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COURSE EVALUATIONS: FOR STUDENTS TO COMPLETE
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L. Rate your Instructor’s Petformance—How well was the instructor able:

A. to explain the course material:

B. to conduct discussions:
cellertly Quite well Adequately Pootly (N/A)
C- 10 tespond to quesonas and comments:
@y Quite well Adequately Pootly (N/A)

D. to respond to written material:
@v Quite well Adequately Pootly (N/A)

IL. What were the special strong points of your instructor: H’hd/yf‘i,é/r\a Aoy
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More Rating Metrics:

N/A

Strongly
Disagree

Disagree

Neutral

Agree

Strongly Agree

Instructor

Organized the course clearly.

X

Presented clear lectures.

Held my attention and made this
course interesting.

Stimulated and facilitated
questions and discussions.

Responded well to student
questions.

Was available outside of class.

Was helpful during office hours.

pd
X~
'y
N
X
x

Overall

This course met my expectations.

o

This course provided me with
new insight and knowledge.

)<

This course provided me with
useful skills.

X

The content of this course was
presented at an appropriate
level.

I put my best effort into this
course.

A

The class had a high level of
morale/enthusiasm.
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Coutse name _ PH\L. 2w S

Instructor’s Name _Q\n s\—n Ae B f i Quarter and Year SQ c"uhé 2=l\,

Today’s Date T-2{-1\. Your Year: "l“'\" Major, 05&‘,&3; . S Cevnana

I. Rate your Instructor’s Performance—How well was the instructor able:

A. to explain the course material:

RO

~ Quite well ~ Adequately =~ Pooily
B. to conduct discussions:
Excellently Quite well Adequately Poorly (N/A)

C. to respond to questions-and comments:
égf(ce]lenﬂy Quite well Adequately Poorly (N/A)

D. to respond to wtitten matetial:
Excellently Quite well Adequately Pootly (N/A)

I1. What were the special strong points of your instructor: _Pacedecrie  Bto MY n e
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IIL. What could your instructor have done better? Suggestions? N one




Mote Rating Metrics:

N/A

Strongly
Disagree

Disagree | Neutral

Agree

Strongly Agree

Instructor

Organized the course clearly.

Presented clear lectures.

Held my attention and made this
course interesting.

Stimulated and facilitated
questions and discussions.

Responded well to student
questions.

Was available outside of class.

Was helpful during office hours.

v
e

~

Y
v

v

Overall

'This course met my expectations.

This course provided me with
new insight and knowledge.

e

This course provided me with
useful skills.

The content of this course was
presented at an appropriate
level.

I put my best effort into this
course.

The class had a high level of
morale/enthusiasm.
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Course name _F WJI/ 52@ (//—, é §‘~

Instructot’s Name /%ng s;?_zgg'a &\ ™ Quarter and Year S ﬂ (¢ ﬂO} D?O/ f

‘Today’s Date 52 2/, / z & Your Year: A‘/ﬂ\ Major__ ¢ H D \/

L. Rate your Instructor’s Performance—How well was the instructot able:

A. to explain the co

w Quite well Adequately l"OOﬂY - (N7:A)77 o

B. to conduct discussions:
Quite well Adequately Poorly (N/A)

C. 10 [€SpON L0 restions an comments:

Excelle Quite well Adequately Pootly (N/A)
D. to respond to writte erial:

Exeellently Quite well Adequately = Pootly (N/A)
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I1. What We the speclal strong pomts of your mstructor

II1. \What could your instructor have d better? Suggest:lons?
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Mote Rating Metrics:

N/A

Strongly
Disagree

Disagree

Neutral

Agree

Strongly Agree

Instructor

Organized the course clearly.

Presented clear lectures.

Held my attention and made this
course interesting.

N

Stimulated and facilitated
questions and discussions.

Responded well to student
questions.

Was available outside of class.

Was helpful during office hours.

SR NN R

Overall
This course met my expectations. L
This course provided me with

"

new insight and knowledge.

This course provided me with
useful skills.

The content of this course was
presented at an appropriate
level.

I put my best effort into this

coursc.

The class had a high level of
morale/enthusiasm.

N
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Cousse name T M_twnoftns  Phuligppley & fyctorondog; M 29665
Tnstructor’s Name %‘ﬂ/"? Quaster and Year _Sp/pley /6
Today’s Date M# 3 Your Year: ___"TVAAY _ Major v/ bk L2 Low

I. Rate your Instructor’s Petformance—How well was the instructor able:

A. to explain the coutse matetial:

Excellently uite Adequately Pootly (N/A)
B. to conduct discussions:
Excellently @P Adequately Pootly (N/A)

C. to respond to questions and comments:

Excellently @E well Pootly (N/A)

D. to respond to written material:
Excellently Quite well Adequately Pootly @

I1, What were the special sttong points of your instructor: Mh"/‘dﬂl ; U {{E« X’: _{ MA@N)\{

III. What could your instructor have done better? Suggestions? G d\&@(@ Aidcanod (o }/
it € 0¥t clepy Wk bt (nowldl fquf gnd of Luned (fapd




Motre Rating Metrics:

N/A

Strongly
Disagree

Disagree

Neutral

Agree

Strongly Agree

Instructor

Organized the course clearly.

Presented clear lectures.

Held my attention and made this
course interesting.

Stimulated and facilitated
questions and discussions.

Responded well to student
questions.

Was available outside of class.

LI

Was helpful during office hours.

Overall

This course met my expectations.

This course provided me with
new insight and knowledge.

This course provided me with
useful skills.

The content of this course was
presented at an appropriate
level.

I put my best effort into this
course.

The class had a high level of
morale/enthusiasm.
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COURSE EVALUATIONS: FOR STUDENTS TO COMPLETE
Course name PH_I’L YAZCYVNS

Insttu_ctor’s Name Gev 3\ Quatrtet and Year g;\or(n 0} 10)b
Today’s Date_M‘jL'“" Your Year: _ Hth Major. st ¢ ho loau\ j

L. Rate your Instructor’s Performance—How well was the instructor able:

A. to explain the coutse material:

' ™
Excellently w Adequately Poorly (N/A)
B. to conduct discussions:
Excellently @/weﬂ Adequately Pootly (N/A)

C. to respond to questions and comments:
Excellently @ Adequately Poorly (N/A)

D. to respond to written materiak: - .
Excellently @ Adequately Pootly (N/A)

IL. What were the special strong points of your instructor: _ N exd <uthosias P aboob
e waderial. $he alse  Shuchvwed Class in a Ay So Thal
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More Rating Metrics:

N/A

Strongly
Disagree

Disagree

Neutral

Agree

Strongly Agree

Instructor

Organized the course clearly.

Presented clear lectures.

Held my attention and made this
course interesting.

Stimulated and facilitated
questions and discussions.

Responded well to student
questions.

Was available outside of class.

Was helpful during office hours.

Overall

This course met my expectations.

This course provided me with
new insight and knowledge.

This course provided me with
useful skills.

The content of this course was
presented at an appropriate
level.

I put my best cffort into this
course.

The class had a high level of
morale/enthusiasm.
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Course name -P"\\L 9\0 665" The 20\404"\&6\/\-5 P %W 8( P/Jl«j(/"‘mod 5

Instructot’s Name P(n BC’I GJ] Quarter and Year Q P’u:ng 2016

Today’s Date 5 / Z[ / ;é Your Year: g’”’l L Majorﬁ&%

I. Rate your Instructor’s Petformance—How well was the instructor able:

@ Quite well Adequately - Poorly (N/A)
B. to conduct discussions:

Excellently~ Quite well Adequately Poorly (N/A)
C. to tespond to questions and comments: .

@ Quite well Adequately Pootly (N/A)
D. to respond to written material:

Excellently Quite well Adequately Pootly /A)
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More Rating Metrics:

Strongly
N/A : ¢ Disagrec | Neutral | Agree | Strongly Agree
Instructor Vi
Organized the course clearly. 7.,

Presented clear lectures.

Held my attention and made this
course interesting.

Stimulated and facilitated
questions and discussions.

X

X
RS
X

Responded well to student
questions.

Was available outside of class.

Was helpful during office hours.

Motivated independent thinking.

NP X

Overall

This course met my expectations.

This course provided me with
new insight and knowledge.

This course provided me with
useful skills.

The content of this course was
presented at an appropriate
level.

I put my best effort into this
course.

29PNV

The class had a high levei of
morale/enthusiasm.
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COURSE EVALUATIONS: FOR STUDENTS TO COMPLETE

Course name DH \L- 20(0%
Instructor’s Name SOOGS0 fo% Quatter and Year 5KCJ !90 (o
Today’s Date 5/ at (Lo Your Yeat: (9“5&() Major. CHD\[

L. Rate your Instructot’s Performance—How well was the instructor able:

A. to explain the course material:

, (ifE‘fc’e]lE'ﬁtlj ~ Quite well Adequately Pootly (N/A)

B. to conduct discussions:

Excellently Quite well Adequately Pootly (N/A)

C. to respond to  questions and comments:
¢ Excellenly Quite well Adequately Pootly (N/A)

D. to tespond to wtitten material:
/Excellently 5 Quite well Adequately Pootly (N/A)

I1. What wete the special sttong points of your instructor: | b CCioste. 4ing
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Mote Rating Metrics:

N/A

Strongly
Disagree

Disagree

Neutral

Agree

Strongly Agree

Instructer

Organized the course clearly.

Presented clear lectures.

X/’

Held my attention and made this
course interesting.

X

Stimulated and facilitated
questions and discussions.

Responded well to student
questions.

X
X

Was available outside of class.

X

Was helpful during office hours.

AV

Overall

This course met my expectations.

This course provided me with
new insight and knowledge.

This course provided me with
useful skills. '

The content of this course was
presented at an appropriate
level.

I put my best effort into this
course.

The class had a high level of
morale/enthusiasm.,
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COURSE EVALUATIONS: FOR STUDENTS TO COMPLETE

Course name ?\’\\L ZO CD( OCB

o e {’ .

Instructot’s Name ﬁ(l\(;’l&’}& S G =C Q%arter and Yeat C“RV:‘ Cy \\G\ 2 Lw_:)l\t\
Today’s Date MG\\\,\ %\SVW}OM Year: L’\k’h Major, l‘i K\ %\\k\? (_}t.}‘\ ‘h’«%\\

I. Rate your Instructot’s Performance—How well was the instructor able:

Atoexplain-the-course-material:

@ Quite well Adequately Pootly (N/A)
B. to conduct discussions:
/ Exce]lenh Quite well Adequately Pootly (N/A)
C. to respond to quesﬂons and comments:
—TFxcellen y Quite well Adequately Poorly (N/A)
D. to respond to wtitten material: e
Excellently Quite well Adequately Poorly @ N

II. What were the special strong points of your instructor: __ N\ & N (\WQQC\QN&O\Q
OO el OosEaedy (eadel . o0

JNeQC u&\c-\fif"(‘(\(\r\\{\c\)

III. What could yout instructor have done better? Suggestions? N COWVNER
CONS WG O8O G NV,

c SRLTEOL-  COONCCAN  OOEKOXNIE Ay A@
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More Rating Metrics:

N/A

Strongly
Disagree

Disagree

Neutral

Apgree

Strongly Agree

Instructor

Organized the course clearly.

/

Presented clear lectures.

Held my attention and made this
course interesting.

ANAN

Stimulated and facilitated
questions and discussions.

Responded well to student
questions.

Was available outside of class.

Was helpful during office hours.

Motivated independent thinking,

Overall

This course met my expectations.

This course provided me with
new insight and knowledge.

This course provided me with
useful skills.

The content of this course was
presented at an appropriate
level.

I put my best effort into this
course.

NN NI

The class had a high level of
morale/enthusiasm.
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COURSE EVALUATIONS: FOR STUDENTS TO COMPLETE
Course name PHIL 20669
Instructor’s Name Av\a\SfOKS'\lO\Be,rﬂ Quarter and Year SPV:MS 2016

Today’s Dﬂtﬁ___zq S-2016 Your Year: 3"’0“ Major. P‘S‘-{ che lo(cﬂ Y

4

I. Rate your Instructot’s Petformance—How well was the instructor able:

A. to explain the course material:
. @ Quite well Adequately Poorly (N/A)

B. to conduct discussions:

@V Quite well Adequately Pootly (N/A)

C. to respond to questions and comments:

@@ Quite well Adequately Pootly (N/A)

D. to respond to written material: -~
Excellently Quite well Adequately Poorly (N/A) )

ot i
IL. What wete the special strong points of your instructor: enthud fagticand Wi b 3 1o

anfwer Cﬁwz\yﬂ'oni omnd cloanfy peints o-é-OOWPV(SiOV\ - Ino aha’s Cleondly
bviljrant. =

II1. What could your instructor have done better? Suggestions? mOYe sTractu red
discussion might hawve bean nite also althouqh it would wean more

Work Lor stadknts | [ think having g weekdy res ponse (500 witdo? ) would
have diven waope incentive o meadl amcl read cauncdidily .
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More Rating Metrics:

N/A

Strongly
Disagree

Disagree

Neutral

Agree

Strongly Agree

Instructor

Organized the course clearly.

Presented clear lectures.

Held my attention and made this
course interesting.

Stimulated and facilitated
questions and discussions.

Responded well to student
questions.

Was available outside of class.

Was helpful during office hours.

CIIL UIINILYE .

Overall

This course met my expectations.

This course provided me with
new insight and knowledge.

This course provided me with
useful skills.

The content of this course was
presented at an appropriate
level.

I put my best effort into this
course.

The class had a high level of
morale/enthusiasm.
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COURSE EVALUATIONS: FOR STUDENTS TO COMPLETE

Course name _PHIL- 20665 The FEmotions

Instructor’s Name Apasfacic BU% Quarter and Year Sg:ﬁﬂg, u‘»

—

Today’s Date > 3/ 16 YourYear Scd Major, Bis/ Phis

I. Rate yout Instructor’s Performance—How well was the instructor able:

A. to explain the course matetial:

Excellently Kg@ Adequately Poorly (N7A)

B. to conduct discussions:

Excellently Adequately Pootly (N/A)

C. o respond to quesHons and comments:
Quite well Adequately Pootly (N/A)
D. to tespond to written material:
Excellently @ Adequately Pootly (N/A)

II. What were the spec1a1 strong points of your instructor: \F?fu erthusios e about fhe

Materiod . oopd at tmeling closg mwﬁ—g{eaq 1A Af.SL(AQS‘rnﬁ
U )

IIL. What could your instructor have done better? Suggestions? (Aau[d Aﬂw— éé"t’/\ Nnice
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More Rating Metrics:

N/A

Strongly
Disagree

Disagree

Neutral

Agree

Strongly Agree

Instructor

Organized the course clearly.

Presented clear lectures.

Held my attention and made this
course interesting.

Stimulated and facilitated
questions and discussions.

YOI

Responded well to student
questions.

Was available outside of class.

Was helpful during office hours.

X P T

Overall

This course met my expectations.

This course provided me with
new insight and knowledge.

X

This course provided me with
useful skills.

Y

The content of this course was
presented at an appropriate
level.

[ put my best effort into this
COourse.

KX

The class had a high level of
morale/enthusiasm.
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CQOURSE EVALUATIONS: FOR STUDENTS TO COMPLETE
The Emotions® Phileseghy & Psychoomed s PHIL 2o S
ki y ;

Instructot’s Name AV\M‘\A&\*&&){ r ('3 Quatter and Year S [?/ 'l“i\} ol e

Today’s Date 5]31 I\LD Your Year: Li-lk Major, P L““’DS Di‘”h \j

Course name

I. Rate your Instructor’s Performance—~How well was the instructor able:

A. to explain the coutse material:

Excy Quite well Adequately Pootly (N/A)
B. to conduct discussions;

Ex@;}t{y Quite well Adequately Poorly (N/A)}
C. to respond to questions and comments:

Ex@ﬂy Quite well Adequately Pootly (N/A)
D. to tespond to written material: _

Excellently Quite well Adequately Pootly /A)

IT. What were the special strong points of your instructot:

\M CJ\.WS?@&\JLW}. eafen Mn;f'. ganch \/@ﬂ} af)-ﬂ*n ho

ITI. What could your instructor have done better? Suggestions?
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More Rating Metrics:

Strongly
N/A Disagree | Disagree | Neutral | Agree | Strongly Agree
Instructor
Organized the course clearly. ‘/
Presented clear lectures. ‘/
Held my attention and made this
course interesting. \/
Stimulated and facilitated
questions and discussions.
Responded well to student
questions. \/
Was available outside of class. \ ~
Was helpful during office hours. '/
=T Viotivated independent Hinking. v
Overall
This course met my expectations. v
This course provided me with
v

new insight and knowledge.

This course provided me with
useful skills.

The content of this course was
presented at an appropriate
level.

\

[ put my best effort into this
course.

The class had a high level of
morale/enthusiasm.

NS
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More Rating Metrics:

N/A

Strongly
Disagree

Disagree

Neutral

Agree

Strongly Agree

Instructor

Organized the course clearly.

Presented clear lectures.

Held my attention and made this
course interesting.

Stimulated and facilitated
questions and discussions.

Responded well to student
questions.

\SNENEN

‘Was available outside of class.

™

Was helpful during office hours.

NS

Overall

N

This course met my expectations.

N
A

This course provided me with
new insight and knowledge.

This course provided-me with
useful skills.

The content of this course was
presented at an appropriate
level.

I put my best effort into this '
course. -

| ~ \\\\\

The class had a high level of
morale/enthusiasm.
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More Rating Metrics:

N/A

Strongly
Disagree

Disagree

Neutral

Agree

Strongly Agree

Instructor

Organized the course clearly.

Presented clear lectures.

Held my attention and made this
course interesting.

Stimulated and facilitated
questions and discussions.

Responded well to student
questions.

Was available outside of class.

Was helpful during office hours.

Overall

This course met my expectations.

This course provided me with
new insight and knowledge.

This course provided me with
useful skills.

The content of this course was
presented at an appropriate
ievel.

/

1 put my best effort into this
course.

Vi

The class had a high level of
morale/enthusiasm.

v
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Mote Rating Metrics:

N/A

Strongly
Disagree

Disagree

Neutral

Agree

Strongly Agree

Instructor

Organized the course clearly.

Presented clear lectures.

Held my attention and made this
course interesting.

v
v
v

Stimulated and facilitated
questions and discussions.

v

Responded well fo student
questions.

Was available outside of class.

vV

Was helpful during office hours.

V
/

5,

A4

Overall

This course met my expectations.

This course provided me with
new insight and knowledge.

This course provided me with
useful skills.

The content of this course was
presented at an appropriate
level.

1 put my best effort into this
course.

The class had a high level of
morale/enthusiasm.




HUMA 11500: Philosophical Perspectives-1

Section 01 - Autumn 2015
8/18 enrolled

Written Comments: (This includes every written comment from the first quarter evaluations: Freshmen)

Anastasia is very passionate about the texts we read and it shows during the class—sometimes she speaks a little too
quickly but most of the time clear and discussions are very interesting and thought-provoking. Going to office hours to
talk over graded papers was very useful because it allowed me to see where my writing is weak and where it has its
strengths. Reading the comments interspersed within my paper also gave good feedback.

Meeting with the professor was extremely helpful.

Professor Berg was very knowledgeable and enthusiastic, making her explanations, both in and out of the class very
helpful. At times though she would perhaps spend too much time lecturing, thus taking away from the discussion
portion of the class. Muchof the time she would “over-lecture” because many students did not do the reading, which is
not her fault and handicaps her to an extent. However, I do think more discussion would be a good idea.

My favorite portion is the discussion which is very useful in exposing the wealth of various interpretations and levels of
understanding which respond to important subjects and passages. Having students “pass the ball” or select the next
speaker is extremely helpful! [Pedagogy technique alert!]

Last quarter, the discussion posts really helped me expand my thoughts on different readings while also giving me very
interesting perspectives. Coming in to see the prof outside of class was incredibly helpful, especially when I missed
class. Some of the discussions did seem to go off tangent, but were usually interesting regardless.

I've generally really liked the class. I didn’t like chalk posts at the beginning of the quarter, but once I god used to doing
them they were helpful. Meeting about papers (with Anastasia) was probably the most useful thing I did last quarter.
Baton Passing was especially good, I like that. No complaints, thought everything worked really well. Keep it up I guess?



Anastasia is helpful outside of class but therefore seems to have high expectations on papers. Very good at maintaining
lively class, especially it's a 9am class. Not a lot of reading covered in class; focuses on delving very deep into a small
portion of text. Comments on papers helpful and constructive. Very considerate towards students when it comes to
deadlines.

Anastasia is a very good professor. I liked how she handled her class, especially during discussion sessions, she allows
for the class to follow their lines of thought but always manages to gently push the discussion in the direction it needs
to be going. She draws attention to important sections of the text that helps us when we go to write papers or complete
posts on chalk. I also liked the couple of sessions where we would not do discussion but instead take 30-40 min for her
to kind of lecture on the text instead which gave us time to focus on learning about the material and not worry about
the potential pressure of thinking of something to contribute to discussion.

The class is at its best when the focus is on discussion and working through/debating the text as a group, and Anastasia
does a good job creating/moderating discussion. The posts (and now the discussion questions) seem to do a good ojb
creating discussion and involving the viewpoints of those who would otherwise be silent. Anastasia is excellent at being
available outside of class. Occasionally discussion becomes bogged down on a single point and at these times I think it
would be helpful for Anastasia to advance the discussion through lecture.

Anastasia is very knowledgeable and passion on the topic of philosophy. She is very helpful when students have
questions and always available to meet. I am personally still a bit unsure of how to write an A-worthy paper and
sometimes feel lost as to what she expects from our papers.. I don’t find the chalk posts helpful, but find class
discussions to be insightful and enlightening. I like when she guides the discussion because I feel that it elucidates what
she wants us to get out of the readings.

Liked/helpful: going over papers. Anastasia’s lecture-like breaking down of the readings. Disliked/Not helpful:
discussion maybe could have had more structure.

Found extremely useful: one-on-one office hours. Likes: prompts always tend to be interesting, relevant and thought-
provoking. Comments on papers always helpful. When discussion in class is a debate approach (between students).
Dislikes: long awkward silences while waiting for a class response to a questions.

Our discussions never had awkward silences because she kept the topics interesting and engaging. Office hours were
very helpful. My writing improved significantly afterwards. She does a good job pausing and explaining the more
difficult to understand sections of the text. Every day seem very well laid out. She is very thoughtful. When we divide up
into small groups and break down the materials, office hours. The chalk post does not help me.



- Over the second half of the class I found that most of the problems of the first half persisted The major problem as by
far that discussions continue to be very one-sided, and most of the time it was left for the students to just follow
Anastasia’s leading of the discussion. On the other hand, I found out that I was using a text editor that didn’t allow me to
see the running comments. I read those for my final paper and they were very useful.

- Ithink the discussion-style aspect of the class helped us better understand what we already took from our texts,
however we did not necessarily take or understanding all that was in the books nad this lead to some problems I think
in terms of the discussion because sometimes we ended up discussing things we did not necessarily understanding . So
[ think that some establishment of what the text is saying, which does not have to be in a lecture style, before the
discussion might help the flow of the class significantly.

What were the instructor's strengths? Weaknesses?

* Anastasia knows her philosophy extremely well. Possibly a little too well, because she demands a high level of precision of wording and meaning
that is not always appropriate. As a teacher, she teaches the material well. She is not the best facilitator of discussion because she demands
precision that most first years, me included, were often not prepared for. It was, however, her first class I believe, and she most certainly

improved a ton as the year went on.

* Enthusiastic, knowledgeable, encouraged class discussion. However, she felt the need to make sure that EVERYONE understood the reading;
coupled with the light workload, that made it easy for some students to take the class less than seriously. As a result, class discussions were often

less productive than desired.

What, if anything, what would you change about this course and why?

* I would have had the second half of the quarter the whole year, because she improved as a teacher as the year went on.



* Increase the reading load a little, focus a little more on evaluation of the texts as opposed to understanding them, and find a way not to enable

lazy students.

How productive was class discussion?

* The first half of the class was mostly us getting answers wrong to her questions. She changed course to more effective discussion later on, and

those discussions were fun and interesting.

* Sometimes productive, sometimes not at all.

How has this course contributed to your education?

« I believe it has helped me think in a precise way. She demanded a good deal from us, but it definitely helped
me understand what philosophy would be and how one would approach it.

* Fulfilled a requirement, gave me a stronger background in Ancient Greek philosophy.

The Instructor

Strongly
Agree

Strongly

L Disagree

Disagree Neutral Agree



Organized the course
clearly.

Presented clear lectures.

Held my attention and
made this course
interesting.

Stimulated and facilitated
questions and discussions.

Responded well to student
questions.

Was available outside of
class.

Was helpful during office
hours.

Motivated independent
thinking.
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38%
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Overall

This course met my
expectations.

This course provided me
with new insight and
knowledge.

This course provided me
with useful skills.

The content of this course
was presented at an
appropriate level.

I put my best effort into this
course.

The class had a high level of
morale/enthusiasm.
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63%

25%

25%

38%

50%

13%

Strongly

Agree

13%

50%

38%

50%

25%

25%



HUMA 11600: Philosophical Perspectives-2

Section 01 - Winter 2016

Instructor(s): Artemyev Berg Anastasia
Number Enrolled: 18

Number of Responses: 17

Evaluation Comments

What were the instructor's strengths? Weaknesses?

* Anastasia was an engaging professor. She was enthusiastic when discussing the texts and facilitated class discussions well.

* Strengths: very knowledgeable and enthusiastic about the material, prepared Weaknesses: difficult to understand her point, or philosophy in

general
* Anastasia was pretty good, a little disorganized, but otherwise quite nice.
* Energetic and knows the material really well. Sometimes gets carried away and can be confusing, but explains herself when asked questions.
* Anastasia is very good at interpreting and explaining the texts
®* Sheis good at explaining the reading.

* Very engaging and open to students' questions during class, however sometimes discussions can get derailed and become confusing.



Very passionate. Prompts for the most part were interesting to write on.

Anastasia was an excellent instructor who understood the material extremely well and did a good job of presenting it in a regular manner. The

grading was a bit random, but the class part was well done. She was very helpful to talk to about essays.

Anastasia is honestly amazing. She kept the class interesting, and she is the reason why I stayed in the class/payed attention/etc. She does a
good job making hard texts accessible. I thought she was also very easy to understand. Overall she is probably one of the best teachers I've ever

had.

The instructor explained what we were reading well, answered questions and motivated discussion well. However, a fair amount of reading was
assigned for each class, most of which we did not cover as we were reading dense material, so although I did the reading for each class, I often

felt unprepared for discussion, not knowing what part of the text we would focus on.

Very articulate, makes sure to involve entire class in discussion, and more or less assures a reasonable level of understanding amongst students.
Always prepared to pursue material to greater depth, always encourages students to meet at office hours, and is available as often as possible for

them.

Professor Berg was very knowledgeable about course material, and showed tremendous improvement in her ability to lecture and lead class

discussion.

Her strengths were she was very determined to make the texts and concepts involved in the class understandable to many students who never
had to deal with philosophical texts prior to this class. Weaknesses were that she sometimes gave confusing instructions for assignments which

led to frustration.



What, if anything, what would you change about this course and why?

* I would have more opportunities for class participation. Class discussions are great, but they don't work for everyone. More chalk posts would

have been helpful. I would require chalk posts for every class.
* No more chalk posts/discussion questions. I feel that they didn't contribute to class discussions and were unnecessary.
* Replace discussion sessions with regular lectures.
* I would take the question posts down, but aside from that it was all pretty good

* We had chalk posts about the reading every week, which I thought were useful (made people more likely to do the reading and engage with it).

But we also had "discussion questions" in groups every 2 weeks, which we didn't end up using and seems unnecessary.
* The writing assignments, I would change the prompts to make it more flexible, which means we could write on our own interest

* Would not like to do discussion question posts because we didn't discuss the proposed discussion questions in class, so it seemed like a little bit of

a useless exercise
* Omit discussion questions posts. They were never used. Also, would like to read more outside opinion on the texts we read.

* More standardized grading please, and be straightforward with what is defined is and is not acceptable in an essay with regards to length and

quality and content.

* Every week we were required to write a chalk post and respond to it. However, this quarter we were also required to write a discussion question a
couple of times instead of the chalk post. I found the posts more helpful than the discussion questions; therefore, I think the course would still be

beneficial, even without the discussion questions.

®* More direction in what we should have prepared to discuss in class



* As a first year, I'm not sure I know what to change. I feel that assignments and coursework were reasonably appropriate at the least, and I have
become a much better reader, writer, and critical thinker since I came to this course. I very much enjoyed being able to engage with the

instructor and the material, and I felt that class facilitated this process in an organized way as much as possible.
e It's all good.

e I would get rid of the discussion questions added in the second quarter.

How productive was class discussion?

* The class discussions were dominated by a few students. For these students, they were probably helpful.
®* Productive, but still difficult to follow
* Discussions often felt like they either deviated too much from the topic or did not conclude properly a specific topic.

* I was able to understand the texts much better through the discussion and I thought that it made me comprehend concepts I was not really fully

aware of or understood
* (Class discussions were fun, and helped me understand the reading better.
e Integral part of the class
* very productive. I get to know something I can't understand from reading the material
* Discussion in class was productive for the most part but conversation was easily derailed

®* For the most part productive but I would like to see discussion help more in paper writing.



e Extremely productive, good balance of learning and talking. Difficult concepts were stressed and focused on.

* C(Class discussion was very productive. We got through all the readings, and I found them all understandable after. They also helped a lot with

writing the essays required for the class.
* Fairly productive

* Very! Occasionally, nuances or particular principles of a particular writing are pursued to such depth as to exclude other material worthy of

discussion (or necessary to be understood).
* (Class discussions were usually fairly productive. Dependent on how much reading the students did.

* Class discussion was fairly productive but sometimes we would get behind the scheduled readings and instead of keeping caught up we kindof

stayed in a lag for most of the two quarters.

How has this course contributed to your education?

e [ think that it has enhanced my critical thinking skills.

e [ feel more knowledgable about philosophy

e I can now say that I have read most of western philosophical thought which is cool

e yeah I think so

e It gives me the basic understanding for philosophical thinking and makes me consider things in a more comprehensive way
* It's made me more keen on independent thinking.

* Helped me become a better writer and form clearer arguments.



e It's shown me what rigorous philosophy is and how I would approach it.

* I have become a much better writer, and my reading comprehension is better.

* Has introduced me to the philosophical way of thinking and some of the great thinkers, taught me some useful writing stuff

®* Read some good books

The Instructor

Organized the course
clearly.

Presented clear lectures.

Held my attention and
made this course
interesting.

Stimulated and facilitated

questions and discussions.
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Responded well to student
questions.

Was available outside of
class.

Was helpful during office
hours.

Motivated independent
thinking.

Overall

This course met my
expectations.

This course provided me
with new insight and
knowledge.
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41%

Strongly
Agree

35%

53%



This course provided me
with useful skills.

The content of this course
was presented at an
appropriate level.

I put my best effort into this
course.

The class had a high level of
morale/enthusiasm.
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HUMA 12400: Human Being And Citizen-2

Section 13 - Winter 2013

Instructor(s): Steinberg H.
Number Enrolled: 13

Number of Responses: 10

What were the teaching assistant's or writing intern's strengths? Weaknesses?

* Anastasia was really great. She was really really intense grading and editing papers and would tear them apart but was always available for

meetings and would always explain her edits and make sure that our papers were great.
* Anastasia wrote extensive, helpful comments on both of the out of class essays, and explained concepts well during writing seminars.
* Strength: Always available, challenged us, very specific on what she wanted Weakness: Maybe too challenging...

* Fantastic with grammar, fine details, and critiquing essays in general. Also clearly well versed in Aristotelian ethics (clearly displayed in the one

class on the Ethics that she taught).

* Anastasia gave fantastic feedback on papers.

The Teaching Assistant(s)



Strongly

N/A Disagree Disagree Neutral
Were available outside of 0% 0% 0% 0%
class.
Were helpful with 0% 0% 0% 20%

assighments.

Discussion Sections, Problem Sessions, Writing Tutorials

Strongly

N/A Disagree Disagree Neutral
Were well coordinated with
this course and contributed 10% 0% 10% 10%
to it.
Provided well-designed 10% 0% 0% 10%

materials.

Agree

30%

20%

Agree

20%

40%

Strongly
Agree

70%

60%

Strongly
Agree

50%

40%



HUMA 19100: Humanities Writing Seminars

Section 53 - Winter 2013

Instructor(s): Steinberg H.
Number Enrolled: 13

Number of Responses: 2

Evaluation Comments

What were the instructor's strengths? Weaknesses?

* Anastasia gets us to work maybe a bit too hard, with all of the drafts and editing in combination with readings, other classes, and extra

curriculars. But we sure do learn a lot. Quickly.

The Teaching Assistant(s)

Strongly . Strongly
N/A Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree Agree
Were available outside of 0% 0% 0% 0% 50% 0%

class.



Were helpful with

. 0% 0% 0% 0%
assignments.

Discussion Sections, Problem Sessions, Writing Tutorials

Strongly

N/A Disagree Disagree Neutral
Were well coordinated with
this course and contributed 0% 0% 0% 0%
to it.
Provided well-designed 0% 0% 0% 0%

materials.

SOSC 15300: Classics Soc/Polit Thought-3

Section 04 - Spring 2012

Instructor(s): Wedeen Lisa
Number Enrolled: 21

Number of Responses: 15

50%

Agree

50%

50%

0%

Strongly
Agree

0%

0%



What were the teaching assistant's or writing intern's strengths? Weaknesses?

* Anastasia was helpful in explaining things simpler than the professor during class discussions and when she taught.

* Anastasia Artemyev Berg went to the trouble to set up a time to meet with each of us individually at the very beginning of the quarter, and she
also cleared up some of my confusion over the final paper when we met at the end of the quarter. She also offered some good comments during

discussions, but she was best at leading discussion during the two classes she taught. No weaknesses come to mind.

* Anastasia was always pleasant and helpful. On the couple of occasions that she led the class, she did reasonably well, and although she obviously

lacks the experience of Professor Wedeen, with time, I suspect she'll develop into a very effective teacher.

* Anastasia was great. She had a strong knowledge of all the texts she read and would often contribute helpfully in discussions. She was also

always willing to meet outside of class to discuss essays and her comments were very helpful.
e Extremely approachable and available outside of class.

* Anastasia is extremely smart and her lectures give insight to how our readings fit into the grand scheme of intellectual history. She was very

friendly and supportive, and made herself very available outside of class.

®* She's very personable and engaged in the classroom. I would have appreciated if she would've done more board work. Also, she needs to

remember sometimes that we don't all have as extensive knowledge as she does.
* Anastasia was very knowledgeable about each topic and very willing to help students understand concepts or improve their writing.

* Anastasia was great in and outside of class. She was very friendly and open to meeting with students during office hours. During class, she often

offered helpful and insightful comments that would contribute to our class discussions.

* Strengths: She was excellent at presenting the material and leading the discussions when she was in charge of the class. Weaknesses: A little

intellectually intimidating.



* Very helpful outside of class giving lots of feedback on assignments. Lectures were clear and interesting. Captured and presented the key points

of the texts well.

* She was a little bit harsh and that put me off a bit. But she was extremely knowledgeable and always made good points, she was just a bit

intimidating.

The Teaching Assistant(s)

Strongly . Strongly
N/A Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree Agree
Were available outside of 2% 0% 0% 0% 13% 67%
class.
Were helpful with o o o o o o
assignments. 13% 0% 0% 0% 20% 53%
Discussion Sections, Problem Sessions, Writing Tutorials
Strongly . Strongly
N/A Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree Agree



Were well coordinated with
this course and contributed 40% 7% 0% 0% 0% 33%
to it.

Provided well-designed

0, (o) (o) (o) (o) (o)
materials. 47% 0% 0% 0% 0% 33%

SOSC 15200: Classics Soc/Polit Thought-2

Section 12 - Winter 2012

Instructor(s): Marin Mara
Number Enrolled: 19

Number of Responses: 9

What were the teaching assistant's or writing intern's strengths? Weaknesses?

* Anastasia was really nice and great about making sure you knew she was reachable through office hours and through email. I thought she was
really nice about looking over your outline or whatever and giving feedback, and if you had questions about the text and what it meant she was

really nice about answering that too.



* Great fashion sense! Also very smart, gave good comments, and helped stimulate class discussion when it was fading.
e [ think the two discussions she led are well-designed and helpful. She is also very willing to help outside of class.

* She is extremely helpful. She can be intimidating and she can go on a rant about an issue that you already understand but, to make sure you

really do, she continuously emphasizes it. She is really helpful and is always available for OH.

The Teaching Assistant(s)

Strongly . Strongly
N/A Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree Agree
Were available outside of 0% 0% 0% 11% 22% 56%
class.
Were helpful with 0% 0% 0% 33% 22% 44%
assignments.
Discussion Sections, Problem Sessions, Writing Tutorials
Strongly . Strongly
N/A Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree Agree



Were well coordinated with
this course and contributed 449/, 0% 0% 11% 11% 11%
to it.

Provided well-designed

0, (o) (o) 0, (o) (o)
materials. 44% 0% 0% 11% 11% 11%

HUMA 11700: Philosophical Perspectives-3

Section 02 - Spring 2013

Instructor(s): Vasudevan Anubav
Number Enrolled: 8

Number of Responses: 4

What were the teaching assistant's or writing intern's strengths? Weaknesses?

* Sometimes comments and instruction given on papers during writing seminars were not very clear but overall Anastasia was very helpful and

available.
* Anastasia gave great feedback and ideas. She really helped me to improve my drafts and to understand the readings better.

* Anastasia seemed kind of abrasive to me at first, but ended up being very helpful in guiding the development of our essays - if you don't waste

her time, she can be an incredibly good resource and also be pretty nice.
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N/A el Disagree Neutral
Disagree
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to it.

Provided well-designed

0 0, 0, [o) (o) (o)
materials. 0% 0% 0% 0% 50% 50%

HUMA 12100: Greek Thought And Literature-2

Section 02 - Winter 2014

Instructor(s): Bresson Alain
Number Enrolled: 13

Number of Responses: 6

What were the teaching assistant's or writing intern's strengths? Weaknesses?

* She was way too intense and expected us to spend an unreasonable amount of time reading other classmates' essays but she was very helpful in

her essay comments and helped me be a better writer.
* Anastasia is heavily invested in making her students better writers.
* The TA had good enthusiasm and led the writing seminars well- however, the set-up of the seminars did not seem helpful at all.

* Berg is knowledgeable. She is kind of hard to approach. However, she brings the best out of you because she's so demanding
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