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The course in spring 2026 introduced a few minor changes compared to the previous years. Thematically, the course was organized in two modules presenting two major current themes of research in innovation studies: the green transition (module 1) and AI and digitalization (module 2). The topics of the first module were quite similar to previous years; whereas module 2 was updated to include several new lectures on artificial intelligence, which has rapidly become a central theme of research in this field. This also required an update of the curriculum and reading list in relation to the new lectures.

Regarding the organization of the course, two changes were introduced. First, at the end of each module students had to have oral group presentations (which they prepared during the seminars). These oral presentations were compulsory activities that substituted written essays that were used in previous years. The second change is that there was this spring more emphasis and closer monitoring of students’ attendance of the lectures and the seminars. Since the course has a 80% min-attendance rule, students were asked to sign an attendance sheet during each lecture; and only students fulfilling the 80% requirement were allowed to take the exam. 

The students’ evaluation of the course was done in class during the last day of the course. Students were provided with a link to the evaluation scheme through Canvas, and were given time to fill in the survey. 28 students were present in the class. However, only ten of these students responded to the survey. It is unclear and disappointing that the other 18 students present in class that day did not respond the survey.

Among the students that responded, overall satisfaction was high (mean 8.0/10, median 8.5), with all but two responses at 8 or above. The strongest ratings concerned the lectures’ relevance (8.8), the perceived learning outcome (8.8), the lecturers’ delivery (8.6), and the curriculum's size and scope (8.6). Slightly lower, though still positive, were external visits (7.4), group presentations (7.5), podcasts (7.8), seminars (7.9), reading relevance (7.9), and information flow (7.9). Open comments were largely favorable but limited. Few suggestions included adopting more critical framing and concrete examples, allowing more seminar time on students’ own cases, and reducing the reading load.

Regarding the final exam, this was a home exam in which the students had to write a literature review of the topics presented in one of the two modules. However, the course coordinator and other staff at TIK that assessed this exam considers that a written home exam of this type is not anymore an appropriate form of exam – due to the possible use of genAI – and recommends TIK to reassess this aspect. 
