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Interaction, Collaboration and Visualization, 6hp
Semester: Spring / Summer 2025

Number of registered students: 12 (7 active)
Answering frequency (course evaluation): 
3/12 (25%) or 3/7 (43%) if counting active students
Examination results 
Number of students examined: 7
Fail: 0 (%) 
Pass: 100 (%) 

Brief summary of student viewpoints and suggestions 

Results of WASP base-line quantitative questions (3 answers)
· What is your overall rating of the course: 3.33
· Did you enjoy the course? 4.33
· Was it time well spent? 3.67
Answers to free text-questions to be (shortly) summarized under “Strengths” and “Weaknesses”
· What was the best aspect of the course? 
- Teachers and topics, closeness to teachers (comment from the author: we had 7 students and 4 teachers) (2 students)
· What would you suggest improving? 
- Formulate learning goals and scope upfront (better) (2 students)
- Organization of the course (1 student)
· What advice would you like to give to future participants?
- Understand learning goal before taking the course (1 answer)
· Other comments. Is there anything else you would like to add? 
- More content, less discussions (1 student)

[bookmark: _Ref70335980]"Strengths" according to students[footnoteRef:3] [3:  Based on both quantitative results and key viewpoints from students’ free-text answers ] 

Given the low attendance / activity and also answer frequency, it is difficult to generalize here. It seems that the familiar atmosphere was appreciated by at least some of the students, teachers were commented on as “friendly”, and the topics per se were also commented upon positively. 
"Weaknesses" according to students1 
The main point of critique is the lack of clearly formulated goals and probably also of stringent handling of the lectures. This is then paired with, according to the criticism in the survey, some issues in the organization of the course.
Comments from teachers on the implementation and outcome of the course[footnoteRef:4]    [4:  Including changes effected during the course] 

The involved teachers were somewhat urged into running the course despite having announced difficulties to handle the commitment fully and satisfyingly. Due to the difficulties of the teacher team to handle the course within the “normal” time frame, the setup was kept very similar to the previous course round, but the last session was moved into the early fall. Further adaptations of the schedule were made to accommodate students who then did not attend. 
The course had extremely low attendance: 12 students registered originally, two withdrew before course start and finally seven participated actively at least in some parts of the course and could thus be included in the examination with quite some goodwill regarding revisions of assignments on the teachers’ side. For example, the first session had five students participating on the first day, four on the second. In relation to the number of teachers involved in the course (four plus a guest lecturer) this low attendance rate made the course go beyond anything that would have been reasonable. 
Overall, the course is in its current form not sustainable.
Proposed changes/comments/measures 
(Personal comment from the examiner): The course should be completely reframed. Visualization as a topic in itself should become more of the core of a future course, while the general intro to (Human-Robot) Interaction should be phased out or transformed into more general aspects of interaction with autonomous systems, where also collaboration in the sense of “agent collaboration” in multi-agent systems should have a more central role.
  
