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Course analysis, fall term 2021 

Course: LIM006 Language in Use/Språket i bruk 

Teachers: Bernhard Wälchli (course coordinator), Ljuba Veselinova, Henrik Bergqvist 
 

Date: 2021-12-19 

Response rate, number and percentage: 
Number of answers: 13 
Number of students having submitted examination: 28 
Number of students having submitted examination or reexamination: 33 
Number of registered students: 39 
Response rate: 33% of registered students, 46% of examined students, 39% of all examined  

Compilation of the quantitative general questions: 

1. Overall, I am satisfied with the course. 
6 ***** (fully agree), 4 ****, 3 ***, 0 **, 0 * (do not agree at all) 
2. The content of the course was relevant to me for achieving the intended learning outcomes. 
8 ***** (fully agree), 4 ****, 1 ***, 0 **, 0 * (do not agree at all) 
3. The teaching gave me good conditions to achieve the intended learning outcomes. 
6 ***** (fully agree), 5 ****, 1 ***, 1 **, 0 * (do not agree at all) 
4. The examination/assessment tested how well I achieved the intended learning outcomes. 
9 ***** (fully agree), 3 ****, 1 ***, 0 **, 0 * (do not agree at all) 
5. On average, I have spent approximately the following number of hours per week on the 
course, total time, including self-study. 
2 2-5h, 3 6-9h, 3 10-13h; 1 14-17h; 1 22-25h, 1 26-29h, 1 38-41h 

1. Course development, since fall term 2020: 

No major changes in comparison with fall term 2020, except that the course was given mainly 
by different teachers who were notified at very short notice that they had to teach the course. 
One of the assignments, the course report, was shaped in a more procedural way where 
students first had the opportunity to post blog posts for every lecture which they later used as 
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material for their course reports. This was achieved by a highly structured Athena page with 
“plannings” (Planeringar) for every session. This design also facilitated the exchange between 
students in the virtual setting where interaction does not emerge spontaneously as it would on 
campus. 

2. Strengths (based on answers to the student course evaluation):  

The quantitative results suggest that the course works well. The free text answers emphasize 
the multitude of approaches considered (“broad view on the subject”). The emphasis on 
classic pragmatic theories was appreciated. The students appreciated how the course was 
structured (the “very pedagogical structure of the course helped the student understand the 
field better in order to apply the new knowledge in her own production”). The students 
appreciated that the large amount of reading was handled in a way that made it manageable. 
The students also found the examination appropriate. They point out in particular the 
continuous character of the examination: that work done in the first weeks of the course could 
be reused for the course report. The own choice of topic was appreciated. One student writes 
that this course “is an absolutely essential course for linguists”. The course is considered 
useful for students who had a break from studies before this course. It was also appreciated 
that the teachers encouraged good discussions among students and feedback from fellow 
students.  
 

3. Weaknesses (based on answers to the student course evaluation):  

The quantitative results do not point at any major weaknesses. The free text answers to the 
question “what improvements would you suggest?” pick up a number of issues that could be 
improved. 
=Some students wish clearer explanations of the assignments in some specific respects. 
=Several students point out that the presentation part took up too much time and was less 
relevant for learning than the lectures. 
=It is pointed out that some discussion went astray with some students taking up too much 
speaking time and talking about matters not directly relevant for the course (lack of strict 
control of the discussion by teachers). 
=One student wishes improvements in the “language and gender” lecture (more connections 
to modern research, more connection to race and power, more awareness that gender studies is 
a critically important, fast-growing field in academia). 
=Long delivery time for the course literature.  
=A repeatedly mispronounced name of a student. 
=The diversity of topics and multiple perspectives (per se considered as a plus) make it 
difficult to see a running focus of the course. Also the individual character of the examination 
(which is also evaluated positively) make the lessons feel little helpful for the assignments.  

4. Instructor analysis: 

The teachers’ general analysis is that this course was mostly a success. All students who 
submitted for the examination passed the course with at least grade D. The teachers are also 
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very happy that some of the students who missed the examination because they happened to 
be faced with very difficult personal life situations managed to submit for the reexamination.  
Given the rather large number of students, the diversity of their backgrounds and that this 
obligatory course at the beginning of the master program is strategically very important within 
the master program, it is no easy course to teach and requires considerable extra-efforts by the 
teachers. The workload for teachers, especially for the course coordinator, is heavy. 
Answering all the individual questions by students alone is a challenge for all teachers. Given 
that the teachers had to jump in at short notice, a better course evaluation cannot be expected. 

5. Conclusions and suggestions for course development: 

This course should never be given by a single teacher, it is too heavy. Couse coordination is 
difficult and – given the strategic importance of this course within the master program – the 
course coordination role should alternate among teachers involved in the course so that more 
teachers learn all aspects of teaching this course. The students have pointed out a number of – 
in my view – smaller weaknesses, that should be addressed for next year: 
=The assignments could be explained more clearly. 
=The large number of students entails a large number of presentation sessions (even though 
presentations are very short). It should be pointed out more clearly that students are not 
expected to participate in all presentation sessions. (BTW, the logistics of organizing the 
presentation sessions is heavy.) 
=Some more control of discussions by teachers might be required when discussions go astray 
(but this is a balancing act, we don’t want to censor discussions). 
=If there is a way to contact students earlier, students should be reminded very early of the 
importance to procure the course literature early. 
=The choice of literature for the “language and gender” lecture might be reconsidered, but 
“language and gender” is a controversial topic. It has to be kept in mind that language and 
gender touches on many sensitive issues, which can trigger very different reactions. 
=Students should be asked to phonetically transcribe their names at the beginning of the 
course so that mispronounciations of names can be avoided. 
=Teachers and students should be encouraged to reflect more about the running focus in 
discourse studies. 

Bernhard Wälchli (course coordinator) 

 

 


