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A.  Introduction

The Department of Politics in the Faculty of Lawjdess and Social Sciences is
based in the Adam Smith Building where all but tleey large Level 1 classes are
taught. An assessment of educational provisioRAdlitics, conducted for the Scottish
Higher Education Funding Council in 1996, judgedalgy overall to be ‘Highly
Satisfactory’ and, in respect of ‘the teaching dedrning environment’, ‘learning
resources’, ‘student support’ and ‘students’ wdik’be ‘Excellent’. A Departmental
Review conducted in 2001 recognised that this Weasery strong Department with
considerable strengths [including] ... excellentfstaigagement with quality assurance
[and] very solid commitment to the support and acaid development of the student.”
The Department has also a fine record of researisie\eement having scored grade 5
in each of the last three Research AssessmentiEagrc

Although there have been several changes in pess@imce the 2001 review, the
Departmental ethos that may be discerned from tieé description above appears to
have survived in good health. The Department aapred the DPTLA review in a

positive and constructive manner, and its Self &atddn Report (SER), which assisted
the Review Panel greatly, was a model exerciseitical self-appraisal. By the end of
the review the Panel was to conclude that the S&Rbleen, perhaps, too self-critical,
or that, in the two to three months since its dmgftthe Department had satisfactorily
resolved some of its own concerns.
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In addition to the expected contributions to the MAd MA (Social Sciences)
programmes at Levels 1 and 2 and Honours, the Depat provides a 60 credit Level
3 course. The Department has also responded tdJitiersity’s Learning and
Teaching and Internationalisation Strategies byeiasing PGT provision so that it now
offers seven distinct MSc programmes.

In the course of its visit, the Review Panel meaif€sor Robert Paton, the Associate
Dean representing Professor Burrows, Dr Barry Ol@psélead of Department, and
Professor Andrew Lockyer, past Head of Departméninet also a group of key staff
(8), probationary staff (4), associate staff (4 ght postgraduate students (8) and
undergraduates in two groups of 6 and 7. For thetwf appropriate and available
accommodation in the Adam Smith Building, these tinge were held in the adjacent
Department of Urban Studies in Bute Gardens. Pheel was grateful to the
Department of Urban Studies for making rooms abéelan this occasion.

Overall aims of the Department's provision

The SER provided a thoughtful and convincing sdbaf aims which articulated well

with the University’s mission and objectives. Ttierd of these referred to the

integration of teaching and research activitiestlier benefit of both students and staff.
The Review Panel, conscious of conflicting demamuéimited staff time, appreciated

that this represented a considerable undertakimgbyuthe end of its meetings with

students and staff, concluded that the Departmentiraied to demonstrate a large
measure of achievement of this objective. Therotheee aims were appropriately
student centred, focusing more on the learning thanteaching experience, and on
developing each student’s potential for personfilrhent and his or her capacity for

making a positive contribution in society.

Undergraduate and Taught-Postgraduate Provisio

Aim
The Review Panel was entirely satisfied with thensiof the Department’'s taught
provision which appeared to sit comfortably witkertly redrafted QAA benchmarks.
From the documentation provided by the Departme@tccompany the SER the Panel

was able to confirm the clarity with which thesengiwere set out for students across
the whole range of provision.

The Panel was pleased to read in the SER how, Sporse to critical comment
following the 2001 review, Honours and Masters irag had been wholly decoupled.
In their meeting with the Panel, postgraduate sitsldescribed their programme as
‘cosmopolitan’ (sic) and taught with ‘wide perspeet They had different
perceptions as to how far it represented a stepgehfrom undergraduate studies but
some reported a significant difference in the giyaand difficulty of the material they
were expected to master, and in the extent to whingtt material was critically
examined.

Although the Review Panel appreciated the Departseaim to encourage a broad,
thoughtful and imaginative approach to studentriegy, it was not convinced that all
undergraduate students understood the objectiweece ready to subscribe to it, and
some criticised reading lists for not being clediolgused on relevant topics.
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C.2 Intended Learning Outcomes (ILOs)

In its SER the Department expressed the view thad not yet achieved all it wanted
to in respect of ILOs but, even if more needed ¢odone, the Review Panel was
impressed by the inclusion in the same passagevefyapositive statement of intent
with regard to course guides and their presentatidhOs as the focus for all learning
and teaching. And, despite the Department’'s séltism, the Panel took the view
that the ILOs were generally written in accordawith University guidance, and were
clearly presented in students’ course documentatidine Department might take
encouragement too from the fact that undergradstai@gents informed the Panel that
the ILOs helped them select their courses becdusg gave a clear indication of
content.

The Review Panel concurred with the view represkmethe SER of the pivotal
significance of ILOs, and offered the Departmergrgvencouragement in its drive to
deliver this message to students. In doing so, Ramel recalled that some
undergraduate students had pointed to an absenc®cobed reflection at the
conclusion of taught courses, and had implied siah an exercise might be used to
confirm attainment of ILOs.

C.3  Assessment
C3.1 Examinations v. alternative assessment forms

While all Honours assessment was formerly condudtedthis Department, as
elsewhere, by means of unseen examination, a viegghatio of examination to
coursework of 75:25 was now the norm, and somesetagiere moving in the direction
of 50:50. The Head of Department confirmed to Beview Panel that course
conveners were permitted to set this ratio for thedires on the basis of what provided
the most appropriate means of determining achiemeroé ILOs. He suggested,
however, that this criterion resulted in a bias do¥g examinations because of the
relative importance attached to end of course aehient.

One convener who had reduced the unseen examin#iiobf0% of the course

summative assessment had introduced a requiremestudents to keep a reflective
journal. This innovation was consistent with avgirg support for active and student-
centred learning, although one member of staff wiet the Review Panel took a more
traditional view and questioned whether applicatibra particular learning technique
should count for so much relative to the demonisinabf what had actually been

learned. It was acknowledged also that the jounrg very time consuming to mark,
and presented particular problems in terms of stenarking. The Panel sought to
explore the possibility of auditing the assessnignimeans of second marking only a
sample of scripts or assignments. The Head of ib®eat was reluctant to embrace
this suggestion, however, which, he thought, mightermine the integrity of the

assessment. He was concerned also to preserheeaegpuivalence among all Honours
options.

C.3.2 Participation in tutorial groups

In several of its meetings the Review Panel disaiske reliability of the assessment
of student participation in tutorial groups. Sostedents expressed concern about the
consistency of marking achieved by graduate tegchssistants (GTAs), and staff
acknowledged that the difficulty of achieving antiesty transparent and objective
assessment meant that the contribution this madkdcbe allowed to make to the
assessment overall must necessarily be limitece Pdnel was, however, impressed by
the efforts made by the Department to ensure a ligd consistent level of
performance from GTAs (see C.6.4 below) and commeénch principle the
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Department’s efforts to encourage students andrrethair appropriate participation in
tutorials.

C.3.3 Dissertation oral

The Review Panel discussed with staff the oral emation of the Honours
dissertation. The innovation was commended byRhaeel as an example of good
practice worthy of consideration by other departteenin response to the Panel’s
observation that, at 20%, the share of the assessoere attributed to the presentation
and defence of the dissertation might be thoughsdiye to be high, the Head of
Department pointed out that even at this weighoiitributed only 2.5% of the overall
Honours assessment. He readily conceded thaaspisct of the assessment was time
consuming but it had the great virtue of revealirigether the candidate was capable of
articulating ideas and defending them orally. Pamel was reminded that students in
the Department are advised from the beginning eirtoareers that they will be
assessed on their oral performance, and that iela@ng these skills they cultivate an
important asset, not least in the eyes of graderadoyers.

C.3.4 Honours classification

The Review Panel explored with staff in the Deparninthe spread of Honours

classification outcomes — surprisingly light at top end - and the possibility of this

being a consequence of double blind marking. Fuiitivestigation revealed, however,

a lack of persuasive evidence that Politics Joiohddirs graduating students fared
much better than those completing a Single Honprogramme — the percentages over
the past six years obtaining Firsts being 11% a¥d r@spectively. The Head of

Department confirmed that, at the end of each am#dsession, there was a thorough
review of assessment results on a course by cbasis, and that the outcome of this
review informed planning for the succeeding year.

C.3.5 Plagiarism

The offence of plagiarism — its prevention and cksbe - in written course assignments
was discussed only briefly with staff but the RewiPanel was persuaded that the
Department was committed to implementing Universjplicy in this area.
Undergraduate students, however, seemed to exarésar of offending by accident
and told members of the Panel that they would &ikelass session on the subject.
Although course documentation was found to inclstd¢ements of the seriousness of
the offence, and to make reference to Universiticpin the Calendar, the Department
appeared to offer less guidance than some. ThellLb& Course Guide referred
students to the bookl&tudying Politics but the copy of this received by the Panel
appeared to contain no explicit mention of plagiari

C.3.6 Formative assessment

One of the themes in much of what the Review Pheatd from students at all levels
was that the delivery of formative assessmentdaibematch expectations. This matter
was inevitably linked to the guidance in essay ingitthat students received. While
one issue was the nature of the feedback, studests concerned also with who
delivered it and when. Although the Panel heamidgeHonours students say they got
essays back in two weeks, the experience of sondainior Honours was that they
might wait for up to eight weeks. Postgraduatelestis expressed some impatience
with the time taken — up to six weeks - for esdayle returned to them. One student
said that an essay had been submitted on 8 Jaandrfat 14 March) had not yet been
returned. The Review Panel acknowledged that,xoegtional circumstances, the
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return of a student's essay might be delayed beywrdally acceptable limits. It
noted that the SER referred to the return of asses®mrk within four weeks of the
submission deadline, but that this representedttive rather than a commitment. It
agreed torecommend that the Department consider whether the curreidetines
were sufficiently effective, and whether it mighg bppropriate to introduce a limiting
timeframe that would represent something closaan@bsolute commitment. It also
agreed that the Department should emphasise thentdye for students of essays
being marked by two lecturers independently.

The Panel was aware that the Department invitedoHignstudents to submit a draft
dissertation for assessment, and that most studgmésed the opportunity. Some

students whom the Panel met thought it might befbklf the Department published

the invitation with greater emphasis on the adwgegait afforded. Asked about

making it compulsory, staff advised the Panel tthety did not wish to place an

additional and perhaps unnecessary burden on stubdat more importantly, that it

would be difficult to determine a fair and appraepei sanction for those students who
did not submit a draft.

Many students seemed unsure of the quality of {mmiformance in written work and,
in particular, what they had to do to achieve thadgs they wanted. Some
undergraduates said they would be prepared tougive tutorial for clear feedback on
their essays, but indications were that what theyted was not feedback in the
abstract — the Panel heard it said that there wagoint discussing the essay with a
tutor who hadn’t marked it - but a level of perdodialogue with the marker. In their
meeting with the Panel, staff described the guiddhat was given to students in essay
writing, the notes on structured argumentation terte provided to Level 1 students,
and the tutorial session that was given over te shibject. The Panel discussed this
guidance with students and discovered that what dippeared to be looking for was
not help in such mechanical issues but indicatiothe required degree of originality
and intellectual level of the content. Staff mehile&vhad expressed concern not to
deliver what might be interpreted as a model answer

It was not an area in which the Panel felt confidbat it fully understood the problem
— by no means unique to this Department. Thetfadt students are asked to submit
fewer essays and are warned of the seriousnessssiing off the thoughts of others as
their own, may increase their difficulties. ThenPbagreed that student understanding
of what was required of them might be improved aersbly if time could be found
for one of the staff who had marked a student’syess return that essay to the student
individually, andrecommendedthat the Department be asked to adopt such peactic
at least at Level 2 and above, as a matter of eours

C.3.7 Code of Assessment

The Department had indicated that its adoptiohefniversity’s Code of Assessment
had been straightforward, and reference was matteiBER to the recent addition of
two further bands within Grade A to encourage usthat grade when justified. The
Review Panel was concerned, however, to discovdeege of ‘marking out of 22’, a
practice which was likely to cause confusion olttrlear understanding of criteria
based assessment. The Pamebmmendedthat the notes on assessment which were
included in course guides should be amended tosfacuthe grades (divided into
bands) and their correspondence with the verbargi¢i®ns of performance relative to
ILOs; and that they should make clear that the matsén the scale of 1 to 22 are used
only as a tool for aggregating discrete assessmeultts.
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C.3.8 Political bias

It was perhaps inevitable that, in a subject sicRd@litics, a reference to political bias
would have been encountered. An overseas MScrettmtek the opportunity to report
to the Review Panel some dissatisfaction with theessment of an essay which had
been marked down, it was alleged, because therdtadd marker surveyed the subject
from fundamentally different standpoints. Whileetlitanel heard no other such
complaints and, having been impressed by the shrupoess of assessment
procedures, was confident that the final outcomelldvdbe just and appropriate, it
recognised that this was an area in which the Dejesnt would have to remain
vigilant, perhaps, for assessment purposes, paiipgrts with contrasting views in a
given subject area.

C.4  Curriculum Design and Content
C.4.1 Honours provision

After reviewing the curriculum content from the daeentation provided to it, the
Review Panel had discussed the absence of oppigtufor students to study Middle
Eastern or African politics. The Head of Departmeesponded that, in the past,
recruitment advertisements had often included eefez to an interest in these fields.
Such advertisements had, however, covered a wiggrsin of research interests, and
the Department had typically sought to appoint #ieongest candidate without
reference to the specialisms that he or she migve o offer. While it was
acknowledged that a case could be made for a necreséd appointment, certainly in
Middle Eastern politics, the external member of Blamel expressed the view that there
was often virtue in consolidation around existimgas of expertise. The Panel noted
that two Honours options hastitutions, Ideology and Power and Scottish Politics —
were currently taught exclusively by associatefstaf response to the suggestion that
someone might be recruited specifically to teackddi Eastern politics, the Head of
Department observed that the curriculum was alrdaully broad, with all professors
teaching in their own fields in Levels 1 and 2.

The Department reported that a certain amount ofsgorotation increased further the
number of options available to students. The Rewanel explored this - with its

implications for progression and classes mixinglsits in their third and fourth years
of study — without discovering evidence that itategl any difficulties. The Panel was
advised that the maximum number of students pexdhitt enrol on an Honours option
in any year was 40 although, when splitting classas not possible, numbers might
have to be capped at 25. The Review Panel comrdetige Department for the

breadth of Honours options provided.

The Review Panel had noted the suggestion in aerfadt Examiner’s report that the
curriculum might have included more contemporaritigal philosophy. The Head of
Department indicated some surprise that this obsierv had been made. Although
there was no longer a compulsory paper in analypcditical theory, a theoretical
foundation was laid at Levels 1 and 2 and thereewileiee Honours options in different
aspects of political theory. The Panel was pemdaithat the question had been
adequately answered, and the possibility it hadighbto explore of the Department
inviting the Department of Philosophy to contribute Honours teaching was not
pursued.

C.4.2 Sub-Honours provision

The Review Panel agreed that the Department stmmiltbmmended for the extent to
which, even at Levels 1 and 2, students are exptseaxlirrent research activity in
lectures given by the most senior members of st8tiudents told the Panel that they
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found the experience rewarding. They said alsbtttey found the second semester of
Level 1 more challenging than the first, but flirterest.

The Department's SER had discussed the size ofl|L®ewuaitorial groups and the

frequency of meetings, and the Review Panel wasabous of the strains imposed by
increased student numbers. It agreed with the epat that it would be desirable to
reduce the number of students in each group (dilyraweraging 13.5) but concurred
with its decision that it was more important taietmeetings on a weekly basis.

The Review Panel was conscious of the fact thatt mepartments made no special
provision for Level 3 non-Honours students, andt tRalitics was exceptional in

offering a 60 credits course at this level. ThedPdook the view that the Department
was justified in taking some pride in this, and g@tulated it for allowing some

measure of progression for Level 2 students whowftatever reason, were unwilling
or unable to proceed to Honours.

C.4.3 Politics General

Assessment in the new Politics General course sesdhe trend to mixed essay-exam
summative assessment by relying exclusively on @ndourse unseen examination.
The Review Panel discussed with staff both themale underpinning the course and
the lack of enthusiasm for it expressed by somelestis. The Panel had been
favourably impressed by the Department’s intentfat this course “should encourage
students to see the study of Politics in a broadgeetive and to think in terms of the
overall aims and ILOs of the Department’s provisairHonours.” And its meetings
with undergraduates revealed that not all of theerewunhappy. The Head of
Department conceded, however, as he had done BERe that many students did feel
threatened by the open-endedness of the courdackt®f tightly defined content, and
its novelty since this was the first year it haemeffered. He indicated that changes in
design and presentation would be introduced in@@2007-08 and that these changes
would be informed partly by student performancehim current session, a performance
which would be examined closely and with much iesér

C.4.4 Personal development planning

Although members of the Review Panel were genenalbressed by the Department’s
sense of responsibility for its students’ educaiioithe widest sense, they discovered
no evidence of students engaging consciously irsgmed development planning.
Undergraduate students did report that employgkidgues had come up in tutorials,
but they evidenced little awareness of the impleiat@n of an employability strategy.
Although it might be argued that developing skifsmore important than thinking
about doing so, a greater student awareness afragat might both assist the process
and encourage focus on personal development argasing particular attention. The
Panelrecommended therefore, that the Department consider how ghmincorporate

a closer focus on personal development planningtsinplans to increase student
awareness of course learning outcomes.

C.4.5 Masters programmes

The Review Panel commended the Department for tte¥gg with which it had
responded to the University’s ‘Learning and Teaghiand ‘Internationalisation’
strategies with its considerably extended PGT giosi Among the comments of
appreciation expressed by current postgraduatestsidvas reference to the range of
courses on offer. And a North American student whoke of having already had
enough of being taught US foreign policy from a fBspective referred to being glad
to be where “things are going on.” This had notyaver, been achieved easily and the
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Panel discussed with postgraduate students thegiofithe Research Methods course,
which some thought to have been delivered tooftatdest effect, and the advice on

choice of dissertation topic which appeared to l@rae too close to the date by which
that choice had had to be made. The Head of Dmpattconfirmed that this course

would, in future, be delivered in the first semeste

Postgraduate students whom the Review Panel meiaegp happy with the overall
integration of courses in the programmes they viellewing, but several expressed
disappointment that the International Security apthad been removed from the
International Politics MSc programme. The Headepartment acknowledged that
this change to the programme — a result of chamg&epartmental staffing — was
unfortunate but not exceptional, and pointed oatwlide range of alternative options
available. The Panel was, however, concerned taskared that, when a particular
option might have had a significant bearing onaating students to a programme,
everything possible is done to ensure the avaitgluf that option.

C.5  Sudent Recruitment, Support and Progression
C.5.1 Recruitment and induction

The Review Panel had been made aware from the dodation it had received that
the number of students entering Politics at Leviedd increased considerably and to a
level with which the Department was uncomfortabl@he SER expressed some
frustration about a situation over which the Demert had so little control and, in his
meeting with the Panel, the Head of Department iooefl his suggestion that
experience had perhaps now demonstrated a cledrtogacrease entry qualification
requirements. The numbers recruited to the MSgraromes were very satisfactory
but again there were concerns about entry standatidsthis case the command of
English possessed by some of the overseas apglizaimb were being accepted
centrally. This matter is revisited below (C.5.2).

The SER had identified as a weakness of the Depattrits student induction

procedures. The Review Panel found, however, thagramme and course

documentation was clear and presented detaileduatof courses and administrative
procedures as well as advice on such topics ayg skilts. But the SER continued that
class sizes made it difficult at Level 1 to engagere pro-actively with the student
body although the course conveners were examinaygwn which induction might be

improved.

C.5.2 Support

The Review Panel had learned from its external negrtimt at the University of East
Anglia the Honours dissertation was no longer a masory component of the
curriculum because it was so demanding of weakstestts. The Panel discussed the
desirability of the dissertation being compulsory same length with staff who
indicated that six class meetings were organisemgltwo weeks in May for students
entering Junior Honours to prepare them for thesedtation and to address their
guestions and concerns. These meetings coveradusaresearch methods and
included presentations from representatives ofLibeary and the Effective Learning
Office. Meetings with supervisors to discuss rededopics are followed by more
focused meetings to agree titles and reading li§tst those students who had made
insufficient progress over the summer, further nimggstin October would be arranged
to identify remedial work.

Honours students who met the Review Panel were usidstic about the
approachability of staff, and staff-student relai@ppeared to be very good. At Level
1, GTAs appeared to contribute positively to depilg the sense of integrated

gla.arc/arc/politics_report/2007-05-25/1 8



Departmental Programmes of Teaching, Learning asgk#sment: Report of the Review of the
Department of Politics held on 14 March 2007

community. Nevertheless, while there was evidesfce social dimension to teaching
and learning relations, some students indicate@dgpetite for more, and wondered
whether an informal meeting of tutorial groupshet beginning of the session would be
a good thing. In discussion with the Review Pdhelpostgraduate students expressed
themselves very satisfied with the level of commoations they had with academic
staff. The provision of feedback questionnaired #re PGT Class Representatives
meeting with the Director of Graduate Studies apgbéo work well and provided the
Department with sound mechanisms for monitoring dffectiveness of its teaching
and academic support.

The Review Panel explored the provision of supfmrinternational students with the
group of postgraduates, and most indicated a bl@aal of satisfaction. A student
from China, however, would have welcomed more stppdhis in the form of more
small group work and assistance in bringing togethieemutual support students from
different programmes but from the same part ofitbdd.

In the course of meetings with staff, the Reviewmdbavas often reminded of the point
made in the SER that “discussion, debate, dialestgze “what Politics is about” and
that “a high degree of proficiency” in English wiasjuired. In the section on student
support, the SER referred to postgraduate recruoitnfeing “largely out of the
Department’s hands” and to there being “particyisoblems in terms of language,”
problems with which the Department was not equipjpedope. The point was made
that setting the required entry standard too lod @daamaging effect on the quality of
the learning experience delivered to other studeamd threatened to compromise the
principles supporting the Department’s learning aedching strategy. The Panel
sympathised with the Department’s position aacdommendedthat the International
Office should take steps to facilitate greater Iagment of international students in the
pre-sessional course.

The SER had informed the Review Panel that, intexdito a Faculty Adviser of
Studies, each student was “allocated a persoral timtwhom recourse could be sought
for advice, information and help.” The students owmet the Panel spoke
appreciatively of this arrangement and reportetlttrey were able to express their own
preferences, and that most seemed to obtain tfigtichoice. The Panel commended
the Department for this initiative.

C..6  The Effectiveness of Provision
C.6.1 Learning and teaching

Three members of the Review Panel met four probatio members of staff who
reported their impression that good quality teaghias very important to the senior
members of the Department, and that they had folisdcommitment to the students
very helpful. It was gratifying also for the Panelhear the quality of undergraduate
teaching being given as one of the reasons whysay@amuate student had enrolled on
an MSc programme. And such quality was not judeature of the past — some
postgraduate students describing their lecturetwasderful’.

The Review Panel was impressed by the processilbedan the SER for monitoring

student participation even in Level 1 class mesting’he Panel's encounters with
students and GTAs confirmed that this was no mepeession of good intent. The

Panel was persuaded that there existed a clearstad@ding that active participation by
students was required, and GTAs not less than neaperienced teachers were
attentive to the extent and effectiveness of eaember's engagement with his or her
group. In one of the meetings with undergraduatesmbers of the Panel heard from
an appreciative student how the GTA leading hariaitgroup had been observant and
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conscientious enough both to see that she wasgéitrggand then to take time to
provide helpful and effective assistance.

In its meeting with staff, the Review Panel diseasan interesting development in the
tutorial in which a small sub-group of studentswdngp a plan for an answer to a
guestion set by the tutor. That plan was subsdiyudiscussed and graded by the
other students in the group. This method had ffexteof encouraging students to
engage more closely with the topic in hand, thease of assessment in particular
encouraging critical consideration of the work.

C.6.2 Learning resources and their deployment: Assiate staff

The Head of Department had advised the Review Rhaglfrom among the academic
staff, only the single part time University Teacheas not being entered in the RAE.
This commitment to research and the heavy teadmimden encouraged the Panel to
suggest the recruitment of ‘teaching only’ staffeasieans of protecting research time
for research-active colleagues. In response, #adtbf Department said that a move
in this direction would be resisted by the Deparitrees a whole where the Faculty’s
research excellence ethos was deeply entrenched.

The Review Panel explored the background to theoiappent of the associate
lecturers and the short-term, part-time, contrdaduangements made with them. The
Head of Department explained that they were pdgkdypically in the range of £4,000
to £5,000 for delivering a defined course, thisalisunvolving teaching once a week.
The money for these fees came from research geamed by the permanent staff who
would otherwise have taught the courses concerned.

C.6.3 Learning resources and their deployment: Pro&tionary staff

The SER had alerted members of the Review Paribketpossibility that it might find
relations strained between established membenaibfasid the relatively large number
of new and inexperienced staff who had recentlggdithe Department. Discussions
on the day, not least with the probationary lectyrdispersed such concerns entirely.
While changes in teaching and assessment - sudheaseflective journal and a
diminished reliance on end of course examinatiangy owe their introduction mainly
to the enthusiasm for change of new staff, the &ewanel found no evidence of
hostility or resentment on either side, and staffittons seemed very good. Each new
member of staff had been assigned a mentor witmwthe relationship was described
by the Head of Department as ‘informal’. The adsition of new staff seemed to have
been effective. In their first year probationatgfshad typically a weekly teaching
workload of 4 hours rather than the 6.5 which wasmnal in the following years. It
was, however, acknowledged that the step changleetdigher figure in the second
year might be rather demanding. Also, in theilosecor third years, probationary staff
might be asked to join the ranks of Faculty Advésefr Studies.

While new staff had spoken kindly of the welcomesythhad received in the
Department, they suggested to members of the ReRamel that they would have
found a formal introduction to the University halpf Members of the Panel were
surprised that they seemed to have been unawar¢hikavas provided by the Staff
Development Service. The Panel learned from psesentative of the Learning and
Teaching Centre that the Department had negotiedeldced participation by its
recently appointed probationers in the New Lectamed Teacher Programme. The
Panel observed that, in the event of such arrangimeare should be taken to ensure
that its new staff are not denied opportunitieslgarn about the University and
participate in formal and social staff inductioreats. Subsequent to the Review it was

! One of the probationers described a much heavier normal workload in her first year as she had
filled gaps left by two departing members of staff.
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learned that a failure in the administration of almaddresses for new staff, which had
affected staff more widely than in Politics alohad contributed to the problem.

C.6.4 Learning resources and their deployment: GTAs

The Review Panel discussed the training and suggostided to GTAs, and their

familiarity with the subjects taught. It was impsed by efforts made by the
Department to ensure that the teaching providethbyGTAs was of an appropriate
standard, and noted that, “the conveners also ootfie tutors, including observing

tutorial sessions, and make decisions about reemuEnt on the basis of

guestionnaires administered in each tutorial grepgifically about the tutorials.” At

the same time, in the meeting with associate dtaéfReview Panel learned that GTAs
were given less detailed advice about what shoeldcdvered in individual group

meetings than was the case in some other depagmalthough this might be

consistent with the advice given to GTAs that thatorials should not develop into
mini-lectures.

C.6.5 Learning resources and their deployment: Distbution of workload

The Head of Department acknowledged consideralé-personal difference in the

share of administrative burden carried by the @sdes in the Department. This, he
argued, reflected individual strengths and wealesgsand equilibrium was achieved
through the distribution of second marking dutiek. was acknowledged also that
marking loads varied considerably and in accordamitle class size. Although the

Review Panel did not have an opportunity to exansirngpreadsheet populated with
actual data, it is understood that a workload moHatl been developed for
retrospective comparison of staff inputs over amdamic session. Given the
complexity of the balance mechanism, the Pesmmmendedthat this model be kept

under review to ensure a consistently fair distidou of teaching and administrative
responsibilities while maintaining the quality ohese in a research intensive
environment.

The Review Panel was aware from the SER of thendet range of additional
responsibilities — examinations and quality assteanatters - currently being assumed
by the Head of Department. The Panel was concdyaidfor the very heavy burden
this imposed on the individual himself and for ffwential loss to the Department of
not having an officer to champion quality issuesewhhese might require advocacy
that was independent of other managerial considesat The Head of Department
readily conceded that trsatus quo was untenable and explained that it had arisen as
result of research absence, retirements and thardgpgent of inexperienced new staff.
He indicated that he was temporarily covering thle of Assessment Officer because
the colleague who was to have assumed these dofidsrecently accepted an
appointment at another university. He had retahedquality assurance brief which
he had held during his predecessor’s tenure as Be&dpartment, only in order to
complete the preparations for the current revidde had taken account also of the
impact of RAE preparations on the workloads of emjlues already heavy with
teaching and administrative burdens. While the ePapplauded the Head of
Department’s willingness to go yet another extréepnit noted the presence of other
experienced staff in the Department and maintathedview that this was a mile too
many. Itrecommendedthat the responsibilities of assessment officat goality
assurance officer be delegated to other membestmfifat the earliest opportunity.

C.6.6 Learning resources and their deployment: Builings and materials

The SER was heavily critical of the teaching féiei§ available to the Department and
described them as eminently unfit for purposeitdmmeetings with undergraduates the
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Review Panel heard several corroborating complaints in particular, students spoke
about the lack of adequate heating in lecture rdd® in the Adam Smith Building.
The Panel agreed that this matter required urggidraand should not be the subject
of a formal recommendation in the usual way bututhde raised separately by the
Convener with the appropriate University authositie

The Review Panel noted the critical comments eggeby the Head of Department in
respect of the performance of Central Room Bookirigse Panel was, however, aware
that this was a service area which had recently babject to close examination.

The quality of Library provision was explored byetReview Panel in several of its
meetings and in many respects, particularly thathef support provided by Library

staff, it was reported to be very good. Some tiegchtaff, however, suggested that it
was an area of relative weakness that the provisigmescribed reading was not more
generous. As a result, some students were efébgtivequired to study library

materials against the clock.

D The Maintenance and Enhancement of Standards ofwards

The SER contained a detailed account of arrangementthe Department for
assessment review which demonstrated explicit comenit to maintaining degree
standards internally. The account and discussidicated some of the difficulties
inherent in maintaining something which meant défe things to different people in
different places, but it succeeded in demonstratiireg Department’s commitment to
maintaining a clear perspective of its own posiiioboth absolute and relative terms.

The question concerning the distribution of FirdadS degrees between Single and
Joint Honours candidates has already been disc€s8dt above). At around 10%
overall over the last six years it was recognis$ed the Department was not generous
relative to other institutions, and the Head of &#pent acknowledged that this point
had been made more than once by External Examineiglying that the same might
therefore not be said for the world at large, hid #aat the figures simply confirmed
his own Department’'s commitment to the protectibatandards.

E. The Maintenance and Assurance of Quality

At the end of 2006 the Department’s Teaching Cotemitook the decision that Class
Councils should meet more frequently (and earb@d that the Department should be
more pro-active in alerting students to the Studeepresentative Council’s training
arrangements. The SER reported that the intentighese reforms was to streamline
the work of the Department and ensure more effeciwident input into that work.
The Review Panel was impressed by the candounp#ssage but not more so than
by the attitude, convincingly presented, to thetdbution that students might make. It
noted that the Department “sought to build a refethip of trust between students and
staff and [was] constantly seeking to improve comitation with, and feedback from,
the student body.”

Discussions with students and staff on the dapeféview confirmed the Panel’s first
impression that the Department was genuinely cotathib engaging with students not
just as the objects of teaching but as participantshe design of the learning
experience. The Panel had received the minutesClabs Councils and the
Staff/Student Representative Committee, and haddnat generally higher level of
attendance than is often the case elsewhere. ddwrence on committee agendas of
matters external to the Department, for example Registry’s timetabling of
graduations, suggested that internal concerns weither numerous nor serious
enough to demand their exclusive attention. TheePaoted and commended the
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Department for its preparation of a consultatiopguafor students outlining both the
advantages and disadvantages of split diets of iexedilons.

The Review Panel noted also that recent Annual €eoltonitoring Reports for Levels
1 and 2 indicated a marked improvement in studati¢faction ratings. The contents
of student questionnaires on the performance of $&&Ad associate lecturers were
clearly taken very seriously by the Department.

The fact that the Department employs a number ebcate lecturers to deliver
discrete elements of teaching, and that sever#sthede, some holding posts in other
institutions, met members of the Review Panel mledi a helpfully objective
assessment of what was described as a dynamictehepdrwith impressive students.
One lecturer who had experience of teaching interadepartment in this University
spoke appreciatively of the support and guidanatRbolitics offered.

Enhancing the Student Learning Experience

The Department identified in this section of theRSEengaging students beyond their
instrumental prioritising of work to meet deadlireexd in preparing for examinations”.
It was clear to the Review Panel that studentshis Department already benefited
from the existence of the corporate ethos that esgsable of generating such an
aspiration.

The Review Panel was provided with all the courseudhentation prepared for
students. This material was found to be of goodlitjuand to have been helpfully
produced to a standard format. The tone was btr&gward — neither stentorian nor
patronising.

While the student participation in councils and aattees described in Section E
might reasonably be expected to benefit all, it nnesregarded as a particular boon for
those students elected to Class Councils and tléf/Sudent Representative
Committee.

The history of the use and development of virtiedrhing environments in the
Department was known to the Review Panel — ityyeatbption oMoodle, subsequent

switch at the direction of the Faculty to what waislely regarded as an inferior
product, and the imminent return fdoodle. Although some resentment was
inevitable, staff seemed confident that the Depantrmwould soon have a VLE that
would provide students with an enhanced learniqge&nce.

Summary of Key Strengths and Areas to be Improwt or Enhanced in
relation to Learning and Teaching, and Conclusioneind Recommendations

G.1 Key strengths

Among the key strengths listed by the DepartmentsirSER appeared the following
which the Review Panel firmly endorsed:

e the high degree of choice open to Honours and peigte students;

» the structure of the programme at undergraduatd ieverms of progression;

« the engagement of all staff in teaching at all lewbus exposing the student
body to research intensive teaching;

* the Level 3 provision;
+ the oral examination of the dissertation;
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e« a commitment to encouraging a widening of studemspectives and the
application of ideas beyond the context in whiagkytivere first encountered,;

« the good relationship of staff with students alalkls.

To these the Panel would add the following:
» the effectiveness of quality control of teachingypded by GTAs;
» the stress laid upon student participation;
» the responsiveness of staff to students requissgstnce or support;
» awareness of the importance of ILOs in teachireyni@g and assessment;

* the excellen&aff Handbook.

G.2 Areasto be improved or enhanced

The SER included also a fairly long list of areas iimprovement, this following a
statement of emphasis on the requirement for isegaesources, particularly staff or
the money with which to recruit staff. The presentiew is not, however, part of a
resource allocation exercise, and the focus ofrépsrt must be on what has been done
and what might be done with the resources availaBlmong the areas referred to in
the SER as requiring improvement are several tleaPanel would not have wished to
include. The assimilation and support of probatigrstaff appeared to be very good
and teething problems with the Politics Generalgpapight have been inevitable and
the Panel was confident that these would be redohs a matter of course. The
engagement of students “beyond their instrumentarifising of work to meet
deadlines and in preparing for examinations” isrelyt laudable and the Panel would
wish the Department every success though it ndtecicknowledgement that this was
related to class sizes and student lifestyles fitbebeing a resource matter and the
second even further beyond the Department's reaRlkference was also made to
plagiarism and to development bfoodle pages, and with both of these the Panel
concurred. The Panel wished also that attentictréen to:

* reduction in time taken to return essays with asnest feedback to students;

e instruction for students that marking is conductesing grades aligned to
descriptions of performance;

» extension of student participation to include peesaevelopment planning;

» requirement for a staff workload model.

G.3 Conclusions and recommendations

The Politics Department approached this review positive and constructive manner
affording the Panel its full and ready cooperatidris was entirely consistent with its
robust approach to quality assurance issues inkg@arad its commitment to enhancing
the learning experience of its students. Whilefioming the integrity of its academic
standards it demonstrated a readiness to adoptraditional forms of learning and
assessment, and its development of the Politice@enompulsory component of the
Honours curriculum, the importance attached toigpettion in Level 1 tutorials, and
the weight attributed to the oral presentation dafénce of the Honours dissertation
considerably enriched the learning experience hadalue of the degree.

The recommendations interspersed throughout tipisrreand summarised below are
made in the spirit of support and encouragemettiédDepartment. They are ranked
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below in order of priority and include referencesk to the sections from which they
are derived.

Recommendation 1

The responsibilities of assessment officer andiyuassurance officer be delegated to
other members of staff in the Department at thiestiopportunity. [Section C.6.5]

For the attention of thlead of Department
Recommendation 2

The Department should consider whether the cugeitkelines governing return times
for essays are sufficiently effective, and whethenight be appropriate to introduce a
limiting timeframe that would represent somethitmser to a commitment to students.
[Section C.3.6]

For the attention of thlead of Department
Recommendation 3

Students on Level 2 courses or above should bengithe opportunity and
encouragement to discuss the marking of their asségt with one of the markers.
[Section C.3.6]

For the attention of thlead of Department
Recommendation 4

The notes on assessment which were included irseayuides should be amended to
focus on the grades (divided into bands) and tbeirespondence with the verbal
descriptions of performance relative to ILOs; ahattthey should make clear that the
numerals in the scale of 1 to 22 are used only asohfor aggregating discrete

assessment results. [Section C.3.7]

For the attention of theead of Department
Recommendation 5

The Department consider how it might incorporateclaser focus on personal
development planning in its plans to increase stu@svareness of course learning
outcomes. [Section C.4.4]

For the attention of thlead of Department
Recommendation 6

The Department should continue its efforts to dewel useful workload model capable
of demonstrating where adjustments are requiredduieve a fair distribution of
teaching and administrative responsibilities winiaintaining the quality of these in a
research intensive environment. [Section C. 6.5]

For the attention of theead of Department
Recommendation 7

The International Office should take steps to fe# greater involvement of
international students in the pre-sessional coli&stion C. 5.2]

For the attention of thimternational Office

Prepared by: Janet Fleming, Senate Office
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