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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
tiled 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



III.

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

depth) 3

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

syllabus, rec.)? (1=not at all; 5=perfect match) 5

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

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

5=very) 5

. How well did the instructor address questions and arguments

offered by students? (1=not well; 5=very well) 5
How available/accessible was the instructor outside of class?
(1=not at all; 5=very) 5

. How helpful were the instructor’s comments on written work?

(1=no work returned; 5=very helpful) 5

. Would you take another course offered by this instructor?

(1=never; 5=absolutely) 5

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?

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

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



THE UNTITV ERSTITTY OF

DEPARTMENT OF PHILOSOPHY
1115 EAST 58™ STREET

C H I C A G O CHICAGO, ILLINOIS 60637

TEL: (773) 702-8513
H U M A N I T I E S 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
tiled 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



III.

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

1. 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

1. 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

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
tine; I think more practice problems before the exam would have
been helpful. See below for more.



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.
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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.

| think i did good work or at least i hope i did.

| really appreciated this course! | 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

| 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 Strongly Disagree (0) | 0.00%
2 Disagree (0)  0.00%
3 Neutral (0)  0.00%
4 Agree (2) I 33.33%
5 Strongly Agree (4) I G6.67%
[ Total (6) ]
0 50% 100%
Statistics Value
Response Count 6
Mean 4.67
Standard Deviation 0.52
Standard Error (base on SD) 0.21
1 Strongly Disagree (0) | 0.00%
2 Disagree (0)  0.00%
3 Neutral (0)  0.00%
4 Agree (2) I 33.33%
5 Strongly Agree (4) I 6.67%
[ Total (6) ]
0 50% 100%
Statistics Value
Response Count 6
Mean 4.67
Standard Deviation 0.52
Standard Error (base on SD) 0.21
1 Strongly Disagree (0) ' 0.00%
2 Disagree (0)  0.00%
3 Neutral (1) IIIIINGEE 16.67%
4 Agree (1) NN 16.67%
5 Strongly Agree (4) I, G6.67%
[ Total (6) ]
0 50% 100%
Statistics Value
Response Count 6
Mean 4.50
Standard Deviation 0.84
Standard Error (base on SD) 0.34




1 Strongly Disagree (0) | 0.00%
2 Disagree (0)  0.00%
3 Neutral (0)  0.00%
4 Agree (2) I 33.33%
5 Strongly Agree (4) I 66.67%
[ Total (6) ]
0 50% 100%
Statistics Value
Response Count 6
Mean 4.67
Standard Deviation 0.52
Standard Error (base on SD) 0.21
1 Strongly Disagree (0) | 0.00%
2 Disagree (0)  0.00%
3 Neutral (0)  0.00%
4 Agree (2) I 33.33%
5 Strongly Agree (4) I 66.67%
[ Total (6) ]
0 50% 100%
Statistics Value
Response Count 6
Mean 4.67
Standard Deviation 0.52
0.21

Standard Error (base on SD)




Please review and evaluate the faculty on the following:

1 Strongly Disagree (0)  0.00%
2 Disagree (0) | 0.00%
3 Neutral (0)  0.00%
4 Agree (1) I 16.67%
5 Strongly Agree (5) I 83.33%
[ Total (6) ]
0 50% 100%
1 Strongly Disagree (0)  0.00%
2 Disagree (0)  0.00%
3 Neutral (0)  0.00%
4 Agree (1) I 16.67%
5 Strongly Agree (5) I, 33.33%
[ Total (6) ]
0 50% 100%
1 Strongly Disagree (0) | 0.00%
2 Disagree (0)  0.00%
3 Neutral (0)  0.00%
4 Agree (2) I 33.33%
5 Strongly Agree (4) I G6.67%
[ Total (6) ]
0 50% 100%
1 Strongly Disagree (0) | 0.00%
2 Disagree (0)  0.00%
3 Neutral (0)  0.00%
4 Agree (3) I 50.00%
5 Strongly Agree (3) I 50.00%
[ Total (6) ]
0 50% 100%
1 Strongly Disagree (0) | 0.00%
2 Disagree (0) | 0.00%
3 Neutral (0) - 0.00%
4 Agree (1) IINNEGEGEGEE 16.657%
S Strongly Agree (5) - I 33.33%
[ Total (6) ]
0 50% 100%

Please elaborate on any of your responses above.

Professor Willer provided a relaxed environment that encourage students to participate and work through their questions. | 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! | would have liked to seem ore contemporary analytic philosophers from non—European and non—American
contexts.

Personally, | would have prefered a class more tailored to the history of analytic philosophy; but then, | 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

| felt respected, valued, and included.

| felt very respected and valued as a student !

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

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

I never felt a lack of respect, and | always felt | could speak up and be heard out.




T H E

DEPARTMENT OF PHILOSOPHY
UNITV ERSTITY OF
1115 EAST 58™ STREET

. C H I C A G O CHICAGO, ILLINOIS 60637

TEL: (773) 702-8513
H U M A N I T I E S 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
tiled 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



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

1. 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

1. 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.



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
tiled 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.



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

. How demanding were the reading requirements (quality and

quantity)? (1=understanding; 5=absurdly difficult) 3.

. Was the class mostly lecture or mostly discussion? (1=all lecture;
5=all discussion) 3.
. How successful was this format? (1=not at all; 5=very) 4.

How much material was covered? (1=narrow focus; 5=broad

range) 4.

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

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

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.

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

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

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



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?



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
tiled 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



III.

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

1. 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

1. 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

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



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.

. What would you like to have changed in this courser 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
tiled 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



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

1. 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

1. 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



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
tiled 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



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

1. 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

1. 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?



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, 1
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.
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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
tiled 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

papet.

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?



III.

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
t. 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

1. 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

1. 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

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.



b.

hasty.

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

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 Al 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
tiled 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



III.

How much material was covered? (1=narrow focus; 5=broad

range) 5

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

depth) 4

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

syllabus, rec.)? (1=not at all; 5=perfect match) 5

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

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

5=very) 4

. How well did the instructor address questions and arguments

offered by students? (1=not well; 5=very well) 5
How available/accessible was the instructor outside of class?
(1=not at all; 5=very) 4

. How helpful were the instructor’s comments on written work?

(1=no work returned; 5=very helpful). N/A

. Would you take another course offered by this instructor?

(1=never; 5=absolutely) 4

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?



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
tiled 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



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

1. 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

1. 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

2



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.
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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
tiled 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



III.

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

1. 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

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.
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(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.

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

a. How well-conceived and well-organized was the syllabus? (1=terribly;
S5=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

1.  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

II. 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 [ was without the tools to understand a reading, even if [ 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.
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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



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? (I1=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

1. 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.



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.
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5 How successful was this format? (1= n'b_t atall; 5 = very) _S____ |
6. Howmuck material was covered? (1 = narrow focus; 5 = broad‘ range) S
7. Howdeeply was it .cover,ed?' (1 = superficial survey; 5 = spécialiSt’s depth) 3
‘8. Did the range and depi:h match your expectationé (from catalog, syllabus,i i‘ec.]? o _S__
| (1= nc}t at al_lg 5= perfect match) _ | L | |
9. Did the rang‘e and depth‘match what you needed froin this (kind of) course? _S___ |
" (1 =notatall; 5 = perfect match) If imperfect, iri what way?,
10. How well-organized and clear was the instructor? (1 = not very; 5 = very) ___;_5__
5

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

(1 =not well; 5 = very well)



12. How available/accessible was the instr'uctor outside of class? (1 = notatall; 5 = very) S

e s ——t

——

13. How helpful were the 1nstructor s comments on wrltten work” L BT 3
[1 no work returned 5= very helpful) B :
14 Would you take another course offered by thls mstructor? (1 =never; 5 = absolut_ely) __S_,__

. HI Please answer the folﬂowmg questions in a few sentences. Well- chosen details 'at‘e |
pamculaﬂy useful. .
1. - What did you hke best about thzs course? In partlcular What readings worked best7 WhyT’
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2 What did you like least about this course? In particulai', were there readings which didn’t

work?Whynot \\W{ I" é\m%%-\[, du?“?uw\’rvg ageese an e
\MD(\( oour ‘V\u\‘k w\( ’ﬁ\f\wwh\:\ 'Jf 'E’o’J»\\‘ate T m@u\& \'ww,
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3. What would like to have changed in this course? In particular, are there any readings you thiok

should be changed? Added?‘WhY? 5 ‘e a\ e Ojf)re'( h% n
' UL - WASE o,



PHHE@SGPHY GRADUATE SEMENAR COURSE EVAH.,EJATH@N

- -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 double-s:ded form to the Philosophy Office in Stuart 202,

Quarter and Year / ‘/ "y 20!( HnStructor / /% C’/’
Course Number and Title:__Chidl . 20000 . Slompok, /o

i Blosgl, i, c:ﬁeut

Your Department and Year (specify grad /ﬁndergrad): ' ) /

Is thns course in one of your fields of concexmtratmn /’/' lf n@t why drd you take it?
. /o vl / "--*—j[ ) .
U

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

L ety
TASL L ;..,_LAQ A ﬁﬂi g 5

css.‘.«ﬁ.ro(, ,( “n Chrmm

J

IE Please answer the following questions on a scale of 1 to 5: - s
1. How we]l concelved and well- organlzed was the syllabus? (1= terrlbly, 5=verywell) _~
2. Did the 1nstructor adhere to the syllabus? (1 = notatall; 5 = like a metronome) 7 S_ o
3. How demanding were the readmg requirements (quahty & quant:ty)7 ,___f"__

(1= understandlng, 5= absurdly difficult)
4. Was the class mostly lecture or mostly dlscussmn'? (1= all Iecture 5= all dlscussmn) __2_-___
5. How successful was this format? (1 = notatall; 5 = Very) : _i__ |
6. How much material was covered? (1 = narrow focus; 5 = broad‘ range) __:é:__
7. How deeply was it covered? 1= superficial survey, 5= spec:lahst’s depth) _5’__
8. Did the range and depth match your expectations (from catalog, syllabus, rec 3?7 — y ‘
(1 =not atall; 5= perfect match) ' , |
p

9. Did the range and depth match what you needed from this (kind oﬂ course?
(1 =notatall; 5 = perfect match) If imperfect, in what way? s { { ,
oy ok ik by 7 LN A i /{// /

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

11. How well did the Instructor address questions and arguments offered by students?

3

AR

(1 =not well; 5 = very well)



12.How available/accessible was the instructor outsidé of class? (1 =notatall; 5 = very) 5_
: —

13. How helpful were the instructor’s comments on written work? S

(1 = no work returned; 5 = very helpful)

. 14, Would you take another cou'rse offered by this instructo

r?(i= néver; 5 = absolutely)

IiL, Please answer the following questmns m a few sentences. Weﬂ chosen details are

partncuiarly useful.
1. What did you like best about this course? In partlcular, what readings worked best" Why?

(P R W ’ //" YRR P R f!ct%/ ,p;'/‘, er, ‘F'—/
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. Mo adad A ~
enderd L fe [ A )/ s ool LS
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2. What did you like least about this course? In partlcular, were there readlngs whlch didn't

work? Why not?

o b
/r,. e e:e//./// /zﬂ( .-/ J /
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3. What would hke to have changed in this course? In partlcular, are there any readings you think

should be changed? Added? Why? _ -
/‘///" ('%M 3 /lh/é ‘;Zf /“6 '».r r"r.. _71.:;(.‘[
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PHHH.@S@PHY GRADUATE §EMHNAR COURSE EVALUATH@N

_"Each quarter we ask students in graduate-level phllosophy coutses 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 Ph:losophy
Department, please fill out and return this double-sided form to the Philosophy Office in Stuart 202 4

szarter and Year 'F all 201 8 Hnstructer Ma, \'E@ wil [-61/ 7
Course Numberamd Title: 30 000 L] !,WLM/VL’OUVV[ (/0‘0! Yo

Yeur Deparﬁment and Year (spec1fy grad/ undergrad) __E\m;b_qudM

Is this course in one of your ﬂelds of eoncemmﬂ:mn: 57 § § M net, why did you‘take it?_______

H P]ease descnbe the sylﬂabus and ; reqmremems of the COUrse: .
' \/\fﬂwat,wav L(_,g biwee (,c,t\«]

me £5¢ Crnn “lo% o P OVG'M

Il Please answer the following guestions on a scale of 110 5: -
1. How well- conceived and well- -organized was the syllabus” (1= terrlbly, 5= Very Well) ’
2. Did the 1nstructor adhere to the syllabus? (1 notat all; 5 =likea metronome] _é—_
3. How demandmg were the readlng reqmrements (quahty & quanttty)? i ' _?_-__
(1 understandmg, 5= absurdIy difficult) : ;
4. Was the class mostly lecture or mostly dlscusswn7 [1 all lecture; 5 aH dlscusswn] __a\l___
5, How successful was this format7 (1 =notatall; 5= very) _S_:__ |
6. How much material was covered" (1 =narrow focus 5= broad. range) E_
7. How deeply was it covered? = superficial survey, 5= spec1ahst s depth) _ ___3___
8. Did the range and depth match your expectations (from catalog, syllabus, rec. )3 _,_,_S_
' (1= not at all; 5 = perfect match) : g

9. Did the range and depth match what you Iieeded from this (kind of) course?
(1 =notatall; 5 = perfect match) If imperfect, in what way?

10. How well-organized and clear was the instructor? (1 =notvery; 5 = very)
11. How well did the Instructor address questions and arguments offered by students?

hp|

(1 = not well; 5 = very well)



s7(1=not atall; 5= very) £ -

5= absolutely) __'):

12. How avaﬂable/accesmble was the 1nstructor out31de of clas
13. How helpful were.the 1nstructor S comments on wrltten work‘?

(1 no work returned 5 very helpful)
14 Would you take another course offered by thrs 1nstructor'? (1 never,

Iil. Please a answer the followmg questnons ina few sentem:es Weil chosen detanls are
partncularly useful. :
1. What did you Ilke best about this cours

N ‘»\l MW\AW% A mr.c,of\n/\-\.ows \.)-JC.JV'Q.
“Ager: The Lec,x-w«Ls A %bvou«& wee
uwvb wec bl . Molkes m?\a—wa:‘rwk;
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&7 In partlcular what readmgs worked hest? Why7

2. Whatdid yOu like least about this course? In particular, Were there readings Which didn't

work?Whynot7 .
m \,»owwovu.. %Lw-k SLEUAQL ‘(4..7
Cwaove PNV ‘l'b»ouw e ool
T\/u(, e 0o\ \:V&c'\‘\CL P W\olMMS ww.e,MPH
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3. What would like to have'ehanged in this course? In particular, are there any readings you think -

should be changed? Added? Why?



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 double-sided form to the Philosophy Office in Stuart 202.
Quarter and Year:__Fall 2017 __ Instructor:__Malte Willer

Course Number and Title:_PHIL 34010

Your Department and Year (specify grad/undergrad):__Grad/Law School - 3rd Year

Is this course in one of your fields of concentration: No Ifnot, why did you take it?

| took it for background that is importént for other projects | am doing.

\\
L. Please describe the syllabus and requirements of the course:

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.

" IL. Please answer the following questions on a scale of 1 to 5:
1. How well-conceived and well-organized was the syllabus? (1 = terribly; 5 = very-well) __5

2. Did the instructor adhere to the syllabus? (1 = not at all; 5 = like a metronome) _5

3. How demanding were the reading requirements (quality & quantity)?

(1 = understanding; 5 = absurdly difficult)

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

5. How successful was this format? (1 = not at all; 5 = very) 3

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

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

8. Did the range and depth match your expectations (from catalog, syllabus, rec.)? S
(1 =notatall; 5 = perfect match)

9. Did the range and depth match what you needed from this (kind of) course? o
(1=notatall; 5 = perfect match) If imperfect, in what way?

10. How well-organizedhand clear was the instructor? (1 = not very; 5 = very) 5

5

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

(1 =notwell; 5 = very well)




5

12. How available/accessible was the instructor outside of class? (1 = notat all; 5 = very)

13. How helpful were the instructor’s comments on written work?

(1 = no work returned; 5 = very helpful)

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

I11. Please answer the following questions in a few sentences. Well-chosen details are
particularly useful.
1. What did you like best about this course? In particular, what readlngs worked best? Why?
| 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.

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

work? Why not?
| have no major objections, though | have a personal preference for additional lecture and less discussion.
: )

As said above, | thought that the Naming and Necessity readings were the least effective, but they pretty much .
had to be included given their importance. '

3. What would like to have changed in this course? In particular, are there any readings you think

should be changed? Added? Why?

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.




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 double-sided form to the Philosophy Office in Stuart 202.

Quarter and Year: fP@.//VG-' 204Z  Instructori_ MALTE W/LLER.
Course Number and Title: OHH_ 3"’“{25- L0°hc J:.U ?M ‘*W)W\}

Your Department and Year (specify grad/undergrad) ﬁfwf%ffwa STLD BT '

Q—MD&AN
Is thls course in one of your flelds of concentratlon. ZCJ’ If not, why did you takeit?

\ | ,
I.  Please describe the syllabus and requirements of the course: 7
T SYLLiRus WAS A DETRERD DESOR/PTES OF rRE COvRSE

YoP/ LS A m(,//gé'/\wu,}“ AsT walL A O Fﬁ‘ﬁ A@/‘?FW
SCHEDUZE AAD BXAMS Wdég '

" IL Please answer the following questions on a scaie of 1to 5:
% How well-conceived and well-organized was the syllabus" (1 =terribly; 5 = very-well)

5
2. Did the instructor adhere to the syllabus? (1 = not at all; 5 = like a metronome) | _5_
" 3. How demanding were the reading requirements (quality & quantity)? - S

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

4,

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

6. How much material was covered? (1 = narrow focus; 5 = broad range) ' _ 5 ;

7. How deeply was it covered? (1 = supe'rfici.al survéy} 5 = specialist’s depth) A ’f

8. Did the range and dept}l match y‘ou_i" expectations (from catalog, syIIabﬁ's, réc.]? .8 - ;
(1 =notatall; 5 = perfect match) ' . :

9. Did the range and dépth match what you needed from this (kind of) course? 5
(1=notatall;5= perfect match) If imperfect, in what way?__

10. How welI-urganized'and clear was the inStructor? (1 =notvery; 5 = very) ‘ _ZL_

11. How well did the instructor address questions and arguments offered by students? _S

(1 =not well; 5 = very well)



5

12. How available/accessible was the instructor outside of class? (1 = not at all; 5 = very)
13. How helpful were the instructor’s comments on written work? /.

(1 = no work returned; 5 = very helpful)
14. Would you take another course offered by this instructor? (1 = never; 5 = absolutely) 5

111, Please answer the following questions in a few sentences. Well-chosen details are

particularly useful. _
1. What did you like best about thlS course? In parncu]ar what readmgs worked best? Why?

2. What did you like least about this course? In particular, weré there readings which didn’t

work? Why not?

3. What would like to have changed in this course? In particular, are there any readings you think

should be changed? Added? Why?




i Pml.osopuv GRADUATE ssmmn COURSEEVALUATION ff .

Bach quarter we ask students in graduate-leval philosophy courses to evamm me,m' : e

course’s content and instruction. The completed forms are filed In the ca
Library and Lounge, Stuart 216, for students to read. FEven if you are not in thc Phﬁasoplgy:

Department, please ﬁh‘ out and return this double-sided form to ﬂm Phﬂmplw Office in Stuurt 202,

Quarter and Year: ST e lnmm ;

 Course Number and Tlﬂe: pj{&. 2 A qv)
Your Department and Year (specify grad /u‘_’dm grad }.

‘kro'wnk,a anbf- 5’ dhwn“t" '




12 How avaﬂable/accessible was the msl:mch:r outside of c]m? (1 =notatall
~ 13. How helpful were the instructor’s comments on written work?
(1 =no work mtumed' 5 =vary helpml) G :

particularly useful. g
1 What did you like best about this course? ln partlcu[ar, \




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 double-sided form to the Philosophy Office in Stuart 202,

Quarter and Year: Feu ilo\ G __Instructor:__\oilles Motle
Course Number and Title: LIM G S‘%So'ﬁ . ' -
Your Department and Year (specify grad/undergrad): Gc.g? Lr‘MQ — b R cé . '

Is this course in one of your fi\elds of cmicéntrationi % If not, why did you take it?

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

,.IN\- ra.kll.u}riox S E)n%'t'q_ w-—"“&t_eeﬁ_:c-\ltw - . o b o gdWH%‘CMC{Pi-; :E'\,’Naalu-c&na\ ‘o

] wacwha f Uy el o cg“\\"-b\.;ﬂ Apnh
| E \t Z M?’ \b \’l o, W:\:o..km-\ o,F Hraga o w\g.,tnl.\_\ﬁ h\.bu_(*\',_.
W} i .udm,\ CDC'IC.-LG-.'\ meaa.iﬂml LM@G tafuses owal ‘\-'°ﬂé\"bws‘e\<. Vatetio .

- IL Please answer the following questions on a scale of 1 to 5:
1. How well-conceived and well-organized was the syllabus'? (1 = terribly; 5 = very. well) 3

2. Didthe instructor adhere to the syllabus? (1= notatall; 5= like a metronome) | i_
3 Howdemandmg were the reading requirements (quality & quantity)? '
(1 = understanding; 5 = absurdly difficult) -
Was the class mostly lecture or mostly discussion? (1=alliecture; 5 = a]i discussion}

How successful was this format? (1 = not at ali; 5 = very)

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

=
s
=~
e
‘How deeply was it covered? (1 = supérficia] survéyi; 5 = specialist’s depth) _ S : 4
S
S

PN

Did the range and dept{h match y’ou_i' expectations (from catalog, syllabﬁs, rec.)?
(1= ndt at all; 5 = perfect match) |

9, Did the range and depth match what you needed from this (kind of] course7

(1=notatal;5= perfect match) If imperfect in what way?__

10. How well-organize'd'and clear was the ihétructor? (1 =notvery; 5 = very)
11. How well did the instructor address questions and arguments offered by students? S -

(1 =not well; 5 = very well)



12, How available/accessible was the instructor outside of class? (1 = not atall; 5 = very) K
13. How helpful were the insti‘uctor’s comments on written work? o A

~ (L=noworkreturned; 5 = very helpful) _
14. Would you take _axiother course offered by this instructor? (1 = never; 5 = absolutely)

S

- IIL Please answer the following questions in a few sentences; Well-chosen details are

particularly useful. , <
1, Whatdid you like best about this course? In particular, what readings worked best? Why?

Cobs -p &.M.- alloMeun o .6,;-.6 Ovet o mgmpuh S kot Gt lancdeto o medt em_we\g-sy
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2. Whatdid you like least about this course? In particular, were there readings which didn’t

work? Why not?
Tha p‘@»‘\h-:l;s?\m_;x Eadugu»nl CAug-f ) Rudne) Lwnmén‘?-\-; (arusis’ Cﬂh_‘_a Wnaiy
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" 3. What would like to have changed in this course? In particular, are there any readings you think
should be changed? Added? Why?
- The Gune " ATS“‘ a.m»l Fa‘a:i‘akz Sow e dva. ('Ud‘m#drﬂuty Fr«b PV S
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PHILOSOPHY GRADUATE SEMINAR COURSE EVALUATION

Each quarter we ask students in graduate -level phllosophy 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 an me this double-sided form to the Phdr;s:@g()ﬂ‘ice in jﬂcf{ 202.

Quarter and Year: 20 7 é Instructor:__ M ; l/‘j S

Course Number and Title: FHth 3 20 7’ Lﬂ’“’\W\X M' Gppmss '
Your Department and Year (specify grajiunder ad] 0

2 sl g Y% LD

Is thlS course in one oﬂgrour flelds of concent“' 'ns ! If not, why did you take it?__

L. Please describe the syllabus and requlrements of the course:

" IL Please answer the following questions on a scale of 1to 5:
1. How well-conceived and well-organized was the syllabus" (1= terrlbly, 5 =very well)

2. Did the instructor adhere to the syllabus? (1= notatall; 5 =likea metronome]
- 3. How demandlng were the reading requirements (quality & quantity)? '
(1= - understandiug, 5 = absurdly difficult) '
Was the class mostly lecture or mostly discussion? (1 = all lecture, 5 all discussion) _Lt_

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

l*-”

+

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

‘How deeply was it covered? (1 = superficial survey; 5 = specialist’s depth) : "l oy

©® N oo oo

Did the range and dept{h match your expectations (from ca_talog, syllahus, r.ec.)?
(1= nclt at all; 5 = perfect match)

9. Did the range and depth match what you needed from this (kind of_] course’

(1=notatall; 5= perfect match) Ifimperfect, in what way?__ '

< I

10. How well- -organized and clear was the instructor? (1 = not very; 5 = very) _b_
11. How well did the lnstructor address questlons and arguments offered by students? _b; ‘

(1 not well; 5 = very wel]]



Ut

b

12. How available/accessible was the instructor outside of class? (1 =notatall; 5=very) _~ __
13, How helpful were the insti‘uctor’s comments on written work? | : /4

(1 = no work returned; 5 = very helpful)

e

14 Would you take another course offered by this instructor? (1 = never, 5 = absolutely} b__ |

IN1. Please answer the following questions in a few sentences Well chosen details are
particularly useful. :
1. Wh did you like best about this course? In partlcular, what readmgs worked best'? Why? L !
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2. What did you like least about this course? In p'articular,' were there readings which didn’t

Qo%ﬂfo LM/L

o

" 3. What would like to have changed in this course? In particular, are there any readings you think

should be changed? Added? Why?

o Dwm/wg'wm .




PHILOSOPHY'GRADUATE SEMINAR COURSE EVALUATION

Each quarter we ask students in graduate-level phllosophy 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
Depamnent please fill out and return this double-srded form to the Philosophy Office in Stuart 202.
Quarter and Year: FAAL. 20’(5 __ Instructor:_ M Wits ge
Course Number and Tltle- : 5 3307 Lopiceace any (Lamps
- Your Department and Year (specify grad/undergrad) F)«:/—fﬁx‘«éf Srener

( G-RA DM‘)—T/ Pﬁxw;xaﬁﬁc&/
Is thls course in one of your fields of concentratlon Y5 Ifnot, why did you take it?_._

\. .
I. Please describe the syllabus and reql.urements of the course:

_77"5 SYeRBes flpdyy DESCRIELY TTHE STRCCTRE oF co@/e:z:

THE CUASS SCHEDG2E AN FHE pAins BODAS 4D REVEZEC

USED |

' II. Please answer the following questions on a scale of 1t0 5: :
1. How well-conceived and well-organized was the syllabus'? (1= terrlbly, 5 = very. well) 5 _

2. Did the instructor adhere to the syllabus? (1= notatall; 5 =likea metronorne)
- 3. How demanding were the reading requirements (quality & quantity)?

(1 = understanding; 5 = absurdly difficult) .
Was the class mostly lecture or mostly discussion? (1 = all lecture; 5 = all discussion)
How successful was this format? (1 = not at all; 5 = very)

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

How deeply was it covered? (1 = supérficia] survej; 5 = specialist’s depth)

® N o oo

Did the range and depth match your expectations (from:catalog, syllabﬁs, rec.)?
. (1 = not at all; 5 = perfect match) ' '
9. Did the range and dépth match what you needed from this (kind of) course?

(1 =notat ai_l; 5 = perfect match) If imperfect, in what way?

bobbpth M

10. How well.-or'ganize__cl'and clear was the iﬁétructor? (1 =notvery; 5 = very)

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

th

(1 =not well; 5 = very well)



12. How available/accessible was the instructor outside of class? (1 =not atall; 5 = very) i_
13. How helpful were the instructor’s comments on written work? - S-S
(1 =no work returned; 5 = very helpful)

14 Would you take another course offered by this instructor? (1 = never; 5 = absolutely]

- 111 Please answer the following questions in a few sentences. Well-chosen details are
particularly useful.
1. What did you like best about thls course? In particular, what readmgs worked best? Why?

| Licar rea ko OF SPECIRICTS QR Tus ARICLES.

2. What did you like least about this course? In p"arti_cu'lar,‘ weré there readings which didn’t

work? Why not?

-ll/O?‘é(//‘;é‘ o~ pﬂ)/&?‘ el

" 3. What would like to have changed in this course? In particular, are there any readings you think

.should be changed? Added? Why?




PHILOSOPHY GRADUATE SEMINAR COURSE EVALUATION

Each quarter we ask students in graduate -level phllosophy courses to evaluate the quallty 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 le double-sided form to the Philosophy Ojﬁce in Stuart 202,

Quarter and Year: 'f'”\” 10'\ Instructor ND\|+€/ W ”UJ

Course Number and Title:_ Ej 5 fg ;)' ' ‘ l .
. Your Department and Year (specify grad/undergrad) :__G Sﬂ} “I' N\O\ P h

Is this course in one of your fields of concentrationi Ve $ i not, why did you take it?_____

4

L P!ease describe the syllabus and requnrements of the course: A b'uﬂ (ﬂ/, : G]L PO ]C | 5 )

Lewtt op (pr)\ltn“tson m) W,\/f"\'—ti po\(ler
@UC do\‘?%

' IL. Please answer the following questions on a scale of 1t0 5: H
1. How well-conceived and well-organized was the syllabus" (1 = terribly; 5 = very. well)

2. Did the instructor adhere to the syllabus? (1= notatall; 5 =likea metronome)
" 3. How demanding were the reading requirements (quality & quantity)?
. (1=understanding; 5 = absurdly difficult) I
Was the class mostly lecture or mostly discussion? (1 = all lecture; 5 = ail discussion) _2:_5_
How successful was this format? (1 = not at all; 5 = very) C __L_-_I___ .
How much material was covered? (1 = narrow focus; 5 = broad range) ' -
‘How deeply was it covered? {1= superfictal survey:; 5 = specialist’s depth) 5

Did the range and depth match your expectations (from catalog, syl]abus, rec.)?

P NN s

(1 =notat all; 5 = perfect match) c
9, Didthe range and depth match what you needed from this (kind of) course7 ——

(1=notat aIl 5= perfect match) If imperfect, in what way?

10. How well_-organize_d'and clear was the iustructor? (1 =notvery; 5 = very)
11. How well did the instructor address questions and arguments offered by students? _2:9 -

(1 =not well; 5 = very well)




12. How available/accessihle was the instruetof_outside of class? (1 =notatall; 5 = very) S_
13. How helpful were the instructor’s comments on written work? ' o m L]
| (1 =no work returned; 5 = very helpful) .
| 14. Would you take aﬂother course offered by this instructor? (1 = never; 5 = absolutely) 3

- IIL Please answer the following questions in a few sentences. Well-chosen details are
particularly useful.

1. What did you like best about this course? In particular, what readmgs worked best? Why'? '

Lewib wag @Yw\% pYite gheat lotlehld
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2. What did you like least abouf this course? In p"arti,cﬁlar,* were there readings which didn’t
work? Why not? '
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"~ 3. Whatwould 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 phllosophy 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 double—s;ded form to the Phllosophy Oﬂ‘i(:f in .S‘tuart 202.

QuarterandYear- (ﬂ/ / él L ( ) __ Instructor: !\\0‘! L’ i ,
HTL_ QZO(S . r\QQ‘mr&\(ﬂ .

Course Number and Title:
Your De_partment and Year (specify grad/unde'rgrad): ph L ( 0 20 Lﬁ

Is this course in one of your fields of concentration: j k If not, why did you take jt?_____
b % ! OL 1 '“f\ R@ 4y SN dia (ﬁ L\JL \/ﬂfv\/ﬂ/j’ /e ‘ﬂ fd\ ‘/‘“‘o

LA ore
L Please escribe the syllabus and reqmregents of the course:

EM)\J s on ol

WU f“L f\zﬁ

" I Please answer the following questions on a scaie of 1to 5: :
1L How well-conceived and well-organized was the syl]abus'? (1= terrlbly, 5 = very. well) E i

2. Did the instructor adhere to the syllabus? (1= notatall; 5 =likea metronome)

‘O\J

* 3. Howdemanding were the reading requirements (quality & quantity)?
(1 = understa'ndihg; 5 = absurdly difficult) | - :

Was the class mostly lecture or mostly discussion? (1 = all lecture; 5 = ail discussion} _7,'___

How successful was this format? (1 = not at all; 5 = very) | '

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

‘How deeply was it covered? (1 = superficial survey:; 5 = specialist’s depth)
Did the range and depth match your expectations (from catalog, Syllabtis, rec.)?

©® N o ;s

(1 = not at all; 5 = perfect match)
_9. Did the range and depth match what you needed from this (kind of) course"

(1=notatall; 5= perfect match) If imperfect, in what way?

10. How well~or‘ganize_.d'and clear was the iﬁstructor? {1 =notvery; 5= véry)

1

11. How well did the instructor addrees questions and arguments offered by students?

(1 =not well; 5 = very well)
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12. How available/accessible was the instructot_outside of class? (1 = notatall; 5 = Very)

13. How helpful were the insti‘uctor’s comments on written work? ((
14. Woul d you take another course offered by this instructor? (1 = never; 5 = absolutely)

- 11 Please answer the following questions in a few sentences' Well-chosen details are

particularly useful.
1. What did you like best about th1s course? In particular, what readmgs worked best? Why?

'"’( - WS Uﬁf&) sy ﬁxr/J ogf«“»i"[ A) o
djjrm( “ Ihm .'ﬁﬁ}‘s Lﬂt]‘(\y‘ &{W‘H(f jifﬁ& S o\“mwf)
"y : -
!?\/\J‘g\bj . O ) £ 1 % r( “L\/ \5‘{(} \ {l af [ \/’ Y)
&g/nw‘ T (\f 55@\\ / /ﬂ/‘ﬁjl /,f ) s g/f;j S
é jLi‘ / ¥4 f(j\x jj IE,\/\V(} ,é\“} j}(—%{ R BV }} I’/ (ﬂf\st\{zﬂ(y;

P
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- 3. What would hke to ;?ave 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 phllosophy 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 double-sided form to the thlosophy Office in Stuart 202.

Quarter and Year: SDM»& Qole __ Instructor: Mcx,\%g Wyilles

Course Number and Title:_ v (NG - TeOT
Your Department and Year (specify grad fundergrad): L!.T) wiies : Sead ¢ 6e al 6 r‘n\_C)_\_;_'

Is this course in one of your fields of concentration: ‘-/If not, why did you take it?__
. \ - ' . . B

L
L Please descnbe the syllabus and requirements of the course:

_ Covesa Cavesech @_m“b FM\QSC(LB ,P (@GU_QBL (l\m\oé-u&w !N::}st-\cm.k Wioues \NLb
fresdwands of irhaxats, dQSa%Q‘MM cuch- Codad - g\k‘%\‘ W\Mh 3\‘\c3
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a II Please answer the followmg questions on a scale of 1 to 5: : 4 tecun pogee.
1. How well-conceived and well-organized was the syllabus" (1 = terribly; 5 = very. well) S

2. Did the instructor adhere to the syllabus? (1 notatall; 5=likea metronome)
~ 3. Howdemanding were the reading requirements (quality & quantity)?

(1 - understendiﬁg; 5 = absurdly difficult) o
Was the class mostly lecture or mostly discussion? (1 = all lecture; 5 = all discussion)
How successful was this format? (1 = not at all; 5 = very) |

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

How deeply was it covered? (1= superficial survej; 5 = specialist’s depth)

Did the range and deptp match your expectations (from- catalog, syllabﬁs, rec.)?

XN

(1 =notatall; 5 = perfect match)
9. Did the range and depth match what you needed from this (kind ofJ course?
(1=not at al; 5 = perfect match) If Imperfect in what way? o

kbbb

10. How well_-organizle.diand clear was the inetructor? (1 = not very; 5 = very)

al

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

(1 =not well; 5 = very well)



12. How available/accessible was the instructor outside of class? (1 = notatall; 5 = very) S
Nl

13. How helpful were the instructor’s comments on written workfJ | R

~ (1=noworkreturned; 5 = very helpful) .
14. Would you take aﬁother course offered by this instructor? (1 = never; 5 = absolutely) L

- IIL Please answer the following questions in a few sentences. Well-chosen details are
particularly useful. o :
1. Whatdid you like best about this course? In particular, what readings worked best? Why?
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2. What did you like least about this course? In p’arti_cullar,‘ weré there readings which didn’t

work? Why not? -
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3. What would 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 phllosophy courses to eva]uate 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 Jfill out and return this double-sided form to the Philosophy Office in Stuart 202,

Quarter and Year: :’@% %“\(‘ g}“o é __ Instructor: Mﬁu& § I a2
" Course Number and Title:_- pl’\t\ 5 A {3 l 5 LA{\C/P Klze ‘S _ '
_ Your Department and Year (specify grad/undergrad). . é'\ﬂl‘.. ﬁkﬁﬂ A /l?ﬂﬂﬁ'“"{“ '

Is this course in one of your fields of concentration:_ Y €< If not, why did you take it?__
. \ . ‘ R - R

‘L
L Please describe the syllabus and requlrements of the course:

‘ Q‘"ﬁmd’sm f» | {:}f‘ﬂ 1\/10/é’/\f€ ftﬁi‘} N E'M

’}3 Vaj e,

- IL Please answer the following questions on a scale of 1t0 5: : | ' ﬁg,
1. How well-conceived and well-organized was the syllabus" (1 =terribly; 5 = very. well)

2. Did the instructor adhere to the syllabus? (1= notatall; 5 =like a metronome) '

- 3. How demanding were the reading requirements (quality & quantlty)?

1';4

!

L%

L
3

(1= understandmg, 5 = absurdly difficult)
Was the class mostly lecture or mostly discussion? (1=all lecture 5 ali discussion}
How successful was this format? (1 = not at all; 5 = very)
How much material was covered? (1 = narrow focus; 5 = broad range) '
How deeply was it covered? (1 = superficial survey:,- 5 = specialist’s depth)

Did the range and depth match your expectations (from catalog, syllabus, rec.)?

0/
Uy

o [

90.“5'9‘5":9-

(1 =notat all; 5 = perfect match)
9. Did the range and depth match what you needed from this (kind of) course?

(1 =notat all; 5= peffect match) If imperfect, in what way?

10. How weIlr—otganiz_erd'and clear was the inetructor? (1 = notvery; 5 = very) _ i
11. How well did the instructor address questions and arguments offered by students? \5__

(1 =not well; 5 = very well)

£




12. How available/accessible was the instructor_outside of class? (1 = notatall; 5 = very) i

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

14 Would you take another course offered by this instructor? (1 never; 5 = absolutely] __i |

IIL Please answer the following questions in a few sentences. Well-chosen details are
particularly useful.
1. Whatdid you like best about thlS course? [n particular, what readmgs worked best? Why?
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2. Whatdid you hke least about this course? In partlcular, were there readmgs which dldn t

work"Why not?.
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" 3. What would like to have changed in this course? In particular, are there any readings you thmk

should be changed? Added? Why? N
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PHILOSOPHY GRADUATE. SEMINAR COURSE EVALUATION

Each quarter we ask students in graduate-level phllosophy 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 double-srdea’ form to the Phllosophy Office in Stuart 202.

Quarter and Year: Sp( * Aﬂ(a __ Instructor; M@ WOdker

, L o g —
~ Course Number and Tltle ! fm.ﬂ SIS L—ukmagc
Your Department and Year (specify grad/undergrad) (G ;p_r& 5}]&@4— [ Ph, \.Qoanng\

Is this course in one of your fields of concentration; Do __If not, why did you take it?uyj@_ |

L. Please describe the syllabus'al‘id requirements of the course: ﬂ ) L
-c»{-cum resd), wzs M u@emc»@b es:&uJ‘\'AQ e {5 mrsw‘ (e &"JZ |

f-zauw;) “t-om (—ACM

- IL Please answer the following questions on a scaie of 1to 5: ‘
1. How well-conceived and well-organized was the syllabus? (1 = terribly; 5 = very. wel]] 12 _

2. Did the instructor adhere to the syllabus? (1= not at all; 5 = like a metronome) g
" 3. How demanding were the readmg requirements (quality & quantlty)"

(1= understandmg, 5 = absurdly difficult) _
Was the class mostly lecture or mostly discussion? (1 = all lecture; 5 = all discussion} _32

rl”'

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

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

© N o ;1o

Did the range and depth match your expectations (from catalog, syllabus, rec.)?
(1=notat all; 5 = perfect match) ' .
9. Did the range and depth match what you needed from this (kind of) course?

(I=notatall;5 = perfect match) Ifimperfect, in what way’_l_u‘u_‘;}yg‘z:;.w

10. How well-organiz_e_d'and clear was the instructor? (1 =notvery; 5= Very] A 5
11. How well did the instructor address questions and arguments offered by students? __S:_

S
'How deeply was it covered? (1 = superficia] survey; 5 = specialist’s depth) ‘ _§_ o ,;
: - ‘
l

(1 =notwell; 5 = very well)



12. How available/accessible was the instructor outside of class? (1 =notatall; 5 = very) g
13. How helpful were the instructor’s comments on written work? L5

(1=nowork returned; 5 = very helpful}
14. Would you take another course offered by this instructor? (1 = never, 5= absolutely] S

- 111, Please answer the following questions in a few sentences. Well chosen details are

particularly useful.
1. What did you like best about thlS course? In particular, what readmgs worked best? Why?
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2. What did you like least about this course? In p’arti_cular, were there readings which didn’t

work? Why not?

\n OW@Q At Mm wﬂ% o Y ﬂw#m

" 3. What would like to have changed in this course? In particular, are there any readings you think

should be changed? Added? Why?




PHILOSOPHY GRADUATE SEMINAR COURSE EVALUATION

Each quarter we ask students in graduate-level phllosophy courses to eva]uate 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 double-srded form to the Philosophy Office in .S'tuart 202,

Quarter and Year:_9 & %[b. | __ Instructor: MaH'L‘WIHIV

" Course Number and Title: P_ l:ﬂ(, 5}0'lj : ’M&«m_;a_[z_b? ' | _
Your Department and Year (specify grad/undergrad): (Pl M A58 Q% v S (g:wl ) '

Is this course in one of your fields of concentrationi idﬁ If not, why did you take it?

'l .
1. Please describe the syllabus and requlrements of the course:

- The  oyllabuy \nvilved o snwey o 4 fapic of
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N IL. Please answer the following questions on a scale of 1to 5: 5
1. How well-conceived and well-organized was the syllabus'? (1 =terribly; 5 = very- well]

2. Did the instructor adhere to the syllabus? (1 notatall; 5 =likea metronome) . Q
3. How demanding were, the reading requirements (quality & quantity)? 3.
(1 = understanding; 5 = absurdly difficult) '

4. Was the class mostly lecture or mostly discussion? (1 = all ]ecture 5 alI discussion) i_
5. How successful was this format? (1 =notatall; 5 = very) __5_
6 How much material was covered? (1 = narrow focus; 5 = broad range) : 5

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

8. Didthe range and dept{h match your expectations (fromca\_talog, Syllabtis, rec.)? ,,__,5_____
(1 = not at ali; 5 = perfect match) ' _

9. Did the range and depth match what you needed from this (kind of) course7 _‘-?_,_
(1=notatall;5= perfect match) If 1mperfect in what way?

10. How-well-organized"and clear was the iﬁetructor? (1 =notvery; 5= véry) _5_

11. How well did the instructor address questions and arguments offered by students? L '

(1 =not well; 5 = very well)




S
W/

12. How available/accessible was the instructor outside of class? (1 = not at all; 5 = very)
13 How helpful were the mstructor s comments on written work'?

(1=no work returned; 5 = very helpful)
14 Wou]d you take another course offered by this instructor? (1 = never; 5 = absolutely] &

1L Please answer the following questions in a few sentences. Well-chbsen details are

particularly useful..
1. What did you like best about this course? In particular, what readmgs worked best? Why?
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2. What did you like least abo t this course? In partlcu were there readmgs which didn’t

work? Why not?.
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g 3. Whatwoul& like to have éhanged in this course? In particular, are there any readings you think
should be changed? Added? Why? ) : ;
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Your Department and Year (specify grad/undergrad);___Lin C\J vad e s

- PHILOSOPHY GRADUATE. SEMINAR COURSE EVALUATION

Each quarter we ask students in graduate-leve] phllosophy 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 double-sided form to the Philosophy Office in Stuart 202,

Quarter and Year: SFHW\ 2010 __ Instrugtor:___ Mot Luwiller

Course Number and Title:_____--'N®1 340}5 [ ™M oola“*”?, _ _
/ -E:{nrsi—_ 'v{ eou'—" C“Lm(l

Is this course in one of your fields of concentration:_Poss {bi-_ilf not, why did you take it?_

\ S 7
L. Please describe the syllabus and requirements of the course:

4 Hiw DLSS[VW“M%

{ M.CLHVM PQYMU’ : (m ‘ Wa\jed)

B vkmm {;;w(}f’,r. o , (\51(\‘___%({“:)
- II Please answer the following questions on a scale of 1to5: - o
1. How well-conceived and well-organized was the syllabus? (1 =terribly; 5 = very- well] ....L _
2. Did the instructor adhere to the syllabus? (1= not at all; 5 = like a metronome) | __é_
* 3. How demanding were the reading requirements (quality & quantity)? ' _Z
: (1= understandihg; 5 = absurdly difficult) | '
4. Was the class mostly lecture or mostly discussion? (1 = all lecture; 5 = ail discussion) __ Z
5. How successful was this format? (1 = not at all; 5 = very) L S
6 How much material was covered? (1 = narrow focus 5 = broad range) S
7. How deeply was it covered? (1 = superf1c1al survey_, 5 = specialist’s depth) 4 f;; el { 3 ot /!
8. Did the range and deptrh match your expectations (from catalog, syllabus, r.ec.)? T |
(1 = not atall; 5 = perfect match) ' , :
9, Did the range and depth match what you needed from this (kind of) course? _ __S_
1= nof at all; 5 = perfect match) If imperfect, in what way? B
10. How well—organizle__d-'and clear was the instructor? (1 = not very; 5 = very) 5
11. How well did the instructor address questions and arguments offered by students? _5__ :
(1 =notwell; 5 = very well) IR ‘ | ( Adid o IRITION.

)




12. How available/accessible was the instructor outside of class? (1 =notatall; 5 = very) S

13. How helpful were the instructor’s comments on written work? o S ]
: ' . Hae most~ degaule
(1 =no work returned; 5 = very helpful)  co mm(t i mf‘u,e ?::r

recpsve o o FMPQV‘)

14 Would you take another course offered by this instructor? (1 = never; 5 = absolutely) _&

- IIL. Please answer the following questions in a few sentences Well-chosen details are
particularly useful.
1. What did you like best about this course? In particular, what readmgs worked best? Why?
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2. What did you like least about this course? In particular, were there readings which didn’t

work? Why not? o :
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" 3. What would 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 phllosophy 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 double-sided form to the Philosophy Office in Stuart 202.

Quarter and Year:__5{ ﬂf\"\ 2o " Instructor: 'Mmlf#- whille 7~
Course Number and Title:_ UN@ 34015 Modv\\}’tj '

Your Department and Year (specify grad/undergrad):_q cod = Ltngui iwe it "‘({"'r el

Is this course in one of your fields of concentration: l ¢35 Ifnot, why did you take it?
- . A\ . ' . - .

Y ‘ . .
L. Please describe the syllabus and requirements of the course:

- Faur L\o«\{_,uork_ M&\(\V\N\Qv\\_j [ onR l"\\d'\'-lnv'\ -{'\V-U“ O 'G'\r-.\ ’\'(r"_\ ef«t{r‘

Cos o) (5 pages)

" IL Please answer the following questions on a scale of 1 to 5:

1. How well-conceived and well- orgamzed was the syl]abus'? (1 =terribly; 5 = very. well)
2. Did the instructor adhere to the sy]labus'? (1= not at all; 5 = like a metronome)
* 3. How demanding were the reading requirements (quality & quantity)?
(1 = understanding; 5 = absurdly difficult) B
Was the class mostly lecture or mostly discussion? (1 = ali lecture; 5 = aH discussion}
How successful was this format? (1 = not at all; 5 = very) |
How much material was covered? (1 = narrow focus; 5 = broad range) :
'How deeply was it covered? 1= superﬁci‘al survey:; 5 = specialist’s depth)

Did the range and depth match your expectations (from catalog, syllabﬁs, rec.)?

© N o o;oa

(1 =notat all; 5 = perfect match)
9. Did the range and depth match what you needed from this (kind oﬂ course'?

(1=notatal;5= perfect match) Ifimperfect, in what way?__

10. How weI]-organize_diand clear was the instructor? (1 = not very; 5 = véry)

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

(1 =notwell; 5 - very well)




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

5

13. How helpful were the insti-uctor’s comments on written work? ' 2

(1 =no work returned; 5 = very helpful)
14 Would you take another course offered by this instructor? (1= never, 5= absolutely) __L

111, Please answer the following questions in a few sentences. Well~chosen details are
particularly useful.
1. What did you like best about thlS course? In particular, what readmgs worked best? Why?
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2. Whatdid you like least about this course? In particular, were there readings which didn’t

work? Why not”
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" 3. What would like to have changed in this course? In particular, are there any readings you think

¢
should be changed? Added? Why? .y
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PHILOSOPHY GRADUATE SEMINAR COURSE EVALUATION

Each quarter we ask students in graduate-level phllosophy courses to evaIuate 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 double-mded form to the Phllosoph y Office in Stuart 202.

Quarter and Year: :-"I\DHM prNTA __ Instructor: Mcx_\&? e ¢
Course Number and Title:__ Mochative, CHBIG IS

Your Department and Year (specify grad/undergrad): Le/\,h;eakrc;s o} (Cj&.a-t 6c~mc9_u- '

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

‘1 .
L. Please describe the syllabus and requlrements of the course:

O\x_w»\@_\p QF’ c;u-—lm.uqc c-fb G,Ncewcﬂ.u‘ 4o mrcp"%\\rzs N \*\’b\*“jﬁ C Seirard oy cush T{(\\.‘l ,
‘QMang_, %Cwm\é oA detre tAJ\c:r)Cti (ueé\ ‘ECH\b a~ ke k"ﬂ*zﬂ( 5 relaloe wm:ﬁed\'\z)‘:
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" II. Please answer the following questions on a scale of 1 to 5: :
-1 How well-conceived and well-organized was the syllabus? (1 =terribly; 5 = very. well) Y

2. Did the instructor adhere to the syllabus? (1 notatall; 5 =likea metronome] E_
- 3. How demanding were the reading requirements (quality & quantity)? N ___3_
(1= understandmg, 5 = absurdly difficult) o : '
4. Was the class mostly lecture or mostly discussion? (1= all lecture; 5 = aH discussion) _&_ '
5. How successful was this format? (1 = not at all; 5 = very) IR
6. How much material was covered? (1 = narrow focus; 5 = broad range) ; | S
7. How deeply was it covered? (1= supérfiti_al survey:; 5 = specialist’s depth) i /
8. Did the range and depth match your expectations (from-catalog, syllabus, rec.)? =S |
(1= notatall; 5 = perfect match) | _ ;
.9. Did the range and depth match what you needed from this (kind of} course? E___
{1 =notatall; 5 = perfect match) If imperfect, in what way?___ -
10. How well- or'ganized.‘and clear was the ihetructor7 (1 =notvery; 5 = very) ‘ N
11. How well did the instructor address questions and arguments offered by students? L '

(1=notwell; 5= = very well)




- 1L, Please answer the following questionsin a few sentences. Well chosen details are

* 3. What would like to have changed in this course? In particular, are there any readings you think

12. How available/accessible was the instructm."outside of class? {1 = notatall; 5 = very) _S_;_
13. How helpful were the insti*uctor's comments on written work? ' T L

' (1 =no work returned; 5 = very helpful} |
14 Would you take another course offered by this instructor? (1 = never; 5 = absqutely] S’_

particularly useful.
1. What did you like best about thlS course? In particular, what readmgs worked best? Why?
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2. What did you like least about this course? In partlcular, were there readmgs which dldn t
work" Why not? - : _
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should be changed? Added? Why7
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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 fi Il out and return this double-s:ded form to the Phtlosophy Office In Stuart 202.
Quarter and Year: Sprm 201G __Instructor:__Mate \Jilter

Course Number and Title:_ - LITNG 34015 '

Your Department and Year (specify grad/undergrad).__ MAPH  <tu et fjrc;ci

Is this course in one of your fields of concentration:__v"__If not, why did you take it?_
o \ . ' . _ E

\ o 7 |
I. Please describe the syllabus and requirements of the course:

Anveral Iemaserie am..ﬁx.uwudg |
. ook -+ & E:C«Q-ﬂe‘\.
u.:e!_\d).‘a rm_d.-—aﬁ.- - ,ﬂl ‘\'-Wi' d

' II Please answer the following questions on a scale of 1 to 5:
1. How well-conceived and well-organized was the syIlabus" (1 =terribly; 5 = very. well) 6

2. Did the instructor adhere to the syllabus? (1= not at all; 5 = like a metronome)
- 3. How‘demandlng were the reading requirements (quality & quantity)?

(1 = understanding; 5 = absurdly difficult) B
Was the class mostly lecture or mostly discussion? (1 = all lecture; 5 = ali discussion)
How successful was this format? (1 = not at all; 5 = very) '

How much material was covered? (1 = narrow focus 5 =broad range)

How deeply was it covered? (1 = superf1c1al survey, 5 = specialist’s depth)
Did the range and depth match your expectations (from catalog, syllabﬁs, rec.)?

@ N o s

(1 = not at all; 5 = perfect match)
9, Did the range and depth match what you' needed from this {kind of) course?

(1=notatall; 5= perfect match) If imperfect, in whatway?_&ﬁ__ﬁm‘

10. How Well-organizer_d'and clear was the iﬁetructor? (1 = not very; 5 = very) _5

11. How well did the instructor address questions and arguments offered by students? 5

P beber pek

(1 =not well; 5 = very well)




5

12. How available/accessible was the instructor outside of class? (1 =not atall; 5 = very)
13 How helpful were the mstructor s comments on written work" ' B T

(1 =no work returned 5 = very helpful)

14. Would you take _another course offered by this instructor? (1 = never; 5 = absolutely) _5 |

- 111 Please answer the following questions in a few sentences. Well'-chosen details are

particularly useful.
1. What did you like best about this course? In particular, what readlngs worked best? Why"
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2. What did you like Jeast about this course7 In partlcular, were there readmgs Wthh dldn t

work? Why not?
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* 3, What would 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 double-sided form to the Philosophy Office in Stuart 202.

Quarter and Year: ‘/UWI, b AOtE __ Instructor:__ {Z&&ﬁ@. W.»,(;Q_
Course Number and Title: NCGWWV% aw( Q’Z/Z&m ¢ PHIL S4olO
- Your Department and Year (specify grad/undergrad] v /ﬁ;’/ f»;/q/ Goredonte.

Is this course in one of your fi\elds of concentration: %{ If not, why did you take it?_

\
I. Please descrlbe the syllabus and reqmrements of the course:
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- II Please answer the following questions on a scale of 1t0 5: - | o
1. How well-conceived and well-organized was the syllabus'? (1 =terribly; 5 = very. well) v _

2. Did the instructor adhere to the syllabus? (1 not at all; 5 = like a metronome}
- 3. How demandmg were the reading requirements (quality & quantity)? '
(1= . understanding; 5 = absurdly difficult) '
Was the class mostly lecture or mostly discussion? (1 = all lecture, 5 all discussion)
How successful was this format? (1 = not at all; 5 = very) '
How much material was covered? (1 = narrow focus; 5 = broad range) '

How deeply was it covered? (1 = supérficia] survey:; 5 = specialist’s depth)

DNt

Did the range and depth match your expectations (from catalog, syIlabﬁs, rec.)?
(1 = not at all; 5 = perfect match) '
_9. Did the range and depth match what you needed from this (kind of] course7 i

(1=notat a]l 5= perfect match) If imperfect, in what way?

10. How well-or'ganize_d'and clear was the inétructor? (1 =notvery; 5 = very) _
11. How well did the instructor address questions and arguments offered by students? ‘

(1 =notwell; 5 = very well}




[

12. How availéble/accessiblé was the instructor outside of class? (1 =not atall; 5 = very)

13. How helpful were the instructor’s comments on written work? 2 W | é
' (1= no work returned; 5 = very helpful) - | , , 4;%&/ 74 4,,-;
o S

14. Would you take ariother course offered by this instructor? (1 = never; 5 = absolutely) '

- I1I. Please answer the fb]iowing questions in a few sentences. Well-chosen details are

particularly useful. _ - :
1. What did you like best about this course? In particular, what readings worked best? Why?
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2. What did you like Ieastrabouf this course? In particular, were there readings which dién’;
work? Why not? - o : | :
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* 3. What would 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 phllosophy 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 double—sra‘ed form to the Phtlosophy Office in Stuart 202.

Quarter and Year: wt/fﬂ k/‘ /_?—0 (6 Instructor:__ ?{@Q/‘[‘C W "é’&)/"‘
Course Number and Title:_ V({ [ 3%¢9( O Hc CWLUWJ cnd (RL?W
7 Your Department and Year (specify grad/ undergrad) M W H) Wﬂﬂ

Is this course in onf of your fiejs of concentratmn IQQ If not, why did yo ke it?__

.“ ¥ |, mt tamae L 2y M Mm e@

L Please descrlbe the syllabus and requlrements of the course:

‘2 ( @Jl Qmmﬁ/bws @/‘J’/Lﬁ

' IL Please answer the following questions on a scaie of 110 5:
1. How well-conceived and well-organized was the syllabus’«’ (1 =terribly; 5 = very. well) 5

2. Did the instructor adhere to the syllabus? (1= not at all; 5 =like a metronome)
- 3. How demanding were the reading requirements (qualrty & quantity)?

(1= understanding; 5 = absurdly difficult) o
Was the class mostly lecture or mostly discussion? (1 = all lecture; 5 = aiI discussion)
How successful was this format? (1 = not at all; 5 = very) |
How much material was covered? {1 = narrow focus; 5 = broad range) :
"How deeply was it covered? 1= superficial survey:; 5 = specialist’s depth)

Did the range and depth match your expectations (from-catalog, syllabus, rec.)?

© N o o oa

(1 =notat all; 5 = perfect match)
9, Did the range and depth match what you needed from this (kind of) course'?
otatall; 5= perfect match) If imperfect, in what way? “PLJL 40«!02 M%M :
J&/\ wale | wihiphe Mgt wie dyl Ok g v N WLOM
10. How well orgamzed and clear was the mstructor7 (1 =notvery; 5= Very)

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

I b

" ’F‘

(1 =notwell; 5 = very well)




12. How available/accessible was the instructor outside of class? (1 = notatall; 5 = very)
13. How helpful were the instructor’s comments on written work?

(1 =no work returned; 5 = very helpful)

IQ\ .{el‘“' '

14 Would you take another course offered by this instructor? (1 = never, 5= absolutely)

111 Please answer the following questionsina few sentences Well chosen detalls are
particularly useful.
1. What did you like best about this course7 In parncular what readmgs WOrked best? Why?
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2. What did you like least about this course? In partlcular, were there readings Wthh dldn t

workl Wy no? Wy (pyc S toved Wodhoe go\oﬁaﬁg
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- 3. What would 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 phllosophy 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. FEven if you are not in the Philosophy
Department please fillout and return this double-sided form to the Philosophy Office in Stuart 202.

Quarter and Year: w[%,l(,, /?.O[ A __ Instructor:_ Ml{" Wm ‘
" Course Number and Title: (PHN— 3700 ftCCUVMM-\ M{/ @o[&rmw

~ Your Department and Year (specify grad/undergrad). E. aJ . LAY H

Is this course in one of your fields of concentration: Y27 If not, why did you take it?_
. \ o . ) 7 A

. ‘. : .
L Please describe the syllabus and requlrements of the course:

// Ctart ctw-ewﬂ /(2 wv"g‘ "v’"r e rres J"‘}Z""‘U Q"Gﬂaég—

ﬂf“rw , %{/fﬂﬂ-""j&y/e«. - qu-o &’Za’“} s f?,f} [7%;9.@- a,_czg

II Please answer the following questions on a scale of 1to0 5
1. How well-conceived and well-organized was the syllabus'? (1 = terribly; 5 = very. well)

2. Did the instructor adhere to the syllabus? (1 notatall; 5 =likea metronome)
" 3. How demanding were the reading requirements (quality & quantity)?

(1 = understanding; 5 = absurdly difficult) -
Was the class mostly lecture or mostly discussion? (1 = all lecture; 5 = ali discussion}
How successful was this format? (1 = not at all; 5 = very) |

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

How deeply was it covered? 1= superficia] survey:; 5 = specialist’s depth)

Did the range and depth match your expectations (from-catalog, syllabﬁs, rec)?

® :‘*‘AP\ oo
N \“!* :

(1 =notat all; 5 = perfect match)
9, Did the range and depth match what you needed from this (kind of) course"
(L=notatal;5= perfect match] If imperfect, in what way?__/ ’efkaf,ae/'& J % // beeiy

/Zf’ /ﬂ Mn;\a oyei ,Of"oéﬂ.ﬂ-m uD v\eDcu\eAch - Ay uﬂ@@"‘“@

10. How well -organized and clear was the mstructor? (1=not very, 5 = very) -
11. How well did the instructor address questions and arguments offered by students? S

(1 notwell; 5 = very well) | : |
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.

12. How availaible/_accessible was the instructor outside of class? (1 =notatall; 5 - very)

13. How helpful were the instructor’s comments on written work? 7
~ (t=noworkreturned; 5 = veryhelpful} o L
5

14. Would you take eﬁother course offered by this instructor? (1 = never; 5 = absolutely) _ =

1L Please answer the following questions in a few sentences Well-chosen details are

particularly useful. -
1. What did you like best about thlS course? In partlcu]ar, what readlngs worked best? Why?

ODWMM UL(T,\CA \EJY Lﬂk, %M.n\’-* '9«15’ O p TR
2. Whatdldyou hke leastaboutthls course? Inpartlcular, were there readmgs Wthh dldnt e ’ttq- |

work" Why not? ' ' Lo
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" 3. What would like to have changed in this course? In particular, are there any readmgs you thlnk

should be changed? Added? Why? T J\L Ny AN _;
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" PHILOSOPHY GRADUATE SEMINAR COURSE EVALUATION

Each quarter we ask students in graduate-level philosopliy 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 double-sided form to the Philosophy Office in Stuart 202.

Quarter and Year: UW""’ (20[ é __ Instructor:_ WCLQ\"{C W.lle.
" Course Number and Title: P {L 3¢0(0 ﬁl(ccwwt« and ’Rdamcp
~ Your Department and Year (specify grad/undergrad) éﬂﬁﬂ Ay MAVJT Dl

Is this course in one of your fields of concéntrationﬁ 32/44 if not, why did you take it?_

\
L Please describe the syllabus and requlrements of the course:

7% J%///héwm Q&2 el m@/d é%&@ LQML

é‘/lzﬁg[/‘ﬁkp V‘% m%uﬂ« /é% &A—éﬂéx OALy — Af%fé@/ G £ [

: T/t.e_r«&.,é; AL 50/&{ e Me&@ M(
' II Please answer'the following questions on a scale of1t0 5:

1. How well-conceived and well-organized was the syllabus" {1 =terribly; 5 = very. well] i _
2. Did the instructor adhere to the syllabus? (1= notatall; 5 =likea metronome) __S"_'_‘_
* 3. How.demanding were the reading requirements (quality & quantity)? __L
 (1=understanding; 5 = absurdly difficult) - )
4. Was the class mostly lecture or mostly discussion? (1 = alllecture; 5 = all discussion) @_
5. How successful was this format? (1 = not at all; 5 = very) | S
6. How much material was covered? (1 = narrow focus; 5 = broad range) ' =
7. How deeply was it covered? 1= supérficial survéy:; 5 = specialist’s depthj S
8. Did the range and deptrh match y’ou_i' expectations (from-catalog, syllabﬁs, réc.)? ____QZ_
(1= nolt at all; 5 = perfect match) _
9. Did the range and depth match what you needed from this (kind of) course7 S |
(1=notatall; 5= perfect match) Ifimperfect, in what way?__ '
10. How well_-organiz‘e_‘d.'and clear was the iﬁétructor? (1 =notvery;5 = véry) _ S
—

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

(1 =notwell; 5 = very well)




12.How availeble/accesslble'w'as'th'e instructor outside of class? (1 =notat all; 5 =very) _S .

13. How helpful were the instructor’s comments on written Work?
(1 =no work returned; 5 = very helpful] : _
14 Would you take another course offered by this instructor? (1= never, 5= absolutely) _&;-

- III. Please answer the following questlons ina few sentences Well chosen details are |

particularly useful. -
1 What did you hke best about thls course? In partlcular what readmgs worked best? Why?

77 N}J&c‘j, can Mj be zg-ré»%——h/@fu@z»(ﬁww
One %Vm s S %,\,,A-q mﬂm @f»mu«m

2. Whatdid you llke least about this course'? In partlcular, Were there readmgs whlch dldn t :

work? Why not?

&QQM? o ﬁa—r,wmw /fﬂn%w

* 3, What would like to have changed in this course? In particular, are there any readings you think

-should be chan_ged? Added? Why? }
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PHEIL@S@PHY GRADUATE SEMINAR COURSE EVALUATEON

~ Each quarter we ask students in graduate-level phllosophy 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 double-sided form to the Philosophy Office in Stuart 202

: Quarter and Year:' VVM /Z@V 20/ 5' _ Enstructor M 7/4/ L)/ /// e

| Course Number and Title: PHIC 3 1424
Your Department and Year (specify grad/undergrad): 4 /'QC/ s /é \//5/ -

Is this cdurse in one of your fields of concentration: ;{eﬂ lf not, why did you take it?_

I Please describe the syllabus and requirements of the course:

II Please answer the following questions on a scale of 110 5:
1. How well conceived and well- organlzed was the syllabus” (1= terrlbly, 5 = very well)

2. Did the instructor adhere to the syllabus7 (1 =notatall; 5 = like a metronome)
3. How demandlng were the readmg requirements (quality & quant1ty)7

(1= understandmg, 5= absurdly difficult)

\wlﬁle oo

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

5. How successful was this format? (1 =notatall; 5 = very] .

6. How much material was covered? (1 narrow focus; 5 = broad range) 2

7. How deeply was it covered7 = superficial survey, 5 = specialist’s depth) ' _f___

8. Did the range and depth match your expectations (from catalog, syllabus, rec 3?7 __5_—_
(1 =not at all; 5 = perfect match) : : L . . —

l\‘

9. Did the range and depth match what you needed from this (kind of) course?

(1 =notatall; 5 = perfect match) If imperfect, in what way?

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

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

EE

(1 =notwell; 5 = very well).




\J\\,

12.How avallable/acce551ble was the 1nstructor out31de of class7 (1 =notatall; 5= very)

" (1=nowork returned 5 = very helpful)

13. How helpful were the instructor’ s comments on written work” A ._é,___ -
- 14. Would you take another course offered by this 1nstructor7 (1= never; 5= absolutely) 5/

IIL. Please answer the following questmns in a few sentences. Well chosen detanls are

partncularly useful.
1. What did you like best about this course? In partlcular,

Va s yw7 c/mz/ el /4’/&/%’5_{/0/ h/&f/f
e /0Wﬂ( a /074 % moa‘é/f/o//

what readings Worked best? Why"

2. What did you like least about this course? In particulai*, Were there readings which didn’t

work? Why not? ~—

3. What would like to have changed in this course? In particular, are there any readings you think

should be changed? Added? Why? <




PHKL@S@PHY GRADUATE SEMINAR COURSE EVALUATEON

- 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 double-sided form to the thlosophy Office in Stuart 202

‘Quarter and Year: __ (Ul _ 2\ Hnstructor /Meuue.» Lol ey
Course Number and Title:__ PHI( 3@*/ 25 | " ‘

Your Department and Year (specify,grad/undergrad): j 63004‘1 Dol (O o /.W_\G-u’?‘k&

Is this course in one of your fields of eoheentratioh: ": : %) If not, why did‘y;oh take it?_

I Please descrﬁhe the syllabus and requirements of the course:

Thes s a,Cmma (l« (o‘QecaJ \(‘¥~“°‘<'D l‘*\~ aﬁwwzs kuu-dﬁokg 0% FCTU hoved ougd ..

F)r@dlrcuhz, ro?)1(_. M( (V\4(oduwg SC‘-‘\Q Aon L(c SV ek xtens vong 01? L)O-H.\ e i

T Sona, vvxa:*'a\[ ca (‘c%xau‘s ot L:;csHA Me: OJSQ, o.,\(bd\tcoku(l\w\ J(\b ) ol ‘cc < cw)l‘SC

0‘ .
applicodions o}\ o ((cuwck'e{;\cLuds ‘L\uo-dlmhsod (o%l(_) s

II. Please answer the following questions on a scale of 1 to 5:
1. How well conceived and well orgamzed was the syllabus7 (1 = terribly; 5 = very well) §

2. Did the 1nstructor adhere to the syllabus? (1 = notatall; 5 =like a metronome) N

3. How demandlng were the readmg requirements (quahty & quantlty)" ' ___\:3_
(1= understandmg, 5= absurdly difficult) .

4. Was the class mostly lecture or most]y dlscussmn" (1 = all lecture; 5 all dlscussmn) 2

.5, How successful was this format? (1 = notatall; 5 = very) i

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

7. How deeply was it covered? = superficial survey; 5 = specialist’s depth) . S

8. Did the range and depth match your expectatlons (from catalog, syllabus, rec.)? - __g_’_
(1=not atall; 5= perfect match) o |

9. Did the range and depth match what you needed from this (kind of) course? S

(1 =notatall; 5 = perfect match) If imperfect, in What way?

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

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

I

(1 =not well 5 = very well)




12.How available/accessible was the instructor out51de of class? (1 not at all; 5 = very) __P__

13. How helpful were the mstructor s comments on wrltten Work'7 B

(I=no work returned 5 = very helpful) | - :

- 14.Would you take another course offered by this 1nstructor? (1 =never; 5= absolutely) <
osen details are

118 Please answer the following questions in a few sentences. Well ch

partlcularly useful.

1 What did you like best about this course7 In partlcular, what readings Worked best? Why"

2 What did you hke Jeast about this course? In partlcular, were there readings which didn’t

work? Why not"

3. What would like to h'avechanged in this course? In particular, are there any readings you think

should be changed? Added? Why?




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
Departm'ent please fill out and return this double-sided form to the Philosophy Office in Stuart 202.

Quarter and Year: MM/WW\/ 2/0( (’IL Instructor: va@k (A ( (»0/‘/ v o
Course Number and Tltle S 05 & o r[@(/’b Yo - |
- Your- Department -and Year (speafy grad/undergrag *Qh{ / 0 S/ Gmm W’f’@f'ffﬂ.ﬂ[r o (/W —

Is this course in one of your fields of concentration:_%_;lf not, why did youtakeit?_____

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

*M"m l”j%r %M o /b‘t’ ﬁ#
finebiding m@ mwm b alywo | |

II Please answer the following questlons onascale of 1to 5: _
1. . How well-conceived and well- organlzed ‘was the syllabus? (1 = terribly; 5 = very well) 5

2. Did the instructor adhere to the syllabus? (1 = not atall; 5 =like a metronome) _i_ .
3. How demanding were the reading requirements (quality & quantity)? | _(:t_

(1 = understanding; 5v = ahsurdly difficult) | |
 Was the class mostly lecture or mostly discussion? (1 =all lecture; 5= all discussion) .' _4!8__ R

'How successful was this format? (1 =notatall; 5 = Very)
How much material was covered? (1 = narrow focus; 5 = broad range)
How deeply was it covered? (1 = superficial survey; 5 = specialist’s depth)

_t
o
_“
Did the range and depth match your expectations (frem catalog, syllabus, rec.)? _ U
i

90.\1.0\'91}

"(L=notatall; 5= - perfect match]
9. Did the range and depth match what you needed from this (klnd of) course?

(1 not at all; 5= perfect match) If imperfect, in what way? l}_— Mzmgﬂ.ge naace. o

11. How well did the instructor address questions and arguments offered by students? ~ _ 5

(1 =not well; 5 = very well)



. 12. How available/accessible was the instructor outside of class? (1 =notatall; 5 = very) 5

"

13. How helpful were the instructor’s comments on written work?
(1 = no work returned; 5 = very helpful) | |
~ 14.Would you take another course offered by this instructor? (1 = never; 5 = absolutely __5__

I1I. Please answer the following questlons in a few sentences Well chosen details are
particularly useful.
1._What did you like best about this course? In particular, what readings worked best? Why?

L%Wwo@swamw\d weTnad | e
~ MWNQWWWW
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T~

2. Whatdid you like least about this course? In particular, were there readings Wthh didn’t

work? Why not?

T %W%\U ol o wpm’ew«m W(wﬁ'
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3. What would like to have changed in this course? In particular, are there any readings you think

should be changed"’ Added? Why" | o
he MW for iRese with VWtle oxpenencts
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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 f ill out and return this double-sided form to the Philosophy Office in Stuart 202,

Quarter and Year:_ V(Z// 02 U/ §[ | Instructor: (////2// %f } / //éf

Course Number and Title: )U f / / 6)4{700 V | ;

W%YourDepartmentandYear(speelfygrad /undergrad):. fﬂ ( Cé 5] f A vl// ar— L INGLIE )I[C(f 7__,,;

Is thls course in one of your fields o centratio | If not, wh ou take it?
//7155/7’07[2/{ sl IP( (// l/ (7/’/ ﬂ /’030,;0 J (J/ﬂ///ﬂ Qay.

I. Please desgribe the syllabus and requlrements of the course:

e ';;]3 on 3@9)@(% Zj M J ol @)( /m)S WK fo |
plhvisid o Contowiuals 7/0 @§V %/mn .

II. Please answer the followmg questionson a scale of 1to 5: //
1. How well-conceived and well orgamzed was the syllabus? (1 = terribly; 5 = very well) _ 9~
/Zé

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

!
)

3. How demanding were the reading requirements (quality & quantity)?
(1 = understanding; 5 = absurd_ly difficult) _

" Was the class mostly lecture or mostly discussion? (1 = all lecture; 5 = all discussion) - _i_

How successful was this format? (1 = net atall; 5 = véry)

How much material was covered? (1 = narrow focus; 5 = broadv range)

How deeply was it tovered'f (1 = superficial survey; 5 = specialist’s depth)

® N o

Did the range and depth match your expectations (from catalog, syllabus rec.)?
' (1 =notat all; 5 = perfect match) ‘
9. Did the range and depth match what you needed from this (kind of) course?

B et

(1 =notatall; 5 = perfect match) If imperfect, in what way?

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

ks

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

(1 =notwell; 5 = very well)



12. How available/accessible was the instructor out51de of class? (1 = notat all; 5 = very) __!L__ .
13. How helpful were the instructor’s comments on written work? M”@j (C/
| (1=no work returned; 5 = very helpful) o | - 1
14, W_onld you take another course offered by this instructor? (1 = never; 5 = absolutely) _EL__

III. Please answer the followmg questions in a few sentences Well chosen details are
- particularly useful.
1. What did you like best about this course? In partxcular what readings worked best7 Why7

V//@g*/ 7%6 /(76?1% ny were Y, As /W Tover //’(’/gd/ "

e hulo é/ a ok oot / a /7[&/&1/(”(/ Vi, dbonit
@&Zéwjdzﬂ o o e O

2 What did you like least about this course? In particular, were there readings wh1ch didn’t

work? Why not?

/ ﬁ(u/é, 70 60777/0/(14//1%0) [L) /7[ was M(/)&U’w&g ,{mw{(wgg :

3. What would like to have changed in this ceurse? In particular, are there any readings you think

~ should be changed" Added? Why? /
| Dt answerin J%/ o Gues 72/0” W e
| e ﬁ/h”f&/ > ~ 7»% 75 and we /
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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 double-sided form to the Philosophy Office in Stuart 202.

Quarter and Yeér: A\»«\“MV\ 70) 4 | Instructor:_Ma H‘L W:\ Ler
| Course Number and Title:_ PH'L. 54,05 '
Your Department and Year (specify grad/undergrad): L‘(X/L ~Neo~ Plil o;a_/)lnq _Ph D

I S

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

?az\'ﬁt{f. an Acest TT ms?w\mp;)\l

L Plevase describe the s&llabus and require‘merits of the course: _. | -
\/\)%\4\ PR ANGS (a\sf\j V\L,C[ arano, +a P L.‘>)‘ —luyv\ F(/{))f

IL. Please answer the following questions on a scale of 1 to 5: - ‘
1. How well-conceived andwell-organized was the syllabus? (1 = terribly; 5 = very well)

2. Did the instructor adhere to the syllabus? (L=notatall; 5 =like a metronome]
3. How demanding were the readmg requirements (quality & quant1ty)7
"(1'=understanding; 5 = absurdly difficult) v
~ Was the class mostly lecture or mostly dlscussmn7 (1 = all lecture; 5 - all dlscusswn)
How successful was this format? (1 =notatall; 5= very)
How much material was covered? (1= ‘narrow focus; 5 = broadA range)
How deeply was it 'covered?. '(1 = superficial survey; 5 = specialist’s depth)

Did the rangé and depth match your expectations (from catalog, Syllab,us, rec)?

.00.\1.0\”.01:#

(1 =not at all; 5 = perfect match)
9. Did the range and depth match what you needed from this (kind of) course?
(1 =notatall; 5 = perfect match) If imperfect, in what way? | was doo sk o(Lq

e Yo apm—ecﬁ//l:e A chJr[« o2 fmoﬂ 'H/b( ar’r‘c,ux

—
10. How well-organized and clear was the mstructor'? (1 not very; 5 = very) ‘ >

i i"‘F‘l‘”Fl“‘ Fil*‘\“‘

11. How well did the Instructor address questl_ons and arguments offered by students?

(1 = not well; 5 = very well)




L

12. How available/accessible was the instructor outsidé of class? (1 = not atall; 5 = very)

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

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

I1l. Please answer the foliowing questions in a few sentences. Well-chosen details are

particularly useful. _ , ‘
1. What did you like best about this course? In particular, what readings-worked best? Why?

Malfe was & pasdedgeable, lieeable astmcke e wede ofes
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2. Whatdid you like Jeast about this course? In particular, were there readings which didn’t

work? Why not? ' _
\y A U’ﬂ o Blero oeoﬁfm(ws ws@mui o ead
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3. What would like to have changed in this course? In particular, are there any readings you think

" should be changed? Added? Why? _ | : : o
Some & N abidey 1o e Lot boo weehs & 4o
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PHILOSOPHY GRADUATE SEMINAR COURSE EVALUATION ,

Each quarter we ask students in graduate-level phllosophy 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 double-sided form to the Philosophy Office in Stuart 202

Quarter and Year:_, all 2Pty _ Instructor:__ W Mer
Course Number and Title:__PhIL 5 Y oX '

Your Departmentand Year (spec1fy grad/undergrad) G’wt P l"\c"'tofs\‘? )«,7

Is thls course in one of your fields of concentratlon Qz If not, why dld you take it?_L 'n_-
MUQ’(,A \ (@q, }y W rw«w%h\/ro,

L Please describe the syllabus and requlrements of the course:
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II Please answer the following questions on a scale of 1 to 5:
1. How well-conceived and well- organlzed was the syllabus? (1 = terribly; 5 = Very we]l)

2. Did the instructor adhere to the syllabus? (1 = not at all; 5 = like a metronome)
3. How demanding were the readlng requirements (quality & quantlty)"

(1 =understanding; 5 = absurdly difficult)
Was the class mostly lecture or mostly dlscussioh? (1 =all lecture; 5 = all discussion)
How successful was this format? (1 = net atall; 5 = véry)
How much material was covered? (1 = narrow focus; 5 = broad range)
How deeply was it covered7 (1 = superficial survey; 5 = specialist’s depth)

Did the range and depth match your expectations (from catalog, syllabus, rec.)?

NERE A

PONP\S“P

' (1 =notatall; 5= perfect match)
9. Did the range and depth match what you needed from this (kind of} course?

g

(1 =notatall;5 = perfeet match) If imperfect, in what way?

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

ffé |m

~ 11. How well did the 1nstructor address questions and arguments offered by students7

(1 not well 5= very well)




s? (1=notatall; 5= Vei‘y) g

VL

12. How available/accessible was the instructor outside of clas
13. How helpful were the instructor’s comments on written work?

(1 = no work returned; 5 = very helpful) |

- 14.Would you take another course offered by this instructor? (1 = ne

ver; 5 = absolutely) o

I1I. Please answer the following questions in a few sentencés. Well-chosen details are

particularly useful. »
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2. Whatdid ybu Jike least about this course? In particular, were there readings which didn’t

work? Why not?
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3. What would like to have changed in this course? In particular, are there any readings you think

should be changed? Added? Why? A _ o
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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 double-sided form to the Philosophy Office in Stuart 202,

Quarter and Year:;QiAMn 2561'4 . Instructor:, Mnhl, wWille r
Course Number and Title: il Y Heds - Su\,‘)é‘;{«' viby v

: /
Yo,ux:Departmentandéleap(—speeify—gr—adfundergrad):'*' 2ved .,

s+ 72 ay

Is this course in one of your fields of conce‘htr.ation: Ves If not, why did YOil take it?

I. Please describe the syllabus and réquire‘ments of the course:
Yl course %cqsa,dv on fecaad umfic n Ggmal seveatves and C(osel)v reladed -FI,.,‘(QQ,,?L\,'QQ\
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- II. Please answer the following questions on & scale of 1 to 5: ,
1. How well-conceived and well-organized was the syllabus? (1 = terribly; 5 = very well) _Y

2. Did the instructor adhere to the syllabus? (1 = not atall; 5 = like a metronome) \_’
3. How demanding were the reading requirements (quality & quantity)?

(1= understanding; 5 = absurdly difficult) | |
Was the class mostly lecture or mostly ldis'cussiOn? (1 =all lecture; 5 = all discussion) °

How successful was this format? (1 = not at all; 5= Very)

"tEoFE

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

How déeply was it covered? (1 = superficial survey; 5 = specialist’s depth)

® N v

Did the range and depfh match your expecfations (from catalog, syllabus, rec.)?

‘(1 =notatall; 5= perfect match)

9. Did the range and‘depth match what ybu needed from this (kind of) course?

| (1 =notatall; 5 = perfect match) If imperfect, in what way?_s mal stadic & nolt o F;Mg@/‘

aleg of \obecost  bub o et lesonS Lanvthis couse g be',i\ﬁ\nm{ elseuthoYe

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

11. How well did the in‘struqtor address questions and arguments offered by students? _y

(1 =not well; 5 = very well)



ailable/accessible was the instructor outside of class? (1 = notat all; 5 = very) 5
\

[

12.How av
13. How helpful were the instructor’s comments on written work?

(i = no work returned; 5 = very helpful)

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

IiL. Please answer the following questlons ina few sentences. Well-chosen details are

. particularly useful.

1.—What dld youlike- best about this course7 In partlcular what readings worked best? Why?
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' 2. Whatdid you like least about this course? In particular, were there readings which didn’t

work? Why not?
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3. What would 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 double-sided form to the Philosophy Office in Stuart 202.

Quarter and Year; _Toll 20Ol 9 Instructor: . {tafte Willer
Course Number and Title: $6608 ' ‘

‘Yqur,Department,and;Y,ear,(specify grad/ﬁndergrad) fomeance me,wacm / W&/ )
- ﬁm&a progravn - Avditor /Of blus cowe.

Is thls course in one of your flelds of concentratlon Mo If not, why dld you take 1t7

‘ F@(T() cw.Q WIW

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

—
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»II “Please answer the following questions on ascale of 1to 5: o fle
1. How well-conceived and well- Qrgamzed was the syllabus? (1 = terribly; 5 = very well) 9.

- 2. Did the instructor adhere to the syllabus? (1 =notatall; 5 = like a metronome)
' 3. How demanding were the reading reqhirements (quality & quantity)?

(1 = understanding; 5 = a‘bsurdly difficult)
Was the class mostly lecture or mostly discﬁssion? (1 =all lecture; 5 = all discussion)
How successful was this format? (1 = not at all; 5 = very) :
How much material was covered? (1 = narrow focus; 5 = broad. range)

How deeply was it eovered? (1 = superficial survey; 5 = specialist’s depth)

® N o oA

Did the range and depth match your expectations (from catalog, syllabus, rec.)?
' (1 =notatall; 5= perfect match) '
9. Did the range and depth match what you needed from this (kind of) course?

b RFERE FHET

(1 =notatall; 5 = perfect match) If imperfect, in what way?,

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

}

11. How well did the lnstructor address questlons and arguments offered by students?

(1 =not well; 5 = very well)




| 12. How available/accessible was the instructor outsidé of class? (1 =notatall; 5 = very)

13. How helpful were the instructor’s comments on written work? —_—
(1 = no work returned; 5 = very helpful) | A

. 14.Would you take another course offered by this instructor? (1 = never; 5 = absolutely) 2

IIL Please answer the following questions in a few sentences. Well chosen details are
particularly useful.
1. What did you like best about this course? In particular, what readmgs worked best? Why?
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2. Whatdid you like least about thig course? In particular, were there readings which didn’t

work? Why nof” B
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3. What would 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 double-sided form to the Philosophy Office in Stuart 202.

Quarter and Year: ﬂ %—'_/ umun _dof / Instructor: //Zﬂu/ '/ e W/ // 27

Course Number and Tiﬂe: 5. 4 / 05 _

s this course in one of your fields of concentration: ;‘N/S If not, why did you take i

I. Please describe the syllabus and requirements of the course ( 7[)
Vel

Wee kbl Seplawr, Feru~ po :
7 / W/ ),0 u%
&,W ‘9/ da ’%"@“4/ My /W

-II Please answer the followmg questlons ona scale of1to 5: ;
1. How well-conceived and well- organlzed was the syllabus? (1 = terribly; 5 = very well) 52

‘2. Did the instructor adhere to the syllabus? (1 =notatall; 5 =like a metronome)
3. How demanding were the reading requirements (quality & quantity)?
(1 =understanding; 5 = absurdly difficult)
~ Was the class mostly lecture or mostly discussion? (1 = all lecture; 5 = all discussion)
How successful was this format? (1 = not atall; 5 = véry)
How much material was covered? (1 = narrow focus; 5 = broad range)
How deeply was it covered? (1 = superficial survey; 5 = specialist’s depth)

Did the range and depth match your expectations (from catalog, syllabus, rec.)?

® N o 1o

"(I=notatall; 5= perfect match)
9. Did the range and depth match what you needed from this (kind of) course7

S

(1= not atall; 5 = perfect match) If 1mperfect in what way?

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

o

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

(1 =notwell; 5 = very well)



12. How available/ accessible was the instructor outsidé of class? (1 = notatall; 5 = very)

13.How helpful were the instructor’s comments on written work” _é__

solutely) ﬁ '

(1 =no work returned; 5 = very helpful)
- 14. Would you take another course offered by this instructor? (1 =never; 5=ab

IiL. Please answer the following questions in a few sentences. Well-chosen details are

particularly useful.

1. Whatdid you like best about this course? In particular, what readings-worked best? Why"
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2. What did you like least about this course? In particular, were th

work? Why not?

3. What would 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 double-sided form to the Philosophy Office in Stuart 202.

Quarter and Year:___fa (i Dol - Instructor:_ Matle :ller
Course Number and Title: Tf i ¢ 7025
Your Department and Year (specify grad/ undergrad): ( f«ﬁ wstios s HC o cach .

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

I. Please describe the syllabus and requirements of the course:
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II. Please answer the following questions on a scale of 1t0 5: fowckicgl, Soans), i
1. How well-conceived and well-organized was the syllabus? (1 = terribly; 5 = very well) 5 “

2. Did the instructor adhere to the syllabus? (1 = notatall; 5 = like a metronome)
3. How demanding were the reading requirements (quality & quantity)?

(1 = understanding; 5 = absurdly difficult)

b b

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

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

5. How successful was this format? (1 = nbt atall; 5 = Very)

6. How much material was covered? (1 = narrow focus; 5 = broad‘ range) A
7. S
8.

Did the range and depth match your expectations (from catalog, syllabus, rec.)?

' (1 =notat all; 5 = perfect match)

|

9. Did the range and depth match what you needed from this (kind of) course?

(1 =notatall; 5 = perfect match) If imperfect, in what way? _C(_ms_um_mm&dw
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10. How well-organized and clear was the instructor? (1 = not very; 5 = very) S
11. How well did the instructor address questions and arguments offered by students? =

(1 =notwell; 5 = very well)



12. How available/accessible was the instructor outside of class? (1=notatall;5=very) _S__

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

- 14.Would you take another course offered by this instructor? (1 = never; 5 =absolutely) _&

II1. Please answer the following questions in a few sentences Well-chosen details are
particularly useful.
1. Whatdid you like best about this course? In partlcular what readings worked best? Why? -
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2. What did you like least about this course? In particular, were there readings which didn’t

work? Why not? ' | |
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3. What would 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 double-sided form to the Philosophy Office in Stuart 202.

Quarter and Year:_ﬁlﬁmn, 2004 ' ln'structof: /M/Z /—Fe v )/1////@6/‘
Course Number and Title: fefevence J"pf‘?sew"ﬁ'}‘h})ﬁ ' fhie 34025
- Your Department and Year (specify grad/undergrad): /M /j’ P /—1’

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

I. Please describe the syllabus and requirements of the course:
2~ Spage. pagers
- opne e ls
S T

Uy Frege, Rossell, Shoawson, Kipke, Iaplan, Stalvater, ko ke, ete.
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II. Please answer the following questionson ascaleof1to5: -
1. "How well-conceived and well-organized was the syllabus? (1 = terribly; 5 = very well) 5

2. Did the instructor adhere to the syllabus? (1 = not atall; 5 = like a metronome)

o

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

Was the class mostly lecture or mostly discuésion? (1 = all lecture; 5 = all discussion) _\3;_

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

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

® N oo

Did the range and depth match your expectations (from catalog, syllabus, rec.)?

(1=notatall; 5 = perfect match)

2
How deeply was it covered? (1 = superficial survey; 5 = specialist’s depth) ﬁ VA 57
_3

9.. Did the range and depth match what you needed from this (kind of) coursé?

(1 =notatall; 5 = perfect match) If imperfect, in what way?

10. How well-organized and clear was the instructor? (1 =notvery; 5 =very) - . 5
11. How well did the instructor address questions and arguments offered by students? éf

(1= not well; 5 = very well)

i



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

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

14. Would you take another course offered by this instructor? (1 = never; 5 = absolutely) _Z"L

I1L. Please answer the following questions in a few sentences. Well-chosen details are
particularly useful. . 7
1. Whatdid you hke best about this course7 In particular, what readmgs worked best? Why?
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2. What did you like least about this course? In partlcular were there readings which didn’ w 7
work? Why not? ( e

JWM"“M'&%M&’ ¢ %*’MM/K«// f”%%’v ,,4{ Né(ig 7

A
s {C(‘{z

dyondil Je testesl /é e a&m;, s j,gx‘x«m{ v ditrre. Loapied

z//é%% ,%w% W yoar /ﬁéﬂé é«/? e @u,e G / / g
/ WW& ;7%@/ J%’é@'m?/p AL ééy{ //&;{,/‘sz Jé,zz,ag@,é //.%/ a2 T

j’w e B z&e@ ﬂéﬂéfﬁ/ﬁf“ 7, e /5/ e ¢ et /ﬂfg”@, J -3 ?,/ T

Zﬂ/& f&&ﬁfg!iz g .(z’.,n.i/‘f}ﬁga ﬁ'éw»‘é« jwt’f"f &7/’4«55 r?’ffé & Z”gﬁ” “»”‘:P’”“ /;:<*; Ll /’?L ’ 7
A f%ﬂ/f

3. What would like to have chahged in this course? In particular, are there any readings you think

should be changed? Added? Why?
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- Isthis course in one of your ﬁelds of concentrauon>

© 6. How much matenal was covered? (1 = narrow focus, 5 = broad range)

PHILOSOPHY GRADUATE COURSE EVALUATION

Each quarter we ask students in graduate—level plulosophy coutses 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 ar€ not in the
Philosophy Department, please fill out and return this (double-51ded) form.

| Quarter and Year Wwointe [ 2—‘9 15 Inst'ruetor M 'lZQ\ \ llf =
Course Number and 'llxtle g < 5 b l 6><19fQ55 NARTA ’
Your Department and Year (specify grad/undergrad) r L\ lo k¢ 0}9[\\3 y ﬁi 4 ,)\Q\ b\’bl

(';’JCL\ u@«f)

| (If not, why did you take lt’)
' ) gr(?‘ﬂlﬂl% y\/\\j %AUVl@)U\Q T . ,\’\Qﬁp\«-e'l?l'\ (S

- L.-Please describe the. syllabus and requlrements for the course:

/lewlmgs (ongitbeld od H-¢ />"/0<’f>/<l\“fl—\“7 pQK wer,
&QZ’MKQ‘V\Q/\/& 6 AL éﬂFV\'\/D‘\)OQf ' ‘ .

s "_'II Please answer the followmg quesuons on ascale of 1 to 5:
1 How Well-concewed and ~organized was the syllabus? (1 = terribly, 5 = very Well) £

2. Did the instructor adhere to the syllabus? (1 = not at all 5 = like 2 metronome) 2 |
3. How -demanding were the reading requirements (quality and quanuty)? E ‘
- ( 1= understandmg, 5 = absurdly dlfﬁcult) '

_4 Was the class mostly lecture or mostly discussion (1 = all lecture, 5 = all dxscussmn) _}_
;5 How successful was thxs format? (1 = notatall, 5 = very) S ___S_ < OmQ/‘Qz) 4 )o{
. S
> rA "07&(@55\/ 198

7. How deeply was it covered’ (1= superﬁcxal survey, 5 = specialist’s depth) é{j

" 8. Did the range and depth match your expectations (from catalog, syllabus, rec.)?
- (I=notatall, 5 = perfect match) |
“ 9. Did the range and depth match what you needed from this (klnd of) course? _§_ 3

(1 =notatall, 5 = perfect match) If 1mperfect, in what way’ e

- 10. How well-.organized and clear was the instructor? (1 = not very, 5 = very)
1 1. How well did the instructor address questions and arguments offered by students?



(1 = not well, 5 = very well) |

12. How avadable/acccssxble was the instructor outs1de of class? (1 = not at all
5 = very) . .

13, How hel Rﬁd were the instructor’s commcnts on wrltten work’ (1=no work
returned, 5 = very helpful) _ :

14. \Would you take another course offered by this instructor? (1 = never,
5 = absolutely) ‘ .

Pwﬂ%’f&k?

I11, Please answer the followmg questions in a few scntcnccs Wcll—chosen dctax s are

'parucularly useful

L What dld you like best about thls course? In pamcular, what readmgs worked best? Why?

N ANES nn G ONE A @é}T cones T have taken
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2. What did you like least about this course? In parucular, were thcre rcadmgs Wthh didn’t

work? Why not?

Llad £ ol

€ive yaars @

.'(‘ ~ N\\j

3. What would you like to have changed in this course? In parmcular, are there any readlngs
you think should be changed> Added? Why? - ;
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PHILOSOPHY GRADUATE COURSE EVALUATION

Each 'qﬁjatr't:er we ask students in graduate-level phﬂosophy courses to evaluate the quality of
tion. The completed forms are filed in the cabinet in the

the course’s content and instruc
Anscombe Library and Lounge, Stuart 216, for students to read. Even if you aré not in the

- Philosophy Department, pléas¢ fill out and return this (double-sided) form.

Qui_rtcf a_ﬁd Y_éar Winle 2013 Instructor /Mé\ﬂe, Wille e
. Course Number and Title: Vil Grgyy 5)@1/55{,?//3%»
~ Your Department and Year (specify grad/undergrad): //(43"1/\ e | 'yéﬂ/ _

Is this céu’rse"ih one of your fields of concentration? /4% (ff not, why did ybu take it?)

1 Please describe the syllabus -é_nd requiremenfs for the course:

i Ol fonl Ww ) v-aval}&) .C/'(V_Mf%_ i olass

L IL Plcase:_' answer the following q.uestibns on a scale of 1 to 5:

o 11.'3Ho_w well-conceived and —organized was the syllabus? (1 = terribly, 5 = vcr}r. wel) 5

:2'. D_id the ‘inst'ructor adhere to the syllabus? (1 = notat all, 5 = like a metronome) 5
3: How demanding were the reading requirements (quality and quantity)? 25

(1= understanding, 5 = absurdly difficult)-
4, 'Was the Aclla-ss' mostly lecture or mostly discussion (1 = all lecture, 5 = all discussion) _3

- 5. How suvccess'{_hllvwas this format? (1 = not at all, 5 = very) 5
* 6. How much material was covered? (1 = narrow focus, 5 = broad range) Z
7. How deeply was it covered? (1 = superficial survey, 5 = specialist’s depth) 3
* 8.Did the range and depth match your expectations (from catalog, sleaBus, rec)? _ 5
 (I=notatall, 5 = perfect match) _
9. Did the range and depth match what you needed from this (kind o'f) course? RIS
(1=notatall, 5 i_ggrfect match) If imperfect, in what way?
10. How Well-.organize& and clear was the instructor? (I = not very, 5 = very) s
s

11, How well did the instructor address questions and arguments offered by students?



(1 = notwell, 5 = very well) o ‘} L 2
12. How avadable/accessxble was the instructor outs1dc of class? (1 not at all __(‘L__
S=very) . .. « RIS, LG
13. How hCIRﬁll were the instructor’s comments-on Wrxttcn work? ( 1 =no work C/ o
 returned, 5 = very hclpful) | IR o |
5

14. Would you take another course offered by this 1nstructor’ (1 = never,
5 = absolutely) o

II1. Please answer the followmg questlons ina fcw sentenccs Wcll—choscn detads are

'partlcularly useful

L What did you like best about tlns course? In partlcular, what readings worked best? Why?
éw,,,\w( widde {U""eﬁ 9/ W 'A&vf ﬂAM/( mew&g &
6Xﬂm{§,w$m /Mrm Cogim Ammm, p Z@,mﬁ L&m!«»ﬁ/{ avoond

Sy ’Wwyvf ' ’ N

h"’?@ - Geuet, V"W‘v F(dw( 2 &/a[uﬁbh // 47,/@%% S

W/OUL Mb o[ﬂ {4&[]2"/ éww»e/ - | -

2. What d1d you like least about this coursc? In partlcular, were thcrc readmgs whlch didn’t

| work? Why not?
J/'VL B 2y .((/GL\ A~ Ze‘{ ﬁ’éWVL W@/X&/Céﬂ/ﬁ?i

fv*ud’(/\ “ U ‘M/-'sw,
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3. What would you like to have changed in this course? In partlcular, are there any readmgs
you think should be changed? Added? Why? :

Move U«éém( //%Lb one [@4; meQ ;Pf\/ Lv?ém/ 9@04774



PHILOSOPHY GRADUATE 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 (double-sided) form.

Inst'rﬁctor MALTE  WILLER
DYNAMIC  SEMaSTICS

: Quartcf and Year | FALL 2 O. | A
Course Number and Title: PHIL_ 20321
Your Department and Year (specify grad/undergrad): __ &8
\DWLDSOPM PrD 2t MUAR

Is this course in one of your fields of concentration? _(\[ O__ (If not, why did you take 1t’)

P UHIceso Pt 08 LANWACE

I WAS CuRwows ABOUT REcewT  DEVELIPMENTS 1n

I. Please describe the syllabus and requiremeénts for the course:
WEEL LY READING ~ -2 ARTILES, YOoUr  PROBLem SETS -

A MO Term - PATER  DRAET  A~D A FINAL PAPER

1L Please answer the following questions on a scale of 1to5:

1. How well-conceived and -—orgamzcd was the syllabus? (1 = terribly, 5 = very wcll) 5
2. Did the instructor adhere to the syllabus? (1 = not at all, 5 = like 2 metronome) e}
3. How demanding were the readmg requirements (quahty and quanuty)’ | ____3_____
(1 = understanding, 5 = absurdly difficult) :
" 4. Was the class mostly lecture or mostly discussion (1 = all lecture, 5 = all dxscussxon) 3
5. How successful was this formar? (1 =notat all, 5 = very) : | _____li_‘
6. How much material was‘covcre'd? (1= narrow focus, 5= Broad réngc) Z
7. How deeply was it covered? (1 = superficial survey, 5 = specialist’s de;'nth) O
5

8. Did the range and depth match your expecrations (from catalog, syllabus, rec.)?
(1 =notatall, § = perfect match) .

9. Did the range and depth match what you needed from this (kind of) course?
(1'=notatall, 5 = perfect march) If imperfect, in what way?

10. How Welléorganized and clear was the instructor? (I = not very, 5 = very) 9 3
11. How well did the instructor address questions and arguments offered by students? 5 Cremy el



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

13. How helpful were the instructor’s comments on written work? -

(1 = no work returned; 5 = very helpful)

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

I1I. Please answer the following questions in a few sentences. Well-chosen details are
particularly useful. ‘
1. What did you like best about this course? In particular, what readings worked best? Why?

9 Wmt\wemﬂj peged M Ceatad ek 5 Kl
CSuae  ow {&g C/\A.@WY o tes DrT, omd DPL

/\/\VQ/QJCWL(M/\ AN~ ,.( jfiva\ N }&_/Vul\,\;)/{:wmfz A%\ c(, ﬂk./&
Unte B /{,%f pavrs cCL V‘}ﬂ,

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

work? Why not?
I oA ek Lk Sondeiny Homargh Mo Aeehunicod pectin
Sy ogeme A Al b bl s mwes nedlhe
WM;LWVM i Mj V@,‘M@.@AJ o ot Q@;az, comed ol

jm/\ o Lo, jmomn&la;&\ ot A, Aoy
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3. What would like to have changed in this course? In particular, are there any readings you think
should be changed? Added? Why?
\ 447 ONne SVt v )(,{ 6/‘&0 v il o /(A&m /(J@M
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‘ PHILOSOPHY GRADUA')I‘E 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 cabine in the
7 Anscombe Library and Lounge, Stuart 216, for students to read. Even if you are not in the

- Philosophy Department, please fill out and return thxs (double—mded) form.

W/// i

Quarter and Year PA// 2012 , Instructor Aalte
1022

- Course Number and Title: D‘;/MWMZ Seamanhes

Yéur 'Department and Year (specify grad/undergrad): __ /MA{ % H St

! \l//i« |
- Is this course in one of your ﬁclds of conccntratlon’ 24 (If not, why did you take it?)

L Pleasc describe thc syﬂabus and requxremcnts for the course:

W &v@vﬂ% & é/ /‘{:&/f/k\f‘ @W{,fc gmwwwk &,a/? , (’/\,@&/C- ﬁ/?[}[&y

| }’Lb & oty ducle M.aﬁ,gw%( %L retivodins  forr
/WY(/L"Y A1 ﬂgymgww% WWMV((/ W/{ /Mmﬂo\? e AM
L/ Lovng vehunsive horetiotl 45 5/%%4)/; & papers , _

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

1. How well-conceived and -orgamzed was the syllabus’ (1 = terribly, 5 = very Well) __Z___
z

2. Did the instructor adhere to the syllabus? ( I =notatall, 5 = likea metronome) _ &

3

. 3.How demanding were the rcadmg requirements (quahty and quanuty)? :

(1= understanding, 5 = absurdly difficult)

1  ‘4 Was the class mostly Jecture or mostly discussion (1 = all lecture, 5 all dlscussxon) A
: 5 How succcssful was this format> (1 = notatall, 5 = very) | 3
» | 6. How much material was covered? (1 = narrow focus, 5 = broad range) A
l.,, ’ * 7.How deeply was it covered? (1 = superficial survey, 5 = specialist’s depth) s
8. Did the range and depth match your expecrations (from catalog, syllabus, rec)? 2
~ (1 =notatall, 5 = perfect match) o
. 9. Did the range and depth match what you needed from this (kind of) course? _____3_____
v (1 = not atall, 5 = perfect match) If imperfect, in what way?
o wuveh  fon Dok
-10. How well?organized and clear was the insrructor? (1 = not _vcry,.s = very) 5

11. How well did the instructor address questions and arguments offered by students? 5



- 12.How available/accessible was the instructor outside of class? (1 = not atall; 5 = very) __$_
" 13. How helpful were the instructor’s comments on written work? ¢
(1 = no work returned; 5 = very helpful)

14.Would you take another course offered by this instructor? (1 = never; 5 = absolutely) 2

- L Please answer the following questions in a few sentences. Well-chosen details are
particularly useful.
~ 1. What did you like best about this course? In partlcular what readings worked best? Why?

dw/ amﬁ et A‘ba ) § o Wt(é&/ b el o g'm)VL
| dVW;V?/ 0’%@ W:‘VWL .

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

work? Why not?

J/A{-; Ve f/M LL M}f ﬁé,jﬂ% Wv//f /%(5 /'(/,(% 7%

Coves's 4 A~ Péﬁywmé Aﬂw%m//é %% ek
N X T = [Duﬁiw‘% corld hae ced

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

)
A\Cm !‘Q Hoe l/\n”/l/t% Wzbg Lhicln M&/WVW%Z//
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PHILOSOPHY GRADUATE 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 (double-sided) form.

‘ Quartcr and Year /4' tum/ 20(2 , Instrﬁctor Ma / /'@ W Iler
&v | Course Number and Title: D/"M’WW gm"/"/@( 30721

[7a
Your Department and Year (specify grad/undergrad) MA’ Pl Shudden /L / }’&‘O |

_____\(____ (If not, why did you take it?)

Is this course in one of your fields of concentration?

1 Please describe thc syllabus and requuements for the course‘
- we read fpundmg and Wﬂdwy fheorreS fa Dynamec %MM'(’Z(/W" fe 1705 fo
| H.e/prcceﬂ/' %vcmmy prm»/ly on awphm resdubizn and /}f‘&%//offﬁaﬂ

Prdiem§. The requirerake meladed tf /»awcm/z mpr/j/m»mh' Gne- (“Aar/"/lw(ée/‘m |
|ty 5@ Ak gae oty ferm piper: |

1. Please answer the followmg questions on ascaleof 10 5: - ( v

1. How well-conceived and —orgamzed was the syllabus? (1 = terribly, 5 = - very Wcll)
2. Did the instructor adhere to the syllabus? (1 = not at all, 5 = likea mctronome)

3. How demanding were the reading requirements (quahty and quanmty)’
~ (1 = understanding, 5 = absurdly difficult)

-

- 4. Was the class mostly lecture or mostly discussion (1 = all lecture, 5 = all discussion)
5. How successful was this format? (1 =notatall, 5 = very) A
6. How much material was‘covcre‘d? (1= narrow focus, 5 = broad réngc)
7. How deeply was it covered? (1 = superficial 'sﬁrvcy, 5 = specialist’s deéth)

' 8 Did the range and depth match your expectations (from catalog, syllabus, rec.)?
" (I =notatall,5 = perfect match) : . .

9. Did the range and depth match what you needed from this (kind of) course?
(1= notatall, 5 = perfect match) If imperfect, in what way?

More bachgromd vould have lwlpea(m«'/ ;fwc«//%/g bt I rz:w/fzo hert wce %W/r‘

10. How well-organized and clear was the mStructor’ (1 = not very, 5 = very)

<

1u\

11. How well did the instructor address questions and arguments offered by students? L/



- 12.How avéilable/accessible was the instructor outside of class? (1 = not at all; 5 = very) f
~13. How helpful were the instructor’s comments on written work? __L
(1 = no work returned; 5 = very helpful) ;

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

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

particularly useful.
1. What dld you like best about this course? In particular, what readlngs worked best? Why? -

Té”,a preciid fle chertace o fre conrse mokerml most =L thak fie.
s bmﬂj/”/'/v olter 1t earlier Ghabl such ss fhe DPL ard g2 v et

n@«W bolped pud 1ty by pertpechit.

2. Whatdid you like least about this course? In particular, were there readings which didn't

work? Why not?

’T’Mwlf Ube He emphasts on e frrmal logre, or L should su, tre assounl o
,gm/;Wff/Af W/ A mmw@ aﬁ/h i:gr(/ IfﬁfC/‘C{;/Ff/o/v fro vwderrhand,
: M,./-cm/ I u{F M/*MZ(, foo Much Pnc rnal e Agpon s/ 3t ~nT?”
,A;f:.pm/ Aekadls, by/k n He dasirors ad a0 my ouon bt dotpy fre porerectes,

3. What would like to have changed in this course? In pérticular, are there any r‘eadings you think

g should be changed? Added? Why?
ﬂ,W(dCAM;Q ﬂbg;k% mﬂ #ZW/,Z il n erﬂ&lo{d/y 0/1/
MC’/ w&éfé an @fZT‘/‘Z-M ot weeh on DPL, freq ot veeft on E-fpe. wos
Swaply mnth bro Past L wosld pechaps Gung 3e8t reMouy Come reading &
,fu\oh as tre E-fype f&wb‘r% wdh sprding paolrer weel an DL /4'f‘ examply.



. 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 double-sided form to the Philosophy Office in Stuart 202.

Quarter and Year: A«,«MM ___Instructor: Mawe. Wi\~
Course Number and Title: THIL 30 T2 | Drmvamic SEMRNTIC S
Your Department and Year (specify grad/undergrad): MAPH]

Is this course in one of your fields of concentration:__\/¢ <. _If not, why did you take it?

1. Please describe the syllabus and requirements of the cburse:

Gpe k.

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

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

2. Did the instructor adhere to the syllabus? (1 = not at all; 5 = like a metronome)
3. How demanding were the reading requirements (quality & quantity)?
(1 = understanding; 5 = absurdly difficult)
Was the class mostly lecture or mostly discussion? (1 = all lecture; 5 = all discussion)
How successful was this format? (1 =notatall; 5 =very)
How much material was covered? (1 = narrow fo_cus; 5= broad range)

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

©® N o 1ok

Did the range and depth match your expectations (from catalog, syllabus, rec.)?

(1=not at‘ all; 5 = perfect match)

- RRRRE R

9. Did the range and depth match what you needed from this (kind of) course?

(1 =notatall; 5 = perfect match) If imperfect, in what way?

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

ek

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

(1=not Well; 5 = very well)



12. How available/ accessible‘waskth‘e instructor outside of class? (1 =notatall; 5 = very) Y
'13. How helpful were the instructor’s comments on written work? ' _%L_
(1 =no work returned; 5 = very helpful)
14. Would you take another course offered by this instructor? (1 = never; 5 = absolutely) __\%_

111 Please answer the following questions in a few sentences. Well chosen detalls are
particularly useful.
1. Whatdid you like best about this course? In partlcular what readings worked best? Why"

le e M\f\‘\?\’&s tre ‘Uvufe lewc

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

work? Why not?

SomQ} (Q%c\‘mbs »\(a; W \,ONO ond \ At L\W
Brough Kina A o Y |

3. What would like to have changed in this course? In particular, are there any readings you think -

should be changed? Added? Why?

\\\o\xﬂ



PHILOSOPHY GRADUATE COURSE E\}fALUATION

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 cabiner 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 (double-sided) form.

Instructor _AMALTE  \LLe 2

Quarter and Year _ - DG\ 7

Course Number and Title: _ MEAN\ MG 2. RECECFE N E
PhiLose P e w B)

Your Department and Year (specify grad/undergrad):
TILST Aens |

Is this course in one of your fields of concentration? __Mo___ (If not, why did you take it?)

SOU Ve e VER e ST

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

e, R0 e - CIBLACSS v &R =y Q {: e

I1. Please answer the following questions on ascaleof 1t0 5:
1. How well-conceived and —organized was the syllabus? (1 = terribly, 5 = very well) S
o

2. Did the instructor adhere to the syllabus? (1 = nét atall, 5 = like a metronome)

3. How demanding were the reading requirements (qua ity and quantity)?
(1 = understanding, 5 = absurdly difficult)

4. Was the class mostly lecture or mostly discussion (1 = all lecture, 5 = all discussion)

5. How successful was this format? (1 = not atall, 5 = very) S
6. How much material was covered? (1 = narrow focus, 5 = broad range) -
7. How deeply was it covered? (1 = superficial survey, 5 = specialist’s depth) 2.5
8. Did the range and depth match your expectations (from catalog, syllabus, rec.)? S/

(1= notatall, 5 = perfect match) »
9. Did the range and depth match what you needed from this (kind of) course? 5

(1 =notatall, 5 = perfect match) If imperfect, in what way?

.

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

11. How well did the instructor address questions and arguments offered by scudents?



<«I = notwell, 5 = very WCH) ) ,
12. How available/accessible was the instructor outside of class? (1 = not at all, , ¢
5 = very) —
—

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

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

I11. Please answer the following questions in a few sentences. Well-chosen details are

particularly useful.
1. What did you like best about this course? In particular, what readings worked best? Why?

(oo™  wIERARY & TR O &

To THE coull e

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

work? Why not?

3. What would you like to have changed in this course? In parciéular, are there any readings

you think should be changed? Added? Why?



PHILOSOPHY GRADUATE 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 (double-sided) form.

Quarter and Year W Instructor
Course Number and Title: “ v
Your Department and Year (specify grad/undergrad): _- TAZH,

Is this course in one of your fields of concentration? - - (If not, why did you take it?)

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

I1. Please answer the following questions on a scale of 1 to 5:

1. How well-conceived and ~organized was the syllabus? (1 = terribly, 5 = very well) s

PR —

2. Did the instructor adhere to the syllabus? (1 = not atall, 5 = like a metronome)

3. How demanding were the reading requifements (quality and quantity)?
(1 = understanding, 5 = absurdly difficult) ' ’

4. Was the class mostly lecture or mostly discussion (1 = all lecture, 5 = all discussion)

E

5, How successful was this format? (1 = not atall, 5 = very) |

6. How much material was’covercd? (1 = narrow focus, 5 = broad ré.nge)

7. How deeply was it covered? (1= superficial survey, 5 = specialist’s ,dcpch)

8. Did the range and depth match your expectations (from caralog, syllabus, rec.)?
(1 = notatall, 5 = perfect match) :

9. Did the range and depth match what you needed from this (kind of) course?
(1 =notatall,s = perfect match) If imperfect, in what way?

7

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

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



(I = notwell, 5 = very well) ‘

12. How available/accessible was the instructor ourside of class? (1 = not ar all,
5 = very)

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

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

II1. Please answer the following questions in a few sentences. Well-chosen details are
partcularly useful.

1. What did you like best about this course? In particular, what readings worked best? Why?
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2. What did you like least about this course? In particﬁlar, were there readings which didn’t
work? Why not?
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d yfo’x; 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 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 (double-sided) form.

Instructor

Quarter and Year /2

Course Number and Title: /72

Your Department and Year (specify grad/undergrad): _/227.2

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

labus and requirements for the course:

I. Please describe the syl

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

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

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

3. How demanding were the reading requifements (quality and quantity)?
(1 = understanding, 5 = absurdly difficulr)

4. Was the class mostly lecture or mostly discussion (1 = all lecture, 5 = all discussion)

5. How successful was this format? (1 = not atall, 5 = very)
6. How much material was covered? (1 = narrow focus, 5 = broad range)

7. How deeply was it covered? (1 = superficial survey, 5 = specialist’s depth)

8. Did the range and depth match your expectations (from catalog, syllabus, rec.)?
(I = notatall, 5 = perfect match) ‘

9. Did the range and depth match what you needed from this (kind of) course?
(1 = notatall, 5 = perfect match) If imperfect, in what way?

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

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



(I = notwell, 5 = very well) | , -

12. How available/accessible was the instructor outside of class? (1 = not at all,

5 = very)

13. How helpful were the instructor’s commcnts on Wntten Work> ( 1 = 1o work
returned, 5 = very helpful) LA T A

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

- III. Please answer the following questions in a few sentences. Well-chosen details are
particularly useful.

1. What did you like best about this course? In particular, what readings worked best? Why?

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

3. Whar would you hke to have changed in this course? In particular, are there any readmgs
you think should be changed? Added? Why?



PHILOSOPHY GRADUATE 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 (double-sided) form.

Quarter and Year - _Instructor

Course Number and Title:

Your Department and Year (specify grad/undergrad):

Is this course in one of your fields of concentration? m__@ 0 (If not, why did you take i?)

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

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

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

2. Did the instructor adhere to the syllabus? (1 = not atall, 5 = like a metronome)

[N S —

3. How demanding were the reading rcquifements (quality and quantity)?
(1 = understanding, 5 = absurdly difficult) '

4. Was the class mostly lecture or mostly discussion (1 = all lecture, 5 = all discussion)

et

5. How successful was this format? (1 = not atall, 5 = vety)

6. How much material was covered? (1 = narrow focus, 5 = broad range)

7. How deeply was it covered? (1 = superficial survey, 5 = specialist’s depth)

8. Did the range and depth match your expecrations (from catalog, syllabus, rec.)?
(1 = notatall, 5 = perfect match) v

9. Did the range and depth match what you needed from this (kind of) course?
(1 =notatall,s = perfect match) If imperfect, in what way?

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

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



(1 = notwell, 5 = very well)

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

13. How helpful were the instructor’s comments on written work? (1 = no work o
returned, 5 = very helpful) :

14. Would you take another course offered by this instructor? (1 = never,

5 = absolutely)

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

particularly useful.

1. Whar did you like best about this course? In particular, what readings worked best? Why

2. What did you like least about this course? In particﬁlar, were there readings which didn’t

work? Why not?

3. What would you like to have changed in this course?.In particular, are there any rcadmgs

you thmk should be changed? AddedP Why



PHILOSOPHY GRADUATE 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 cabiner 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 (double-sided) form.

; ; % T ~ . ) A iy —_
Quarter and Year wO1 Instructor __ (8 T AWWILLER

f“n“ji D10 !\ NEANIN e Q?(\fﬁ* Yot

Course Number and Title:
. f”’*;, . haen
Your Department and Year (specify(gradfundergrad): __{0Y 1

Is this course in one of your fields of concentration? _1€ 5 (If not, why did you take ir?)

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

II. Please answer the following questions on a scale of 110 5:

1. How well-conceived and ~organized was the syllabus? (1 = terribly, 5 = very well) >

2. Did the instructor adhere to the syllabus? (1 = ndt at all, 5 = like a metronome) . ﬁ |
3. How demanding were the reading requifcments ’(quality and quantity)? w_:;;.,,‘,, ng:i:gj ;; ? x4

(1 = understanding, 5 = absurdly difficult)

4. Was the class mostly lecture or mostly discussion (1 = all lecture, 5 = all discussion) 2

5. How successful was this format? (1 = notatall, 5 = very) =

6. How much material wa,s‘covcrcd? (1 = narrow focus, 5 = broad rénge) 3

7. How deeply was it covered? (1 = superficial survey, 5 = specialist’s depth)

8. Did the range and depth match your expectations (from catalog, syllabus, rec.)? e )
(I =notatall, 5 = perfect match) . »

9. Did the range and depth match what you needed from this (kind of) course?
(1= notatall, 5 = perfect match) If imperfect, in what way?
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10. How well-organized and clear was the instructor? (1 = not very, 5 = very

L Py Biu u

11. How well did the instructor address questions and arguments offered by students? Bl ol G\
b gL SRS P )

s L



(1 = not well, 5 = very well)

12. How available/accessible was the instructor outside of class? (1 = not at all, >
5 = very)
, -
13. How helpful were the instructor’s comments on written work? (1 = no work 2
returned, 5 = very helpful) :
L)

14, Would you take another course offered by this instructor? (1 = never,

5 = absolutely)

I11. Please answer the following questions in a few sentences. Well-chosen details are

particularly useful. -

1. What did you like best about this course? In particular, what readings worked best? Why
) THE Theraun faol CAETHEOLLAL MANNDZ TR vice) .

L
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2. What did you like least about thzs course? In pamcular, were there readings which didn’c
work? \Why not?

3. What would you hke to have changed in this course? In particular, are there any readmgs

you think should be changed? Added? Why?



PHILOSOPHY GRADUATE COURSE EVALUATION

Each quarter we ask students in graduare-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 (double-sided) form.

Quarterand Year ___aiiiyec 20 01172 Instructor _Malle Wille e

i 4 Eebe vermos LA

Course Number and Title:  Mermun o i

Your Department and Year (specify grad/undergrad): 1Aty 7040 -1

Is chis course in one of your fields of concentration? _v,c = (If not, why did you take i?)

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

5
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2 sy heL AT ﬁ N
IL. Please answer the following questions on a scale of 1 10 5:
1. How well-conceived and ~organized was the syllabus? (1 = terribly, 5 = very well)

2. Did the instructor adhere to the syllabus? (1 = néc at all, 5 = like a metronome) =

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

4. Was the class mostly lecture or mostly discussion (1 = all lecture, 5 = all discussion) N
5. How successful was this format? (1 = not atall, 5 = very) 5o
6. How much material was.covcred? (1 = narrow focus, 5 = broad rénge) o
7. How deeply was it covcrcd?‘ ‘(1 = superficial survey, 5 = specialist’s ,dcpch) e
8. Did the range and depth match your expectations (from catalog, syllabus, rec.)? D
(1 =notatall, 5 = perfect match) - |
9. Did the range and depth match what you needed from this (kind of) course? 5
(I = notatall, 5 = perfect match) If imperfect, in what way?
<y

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

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




i

(1 = notwell, 5 = very well)
12. How available/accessible was the instructor outside of class? (1 = not at all,
5 = very)
13. How helpful were the instructor’s comments on written work? (1 = no work
returned, 5 = very helpful) :
14. Would you take another course offered by this instructor? (1 = never,

5 = absolutely)

s

I11. Please answer the following questions in a few sentences. Well-chosen details are

particularly useful.

1. What did you like best about this course? In particular, what readings worked best? Why?
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2. Whar did you like least about this course? In particular, were there readings which didn’t

work? Why not? :
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3. What would you like to have changed in this course? In particufér, are there any readings

you think should be changed? Added? Why?
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PHILOSOPHY GRADUATE 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 (double-sided) form.

Quarter and Year Instructor

Course Number and Title: _
Your Department and Year (specify grad/ undergrad): i

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

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

I1. Please answer the following questions on a scale of 1 to 5:

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

[,

2. Did the instructor adhere to the syll abus" (1 = not at all, 5 = like 2 metronome)

JEEEEIREE———

3. How demanding were  the reading requirements (qua ity and quantity)?
(1 = understanding, 5 = absurdly difficult)

4. Was the class mostly lecture or mostly discussion (1 = all lecture, 5 = all discussion)

B

5, How successful was this formae? (1 = not atall, 5 = very)

6. How much material was covered? (1 = narrow focus, 5 = broad range)

ot et

7. How deeply was it covered? (1 = superficial survey, 5 = specialist’s depth)
8. Did the range and depth match your expectations (from catalog, syllabus, rec.)?
(1 = notatall, 5 = perfect match) » ,

9. Did the range and depth match what you needed from this (kind of) course?
(1 = notatall, 5 = perfect match) Ifimperfect, in what way?

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

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



b

(I = notwell, 5 = very well)

12. How available/accessible was the instructor outside of class? (1 = not ar all,

5 = VCI’}’)

13. How helpful were the instructor’s comments on Written work? (1 = no work
returned, 5 = very helpful) :
14. Would you take another course offered by this instructor? (1 = never,

5 = absolutely)

I11. Please answer the following questions in a few sentences. Well-chosen details are

particularly useful.

1. What did you like best about this course? In particular, what readings worked best? Why

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

work? Why not?
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3. Whar would you hke to have changed in dns course> In parmcular, are there any readmgs

you think should be changed? Added? Why?



PHILOSOPHY GRADUATE 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 (double-sided) form.

Quarter and Year [ﬂ Lff 20T Instructor f/[a/l( o/ //(ﬂ/

Course Number and Title: ’)/ [-4010]
Your Department and Year (specify grad/undergrad): Gread - M A‘DH ton

Is this course in one of your fields of concentration? e ¢ (If not, why did you take it?)

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

/
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I1. Please answer the following questions on a scale of 1 to 5: v o

1. How well-conceived and —organized was the syllabus? (1 = terribly, 5 = very well) _~ I

<

2. Did the instructor adhere to the syllabus? (1 = not acall, 5 = like a metronome)

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

4. Was the class mostly lecture or mostly discussion (1 = all lecture, 5 = all discussion)

5

5. How successful was this format? (1 = not atall, 5 = very) S
6. How much material was covered? (1 = narrow focus, 5 = broad range) 5
| $

4

7. How deeply was it covered? (1 = superficial survey, 5 = specialist’s depth)

8. Did the range and depth match your expectations (from catalog, syllabus, rec.)?
(1 = notatall, 5 = perfect match) . :

9. Did the range and depth match what you needed from this (kind of) course?
(1 = notatall, 5 = perfect match) If imperfect, in what way?

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

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



(1 = notwell, 5 = very well) > , E/ 4

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

13. How helpful were the instructor’s comments on written work? (1 = no work

returned, 5 = very helpful)
14. Would you take another course offered by this instructor? (1 = never, ___é::,
5 = absolutely)

I11. Please answer the following questions in a few sentences. Well-chosen details are
particularly useful. |

1. What did you like best about this course? In particular, what readings worked best? Why?
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2. What did you like least about this course? In particular, were there readings which didn’t -
work? Why not? ‘
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3. What would you hke to have changed in this course? In particular, are there any rcadmgs
you think should be changed? Added? Why?
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PHILOSOPHY GRADUATE 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 (double-sided) form.

e D D
Quarter and Year A Wi ﬁ’g"gf‘g LAP N e Instructor
o ) o s . o R i
Course Number and Tide: _ PH1L 523490 (onditiona s ,
Y

L AGaeat BALS
o

o

Is this course in one of your fields of concentration? Y /h __ (If not, why did you take it?)

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

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

1. How well-conceived and —organized was the syllabus? (1 = terribly, 5 = very well) __*=
.

£

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

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

4. Was the class mostly lecture or mostly discussion (1 = all lecture, 5 = all discussion) )

5, How successful was this format? (1 = not acall, 5 = very) o

6. How much material was covered? (1 = narrow focus, 5 = broad range) 1

7. How deeply was it covered? (1 = superficial survey, 5 = specialist’s depth) 5

8. Did the range and depth mauch your expectations (from catalog, syllabus, rec.)? ;3
(1 = notatall, 5 = perfect match) . )

9. Did the range and depth match what you needed from this (kind of) course? =
(1 = notatall, 5 = perfect match) If imperfect, in what way?

10. How well-organized and clear was the instructor? (1 = not very, 5 = very) e

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



(1 = notwell, 5 = very well) : ,
v

12. How available/accessible was the instructor outside of class? (1 = not at all,

5 = very) o
L }\j ;’/g/}/,,,,
13. How helpful were the instructor’s comments on written work? (1 = no work (1
returned, 5 = very helpful) ‘
L.

14. Would you take another course offered by this instrucfor? (1 = never,

5 = absolutely)

IIL. Please answer the following questions in a few sentences. Well-chosen details are

particularly useful.

1. What did you like best about this course? In particular, what readings worked best? Why?
\

liﬁzf:}gh fﬁ% wﬂﬁ@fj A “\ "‘ﬁi@%\’\

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

work? Why not?

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



PHILOSOPHY GRADUATE 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 (double-sided) form.

MALTEVILLE

Quarter and Year W ke POV ___ Instructor
Condioneds 53RO

Course Number and Title:

Your Department and Year (specify grad/undergrad): le\ﬁ U&\T\SHCJS

AOSS
Is this course in one of your fields of concentration? ng\ st (If not, why did you take it?)

ji/\lr@/\Q%hV\Q) ]

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

A Yex v poper
- ) e ey ke
Qeod 175 eopeas e weede s pOf oo

Ly O

I1. Please answer the following questions on a scale of 1 to 5:

1. How well-conceived and ~organized was the syllabus? (1 = terribly, 5 = very well) _ D o
2. Did the instructor adhere to the syllabus? (1 = notac all, 5 = like a mecronome) L. 57 Légﬁﬁjxﬂ\
3. How demanding were the reading requirements (quality and quantity)? A otk o
(1 = understanding, 5 = absurdly difficult) b 3{)3(3\{
4. Was the class mostly lecture or mostly discussion (1 = all lecture, 5 = all discussion) E
5. How successful was this format? (I = notatall, 5 = very) iﬁ
6. How much material was covered? (1 = narrow focus, 5 = broad range) _ :_émw
7. How deeply was it covered? (1 = superficial survey, 5 = specialist’s ,depch) i
)

8. Did the range and depth match your expectations (from catalog, syllabus, rec.)? .

(1 = notatall, 5 = perfect match)

9. Did the range and depth match what you needed from this (kind of) course? _
(1 = notatall, 5 = perfect match) If imperfect, in what way?

<

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

11. How well did the instructor address questions and arguments offered by students? 5



S
S

(1 = notwell, 5 = very well)

12. How available/accessible was the instructor outside of class? (1 = not ar all,
5 B Very} NDUAD /\Q}{)\(V\Qd)

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

14. Would you take another course offered by this instructor? (1 = never, =

5 = absolutely)

I11. Please answer the following questions in a few sentences. Well-chosen details are

particularly useful.

1. What did you like best about this course? In particular, what readings worked best? Why?
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2. What did you like least about this course? In particular, were there readings which didn’t
work? Why not?
: o |
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3. What would you like to have changed in this course? In parcicular, are there any rcadmgs
you think should be changed? Added? Why?




PHILOSOPHY GRADUATE 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 Deparument, please fill out and return this (double-sided) form.

) | AN s ! . PR ol s ey
!E’\/} N Y'/»iv <>i ol IﬂStYUCtO r Ml « v Ll i~

Quarter and Year

N Coad™ (T ioad ACS

Course Number and Title:

Your Department and Year (specify grad/undergrad):

Coaa G NTie s FGo AL >

(If not, why did you take it?)

Is this course in one of your fields of concentration? __ ¢

I. Please describe the syllabus and requirements for the course:
| ' weers [ AT ICLES

CREADING v DY Siy AN of  Comm A
o Ty THICeSeeHY / CEMA T LS or Coom Tia macd
U emtl A WD D Sy | Dow T Knew THE et QELUIE CAENT S
II. Please answer the following questions on a scale of 1 to 5: ,
1. How well-conceived and ~organized was the syllabus? (1 = terribly, 5 = very well) 5
2. Did the instructor adhere to the syllabus? (1 = not at all, 5 = like a metronome) 5
3. How demanding were the reading requifements (quality and quantity)? 2/
(1 = understanding, 5 = absurdly difficult) ’
4. Was the class mostly lecture or mostly discussion (1 = all lecture, 5 = all discussion) 3
5. How successful was this format? (1 = not atall, 5 = very) - 5
6. How much material was‘covcrcd? (1 = narrow focus, 5 = broad rénge) 5
7. How deeply was it covered? (1 = superficial survey, 5 = specialist’s ,dcpch). B/

8. Did the range and depth match your expecrations (from caralog, syllabus, rec.)?
(1 = notatall, 5 = perfect match) , |

9. Did the range and depth match what you needed from this (kind of) course?
(1=notatall, 5 = perfect match) If imperfect, in what way?

10. How well-organized and clear Was the instructor? (1 = not very, 5 = very)

11. How well did the instructor address questions and arguments offered by students? -



¥

(1 = notwell, 5 = very well) ,
12. How available/accessible was the instructor outside of class? (1 = not arall, 5
5 = very) , ,
13. How helpful were the instructor’s comments on written work? (1 = nowork ‘___,A_:_,[_A -
returned, 5 = very helpful) S :
. ~
14. Would you take another course offered by this instructor? (1 = never, 9

5 = absolutely)

IIL. Please answer the following questions in a few sentences. Well-chosen details are

particularly useful.

1. What did you like best about this course? In particular, what readings worked best? Why?
MACTE S ve@Y  Qoen AT  Cappmag NG DR
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2. Whar did you like least about this course? In parcicﬁlar, were there readings which didn’t -

work? Why not?

SEEA

3. 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 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 (double-sided) form.

“ o M - s '41 o
5 SN (241 0 b
Quarter and Year Wi fiL’ Loil Instructor | WiLLERY
PR I B £, 09 345
Course Number and Tite: _{pn/ Dy T i ALY (Pl 95390 ¢
. i }» - 2;, . 57 Lo g7 i,@ £
Your Department and Year (specify grad/undergrad): _Ur D AokAl jert. o 3

I N 5 . -
AN S Il S I A
Lapnt Yi g 1105

Is this course in one of your fields of concentration? 4 £S5 (If not, why did you take it?)

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

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

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

£

2. Did the instructor adhere to the syllabus? (1 = nét at all, 5 = like a metronome)

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

4. Was the class mostly lecture or mostly discussion (1 = all lecture, 5 = all discussion) i

(O

5. How successful was this format? (1 = notatall, 5 = very)

6. How much material was covered? (1 = narrow focus, 5 = broad range)
7. How deeply was it covered? (1 = superficial survey, 5 = specialist’s depth)
8. Did the range and depth match your expectations (from catalog, syllabus, rec.)? .

(1 = notatall, 5 = perfect match) L B

9. Did the range and depth martch what you needed from this (kind of) course?
(1= notatall, 5 = perfect match) If imperfect, in what way?

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

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




(1 = notwell, 5 = very well)

12. How available/accessible was the instructor outside of class? (1 = not atall, g
5 = very)
r Ii 5
13. How helpful were the instructor’'s comments on written work? (1 = no work N
returned, 5 = very helpful) ‘
-
.

14. Would you take another course offered by this instructor? (1 = never,

5 = absolutely)

I11. Please answer the following questions in a few sentences. Well-chosen details are

particularly useful.

1. What did you like best about this course? In particular, what readings worked best? Why?

2. Whar did you like least about this course? In particular, were there readings which didn’t

work? Why not?

L’J{ = iy b‘ﬁ‘é i

Meriorl Mgar  RAY

A
s

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



PHILOSOPHY GRADUATE 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 (double-sided) form.

‘\fﬂwQ( J2AR | » Insttﬁctor Marke Wiy~

Quarter and Year
Course Number and Title: E\Wm\,“ Logps %,000
Your Department and Year (specify grad/undergrad): ]DWQ'W O %ﬂ\o(

Is th_is coufse- in one of your fields of concentration? }%‘9 - (If not, why did you take it?)

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

L Please answer the following questions on a scale of 1 to 5:
1. How well-concewed and —orgaruzcd was the syllabus? (1 = terribly, 5 = very Wcll) | -_
5

2. Did the instructor adhere to the syllabus? (1 = notatall, 5 = likea metronome)
| N

3. How demanding were th_e reading requirements (quality and quantity):
(1 = understanding, 5 = absurdly difficult) | |

4. Was the class mostly lecture or mostly discussion (1 = all lecture, 5 = all discussion) __ 4

L

5. How successful was this fofmat?'( 1 = notatall, 5 = very)

6. How much material wa_,s.covered? (1 = narrow focus, 5 = broad fangc)
7. How deeply was it covered? (1 = superficial survey, 5 = specialist’s depth)
8. Did the range and depth march your expectations (from catalog, syllabus, rec.)?

(1 = notatall, 5 = perfect match)

9. Did the range and depth match what you needed from this (kind of) course?
(1= notatall, 5 = perfect match) If imperfect, in what way?

bk

:

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

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



(1 = not well, 5 = very well)
12. How available/accessible was the instructor outside of class? (1 = not at all,
i 5 = Vcry) .
13..How helpful were the instructor’s comments on written work? (1 = no work
returned, 5 = very helpful) : ‘
14. Would you take another course offered by this ifzstrucfor? (1 = never,

5 = absolutely) ‘

Slal e

I11. Please answer the following questions in a few sentences. Well-chosen details are

| particularly useful.

1. What did you like best about this course? In particular, what readings worked best? Why?
e ebwes, guag jLW M//a b + Lrpt chhns.

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

_‘ work? Why not? |
‘v mer Ty ok ol — it m e 0(/\!/)(.1 j’L( .
\ Dld’%?‘)m .
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3. 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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(M’lkd{ — o Thratf wre g‘fﬁu”aaé f/WLf w(o pmﬁlf\]. .



PHILOSOPHY GRADUATE 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 (double-sided) form.

MALT & WILWLER

FALL 2oty __Instructor

Quarter and Year
Course Number and Title: _THie 20000

Your Department and Year (specify grad/undergrad):

LA Zolvr

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

INTELESTED v THE SvBTECT, MADN'T TAVEN A SIMILAR CoLitSk

L Pléase’d;scribc the syllabus and requireménts for the course:

~ IL Please answer the following questions on a scale of 1 to 5:
1. How well- concewed and —orgamzcd was the syllabus? (1 = terribly, 5 = very wcll)
{ :

2. Did the instructor adhere to the syllabus? ( 1=notatall,5 = likea metronome)
N .

3. How demanding were the readmg requirements (quality and quanmty)?
(1 = understanding, 5 = absurdly difficult)
4. Was the class mostly lecture or mostly discussion (1 = all lecture, 5 = all discussion) _ %
5. How successful was this format’ (1 =notatall, 5 = very) S
6. How much material was covc:red> (1 = narrow focus, 5 = broad rangc) 5
5

7. How deeply was it covered? (1 = superficial survey, 5 = specialist’s dcpch)

8. Did the range and depth match your expectations (from catalog, syllabus, rec.)?
(I = notatall, 5 = perfect match) .

9. Dld the range and depth match what you needed from this (kind of) course?
(1 = notat all, 5 perfecc match) If imperfect, in what way?

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

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




¢

(1 = notwell, 5 = very well)

12. How available/accessible was the instructor outside of class? (1 = not at ail, 5
"5 = very) . _
13. How helpful were the instructor’s comments on written work? (1 = no work Z
returned, 5 = very helpful) :
s

.14. Would you take another course offered by this ixistrucfor? (1 = never,
5 = absolutely) '

I11. Please answer the following questions in a few sentences. Well-chosen details are

particularly useful.

1. What did you like best about this course? In particular, what readings worked best? Why?

T g woms bl pfuk Jor tupplinmsectiag Tl Lo s
tw Fa—«/ﬁ‘t—ui-ﬂ"'\ Thie e,qmé,is’tumaz, Letioen Tl loos b 0-»\9/
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2. What did you like least about this course? In particular, were there readings which didn’t

~ work? Why not?

3. Whar would you like to have changed in this course? In particular, are there any-readings

you think should be changed? Added? Why? ‘
77/LL OVJH a,(/w/vaxt ) Wov\u haie ,é‘;lu.o/ v ould Lo beor_
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PHILOSOPHY GRADUATE 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 (double-sided) form.

Quarter and Year _SPrive 20 . InstruCtor MALTE. W\ £2
‘Course Number and Title: _ PriL 30420 - aom m; cauLeee ,

Your Department and Yeir (specify grad/undergrad): __Priosofy Geno

Is this course in one of your fields of concentration? No (If not, why did you take it?)

_AREA OF TNTEREST

L. Please describe the syllabus and requirements for the course:

THE SYNAGBLS CouEREP A RNMeE OF Nam-CLASS 1CAL Lot | A PROMSED.
TT WS A Ekge:mﬁ‘ JWRNEY OF 0\\'—*F\cowr MATERAOL CONERED TA ENOVGH
DEPM™M To QEnuy LENRW Ti. IT WAS PERFECT. The QLGNREMCASTS, (TOME WOME Examd)
WERE DICFicouT (Q_f;m.w BY pc:swovo) ARG WERE vezywabﬂ\owwwmoT

1. Please answer the following questions on a scale of 1 to 5:
ol How*wcll—con‘ccxved and—organized was the syllabus? (1-= terribly; 5 = verywell)- .5

2. Did the instructor adhere to the syllabus’ (1 = notatall, 5 = like a2 metronome) 5
DCMGNO\NG BuT, TR GFM,

3. How demandmg were the reading rcquxrerncnts (quality and quantlty)- Eﬂmmwo
(1 = understanding, 5 = absurdly difficult) -

4, Was the class mostly lecture or mostly discussion (1 = all lecture, 5 = all discussion)

5. How successful was this format? (1 = not at all, 5 = very) ' - )
A BROAC RARGE OF NON-CLASSKAL

6. How much material was covered? (1 = narrow focus, 5 = broad range) ecrc
T AM NOT A SPECIAST,SoT &M

7. How deeply was it covered? (1 = superficial survey, 5 = specialist’s depth) per s, Burxy Feor peer Yo M

~ 8. Did the range and depth match your expectations (from' catalog, syllabus, rec.)? S
(1 =notatall, 5 = perfect match)
9. Did the range and depth match what you needed from this (kind of) course? 3
(1 = notat all, 5 = perfect match) If imperfect, in what way? '
LN

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

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



(1 = not well, 5 = very well)
12. How available/accessible was the instructor outside of class? (1 = not ar all,

5 = very) '
13. How helpful were the instructor’s comments on written work? (1 = no work NA

returned, 5 = very helpful) :

14. Would you take another course offered by thxs instrucror? (1 = never,
5 = absolutely)

 IIL Please answer the followmg questions in a few sentences. Wcll—chosen details are

particularly useful.

1. What did you like best about this course? In particular, what readings worked best? Why?

~ VIS WAS AV OUTSTARDWE COVRSE Y CERTANLY DIFF\CLT AND RESIRWE
AW oc TwE , BuT NERy REWACOIEG, PROF \WIWLER. CAEARLY TRTENCED
THAT THE PMaTER AL CONERED OO\D e, TromeXuwy AGSaeBer, ANC BRI
ASPEET of THE LSS (SYLABLS, LECTLRES, HomEN0RY) WOS WEW COMCEWED
TOVALo Tws wn. T WIS WERY TMeRESIERY

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

3. What would you like to have changed in this course? In particular, are there any readmgs
you think should be changed? Added? Why? -
HARDLY AuyTmNe! T wou® vave PERWaPS SPENT o LTE EXTR TE
T TRE. FI2ST LECTURE ROAD-MAPPIAG TRE LOURSE —1.¢.7 WwE GrE GAVWE
To WOY 7 K nomEBErR 6:2 LOOWS . TREY ExST glo TveyY RESCons To v
Y ConceERns, WE Bole CATH onE. T A St viBY TS TS Roscrty
HOW ... WE ALE GOWWG Y6 PREQUCITLY USE SHM CHUED TWE SNIPSETVE
PAETHOP, Do PANIL. T LoOKs LIKE TWMS, .. T+ €O Swow TWs.. IV
DSESATE S THIS .00 WE WART OLE LOCICS T BE ‘SOU0 AedD CoMRLETE.
TV SWPLE TERMS, TS MENS ..o THEZE WWL BE PLENTY of Fomirk. wory ~
DONT PAS\C, TT TS REAUY ONLY A FORM OF Goop BooKKEEPWE--TT MeHT
LOOK UmINTELLICIBLE NBW, BUT Yoo WILL Soon BE FLugaT.” |



PHILOSOPHY GRADUATE 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 i in the cabinet in the
‘Anscombe Library and Lounge, Stuart 216, for students to read. Even if you ar€ not in the -

Philosophy Department, plcase fill out and return this (double-sided) form. \

Quarter and Year $|D“ “"3/ ZO\( Instructor Ma\:k LOn \(ef
Course Number and Title: ?\/\‘\\o SOT‘Duq <9 "'7 2D
UMAPH

Your Department and Year (specify grad/undergrad):

Is this course in one of your fields of concentration? \?05 (ff not, why did ydu take it?)

I Pleasc describe the syllabus and requucrncnts for the course:
T’/\L COOTSC  couss VO —clﬂ$53(?\ l L otlxpg A
Model (/aA\c rMﬂ \e(yu Mws«l—-ve—iuc\ et

L Plcase answer the following questions on ascale of 1 to 5: o
1. How wcll—conccwed and —organized was the syllabus’ (1 = terribly, 5 = very wcll) 9
L—g

2. Did the instructor adhere to the syllabus? (1 = not atall, 5 = likea mctronomc)
‘—'&_,

3. How demanding were the reading requirements (quality and quantlty)?
(1= undcrstandmg, 5 = absurdly difficult) - ‘
P

4. Was the class mostly lecture or mostly discussion (1 = all lecture, 5 = all discussion)

5. How successful was this format’ (1 =notatall, 5 = very) : S
6. How much material was covcrcd> (1 = narrow focus, 5 = broad range) —
7. How deeply was it covered? (1= supcrﬁcxal survey, 5 = specialist’s depth) &
8. Did the range and depth match your expectations (from catalog, syllabus, rec)? #5
(1= notatall, 5 = perfect match) .o
9. Did the range and depth match what you needed from this (klnd of) cours?  _ 1
(1=notatall, 5 = perfect match) If imperfect, in what way? '
D’“’* ‘\}

"k"’(— c\@ﬁ rnwt—\ )F’ .\ Seny closces 3 ove e %ih“

10. How wcll-orgamzcd and clear was thc instructor? (1 = not very, 5 = very)

11. How well did the instructor address questions and arguments offered by studcnts?



( 1 = not wcll 5 = very wcll) .
12 How available/accessible was the instructor outslde of class? ( 1 = notatall,
5 = very)
13. How helgful were the instructor’s comments on wrlttcn work? (1 = no work -
rcturned 5 = very helpful)
14. Would you take another course offered by this instructor? (1 = never,
5 = absolutely) : '

‘“\ \t Nv\

I11. Please answer the following qucsnons in a few sentences. Wcll-choscn details are

pamcularly useful.

1. What did you like best about this course? In particular, what rcadmgs worked best? Why
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2. What did you like least about this course? In particular, were thcrc readings which didn’t
work? Why not?
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3, What would you like to have changed in this course? In particular, are there any readmgs
you think should be changed? Added? Why? :
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PHILOSOPHY GRADUATE 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 (double-sided) form.

Quarter and Year Sﬂ\’“"ﬁ Zol/ Instructor /<l Ly, //P[‘
-Course Number and Title: 37920 s fn‘/tm(/(-.*» £33 "‘/ch\ Ck.rs.@l Lnam_ :

Your Department and Year (specxundergrad). A ‘V t/

Is this course in one of your fields of concentration? }~ _ (If not, why did you take it?)

L Please describe the syllabus and requrrernents for the course: ‘ |
Shodv wefess Namclasi e les] Gredn  are beed o

Y pbe~Lore =3 proble—~  wts .

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

sl H‘owWell—con‘ceived-and‘"—-organized was the syllabus’ (1>=terribly, 5 = very Well)":'g“
2.Did the i lnstructor adhere to the syllabus’ (1 = not at all, 5 = like a metronome) S "
3. How demanding were the reading requirements (quallry and quantity)? . Z 3
(1 = understanding, 5 = absurdly difficult)
3

4. Was the class mostly lecture or mostly discussion (1 = all lecture, 5 = all discussion)

5. How successful was this format? (1 = not at all, 5=very) - - _5_

6. How much material was covered? (1 = narrow focus, 5 = broad range) _—‘3______

7. How deeply was it covered? (1 = superficial survey, 5 = specialist’s depth) _}____

8. Did the range and depth match your expectations (from catalog, syllabus, rec.)? _£__
(1 =notatall, 5 = perfect match) v

9. Did the range and depth match what you needed from this (kmd of) course> _‘_S_
(1 = not-atall, 5 = perfect match) If rmperfect, in what way? '

10. How well-organized and clear was the instructor? (1= notl\‘rery,_ 5 = very) S

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



(1= r;bt well, 5 = very well)

12. How available/accessible was the instructor outside of class? (1 = not ar all,
5 = very)

S

E

13. How helpful were the instructor’s comments on written work? (1 = no work S

returned, 5 = very helpful) :
S

14. Would you take another course offered by this mstructor> (1 = never,
5 = absolutely)

I1I. Please answer the followmg questions in a few sentences. Well-chosen details are
particularly useful.

1. What did you like best about this course? In particular, what readings worked best? Why?
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2. What did you like least about this course? In particular, were there readings which didn’t
work’ Why not? . '
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3. 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 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 aré not in the
Philosophy Department, please fill out and return this (double-sided) form.

Wi |

Quirtcr and Year Wieler 200 Instructor __ Mg lte
Course Number and Title: _Meanin g Witk \I_NF L |

Your Department and Year (specify grad/undergrad): _gyed , 4 bilo stL\,;

Is this course in one of your fields of concentration? e (ff not, why did you take it?)

L Please describe the syllabus and requirements for the course:
Wu,lc(z r(rd'\yi/’ JI;FNU/\" J’“("} eacl, weck/' ‘b/\bk(:b\ bk thm uw“h‘- H’" Ff(ﬁe&,u\ ylcﬁ)/(./ &v\l'
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 I1. Please answer the following questidns on a scale of 1 to 5: :

-
9

1. How well-conceived and '-.organizcd was the syllabus? (1 = terribly, 5 = very well)
2. Did the instructor adhere to the syllabus? (1 = not at all, 5 = like 2 metronome)

3 How demanding were the reading requirements (quality and quantity)? 4
(1 = understanding, 5 = absurdly difficult)- '

4. Was the class mostly lecture or mostly discussion (1 = all lecture, 5 = all discussion)

=

5

5. How successful was this format? (1 = notatall, 5 = very)

6. How much material was covered? (1 = natrow focus, 5 = broad range)

- 7. How deeply was it covered? (1 = Supcrﬁcial survey, 5 = specialist’s depth)

(1 = notatall, 5 = perfect match)

8. Did the range and depth match your expectations (from catalog, sleaBus, rec)? __ 5
e

9. Did the range and depth match what you needed from this (kind of) course?
(1=notatall;5 = perfect match) If imperfect, in what way? :

=

10. How wcll-organized and clear was the instructor? (1 = not very, 5 = very)
11. How well did the instructor address questions and arguments offered by students?



\

( 1 - notwell, 5 = vcry.wcll) : ' ~ - . )

5
12. How available/accessible was the instructor outside of class? (1 = not at all, ¢
5 = very) |
'13. How helgful were the instructor’s comments-on written work? (1 = no work ha
returned, 5 = very helpful) '
14. Would you take another course offered by this instructor? (1 = never, o 5

5 = absolutely)

I11. Please answer the following questions in a few sentences. Well-chosen details are
particularly useful. ‘

1. What did you like best about this course? In particular, what readings worked best? Why?
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2. What did you like least about this course? In particular, were there readings which didn’t

- work? Why not? ' | | :
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_ 3. 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 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 ar® not in the
Philosophy Department, please fill out and return this (double-sided) form.

Quarter and Year M 29 | Instructor __Mec e W/ | {bv :

Course Number and Title: Moo ‘w& W//l? Ty H Clox o
{7\; nag 2 ad /:em/

Your Department and Year (specify grad/undergrad): _ P h( (o3 LN ;

Is this course in one of your fields of concentration? __ Vv (if not, why did you take it?)

L. Please describe the syllabus and requiremcnfs for the course:

. \]-sur'\7 f‘pdv;ge,/ PES S/{C'F‘L -]"c/)C/Z; /' }'L\L // y.;) Ve.,j-r,_./.)‘.‘,\
T T LY A

I1. Please answer the following questions on a scale of 1 to 5:
1. How well-conceived and ~organized was the syllabus? (1 = terribly, 5 = very well) __ &

2. Did the instructor adhere to the syllabus? (1 = notat all, 5 = like a metronome) 4.3

3. How demanding were the reading requirements (quality and-guansity)? &

(1 = understanding, 5 = absurdly difficult)-

4. Was the class mostly lecture or mostly discussion (1 = all lecture, 5 = all discussion) 2.
-4

5. How successful was this format? (1 = not atall, 5 = very)
6. How much material was covered? (1 = narrow focus, 5 = broad range)
7. How deeply was it covered? (1 = superficial survey, 5 = specialist’s depth)

8. Did the range and depth match your expectations (from catalog, syllaBus, rec.)?
(1 =notatall, 5 = perfect match)

< folefs

9. Did the range and depth match what you needed from this (kind of) course?
(1= notatall, 5 = perfect match) Ifimperfect, in what way?

L wes o bl Teo (r.\«r:é\fmdw o b By

5

10. How wcll-organized and clear was the instructor? (1 = not very, 5 = very)

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



( 1 = not well, 5 = very well) | _ 7
12. How available/accessible was the instructor OutSldC of class? (1 = not at all, S
5 = very)
13. How helpful were the i instructor’s comments-on written work? (1 = no work __f{
rctu.rned 5 = very helpful)
5

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

II1. Please answer the following questions in a few sentences. Well-chosen details are

particularly useful.
1. Wha did you like best about this course? In particular, what readings worked best? Why?
it enssim A
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2. What did you like least about this course? In particular, were thcre readings which didn’t
work? Why not?

_ 3. What would you like to have changed in this course? In particular, are there any readmgs
you think should be changed? Added> Why? :



PHILOSOPHY GRADUATE 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 aré not in the
Philosophy Department, please fill out and return this (double-sided) form.

m
Instructor Mot Willer

Quértcr and Year Windar 2ol
Course Number and Title: _S5 280w MQMV\L\ wihowt TRk

Your Department and Year (specify .grad/ugdergrad): P\'\" 8@& S W

 Is this course in one of your fields of concentration? ss$ <k (Ifnor, why did ybu_ take it?)

s B

oked & dzpms J Wik o e
L. Please describe the syllabus and requiremcnfs for the course:
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- II. Please answer the following questidns on ascale of 1 to 5:

1. How well-conceived and —organized was the syllabus? (1 = terribly, 5 = very well), s
c_\

2. Did the instructor adhere to the syllabus? ( l=notatall,5= likc_ a mctron0{n¢)
3_.'How demanding were the reading requirements (quality and quantity)? ‘. __/_____
(1 = understanding, 5 = absurdly difficult)- '

4. Was the.c,lass‘ mostly lecture or mostly discussion (1 = all lecture, 5 = all discussion) _:>__
5. How successful was this format? (I = not atall, 5 = very) | __-_(___
6. How much material was covered? (1 = narrow focus, 5 = broad range) %

7. How deeply was it covered? (1 = superficial survey, 5 = specialist’s depth) =

(1 = notatall, 5 = perfect match) _

9. Did the range and depth match what you needed from this (kind of) course?
(I'=notatall, 5 = perfect match) If imperfect, in what way?

8. Did the range and depth match your expectations (from caralog, syllaBus, rec.)? q

— |

10. How well-organized and clear was the instructor? (1 = not very, 5 = very)
11. How well did the instructor address questions and arguments offered by students?



( { = not well, 5 = very wcll)
12. How available/accessible was the instructor outmdc of class? ( 1 = not at all,
5 = very)
13. How helgful were the instructor’s comments-on written work? (1 = no work
rctumed 5 = very helpful)
14. Would you take another course offered by this instructor? (1 = never,
5 = absolutely) : ' .

=k %

I11. Please answer the following questions in a few sentences. Wcll chosen details are

’partlcularly useful.

1. What did you like best about this course? In partlcular, what readings worked best? Why?

. ((,4&-\\»/’ e w&(—bosu Mw—% .SMCM.&, MZFV%}TW_‘SZ;PMQ -
SRrneT :

2. What did you like least about this course? In particular, were thcre rcadmgs which didn’t
~ work? Why not?
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_ 3. What would you like to have changed in this coursc’ In particular, are there any rcadmgs
you think should be changed? Added? Why? :
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 PHILOSOPHY GRADUATE COURSE EVALUATION

Each quarter we ask students in graduate-level philosophy coutses 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 ar€ not in the
Philosophy Department, please fill out and return this (double-sided) form.

Quérter and Ycar l’{/ 24 z ¢t O] / Instructor /{4 q / Il{ [4/// /éf
WL 5 z0ze0

Course Number and Title: /M“‘W’J W- H‘ oo 1 Tvu th

Your Department and Year (specify grad/ undergrad): MApH

Is this course in one of your fields of concentration? \J¢ % (H not, why did you take it?)

L. Please describe the syllabus and requiremenfs for the course:
oW o fwe (N‘/‘C/M P wee k.

o 'divf‘//y/ Ml? thwe wf{L

I1. Please answer the following questions on a scale of 1 to 5:
1. How well-conceived and —organized was the syllabus? (1 = terribly, 5 = very well) 5
2. Did the instructor adhere to the syllabus? (1 = notat all, 5 = like a metronome) A

3. How demanding were the reading requirements (quality and quantity)? 7
(1 = understanding, 5 = absurdly difficult)- '

4. Was the class mostly lecture or mostly discussion (1 = all lecture, 5 = all discussion) >

“

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

6. How much material was covered? (1 = narrow focus, 5 = broad range) 3
7. How deeply was it covered? (1 = superficial survey, 5 = specialist’s depth) 4

5

8. Did the range and depth match your expectations (from catalog, syllaBus, rec.)?
(I = notatall, 5 = perfect match) o
I

9. Did the range and depth match what you needed from this (ldnd of) course?
(1 =notatall,5 = perfect match) If imperfect, in what way?

5

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

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



(1 = not well, 5 = very wcll) |
12. How available/accessible was the mstructor out51de of class? ( l = not at all,
5 = very)
13. How helpful were the instructor’s comments on written work? (1 = no work
returned, 5 = very helpful)
14. Would you take another course offered by this instructor? (1 = never,
5 = absolutely) '

o

I11. Please answer the following quéstions in a few sentences. Well-chosen dctails are
' particularly useful.

,Z workcd best? Why

1. What did you like best about this course? In parucular, what reading

ﬂ\' Ow/wls TINE ()Wl (u/ﬁv L/{ L/
. VMI' al(wﬂ{ .

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

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



PHILOSOPHY GRADUATE 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 ar€ not in the
Philosophy Department, please fill out and return this (double-sided) form.

Quarter and Year W it L7 Instructor /ol Wi%iay
Course Number and Title: 5/ Wi /%%’7/17 o Treth
Your Department and Year (spcciﬁ@ undergrad): ____ iz rd/m |

Is this course in one of your fields of concentration? % (ff not, why did you take it?)

L Please describe the syllabus and requiremcnis for the course: L
= vey dbe pupdrgy pb el (T gy )
o T o . ,

I Please answer the following questiéns on a scale of I to 5:

1. How well-conceived and Qorganized was the syllabus? (1 = terribly, 5 = very well) 4

9

2. Did the instructor adhere to the syllabus? (1 =notatall,5 = likea metronome)
%A

3’.'How demanding were the reading requirements (quality and quantity)? Lz
(1 = understanding, 5 = absurdly difficult)- |

4. Was the class mostly lecture or mostly discussion (1 = all lecture, 5 = all discussion) ‘

5. How successful was this format? (1 = not at all, 5 = very) : I

6. How much material was covered? (1 = narrow focus, 5 = broad range) __;__

- 7. How deeply was it covered? (1 = superficial survey, 5 = specialist’s depth) __;:___

£

8. Did the range and depth match your expectations (from catalog, syllaBus, rec.)?
(I = notatall, 5 = perfect match)

9. Did the range and depth match what you needed from this (kind of) course?
(1= notatall, 5 = perfect march) If imperfect, in what way?

7

10. How well-organized and clear was the instructor? (1 = not very, 5 = very)
11. How well did the instructor address questions and arguments offered by students? f



(1 = notwell, 5 = very well) -
12. How available/accessible was the instructor outside of class? (1 = not at all,
5 = very)
13. How helgful were the instructor’s comments on written work? (I = no work
returned, 5 = very helpful)
14. Would you take another course offered by this instructor? (1 = never,
5 = absolutely) '

*V“ ‘\ M -

II1. Please answer the following questions in a few sentences. Well-chosen details are
particularly useful. ‘ _

1. What did you like best about this course? In particular, what readings worked best? Why?
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_ 3. What would you like to have changed in this course? In particular, are there any readings
you think should be changed? Added? Why? 1
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PHILOSOPHY GRADUATE 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 aré not in the
Philosophy Department, please fill out and return this (double-sided) form.

Quirtcr and Year [ finter wl\ Instructor MLHL le” 4
Course Number and Title: 52079 Meon x‘rJ LJ,‘)'L Wil | /I?J{L\
Your Department and Year (specify grad/undergrad): e ‘l’i A PH

s this course in one of your fields of concentration? 1 (If not, why did you take it?)

. 1 H . . .

» IL.P #jjﬁsmbe -t/hLi Z};Ezl:us a?equicin:r;s fqi:?:ﬁpdrse Cfl ted [\;".cd'\ 4 ‘/?_ M
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I1. Please answer the following questions on a scale of 1 to 5: :

1. How well-conceived and ~organized was the syllabus? (1 = terribly, S = very well)

4

2. Did the instructor adhere to the syllabus? (1 = not at all, 5 = like a metronome) .l/
3. How demanding were the reading requirements (quality and quantity)? S — & 7 df b/l({f z_/ bcks A
(1 = understanding, 5 = absurdly difficult) lacgly from ma s ;

4. Was the class mostly lecture or mostly discussion (1 = all lecture, § = all discussion) Z

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

6. How much material was covered? (1 = narrow focus, 5 = broad range)

7. How deeply was it covered? (1= Supcrﬁcial survey, 5 = specialist’s depth)

8. Did the range and depth match your expectations (from catalog, syllab.us,'rec.)?
(1 =notatall, 5 = perfect match) -

9. Did the range and depth match what you needed from this (kind of) course?
(1 =notatall,5 = perfect match) If imperfect, in what way?

o s

10. How wcll-organized and clear was the instructor? (1 = not very, 5 = very)

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



( I = not wcll 5 = very well)
12. How available/accessible was the instructor OUtSldC of class? ( 1 = not at all,
5 = very)
13. How helpful were the instructor’s comments on written work? (1 = no work
returned, 5 = very helpful)
14. Would you take another course offered by this instructor? (1 = never,
5 = absolutely) ' ’

N W

II1. Please answer the following questions in a few sentences. Well-chosen details are

'particularly useful.

1. What did you like best about this course? In particular, what readings worked best? Why?

£ loed Al Grdfird st i Tz T 4,01
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ond

2. What did you llke least about this course? In partlcular, were thcre readings whlch didn’t
work? Why not?
S_ﬁ/{/- /cri for e '/0

Tl s, fecknicd
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3. What would you like to have changed in this course? In particular, are there any readlngs

you think should be changed? Added? Why?
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PHILOSOPHY GRADUATE 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 aré not in the -
Philosophy Department, please fill out and return this (double-sided) form.

Quarter and Year Witz ) Instructor [\/\N)ﬁ Wi

Course Number and Title: MeANIN WITHOUT Tty
Your Department and Year (specify grad/undergrad): GeaD. STUDLNT AN LM(.?‘Z

~ Is this course in one of your fields of concentration? N f A (Tf not, why did you take it?)

I. Please describe the syllabus and requiremcnfs for the course: ‘ _
NN TREBYAY TR W KLoE TREOPES ¢ TROBAT WS KECICIATIAD W /W N

recoupats oF  ME e,
MW G0 prees of geebiit| ek
b ?Vj et /' v kc’ |

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

1. How well-conceived and ~organized was the syllabus? (1 = terribly, 5 = very well) __ 7.

A
4

3. How demanding were the reading requirements (quality and quantity)? :
(1 = understanding, 5 = absurdly difficult)- '

4. Was the class mostly lecture or mostly discussion (1 = all lecture, 5 = all discussion) _ 2

2. Did the instructor adhere to the syllabus? (1=notatall,5 = likea metronome)

-

5. How successful was this format? (1 = notatall, 5 = very) : __Q___
6. How much material was covered? (1 = narrow focus, 5 = broad range) 2
7. How deeply was it covered? (1 = superficial survey, 5 = specialist’s depth) 2
8. Did the range and depth match your expectations (from catalog, syllaBus, rec.)? 4
(I =notatall, 5 = perfect match) .o
9

9. Did the range and depth match what you needed from this (kind of) course?
(1= notatall,; 5 = perfect match) If imperfect, in what way?

5

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

10. How wcll-organized and clear was the instructor? (1 = not very, 5 = very)



(l = notwell, 5 = very wcll) -
12. How available/accessible was the instructor outSIdc of class? ( 1 = notatall,
5 = very)
'13. How helpful were the instructor’s comments-on wntten work? (1 = no work
rcturned 5 = very helpful)
14. Would you take another course offered by this instructor? (1 = never,
5 = absolutely) '

-k M*

I11. Please answer the following questions in a few sentences. Wcll—choscn details are
'parucularly useful. _

1. What did you like best about this course? In particular, what readings worl_ccd best? Why?

A LOG\ KL FROEEESS\aN OF  geaDNLS [ (ACECTS
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2. What did you like least about this course? In particular, were thcre readmgs which didn’t
work? Why not? :

3. What would you like to have changed in this coursc:> In particular, are there any rcadxngs
you think should be changed? Added? Why? -
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PHILOSOPHY GRADUATE 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 ar€ not in the
Philosophy Department, please fill out and return this (double-sided) form.

Quirtcr and Year N Za) /,/ Inst‘ructor“&r, Mﬁ/:{, )A)\Lﬁf
Course Number and Title: AAMU Wied Tetn © 5202 p
Your Department and Year (specify grad/uidergrad): __ Gl 20[2 [ DN in J’B )

Is this course in one of your fields of concentration? __ /-5 (If not, why did you take it?)
Z—f'/lau.x.“. 'H“J/ OAI‘ /ﬂ(-vo/’/?’\ 6'C' y)“né g ( /5 1\t g ‘{7 “"‘Ta«»r'
ST Jv g

} '
Lese ' { aone S
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L. Please describe the syllabus and requirements for the course:

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

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

2. Did the instructor adhere to the syllabus? (1 = not at all, 5 = like a metronome) 5
3. How demanding were the reading requirements (quality and quantity)? 4 |

(1= understanding, 5 = absurdly difficult)-
4. Was the class mostly lecture or mostly discussion (1 = all lecture, 5 = all discussion) __3

5. How successful was this formae? (1 = not atall, § = very) S
6. How much material was covered? (1 = narrow focus, 5 = broad range) S
7. How deeply was it covered? (1 = superficial survey, 5 = specialist’s depth) 5
T
J

8. Did the range and depth match your expectations (from catalog, syllaBus, rec.)?
(1 =notatall, 5 = perfect match)

9. Did the range and depth match what you needed from this (ldnd of) course? '
(1= notatall, 5 = perfect match) If imperfect, in what way? :

10. How well'-organized and clear was the instructor? (1 = not very,vS =very) 5

—

11. How well did the instructor address questions and arguments offered by students? 2



( 1= not well, 5 = very well)
12 How available/accessible was the instructor outside of class? ( l = not at all,
5 = very)
13. How helful were the instructor’s comments on written work? (1 = no work
returned, 5 = very helpful)
14. Would you take another course offered by this instructor? (1 = never,
5 = absolutely)

3
.
5

II1. Please answer the following questions in a few sentences. Well-chosen details are

'particularly useful.

1. What did you like best about this course? In partlcular, what readings wo:kcd best? Wh }
J_/ am 3»151'* ag}, jretmkwn Whe comwe = ¥t

f/t,}@sé’ M-}1 @“4 LT kf/ﬂfJ‘V'1+“( ‘/71 ’//l;,/uof}, ;,‘(
‘ “'7«.«4 W+On,

(e
sew Al
2. What did you like least about this course? In particular, were there readings which didn’t

work? Why not? T “M ‘3 audy e ‘ -%‘_L < O\wi S

3. What would you like to have changed in thls course? In particular, are there any rcadmgs
you think should be changc:dP Added? Why? :



PHILOSOPHY GRADUATE 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 ar€ not in the |
Philosophy Department, please fill out and return this (double-sided) form.

Quértcr and Year Widler 2010 Instructor _Maldle. Willer
Course Number and Title: _PHIL 52020  Mean na wMack T

Your Department and Year (specify grad/undergrad): _ Cingmiskis gemd ;A e

Is this course in one of your fields of concentration? Yes (Tf not, why did you take it?)

L. Please describe the syllabus and requiremcnis for the course:
—feod! "N o0 Hseic Samontics

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

1. How well-conceived and —organized was the syllabus? (1 = terribly, 5 = very well) £
2. Did the instructor adhere to the syllabus? (1 = not at all, 5 = like a metronome) o
3

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

4. Was the class mostly lecture or mostly discussion (1 = all lecture, 5 = all discussion) v 3

5. How successful was this format? (1 = notatall, 5 = very) 5

6. How much material was covered? (1 = narrow focus, 5 = broad range) M

7. How deeply was it covered? (1 = superficial survey, 5 = specialist’s depth) {

8. Did the range and depth match your expectations (from catalog, syllaBus, rec.)? ‘5
(I = notatall, 5 = perfect match)

9. Did the range and depth match what you needed from this (kind of) course? g
(1= notatall, 5 = perfect match) If imperfect, in what way?

10. How wcll-organized and clear was the instructor? (1 = not very, 5 = very) _5

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



(l = not well, 5 = very wcll)

12. How avaxlable/acccssxble was the instructor outside of class? ( 1 = not at all, N/?c
5 = very)
13. How helpful were the instructor’s comments on written work? (1 = no work N/A
rcturned 5 = very helpful) .
AN

14. Would you take another course offered by this instructor? (1 = never,
5 = absolutely) _

IT1. Please answer the following questions in a few sentences. Well-chosen details are

particularly useful.

1. What did you like best about this course? In particular, what readings worked best? Why?
(ﬂ.( discassion The cend MR et all ‘Mlereské‘r\é} :

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

Couldve wseel somr puave sbadonlds Pvfé-\ue«\ﬂ\s

3. What would you like to have changed in this course? In particular, are there any readmgs
you think should be changed? Added? Why? :
AO(’Q (Hx course. o003 a,r«-A
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PHILOSOPHY GRADUATE 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 ar€ not in the |
Philosophy Department, please fill out and return this (double-sided) form.

| Quarter and Year /Z}M +Mﬂ4/\ 0/20/ 0 Instructor m A ”10’ I/V;//M
Course Number and Title: PI’H L 3 @0/0, TLipre. 4o PA’ /O‘L Zﬁ“"jd?‘i

7 ) . f
Your Department and Year (specify grad/undergrad): pl/\‘ ) 05¢¢ Ly / 147%

Is this course in one of your fields of concentration? /'€ S (Tf not, why did you take ir?)

I. Please describe the syuabus and rcquiremcnis forl the course:
. wa welf| done, EVW7 /"LT"‘ﬂ Ve 7 C/wf as 4o
| ,'g)»\r)g/biqhomj -

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

1. How well-conceived and —organized was the syllabus? (1 = terribly, 5 = very well) {

5

2. Did the instructor adhere to the syllabus? (1 = not ar all, 5 = like a metronome)

4

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

4. Was the class mostly lecture or mostly discussion (1 = all lecture, 5 = all discussion) )‘ _'

(,—;

5. How successful was this format? (1 = not at all, 5 = very)
6. How much material was covered? (1 = narrow focus, 5 = broad range)
7. How deeply was it covered? (1 = superficial survey, 5 = specialist’s depth)

8. Did the range and depth match your expectations (from catalog, syllaBus, rec.)?
(1 =notatall, 5 = perfect match)

9. Did the range and depth match what you needed from this (kind of) course?
(1=notatall, 5 = perfect match) If imperfect, in what way?

SNEEY

10. How well-organized and clear was the instructor? (1 = not very, 5 = very) o
&/L")’maﬁ'{‘ 'l

11. How well did the instructor address questions and arguments offered by students? A ,



\
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AN

(1 = not wc_ll,. 5 = very well)

12. How available/accessible was the instructor outside of class? (1 = not at all,
5 = very)
13. How helgful were the instructor’s comments on written work? (1 = no work

5
returned, 5 = very helpful) . {

14. Would you take another course offered by this instructor? (1 = never,
5 = absolutely) ’

II1. Please answer the following questions in a few sentences. Well-chosen details are

particularly useful.

1. What did you like best about this course? In particular, what readings worked best? Why?
Ol,dcs 7’1«4/«‘7 fecAres 4350 4+@J’( wrr b APy P via e

aning. : - }/\ A /C’Ava&/[Q +
%M/gé s Great - ardientat shly e lliye
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2. What did you like least about this course? In particular, were there readings which didn’t
work? Why not? ' ' :

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

Moo ey wel| efowe cot T2
Vv\ﬂ\% s eycellent,



PHILOSOPHY GRADUATE 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 ar€ not in the
Philosophy Department, please fill out and return this (double-sided) form.

Quarter and Year A"\hz( mn_ 2eto Insttuctor Ma e Wile,

Course Number and Title: P H|\. 3%010 - \V\'{w/’r& Philes ofhy of Lo\vf]wg 32

Your Department and Year (specify grad/ undergrad): M. s Crograp 1n
Yo Humanib es _ |

Is this course in one of your fields of concentration? ' ! V4 5 (1f not, why did you take it?)

L Please describe the syllabus and requiremcnfs for the course:

T Thesflbi Wl ccamne deseobion 48 156 of baks avd aft,
o .Wu;l'f/f-‘}l S weded/veompme /g.mg&.s polrcles, ctvd a sepaplte. There cpon
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- IL. Please answer the following questions on a scale of 1 to 5: :

1. How wcll—conéeivcd and —organized was the syllabus? (1 = terribly, 5 = very well) _‘5—

2. Did the instructor adhere to the syllabus? (1 = not at all, 5 = like a metronome) | ___!:_;_

3. How demanding were the reading requirements (quality and quantity)? L i
(1 = understanding, 5 = absurdly difficult) - '

4. Was the class mostly lecture or mostly discussion (1 = all lecture, § = all discussion)
5. How successful was this format? (1 = not at all, 5 = very) o
6. How much material was covered? (1 = narrow focus, 5 = broad range) _r
7. How deeply was it covered? (1 = superficial survey, 5 = specialist’s depth)

8. Did the range and depth match your expectations (from catalog, syllaBus, rec.)?
(I = notatall, 5 = perfect match)

9. Did the range and depth match what you needed from this (kind of) course?
(1= notatall, 5 = perfect match) If imperfect, in what way?

,m

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

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



( 1 = not 'wcll, 5 = very wcll)
12. How available/accessible was the instructor outside of class? (1 = not at all,
5 = very)

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

| e

14. Would you take another course offered by this instructor? (1 = never,
5 = absolutely) '

II1. Please answer the following questions in a few sentences. Well-chosen details are
particularly useful.

1. What did you like best about this course? In particular, what readings worked best? Why?
) yor At ~ )
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aﬁ\d:ﬁ&w\{— J@‘/J(s O’U/\A ?XVMM;/',MRA&?&&% + an acw-w\{-—aﬁﬂ/\—(

307 Aokt & SRS and (RS pf i Al S
| %W\uws ver gl 5\/3«»}%4. The Frege sl A@ﬁtfﬁ/mau@w
best CLAink becavse Polhe fo emednifinan g \ e ll). \j

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

% Tl Quime, e had Mj cwwf/\mw.(;v‘ reeod
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3, 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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