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Stockholm
University Course report

GG7007 Geoscientific Method

1. Course Director: Alasdair Skelton
2. Number of enrolled students: 12
3. Number of students who completed the course: 11

4. Changes in the course since the last time it was given

The independent project was changed and a module was introduced taught by Staffan Bergwik,
Professor of History of Science and Ideas.

5. Course strengths according to the students
(summary based on quantitative results, as well as free text)

The philosophy aspect, modern development of scientific thinking and field trips were highlighted as
strengths.

6. Course weaknesses according to the students
(summary based on quantitative results, as well as free text)

The relevance of the course contents was not made clear for students, especially regarding earlier
developments of scientific thinking. Gender inequality among the scientists and philosophers used
as examples was also raised as a weakness. Delayed feedback on the exam was also mentioned.

7. Conclusions and proposals for changes

Judging from the evaluation we can think through ways of framing the course so that its meaning
and value is more clearly communicated. We can also think about how to integrate more
discussions as they seem to have been appreciated. The forms of examination seem to work OK,
but we can think about ways of giving feedback in more explicit forms. The structure of the course
seems to be working, however we can integrate the question of gender more clearly. It could easily
be raised in relation to some of the themes.
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