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Course Assessment, MEVIT 4616, Internet, Self and Society, spring 2017 

This course assessment is based on the feedback received from a ‘five-minute’ 
questionnaire handed out during the course’s final session (with 13 returns). The findings are 
supported by the feedback received during the midtveisvurdering (the evaluation at half-
time), based on a similar questionaire (12 returns).  

Course description, intention and envisaged learning outcome 

The course description reads: “We will develop an overview of the wider consequences of 

digital media – for our senses of selfhood and identity, as well as society more generally 

(including its cultural and political dimensions).” About the envisaged learning outcome, the 

course description states that it is to illuminate “how diverse media technologies and usages 
interact with diverse notions, emphases and enactments of subjectivity, identity, and 
selfhood”, and how these interactions have effects in and on the social.  

Based on pragmatic and psychosocial (Mead, Lorenzer etc.) understandings of the relation 
between self and society, the course sheds light on practices of identity and community 
formation on diverse social-media platforms online. It further observes and discusses effects 
of self-commodification driven by such platforms and looks into the effects on the self and 
society through various themes and concepts: space, the virtual, everyday life, privacy, 
friendship, love, sexuality, politics and religion.  

In the following I will go through students’ responses to the seven points raised on the final 
evaluation sheet:  

a.) Formalities: practical information, guidance, support (from course convenor). 

People were generally satisfied with the information I provided and the way I provided it (I 
used emails which I sent out before each session), although some suggested that it would be 
good to collect the information disseminated by mail in one place online – e.g. Fronter. This 
is a fair point and a good idea. Will do that next year!  

Also: some people felt they would have needed more guidance with their term paper, and 
although I cannot quite agree on that point (my offers to discuss termpaper ideas and guide 
students were lavish), I will set up a more formal structure for the course’s next installment 
from the very beginning of the course, so that people will find it easier to actually use my 
many offers of supervision. (I will come back to this problem towards the end of this text)  

b.) Course outline: content, aims and motives. 

Overall, students found they were given a clear idea about the course and found it 
interesting, engaging and instructive. As last year, some found the overall concept of the 
course leaning somewhat towards the abstract and ephemeral and, as one respondent put it: 
philosophical. However, while I will keep on trying to make this course and its themes as 
hands-on as possible, a philosophical, culture-analytical interest is at its very core and 
cannot be surrendered without giving up on the course as a whole.  



 

c.) Literature, course reading. 

The literature list received feedback very similar to the course outline (b.): mainly positive, 
some enthusiastic, some others found the texts difficult and complicated. I will keep working 
with updating and sharpening the literature list, taking out texts that did not work well and 
trying others. The basic outline and thematic movement from micro to macro perspectives, 
however, is well-worth retaining and, telling from the overall positive feedback, students 
seem to agree. 

 

d.) Seminar/lectures form and structure: Lectures, Student presentations, group 
work, discussions, etc. 

Students gave very favourable feedback on the mix of shorter lecture pieces, student 
presentations, discussions and group work. Interestingly, in comparison to 2016, the vote on 
the 4-hour format was split between a significant number of students articulating their 
agreement and another, just as substantial group suggesting two two-hour sessions per 
week might work better for them. Especially those who already had lectures on the same day 
found the 4-hour sessions hard (understandably so). The question is whether the 4-hour 
format could be retained by moving the course to a less busy day.  

 

e.) Atmosphere in class, social dimension. 

The atmosphere in the course received the best marks throughout, with the following 
statement being as flattering as they come: “Best atmosphere in class I have ever had [i.e. 
experienced]”. Generally, students found the atmosphere focused and scholarly, yet 
pleasantly informal, inviting students to engage with the texts and issues, to contribute and 
have free and open discussions. At the same time, as two students remarked, I could have 
used more group work at times to further activate those who tended to be quieter in class. 
(This I must remember for next time!) 

 

f.) Overall impression  +  g.) Other.  

A flattering number of students used these two categories to remark positively on me as 
class convener and the course in general. I was found to be engaged and engaging and the 
course was complimented for touching upon interesting and relevant themes that involved 
many of the students at a scholarly and personal level. This is very encouraging and 
energising! Thanks a lot for this encouragement. 

 

Conclusion 

In closing, then, what one can draw from the feedback is that Internet, Self and Society offers 
students perspectives on the internet, on social media and the digital that are unique at IMK 
in that they tie questions of the self and subjectivity to the media-specific and the social. 
Students are taken to see how what they do online impacts who they are and how their 
actions form the social. Thus, some students stated that the knowledge obtained in class will 
have a direct impact on their further scholarly and/or professional work.  

However, as tempting as it is to end on this high note, I feel the need to introduce a slight 
dissonance here, nevertheless. The positive student feedback as well as my overall positive 
experience of convening this course is somewhat at odds with the relatively high number of 
not-so-convincing term papers (D or worse, see distribution in fig. 1).  



 

(fig. 1: distribution of characters in the course, 2017) 

Frequently, the (lack in) quality in those papers points to a lesser familiarity and/or 
understanding of the course literature. On the one side, the course convenor must then ask 
her/himself as to how this literature might be exchanged with more accessible texts or might 
be introduced and explained in better, more insightful ways (something I will do). On the 
other side, however, I had the impression that parts of the students did not dispose sufficient 
time for their reading and did not start at an early enough point to plan their term papers 
along the lines of the course literature. Therefore, rather than not having been offered 
sufficient opportunities for discussing term paper ideas, my hunch is that many did not feel 
sufficiently prepared to discuss their ideas with me and therefore did not use existing 
opportunities. (For example, the offer to get half-hour supervision sessions on the basis of 
sketches and first drafts close to the submission deadline was only used by four students out 
of 18 who were scheduled for submitting a term paper). Thus, the most important task for the 
next installment of the course will be to get more people reading and writing from an early 
point so as to prepare them thoroughly to meet the course requirements. 


