
 
 

COURSE REPORT – Summary of course evaluation 
 
Background information (To be completed by the course administrator) 

Course LADOK code: KK489A Scope (hp): 15,0 hp 

Course title: Cultural Politics in the Anthropocene: Global and Local Perspectives 

Course coordinator: Berndt Clavier Number of registered students: 22 

Semester in which the course is conducted: HT25 

Is the course an independent course, programme course or contract course? If the course has 
been completed within a programme, enter the programme name. HAKIF24 
 

 

Forms of evaluation and feedback (To be completed by the course coordinator) 
Formative course evaluation, for example 
dialogue during the course (optional) 
The students were continuously engaged 
through dialogue, during which we asked how 
they approached the tasks and what they 
thought of the assignments. 

Approx. number of students who participated 
in formative course evaluation(s): 
All who participated in workshops, lectures, and 
seminars, approximately 20.  

Summative course evaluation (obligatory) 
X Only via Canvas 
 Canvas and other form 
 Only other form (written and/or oral) 

 

Number of students who participated in the 
summative course evaluation: 
Summative course evaluation was conducted 
via Canvas. Four students responded (answer 
frequency 14.81%). Because the response rate 
is low, the results should be interpreted 
cautiously; however, the free-text answers are 
specific and internally consistent, and they 
point to clear, actionable improvements. 

 

Student’s perspective (To be completed by the course coordinator) 
Summary of the students’ oral and written feedback:  

• Overall, the course is evaluated positively (mean 4.5 on a 6-point scale). Students highlight 
the course’s “interesting perspectives,” the high level of discussion, and that “some version 
of creativity is invited.” Excursions are singled out as especially appreciated (“Really loved 
the excursions”), and the “conference experience” is described as highly engaging and 
worth repeating. The readings are also described as very interesting, and the structure of 
discussions is appreciated. 

• In terms of alignment with expectations and learning outcomes, respondents indicate that 
the course met expectations to a fairly large extent (mean 4.5/6) and that they consider 
themselves to have achieved the expected learning outcomes to a similar extent (mean 
4.5/6). One comment suggests a wish for more emphasis on Swedish/local cultural policy 
and comparative national examples. 

• Regarding learning activities, lectures and seminars are viewed as supportive for learning 
(lectures mean 4.5; seminars mean 4.8), and reading is also evaluated positively though 
with more variation (mean 4.2). Canvas as a learning support is rated positively (mean 
4.5). By contrast, “assignments” are rated lower (mean 3.5), and the qualitative comments 
indicate that the main issue is not workload as such but clarity, redundancy, and 



 
sequencing: students ask for clearer articulation of the course’s main points and learning 
purpose; more small-group discussions; earlier introduction of the group project so 
students can plan ahead; and simplification of the podcast/webpage task (some 
experienced it as redundant after class discussion and development of ideas). Students also 
request that “cultural policy” be introduced/defined more explicitly in the first class, ideally 
with concrete examples and exposure to written policy texts, and with an early balancing 
of “Anthropocene as a concept” and “Cultural policy as a concept” so the reading 
trajectory is better framed from the outset. 

• On examination forms, respondents indicate a generally positive opportunity to 
demonstrate learning outcomes (mean 4.2), but one comment points to uncertainty about 
how “creative” the written exam is allowed to be and suggests that creativity should be 
clarified—or the exam redesigned—to explicitly invite more creativity. Students also note a 
practical pedagogical issue: breaks during long theoretical/conceptual sessions were 
experienced as inconsistent, and respondents ask that breaks be more reliably built in and 
maintained. 

• Students report spending mostly 16–20 hours per week (with some reporting 21–25 and 
26–30) and one respondent explicitly notes that the time spent was sufficient to reach 
learning objectives, while also acknowledging that more time could always yield more 
learning. 

•  
 

Teacher’s perspective (To be completed by the course coordinator) 
Summary of the teacher’s views: 

• The overall picture is that core course elements (seminars/discussions, excursions, 
literature, and the “conference experience”) are functioning well and are perceived as 
distinctive strengths. At the same time, the feedback indicates a need to sharpen early-
course framing: the course’s overarching learning purpose, key concepts, and how the 
assessments operationalize the learning outcomes should be made clearer from the start. 
The comparatively lower rating of “assignments” is interpreted as reflecting issues of 
design and scaffolding (sequencing, redundancy, and transparency), rather than a rejection 
of creative formats per se. Finally, the teachers note the low response rate, which limits 
representativeness; nevertheless, the specificity of suggestions makes them useful for 
targeted improvements. 

 

Action plan (To be completed by the course coordinator) 
The underlaying analysis and the action plan should be based on a summary of the students' 
individual course evaluations, views from teachers in the course and the knowledge development 
in the research field. If identified problems are left without action, this should be motivated. 
 
The following changes are planned in the short and long term: 
WHAT should be done, WHO should do it and WHEN should it be done? 

• Before the next course offering, the course coordinator will revise the introductory module 
to provide a clearer statement of (a) the course’s main line of argument, (b) how “cultural 
policy” is defined and operationalized in the course, and (c) how “Anthropocene” is being 
used (as concept, problem-field, and method). This will include at least one early session 
built around concrete policy documents (preferably including Swedish/local examples plus 
a comparative element), so that the conceptual readings are anchored in recognizable 
policy genres and institutional practices from the outset. 

• The seminar design will be adjusted so that a larger share of discussion time takes place in 
smaller groups, with clearer prompts and reporting structure, while maintaining plenary 
synthesis. The group project will be introduced earlier (including expectations, timeline, 
and examples of strong outputs), to reduce late-stage uncertainty and support planning. 



 
• Assessment design will be streamlined by reviewing the relationship between the podcast 

and webpage components. If both are retained, their distinct purposes will be made explicit 
(e.g., one as process/communication, the other as analytical artifact). If not, the 
assignment will be simplified to one main public-facing format to reduce redundancy. In 
addition, the written exam instructions will be revised so that the permitted/encouraged 
scope of “creativity” is unambiguous (either by adding a clear creativity rubric and 
examples, or by redesigning the exam prompt so that creative-analytical work is explicitly 
invited and clearly assessable against the learning outcomes). 

• Finally, the course schedule and teaching routine will be adjusted to ensure consistent 
breaks during long theoretical and concept-heavy sessions, and this will be communicated 
as a stable norm at the start of the course. 

 

Remember to orally feedback the results of the course evaluation to 
• the students who have completed the course evaluation 
• the students of the next course round, i.e. the next time the course is given 
 


