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Course details 
IMPRS-gBGC core courses introduce doctoral candidates to scientific fields relevant to 
global biogeochemical cycles in which they have no deep knowledge yet. The purpose of 
those courses is to facilitate interdisciplinary communication and collaboration.

More information is available on the course website: http://www.imprs-gbgc.de/index.php/
Courses/PaleoCourse2018
!
Participants 
• 13 PhD researchers (3 external)!!
Survey results 
9 (first part) and 7 (second part) out of 13 course participants have filled in the online survey.
!
Feedback on the first part of the course 
How useful was the course in providing background knowledge on the Earth system 
compartments atmosphere and ocean, especially with regard to biogeochemical 
cycling?  
(Answer: 1=not useful at all…5=extremely useful) 
1 - 0 
2 - 2 (22%) 
3 - 1 (11%) 
4 - 5 (56%) 
5 - 1 (11%)
!
Comment: it was extremely useful in terms of Earth System, but less on biogeochemical 
cycling itself
!
The goals and the structure of the first course part matched well with the course 
description. 
4 (44%)	 strongly agree

4 (44%)	 agree

1 (11%)	 neither agree nor disagree

0	 	 disagree

0	 	 strongly disagree
!
Comments: 

• structure: agree (compared to website description), goals: disagree (need a context…)

• which is paleoclimatology but less on trying to link it to biogeochemical cycles

• Got to know more important information on paleoclimate reconstructions
!!

http://www.imprs-gbgc.de/index.php/Courses/PaleoCourse2018
mailto:imprs-gbgc@bgc-jena.mpg.de?subject=
http://www.imprs-gbgc.de


There was sufficient time / opportunities for questions and discussions. 
6 (67%)	 strongly agree

3 (33%)	 agree

0 	 	 neither agree nor disagree

0	 	 disagree

0	 	 strongly disagree
!
Comment: Michael and Peter were extremely interactive and allowed time for discussions 
and questions
!
Please comment on the parts presented by Michael Pirrung on Mon and Wed, Aug. 20 
and 22, e.g. regarding the context of the module, level of detail, contribution of the 
lecturer and the participants. 
• level & details ok, but I missed the connection to other parts of the core course and to BGC 

cycles. Practical work was not well explained.

• Michael did an excellent job introducing what is Paleoclimate how it has variated and giving 

us useful tools to reconstruct the climate of the past.

• The lectures were in general a good introduction to the subject of Paleoclimatology and its 

application, and the level of details matched the purpose of the course as an introduction to 
the subject. we also had hands on on mineralogy which is very interesting.


• It is clear that the presenter is knowledgeable and put together a presentation that served 
as a good introduction to paleoclimate, but some slides were too full of text, making it 
difficult to follow.


• Well prepared lecture, level of detail was relatively high. Slides were available with start of 
the course, which was convenient.


• Professor Michael presented a content suitable for the course proposal. The practical part 
was very useful and with good quality material.


• Lectures were very clear, but a little too detailed on the specifics of Maars volcanoes (it's 
ok, I love my topic too). I would have liked more examples of how the techniques have been 
used in studies.


• Overall content and explanation was good. Some sections are too much for a short course 
(eg; Polarization microscopy)


• nice to see which literature exist, small questions to the audience - good part about 
databases maybe a bit too long, maybe just talk about Pangeae
!

Please comment on the parts presented by Peter Frenzel on Mon and Tue, Aug. 20 and 
21, e.g. regarding the context of the module, level of detail, contribution of the lecturer 
and the participants. 
• level & details ok, but I missed the connection to other parts of the core course and to BGC 

cycles. Practical work was not well explained.

• Peter did a great job teaching us about the different indicator species that we can found in 

sediments, how to identify them and how to relate them with the climate. it is a great tool to 
reconstruct the climate and understand paleo processes


• Peter's part was very interesting. i learned much about microfossil which later popped out 
here and there in the course, which linked quite well.


• I think that the content and pacing of this part of the course were really good and 
encouraged more active participation.


• Level of detail was relatively high and specific. Material is not available yet.

• Professor Peter presented a content suitable for the course proposal. The practical part was 

very useful and with good quality material.
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• Lectures were very clear, but a little too detailed on the morphology of the organisms. I 
would have liked more examples of how the communities have been used in studies.


• Overall good and sufficient information. Useful to get new ideas on climate proxies

• good mixture between lectures and microscopy, very interesting samples for microscopy 
!
Please comment on the contribution of the participants. 
• fair

• good

• medium. few questions, rather bored. homeworks were done.

• there were nice discussions and nice interchange of information based on the practical 

work

• i think we had a good level of participation from others and some asked interesting 

questions,

• The participants were very motivated by the practical component of the course and actively 

participated with questions.

• The participants asked some questions and demonstrated a general interest in the content 

that was presented by the teachers

• Most of participants were actively participated for the lessons
!
Which parts of the course were especially good (and why)? 
• good balance of theory and praxis (nearly half-half)

• the hands on the identification of different animal species and minerals in the sediment. that 

give us an idea how to use those indicators to reconstruct the climate

• the practicals relating to microfossils- activities are always nice addition to sitting through 

lectures especially after lunch.

• I particularly enjoyed the practical component.

• Practical parts were good.

• The practical parts were quite explanatory, which is good for assimilating the theoretical 

content.

• Using the microscopes, always fun to have an interactive component!

• Microfossils

• Second day: microscopy, very impressive to see for the first time 
!
Which parts of the course were not so good / not so fitting / not well enough 
presented? 
• 2x none

• missing overview/context/connection to other parts of the module. rather bad explanations 

of practical work: why an i searching for a specific component of a sediment/a specific 
microfossile? what is an expected outcome?


• i think the parts from michael and peter linked well together, but it could always be more i 
think, and to link it more to biochemical cyclings especially relating to future climate 
change.


• Some parts of the presentations were too focused on the geological and not so much on 
the climatic part of paleoclimate.


• I missed the big picture. I would have preferred case studies or an introduction to important 
findings in the field (even if this does not match the lecturers fields). This way it was more 
focussed on specific methods than on processes.


• The content in general was too long for a short time, which can cause student fatigue, but I 
understand that teachers had a lot to go through. In addition, some slides contained a lot of 
text, which made it difficult to assimilate reading while the teacher expounded the content.
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• I think it's always important to remember that not everyone knows the jargon of every field. 
Therefore it's best to avoid it as much as possible!


• first day hard to have just lectures, but of course we need background knowledge 
!
Please suggest components that a future class on atmosphere and ocean at the 
IMPRS-gBGC should include in addition to OR instead of what has been discussed this 
time. 
• explain transferfunctions at the beginning! structure like: climate archive transferfunction 

(how? how accurate?...) different kinds of archives: different course days

• Might be nice to set-up some example scopes which are already focused on items of 

interest

• Use of pollens for paleoclimate reconstructions
!
Feedback on the second part of the course 
How useful was the course in providing background knowledge on the Earth system 
compartments atmosphere and ocean, especially with regard to biogeochemical 
cycling?  
(Answer: 1=not useful at all…5=extremely useful) 
1 - 0 
2 - 0 
3 - 1 (14%) 
4 - 4 (57%) 
5 - 2 (29%)
!
Comment: overview about isotopes might be useful 
!
The goals and the structure of the first course part matched well with the course 
description. 
3 (43%)	 strongly agree

4 (57%)	 agree

0	 	 neither agree nor disagree

0	 	 disagree

0	 	 strongly disagree
!
Comment: at least better than 1st part: most presenters tried to bring their work into a 
context!
!
There was sufficient time / opportunities for questions and discussions. 
3 (43%)	 strongly agree

4 (57%)	 agree

0 	 	 neither agree nor disagree

0	 	 disagree

0	 	 strongly disagree
!!!
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Please comment on the parts presented by David Herrera on Mon, Aug. 27, 
e.g. regarding the context of the modules, level of detail, quality of the material, 
contribution of the lecturer. 
• very good. the introduction as well as the practical part was easy to follow and interesting.

• very good, nice combi between lecture and practical Things, very interesting lecture- good 

to follow

• The part related to dendrochronology was very good. David demonstrated mastery and 

good teaching ability. The content was satisfactory for paleoclimate and still had space to 
expoor another application of dendrochronology. The practical part was also very good and 
interactive.


• Probably the best day of the course! Lecture was well structured and with a nice excurse by 
Victor. I liked the practical part very much (even if it caused some confusion by counting 
tree rings)!


• Very clear and engaging lecturer. He sands a mean tree core.

• The presentation was very well structured and greatly encouraged the participation of the 

audience, making it more engaging. The topics covered were relevant and well presented.
!
Please comment on the parts presented by Molecular Biogeochemistry group on Tue 
and Wed, Aug. 28 and 29, e.g. regarding the context of the modules, level of detail, 
quality of the material, contribution of the lecturer. 
• both the part given by Kasun was very good. parts by Su Ding, Yan Li and Natalie could be 

improved (sometimes too fast, sometimes too boring, sometimes not sure clear etc) the lab 
was short which is good. Markus's part was quite disastrous, one can tell that there was no 
preparation at all. Gerd's part was very good and in wrapping up the part given by his 
group.


• It was very useful and well detailed

• nice overview on different techniques, PLFAs part is not related to paleoclimate I think they 

could skip this short lecture next time

• Content was satisfactory for understanding the discipline. The slide shows were well 

prepared and rich in detail.

• Level and detail were fine and most contributors tried to set their work into a context, which 

was necessary, because a lot of topics were covered by many people. Unfortunatly not all 
stick to the topic 'Paleoclimate' (e.g.: PLFAs). Practical part was rather boring. Maybe you 
can think about something less accurate/scientific/..., but faster/more fancy/... or 
something, what lab-visitors can actually do except of watching.


• A little bit of a mixed bag, but over all tolerable. I hate delta notation or any indexes that 
resemble it, so I am probably biased.


• The basics and principles of the techniques used were well presented, but at times the 
connection to their application to paleoclimate was not highlighted.
!

Please comment on the contribution of the participants 
• it was ok, participation was moderate

• it was interesting the questions and discussions carried by the participants

• good

• Participants generally participated and interacted well. As is common, some participated 

more than others, but the doubts that were raised were well answered.

• Better, but extremly depending on the topic/presenter. Probably most lively on Monday.

• *crickets*

• Participants were attentive and contributed with questions.
!
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Which parts of the course were especially good (and why)? 
• David & Kasun (they delivered a good and effective lecture, and one can tell they were well 

prepared and interested to make an effort) the short lab/ practicals which is good. Gerd's 
presentation was good in wrapping up the second part.


• dendrochnologogy Carbon Isotops both Kind of related to my phd Topic, good for more 
Background knowledge


• Especially during this second part of the course, I liked the dendrochronology class more, 
being the area of most interest to me.


• Practical part on Monday: preparing a tree core, counting tree rings, finding patterns, 
comparing them with other cores and climate showed clearly how dendrochronology is 
working incl. accuracy, problems, strenghs and weaknesses,…


• All the breaks. Just kidding! Gerd is a fantastic lecturer. I think it was good to give so many 
people opportunities to work on their teaching skills.


• The connection between the presentations and the practical components was very clear 
and illustrative.
!

Which parts of the course were not so good / not so fitting / not well enough 
presented? 
• Markus's presentation could be improved. as compared to the efforts given by the phd, his 

part was really not good.

• the use of carbon isotopes for paleoclimatic reconstructions needed a little bit more 

preparation

• PLFAs not fit in the course

• In general, it is difficult to expose complex and extensive subjects in a short time (mainly 

related to complex interactions and chemical reactions). Therefore, some presentations 
could explain in a simpler way the backgrounds of their respective themes to ensure that all 
of the class are at the same level of understanding. But overall the presentations were very 
good.


• Practical part on Tue was rather boring.

• I guess I was hoping for more information on what the climate was actually like historically? 

Maybe that was the day I missed.

• Some of the presentations lacked the connection to paleoclimate. They could have 

contextualized the application of the techniques presented in paleoclimate.
!
Please suggest components that a future class on atmosphere and ocean at the 
IMPRS-gBGC should include in addition to OR instead of what has been discussed this 
time. 
• more meterology and ways of doing atmospheric and flux measurements (I missed this 

Wednesday though)

• Skip the constant rehearsals of EM spectrum, black body, Coriolis etc and go a bit more in 

depth. These concepts don't need to be repeated every, single, lecture.
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