
Periodic evaluation MEVIT 4701 Spring 2021 

Course design and teacher: Taina Bucher 

This evaluation concerns MEVIT4701 – Screen Technologies. This course is one of the four core 
courses in the Screen Cultures MA program. This evaluation is based on the second iteration of the 
course. The first time the course was offered was in spring 2020. Due to the Covid-19 pandemic 
and governmental lock-down, this iteration of the course was entirely taught online via the platform 
Zoom.  

Periodic course evaluations are part of UiO's quality system and are carried out during the first two 
sessions of the course and every three years thereafter. The course coordinator is responsible for 
conducting the periodic evaluations. More information about the quality assurance system and 
evaluations is available in the University’s system description3.  

Background  

This evaluation is based on the following material:  

• Course description and learning outcomes 
• Student evaluations   

Course description  
 
The course screen technologies offers critical and contextual approaches to various screen 
technologies, such as the cinema, television, mobile media, body scanners, apps, cameras, 
dashboards, games, livestreaming, social media platforms, and wearables. We explores a range of 
methods and theories for the social and cultural analysis of screen technologies, with a particular 
focus on the relations between technology, society and meaning-making. The course will draw on a 
broad range of theories from cultural and media studies, sociology, science and technology studies. 
As a recurring theme throughout the course, we will trace the governance, production, consumption, 
representation, and identity work done through screen technologies, with careful attention to how 
aspects of human difference (e.g. gender, orientations, race, disability) shape and are shaped by 
screen technologies.  

 
Learning outcomes 
 
Candidates who have completed the Screen Technologies course will have acquired the following 
knowledge, skills and general competences: 

The candidate: 

• has advanced knowledge of the technologies of screens, such as the cinema, television, 
computer, and smartphone screen. 

• can analyze and interpret media texts and cultural artifacts pertaining to the field of screen 
technologies independently. 



• can assess relevant existing theories and approaches in researching screen technologies and 
work independently on practical and theoretical problems. 

• can use the methodological skills obtained from practical experience with different 
approaches to technologies within the field of screen cultures to carry out independent 
academic and professional work. 

• can within the field of screen technologies analyze and critically assess different sources of 
information to make scholarly arguments, and communicate about academic questions, 
analyses and findings with specialists and society at large. 

• can use the general competence of writing scholarly about technologies within the field of 
screen cultures in other academic and professional fields. 

 
Student evaluation 
 
At the end of the course, students were asked to evaluate their satisfaction with the course using an 
anonym evaluation form at Nettskjema. Students were asked to rate the overall satisfaction with the 
seminars (combined lectures and discussions), the curriculum, communication between the teacher 
and the class, and the student’s own efforts. Of the 23 respondents (ca of 80% the class), students 
seemed generally happy with the seminars, though many also noted how the semester was very 
much affected by the online only format and governmental lockdown during the Covid-19 
pandemic. In what follows, I will give a brief overview of the evaluation form. 
 

1) When asked what they think worked particularly well, students mentioned:  
 

• It feels very relevant, as well as thought-provoking. The course includes much of what I 
hoped to learn when I applied for MA Screen Cultures. The lectures used a lot of visual 
material (video, illustrations) and discussions in groups which I really liked. Interesting 
syllabus 

• Student presentations each week 
• Diversity of content covered was impressive! Great deal of readings were completely new to 

me, thought the structure of the class itself was incredibly engaging by having students 
actively participate in teaching and discussion. 

• I love the interactiveness of the course. The course invited good discussion and I feel that 
was very beneficial for learning and creating new ideas. 

• The content was great, and very interesting. There was a great diversity through the 
technologies studied, and the areas covered (inequalities, friction, the body, etc...) 

• It was clear that Taina knows a lot about the subject and approaches it from a more 
professional level than I am used to. The topics were interesting and covered a wide variety 
of approaches, as well as the pensum. 

• The use of Google Jamboard. 
 

2) When asked to provide feedback on what could be improved, students mentioned: 
 

• No Zoom classes of course 
• The only issue was the pandemic: the 4-hour long sessions were a bit too much via Zoom. 
• Perhaps shorter lectures. Spreading each session over two days might be a good idea. 
• Longer breakout rooms. Most of the time, especially when everyone needs to take turns in 

discussing or writing something, the session ends before you are even able to start properly. 



• More overlapping themes between the topics of each class. I felt the topics between the 
different weeks were very interesting but very different, which made it  hard to understand 
what the course overall was about and what it was trying to tell me, which also made it 
difficult to choose a term paper topic because I wasn't sure what was relevant 

 
In sum, while the students seemed to enjoy the class as such, especially the diversity of the 
readings, the topics covered, class discussions, group presentations and the teaching, the online 
format with 4-hour sessions was generally thought of as challenging. Many suggested breaking it up 
into 2-hour sessions. 
 
When asked how relevant the course felt for their overall study, the clear majority of students found 
Screen Technologies to be very relevant.  
 

3) How do you assess the teacher's pedagogical and communication skills (in terms of 
openness to questions and discussion)? 
 

 

 
 
When asked to elaborate, students responded: 

• Taina was so open to questions and nobody has to fear to ask her anything 
• The teacher is awesome. Very intellectual with boundless knowledge. Clear and instructive 

and always open for questions and help. While clear that they did not like zoom teaching all 
that much, they did a very fine job all the same. 

• The professor is clear and punctual. I would like to know more about her research and 
explain it to us. She is important in the field and hearing her explain about screens and other 
authors was great, but I would like to share more about her thoughts and research. 

• I have to say that I am very impressed by how Taina has managed to teach and communicate 
via Zoom. The zoom format is very challenging and although I would have loved to have in-
person classes with Taina I have found the classes on Zoom very interesting and fruitful. 

• Taina always answered every question, and her feedback focuses on solution and advice. 
She wants to hear students' ideas and helps a lot in expanding one's questions. 

 
4) How do you assess the selected text material in relation to scope and degree of difficulty? 
 

 

 
 



More specifically, the students noted: 

• Felt that the texts were never too dense to understand, nor too much to read within a given 
week. Could have happily been given more material to read! 

• The texts were all relevant! They were just a bit difficult to read and very heavy readings. 
• A slightly large amount of texts to get through 

Overall, it seems most students felt the texts were appropriately chosen in terms of scope and 
difficulty, though 1/3 of the class also thought the curriculum was slightly to the difficult side. 
While this question did not solicit much more specific feedback, going back to the first question 
about the strength of the course, it seems many of the students emphasize the syllabus and readings. 
While I tried do trim down and change some of the core readings in the 2021 edition of the course 
based on the previous year’s feedback, I think the syllabus could be sharpened even further, 
especially with regards to making the connections between seminars more apparent. Some students 
also asked for more focus on social media and algorithms. 

5) How do you assess your learning process in relation to your own efforts (including 
attendance, preparation and participation)? 

 

 

It seems, 2/3 of the students felt quite satisfied with their own efforts, but many also noted how the 
pandemic significantly affects their study motivation and discipline. Some of the international 
students also noted that they had a bit of a hard time getting used to the Scandinavian non-
hierarchical model compared to what they were used to from their home countries. As one student 
noted: “Having a more open-ended structure and professors that are respectful of the students' time 
and interests is a major plus for me! But simultaneously something I still need to acclimatize to”.  
 

6) How do you assess the course overall (including the organization, content, discussions and 
the class atmosphere)? 
 

 

 
 
Overall, students rate this course highly. 2/3 of students answered they rate it very highly to highly, 
while 1/3 think it is about average. From the more specific feedback it seems that those students 
who are mostly attending the Screen Cultures program due to their specific interest in film and 
television might not feel the course to be as relevant to their interests than the students who seem to 
be more interested in digital media, social media, AI, mobile phones, or computer games. This is 
somewhat understandable, given that many readings and examples focus on computational media 



and issues of technologies and social context rather than representation or content. That said, being 
aware of the diverse interest in different screen technologies amongst the Screen Cultures students, 
the syllabus does try to cater for a diversity of interest, including readings and topics from television 
and film studies. 

Teaching  

Course materials and readings 
 
Generally, the course readings appeared to work well and be satisfactory. The course was designed 
with careful attention to a broad range of topics, examples, disciplines, writing styles, concepts, and 
methods represented in the syllabus. Rather than thinking of screen technologies as stand-alone 
objects, the course focused on situating an understanding of screen technologies in broader 
historical, social, technical and cultural contexts. The course also attempted to broaden the scope of 
what counts as a screen technology, including examples as diverse as body-scanners, VR, 
wearables, body-cameras, facial recognition, CCTV, dashboards, urban screens, and billboards. 
Most importantly, the course was designed with intersectionality and differential identities in mind, 
meaning that students were encouraged to develop a critical understanding of the ways in which 
screens intersect with issues of race, gender, orientations, and disability. Rather than teaching about 
gender or race in a dedicated seminar, each lecture/seminar contained readings that were attentive to 
these issues. The reading list is also meant to reflect the diversity of topics and problems addressed 
in the readings by including non-western and bipoc scholars. The students seemed very happy about 
the syllabus and course materials as reflected in their evaluations.  
 
Lectures/seminar 
 
Lectures worked well and the students were generally very engaged in discussions. The course was 
more discussion-centered than lecture-centered, giving much room for student-led discussions, 
critical questions and group work. The biggest challenge was undoubtedly the remote online 
teaching situation due to the Covid-19 pandemic. The usual 4-hour scheduling that the department 
operates with for smaller-scale MA courses did not work ideally on Zoom. If this sort of course 
were to be taught fully online again, it might be worth considering using a different scheduling 
format. 
 
Qualifying activities 
  
To qualify for taking the final exam (term papers), students were required to give a 10 min group 
presentation in class, followed by a 10 min student-led exercise or group discussion. Each group 
were asked to prepare a presentation on a self-chosen example or case that illuminates and teaches 
something about the topic and readings of their respective week. Rather than doing a presentation 
focused on a specific text, the presentation should focus on an example that can be used to teach 
something about the core ideas and arguments of the texts. Students were asked to present a class 
exercise on the last slide of their oral presentation. Examples of class exercises include: A quiz, a 
group discussion, a debate, a practice component (e.g. analyze or make something).  
 
In addition, all students had to hand in a term-paper outline by the end of the semester, presenting a 
3-page outline of their core ideas, cases, theories and arguments of the paper. These outlines were 



then discussed and workshopped during the last seminar, and they also received extensive written 
feedback on CANVAS.  
 
Overall, these qualifying activities work very well. The student presentations held an impressive 
quality and range this semester. Whereas the presentation of the 2020 class focused on a specific 
text, the current change to an example instead of a specific text worked much better. By letting the 
students engage more broadly with cases and examples and demonstrating the connections and 
relevancy to the readings themselves, the presentations became more interesting and original than 
last year. Thought it did not turn out to be much of a problem this year, one potential risk with this 
more open-ended approach could the overlap and repetition between the groups (as some seminars 
had to contain two student presentations to make the scheduling work). While having to groups 
present in one session may just work with a 4-hour time slot, in general I would suggest limiting it 
to one group per seminar to not rush things.  
 
Exam 
 
The final exam for this course was a term paper, and constituted 100% of students’ final grades for 
the course. The term paper formulation was kept deliberately broad in order to cater for the 
students’ own interests. In 2020, the exam results were not as satisfactory as one could have hoped 
for with the periodic evaluation recommending spending more preparatory time and providing more 
feedback to students in future iterations of the course. The 2021 edition of the course therefore 
chose to change the last seminar and focus exclusively on a term paper workshop. The student 
evaluations this year seemed to appreciate this change, providing feedback such as: “The term paper 
workshop has been incredibly helpful for further studies as much as for this course”, “I also enjoy 
that she provides examples in the form of worksheets / practices about how to write a research 
question, construct a thesis and abstract, and overall how to write a research paper. The entire 
process helped immensely”. As the exam results of 2021 are not yet in, this periodic evaluation 
does not include any information on the general quality and assessment of the student results this 
year.  
 


