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 Number of Responses

Total 18 (100.0%)

1 1 (5.6%)

2 2 (11.1%)

3 5 (27.8%)

4 7 (38.9%)

5 3 (16.7%)

Don't know 0 (0.0%)

Macroeconomics 2 2021

Respondents: 24 
Answer Count: 18 

Answer Frequency: 75.00% 

1. What is your general opinion on this course? (1=Really bad, 5=Really good)
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 Number of Responses

Total 18 (100.0%)

1 0 (0.0%)

2 1 (5.6%)

3 6 (33.3%)

4 7 (38.9%)

5 4 (22.2%)

Don't know 0 (0.0%)

 Number of Responses

Total 18 (100.0%)

1 0 (0.0%)

2 0 (0.0%)

3 4 (22.2%)

4 12 (66.7%)

5 2 (11.1%)

Don't know 0 (0.0%)

2. What is your opinion on the amount of material covered (1=Too little, 5=Too
much)

3. What is your opinion about the level of difficulty of the course (1=Really easy,
5=Really good)
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 Number of Responses

Total 18 (100.0%)

10 hours or less 0 (0.0%)

11-20 hours 3 (16.7%)

21-30 hours 12 (66.7%)

31-40 hours 2 (11.1%)

More than 40 hours 0 (0.0%)

Don't know 1 (5.6%)

 Number of Responses

Total 17 (100.0%)

Yes 16 (94.1%)

No 1 (5.9%)

4. Approximately, how many hours per week did you spend studying during this
course? (including lectures and seminars/exercises)

5. Did you have access to the course literature?
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 Number of Responses

Total 18 (100.0%)

Yes, all 1 (5.6%)

Yes, most of it 6 (33.3%)

Yes, about half 5 (27.8%)

Yes, but very little 4 (22.2%)

No, not at all 2 (11.1%)

 Number of Responses

Total 18 (100.0%)

1 0 (0.0%)

2 5 (27.8%)

3 5 (27.8%)

4 3 (16.7%)

5 2 (11.1%)

Don't know 3 (16.7%)

6. Have you read the course literature?

7. What is your opinion on the course literature? (1=Really bad, 5=Really good)
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What percentage of lectures did
you attend?

Number of
Responses

Total 18 (100.0%)

96 0 (0.0%)

97 0 (0.0%)

98 0 (0.0%)

99 0 (0.0%)

100 18 (100.0%)

101 0 (0.0%)

102 0 (0.0%)

103 0 (0.0%)

104 0 (0.0%)

105 0 (0.0%)

 Number of Responses

Total 18 (100.0%)

Yes, allways 0 (0.0%)

Yes, sometimes 6 (33.3%)

No, never 12 (66.7%)

8. What percentage of lectures did you attend?

9. Did you usually read the literature before you attended lectures?
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What percentage of TA sessions
did you attend?

Number of
Responses

Total 18 (100.0%)

16 - 24 1 (5.6%)

25 - 33 0 (0.0%)

34 - 42 0 (0.0%)

43 - 51 0 (0.0%)

52 - 60 0 (0.0%)

61 - 69 0 (0.0%)

70 - 78 0 (0.0%)

79 - 87 1 (5.6%)

88 - 96 1 (5.6%)

97 - 105 15 (83.3%)

 Number of Responses

Total 18 (100.0%)

1 0 (0.0%)

2 0 (0.0%)

3 2 (11.1%)

4 6 (33.3%)

5 10 (55.6%)

Don't know 0 (0.0%)

14. What percentage of TA sessions did you attend?

15. What is your opinion on the TA sessions with Stefan Hinkelmann? (1=Really
bad, 5=Really good)
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 Number of Responses

Total 18 (100.0%)

1 0 (0.0%)

2 1 (5.6%)

3 12 (66.7%)

4 5 (27.8%)

5 0 (0.0%)

Don't know 0 (0.0%)

 Number of Responses

Total 18 (100.0%)

1 1 (5.6%)

2 1 (5.6%)

3 2 (11.1%)

4 5 (27.8%)

5 9 (50.0%)

Don't know 0 (0.0%)

16. What is your opinion on the level of difficulty of the TA sessions? (1=Too
easy, 5=To hard)

17. What is your opinion on the TA sessions with Gualtiero Azzalini? (1=Really
bad, 5=Really good)
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 Number of Responses

Total 18 (100.0%)

1 0 (0.0%)

2 0 (0.0%)

3 9 (50.0%)

4 6 (33.3%)

5 3 (16.7%)

Don't know 0 (0.0%)

 Number of Responses

Total 18 (100.0%)

Yes 17 (94.4%)

No 1 (5.6%)

18. What is your opinion on the level of difficulty of the TA sessions? (1=Too
easy, 5=To hard)

19. Did you complete the examination?
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 Number of Responses

Total 18 (100.0%)

1 0 (0.0%)

2 1 (5.6%)

3 5 (27.8%)

4 6 (33.3%)

5 3 (16.7%)

Don't know 3 (16.7%)

In case you know the result, did you
pass the examination?

Number of
Responses

Total 18 (100.0%)

Yes 0 (0.0%)

No 1 (5.6%)

Don't know 17 (94.4%)

20. How well did the examination reflect the course in your view? (1=Really bad,
5=Really good)

21. In case you know the result, did you pass the examination?



30/07/2022, 16:16 Report

https://survey.su.se/report/35108 13/14

23. If you have any additional comments on the course you may write them here:

If you have any additional comments on the course you may write them here:
A fantastically interesting course, but a little haphazardly organized - the content of the problem sets were rarely covered
fully in the lectures, which meant a collective search among the student body to find suitable literature (often Daron
Agemoglu's lecture notes) online to understand: 1. What the problem is even asking for, and 2. How to go about solving
such a problem. The empirical sections were great, but since much of the content is not written down in lecture notes or
in any of the literature it is down to luck and note-taking skill how much of it we are able to retain. It should also be noted
that we have not covered Markov Chains or Measure Theory in the math courses, so this is an additional project to learn
aside from the macro content.

I am not a big fan of this course. For instance, the lectures and the problem sets felt diametrically opposed. Ex ante, we
didn't know how many problem sets there were going to be and up until today I still don't know how they're going to be
graded. I think Kurt should make (more) slides on the search part - I really liked his slides in the first few lectures, but
then felt somewhat lost towards the end, when we didn't have proper slide decks anymore. In Per's part, I feel like there
was a lot of handwaving and we quickly brushed over things that most people will forget in some weeks (filtering, VARs,
etc.) - so what is the point of covering them in the first place? I also think we should have done the math for NK models -
I think that's the only way to gain a deeper understanding for a new class of models. The way we covered it, I am really
not satisfied with it. Finally, I really like both lectureres, Kurt is incredibly good at explaining concepts in a clear manner
and Per is just very cool - so I think this course has a lot of potential.

Per: too many topics that we were not able to cover with detail. Assessment was not made clear from the beginning. Lack
of resources to study besides the slides.  
Kurt: there is a gap of knowledge between what we learnt in math 2 and 3 and what is needed for incomplete markets
(Sigma algebras, Markov chains). Repetition of complete markets models. Problem sets were harder than average. For Job
search models, having some notes would be helpful.  
TAs: Classes were super good. We should receive feedback from our PSs

The time allocation for Per's part is quite strange. I would expect more on NK model for example. Many things in the
beginning has been covered in Macro 1. The number of problem set is also unclear.  
For Kurt, it is generally nice, but it would be even better if he can talk slightly slower...  
Complete market is covered for too many times...

The exam from Kurt' part simply contains too many questions. Before I came to Sweden, I was told 'you will have more
than enough time to finish the exam''. But I now seriously doubt this statement. Both Per and Kurt are great lecturers and
I understand that the exam of the US style are much tougher, much harder and much more ruthless. But I also hope he
can stand at our point of view to think about this. We need to finish 9 questions within 5 hours. It almost becomes a
physical and mental test at 4th hour, not because I do not understand how to answer his questions, but in that it is hard
to concentrate on the last few questions, without even having time to eat and the chance to go to the toilet. I like the
topics we covered in class, even if I am not specialised in macro. But the exam is set up to the extent that I did not have
the chance to fully answer what I know about this course.

I really enjoyed the learning experience, especially because both Per and Kurt and very knowledgeable about their specific
areas. I think that we need more exercises to practice and consolidate our knowledge. Per's problem sets tend to not
reflect what we learned in class, meaning that if we had access to more examples, we could better grasp what we are
being taught.

Good things about Per's part of the course: the material is interesting, he emphasizes the intuition, interpretation and
relevance of the topics both in lectures and in problem sets. It gives a good overview of how different people tried
explaining things differently. 

Bad things about Per's part of the course: it was messy. The lectures themselves feel a bit improvised. He spends a lot of
time talking about trivial things, and then solves entire models in one slide. He then claims it is trivial to solve those
models. He did not specify his course plan and his expectations at the beginning of the class, seemed to change his mind
as to what he will cover the next week and kept assigning unannounced problem sets. He did not specify that the problem
sets will be graded, and we did not receive any feedback whatsoever on them (hence assumed that they were hand-in).
No other lecturer in the program has shown this level of lack of planning and structure in lectures, and generally regarding
the course. Overall, during lectures I did not learn much more than what I did in Timo's part, yet I still struggled in the
problem sets and exam. 

Kurt's part had a clear structure, he was a good lecturer and went through things step by step. However, he still had too
much material to be able to cover sufficiently. I think this is because both instructors don't realize that the setup of these
models are still quite deep for us even if the solution might not be difficult. If we need to learn it well enough to not just
copy-paste information from the slides, but to actually apply it in different problems, they need take more time to explain
the basics. This is true especially when working with dynamic programming methods, my guess is that most people
encountered this in Math 3 for the first time. 

Both TA's were great, and most of the time things only clicked when going through their solutions.

Lecturers are amazing and make the lectures quite interesting. However, it feels that this course was rather poorly
organised. There was a lot of overlap with Macro I, some topics in the first part were quite basic and there was also a big
gap between the lecture material and the Problem Sets in the second part. We've had three different introductions to
macro between Macro I and II which doesn't make a lot of sense.

Very different styles between Per and Kurt; Per more conceptual, and not necessarily deep, Kurt technical, and in depth.
The course material was lacking. Per's manuscript is a start, but very much incomplete. Kurt's slides as well. Some
references to textbooks would have been nice.  

The overlap (esp. complete markets) with Macro 1 is talked about elsewhere already.  

The TA sessions were solid overall. Stefan and Gualtiero used virtual whiteboards, which is best on Zoom. They were well
prepared for the sessions, and could answers all questions. The grading of problem sets was missing for Stefan, and a
simple "Pass" without comments by Gualtiero.


