
Project Title:

Number Enrolled:
Number of Responses:

PHIL 58012 1, LING 58012 1 - Language, Evidence, and
Mind - Instructor(s) Chris Kennedy,Malte Willer

Graduate Course Feedback - Spring 2024

10
4

Report Comments

Opinions expressed in these evaluations are those of students enrolled in the specific course and do not represent the University.

Creation Date: Thursday, June 20, 2024

http://www.uchicago.edu/
http://www.explorance.com


Please review and evaluate your work in this course overall.

Comments

For someone new to linguistics, the class was challenging. Both profs were clear and interested/interesting in their topic. Took a
while to get a grasp but I did eventually and the problem was interesting.

Please review and evaluate the course on the following:

1. I took away useful tools, concepts, knowledge, or insights from this course.

Statistics Value

Response Count 4

Mean 4.50

Standard Deviation 0.58

Standard Error (base on SD) 0.29

2. I received regular, effective feedback to help me understand where I was in the learning process.

Statistics Value

Response Count 4

Mean 4.00

Standard Deviation 0.82

Standard Error (base on SD) 0.41

3. I would recommend this course to other students.

Statistics Value

Response Count 4

Mean 4.00

Standard Deviation 0.82

Standard Error (base on SD) 0.41
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4. The material in this course was constructively challenging.

Statistics Value

Response Count 4

Mean 4.75

Standard Deviation 0.50

Standard Error (base on SD) 0.25

5. I felt that the classroom was an inclusive learning environment for me.

Statistics Value

Response Count 4

Mean 4.75

Standard Deviation 0.50

Standard Error (base on SD) 0.25
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Please review and evaluate the faculty on the following:

1. Conveyed the course material clearly and in an organized fashion.

2. Communicated learning objectives effectively, including on the syllabus.

3. Made effective use of class time, remote learning resources, and/or supplemental materials that enhanced learning.

4. Successfully generated and sustained productive participation as appropriate.

5. Responsive and available via office hours, email, discussion boards, and other tools.

4/5



Please elaborate on any of your responses above.

Comments

Malte was a very clear lecturer and an engaging interlocutor in discussion. He fostered an inclusive classroom, by responding to
student and professor contributions respectfully, thoroughly, and encouragingly. The handouts he provided were detailed and
thoughtful–– they helped me follow where we were in the discussion and reinforced important concepts. Chris is also an
enthusiastic and insightful speaker. He used many concrete examples when teaching concepts which deepened my
understanding. He used the board very effectively to track discussion and explain material in multiple ways. Both Malte and Chris
are very knowledgeable about the material and I learned the most through listening to them respond to each other or work through
points together. The class was organized and the expectations were clear and achievable. Overall, I liked the atmosphere of our
class–– I felt comfortable and welcomed to speak, and I enjoyed hearing students and professors from different programs (MA,
PhD, Linguistics, Philosophy) share their perspectives. I thought it was a positive and productive class.

What aspects of the instructor’s teaching contributed most and least to your learning?

Comments

I think the handouts and/or writing on the board with various examples really helped me understand the material more fully. I liked
that Chris and Malte would explain the linguistics concepts for someone who was a beginner–– they made it accessible for people
of different backgrounds. They frequently related course material to previous readings and past class meetings, which helped me
make sense of the dialectic and how the views fit together/which common assumptions they might share and how they differ. Both
professors were very attentive whenever there were any raised hands and welcomed any participation throughout the lecture.

Please comment on how respected, valued, and included you felt as a participant in the course.

Comments

I felt welcomed and encouraged to speak in this class. When I spoke, I felt that my contributions were valued and taken seriously by
Malte, Chris, and the classroom climate they cultivated. They were affirmative and were helpful in developing early–stage thoughts.
Malte and Chris are approachable, kind, and respectful. The level of preparation they put into each session made me think they
really valued the collaboration between students and professors in this course. They took the class seriously and expected and
encouraged me to do the same–– I felt empowered and excited to learn.

5/5
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PHILOSOPHY GRADUATE SEMINAR COURSE EVALUATION 
 

Each quarter we ask students in graduate-level philosophy courses to evaluate 
the quality of the course’s content and instruction. The completed forms are 
filed in the cabinet in the Anscombe Library and Lounge, Stuart 216, for 
students to read. Even if you are not in the Philosophy Department, please 
fill out and return this form to the Philosophy Office at 
philevals@lists.uchicago.edu. 
 
Quarter and Year: Fall 2023  Instructor: Malte Willer 
 
Course Number and Title: 
Introduction to Logic, 20100-02/30000-02 
 
Is this course in one of your fields of concentration?:   No   If not, why 
did you take it?: Required for PhD 
 

I. Please describe the syllabus and requirements of the course: 
Overview of sentential and quantified/predicate logic, with homework 
assignments due every other week and a cumulative final exam. 
 

II. Please answer the following questions on a scale of 1 to 5: 
a. How well-conceived and well-organized was the syllabus? 

(1=terribly; 5=very well) 5 
b. Did the instructor adhere to the syllabus? (1=not at all; 5=like a 

metronome) 5 
c. How demanding were the reading requirements (quality and 

quantity)? (1=understanding; 5=absurdly difficult) 1 
d. Was the class mostly lecture or mostly discussion? (1=all lecture; 

5=all discussion) 1 
e. How successful was this format? (1=not at all; 5=very) 5 
f. How much material was covered? (1=narrow focus; 5=broad 

range) 5 
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g. How deeply was it covered? (1=superficial survey; 5=specialist’s 
depth) 3 

h. Did the range and depth match your expectations (from catalog, 
syllabus, rec.)? (1=not at all; 5=perfect match) 5 

i. Did the range and depth match what you needed from this (kind 
of) course? (1=not at all; 5=perfect match) 5 If imperfect, 
in what way? 

j. How well-organized and clear was the instructor? (1=not very; 
5=very) 5 

k. How well did the instructor address questions and arguments 
offered by students? (1=not well; 5=very well) 5 

l. How available/accessible was the instructor outside of class? 
(1=not at all; 5=very) 5 

m. How helpful were the instructor’s comments on written work? 
(1=no work returned; 5=very helpful) 5 

n. Would you take another course offered by this instructor? 
(1=never; 5=absolutely) 5 

 
III. Please answer the following questions in a few sentences. Well-

chosen details are particularly useful. 
a. What did you like best about this course? In particular, what 

readings worked best? Why? 
 
The pacing of the course was quite good; it never felt like it dragged on, and 
still had enough time to become comfortable with certain concepts before 
moving onto the next. Even though this is a class I likely would not have taken 
if it weren’t required, I still thoroughly enjoyed this class and I am glad that I 
took it.  
 
 
 

b. What did you like least about this course? In particular, were there 
readings which didn’t work? Why not? 

 
 
 
 

c. What would you like to have changed in this course? In particular, 
are there any readings you think should be changed? Added? 
Why? 
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PHILOSOPHY GRADUATE SEMINAR COURSE EVALUATION 
 

Each quarter we ask students in graduate-level philosophy courses to evaluate 
the quality of the course’s content and instruction. The completed forms are 
filed in the cabinet in the Anscombe Library and Lounge, Stuart 216, for 
students to read. Even if you are not in the Philosophy Department, please 
fill out and return this form to the Philosophy Office at 
philevals@lists.uchicago.edu. 
 
Quarter and Year: Fall 2023    Instructor: Malte Willer 
 
Course Number and Title: PHIL 20100 2 
 
Is this course in one of your fields of concentration?:   YES   If not, why 
did you take it?: 
 

I. Please describe the syllabus and requirements of the course: 
We had several chapters of reading for each section, culminating in (around) bi-
weekly homework sheets to complete. These would include anything from 
questions about basic concepts to natural deduction proofs. Finally, the class 
ended with a final exam.  
 
 
 

II. Please answer the following questions on a scale of 1 to 5: 
a. How well-conceived and well-organized was the syllabus? 

(1=terribly; 5=very well) 5 
b. Did the instructor adhere to the syllabus? (1=not at all; 5=like a 

metronome) 5 
c. How demanding were the reading requirements (quality and 

quantity)? (1=understanding; 5=absurdly difficult) 3 
d. Was the class mostly lecture or mostly discussion? (1=all lecture; 

5=all discussion) 3 
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e. How successful was this format? (1=not at all; 5=very) 5 
f. How much material was covered? (1=narrow focus; 5=broad 

range) 5 
g. How deeply was it covered? (1=superficial survey; 5=specialist’s 

depth) 4 
h. Did the range and depth match your expectations (from catalog, 

syllabus, rec.)? (1=not at all; 5=perfect match) 5 
i. Did the range and depth match what you needed from this (kind 

of) course? (1=not at all; 5=perfect match) 5  If imperfect, in 
what way? 

j. How well-organized and clear was the instructor? (1=not very; 
5=very) 5 

k. How well did the instructor address questions and arguments 
offered by students? (1=not well; 5=very well) 5 

l. How available/accessible was the instructor outside of class? 
(1=not at all; 5=very) 5 

m. How helpful were the instructor’s comments on written work? 
(1=no work returned; 5=very helpful) 5 

n. Would you take another course offered by this instructor? 
(1=never; 5=absolutely) 5 

 
III. Please answer the following questions in a few sentences. Well-

chosen details are particularly useful. 
a. What did you like best about this course? In particular, what 

readings worked best? Why? Malte is a great teacher, he is willing 
to take time to ensure that every student is caught up, and he 
appreciates when students engage in class. The textbook was very 
good, it should continue to be used. It was clear and full of 
examples that were helpful for both the homeworks and the final 
exam. 

 
 

b. What did you like least about this course? In particular, were there 
readings which didn’t work? Why not? All of the readings were 
fine; I think more practice problems before the exam would have 
been helpful. See below for more.  
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c. What would you like to have changed in this course? In particular, 
are there any readings you think should be changed? Added? 
Why? Add some more practice problems prior to the final exam; 
We did receive a practice exam which was helpful. Another way 
of doing this would be to offer practice homework throughout 
the quarter alongside the actual homework.  



Project Title:

PHIL 31414 1, MAPH 31414 1 - MAPH Core Course:
Contemporary Analytic Philosophy - Instructor(s) Malte
Willer

Graduate Course Feedback - Autumn 2021

Number Enrolled:
Number of Responses:

13
6

Report Comments

Opinions expressed in these evaluations are those of students enrolled in the specific course and do not represent the University.

Creation Date: Tuesday, February 8, 2022

http://www.uchicago.edu/
http://www.explorance.com/
Malte Willer
(Five students filled in an anonymous Philosophy Department internal evaluation form instead of responding to this survey; their responses follow this report.)



Please review and evaluate your work in this course overall.

Comments
I think i did good work or at least i hope i did.

I really appreciated this course! I would recommend this class to any student who wants a survey of contemporary analytic philosophy.
It was challenging but very rewarding.

Over this course was good. It accomplished what the course was meant to accomplish.

Very challenging, but also learned a lot

I have a better understanding of what it takes to do analytic philosophy, and what some of the popular debates that are currently at
hand.

Please review and evaluate the course on the following:

1. I took away useful tools, concepts, knowledge, or insights from this course.

Statistics Value

Response Count 6

Mean 4.67

Standard Deviation 0.52

Standard Error (base on SD) 0.21

2. I received regular, effective feedback to help me understand where I was in the learning process.

Statistics Value

Response Count 6

Mean 4.67

Standard Deviation 0.52

Standard Error (base on SD) 0.21

3. I would recommend this course to other students.

Statistics Value

Response Count 6

Mean 4.50

Standard Deviation 0.84

Standard Error (base on SD) 0.34



4. The material in this course was constructively challenging.

Statistics Value

Response Count 6

Mean 4.67

Standard Deviation 0.52

Standard Error (base on SD) 0.21

5. I felt that the classroom was an inclusive learning environment for me.

Statistics Value

Response Count 6

Mean 4.67

Standard Deviation 0.52

Standard Error (base on SD) 0.21



Please review and evaluate the faculty on the following:

1. Conveyed the course material clearly and in an organized fashion.

2. Communicated learning objectives effectively, including on the syllabus.

3. Made effective use of class time, remote learning resources, and/or supplemental materials that enhanced learning.

4. Successfully generated and sustained productive participation as appropriate.

5. Responsive and available via office hours, email, discussion boards, and other tools.

Please elaborate on any of your responses above.

Comments
Professor Willer provided a relaxed environment that encourage students to participate and work through their questions. I appreciated
that everything was uploaded to canvas and was accessible to students. Professor Willer always followed up with me in a very timely
manner and gave me opportunities to improve.

Malte is a strong instructor. His greatest strength is how he makes himself available to students upon request and in the quality of the
feedback he gives on written assignments. As a lecturer, he is good; he facilitates good discussion and usually explains the material in
a way that makes it understandable.



What aspects of the instructor’s teaching contributed most and least to your learning?

Comments
You select excellent readings which help a lot.

Lecture and reading selection contributed most to my learning 

Class discussion contributed least to my learning

The one–on–one time spent with professor Malte, both in–office hours and in his feedback most contributed to my learning. What least
contributed was that, occasionally, the structure of the lectures was wanting; this made things a little more difficult to understand.

Professor WIller was very open to questions in a nonjudgmental way, gave detailed feedback on assignments, and was always
available for office hours

Please suggest any changes that could improve this course (e.g., class material, class
structure, assignments, inclusive pedagogy).

Comments
There really should be more time for the philosophy of language stuff.

Inclusive pedagogy! I would have liked to seem ore contemporary analytic philosophers from non–European and non–American
contexts.

Personally, I would have prefered a class more tailored to the history of analytic philosophy; but then, I also think students were well
served by the content of this course.

It would be better if there could be more connections between the materials we read or more discussion on the connections.

Please comment on how respected, valued, and included you felt as a participant in the course.

Comments
I felt respected, valued, and included.

I felt very respected and valued as a student !

I felt respected, valued, and included in this course.

The class atmosphere was supportive, I felt respected and included in the class, and I felt no hesitation to participate in class

I never felt a lack of respect, and I always felt I could speak up and be heard out.
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PHILOSOPHY GRADUATE SEMINAR COURSE EVALUATION 
 

Each quarter we ask students in graduate-level philosophy courses to evaluate 
the quality of the course’s content and instruction. The completed forms are 
filed in the cabinet in the Anscombe Library and Lounge, Stuart 216, for 
students to read. Even if you are not in the Philosophy Department, please 
fill out and return this form to the Philosophy Office at 
philevals@lists.uchicago.edu. 
 
Quarter and Year: Autumn 2021   Instructor: Malte Willer 
 
Course Number and Title: PHIL 31414 MAPH Core Course: Contemporary 
Analytic Philosophy 
 
Is this course in one of your fields of concentration?: Yes.  If not, why did 
you take it?: 
 

I. Please describe the syllabus and requirements of the course: 
The syllabus was clear and outline expectations and reading lists. We often 
went slower through some of the work and adjustments were made to the 
reading list to make sure expectations were realistic and clear. 
 
 
 

II. Please answer the following questions on a scale of 1 to 5: 
a. How well-conceived and well-organized was the syllabus? 

(1=terribly; 5=very well) 5 
b. Did the instructor adhere to the syllabus? (1=not at all; 5=like a 

metronome) 5 
c. How demanding were the reading requirements (quality and 

quantity)? (1=understanding; 5=absurdly difficult) 3 
d. Was the class mostly lecture or mostly discussion? (1=all lecture; 

5=all discussion) 4 
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e. How successful was this format? (1=not at all; 5=very) 5 
f. How much material was covered? (1=narrow focus; 5=broad 

range) 4 
g. How deeply was it covered? (1=superficial survey; 5=specialist’s 

depth) 4 
h. Did the range and depth match your expectations (from catalog, 

syllabus, rec.)? (1=not at all; 5=perfect match) 5 
i. Did the range and depth match what you needed from this (kind 

of) course? (1=not at all; 5=perfect match)5 If imperfect, in what 
way? 

j. How well-organized and clear was the instructor? (1=not very; 
5=very) 5 

k. How well did the instructor address questions and arguments 
offered by students? (1=not well; 5=very well) 5 

l. How available/accessible was the instructor outside of class? 
(1=not at all; 5=very) 4 

m. How helpful were the instructor’s comments on written work? 
(1=no work returned; 5=very helpful) 5 

n. Would you take another course offered by this instructor? 
(1=never; 5=absolutely) 4 

 
III. Please answer the following questions in a few sentences. Well-

chosen details are particularly useful. 
a. What did you like best about this course? In particular, what 

readings worked best? Why?  
 
The metaphysics section was a lot of fun because the class was 
very engaged in the material. Additionally, I feel that is the topic I 
learned the most about in this class.  

 
 

b. What did you like least about this course? In particular, were there 
readings which didn’t work? Why not? 
 
I had the hardest time with the philosophy of language section but 
that doesn’t mean it wasn’t useful for me to be exposed to it. The 
readings were equally difficult but discussion helped to untangle 
some of the ideas.  
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c. What would you like to have changed in this course? In particular, 
are there any readings you think should be changed? Added? 
Why? 
 
I can’t think of anything that I would change. I liked having three 
weeks on each topic. It kept the readings fresh and allowed us to 
cover a lot of ground.   
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PHILOSOPHY GRADUATE SEMINAR COURSE EVALUATION 
 

Each quarter we ask students in graduate-level philosophy courses to evaluate 
the quality of the course’s content and instruction. The completed forms are 
filed in the cabinet in the Anscombe Library and Lounge, Stuart 216, for 
students to read. Even if you are not in the Philosophy Department, please 
fill out and return this form to the Philosophy Office at 
philevals@lists.uchicago.edu. 
 
Quarter and Year: Autumn 2021   Instructor: Malte Willer 
 
Course Number and Title: PHIL 31414 MAPH Core Course: Contemporary 
Analytic Philosophy 
 
Is this course in one of your fields of concentration?:      If not, why 
did you take it?: Yes 
 

I. Please describe the syllabus and requirements of the course: 
 
The course was intended to give students an introduction to some topics and 
method(s) in analytic philosophy. It did so by giving a survey of debates in 
three areas. Specifically, in epistemology, metaphysics, and epistemology. 1500-
2000 word papers were assigned on each topic. The assigned readings on each 
topic followed a similar pattern. First, we would read some somewhat older 
discussion in epistemology, metaphysics, and the philosophy of language then 
we would read some more recent responses to the older discussion.  
 
 

II. Please answer the following questions on a scale of 1 to 5: 
a. How well-conceived and well-organized was the syllabus? 

(1=terribly; 5=very well)  4. 
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b. Did the instructor adhere to the syllabus? (1=not at all; 5=like a 
metronome) 4.  
 

c. How demanding were the reading requirements (quality and 
quantity)? (1=understanding; 5=absurdly difficult) 3. 
 

d. Was the class mostly lecture or mostly discussion? (1=all lecture; 
5=all discussion) 3. 

e. How successful was this format? (1=not at all; 5=very) 4. 
 

f. How much material was covered? (1=narrow focus; 5=broad 
range) 4. 
 

g. How deeply was it covered? (1=superficial survey; 5=specialist’s 
depth) 3. 
 

h. Did the range and depth match your expectations (from catalog, 
syllabus, rec.)? (1=not at all; 5=perfect match) 4. 
 

i. Did the range and depth match what you needed from this (kind 
of) course? (1=not at all; 5=perfect match)  If imperfect, in 
what way? 3. I would have liked exposure to more topics in 
each area, except perhaps in epistemology. Reading 
Naming and Necessity, for instance, would have been 
wonderful. This, however, is more of a problem with 9-week 
quarters than with the course. Giving the time we had, I 
think the course struck a good balance between breadth and 
depth. 
 

j. How well-organized and clear was the instructor? (1=not very; 
5=very) 3. 
 

k. How well did the instructor address questions and arguments 
offered by students? (1=not well; 5=very well) 4. 
 

l. How available/accessible was the instructor outside of class? 
(1=not at all; 5=very) 5. I would like to add that the time and 
attention professor Malte granted me when I attended office 
hours or requested help was excellent. He made himself 
available, seemed happy to spend time with students, and 
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was clear, insightful, and candid in our discussions. I was 
very impressed. 
 

m. How helpful were the instructor’s comments on written work? 
(1=no work returned; 5=very helpful) 4. 
 

n. Would you take another course offered by this instructor? 
(1=never; 5=absolutely) 5. 

 
III. Please answer the following questions in a few sentences. Well-

chosen details are particularly useful. 
a. What did you like best about this course? In particular, what 

readings worked best? Why?  
 
I quite enjoyed how Professor Malte structured the syllabus. For each of the 
three topics covered, we covered earlier analytic debates on each topic and 
more recent responses. I found this to be engaging and enjoyable.  
 
I found the readings that worked best together were those in the metaphysics 
section of the course as this was the area where the more recent philosophers 
were most obviously responding to the work that had preceded them.  
 

b. What did you like least about this course? In particular, were there 
readings which didn’t work? Why not? 

 
I least enjoyed the epistemology section of the course. I simply did not enjoy 
the literature on Gettier problem and responses to it. This should not reflect 
poorly on the course. The readings were well chosen and taught well. It simply 
was not my cup of tea. 
 
Overall, the readings all worked well together. However, I think the ones that 
work least well were those in the philosophy of language section. This is 
because the “narrative arc” of these readings were not as clear as in the other 
sections. 
 

c. What would you like to have changed in this course? In particular, 
are there any readings you think should be changed? Added? 
Why? 
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Personally, I would have preferred a course in the history of analytic 
philosophy that covers the early work of Wittgenstein, Moore, and Russell, and 
which ends with the later Wittgenstein, Quine, and (perhaps) Sellars. 
 
However, if the purpose of the course was to give MAPH students a sense of 
what contemporary philosophy is about, I think the structure Professor Malte 
chose is better suited to that end. The only thing I would change about 
Professor Malte’s syllabus is the philosophy of language section. In particular I 
would liked to have read Naming and Necessity and some of the positions it 
responds to. 
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PHILOSOPHY GRADUATE SEMINAR COURSE EVALUATION 
 

Each quarter we ask students in graduate-level philosophy courses to evaluate 
the quality of the course’s content and instruction. The completed forms are 
filed in the cabinet in the Anscombe Library and Lounge, Stuart 216, for 
students to read. Even if you are not in the Philosophy Department, please 
fill out and return this form to the Philosophy Office at 
philevals@lists.uchicago.edu. 
 
Quarter and Year: Autumn 2021   Instructor: Malte Willer 
 
Course Number and Title: PHIL 31414 MAPH Core Course: Contemporary 
Analytic Philosophy 
 
Is this course in one of your fields of concentration?:  Yes    If 
not, why did you take it?:  
 

I. Please describe the syllabus and requirements of the course: 
 
This course looked at three main areas of interest in Analytic Philosophy: 
epistemology, metaphysics, and the philosophy of language. Under each topic 
was a survey of some primary debates. The course required three papers, one 
for each topic, increasing in weight as the course went on. The first paper could 
be rewritten. Regular attendance and participation were also expected.  
 
 

II. Please answer the following questions on a scale of 1 to 5: 
a. How well-conceived and well-organized was the syllabus? 

(1=terribly; 5=very well) 4 
b. Did the instructor adhere to the syllabus? (1=not at all; 5=like a 

metronome) 4 
c. How demanding were the reading requirements (quality and 

quantity)? (1=understanding; 5=absurdly difficult) 4 
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d. Was the class mostly lecture or mostly discussion? (1=all lecture; 
5=all discussion) 3 

e. How successful was this format? (1=not at all; 5=very) 3.5 
f. How much material was covered? (1=narrow focus; 5=broad 

range) 4 
g. How deeply was it covered? (1=superficial survey; 5=specialist’s 

depth) 3 
h. Did the range and depth match your expectations (from catalog, 

syllabus, rec.)? (1=not at all; 5=perfect match) 3 
i. Did the range and depth match what you needed from this (kind 

of) course? (1=not at all; 5=perfect match)  If imperfect, in 
what way? 3 I wish that we could have covered less, but covered 
what we did cover with more depth. Some of the papers I felt I 
had very little understanding of, which I think was reflected in the 
fact that many of us only wrote on one topic for each of the 
papers.  

j. How well-organized and clear was the instructor? (1=not very; 
5=very) 3 

k. How well did the instructor address questions and arguments 
offered by students? (1=not well; 5=very well) 2 

l. How available/accessible was the instructor outside of class? 
(1=not at all; 5=very) 5 

m. How helpful were the instructor’s comments on written work? 
(1=no work returned; 5=very helpful) 5 

n. Would you take another course offered by this instructor? 
(1=never; 5=absolutely) 1 

 
III. Please answer the following questions in a few sentences. Well-

chosen details are particularly useful. 
a. What did you like best about this course? In particular, what 

readings worked best? Why? I liked the readings that I wrote 
about the most for this class because I was able to really delve 
into them deeply. The many hours I spent focused on them 
helped me to gain greater appreciation for the thinkers and their 
arguments.  

 
 
 
 

b. What did you like least about this course? In particular, were there 
readings which didn’t work? Why not? Along similar lines, the 
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readings I wasn’t writing about were ones that I felt I didn’t get to 
explore very deeply. For example, I still don’t have a good 
understanding of Kit Fine’s paper on grounding. The class 
covered too much to delve into readings really intensely so some 
of the arguments seem incompletely addressed.  

 
 
 
 
 

c. What would you like to have changed in this course? In particular, 
are there any readings you think should be changed? Added? 
Why? As earlier stated, I would have liked to have spent more 
time on fewer readings to really get ahold of them.  
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PHILOSOPHY GRADUATE SEMINAR COURSE EVALUATION 
 

Each quarter we ask students in graduate-level philosophy courses to evaluate 
the quality of the course’s content and instruction. The completed forms are 
filed in the cabinet in the Anscombe Library and Lounge, Stuart 216, for 
students to read. Even if you are not in the Philosophy Department, please 
fill out and return this form to the Philosophy Office at 
philevals@lists.uchicago.edu. 
 
Quarter and Year: Autumn 2021   Instructor: Malte Willer 
 
Course Number and Title: PHIL 31414 MAPH Core Course: Contemporary 
Analytic Philosophy 
 
Is this course in one of your fields of concentration?:  No    If 
not, why did you take it?: Bored of English and its lack of rigor, wanted 
something new. 
 

I. Please describe the syllabus and requirements of the course: 
 
3 topics: epistemology, ontology, philosophy of language. 3 weeks per topic, 1 
paper per topic. 
 
 

II. Please answer the following questions on a scale of 1 to 5: 
a. How well-conceived and well-organized was the syllabus? 

(1=terribly; 5=very well) 4 
b. Did the instructor adhere to the syllabus? (1=not at all; 5=like a 

metronome) 4 
c. How demanding were the reading requirements (quality and 

quantity)? (1=understanding; 5=absurdly difficult) 3 
d. Was the class mostly lecture or mostly discussion? (1=all lecture; 

5=all discussion) 3 
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e. How successful was this format? (1=not at all; 5=very) 4 
f. How much material was covered? (1=narrow focus; 5=broad 

range) 5 
g. How deeply was it covered? (1=superficial survey; 5=specialist’s 

depth) 3 
h. Did the range and depth match your expectations (from catalog, 

syllabus, rec.)? (1=not at all; 5=perfect match) 5 
i. Did the range and depth match what you needed from this (kind 

of) course? (1=not at all; 5=perfect match)  If imperfect, in 
what way? 5 

j. How well-organized and clear was the instructor? (1=not very; 
5=very) 5 

k. How well did the instructor address questions and arguments 
offered by students? (1=not well; 5=very well) 5 

l. How available/accessible was the instructor outside of class? 
(1=not at all; 5=very) 5 

m. How helpful were the instructor’s comments on written work? 
(1=no work returned; 5=very helpful) 5 

n. Would you take another course offered by this instructor? 
(1=never; 5=absolutely) 5 

 
III. Please answer the following questions in a few sentences. Well-

chosen details are particularly useful. 
a. What did you like best about this course? In particular, what 

readings worked best? Why? 
 
My favorite section was the section on philosophy of language. It was clear that 
the professor was very well read and skilled in this field. I particularly liked the 
Edgington reading because it got away from all the pedantry of the possible 
worlds stuff. 
 
 

b. What did you like least about this course? In particular, were there 
readings which didn’t work? Why not? 

 
I personally found the ontology section to be too narrow, in particular because 
it lacked any discussion about contemporary physics (to be fair, I doubt that 
the time limits would allow such a discussion to be given due consideration). I 
wonder if this section could focus on philosophy of time (with some space 
time diagrams + different quantum interpretations) instead of grounding, 
which I generally dislike because most of the readings were just a bunch of 
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snarky comments interspersed with syllogisms that assume that the universe is 
far more comprehensible to us than we have any right to assume. 
 
 

c. What would you like to have changed in this course? In particular, 
are there any readings you think should be changed? Added? 
Why? 

Perhaps ditch grounding and its associated pedants and focus on the 
analytic/synthetic divide or philosophy of time instead.  
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PHILOSOPHY GRADUATE SEMINAR COURSE EVALUATION 
 

Each quarter we ask students in graduate-level philosophy courses to evaluate 
the quality of the course’s content and instruction. The completed forms are 
filed in the cabinet in the Anscombe Library and Lounge, Stuart 216, for 
students to read. Even if you are not in the Philosophy Department, please 
fill out and return this form to the Philosophy Office at 
philevals@lists.uchicago.edu. 
 
Quarter and Year: Autumn 2021   Instructor: Malte Willer 
 
Course Number and Title: PHIL 31414 MAPH Core Course: Contemporary 
Analytic Philosophy 
 

Is this course in one of your fields of concentration?:    Yes If not, why 
did you take it?: 
 

I. Please describe the syllabus and requirements of the course: 
 
This course have three sections, and students are required to write a essay for 
each section.  
 
 

II. Please answer the following questions on a scale of 1 to 5: 
a. How well-conceived and well-organized was the syllabus? 

(1=terribly; 5=very well) 4 
b. Did the instructor adhere to the syllabus? (1=not at all; 5=like a 

metronome) 5 
c. How demanding were the reading requirements (quality and 

quantity)? (1=understanding; 5=absurdly difficult) 3 
d. Was the class mostly lecture or mostly discussion? (1=all lecture; 

5=all discussion) 4  
e. How successful was this format? (1=not at all; 5=very) 4 
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f. How much material was covered? (1=narrow focus; 5=broad 
range) 3 

g. How deeply was it covered? (1=superficial survey; 5=specialist’s 
depth) 4 

h. Did the range and depth match your expectations (from catalog, 
syllabus, rec.)? (1=not at all; 5=perfect match) 3 

i. Did the range and depth match what you needed from this (kind 
of) course? (1=not at all; 5=perfect match)  If imperfect, in 
what way? 4 

j. How well-organized and clear was the instructor? (1=not very; 
5=very) 5 

k. How well did the instructor address questions and arguments 
offered by students? (1=not well; 5=very well) 5 

l. How available/accessible was the instructor outside of class? 
(1=not at all; 5=very) 5  

m. How helpful were the instructor’s comments on written work? 
(1=no work returned; 5=very helpful) 5 

n. Would you take another course offered by this instructor? 
(1=never; 5=absolutely) 5 

 
III. Please answer the following questions in a few sentences. Well-

chosen details are particularly useful. 
a. What did you like best about this course? In particular, what 

readings worked best? Why? 
 
Personally, I think Gettier’s reading and Edgington’s reading worked best, 
because they explain their argument clearly. 
 
 
 

b. What did you like least about this course? In particular, were there 
readings which didn’t work? Why not? 

 
Personally, because I didn’t take logic before, those readings with many 
symbols are difficult for me to understand their arguments. 
 
 
 

c. What would you like to have changed in this course? In particular, 
are there any readings you think should be changed? Added? 
Why? 
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I hope we could have more background knowledge about analytic philosophy 
since the name of this course is “Contemporary Analytic Philosophy”. 
Therefore, I hope we could learn something like the history of analytic 
philosophy, or the theories of those important philosophers in the history 
analytic philosophy. In other words, I hope this class could provide more 
comprehensive information about analytic philosopher. For example, I 
expected to have some basic knowledge of analytic philosophy like the theory 
of Wittgenstein and Russell, the biggest bifurcation between continental 
philosophy and analytical philosophy, or the different approaches to the same 
question form those two schools. 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

D E P A R T M E N T  O F  P H I L OS O P H Y  

1115  EAST 58TH
 STREET 

CHICAGO,  ILLINOIS 60637 

TEL:  (773) 702-8513  

philosophy.uchicago.edu  

 

PHILOSOPHY GRADUATE SEMINAR COURSE EVALUATION 
 

Each quarter we ask students in graduate-level philosophy courses to evaluate 
the quality of the course’s content and instruction. The completed forms are 
filed in the cabinet in the Anscombe Library and Lounge, Stuart 216, for 
students to read. Even if you are not in the Philosophy Department, please 
fill out and return this form to the Philosophy Office at 
philevals@lists.uchicago.edu. 
 
Quarter and Year: Spring 2021     Instructor: 
Anubav Vasudevan and Malte Willer 
 
Course Number and Title: Philosophy 22962/32962 The Epistemology of 
Deep Learning 
 
Is this course in one of your fields of concentration?: Yes If not, why did 
you take it?: 
 

I. Please describe the syllabus and requirements of the course: 
This course attempts to understand and assess some of the bold 
epistemological claims that have been made on behalf of deep neural 
networks. To what extent can deep learning be represented within 
the framework of existing theories of statistical and causal inference, 
and to what extent does it represent a new epistemological paradigm? 
 
This course requires graduate students to write a substantial term 
paper. 

  
 

II. Please answer the following questions on a scale of 1 to 5: 
a. How well-conceived and well-organized was the syllabus?  

4 
b. Did the instructor adhere to the syllabus?  
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5 
c. How demanding were the reading requirements  

4 
d. Was the class mostly lecture or mostly discussion?  

2 
e. How successful was this format?  

4 
f. How much material was covered?  

5 
g. How deeply was it covered?  

3 
h. Did the range and depth match your expectations (from catalog, 

syllabus, rec.)?  
3 

i. Did the range and depth match what you needed from this (kind 
of) course? 4 If imperfect, in what way?  
It seems to cover too much range. There are some difficult topics 
worth more discussions.  

j. How well-organized and clear was the instructor?  
5 

k. How well did the instructor address questions and arguments 
offered by students? 4 

l. How available/accessible was the instructor outside of class?  
5 

m. How helpful were the instructor’s comments on written work?  
No applicable 

n. Would you take another course offered by this instructor?  
1 

 
III. Please answer the following questions in a few sentences. Well-

chosen details are particularly useful. 
a. What did you like best about this course? In particular, what 

readings worked best? Why? 
I really enjoy the explanation of the mechanism of machine 
learning in the beginning. It is very helpful to see the 
demonstration of the code and algorithms on Python. It helps me 
understand the mathematical and logical principles of machine 
learning, even that I came with no background knowledge in this 
area.    
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b. What did you like least about this course? In particular, were there 
readings which didn’t work? Why not? 

        I found the discussion of the curve fitting problem to be too 
hasty. 

 
 

c. What would you like to have changed in this course? In particular, 
are there any readings you think should be changed? Added? 
Why? 
It may be helpful to change the curve fitting problem to 
something else that fit the connection between the trusting 
problem and causation/correlation. Literature regarding AI ethics 
and decisions may be helpful.   
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PHILOSOPHY GRADUATE SEMINAR COURSE EVALUATION 
 

Each quarter we ask students in graduate-level philosophy courses to evaluate 
the quality of the course’s content and instruction. The completed forms are 
filed in the cabinet in the Anscombe Library and Lounge, Stuart 216, for 
students to read. Even if you are not in the Philosophy Department, please 
fill out and return this form to the Philosophy Office at 
philevals@lists.uchicago.edu. 
 
Quarter and Year: Spring 2021       Instructor: Malte Willer, Anubav 
Vasudevan 
 
Course Number and Title: PHIL 32962 Epistemology of Deep Learning 
 
Is this course in one of your fields of concentration?:     NO If not, why 
did you take it?: Cuz Im really interested.  
 

I. Please describe the syllabus and requirements of the course: 
A bunch of great course readings by topic, and a final term paper on a topic of 
choice. 
 
 
 

II. Please answer the following questions on a scale of 1 to 5: 
a. How well-conceived and well-organized was the syllabus? 

(1=terribly; 5=very well) 5 
b. Did the instructor adhere to the syllabus? (1=not at all; 5=like a 

metronome) 4 
c. How demanding were the reading requirements (quality and 

quantity)? (1=understanding; 5=absurdly difficult) 1 
d. Was the class mostly lecture or mostly discussion? (1=all lecture; 

5=all discussion) 3 
e. How successful was this format? (1=not at all; 5=very) 3 
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f. How much material was covered? (1=narrow focus; 5=broad 
range) 5 

g. How deeply was it covered? (1=superficial survey; 5=specialist’s 
depth) 4 

h. Did the range and depth match your expectations (from catalog, 
syllabus, rec.)? (1=not at all; 5=perfect match) 5 

i. Did the range and depth match what you needed from this (kind 
of) course? (1=not at all; 5=perfect match)  If imperfect, in 
what way? 5 

j. How well-organized and clear was the instructor? (1=not very; 
5=very) 4 

k. How well did the instructor address questions and arguments 
offered by students? (1=not well; 5=very well) 5 

l. How available/accessible was the instructor outside of class? 
(1=not at all; 5=very) 4 

m. How helpful were the instructor’s comments on written work? 
(1=no work returned; 5=very helpful). N/A 

n. Would you take another course offered by this instructor? 
(1=never; 5=absolutely) 4 

 
III. Please answer the following questions in a few sentences. Well-

chosen details are particularly useful. 
a. What did you like best about this course? In particular, what 

readings worked best? Why? 
I liked the course readings. They were demanding in depth, and super relevant 
and interested. The best course readings were those in the first 3 weeks.  
 
 
 
 

b. What did you like least about this course? In particular, were there 
readings which didn’t work? Why not? 

The articles on connectionism and trust were kinda, meh, not great, but still 
useful. 
 
 
 

c. What would you like to have changed in this course? In particular, 
are there any readings you think should be changed? Added? 
Why? 
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Just some more explanatory readings on connectionism and some readings on 
trust outside of “rationalism” and performance or reliability based trust. 
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PHILOSOPHY GRADUATE SEMINAR COURSE EVALUATION 
 

Each quarter we ask students in graduate-level philosophy courses to evaluate 
the quality of the course’s content and instruction. The completed forms are 
filed in the cabinet in the Anscombe Library and Lounge, Stuart 216, for 
students to read. Even if you are not in the Philosophy Department, please 
fill out and return this form to the Philosophy Office at 
philevals@lists.uchicago.edu. 
 
Quarter and Year: Spring 2020     Instructor: Willer 
 
Course Number and Title: PHIL 58010 Philosophy of Language 
 
Is this course in one of your fields of concentration?: Yes   If not, why 
did you take it?:  
 

I. Please describe the syllabus and requirements of the course: 
 
Professor Willer had us read two or three papers (or chapters of a book) on the 
week’s topic. He would post background mini-lectures and PowerPoint 
presentations on Canvas to cover some of the material or to help us better 
understand the reading. Synchronous class meetings were held weekly for 1.5-2 
hours, during which Professor Willer talked through a lecture handout he had 
circulated beforehand and answered any questions we had. The course grade 
was based on a term paper. 
 
 

II. Please answer the following questions on a scale of 1 to 5: 
a. How well-conceived and well-organized was the syllabus? 

(1=terribly; 5=very well) 5 
b. Did the instructor adhere to the syllabus? (1=not at all; 5=like a 

metronome) 5 
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c. How demanding were the reading requirements (quality and 
quantity)? (1=understanding; 5=absurdly difficult) 4 

d. Was the class mostly lecture or mostly discussion? (1=all lecture; 
5=all discussion) 2 

e. How successful was this format? (1=not at all; 5=very) 5 
f. How much material was covered? (1=narrow focus; 5=broad 

range) 3 
g. How deeply was it covered? (1=superficial survey; 5=specialist’s 

depth) 5 
h. Did the range and depth match your expectations (from catalog, 

syllabus, rec.)? (1=not at all; 5=perfect match) 5 
i. Did the range and depth match what you needed from this (kind 

of) course? (1=not at all; 5=perfect match) 4  If imperfect, in 
what way? (see below) 

j. How well-organized and clear was the instructor? (1=not very; 
5=very) 5 

k. How well did the instructor address questions and arguments 
offered by students? (1=not well; 5=very well) 5 

l. How available/accessible was the instructor outside of class? 
(1=not at all; 5=very) 5 

m. How helpful were the instructor’s comments on written work? 
(1=no work returned; 5=very helpful) 5 

n. Would you take another course offered by this instructor? 
(1=never; 5=absolutely) 5 

 
III. Please answer the following questions in a few sentences. Well-

chosen details are particularly useful. 
a. What did you like best about this course? In particular, what 

readings worked best? Why? 
 
Professor Willer is an outstanding teacher! He is impeccably organized, very 
clear, has reasonable expectations, and is very accessible outside of class. 
 
 
 

b. What did you like least about this course? In particular, were there 
readings which didn’t work? Why not? 

 
The course was designed to build up to a book manuscript on future 
contingent statements, which we covered in the final three weeks. Because the 
book required a lot of theoretical apparatus, Professor Willer had to cover a lot 
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of different advanced technical topics in the first six weeks: supervaluations, 
relativist semantics, tense logic, conditional logic, modal logic and possible 
worlds semantics. Even though he kept the amount of reading reasonable and 
posted a lot of clear mini-lectures with slides, it was still very fast unless you 
had prior background. 
 
 
 

c. What would you like to have changed in this course? In particular, 
are there any readings you think should be changed? Added? 
Why? 

 
It might be better if the course required some background in some of the 
topics mentioned above. This may not be workable with the department’s 
course catalog and schedule, but it would certainly help. 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

D E P A R T M E N T  O F  P H I L OS O P H Y  

1115  EAST 58TH
 STREET 

CHICAGO,  ILLINOIS 60637 

 

TEL:  (773) 702-8513  

 

philosophy.uchicago.edu  

 

PHILOSOPHY GRADUATE SEMINAR COURSE EVALUATION 
 

Each quarter we ask students in graduate-level philosophy courses to evaluate 
the quality of the course’s content and instruction. The completed forms are 
filed in the cabinet in the Anscombe Library and Lounge, Stuart 216, for 
students to read. Even if you are not in the Philosophy Department, please 
fill out and return this form to the Philosophy Office at 
philevals@lists.uchicago.edu. 
 
Quarter and Year: Spring 2020    Instructor: Malte Willer 
 
Course Number and Title: PHIL 58010 Philosophy of Language 
 
Is this course in one of your fields of concentration? If not, why did you 
take it?:  
Not my field of concentration but I wanted to expand my interest to philosophy of language. 
 

I. Please describe the syllabus and requirements of the course: 
Readings were assigned each week;final paper was due on Tuesday of week 10. 

 
II. Please answer the following questions on a scale of 1 to 5: 

a. How well-conceived and well-organized was the syllabus? 5 
(1=terribly; 5=very well) 

b. Did the instructor adhere to the syllabus? (1=not at all; 5=like a 
metronome) 5 

c. How demanding were the reading requirements (quality and 
quantity)? (1=understanding; 5=absurdly difficult) 3 

d. Was the class mostly lecture or mostly discussion? (1=all lecture; 
5=all discussion) 3 

e. How successful was this format? (1=not at all; 5=very) 5 
f. How much material was covered? (1=narrow focus; 5=broad 

range) 3 
g. How deeply was it covered? (1=superficial survey; 5=specialist’s 

depth) 4 
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h. Did the range and depth match your expectations (from catalog, 
syllabus, rec.)? (1=not at all; 5=perfect match) 5 

i. Did the range and depth match what you needed from this (kind 
of) course? (1=not at all; 5=perfect match)  If imperfect, in 
what way? 5 

j. How well-organized and clear was the instructor? (1=not very; 
5=very) 5 

k. How well did the instructor address questions and arguments 
offered by students? (1=not well; 5=very well) 5 

l. How available/accessible was the instructor outside of class? 
(1=not at all; 5=very) 5 

m. How helpful were the instructor’s comments on written work? 
(1=no work returned; 5=very helpful) 5 

n. Would you take another course offered by this instructor? 
(1=never; 5=absolutely) 5 

 
III. Please answer the following questions in a few sentences. Well-

chosen details are particularly useful. 
a. What did you like best about this course? In particular, what 

readings worked best? Why? 
 

The class format was the perfect combination of pre-recorded videos and 
synchronous meetings. This was possible due to campus-wide remote learning but 
not all instructors were willing to do this format. The reason why this was very 
efficient was that pre-recorded lectures gave enough clues and direction to think 
through the assigned readings before the meeting. I am grateful to Malte for trying 
this, which I guess may have led him to spend more time preparing. 

 
b. What did you like least about this course? In particular, were there 

readings which didn’t work? Why not? 
 

Honestly none. This was the best course I have taken in the Humanities. 

 
c. What would you like to have changed in this course? In particular, 

are there any readings you think should be changed? Added? 
Why? 
 

My only suggestion is to cover selection semantics perhaps a couple weeks 
earlier. Since the preceding weeks sort of laid a basis for appreciating selection 
semantics, however, I do not see exactly how we could have done this, especially 
in the 9-week quarter. 



(My apologies; the formatting of this document absolutely broke when I opened it.)

PHILOSOPHY GRADUATE SEMINAR COURSE EVALUATION

Each quarter we ask students in graduate-level philosophy courses to evaluate the quality of
the course’s content and instruction. The completed forms are filed in the cabinet in the 
Anscombe Library and Lounge, Stuart 216, for students to read. Even if you are not in the 
Philosophy Department, please fill out and return this form to the Philosophy Office at 
philevals@lists.uchicago.edu.

Quarter and Year: Spring 2020 Instructor: Malte Willer

Course Number and Title: PHIL 58010 “Philosophy of Language”

Is this course in one of your fields of concentration?: Yes
If not, why did you take it?: N/A

I. Please describe the syllabus and requirements of the course:

There were weekly readings as well as recorded lectures, along with a single in-person 
lecture each week and a single final paper due at the end of the quarter. The readings were 
extensive but always relevant, and never felt like busywork.

II. Please answer the following questions on a scale of 1 to 5:
a. How well-conceived and well-organized was the syllabus? (1=terribly; 

5=very well)
5

b. Did the instructor adhere to the syllabus? (1=not at all; 5=like a metronome) 
5

c. How demanding were the reading requirements (quality and quantity)? 
(1=understanding; 5=absurdly difficult)
3

d. Was the class mostly lecture or mostly discussion? (1=all lecture; 5=all 
discussion)
2

e. How successful was this format? (1=not at all; 5=very)
4

f. How much material was covered? (1=narrow focus; 5=broad range)
3

g. How deeply was it covered? (1=superficial survey; 5=specialist’s depth)
4

h. Did the range and depth match your expectations (from catalog, syllabus, 
rec.)? (1=not at all; 5=perfect match)
3

i. Did the range and depth match what you needed from this (kind of) course? 
(1=not at all; 5=perfect match)
4

j. How well-organized and clear was the instructor? (1=not very; 5=very)
3



k. How well did the instructor address questions and arguments offered by 
students? (1=not well; 5=very well)
5

l. How available/accessible was the instructor outside of class? (1=not at all; 
5=very)
5

m. How helpful were the instructor’s comments on written work? (1=no work 
returned; 5=very helpful)
--

n. Would you take another course offered by this instructor? (1=never; 
5=absolutely)
3

III. Please answer the following questions in a few sentences. Well-chosen 
details are particularly useful.
a. What did you like best about this course? In particular, what readings 

worked best? Why?

This course's readings were its greatest strength. I particularly appreciated the 
inclusion of optional readings that introduced us to concepts we may not have been 
familiar with (such as predicate logic for those without a linguistics background) but
that were themselves necessary to understand the rest of the readings for that week.
It never felt that I was without the tools to understand a reading, even if I was 
missing the background for it.

b. What did you like least about this course? In particular, were there readings 
which didn’t work? Why not?

The readings themselves I believe worked well, but I think the largest problem with 
this course was in the lectures – perhaps it's just the result of Zoom being a difficult 
medium, but I found it very difficult to follow the train of thinking in the lectures 
compared to the papers, and in particular struggled greatly to read and understand 
what was drawn and written on the virtual whiteboard.

c. What would you like to have changed in this course? In particular, are there 
any readings you think should be changed? Added? Why?

Honestly the only suggestion I would make is that the professor be a little more 
careful in his use of the Zoom whiteboard. It was nearly impossible to read what was
written there much of the time (particularly to anyone with any difficulties in visual 
processing) and thus difficult to follow the in-person lectures. 

2
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PHILOSOPHY GRADUATE SEMINAR COURSE EVALUATION 
 

Each quarter we ask students in graduate-level philosophy courses to evaluate 
the quality of the course’s content and instruction. The completed forms are 
filed in the cabinet in the Anscombe Library and Lounge, Stuart 216, for 
students to read. Even if you are not in the Philosophy Department, please 
fill out and return this form to the Philosophy Office at 
philevals@lists.uchicago.edu. 
 
Quarter and Year: Spring 2020    Instructor: Malte Willer 
 
Course Number and Title: PHIL 58010 Philosophy of Language 
 
Is this course in one of your fields of concentration?:  No   If not, why 
did you take it?: Interested in the topic, could complement my specialty 
 
 

I. Please describe the syllabus and requirements of the course: 
 
The syllabus explored the topic of future contingents and the different logic 
systems employed to address the issues they raise in philosophy of language. 
The syllabus attempted to cover all the main arguments that have been made in 
regards to this topic, even the most recent ones. There are no previous 
requirements to attend this course, and during it students must keep up with 
the background lectures and weekly readings (if they expect to make the most 
out of the discussion, and the course). There’s a final paper at the end of the 
quarter on an agreed topic with the instructor. 
 
 

II. Please answer the following questions on a scale of 1 to 5: 
a. How well-conceived and well-organized was the syllabus? 

(1=terribly; 5=very well) 5 
b. Did the instructor adhere to the syllabus? (1=not at all; 5=like a 

metronome) 5 
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c. How demanding were the reading requirements (quality and 
quantity)? (1=understanding; 5=absurdly difficult) 3 

d. Was the class mostly lecture or mostly discussion? (1=all lecture; 
5=all discussion) 3 

e. How successful was this format? (1=not at all; 5=very) 5 
f. How much material was covered? (1=narrow focus; 5=broad 

range) 5 
g. How deeply was it covered? (1=superficial survey; 5=specialist’s 

depth) 5 
h. Did the range and depth match your expectations (from catalog, 

syllabus, rec.)? (1=not at all; 5=perfect match) 5 
i. Did the range and depth match what you needed from this (kind 

of) course? (1=not at all; 5=perfect match)  If imperfect, in 
what way? 5 

j. How well-organized and clear was the instructor? (1=not very; 
5=very) 5 

k. How well did the instructor address questions and arguments 
offered by students? (1=not well; 5=very well) 5 

l. How available/accessible was the instructor outside of class? 
(1=not at all; 5=very) 5 

m. How helpful were the instructor’s comments on written work? 
(1=no work returned; 5=very helpful) 5 

n. Would you take another course offered by this instructor? 
(1=never; 5=absolutely) 5 

 
III. Please answer the following questions in a few sentences. Well-

chosen details are particularly useful. 
a. What did you like best about this course? In particular, what 

readings worked best? Why? 
 
Given the difficult circumstances, Malte’s commitment to maintain clear, 
organized and useful lectures was remarkable. I found the background lectures 
system particularly useful, as it allowed me to do my readings more in depth. 
 
 

b. What did you like least about this course? In particular, were there 
readings which didn’t work? Why not? 

 
I don’t think there were any readings that didn’t work. Some of them were 
perhaps a bit messy, given that they were papers still needing proof-reading, but 
I’d always prefer to read the newest material on the topic, even if still unedited. 
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c. What would you like to have changed in this course? In particular, 
are there any readings you think should be changed? Added? 
Why? 

I cannot think of any readings that I would have added or changed. 















Fall 2017 Malte Willer

PHIL 34010

Grad/Law School - 3rd Year

No

I took it for background that is important for other projects I am doing.

The course surveyed the literature on the use and meaning of terms that refer to the world, starting with Frege and
ending with modern innovation in predicativism. The course required weekly readings, discussions, and papers.

5

5

3

3

3

4

3

5

5

5

5



5

3

5

I liked the nature of the course as a survey and the depth with which the professor reviewed and summarized
the material. The readings that probably worked best were the one-shot articles, like Kaplan's or Graf Fara's
since the summaries and class discussion were most helpful there. It was somewhat difficult to discuss all of 
the arguments being made in Naming and Necessity because of the casual nature of the presentation there.

I have no major objections, though I have a personal preference for additional lecture and less discussion.
As said above, I thought that the Naming and Necessity readings were the least effective, but they pretty much
had to be included given their importance.

I would have liked to have had some of the approaches to philosopy of language that deemphasize reference
included, like Brandom's inferentialism. That would have opened up the range of possible views to consider.
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