In section?

1 2 3 -4 .5 - (8) 7
_ not at all responsive falrly responsive . extremely’ rgsponslva
5) To what extent did the GSI stimulate discussion among students?

1 2 3 4 " B 6 7
not very much somewhat quite a lot
6) How Intellectually rewarding did you find sections?

B 2 3 4 5 ) 8 7
not very rewarding fairly rewarding ' extremely rewarding

7) How approachable and responsive was your GS| outside of section?

1 2 .83 T g 5 8 7
not at all approachable - - fairly approachable . extremely approachable
8) How substantive and helpful did you find your GSI's comments on written work to be?

) 7

1 2 3 .4 ' 5. 8.

not at all substantive fairly substantive . exiremely substantive

and helpful and helpful and helpful -

9)' How would you rate the overall effectiveness of your Gsi?

1 2 3 4 5 8 ) 7

not at all effective . fairly effective .. extremely effective
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Graduate Student Instructor Evaluation
Department of Philosophy

l. Please fill in the following information. .
1) Your GSI's name:; 5‘\‘«\UA A L@ CAWON .

2) Course name and number. £ hil0 9 L\Y) 5% Term in which téken:gf 2ol

\

3) Your status (circle one): Fr Jr. 8r, Other; Your major:; (%ﬂ\‘\’% SU

4) How much effort would you say you put into this.gourse?
1 ‘ 2 3 5. 8 7
Not much effort a fair amount of effort - quite a lot of effort

5) Overall, what proportidn of sections did you attend? (clrcle one)
less than . about 1/2 more than 2/3 _ @

Il. Please respond to the following questions as fully as possible.

1) A good GSI knows the course material, Is prepared for sections, presents material clearly,
facilitates class discussion, and Is responsive to students. A good GSl also provides students
with clear assessments of thelr written work, and helps them to develop thelr philosophical writing
skills, Please comment on the extent to which you GSI displayed these and any other relevant
qualities. :

_BcwlCSO«'\ LW ‘H«@ mar/’{m“o\‘/ (o -@ ye/(ﬂ._hm

WM.WNT\/\ o ‘Ox',j,()/\dto\) ik M”W‘j
class Mo Cussilon, He f/‘ﬁ/)/(n/buA Mf@/‘\c/\(

(/Ltf/\f\/\? ok MW o[wh(/v W\j /\}@@iw\"k (&,\W\

2) How do you think the GSI could improve sections for this course? 'H/\,z/g .
. oy

[ ‘H/\\\/\\L :A( \,«,OJ{JA §7€/ \‘%le hﬁ '

e for A peend S me et why we PF

. CJQJJCWVV\ (6—4‘&0(,2~

3) What was most distinctive about the way the GSI taught in this course? What, if anything, was
particularly helpful? What, if anything, was especially unhelpful? . :

)CMUSM o \/\Q/\O -&»oa,w\\}u)( w\u( /\0\0’(& J\MC

ok gaes guartey woe awwatd, Hg Could
be moe XW\PC“\ Ny e cafww\‘lﬂj( To p-tvin ‘mqﬁ- @ v

OVER~—>

e



Il For each question in this section, please clrcle the number you find most approprate. -

1) How well organized were sections?

1 : 2 . 3 4 5 @ : 7
. poorly organized moderately well organized extremely Well organized
2) How clearly did your GSI communicate philosophical concepts and issues?
1 2 3 ' 4 . 8 S 7
not at all clearly falrly clearly extremely clearly
~ 3) Towhat extent did the GS! illustrate philosophical ldeas with examples, diagrams, and so on?
1 2 3 {4 5 6 7
not at all fairly oftén all the time
4) How responsive was your GSI to gquestions and comments In section?
1 2 3

, 4 .5 8 .
_ not at all responsive ' falrly responsive ) extremely r_espon

5) To what extent did the GS! stimulate discussion among students?

1 2 3 4 5 7
not very much somewhat quite a lot

6) How Intellectually rewarding did you find sections?

1 2 3 4 5 @ 7
not very rewarding falrly rewarding extremely rewarding

7) How approachable and responsive was your GSI outside of section?

1 2 .. .3 4 5 6 (7)

not at all approachable ’ ", fairly approachable * . extremely approach

8) How substantive and helpful did you find your GSI's comments on written work to be?

1 2 '@ . 4 5. 5 7
not at all substantive fairly substantive _ extremely substantive ‘
and helpful and helpful and helpful -

9)' How would you rate the overall effectiveness of your GsI?

1 2 3 4 : @ 8 7
not at all sffective falrly effective ] _ extremely effective
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Graduate Student Instructor Evaluation
Department of Philosophy

. Please fill in the following Information,

1) Your GSlI's name:, Bg cfe son Kﬁg&'w\ . .

2) Course name and number, o dets Bhisqsh, — Phel250  Term in which taken:_Spciug (6
i LA . . —%‘5—

3) Your status (circle one): Fr. Soph. {r Sr. Other; Your major; %\dﬂop‘uf .

4) How much effort would you say you put into this course?

1 . 2 3 4 5 . GO

Not much effort a falr amount of effort - quite a fot of effort

5) OVeraH, what proportidn of sections did you attend"? (circle one)

less than . about 1/2 morethan2/3 ° ( nearlyal)

Il. Please respond to thé foflowlng questions as fully as possible.

1) A good GS! knows the course material, is prepared for sections, presents material clearly,

facllitates class discussion, and Is responsive to students. A good GS| also provides students

with clear assessments of thelr written work, and helps them to develop thelr philosophical writing

skills. Please comment on the extent to which you GS| displayed these and any other relevant

qualities. ¢ ' ) :

A ‘—:f_“(‘s’“ wes ‘J“’“‘P well P ved oy Secttouicmol et LocHa

reAe deu ‘o : ' , ;

-\&C %Q:S:l UT 4 a wcu, Hhat B“O(C\-(uk mas avev-‘/?u_ Wf{cmur(.ﬁ
welconie Tu-g\(—wu«-j omel civhe Uaap I whoele I Ree S & s Pt

euzocwajzy studeckts £o ‘Wj 8.»@\ tvew Hee scze €t cownrte = fert 4

eNedusfions ou- & Wede ’R-qu’ﬁ:@ .()/‘bvt‘o‘c(}\ ’eA-QW@—L ety atR
I P S\ Y Pgev ) .

2) How do you think the GSI could improve sections for this course?

g\l\.tbuw;je M&wﬁ‘{o a.o(e‘/‘u"f LS CU-O‘ﬁRV/CR-“((ﬂjo. oua auafiar (o
0{(‘5 U SSCont .

3) What was most distinctive about the way the GSI taught in this course? What, if anything, was
particularly helpful? What, if anything, was especially unhelpful? . .

- OVER—>



IIl. For each guestion in this section, please circle the number you find most appropriate. -

1) How well organized were sections?
1 2 3 4 5 6
. poorly organized moderately well organized extremely well organized

2) How clearly did your GS| communicate philosophical concepts and issues?

1 2 4 . 5 D

. 3 ' 6
not at all clearly falrly clearly "extremely clearly

~ 3) Towhat extent did the GS! illustrate philosophical ldeas with examples, diagrams, and so on?

1 2 3 4 . 5 8 <

not at all fairly often all the time

4) How responsive was your GSI to questions and commients In section?
1 2 3 4 s 8 (D,
~ not at all responsive falrly responsive . extremely’ r_esponslve
5) To what extent did the GS! stimulate discussion among students?

1 2 ) 4 - 6 7
not very much somewhat quite a lot
6) How Intellectually rewarding did you find sections?

B 2 3 4 5 ® 7
not very rewarding falrly rewarding exiremely rewarding

7).How approachable and responsive was your GSI outside of section?
1 2 .3 T 4 5 < 7
not at all approachable - ", fairly approachable _ * . extremely appqoachable
8) How substantive and helpful did you find your GSI's comments on written work to be?

2 3 4 6 7

1 : ¥ 8
not at all substantive fairly substantive _extremely substantive
and helpful and helpful and helpful .

9)' How_wou)d you rate the overall effectiveness of your GSI?

1 2 3 4 5 Q R
not at all effective . falrly effective L emely effective
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lll. For each question in this section, please circle the humber you find most appropriate.

1) How well organized were sections?

1 - 2 . 3 4 s s - @&

. poorly organized moderately well organized extremely well organized

2) How clearly did your GSI communicate philosophical concepts and issues?

1 2 3 T4 .5 8 C D

not at all clearly falrly clearly extremely clearly

~ 3) Towhat exterit did the GS! iliustrate philosophical ideas with examples, diagrams, and so on?

1 2 3 - 4 . 5 ‘.’ 7
not at all fairly often a

all the time

4) Haw responslive was your GSI to questions and comnients In section?

1 2 3 4 .5 8 710,

~ not at all responsive ' fairy respdnslve ) “extremely responsive
5) Towhat extent did the GSI stimulate discussion among students?
1 2 3 < "5 & 7

not very much somewhat quite a lot

6) How Intellectually rewarding did you find sections?

e 2 3 v 5 6 7
not very rewarding falrly rewarding extremely rewarding

7) How approachable and responsive was your GS| outside of section?

1 2.3 T g 5 % 7
not at all approachgble ' ", fairly approachable _ . extremely approachable

8) How substantive and helpful did you find your GSI's comments on written work to be?

1 2 3 . 4 5. 6 (€%
not at all substantive fairly substantive . extremely substantive :
and helpful and helpful and helpful -

9)' How would you rate the overall effectiveness of your GSI?

1 2 3 4 5 8

not &t all effective falrly effective . extremely effective



Graduate Student Instructor Evaluation
Department of Philosophy

. Please fill in the following Information,

1) Your GSI's name:__\ }u Kﬁ)a k@m ron

2) Course name ;nd number; 2‘5‘? ”@9‘(( 1 @%Term in which taken; i /6

3) Your status (circle one): Fr . Jr. Sr. Other: Your major: [ 494}“{]( & @mg
4) How much eﬁort would you say you put into this course? :

1 C5“) 8 7

Not much effort a falr amount of eﬁort : quite a lot of effort

5) Overall, what proportlon of sections did you attend?
less than _ about 1/2 ore than 2/3 nearly all

Il. Please respond to the followlng questions as fully as possible.

1) A good GSI knows the course material, Is prepared for sections, presents material clearly,
facilitates class discussion, and s responsive to students. A good GS| also provides students
with clear assessments of thelr written work, and helps them to develop thelr philosophical writing
skills. Please comment on the extent to which you GSl displayed these and any other relevant
quallﬂes

Jdaéa; k//eo/ /7L for O/W7 5&47/'7)‘% 42, Qg M@ﬂcf%— Wﬁ%.q

/weré/zéy / ‘/{5 a MV “ 7’4’7@

2) How do you think the GSI could improve sections for thls course?

V[//ytﬂk i //ML b Mup & e 7{@7/\ /@7/ fey Le
(Dﬁ%é 24 Jpethn J ///tr{/

3) What was most distinctive about the way the GSI taught In this course? What, if anythlng. was
pjfim y helpful? What. if anything, was especially unhelpful?

e g witf,  Pale s Aw/ % %
9w Pl et K e oy i
Lb oo [ y '/’ Drpind ’tc( é ﬁ " © OVER—>

Al «// crecple . 2



Graduate Student Instructor Evaluation
Department of Philosophy

. Please fill in the following Information,

1) Your GSl's name: _J&é&b_&m“nh____

2) Course name and number;,__ A, /o5 258 Mosw i Term in which téken: o bz 174
i . eur )o;efl.:j
3) Your status (circle one): Fr. Jr. Sr. Other;

4) How much effort would you say you put into this course?

1. 2 3 4 ) 8 7
Not much effort a fair amount of effort - quite a lot of effort

5) O\}erall, what proporﬁdn of sections did you atten .. cla.gne)
less than " about 172 _ nearly all

1. Please respond to the following questions as fully as possible,

1) A good GSI knows the course material, s prepared for sections, presents material clearly,
facilitates class discussion, and is responsive to students. A good GSl also provides students
with clear assessments of thelr written work, and helps them to develop thelr philosophical writing
skills. Please comment on the extent to which you GSI displayed these and any other relevant
qualities. ‘ ) :

He L7 74‘/1953, _7/%/—1/(55 \j@f“ij a,e//, crtad !dr;ﬁahs 6@@4—}/@\
e ety wells T gk pets o leche il Lawve
G )y ol 4 ‘é)//'gz,u °

Your major_L/ /0-‘0{!*94' j

2) How do you think the GSI could improve sections for this course?

3) What was most distinctive about the way the GSI taught in this course? What, if anything, was
particularly helpful? What, if anything, was especially unhelpful? . .

/Alpé‘-' (e S '\,./‘c’—,\"ﬁ 3@@2\ @JVL éé-’fif';}ﬁ (,71» CO//’{?‘/);-’N."L ‘Q(Zﬁ/"l

© OVER—>



Il For each question in this section, please circle the number you find most appropriate.

1) How well organized were sections?

1 . 2 . 3 4 5 @ ‘ 7
. poorly organized moderately well organized extremely well organized
2) How clearly did your GS| communicate philosophical concepts and issues?

1 2 3 T4 . 5 8 (D

not at all clearly falrly clearly extremely clearly

~ 3) Towhat extert did the GS! illustrate philosophical Ideas with examples, diagrams, and so on?

1 2 3 4 . 5 8) 7

not at all fairly often all the time

4) How responsive was your GSI to questions and commients In section?

1 2 .3 .4 -5 n@ g 7

~ not at all responsive falrly responsive . e ly rgasponsive

5) To what extent did the GS! stimulate discussion among students? .

1 2 3 4 ' @ 6 7

not very much somewhat quite a lot

6) How Intellectually rewarding did you find sections?

¥ 2 3 4 (s) & 7
not very rewarding fairly rewarding extremely rewarding

7). How approachable and responsive was your GSI outside of section?

1 ‘2 L8 4 -8 @ !
not at all approachable ", fairly approachable . extremslyapproachable

8) How substantive and helpful did you find your GSI's comments on written work to be?

1 2 3 . 4 (5) 6 7
not at all substantive fairly substantive exiremely substantive ‘

and helpful and helpful "and helpful -

9)‘ How.wouid you rate the overall effectiveness of your GSI?

1 2 3 4 ' 5 @ -7

not at all effective fairly effective .. extremelyeffective



Graduate Student Instructor Evaluation
Department of Philosophy

. Please fill In the following information,

1) Your GSI's name:

2) Course name and number:,

. Jr. Sr. Other;

3) Your status (circle one): Fr.

4) How much effort would you say you put into thiséurse?

1 . 2 3 4 / 5 8 7
Not much effort a fair amount of*effort quite a lot, of effort

5) Overall, what proportldn of sections did you attend"? (clrcle one)
less than . about 1/2 morse than 2/3 ) negfly all

1. Please respond to the following questions as fully as possible,

1) A good GSI knows the course material, Is prepared for sections, presents material clearly,
facllitates class discussion, and Is responsive to students. A good GSI also provides students
with clear assessments of thelr written work, and helps them to develop thelr philosophical writing
skills. Please comment on the extent to which you GSI displayed these and any other relevant
qualities. ) ) :

2) How do you think the GS! could improve sections for this course?

3) What was most distinctive about the way the GSI taught in this course? What, if anything, was
particularly helpful? What, if anything, was especially unhelpful? . .

© OVER—>



Il For each question in this section, please circle the number you find most appropriate. -

1) How well organized were sections?
1 2 3 Cp 5 6 7
. poorly organized moderately well organized extremely well organized
2) How c!early did your GSI communicate philosophical concepts and issues?
6 6

1 .2 7
not at all clearly falrly clearly extremely clearly

1 2 8 7

~ 3) Towhat extent did the GS! illustrate phllosop&deas with examples, diagrams, and so on?
not at all fairly often all the time

4) How responsive was your GSl to questions and :omments in secﬂon?

1 2 . 8 g 7
. not at all responsive ' falrly respo ‘extremely’ re_zsponsiva
5) To what extent did the GS! stimulate discussiga,among students?
1 2 6 7
not very much somewhat quite a lot
6) How Intellectually rewarding did you find secti
¥ 2 5 6 7
not very rewarding falrly rewarding extremely rewarding
7).How approachable and responsive was your GS! outside of section?
1 - T 5 8 7

not at all approachable " fairly approachable " . extremely approachable

8) How substantive and helpful did you find your I's comments on written work to be?
1 2 - 3 .4 ' 5. 6. 7
not at all substantive fairly substantive _exiremely substantive

and helpful and helpful and helpful .
9)' How.would you rate the overall effectiveness of your GSI?

1 2 3 4/ - 5 8 R 4
not at all effective falrly effegtive ~_ extremely effective



Itl. For each question in this section, please circle the number you find most appropriate. -

1) How well organized were sections?

1 2 . 3 &> 5 6 7
. poorly organized moderately weWganked extremely well organized

2) How clearly did your GS| communicate philosophical concepts and issues?

1 2 3 T4 (8 6 L7

not at all clearly : falrly clearly extremely clearly
~ 3) Towhat extent did the GS! illustrate philosophical ldeas with examples, diagrams, and so on?
1 2 3 S 4. 5 8

not at all fairly often all the time

4) qu responsive was your GSI to questions and commients In section?

1 2 .3 .4 (s 2 . 8" 7
_ not at all responsive falrly responsive . extremely rgzsponsive

5) To what extent did the GS! stimulate discussion among students?

1 2 3 4 "B 6 7
not very much somewhat quite a lot

6) How Intellectually rewarding did you find sections?

g 2 3 Ca 5 6 7
not very rewarding falrly rewarding extremely rewarding

7) How approachable and responsive was your GSI outside of section?

1 TP T 5 8 7
not at all approachgble ' ", fairly approachable . exiremely approachable

8) How substantive and helpful did you find your GSI's comments on written work to be?

1 2 3 (4 ' 5. B 7
not at all substantive fairly substantive . extremely substantive

and helpful and helpful and helpful -

9)' Haw'would you rate the overall effectiveness of your GSi?

1 2 3 4 ' 5 8 7

not at all effective . falrly effective — extremely effective



Graduate Student Instructor Evaluation
Pepartment of Philosophy

I. Please fill in the following information,

3 [Tern:
1) Your GSI's name: Geleser \evngr
2) Course name and number; Pk \OMOIM\ 25 B Term in which téken: ),P ,‘é 106
3) Your status (circle one): Fr/ Sop Jr. Sr. Other: Your major:; CO'%Y\'*‘" Sﬁ”’"

4) How much effort would you say you put into thésj’ourse? :
1 . 2 3 , 5. 8 7
Not much effort a fair amount of effort - quite a lot of effort

5) O\}erall, what proportidn of sections did you attend"? (circle one) e,
fess than _ about 1/2 more than 2/3 ) _~Tearlyall /

1. Please respond to the following questions as fully as possible.

1) A good GSI knows the course material, Is prepared for sections, presents material clearly,
facilitates class discussion, and Is responsive to students. A good GSI also provides students
with clear assessments of thelr written work, and helps them to develop thelr philosophical writing
skills. Please comment on the extent to whlch you GSl| displayed these and any other relevant
qualities.

jac&zsov' wes  olse Pv@{)a«m/ o nd ﬁ/n«r/\o..
S ctow Feebacr o W"“’D e

Que oxa s, gvv\w*“ M

He IRl ot b\rms

2) How do you think the GSI could improve sections for thls course?

B \@ W Ny 7 Cabet’ VSO I’V\Cw&?; @\uf
Vesonea OF N ovses t PYI(N; oW VYW\DS

3) What was most distinctive about the way the GSl taught in this course? What, if anything, was
particularly helpful? What, if anything, was especially unhelpful?

(Foe oot exerfls  Losl Avack of A occ:rusrw?'

- OVER—>



Ill. For each question in this section, please circle the number you find most approprate.

1) How well organized were sections?

1 : 2 3 4 5 6 ‘ 7
. poorly organized moderately well organized extremely well organized
2) How clearly did your GS! communicate philosophical concepts and issues?

1 o2 3 ' 4 - 8 8 7
not at all clearly falrly clearly extremely clearly
~ 3) Towhat extent did the GS! iliustrate philosophical ldeas with examples, diagrams, and so on?
1 2 3 Y 5 8 7
not at all fairly often all the time
4) How responsive was your GSI to questions and commients In section?

1 2 .3 .4 -5 8 " 7
_ not at all responsive falrly responsive . extremely rgsponsive
5) To what extent did the GS! stimulate discussion among students?

1 2 3 4 - 6 7
not very much somewhat quite a lot
6) How Intellectually rewarding did you find sections?

v 2 3 4 5 8 7
not very rewarding fairly rewarding extremely rewarding

7). How approachable and responsive was your GSI outside of section?

1 - T 5 8 7
not at all approachable - ", fairly approachable . extremely approachable

8) How substantive and helpful did you find your GSI's comments on written work to be?

1 2 3 . 4 ' 5. 6. 7
not at all substantive fairly substantive _extremely substantive

and helpful and helpful and helpful -

9)‘ How.would you rate the overall effectiveness of your GSsi?

1 2 3 4 ' 5 6 "7

not at all sffective falrly effective . exiremely effective



Graduate Student Instructor Evaluation
Pepartment of Philosophy

. Please fill in the following information.

1) Your GSI's name; \(MKSOY\ \/‘

2) Course name and number; Ph \ \0 fo Ph ‘fl 2—5 E) Term in which téken: 5 rn l b
o (09 Sl 3 |
3) Your status (circle one): F. Jr. Sr. Other : Your major:; \q{ \f

4) How much effort would you say you put into this course? : _
1 2 S j; ) . 5. 8 7
Not much effort q fair amount of€ffort - quite a lot of effort

5) Overall, what proportion of sections did you attend? (circle one)

less than . about 1/2 more than 2/3 o

1. Please respond to the following questions as fully as possible.

1) A good GSI knaws the course material, Is prepared for sections, presents material clearly,
facilitates class discussion, and Is responslve to students. A good GSI also provides students
with clear assessments of thelr written work, and helps them to develop thelr philosophical writing

skills. Please comment on the extent to which you GSlI displayed these and any other relevant
qualities.

N eserpree ‘M@w—orwmvﬁpﬁé‘*&
1 "JC {78 w4 o T _

(More, COmmerts 0V QX Aol al be ey~

2) How do you think the GS! could improve sections for this course?

ma\@ﬂwm Onaex o moct ofrer™
cd@k Yo CO\FU(a/QL m@&Q/(laL

3) What was most distinctive about the way the GSl taught in this course? What, if anythlng, was
particularly helpful? What, if anything, was especially unhelpful?

Cleav q%emota, Sor class
| Cloxiry PP pYomnpts
AaNE Wphd exemples

- OVER—>
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I, For each question in this section, please circle the number you find most appropriate.

1) How well organized were sections?
1 2 3. 4 () 6 - 7
. poorly organized moderately well organized extremely well organized

2) How clearly did your GS| communicate philosophical concepts and issues?

1 2 3 T4 - B 8 7

not at al clearly falrly clearly “extremely clearly

~ 3) Towhat exterit did the GS! illustrate philosophical ldeas with examples, diagrams, and so on?

1 2 3 4 - & 8 !

not at all fairly often all the time

4) How responsive was your GS! to questions and comments in section?

1 2 3 4 s () 7

. not at all responsive "’ faldy respdnsive . ‘extremely’ rgsponslve

5) To what extent did the GSI stimulate discussion among students?

1 2 3 @) " s 6 7

not very much somewhat quite a lot

6) How Intellectually rewarding did you find sections?

1 2 3 4 G) 6 7
not very rewarding falrly rewarding extremely rewarding

7) How approachable and responsive was your GSI outside of section?

1 2 (D s 5 6 7
not at all approachable “fairly approachable * . extremely app(oachable
8) How substantive and helpful did you find your GSI's comments on written work to be?

1 2 3 .4 5 . 7
not at all substantive fairly substantive _ extremely subStantive '
and helpful and helpful and helpful -

9)' How.would you rate the overall effectiveness of your GSI?

1 2 3 @ - 5 e . 7
not at all effective falrly effective .. exremely effective



Graduate Student Instructor Evaluation
Department of Philosophy

. Please fill in the following information,
1) Your GSI's name: \Mk&ov\ L/—ww.- Q. -

2) Course name and number:; l g-_m,p_s DY ;g Term ln which taken S L(a
3) Your status (circle one): Fr ‘ Jr Sr. Other; Your major; MGE
4) How much eﬂ‘ort would you say you put into this éourse?

4 5. 8 7

1

Not much effort a fair amount of effort ‘ quite a lot of effort
5) Overall, what proportlon of sections did you attend? (clrcle one)

less than . ) out more than 2/3 , nearly all

Il. Please respond to the followlng questions as fully as possible.

1) A good GSlI knows the course material, Is prepared for sections, presents material clearly,
facilitates class discussion, and Is responsive to students. A good GSI also provides students
with clear assessments of thelr written work, and helps them to develop thelr philosophical writing
skills. Please comment on the extent to which you GSI displayed these and any other relevant
qualities.

\)mb\/\ m’wws VAl o e B Q(,-@uvc ,__ %CA‘\‘&'\ .!_‘
[e/"l’ % va\.\/ NL\»V"L “ | { LC %ﬂ""- OU‘\/ N 4" %’(\‘n—\_
"ol 'S %0'59/( ~4 . %‘5%‘5;% oL wo.\/'& . “"lb ‘$ A'M"

wet ooy veaponsive s ermnils.

2) How do you think the GS! could improve sections for this course?

3) What was most distinctive about the way the GSl taught In this course? What, if anythlng, was
partiwlarly helpful? What. If anything, was especially unhelpful?

l\)o—"&.{ —~x ./«—«/“\l ¢

© OVER—>



I For each question in this section, please circle the number you find most appropriate. -

1) How well organized were sections?

1 2 3, (4 ) 5 & ’
. poorly organized moderately we anized extremely well organized
2) How clearly did your GSI communicate philosophical concepts and issues?

1 .2 3 ' 4 - 5 . ) 7
not at all clearly faldy clearly extremely clearly

~ 3) Towhat extent did the GSI iliustrate philosophical Ideas with examples, diagrams, and so o
1 2 3 L4 . 5 8 7
not at all fairly often all the ti

4) qu responsive was your GSI to questions and commients In section?

1 2 .3 -4 5 8 @
_ not at all responsive falrly responsive : extremely respon

5) To what extent did the GS! stimulate discussion among students? .

1 2 3 ( 4 , 5 6 7

not very much som quite a lot
6) How Intellectually rewarding did you find sections?

e 2 3 4 @ 6 7
not very rewarding fairly rewarding extremely rewarding

7). How approachable and responsive was your GSI outside of section?

1 2 - .3 T g 5 ge ? 7

not at all approachable - ", fairly approachable _ . extre proachable

8) How substantive and helpful did you find your GSI's comments on written work to be?

1 2 3 .4 ' 5. 7
not at all substantive fairly substantive . extremely silisstaritive '

and helpful and helpful and helpful .

9)' How'would you rate the overall effectiveness of your GSI?

1 2 3 4 5 @ LT
not at all effective fairly effective .. extremely sffective



Graduate Student Instructor Evaluation
Department of Philosophy

. Please fill in the following Information,

1) Your GSI's name: \)& C/éLS o //e/-m s

2) Course name and number:, ’>1"' /05 Gn/u 25 /3 Term in which taken ZZ"S 2o/G
3) Your status (circle one): Fr. Soph. Jr Sr Other _ Yourmajor: &’K‘ leh N F s /O:e?o}-;\

4) How much effort would you say you put into this course?
2 4

1 @ 8 7
Not much effort q fair amount of effort - quite a lot of effort

5) Overall, what proportio.n of sections did you attend"? (circle one)
less than ~ about 1/2 more than 2/3 _ nearly all

1. Please respond to the following questions as fully as possible.

1) A good GSI knows the course material, Is prepared for sections, presents material clearly,
facilitates class discussion, and Is responsive to students. A good GSi also provides students
with clear assessments of thelr written work, and helps them to develop thelr philosophical writing
skills, Please comment on the extent to which you GS| displayed these and any other relevant
qualitles.

/’owc/w Q/ﬁ—?*f’ =SS -éS\S‘”—-%—»%r _7>’o,(:$—-—»72“‘ k/

hg;éha ‘e el N ’9"'6"5/4‘ %Aﬁ—' fM)Z,/
/_\)Z /\/Qf‘f’ﬁ 7Z . éz o

2) How do you think the GSI could improve sections for thls course?

/do/c%eg¢/8 fﬁ:&/“gl@ 05 €C7L/ S0

3) What was most distinctive about the way the GSl taught In this course? What, if anythlng. was
particularly helpful? What, if anything, was especially unhelpful?

@»—eals S %{ %‘/C’f?/fV’
~ A A e e

- OVER—>



Graduate Student Instructor Evaluation
Department of Philosophy

I. Please fill in the following information,

1) Your GSI's name: TN \Gson (‘ .

2) Course name and number;, Nobyin P\M\PJQF\A %) rl Term iq which téken: b]"’"fj
3) Your status (circle one): Fr . Jr. Sr. Other; Your major; 9”" 9

4) How much effort would you say you put into this course?
2

1 Y‘l‘o 5. 8 7
Not much effort a fair amount of effort - quite a lot of effort
5) O\)erall, what proportidn of sections did you attend? (clrcle one)

less than . about 1/2 more than 2/3 @

Il. Please respond to the following questions as fully as possible.

1) A good GSI knows the course material, Is prepared for sections, presents material clearly,
facilitates class discussion, and Is responsive to students. A good GSI also provides students
with clear assessments of thelr written work, and helps them to develop thelr philosophical writing
skills. Please comment on the extent to which you GS| displayed these and any other relevant
qualities.

\’\(L Ny \S\N:\ ‘éhgw\‘lé V\‘)\L W\'}\‘ DVQ\'\ -\ a ¢ \'\Q)\—\Q\‘SJ. M \NN\Q \)\(\,q\BL
d“\hk 5\*'\ Q"“J‘“\?\M \‘k%« "\”“)\A \\L 0'\\0 9("4, \D!{ A m\\\‘:\“ Ow

N Mg

2) How do you think the GSI could improve sections for this course?

W2y Motndige wen \\V\N ’(\@w)\\ X\,&— (m\,\ L wopl (\\\L
S\\r%‘h\_ Pvtr\\— 3(\\0‘.\ \Y\\\

3) What was most distinctive about the way the GSl taught in this course? What, if anythlng. was
particularly helpful? What, if anything, was especially unhelpful?

T\ R*Q)‘?\“\*\w) of R\(’ g\&‘:\* (m\u‘?D

© OVER—>



Il For each guestion in this section, please circle the number you find most appropriate.

1) How well organized were sections?
1 2 . 3 4 @ 6 - 7
. poorly organized moderately well organized extremely well organized

2) How ciearly did your GSI communicate philosophical concepts and issues?
1 2 3 4 .5 @) 7
not at all clearly : fairy clearly extremely clearly

~ 3) Towhat extent did the GSI illustrate philosophical ldeas with examples, diagrams, and so on?

1 2 3 4 . 5 @ 7

not at all fairly often ' all the time

4) qu responsive was your GSI to questions and commients In section?

1 2 3 4 .5 6" 7

~ not at all responsive ’ falrly responsive . "extremely re_:sponsive

5) To what extent did the GSI stimulate discussion among students?

1 2 3 @) - 6 7

not very much somewfhiat quite a lot
6) How Intellectually rewarding did you find sections’?

g 2 3 4 ) 6 7
not very rewarding falrly rewarding extremely rewarding

7). How approachable and responsive was your GSI outside of section?

1 T TR " 5 (8) 7

not at all approachgble ‘ ", fairly approachable T . extremely appt:oa_chable

8) How substantive and helpful did you find your GSI's comments on written work to be?

1 2 3 .4 ' 5. 7

not at all substantive fairly substantive _ extremely substantive ‘
and helpful and helpful and helpful -

9)' How'would you rate the overall effectiveness of your GSI?

1 2 3 4 - 5 "7

not at all effective fairly effective . extremely effective



Il For each question in this section, please circle the number you find most appropriate.

1) How well organized were sections? ' ((,, &(’K
T 2 . 3 4 7 6 7

. poorly organized moderately well organized extremely well organized
2) How clearly did your GSI communicate philosophical concepts and issues’?

1 o2 3 4 . 5 8 ' @
not at all clearly falry clearly extremely clea

~ 3) Towhat extent did the GS! illustrate philosophical ldeas with examples, diagrams, and so on?

1 2 3 4 5 (o) 7

not at all fairly often all the time

4) How responsive was your GSI to questions and commients In section?

1 2 .3 -4 - 5 ) (<6 ' % ) 7
. not at all responsive falrly responsive . extremely rgsponslva
_ R e
5) To what extent did the GS! stimulate discussion among students? o
) . ° g’ ot b c"’/ﬁé/
) 2 3 4 ' @2 6
not very much somewhat quite a lot
6) How Intellectually rewarding did you find sections?
e 2 3 4 5 7
not very rewarding fairly rewarding exthsfrely rewarding
7) How approachable and responsive was your GSI outside of section?
1 2 .3 T s 5 8
not at all approachable - ", fairly approachable . extremely approachak

8) How substantive and helpful did you find your GSlI's comments oh written work to be?

1 2 3 . 4 @ 6 7
not at all substantive fairty substantive extremely substantive '

.

and helpful and helpful and helpful .

9)' How.would you rate the overall effectiveness of your GSsI?

1 2 3 4 - - 5 @ 4
not at all effective fairly effactive ] ~ extrémely effectiv



Graduate Student Instructor Evaluation
Department of Philosophy

I. Please fill in the following information.

1) Your GSI's name: VM" ,@.mm . .
2) Course name and number, J% A:f/fy 254 M (/A/:»,i’éTenn in which téken: M
3) Your status (circle one): Fr. Soph. @ Sr, Other; Your major; ﬂZ'z_/v/W Jonsr

4) How much effort would you say you put into this course?
2 4

1 ' 3 _ 5. 7
Not much effort a fair amount of effort - @ a lot of effort

5) Overall, what proporﬁdn of sections did you attend"? (circle one)

jess than _ _ about 1/2 more than 2/3 ] @

I1. Please respond to the following questions as fully as possible,

1) A good GSI knows the course material, Is prepared for sections, ‘presents material clearly,
facilitates class discusslon, and Is responsive to students. A good GSl also provides students
with clear assessments of thelr written work, and helps them to develop thelr philosophical writing
skills. Please comment on the extent to which you GSI displayed these and any other relevant
qualities. ' ) :

%W' /f/'mm%%/ /65 % a%'«/@wma/
ool oy M/(o« Mrj//m ~
an_ Wé@ ,wy //wwﬂ'ﬂ-. |

2) How do you think the GS! could improve sections for this course? _
oM sgetn g pmrele . Qun Bl l cam
4:., /wc, o /‘459"'"."“-': .JVW/ érmn/v? %

3) What was most distinctive about the way the GSI taught in this course? What, if anything, was
particularly helpful? What, if anything, was especially unhelpful? . .

e B Y
A R
T Al g s phdy Lo

i



Il For each question in this section, please clrcle the number you find most appropriate.

1) How well organized were sections?

1 - 2 . 3 4 @ ' 6 7
. poorly organized moderately well organized extremely well organized
2) How clearly did your GSI communicate philosophical concep%nd issues?

1 .2 3 ' 4 . 8 7
not at all clearly fairly clearly extremely clearly

~ 3) Towhat extent did the GS! illustrate philosophical ldeas with examples, diagrams, and so on?

1 2 3 D4 5 6 @
not at all fairly often all the

4) qu responsive was your GSI to questions and commients In section?

1 2 3 L4 .5 ' 7
. not at all responsive falrly responsive ) extreme 'rgspons!ve
5) To what extent did the GSI stimulate discussion among students?

1 2 3 Z 4) s 6 7
not very much som t quite a lot

6) How Intellectually rewarding did you find sections?

¥ 2 3 5 8 7
not very rewarding falrly rewareirg extremely rewarding

7). How approachable and responsive was your GS| outside of section?

1 2 R ) 6 7

.3 §
not at all approachable ", fairly approachable . extremely approachable

8) How substantive and helpful did you find yo comments on written work to be?

1 2 3 , 5. 5 7
not at all substantive fairly substantive _extremely substantive ‘

and helpful and helpful and helpful -
9). How’would you rate the overall effectiveness of your GSI?

1 2 3 4 @ 8 7
not at all effective fairly effective _ ~ extremely effective



Graduate Student Instructor Evaluation
Department of Philosophy

. Please fill in the following information,

1) Your GSI's name; T%Kbtx/\ k.emﬁ&/\

2) Course name and number; Q\A [ 'Lgé [ M Q!ak; ) Term in which taken zﬁgge Zpl(o
3) Your status (circle one): Fr. Soph.@ Sr. Other; Your major; U&Md g&zd.

4) How much effort would you say you put into thjscourse?
1 2 4 5. 8 7
Not much effort a fair amount pf effoft - quite a lot of effort

5) Overall, what proportion of sections did you attend? (circle one)
less than _ . about 1/2 more than 2/3 ) nearly all

1. Please respond to the followlng questions as fully as possible.

1) A good GSlI knows the course material, Is prepared for sections, presents material clearly,
facilitates class discusslon, and Is responsive to students. A good GSl also provides students
with clear assessments of thelr written wark, and helps them to develop thelr philosophical writing
skills. Please comment on the extent to which you GSI displayed these and any other relevant
qualities.

&;.d&ca\ Ynrms Mo mo:kma‘ well ened @u«fs ’4—

2) How do you think the GS! could improve sections for this course?

T AW b M\L ogrer b=
&/w.r

[Va NE V. JM:C((A,;&\VM
et 0ot 4o recocr cnas dcn}y

3) What was most distinctive about the way the GSI taught in this course? What, if anythlng. was
particularly helpful? What, if anything, was espeaally unhelpful?

OVER—>



Il For each question in this section, please circle the number you find maost appropriate.

1) How well organized were sections?

1 2 3 4 @ 6 - 7
. poorly organized moderately well organized extremely well organized
2) How clearly did your GSI communicate philosophical concepts and issues?
1 L2 3 T4 -5 @ 7
not at all clearly : falrly clearly emely clearly

~ 3) Towhat extent did the GS! illustrats philosophical ldeas with examples, diagrams, and so on?

1 2 3 . 4 . 5 g @
not at all fairly often all the

4) How responsive was your GSI o questions and comments In section?

1 2 . 3 -4 - B ) 8 @ .
_ not at all responsive falrly responsive ) extremely respon

5) To what extent did the GS! stimulate discussion among students?

1 2 3 4 ' @ 6 7
not very much somewhat quite a lot

6) How Intellectually rewarding did you find sections?

1 2 3 4 @ 6 7
not very rewarding falrly rewarding extremely rewarding

7). How approachable and responsive was your GS! outside of section?
1 EE R 5 8 !
not at all approacha_lble ‘ ", fairly approachable _ T extremel ppmachable

8) How substantive and helpful did you find your GSI's comments on written work to be?

1 2 3 . 4 ' 5. 7
not at all substantive fairly substantive . extremely stbstaritive ‘

and helpful and helpful and helpful -

9)' How would you rate the overall effectiveness of your GSI?

1 2 3 4 5 . T
not &t all effective . faldy effective .. extenely effective



Graduate Student Instructor Evaluation
Department of Philosophy

. Please fill in the following Information,

1) Your GSI's name:___ T Ge¥ $Oa X 2(MON .
2) Course name and number; O\,\‘\\ QS &y Term in which taken: 89.[ '\Q% Aol

3) Your status {circle one)ph. Jr. Sr. Other; Your major; g;a! Sl / Compu Y &

4) How much effort would you say you put into this course? :

1 2 4 ), 6 7
Not much effort q fair amount of effort - quite a lot of effort
5) Overall, what proportidn of sections did you attend"? (circle one)

less than _ about 1/2 more than 2/3 . nearly ail

Il. Please respond to the following questions as fully as possible.

1) A good GS! knows the course material, Is prepared for seclions, presents material clearly,
facilitates class discusslon, and Is responsive to students. A good GSI also provides students
with clear assessments of thelr written work, and helps them to develop thelr philosophical writing
skills. Please comment on the extent to which you GSI displayed these and any other relevant
qualities.

Qove diflereny wilkng  Fps  befare each (Per tved o(%
Yo alp e kee W\()/meﬁ

WO\ -NGReA N Mo ez anecty dé. N @h:«Lora@l” Sy
read g e ™ ped  mosy . —euven+ Yo e clory

2) How da you think the GS! could improve sections for this course?
encoX woye e d—is(,u&r,m e un %‘Mc)eflf‘(
spend a G g RN ev U«M\j \echare  MMUHEIG)

3) What was most distinctive about the way the GSI taught In this course? What, if anythlng, was
particularly helpful? What, if anything, was especially unhelpful?

reall e Ghaet  twe Kuﬁ (wox/\\'j loro¥e com‘();ﬂx
cor\u()\ﬂ o mwooan QCW-J {a ~<and QFSI»qr\C;\ iy

- OVER—>



Graduate Student Instructor Evaluation
Department of Philosophy

. Please fill in the following information. )

1) Your GSI's name: YecUson.  Kecnion

2) Course name and number:, WV‘LDSO Q“\//lf/ 25% Term iq which téken: 5@ ?\ffzw é
3) Your status (circle one): Fr. . Sr. Other; Your major; Ef’ﬁ L‘S"V/ Mc

4) How much effort would you say you put into this course? : _

1 ' 2 3 4 5. 8 g:)
Not much effort a fair amount of effort - quite a lot of

5) Overall, what proportidn of sections did you attend'? (circle one)

less than . about 1/2 more than 2/3 o nearly all

i, Please respond to the following questions as fully as possible,
1) A good GSI knows the course material, Is prepared for sections, presents material clearly,
facilitates class discussion, and is responsive to students. A good GSlI also provides students
with clear assessments of thelr written work, and helps them to develop thelr philosophical writing
skills. Please comment on the extent to which you GSlI displayed these and any other relevant
qualities. ' ) :

y.

2) How do you think the GSI could improve sections for fhls coLrse? - h
\%‘& égl \;:;LM 5 r’\/nq} o S LL) 0(,<7 T u? (;UU/{
0’6‘(9 = P/u} [.oso‘)mu/(, (e <. +e @w@( fuiw Py

Azt v, .

3) What was most distinctive about the way the GSl taught in this course? What, if anything, was
particularly helpful? What, if anything, was especially unhelpful? . .

[4

[

- OVER—>



lll. For each question in this section, please circle the number you find most appropriate. -

1) How well organized were sections?
1 2 . 3 4 5 @ ‘ 7
. poorly organized moderately well organized extre well organized

2) How clearly did your GS| communicate philosophical concepts and issues?
1 .2 3 ‘ 4 - 5 8 7
not at all clearly falry clearly extremely clearly

~ 3) Towhat extent did the GSI illustrate philosophical Ideas with examples, diagrams, and so on?

1 2 3 4 . @ 8 7

not at all fairly often all the time

4) qu responsive was your GSI to questions and comnients In section?

1 2 3 .4 5 ) 8 7
~ not at all responsive falrly responsive extremely’ r.esponsive
5) To what extent did the GS! stimulate discussion among students?

1 2 3 "4 - 6 7

not very much somewhat quite a fot

6) How Intellectually rewarding did you find sections?

g 2 3 rgy 5 8 7
not very rewarding falrly rewarding extremely rewarding

-~

7). How approachable and responsive was your GS| outside of section?

1 2 ...3 4 5 8 7
not at all approachable - ", fairly approachable . extremely approachable

8) How substantive and helpful did you find your GSI's comments on written work to be?
1 2 3 . 4 ' 5. 6. (7
not at all substantive fairly substantive _ extremely substantive \_)
and helpful and helpful and helpful - _
9)‘ How would you rate the overall effectiveness of your GSI?

1 2 3 4 ‘ 5 8 R {
not at all effective : fairly effective .7 _ extremely effective



Graduate Student Instructor Evaluation
Department of Philosophy

. Please fill in the following Information.

1) Your GSI's name:; V\K\Q Ko _Keviien

2) Course name and number,_nN\oso oW A A5 BN Term in which taken: Sovwng, 2OV0
g : aken: 20179 7 .

3) Your status (circle one): Fr. 'Soph@ Sr. Other;

Your major_& n%\ish _

4) How much effort would you say you put into this course? :

1. 2 3 4 @ 8 7
Not much effort a fair amount of effort - quite a lot of effort
5) Overall, what proportidn of sections did you a’ctend'.? (circle one) <

less than _ about 1/2 more than 2/3 _ “nearly all

Il. Please respond to the following questions as fully as possible.
1) A good GSI knows the course material, is prepared for sections, presents material clearly,
facilitates class discussion, and Is responsive to students. A good GS| also provides students
with clear assessments of thelr written work, and helps them to develop thelr philosophical writing
skills. Please comment on the extent to which you GSI displayed these and any other relevant
qualities. ’ ) .

S=d Ut \gate ong|  wet- er/vv'JcL B

L AR 6 ke woe auddl R
. .

2) How do you think the GSI could improve sections for this course?
ner . . .
how o pool ok Uu  lope Vv
M Jsedy

3) What was most distinctive about the way the GS! taught In this course? What, if anything, was
particularly helpful? What, if anything, was especially unhelpfut? . :

- OVER—>



lll. For each question in this section, please circle the number you find most appropriate.

1) How well organized were sections?
1 : 2 . 3 (4 ) 5 6 : 7
. poorly organized moderately we anized extremely well organized

2) How clearly did your GS| communicate philosophical concepts and issues?

N 0 /P-‘-H“\ [
1 2 3 4 . Q) 8 7

not at all clearly : faldy clearly extremely clearly

1 2 3 4 . 5

. 7
not at all fairly often

~ 3) Towhat extent did the GS! illustrate philosophical Ideas with examples, diagrams, and so on?
| ©
all the time

4) qu responsive was your GSi to questions and commients In section?
1 2 .3 .4 -5 8 §!7>
_ not at all responsive falrly responsive i extremely respo

5) To what extent did the GS! stimulate discussion among students?
1 2 3 4 - 6 7
not very much somewhat guite a

6) How Intellectually rewarding did you find sections?

Y 2 3 4 5 8 7
not very rewarding fairly rewardi extremely rewarding

7) How approachable and responsive was your GSl outside of section?

1 2 .. .3 @ .5 8 7
not at all approachable ", fairly approachable * . extremely apppachable

8) How substantive and helpful did you find your GSI's comments on written work to be?

1 2 3 . 4 ' 5. 6 7
not at all substantive fairly substantive _extremely substantive

and helpful and helpful and helpful -

9)' How'would you rate the overall effectiveness of your GSI?

1 2 3 4 5 8 R {
not at all effective . falrly 8 . ~ extremely effective



Il For each question in this section, please circle the number you find most appropriate. -

1) How well organized were sections?
1 : 2 3 4 5 ’ 7
. poorly organized moderately well organized extremely-well organized

2) How clearly did your GSI communicate philosophical concepts and issues?

1 .2 3 ' 4 - 5 8 4
not at all clearly faidy clearly e ely clearly

~ 3) Towhat extent did the GS! illustrate philosophical Ideas with examples, diagrams, and so on?

1 2 3 .4 @ 8 7

nof at all fairly often all the time

4) qu responsive was your GSI to questions and commients In section?

1 2 .3 .4 .5 g 8 ) 7
_ not at all responsive falrly responsive ) extremely responsive

5) To what extent did the GSI stimulate discussi ong students?

1 2 3 4 "5 6 7

not very much som quite a lot

6) How Intellectually rewarding did you find sections?

e 2 3 4 8 7
not very rewarding falrly rewarding extremely rewarding

-~

7) How approachable and responsive was your GS! outside of section?

1 TP T 5 8 7
not at all approachable ", fairly approachable _ T . extrel proachable
8) How substantive and helpful did you find your GSI's comments on written work to be?

G 7

1 2 3 .4 5. 8.
not at all substantive fairly substantive _ extremely substantive

and helpful and helpful and helpful -

9)' How_would you rate the overall effectiveness of your Gsl?

1 2 3 4 :
not at all effective fairly effective



Graduate Student Instructor Evaluation

Department of Philosophy
. Please fill in the following information,
1) Your GSI's name: Sacheon  [Keraien .
2) Course name and number;,___{hiy 251 Term in which taken:_ ¢ [ &
3) Your status (circle one): Fr. 'Soph@) Sr. Other:; Your major: ‘1 he \
4) How much effort would you say you put into this course? _
1 . 2 3 4 5 . 8 7
Not much effort a fair amount of effort - ité a lot of effort
5) Overall, what proportion of sections did you attend? (clrcle one) —
less than ~ about 1/2 more than 2/3 nearly all

Il. Please respond to the following questions as fully as possible.
1) A good GS! knows the course material, Is prepared for sections, presents material clearly,
facilitates class discusslon, and is responslive to students. A good GSI also provides students
with clear assessments of thelr written work, and helps them to develop their philosophical writing
skills. Please comment on the extent to which you GSI displayed these and any other relevant
qualifies.

Bv"v'!y ‘f‘“‘) % cod vt

e h_‘-,‘(' C (.g.-.'r g et ah . a~ ’(_ssqr (‘ct—eal bach

5 4 W 4 C}‘wth/'n/w “S a~e tew \.ﬂ.‘:‘v) : éi(,. e bt~
\..»cf\( :

" . U~ M f.\) Jde °‘”"3‘5 . 5 e a«;éﬁk ABcesgd 0 em

yad-t~

2) How do you think the GS! could improve sections for this course?

St /I\

3) What was most distinctive about the way the GSl taught In this course? What, if anythlng, was
particularly helpful? What, if anything, was especially unhelpful?

™ J/)(}/‘-LJ—'-—Q he : J,f't‘v D et °1:/‘~=wy$ V—g/ﬁ/.k\—-\_‘—

&,A ""‘\V"’“ A““"')-s rete \—../—‘

* OVER—>



Graduate Student Instructor Evaluation
Department of Philosophy

. Please fill In the following Information.

1) Your GSI's name:__J oc¥ison Kernon,

2) Course name and number;_Ph\lowphy A5 B Term In which taken:;_Spring

3) Your status (circle one):@'Soph. Jr. Sr. Other; Your major;_Phlego phy.

4) How much effort would you say you put into course? ’ .
1 . 2 3 , 5. 8 7
Not much effort a fair amount ot &ffort - quite a fot of effort

5) Overall, what proportldn of sections did you atte d? (clrcle one)
lessthan  about 1/2 Cmore than 273 > nearly all

1. Please respond to the following questions as fully as possible,

1) A good GS! knows the course material, Is prepared for sections, presents material clearly,
facllitates class discussion, and is responslve to students. A good GS| also provides students
with clear assessments of thelr written work, and helps them to develop their philosophical writing
skills. Please comment on the extent to which you GSI displayed these and any other relevant

TEE MY GST fulfled s oud berond a5 he Sugocged us Wetery

%ecilay, I {\,\efewas @VY\'\‘-\DLQ we 4, .c,mde\rs\cmd' In \edwe( we

wewt owe {14 debtn W Seclion H&&\b:a'yg cawme ?reﬁ&réd Wity

OAdn Q%emda. :

2) How do you think the GS! could improve sections for this course? )
FFE=E Vo way, Werdid & exceliont. N\\_‘e, el Qne ‘o © Aver

s xGewndea &5 well  ag u’[’oﬂ'eue\r we wecnted o Yo Orep -

3) What was most distinctive about the way the GSI taught in this course? What, if anything, was
particularly helpful? What, if anything, was especially unhelpful? . .

Veey 0 rgaivized

OVER——>



il For each question in this section, please circle the number you find most appropriate. -

1) How well organized were sections?

1 : 2 . 3 4 5 6 (T )
. poorly organized moderately well organized extremely well organ
2) How clearly did your GS| communicate philosophical concepts and issues?
1 ) 3 4 .5 8 ' @
not at all clearly falrly clearly extremely clea

- 3) Towhat extent did the GS! illustrate philosophical ldeas with examples, diagrams, and so on? \ .
1 , \ W ; . gﬁ eo\Y he dd
not at all fairly often all the ti

4) qu responsive was your GSlI to questions and commients In section?

1 2 .3 4 .5 VA

_ not at all responsive ' falrly respdnstve . “extremely re;sponsive

5) To what extent did the GSI stimulate discussion among students? .
1 2 3 4 G 6 7
not very much somewhat quite a lot

8) How Intellectually rewarding did you find sections?

9 2 3 4 5 7
not very rewarding falrly rewarding extremely rewarding

7). How approachable and responsive was your GSI outside of section?

1 R S 5 8 (>

not at all approachable R fairly approachable . extremely approachable
8) How substantive and helpful did you find your GSI's comments on written work to be?

2 3 4 ' 5 Q 7. |

1 . . —,
not at all substantive fairly substantive _exiremely substantive
and helpful and helpful and helpful -

9)' How.would you rate the overall effectiveness of your GSI?

1 2 3 4 5 ? 7
not at all effective fairly effective o _ exiremely effective



Ill. For each question in this section, pleass circle the number you find most appropriate.

1) How well organized were sections?

1 2 . 3 4 5'@'7

. poorly organized moderately well organized extremely well organized

2) How clearly did your GSI communicate philosophical concepts and issues?

1 2 @'4-5 8 7

not at all cleérly : falrly clearly extremely clearly
~ 3) Towhat extent did the GS! illustrate philosophical ldeas with examples, diagrams, and so on?

1 2 3 . : 5 8 7
not at all fairly often all the time

4) qu responsive was your GS! to questions and comments In section?

1 2 @

_ not at all responsive

" .5 8 " 1
falrly responsive . extremely rgsponsive

5) To what extent did the GS! stimulate discussion among students?

1 2 3 4 ' @ 6 7
not very much

somewhat quite a lot

6) How Intellectually rewarding did you find sections?

1 @ 3 4 5 8 7
not very rewarding falrly rewarding extremely rewarding

~

7). How approachable and responsive was your GS outside of section?

-

1 @ R T 5 8 7
not at all approachable ", fairly approachable * . extremely approachable
8) How substantive and helpful did you find your GSI's comments on written work to be?

1 2 @ . 4 5. 6 7
not &t all substantive fairly substantive _ extremely substantive

and helpful and helpful and helpful -
9)' How'would you rate the overall effectiveness of your Gsli?

1 2 3 4 @ 8 . 7
not at all effective : falrly effective = _ extremely effective



Graduate Student Instructor Evaluation
Department of Philosophy

. Please fill in the following Information,

1) Your GSI's name: ‘TAC MIL

2) Course name ;nd number; ,L\S 6 Term In which taken S h Z 0/ 6
3) Your status (circle one):(Fr) Soph. J;'. Sr. Other; __ Your major: (Z h?/f ori ¢

4) How much effort would you say you put into this course?

1 2 4 (5). 6 7

Not much effort q fair amount of effort - quite a lot of effort
5) Overall, what proportidn of sections did you attend"? (clrcle one) —
less than _ about 1/2 more than 2/3 _ (nearly ﬂa_& )

1. Please respond to the following questions as fully as possible.

1) A good GSI knows the course material, s prepared for sections, presents material clearly,
facilitates class discussion, and is responstve to students. A good GSlI also provides students
with clear assessments of thelr written work, and helps them to develop thelr philosophical writing
skills. Please comment on the extent to whlch you GS| displayed these and any other relevant
qualities.

He pmpdm( weckiong cn [ Jowwa- - bﬁﬂ'

Qv 9 _”‘!UV\* ﬂ‘c!“’b?l fu(lem ;{ Vw/} //)c/ic/
to follow him Py

2) How do you think the GS! could improve sections for thls course?

yol, ho Culd o ffocuw ;n//o m[w/ ho fﬂ/]
ahil é)fptmmu/l()”” . |

3) What was most distinctive about the way the GSI taught in this course? What, if anything, was
particularly helpful? What, if anything, was especially unhelpful? . .

fle aled an dgondu "V\/’l/d;)i /7@//9-,0({ o [of

OVER—>



Graduate Student Instructor Evaluation
Department of Philosophy

. Please fill in the following information,

1) Your GS!'s name;___ S ec 8o Kecnion .
' : ~ Phijosphy . :
2) Course name and number Philos ophy 95R ° M s ermt in thZh taken: _éﬂﬁgé, Dol4

3) Your status (circle one): Fr. §GFRIr. Sr. Otner; Your major;,_Competer $renc,
4) How much effort would you say you put into gééourse?
1 2 3

: , 5 . 8 7
Not much effort a fair amount of effort - quite a fot of effort
5) Overall, what proporﬁdn of sections did you attend"? (circle one)

less than . about 1/2 more than 2/3 . @

Il. Please respond to the following questions as fully as possible,

1) A good GSI knows the course material, Is prepared for sections, presents material clearly,
facilitates class discusslon, and is responsive to students. A good GS also provides students
with clear assessments of thelr written work, and helps them to develop thelr philosophical writing
skills. Please comment on the extent to which you GSI displayed these and any other relevant
qualifies. ’ ) ‘

2) How do you think the GS! could improve sections for this course?

deﬁ Yo € CLE,._,'.‘,A L)Cflmh‘”.f/'
b"w P“""t_") ‘A“f\"g] Jec e, .

3) What was most distinctive about the way the GSI taught In this course? What, if anything, was
particularly helpful? What, if anything, was especially unhelpful? . .

E{WY.(FA_ e At Bt vt Qidad .S*P:Wa oty .m-;_ o
fl'\/‘-f \\(/Tc-fv’\ \FN_{_JW' . i

© OVER—>



Ill. For each question in this section, please circle the number you find most appropriate. -

1) How well organized were sections?

1 : 2 . 3 (4 5 6 7
. poorly organized moderately well organized extremely well organized
2) How clearly did your GSI communicate philosophical concepts and issues?
1 2 3 T4 : @ 8 7
not at all clearly : faidy clearly extremely clearly

~ 3) Towhat extenit did the GS! illustrate philosophical ldeas with examples, diagrams, and so on?

1 2 3 L4 5 @ 7
not at all fairly often all the time

4) How responsive was your GS! to questions and comments In section?

1 2 .3 -4 - 5 8 Qﬁ
. not at all responsive fairly responsive . extremely respon

5) To what extent did the GSI stimulate discussion among students?

1 2 3 4 5 @ 7
not very much somewhat quite a lot

6) How Intellectually rewarding did you find sections?

1 2 3 @ 5 6 7
not very rewarding falrly rewarding extremely rewarding

7) How approachable and responsive was your GSl| outside of section?
1 2 .. 4 5 8 7
not at all approachable - ", fairly approachable T . extremely appljoachable

8) How substantive and helpful did you find your GSI's comments on written work to be?

1 2 3 . 4 5. ? 7
not at all substantive fairly substantive _exiremely stbstantive ‘
and helipful and helpful and helpful .

9)' How.would you rate the overall effsctiveness of your GSI?

1 2 3 4 5 ? R
not at all effective fairly effective ) _ exiremely effectiv



Ill. For each question in this section, please clrcle the number you find most appropriate. -

1) How well organized were sections?
1 2 . 3 4 5 6
. poorly organized moderately well organized extremely well organized

2) How clearly did your GS| communicate philosophical concepts and issues?
1 2 3 4 .5 8 qﬁ
not at all clearly : falrly clearly extremely clearly

~ 3) Towhat extert did the GS! illustrate philosophical Ideas with examples, diagrams, and so on?

1 2 3 Y 5 8 (tr
not at all fairly often all the time

4) How responsive was your GSI to questions and commients In section?

1 2 3 4 .5 8 T D

_ not at all responsive ’ falrly respdnstve . ‘extremely rg.sponsive

5) To what extent did the GS! stimulate discussion among students?

1 2 3 4 5 6 9N

not very much somewhat quite a lot

6) How Intellectually rewarding did you find sections?

vy 2 3 4 5 8 D

not very rewarding fairly rewarding extremely rewarding

-~

7). How approachable and responsive was your GSl outside of section?

1 TP T 5 8
not at all approachable " fairly approachable " . extremely approachable

8) How substantive and helpful did you find your GSI's comments on written work to be?

1 2 3 L4 5. 5 D)
not at all substantive fairly substantive _ extremely substantive ‘

and helpful and helpful and helpful -

9)' How.would you rate the overall effectiveness of your GSI?

1 2 3 4 5 8 QO

not at all effective fairly effective .. exiremely effective



Graduate Student Instructor Evaluation
Department of Philosophy

. Please fill in the following Information,

1) Your GSI's name: ,\ablLS(m

2) Course name and number; Phil. 259 Term in which taken: Sg r‘ma' 20100
3) Your status (circle one): Fr. Soph. {Jr. Sr. Other; Your major; il 5"?"‘}

4) How much effort would you say you put into this course?

1 2 5. ‘8 7
Not much effort q fair amount of effort %uite a lot of effort

5) Overall, what propqrtioh of sections did you attend? (circle one)

less than ~ about 1/2 more than 2/3 . @

Il. Please respond to the following questions as fully as possible.

1) A good GSI knows the course material, Is prepared for sections, presents material clearly,
facilitates class discussion, and Is responsive to students. A good GSI also provides students
with clear assessments of the[r written work, and helps them to develop their philosophical writing
skills. Please comment on the extent to whlch you GS| displayed these and any other relevant
qualities.

@‘_ d'\spk«gjul TALSL  qualitie S

2) How do you think the GS! could improve sections for this course?

3) What was most distinctive about the way the GSI taught In this course? What, if anythlng, was
partlculaﬁy helpful? What. if anything, was especially unhelpful?

We  allows ‘Qo( mu(,ln Aiscussion

6\V\0\' dicgets the U’V\NV“ﬁ‘V‘- noa

Atk that 1S F(,v-h\u.k’r 4o class © OVER—>
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I, For each question in this section, please circle the number you find most appropriate. -

1) How well organized were sections?

—

1 2 . 3 4 5 6 é 7
. poorly organized moderately well organized extremely well orga
2) How clearly did your GS! communicate philosophical concepts and issues?

1 2 3 T4 .5 6 @
not at all clearly faldy clearly extremely ¢

~ 3) Towhat extent did the GS! iliustrats philosophical Ideas with examples, diagrams, and sa on?
1 2 3 4. 5 8

not at all fairly often all the'tin@
4) How responsive was your GSI to questions and commients In section?

1 2 .3 4 -5 8 ,
_ not at all responsive falrly responsive ) extremely respg

5) To what extent did the GS! stimulate discussion among students?

1 2 3 4 "B

7
not very much somewhat quite a lot
6) How Intellectually rewarding did you find sections?
¥y 2 3 4 5 “ /
not very rewarding falrly rewarding e @ ely rewarding
7). How approachable and responsive was your GS! outside of section?
1 2.3 T s 5 8 ’;!f;' )
not at all approachable ", fairly approachable _ . extremely approach '
8) How substantive and helpful did you find your GSI's comments on written work to be?
1 2 3 . 4 5. 6 7
not at all substantive fairly substantive . extremely §ubstantive ‘

and helpful and helpful and helpful "
9)' How would you rate the overall effectiveness of your GSI?

1 2 3 4 5 8 . 7
not at all effective fairly effective . extremely effe



Graduate Student Instructor Evaluation

Pepartment of Philosophy
. Please fill in the following information,
1) Your GSI's name; ]&a azaS Crac=—pr.
s A 1 .
2) Course name and number: Z-S /@ Term in which taken: % O ( (’
3) Your status (clrcle one): Fr. Soph. Jr. @ther Your major: ﬂ [6 f'g"’;’ v

4) How much effort would you say you put into this course?
2 4

1 5 . 7
Not much effort g fair amount of effort - @lot of effort

5) O\)erall, what proportidn of sections did you attend"? (circle one) :
lessthan . abouti/2 more than2/3 ,
1. Please respond to the following questions as fully as possible. '

1) A good GSI knows the course material, Is prepared for sections, presents material clearly,
facilitates class discusslon, and is responsive to students. A good GSI also provides students

with clear assessments of thelr written work, and helps them to develop thelr philosophical writing
skills. Please comment on the extent to whlch you GSl| displayed these and any other relevant

" Jaban Nad ol desiefe L
h’k%&ﬂ/ L{ P /504«/ . M«(/Ccéyo(
O C'WL pé?g

2) How do you think the GSI could improve sections for this course?

WZ/ I[M;fCMéLM
Og uc/ ,@ ﬁ//gf.m:e// z\fW

3) What was most distinctive about the way the GSI taught In this course? What, if anythlng. was
particularly helpful? What, if anything, was especially unhelpful?

/%ém abys fud Mev/ G AL
Og%w ‘ - OVER—>



INl. For each question in this section, please circle the number you find most appropriate. -

1) How well organized were sections?
1 2 . 3 4 L5 | 6 - 7
. poorly organized moderately well organized extremely well organized

2) How clearly did your GSI communicate philosophical concepts and issues?

1 2 3 T4 - (5 8 C7
not at all clearly faidy clearly - extremely clearly

~ 3) Towhat extent did the GS! iliustrate philosophical Ideas with examples, diagrams, and so on?

1 2 3 L4 /5 6 7
not at all fairly often g all the time

4) qu responsive was your GSI to questions and comments In section?

1 2 .3 L4 /5 e 7
~ not at all responsive falrly responsive o extremely rgsponsive

5) To what extent did the GS! stimulate discussion among students?

1 2 3 4 "5 (8 7
not very much somewhat quite a lot

6) How Intellectually rewarding did you find sections?

1 2 3 4 { 5 ] 7
not very rewarding falrly rewarding e extremely rewarding

7) How approachable and responsive was your GS! outside of section?
1 ERE R A

.

. 4 5 8 7
not at all approachable " faiﬂy_gpproa(&tﬁble _ . extremely approachable

8) How substantive and helpful did you find your GSI's comments on written work to be?

1 Q’_zﬁ : 3 .4 5 . 5 7
not at all substantive fairly substantive _ extremely substantive

and helpful and helpful and helpful -

9)‘ How would you rate the overall effectiveness of your GSi?

1 2 3 4 (5~ 8 7

not at all effective falrly effective ~ extremely effective



Graduate Student Instructor Evaluation
Department of Philosophy

. Please fill in the following information,

1) Your GSl's name; Lt :
2) Course name and number,_ac( 251 Term in which taken: j'?_,,gua 28(¢

3) Your status (circle one): Fr. Soph./Jr. /Sr. Other: Your major; aibLmmb bics
4) How much effort would you szt)ﬁou put into this course?
1T . 2 3 4

5. 8 7
Not much effort a fair amount of effort - quite a lot of effort

5) Overall, what proportion of sections did you attend?-{eircle-ore) S
less than _ about1/2 more than2/3 J - @ all

——

l1. Please respond to the following questions as fully as possible.

1) A good GS! knows the course material, Is prepared for sections, presents material clearly,
facilitates class discussion, and is responsive to students. A good GSl also provides students
with clear assessments of the[r written work, and helps them to develop their philosophical writing
skills. Please comment on the extent to which you GSlI displayed these and any other relevant
qualities.

very /M’/W{"MJ M pechdul and p3sk .
(,[anng’\ca,fﬂfw.\ A B A

bk Gustsivremds M S pagers Aider & gie iy

fps of Maprincentan b, g+ ym\uui rt Glad oy g,

2) How da you think the GS! could improve sections for this course?

ﬁ&c/nMJ ae redl /léa,wwl-d—. wo weed OISJ /W(;LMMU}‘

3) What was most distinctive about the way the GSl taught in this course? What, if anythlng, was
pamculady helpful? What. if anything, was especially unhelpful?

© OVER—>



. For each question in this section, please circle the number you find maost appropriate. -

1) How well organized wera sections?

1 ‘ 2 . 3 4 5 é 6 ) ’ 7
. poorly organized moderately well organized extre ell organized
2) How clearly did your GSI communicate philosophical concepts and issues'?
1 o2 3 T4 ) 8 C7
not at all clearly - falrly clearly exitremely clearly
~ 3) Towhat exterit did the GS! illustrate philosophical Ideas with examples, diagrams, and so on?

1 2 3 S 4. @ 8 7
not at all fairly often all the time

4) How responsive was your GS! o questions and commients In section?

1 2 3 . 4 5@7
_ not at all responsive falrly responsive . e ely rgsponsivs
5) To what extent did the GSI stimulate discussion among students?

1 2 3 4 18>, 6 7
not very much somewhat quite a lot

6) How Intellectually rewarding did you find sections?

1 2 3 4 5 ( 6) 7
not very rewarding fairly rewarding ely rewarding

-~

7). How approachable and responsive was your GS! outside of section?
1 2 .3 T g @ 6 7
not at all approachable - . fairly approachable _ " extremely approachable

8) How substantive and helpful did you find your GSI's comments on written work to be?

1 2 - 3 - 5 7
not at all substantive fairly substantive _ extremely substantive ‘

and helpful and helpful and helpful -
9). How.would you rate the overall effectiveness of your GSI?

1 2 3 4 @ 8 7
niot t all effective fairly effective — __ exiremely sffective



Graduate Student Instructor Evaluation
Department of Philosophy

. Please fill In the following information,

1) Your GS's name: ;a; KSM\

2) Course name and number; W\\\ Zgﬁ Mw\an W\Werm in which taken C%{% Py

3) Your status (circle one): Fr. £ Jr. Sr. Other_________Your ma]or Cl)&Sa\

4) How much eﬁ‘ort would you say you put into this course?

1 2 4 e 6 7

Not much effort g fair amount of effort - quite a fot of effort
5) Overall, what proporﬁdn of sections did you attend"? (clrcle one)
less than ~ about 1/2 more than 2/3 . @

Il. Please respond to the following questions as fully as possible.

1) A good GS! knows the course material, is prepared for sections, presents material cleatly,
facilitates class discussion, and Is responsive to students. A good GS| also provides students
with clear assessments of thelr written work, and helps them to develop thelr philosophical writing
skills, Please comment on the extent to which you GSI displayed these and any other relevant
qualities.

Sﬁékw'l s e’N\LM/B pasledaghle davk dte wofetdl,
\)\QG\\&&S Vol 3 cleac 2 ﬁrg le\(w A»«Zy?

Q\ st h‘""‘"@" Dc(a/?sm(\»z oM woclear b seesyl
gan*b?\io (S ] L. '

2) How do you think the GSI could improve sections for this course?

Drd vt B oy o etsns

3) What was most distinctive about the way the GSl taught In this course? What, if anythlng, was
particularly helpful? What, if anything, was especially unhelpful?

Mtk%\ﬂg ORY w\\\e\@w
Pl Tocen W\g#d g M:A\Ng [ e
W\Q\d\&k 3} c\zﬂm\;m\{ “03) MofJa/v} APS WT OVER—>

ley wtw/'q" :



lll. For each question in this section, piease circle the number you find maost appropriate.

1) How well organized were sections?

1 2 . 3 4 5 6 - 7
. poorly organized moderately well organized extremely well organized
2) How clearly did your GSI communicate philosophical concepts and issues?

1 .2 3 ‘ 4 S Y 8 7
not at all clearly falrly clearly o ) extremely clearly
~ 3) Towhat extent did the GS! illustrate philosophical ldeas with examples, diagrams, and so on?
1 2 3 L4 . 5 6 7
not at all fairly often all the time
4) How responslve was your GSI to questions and comnients In section?

1 2 .3 .4 -5 8) " 7
_ not at all responsive falrly responsive . extremely rgsponsive
5) To what extent did the GSI stimulate discussion among students?

1 2 3 4 (s & 7
not very much somewhat quite a lot
6) How Intellectually rewarding did you find sections?

¥y 2 3 4 5 8 7
not very rewarding fairly rewarding extremely rewarding

-~

7) How approachable and responsive was your GSI outside of section?

1 R -5 8 !
not at all approachgble ' ", fairly approachable * . extremely approachable

8) How substantive and helpful did you find your GSI's comments on written work to be?

1 2 3 .4 ' 5. 6 7
not at all substantive fairly substantive ~extremely substantive

and helpful and helpful and helpful -

9)' How would you rate the overall effectiveness of your GSI?

1 2 3 4 ' 5 6 "7

not at all effective fairly effective . exiremely effective



Graduate Student Instructor Evaluation
Department of Philosophy

. Please fill in the following information.

1) Your GSI's name:

2) Course name and number; Term in which teken:

3) Your status (clrcle one): Fr. Soph. Jr. Sr. Other; Your major;_t1) @! Lex i
4) How much effort would you say you put into this course? -~ }

1 2 4 5. 7

Not much effort q fair amount of effort - quite’a lot of effort

5) Overall, what propc_:rtldn of sections did you attend"? (circle one) :
less than . about 172 more than 2/3 _ nearly all

)
p

Il. Please respond to the following questions as fully as possible.

1) A good GSI knows the course material, Is prepared for sections, presents material clearly,
facilitates class discussion, and Is responsive to students. A good GSl also provides students
with clear assessments of thelr written work, and helps them to develop thelr philosophical writing
skills. Please comment on the extent to which you GSI displayed these and any other relevant
qualities.

2) How do you think the GS! could improve sections for this course?

3) What was most distinctive about the way the GSI taught in this course? What, if anythlng. was
particularly helpful? What, if anything, was espec:ally unhelpful?

* OVER—>



. For each guestion in this section, please circle the number you find most appropriate. -

1) How well organized were sections?

1 2 . 3 4 5 ' 7
. poorly organized moderately well organized extrems 21l organized

2) How clearly did your GS! communicate philosophical concepts and issues?
1 2 3 T4 .5 C7
not at all clearly . falrly clearly exirefnely clearly

~ 3) Towhat extent did the GS! iliustrate philosophical Ideas with examples, diagrams, and so on?

not at all fairly o all the time

4) qu responsive was your GSI to questions and commients In section?

1 2 3 4 .5 8 "
. not at all responsive falrly responsive . extremely respon?

5) To what extent did the GS! stimulate discussion among students?

1 2 3 4 @ 6 7
not very much somewhat quite a lot
6) How Intellectually rewarding did you find sections? e

drenfely rewarding

7). How approachable and responsive was your GS! outside of section?

v 2 3 4
not very rewarding falrly rewarding

1 2.3 T g 5
not 2t all approachable - " fairly approachable )

8) How substantive and helpful did you find your GSI's comments of written work to be?

1 2 3 . 4 5. 6. 7
not at all substantive fairly substantive extremely substantive ‘
and helpful and helpful and helpful -

9)‘ How would you rate the overall effectiveness of your GSI?_—:

1 2 3 4 5 8 A
not &t all effective falrly effective mely effective




Graduate Student Instructor Evaluation
Pepartment of Philosophy

. Please fill in the following information
1) Your GSlI's name: -3 (’L

2) Course name and number; 0\\\05“&7 PAY> [\\ﬂé\f (\ \*\Wm in which taken S% (%5 90] lO/

- 3) Your status (circle one): Fr. <Soph$ Jr Sr. Other; Your major: SL\
4) How much effort would you say you put into this course?
1 2 4 5.
Not much effort a_ fair amount of effort - @a fot of effort

5) Overall, what proportio.n of sections did you attend';’ (circle one)
less than . about 1/2 more than 2/3 -

Il. Please respond to the following questions as fully as possible.

1) A good GSI knows the course material, Is prepared for sections, presents material clearly,
facilitates class discussion, and Is responsive to students. A good GS| also provides students
with clear assessments of thelr written work, and helps them to develop thelr philosophical writing
skills, Please comment on the extent to whlch you GSlI displayed these and any other relevant

MG Yes b dhof Mopes S (k3
o T3y ool U0 Ui o i loey Lored ol JM kel ﬂ%)
J\\Sa T odet \;M wm%ﬁ &emé @5% 43 MQUL
\ (/t\f\/ (RO \0\\7/

2) How do you think the GSI could i 1mprove sectlons for thls course?

- (”% wgwgu} W\LY Asw;sm

3) What was most distinctive abaut the way the GSl taught In this course? What, if anythlng, was
particularly helpful? What, if anything, was especially unhelpful?

0 Q()(M\w\KY \N\‘{v\ %\ﬁ\\ | (\w\% e Mr/
3 BUEST Y \”“}V St jﬂ,&% AL
0&\\0‘/\/>JV’ (y\\,\,\\g\/\) o0 [@U AHj \)Z\?Y/ . OVER—>



Graduate Student Instructor Evaluation
Department of Philosophy

. Please fill in the following information.

1) Your GSI's name: J%L%/L L
2) Course name and number; p /’//”wﬁ/%/ %Zg Term in which taken: SZ/’/"’ﬁ Zﬂ/f
(4

3) Your status (circle one): Fr.r. Sr. Other; Your major; /‘ 031 Ser

4) How much effort would you say you put into this Gourse?
AN

8 B ¢
quite a lot of effort

5) Overall, what proportidn of sections did you attend"? (clrcle one)

less than . about 12 more than 2/3 .
Il. Please respond to thé foflowlng questions as fully as possible, ‘

1) A good GSI knows the course material, |s prepared for sections, presents material clearly,
facilitates class discussion, and is responsive to students. A good GS| also provides students

with clear assessments of thelr written work, and helps them to develop thelr philosophical writing
skills. Please comment on the extent to which you GSI displayed these and any other releva

VS dudcon wns always proproed, hade a schedfe
the seelton aud oliol his bas/‘/u#mo#?/

1 . 2 3 :
Not much effort a fair amount of effort -

2) How do you think the GS! could improve sections for this course?

THbelt we spest- a lof oF Liue fﬂ/&%ﬂ/ schecllsl.
fo dth wvsuen gresttons

3) What was most distinctive about the way the GSI taught in this course? What, if anything, was
particularly helpful? What, if anything, was especially unhelpful? . .

Eoamples ere: ala watd bt
7 /AZ’#M/%/@M % ;Z/;/Z Ly L2 e
i+ eewed Hhnd jarlesor djd « grea

Jobexpluintony flow closty 0T



lll. For each question in this section, please clrcle the number you find maost appropriate.

1) How well organized were sections?

1 2 3 4 5 @ T
. poorly organized moderately well organized extremiely well organized
2) How clearly did your GSI communicate philosophical concepts and issues? .
1 2 3 4 .5 @
not at all clearly falrly clearly extremely clearly

~ 3) Towhat extert did the GS! illustrate phllosophical ldeas with examples, diagrams, and so on?

1 2 3 4 5 @
not at all fair1y often all th

4) How responsive was your GSI to questions and commients In section?
1 2 .3 L4 .5 @
. not at all responsive falrly responsive ) extremely respo

5) To what extent did the GSI stimulate discussion among students?
1 2 3 4 5
not very much somewhat

6) How Inteflectually rewarding did you find sections?

By 2 3 4 5
not very rewarding fairly rewarding extremely re

7) How approachable and responsive was your GSI outside of section?
1 ‘2 . : ‘.‘3 - .~,. 4 5 @
not at all approachable - ", fairly approachable T extremely approa ’

8) How substantive and helpful did you find your GSI's comments on written work-to be?
2 3 . 4 ' 5. ) 7

1 5,
not at all substantive fairly substantive _extremely subs 8
and helpful and helpful and helpful .

9)' How.would you rate the overall effectiveness of your GSi?

1 2 3 4 5 8 g:
not at all effective fairly effective B ~ extremely efiectiva—-



Graduate Student Instructor Evaluation
Department of Philosophy

. Please fill in the following information.

1) Your GSI's name; {Jt‘ ALKSON

2) Course name and number; ‘ 15 Term in which téken: Vi

3) Your status (clrcle onoph. Jr. Sr. Other; Your major: A {4 Hf%l"ﬁ\/l/{
4) How much effort would you u put into this course? : _

1 ' 2 4 5. 8 7
Not much effort a fair amount of effort - quite a lot of effort

5) O\)erall, what proporti' sectiqns did you attend"f (circle one)
less than _ m more than 2/3 ) neary all

Il. Please respond to thé fo(lowlng questions as fully as possible.
1) A good GSI knows the course material, Is prepared for sections, presents material clearly,
facilitates class discussion, and Is responsive to students. A good GS| also provides students
with clear assessments of thelr written work, and helps them to develop thelr philosophical writing
skills. Please comment on the extent to which you GSI displayed these and any other relevant
qualities. ’ ) :
e wag AAWAYS pYepAved by Cection, Movuj h wag
pAYEV 6\(0\&{ g SEAS weed 4oL wovie . Covmmitnis
wWene very ¢ o\/\m;ivxﬂ' ANd O£ Ice-Mowve YWgen <
rovely pvovided CIMih/l de Yo N Livay -AviuaAy

WAV e expladne Vvvl\osowlxu,\.

2) How do you think the GSI could improve sections for thls course?

| . Sechiovie wlve ofden Mavcin WApve et pfuy
e - lect s oy Poaypenvs edev wewnve . . ;

3) What was most distinctive about the way the GSI taught In this course? What, if anything, was
particularly helpful? What, if anything, was especially unhelpful? . .

He ’r\.riec\ vevy havd. - came 0f4 A< POVAYOME (often)
vW¥ \{f wWag W«eo\ovtea NOVIA e\ e, .

© OVER—>



i, For each question in this section, please circle the number you find most appropriate. -

1) How well organized were sections?

1 2 3 4 r@ 6 7
, poorly organized moderately well organized extremely well organized

2) How clearly did your GSI communicate philosophical concepts and issues?
1 2 3 | @ .5 6 7
not at all clearly falrly clearly extremely clearly

- 3) Towhat extent did the GS! illustrate philosophical Ideas with examples, diagrams, and so on?
1 2 3 ' ?o 5 8 7
not at all fairly ofte all the time

4) How responsive was your GSI to questions and commients In section?

1 2 3 4 - 7

_ not at all responsive ) falrly responsive _ ‘extremely responsive

5) To what extent did the GSI stimulate discussion among students?
1 @ 3 4 s 6 7
not very mu somewhat quite a lot

6) How Intellectually rewarding did you find sections?

iy 2 @D 4 5 6 7
not very rewarding fairly rewarding extremely rewarding

7).How approachable and responsive was your GSI outside of section?
1 2 @ v g 5 6 7
not at all approachable - —fdirly approachable . extremely approachable

B) How substantive and helpful did you find your GSI's comments on written work to ba?

1 C:;P 3 .4 5 - 6, 7
not at all substaniive fairly substantive _extremely substantive '
and helpful and helpful and helpful -

9)' How.would you rate the overall effectiveness of your GSI?

1 2 3 - 5 6 7

not at all effective fairly effective _ extremely effective



IIl. For each question in this section, please circle the number you find most appropriate.

1) How well organized were sections?
1 2 3 4 5 @1 7
. poorly organized moderately well organized extremely well organized

2) How clearly did your GSI communicate philosophical concepts and issues?
1 2 3 4 - (5D 8 7

not at al clearly : falrly clearly extremely clearly

~ 3) Towhat extent did the GSI iliustrats philosophical Ideas with examples, diagrams, and so on?

1 2 3 .4 . @1 8 7
not at all fairly often s all the time

4) qu responsive was your GS! to questions and commients In section?

1 2 .3 - 4 - 5 ) 5 8 ) 7
~ not at all responsive falrly responsive } e ely rgsponsivs

5) To what extent did the GS! stimulate discussion among students?

1 2 3 4 (9 6 7
not very much somewhat s quite a lot

6) How Intellectually rewarding did you find sections?
o 2 3 4 (s> 8 7
not very rewarding fairly rewarding ~— extremely rewarding

7) How approachable and responsive was your GSI outside of section?

1 2 .3 T (5 ) . 7
not at all approachable ", fairly approachable ~— . extremely approachable

8) How substantive and helpful did you find your GSI's comments on written work to be?

1 2 3 .4 (5 8, 7
not at all substantive fairly substantive — extremely substantive )
and helpful ard helpful and helpful -

9)' How would you rate the overall effectiveness of your GSi?

—

1 2 3 4 5 {ea T
not &t all effective falrly effective ) _ extrémely effective



Graduate Student Instructor Evaluation
Department of Philosophy

. Please fill in the following information.

1) Your GSI's name: jxckx.u,’\

2) Course name and number: ‘1 1WOS ZS A Term in which taken: g QH /m/ ?/U/ fe

3) Your status (circle one)U::r,- Soph. Jr. Sr. Other; Your major; . .Ht 1 J o B Sl ness FS‘// C [\
4) How much effort would you say you put into }bls course?

1 2 (4> 5. 8 7

Not much effort q fair amount of effort - quite a lot of effort

5) OVeraIl, what proportio}\ of sections did you attend? (clrcle one) 1

less than _ about 1/2 more than 2/3 _ ( nearlyall )

il. Please respond to the followlng questions as fully as possible.
1) A good GSI knows the course material, Is prepared for sections, presents material cleatly,
facilitates class discussion, and Is responsive to students. A good GSlI also provides students
with clear assessments of thelr written work, and helps them to develop thelr philosophical writing
skills. Please comment on the extent to whlch you GSI displayed these and any other relevant
qualifies.

Jackson” exubited Hhe Aspects ol a Cpood (5734 , except

Ptk suredhinces he L N \wuw\i’ Mekon ol e
W*’f’spxm(‘ucdt‘a\ &xa,my)bLaé e L'VV\LLJ{){J

C (_0[41_,&45,
N d/‘/J/cWK\mx/\

2) How do you think the GSI could § improve sections for this course?

\)-SY\ﬂ Mmpwm W2 D LAFLCL.ULU’\J e / /u/&b u/i’vtccu/
CON L&PU‘Z.CU\C/ UAtr\g_ 227 274 % (L(a‘.//%; X cmp loa_

3) What was most distinctive about the way the GSI taught In this course? What, if anythlng, was
particularly helpful? What, if anything, was especially unhelpful?

\}Ke{\j/l helphd P(LPE’LNA el ey 'IL,LQa,L &VM[ Q,kpé’/z,@%

© OVER—>



II. For each question in this section, please circle the number you find most appropriate. -

1) How well organized were sections?

1 : 2 . 3 4 6 ‘ 7
. poorly organized moderately well organized extremely well organized
2) How clearly did your GSI communicate philosophical concepts and issues?

1 o2 3 T4 .5 8 ' @
not at all clearly - faldy clearly extremely clearly
~ 3) Towhat extent did the GSI illustrate philosophical Ideas with examples, diagrams, and so on?
1 2 3 .4 . 5 8

not at all fairly often all the time
4) How responsive was your GSI to questions and commients In section?

1 2 .3 -4 -5 8

. not at all responsive falrly responsive . extremely rgsponslve
5) To what extent did the GS! stimulate discussion among students?

1 2 3 4 5 6 @
not very much somewhat quitealo

6) How intellectually rewarding did you find sections?

g 2 3 4 5 Q 7
not very rewarding fairly rewarding extremely rewarding
7) How approachable and responsive was your GS| outside of section?

1 R TR " 5 8 @
not at all approachable " fairly approachable _ " . extremely approachable

8) How substantive and helpful did you find your GSI's comments on written work to be?

1 2 3 . 4 . B, 7
not at all substantive fairly substantive _ extremely substantive ‘

and helpful and helpful and helpful .
9)' How'would you rate the overall effectiveness of your GSI?

1 2 3 4 5 R c@
not at all effective falrly effective .. exiremely effe



Graduate Student Instructor Evaluation
Department of Philosophy

. Please fill in the following information,

1) Your GSI's name: Noc\coan

2} Courss name and number; ™) 256 Term in which téken: i@f in g 16
3) Your status (circle one): Fr. Soph. Q) Sr. Other: Your major:; ?Q\E\l'cm\ Suevice.

4) How much effort would you say you put into this course?

1. 2 3 4 G) 6 7

Not much effort a fair amount of effort - quite a lot of effort

5) OVera!l, what proporﬁdn of sections did you attend? (circle one)

less than _ about 1/2 more than 2/3 _

il. Please respond to the following questions as fully as possible.

1) A good GS! knows the course material, Is prepared for sections, presents material clearly,
facilitates class discussion, and Is responsive to students. A good GSlI also provides students
with clear assessments of thelr written work, and helps them to develop thelr philosophical writing
skills. Please comment on the extent to which you GSl displayed these and any other relevant
qualities.

)fp‘(-soﬂ was A\Wﬂ‘(os ?VL(’URJ &mry}lc and @F0h Ausnl—-J
Sectiov. We wank oer sl ead evnm\oi's Loyr dhe tn{wwmh@-\

was  alwaye go(;c.rﬁc.a\ Ty wov'd At v VsefU\ nJ
ARV J‘:scvss\nj "how" Yo apprvach CY"*"&U”'] Nese FL'[OS“’V’\’"WS who
\qm wethsYood “ceatrvrics of cvibe.

2) How do you think the GSI could improve sections for this course?

dac g on did @ 3’*“"‘“’ 30‘: i seckion Muj\”‘a (qlc:&f w@fksh‘o(ﬁnj.

3) What was most distinctive about the way the GSl taught in this course? What, if anythlng, was
particularly helpful? What, if anything, was especially unhelpful?

'T[A'7 s Pl sﬂ’j \P\n«l Cowree L& 've \-*Y?—o:n e
vt \edpBA
© OVER—>



i For each question in this section, please circle the number you find most appropriate. -

1) How well organized were sections?

1 : 2 . 3 4 5 ‘ 7
. poorly organized moderately well organized extremely Well organized

2) How clearly did your GS| communicate philosophical concepts and issues?

1 .2 3 4 - 5 Qp B

not at all clearly : falrly clearly emely clearly

~ 3) Towhat extent did the GS! iliustrate philosophical Ideas with examples, diagrams, and so on?

1 2 3 - 4 . 5 7
not at all fairly often all the time

4) qu responsive was your GS! to questions and commients in section?
1 2 .3 -4 -5 8
_ not at all responsive falrly responsive . extremely rgsponslve

5) Towhat extent did the GSI stimulate discussion among students? oot | /ot wan® T2 loe

1 2 3 5 6 ¢
not very much some%’ﬁt quiteatot thorr ol
Tt Q/‘QMHJ’?
6) How Intellectually rewarding did you find sections? lﬁj w\g
vy 2 3 4 5 8 a@
not very rewarding falrly rewarding extremely rewar

7) How approachable and responsive was your GS| outside of section?

1 R TR | 5 7
not at all approachable ", fairly approachable _ " . extremely approachable
8) How substantive and helpful did you find your GSI's comments on written work to be?

1 2 3 sﬁ ' 5. 6 7 :
not at all substantive fairly substantive . extremely substantive ‘
and helpful and helpful and helpful . ;

9)' How would you rate the overall effectiveness of your GsI?

1 2 3 4 - 5 g 7
not at all effective - falrly effective . exiremely effective



Graduate Student Instructor Evaluation
Pepartment of Philosophy

. Please fill In the following information,

1) Your GSI's name:__ ) 2.CKV]

2) Course name and number; EE: @Mi &‘ ) b Term In which taken Séf /hg f[ﬂ

3) Your status (clrcle one): £r) Soph. Jr. Sr. Other; Your major; [§E)

4) How much effort would you say you put into thi course? : .

1 2 éf z 5. 8 7
Not much effort q fair amount of'effort - quite a lot of effort

5) Overall, what proportidn of sections did you attend’.? (circle one)

less than _ about 1/2 more than 2/3 . @

il. Please respond to the following questions as fully as possible.

1) A good GSI knows the course material, Is prepared for sections, presents material clearly,
facilitates class discussion, and Is responsive to students. A good GS| also provides students
with clear assessments of thelr written work, and helps them to develop thelr philosophical writing
skills. Please comment. on the extent to which you GS| displayed these and any other relevant

alities.
; Jackson alucye  |Rgan sechiar with .acleac
ageﬂdﬁ eyl J:U" uwdl«@hdfng oF the vu&ﬁé'{ al

UW WS%WWS of writftn wolk wuk{ bl
ouellaiplg, s aA%z pove vathte than  gugec mnm,%

2) How do you think the GSI could improve sections for thls course?

%W‘ commts  could bt | weere oé'ﬁz/%{

3) What was most distinctive about the way the GSI taught In this course? What, if anythlng, was
particularly helpful? What, if anything, was especially unhelpful?

N dhsen e»((ilo:‘ﬂéc/ omaﬂs wfll
W‘ﬁ e Llack baacel

OVER—>



l1i. For each question in this section, please circle the number you find most appropriate.

1) How well organized were sections?

1 ‘ 2 . 3 4 5 6 :
. poorly organized moderately well organized extremely well organized

2) How clearly did your GSI communicate philosophical concepts and issues?

1 2 3 4 .5 . 7
not at all clearly falrly clearly \sxfremely clearly
~ 3) Towhat extent did the GSI illustrate philosophical ldeas with examples, diagrams, and so on?
1 2 3 N 5 7
not at all fairly often all the time
4) qu responsive was your GSI to questions and commients in section?

1 2 .3 -4 -5 8

_ not at all responsive ' falrly responsive . extremely rg.-sponsive
5) To what extent did the GS! stimulate discussion among students?

1 2 3 - 6 7
not very much somewhat quite a lot

6) How Intellectually rewarding did you find sections?

1 2 3 4 5 ﬁ 7
not very rewarding falrly rewarding extrémely rewarding
7) How approachable and responsive was your GS| outside of section?

1 2. .3 T a4 5 6
not at all approachable ", fairly approachable _ " . extremely approachable

8) How substantive and helpful did you find your GSI's comments on written work to be?

1 2 3 L4 (5D 8. 7
not at all substantive fairly substantive extremely substantive '

and helpful and helpful "and helpful -

9)‘ How'would you rate the overall effectiveness of your GSI?

1 2 3 4 5 CHE d@
not &t all effective fairly effective o _ extremely effective



Graduate Student instructor Evaluation
Department of Philosophy

. Please fill in the following information.
1) Your GSI's name: eceson Aexnion.
2) Course name and number; M O(kfr’) HU/DSOQNJ 2@_ Term in which taken: Sﬁ"/: ? 20y
* 3) Your status (circle one): Fr . Jr Sr. Otherd __ Your major; lmd oclale |

4) How much effort would you say you put into this course?
1 2 4 @

Not much effort g fair amount of effort

g 7
quite a lot of effort

5) Overall, what proporﬂdn of sections did you attend? (circle one)

less than . about 1/2 more than 2/3 ‘ (

Il. Please respond to the foliowing questions as fully as possible,

1) A good GSI knows the course material, Is prepared for sections, presents material clearly,
facilitates class discusslon, and is responsive to students. A good GSI also provides students
with clear assessments of thelr written work, and helps them to develop thelr philosophical writing
skills, Please comment on the extent to whlch you GSI displayed these and any other relevant

e The ﬂf st senn w?nr)ld—&( : Ihes
o Saclson. e ran Vvt jupg/ LSl SSreF 7
SUAINS  Hsh I Ut coure muatensl

) ' et &
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af 28 M/_f
WVZ—; or My ESSALss W Ass sV -
Ckf}:),@({? " offrte hoss, TYob ke Ao coutfd 4 A homaentr

A 0re Speecibe with areas fer 1 /’?Wf’““
2) How da you think the GSI could improve sechons for thls course?

T Hunle stclison ad reat- ala'/ [le
(A Muuwj woorle on s %/j CONL@//@’
innd VMlzur\ﬁ Hom  Mgre C/Céu’

3) What was most distinctive about the way the GSI taught In this course? What, if anythlng. was
particulaﬁy helpful? What, if anything, was especially unhelpful?
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