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The course is designed as one of three courses to take over from the general second year course in 

comparative politics (STV2300). It was first taught in the autumn of 2015. We presented an 

evaluation report for the first round in February 2016, see attachment. In 2015 48 students signed 

up for exam, in 2016 23 students took the exam. This is a significant decline, which is discussed 

below. In 2015 the program students were in majority while in 2016 there were more exchange 

students (70%) than program students. Knut Heidar was academically responsible for the course and 

lectured on Western Europe. Cristina Bucur lectured on East and Central Europe (ECE) and Tora 

Skodvin on the US.  

The course addresses three key issues in the design and functioning of political institutions: 

First, the structure of and relationship between the executive, the legislative, the judiciary and public 

administration and how election systems impact these institutions. Second, the relationship 

between these institutions and individual and collective actors like MPs and political parties. Third, 

the impact of institutions and actors on policy outcomes. To facilitate the discussion of these three 

issues, we focus empirically on three areas of the world; Western Europe, USA and Central and 

Eastern Europe. 

 

1. Curriculum 

Based on the 2015 evaluation we changed the US book to Kernell et al. and on the ECE we switched 

to articles only and dropped Nikolenyi. The lecturers found these changes satisfactory. 

53% of the students found the amount of reading ‘adequate’ (49%, 2015 figures in parentheses) or 

47% too large (42%). The syllabus was about 1000 pages. In terms of difficulty they found the level 

OK. Some thought Gallagher (on WE) was easy (53% scored 1 or 2 on a 1-5 scale), while Kernell was 

medium difficult (53% score on a 3-level). Meeting with class contacts confirmed these views, but 

they also found the ECE-curriculum somewhat more complicated being article-based.  

 

2. Lectures and seminars 

All lecturers find it a challenge to present the material in three lectures only. In 2016 the ten lectures 

were divided in one introduction and three lectures for each country group. In 2015 the WE had four 

and ECE had two lectures. As the seminars focus on the term papers, the reading of curriculum may 

be a challenge to the students. However, this is a workable trade-off between learning goals (writing 

term papers and broader institutional knowledge) – given that we cannot increase the total number 

of lectures. This organization is based on the assumption that the students are also able to work 

fairly independent with the syllabus reading. 

67% of students found the degree of difficulty of lectures adequate (scoring 2-3 on a 1-5 scale with 

1=’easy, 5=’very difficult’).  67% (60% in 2015) rated the learning outcome as good, 13% (15%) very 



good. The class contacts wanted lecturers to open for/encourage more discussion towards the end 

of the lectures. The lecturers on the other hand found it hard to activate the students. 

The seminars are mandatory. Students must attend the first seminar, present a term paper and 

comment on other students' papers. So called ‘blind’ commentaries were practices, so that all 

participants had to prepare. After the presentation, the paper essays were revised and the seminar 

leaders gave supplementary comments on the second version. The papers had to be found 

acceptable by seminar leaders (and lecturers if in doubt) for the student to sit the exam. The content 

and sequence of the seminars changed in 2016 to give students a better basis for finding and 

developing good research questions for their term papers. 

Seminar leaders and lecturers found that seminars had been improved and worked satisfactory in 

developing the students’ term papers. There is still room, however, for improvement in preparing 

students for selecting, formulating and making use of adequate research questions. There was not 

much time in the seminars to discussions the curriculum. 53% (60%) of the students (agreed/partly 

agreed) that the seminars were important for understanding the syllabus, that they gave good 

practice in writing (93% v. 78% in 2015) and discussing (80%, 73%) academic papers. Moreover, a 

significant share also found them useful in preparing for the exam (47% , 52%). Overall, 47% rated 

the learning outcome as very good, 47% as good. Class contacts reported that students generally 

found the seminars good. Comparisons with the other BA-courses also shows that stv2360 is doing 

well. 

3. Resources and infrastructure 

We would have been better off with 12 rather than 10 lectures. In terms of lecture room it is 

important to find an auditorium suitable to the numbers of students actually following the course 

(as opposed to the numbers that sign up). 

It took more time than predicted to give written feedback on term papers the second time. We need 

to standardize the degrees of detailed feedback – or increase the resources put into it. 

4. Exams 

This was a term paper (prepared and accepted in seminars, but reworked before handing in) and a 

three hours exam, in 2016 digital. Technically, the digital exam worked fine. One problem was 

students selecting their term paper topic on their own, a topic that was nevertheless required to be 

‘relevant’ for the course. This needed interpretation. The new seminar schedule rectified this to 

some extent, but more student help must be considered.  

As English was the obligatory language in the seminars and paper presentations in 2016 there was 

no longer a language problem in the course. However, the decline of (Norwegian) program students 

may have been an unwanted effect.  

5. Learning outcome 

As noted above the students themselves found the learning outcome of both lectures, seminars and 

syllabus high. About 75 and 88% respectively found the learning outcome of the course good or very 

good - even if 40% found the academic level ‘more’ or ‘a lot more’ difficult than comparable courses 

‘at your home institution’. The examiners (Bucur and Heidar) were pleased to note a general 

progress (compared to 2015) in the term papers. The students had clearly worked (and had been 

helped) to present good research questions and to structure the analysis on the basis of this. 

6. Performance indicators 



See the reports on ‘Rapport fra «Evaluation of STV2360» and «Emnestatistikk». (ELIN: DISSE FØLGER 

SOM VEDLEGG TIL DENNE RAPPORTEN?) Most figures in this report are extracted from these 

sources. The exam results had the standard bell-shape. One student failed the course.  

 

7. Changes since last evaluation 

We have implemented all changes but one, noted in the evaluation report for the 2015 course, se 

report of February 2016. Most of these changes are specifically noted in relevant sections above. 

The exception is a recommendation to taking stv1020 (or equivalent method training) before this 

course. Now only stv1300 is recommended. 

8. Planned changes 

In December 2016 the lecturers and the seminar leaders had an evaluation meeting and agreed on 

the following: 

1. Term papers 

 a. The first lecture should give an overview of the course theme as a whole emphasizing 

potential research questions for the term paper. The list of former term-paper titles should be 

presented along with some examples of term papers written before (some good, some with clear 

potential for improvement). 

 b. The first seminar should look more on the course themes as a whole and provide 

examples on how to use the curriculum to find a good research question for the term paper. 

Possible to use (some of) the old term papers as examples. 

In short: It’s a priority task to make the students able to choose a good term-paper topic/question 

early. 

2. Increase number of students.  

 a. One issue is to make the course title and the description more appealing and relevant to 

the student interests (pointing more to current political issues/debates) 

 b. In the late spring of 2017, look for curriculum improvements. 

3. Other issues. 

 a. If possible, keep the number of active students in seminar at most 9. 

 b. When we know the numbers following the course, try to find a suitable auditorium for the 

course 


