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Introduction

The Department of Economic and Social Histattyich celebrated its golden jubilee in
2007, is one of nine departments in the Facultizaaf, Business and Social Sciences
(LBSS). With three of these — the departments @foluinting and Finance, Economics
and Management — it is aligned as the Universityszisgow Business School. The
Department is not, however, confined by Facultyrfsizries and is a constituent of the
School of Historical Studies in which, with the Renent of History and the
University Archives Service, it works to secure boation of research and
postgraduate teaching across the wider disciplihe.Department embraces the Centre
for the History of Medicine and the externally feadCentre for Business History in
Scotland, and considers its other main strengtlie o gender and social history.

The Department last underwent internal reviewJanuary 2001 and, with the
Department of History, was subject to external eeviby the Quality Assurance
Agency in 2001-02, the report being published imilA002. The formal outcome of
the latter was the statement that the reviewershafidence in the academic standards
achieved by the programmes delivered by these tiepeats. The quality of teaching
and learning, of student progression, and of legrmesources were all found to be
commendable Finally, the report stated that the reviewers Hail tonfidence in the
ability of the two Departments and the instituttonmaintain and enhance quality and
standards in the history programmes.”

The 2007-08 Self Evaluation Report (SER) wapgred by Dr Duncan Ross, Quality
Enhancement Officer and a senior member of the Depat, in close consultation
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with the Head of Department, Dr Neil Rollings. Aaft of the report was circulated

and discussed at a Department meeting followinglwiti was revised and discussed
again at a special meeting of staff, Graduate Tiegchssistants (GTAs) and student
representatives. The Review Panel found the fidshersion to be a careful and
thoughtful study, exceptionally well written, andformed by an awareness of
University strategy especially in respect of corgerary enhancement issues. The
SER, further, proved extremely useful to the Panednduct of the review.

On its visit to the Department, the Review Pamat
« the Dean, Professor Noreen Burrows;

» the Head of Department, Dr Neil Rollings with thénpipal author of the SER,
Dr Duncan Ross;

» nine other members of the Department’s staff inclgidseparately, the single
probationary staff member;

» five GTAs who ranged in experience from a post-dadtstudent, who had
been taking Level 1 tutorials for four years, teawho was just beginning his
PhD;

» three current PGT students and two who had compldiec degrees in 2006-
07,

» 18 undergraduate students representing Levels 2 and Honours classes.

Background information

The Department has 12 academic members ofestaffiding one professor currently
on ESRC-funded research leave but including ornterec(the probationary member of
staff) on a short-term contract covering her abse@and one lecturer who is 50%
funded by the Wellcome Trust. There are two adsiiaiive staff and a further 0.14
FTE support from the Centre for the History of Mzdé’s administrator.

In 2005 the Department moved from Universitydeas to the recently refurbished
Lilybank House - adjacent to the Adam Smith Buitdin and all Honours and some
pre-Honours teaching is now located there.

Staffing has been very stable over the lastyfears and, since its last review, only one
person has left the Department for a post elsewhstirements and opportunities for

expansion have, however, permitted new appointmentefresh the teaching and

research mix.

Student numbers for 2007-08 were as follows:

Head count

Level 1 (first semester) 162

Level 2 (first semester) 75

Level 3 1

Junior & Senior Honours 65
Undergraduate Total 303
Postgraduate Taught 17
Postgraduate Research* 25

*(for information only - research is not coveredthg Review)
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The Review Panel considered the following range padvision offered by the
Department.

* MAin Social Sciences Single Honours in Economid &ocial History.
* MSc in Contemporary Economic History.

The Department contributes to the following joiregdee programmes offered with
other departments or other institutions

* MAin Social Sciences.

* MA Joint Honours in Economic and Social History amebther subject.

* MA in Social Sciences Joint Honours in Economic &odial History and another
subject.

* MSc in Social History (jointly with the DepartmewitHistory and the University of
Strathclyde).

* MLIitt/MSc in History (including the MSc in Historwith an emphasis on History of
Medicine). These are joint programmes deliverethiySchool of Historical
Studies.

The Department also contributes to the followiegree programmes offered by other
departments or other institutions.

* MA (Historical Studies) (Faculty of Arts)
* MSc China in the International Arena (DepartmenPoltics)
* MSc Management (Business School)

Departmental independence and faculty associations

Having read the SER and the many other docusmovided by the Department, the
Review Panel approached its visit interested toadisr whether the Department was
itself inspired by a strategic vision that requisgaine shift in direction from its present
locus. The Panel was aware that there was noetis€AA subject benchmark
statement for Economic and Social History nor fithex of the implied components,
and the SER pointed out that the Department was ‘loow of only two remaining
independent departments of economic or economicsaaidl history in the UK.” The
SER also drew attention to the administrative dgétsmvhich had resulted in a revised
benchmarking document being sent by the SenatedOéfnly to the Department of
History. This report will discuss below (sectiobyithe recruitment problems which
have challenged the viability of some of its coargaot whole programmes. It would
have been remiss of the Panel not to question whé&fBSS was the natural home for
the Department, and indeed whether an existencaratepfrom the Department of
History in the Faculty of Arts made sense for thep@rtment’'s students and staff, the
faculties concerned, or the University as a whole.

In the event, the Review Panel was thorougbhgymded by the evidence it heard that
the present arrangements worked very well. The®mo suspicion that the links with
the Department of History and with the BusinessoBthreated tensions which might
debilitate staff or divert their attention from puit of a coherent strategy. The
Department took care to maintain its links withfband dismissed any idea that they
might be mutually exclusive alternatives. At tlzene time it was very much at home
in LBSS. It regarded Economic and Social Histaaaiscipline in its own right and,
while possessing affinities with History, was foeddn social science methodologies.
It looked for, and received, most of its researanding not from the Arts and
Humanities Research Council but from the Economi $ocial Research Council.

Informed by University strategy, the Departm#rmught through, and compiled, its
own planning priorities which fed into the develogmh of the Faculty strategy
document. For the Department this was very mucesaarch focused strategy, and
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this was reflected in the research income it gdeadrand the number of PhDs it
produced. But complementing this, rather than ladinfg with it, was a strong
commitment to teaching excellence and the inclusioundergraduates in its concept
of academic community.

The SER had laid considerable stress on thertanpce to the Department of nurturing
a sense of just such a community and encouragirtigahsupport within a collegiate
ethos. The Review Panel discovered that this vadspious aspiration but entirely
justified and, in discussion with them, found thia¢ staff as a whole spoke of their
collegiality and collective sense of identity. Vheeported that they got on well
together, and members of the Centre for the HistbiMedicine spoke of having been
warmly welcomed into the Department. Its goldebilpe had been marked by
celebrations in 2007 and staff spoke of these as@deen energising and inspiring.

The view of staff that the Department was ofterssed by its friendliness was
confirmed by other groups met by the Review Paridle GTAs said that they found
staff very accessible while the probationer leatsi@d that he had found joining the
Department a very positive experience and thateaglies had given much useful
advice not to mention help with accommodation. t§@sluate students reported of
staff that “people say hello, and your face getevim’ and that the “lecturers were
friendly and very approachable.” Undergraduate® wilere in a position to make

comparisons with other departments also stressedwttingness of staff to make

themselves available to students. The Paosimendsthe Department for the extent
to which it has realised its objective of establtigha mutually supportive academic
community, for the enthusiasm demonstrated by $taftheir teaching which is seen
as complementing their research rather than competith it for their attention, and

their commitment to their subject as an acadenscijline.

Overall aims of the Department's provision and bw it supports the
University Strategic Plan

The description of the Department’s aims preskm its SER provided a persuasive
account of the value of economic and social hisemyan academic discipline with an
essential role in the development of social andnesuc policy, nationally and
internationally. The Department’s commitment tsea&ch and teaching in the
discipline was unequivocal. Equally telling was &nalysis of the contribution that
undergraduate and postgraduate study in the Depatrtnaould make to the
development of informed, thoughtful and inquisitiminds. In this respect the aims of
the Department’s provision are entirely consonaittt e University’s Strategic Plan.

The statement of the Department’s aims had,elkewy nothing to say that touched
upon the subject of internationalisation and ind#esl SER introduced it with the

admission that the Department “experienced sigmitichallenges in responding to the
University’s agenda” in this area. The Review Pgnesued this with the Head of

Department who highlighted the contribution the &wment made to the Business
School's programmes which had been marketed veigctefely overseas. In a

subsequent meeting, staff referred specificallythi® development of the Business
School's BA in Global Business of which there wet#l high expectations. Staff

referred also to the progress that had been madstiacting PGT students from

elsewhere in the EU and said that, when at confeerabroad, they took the

opportunity to talk to students who might be insted in the idea of postgraduate
studies at Glasgow. As for encouraging home stisdenspend a year abroad, they
said that most undergraduates seemed to find th&pect unattractive. Although it

was increasingly possible to find courses overbeasg taught in English, knowledge

of the native language was usually required forkivgy with primary source material.

The Panelrecommends that the Department give further consideration the
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contribution it might make to increasing overseasruitment and helping home
students overcome the obstacles that accountedvéoy limited take-up of
opportunities for study abroad. In doing so thedP@acknowledged that the SER had
identified the need for more work in this area, #mat Department staff had recognised
the challenges and demonstrated a clear willingreeaddress them.

4.  Evaluation of the student learning experience

41 Aims
Personal development planning (PDP) and the Employdity Strategy

4.1.1 As the Review Panel sought to explore how el Department’s degree courses
demonstrated commitment to PDP and the Employalirategy, it found ample
realisation (see section 4.2 below) of the aim esped in the SER that the Department
sought to develop in its students “a variety oftelisng, researching, analytical,
communication and IT-based skills.” While the Depent looked for the
development of PDP tools to be taken forward atufadevel, the Researching
Economic and Social History (RESH) courses in Ju@ind Senior Honours (see
paragraph 4.4.2 below) required students to ketepsipective journals recording their
progress. The Panel took the view that this piomiswas understated in the
Programme Specification and suggested that whemdtieument is revisited it should
lay greater emphasis on the opportunities availéblstudents with respect to PDP.
The Department was aware that few appointmentsemtippearing in the press were
headedeconomic or Social Historigrbut it recognised that employment opportunities
for graduates with the range of skills listed amimgintended learning outcomes of its
courses were numerous, and this was something vetéthsought to convey to their
students. The Head of Department informed the IRBaefour MSPs were nhumbered
among the Department’s graduates, and that theyp&ed invited to return and talk to
students about employment opportunities.

Research-led teaching

4.1.2 Central to the University’s marketing of feaching programmes is the proposition
that, while teaching methods should reflect comrantrto the individual student and
application of student-centred learning methods, ¢hntent should be informed by
current research and, as far as possible, deliveygtiose personally engaged in that
research. The Department of Economic and SocistioHi has adopted this principle
as one of its central aims and, as reported beparafraph 4.4.4), the Review Panel
found clear evidence of its success in communigagimthusiasm for the currency of its
curricula to its students.

Enjoyment of the learning experience

4.1.3 The Department’'s commitment to its own acadefiscipline, and its recognition of
the realities of a competitive labour market, dad silence expression of the aim that
students should enjoy their learning experiencenjoyinent of hard work can be
something of an acquired taste and is, in any eeesénsation that may be capable of
measurement only in relative terms. The studehmmvthe Panel met were, however,
clear in the comparisons that they offered thag #rgoyed their experience of learning
in this Department more than in others they knew.

Realisation of aims

4.1.4 The Review Panel welcomed the emphasis onhraulating and eminently useful
learning experience and, in discussion with botldengraduate and postgraduate
students, heard evidence that these aims were Ieétg These students spoke of

gla.arc/asc/esh_report/2008-05-30/1 5



Departmental Programmes of Teaching, Learning asgk#sment: Report of the Review of Economic

4.1.5

4.2
42.1

4.2.2

4.2.3

4.3
431

and Social History held on 10 March 2008

reading lists which seemed to be more carefullgegad than those they received in
other departments they mentioned, and describédréscas informative and lecturers
as encouraging students to come to their own ceiwla rather than necessarily
adopting the interpretations preferred by staffn Keeping with its aims, even
undergraduate students said that they felt thay ffeaticipated in the life of the
Department. The reading party in Junior Honours described as being a good thing,
not least for its effect on relations socially.

Aims expressed in terms of subject coverageevaddressed more clearly in the
Structure and Featuresection of the Programme Specifications, and fneme, for the
undergraduate programmes, the Review Panel wasabtanfirm their accord with the
aims set out in the QAA Subject Benchmark Statenfientistory. The Panel was
assured also of the appropriateness of programme ai all levels with the outcome
descriptors in the Scottish Credit and Qualificasi¢-ramework (SCQF).

Intended Learning Outcomes (ILOs)

In the view of the Review Panel the Depart/rsé®ER had conscientiously addressed
the articulation of programme aims and ILOs atlalkls of its provision. Equally it
had provided convincing assurance that studerdf, amd External Examiners shared
an understanding of ILOs at programme and counsgde It had demonstrated how
local course and programme approval procedureg@hsbiat all new proposals were
discussed at Departmental meetings and in the -Staffent Committee before
proceeding to scrutiny at Faculty level. Studengagement with the scrutiny of
proposals appeared to be taken seriously, and dekdibom students was actively
sought. External Examiners were consulted to ensliat proposed courses were
appropriate within the discipline. Review of thé€k of existing courses was assured
through annual course monitoring procedures anaghat the SER described as “the
culture of critical engagement and reflection tkaffuses the discussions” at the
Teaching Review Group, in the Staff-Student Coneritind elsewhere.

The assertions made in the SER were bornia dligcussions with staff and students at
all levels. The Panel was principally concernediszover how programme level ILOs
— particularly those relating to transferable amy Iskills — were delivered. Staff
described components of the Honours RESH courseshwiere intended to provide
an introduction to research sources and methodisthenopportunity to apply acquired
knowledge and skills in a real project. But theseirses also included individual
assignments, self-directed group work, oral andtewipresentations, group minutes
and individual log books in which each student rded his or her own contributions
as well as an assessment of what the other groogbers had brought to the project.

The Review Panel had seen from course dodatimm the emphasis that the
Department placed on publication of ILOs, and iswaéle to confirm the effectiveness
of this in discussion with undergraduate studewups who seemed fully aware of
published ILOs and of their immediate relevanceha context of assessment and
beyond.

Assessment, Feedback and Achievement

The SER quoted from the 2007 History Subkemichmarking document in setting
down the principles that assessment should be itatggtansparent, consistent, fair and
responsive to the variety of skill sets and achiesmets of students across the various
programmes.” The Review Panel was able to continet the Department had
augmented the Code of Assessment’s verbal deswiptith discipline-specific ones
and that these were published in all course inftonadocuments. These documents
also contained clear information on coursework dgbion dates, advice on
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referencing the work of other authors, progressémuirements and sources of support.
Explanations as to how final assessment resultsadcalated were also given.

4.3.2 The Review Panel explored the links betwberCtepartment’s programme and course
ILOs and its choice of instruments of assessmerd, faund these appropriate and
capable of measuring students’ attainment of IL&®ss the range of knowledge and
skills to which they related. It also confirmedattthe relationship between learning
outcomes and assessment was discussed with stasehismiderstood by them.

Marking standards and other controls

4.3.3 Some of the evidence provided to the ReviawePsuggested that ‘A’ grades were
difficult to attain in Economic and Social Histowyhile lower grades were more
common than in some other departments. When thel lPaised this with the Head of
Department, he said that, in the past, this had lseenething of an issue, at least for
marking at Levels 1 & 2, and had been the subjédaiscussion with the External
Examiner. In meetings with students the Paneldcheaty that the marking was very
fair. The basis on which marking was conducted we$ainly well publicised and
understood, and it was clear to the Panel that suisparency should encourage
general confidence in the marking. Dr Rollings didlicate, however, that the
introduction of two additional bands to Grade ‘Ai Schedule A of the Code of
Assessment had encouraged markers to award morgrakes. GTAs who had
experience of other departments in the Universiggested that the standard required
in Economic and Social History was not higher thla@y recognised elsewhere but
offered that the learning was more open-endednritig Office statistics received by
the Panel showed that over three sessions 2004-@®A6-07 the Department had
produced 90 Honours graduates almost equally divimEween Single Honours (46)
and Joint Honours (44). The distribution of classeas not, however, similarly
balanced — 8 were awarded Firsts but only 2 ofethesk Single Honours while 6 were
Joint Honours graduates, and those gaining Firdtfpper Seconds were distributed 38
to 29, Joint to Single Honours. The Panel accetitatdthe numbers were too small to
support firm conclusions, and acknowledged the ipiitg of these results being
derived from the action of other variables, butdtbem to the Department’s attention
for noting. Section 5 of this report confirms tRanel's confidence in the means by
which the Department maintains the standards @ivitsrds.

4.3.4 The SER had explained how consistency anilyadqumarking were routinely assured,
and the Panel confirmed these arrangements whasititd the Department. At sub-
Honours, all exam scripts receiving a mark belowmiz2e double-marked, and all ‘A’s
and those below D2, as well as a small sample loérogrades, were sent to the
External Examiner for confirmation. At Honours @dam scripts were double-marked
and all those awarded A, D, E, or F were passettieécExternal. At PGT level all
assessments were double marked. Staff confirmedatrangements for thoroughly
checking exam question papers that were describedel SER. At Honours level,
these were submitted to a Departmental scrutinytingebefore going to the External
Examiner for final approval. The scrutiny meetiagcording to the SER “reinforces a
sense of collective ownership. It also has impdntaflective and strategic functions, in
that it encourages all members of the Departmemnigage with the entire honours
programme, and to identify areas of overlap, pdssjaps in provision, best practice of
colleagues, and opportunities for future developraed collaboration.”

Role of GTAs in assessing student performance

4.3.5 The Review Panel explored with the Head giddenent the role played by GTAS in
undergraduate assessment and the measures thatmgliyed to ensure consistency.
Dr Rollings said that GTAs they were not used hfal Honours assessment, nor for
examinations marking at Levels 1 and 2, althougly thid mark essays at those levels.
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The Head of Department advised the Panel, and th&sGhemselves subsequently
confirmed, that academic staff gave the tutors ashnsupport as the tutors wished. In
their first year, all of the essays GTAs markedeveroderated by a more experienced
colleague. All GTAs attended the training providedthe Academic Development

Unit in the Learning and Teaching Centre, and tbarse convener checked the
marking of all new tutors. The extent of the GTé&wgagement with the academic life
of the Department was apparent in the fact that tibelertook some Honours and even
some Masters teaching and had been consulted idetsign of the Levels 1 and 2

courses.

Peer assessment

4.3.6 Peer assessment, as a contribution to tlessaeent of a student’'s performance as a
whole, is a topic which has been raised in othef ID¥reviews and most departments
have regarded it as something to be approachedgnetit caution if approached at all.
The Review Panel was very interested in its apitinain RESH-2 where students
were working intensively in groups of three or fomith limited staff involvement.
Each student assessed his/her own contributioheavbrk of the group, and that of
every other member, using a 22 point scale. Eagafest’'s contribution was assessed
separately against five criteria:

e Leadership and direction

e Enthusiasm

* Technical skills

* Research and writing skills

* Reliability
and an average score determined for each studdtiiough in terms of weight, this
score contributed only 14% to the assessment ofdlese as a whole, the Panel felt
that it enhanced the course, helping as it didottug on how different individuals
might contribute in different ways to group progcand how useful skills might be
learned or improved. How objectively students wedoee to discharge the assessment
responsibility in the face of comradeship and grémyalty, the Panel did not really

determine — certainly it heard of group memberskingrgenerously across the board —
but this seemed hardly to detract from the usefdmé the innovation.

Formative assessment

4.3.7 The Review Panel concluded that engagemeht peier assessment provided a good
example of assessment supporting learning andheimbrds of the SER, “enhancing
the quality of the learning experience.” But iufm other examples, notably the
prompt return of coursework submitted for asses$n@t the care that was taken to
provide formative assessment in a structured, #nalyway. (The Panel was
impressed that the form used to return commeng&udents on their work had been
designed in consultation with students.) GTAs dbed the care they took to get
formative assessment back to undergraduates evem e students appeared
concerned only to know their grades, and their estitgl confirmed that tutors and
lecturers were generous in their willingness t@uks difficulties that students might
have with their work, or take time to explain whexderstanding fell short.

4.3.8 The Department drew attention in its SERh® ¢peed and quality of its assessment
feedback being a particular strength and that & svanatter of policy “that all pieces of
written work will — in normal circumstances — beadable for return to students within
two weeks of submission.” As far as they went,idfal Student Survey results were
supportive of this claim but, as the Departmentitgaacknowledged, these figures
combined the returns from Economic and Social Hystand from History.
Nevertheless, the results for comments and feedivack significantly better than the
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GU average, and better than those returned for sdlralh the other Russell Group

universities. The Review Panel would have likegt Wwere unable, to disengage the
Department’s figures from the aggregate but, githenhigh standard it set itself, the

student questionnaire returns tended to confirmt thd was an area in which the

Department was doing well. The undergraduate stgdeghom the Panel met seemed
content with the timescale within which work wasuraed, and very happy about the
guality of the formative assessment they receivathe GTAs themselves said that

feedback to students on their essays was broken dowvording to several assessment
criteria and was very detailed — making clear hefiere students had gone wrong and
where they had done well. The Pagemmendsthe Department for its excellent

provision of feedback and formative assessmeriststudents at all levels.

Assessment at postgraduate level

4.3.9 The Review Panel had learned from the SER ihaccordance with the principles
underlying SCQF Level 11, much less emphasis wased on examinations at
postgraduate level. The greater emphasis on emmithassessment encouraged deeper
engagement with the material and allowed studerdsefreedom in pursuing their
particular interests. Examinations are, howevetaimed for some core courses,
permitting students to demonstrate attainment QfslL

4.4 Curriculum Design, Development and Content

Enquiry-led teaching

4.4.1 The Department's SER had signalled to theid®ewanel its awareness of the
University’s Learning and Teaching Strategy, aneémduiry-led learning as one of its
key principles. The Panel was curious, therefdce,explore the Department’s
interpretation of the principle, and how it was fgeiimplemented. In the event,
discussions with staff, GTAs and students demotestréhat less reliance was being
placed on traditional teaching with its presentatio students of the answers they were
expected to learn. The traditional approach wdsbeing abandoned but was being
augmented by one in which students were, insteathgbasked questions — or
encouraged to formulate questions - to which theukl find answers for themselves.
What was to be learned was not, however, the asswehese but the means by which
the answers were discovered.

RESH-2 versus dissertation

4.4.2 While enquiry-led teaching appeared to beodhiced at Levels 1 and 2 with the
sources report and census interpretation assignrespectively, it was taken further
forward in the Honours programme with the RESH sear The Review Panel had
noted that comparatively few students were inclgdime dissertation option in their
curriculum but were taking RESH-2 instead. It hearned that the Department had
decided to provide this alternative because of ‘iféculties faced by students in
dedicating the summer vacation to the primary mefeaequired” to support an
Honours dissertation. Undergraduates whom thelfagieconfirmed their reluctance
or inability to give up the summer before theiraliryear to such research, but none
complained that the demand might be unfair. TheePavas satisfied that this
alternative met the requirement for Honours stuslemengage in an extended piece of
independent research or project work. It was ua#élen in the first semester of the
Senior Honours year and required that very smalljgs of students worked together
on a research project, at its conclusion makingiah presentation on their research
and findings. The SER explained that this requstedients to work as a team, and that
“a high level of professional presentation — bottitten and oral” - was expected of
them.

4.4.3 One postgraduate student, but a former mepnflie Honours class, told the Review
Panel how useful the RESH emphasis on technic&gbacnd and on presentation, IT
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and other transferable skills had proved to bethisrespect another student contrasted
it favourably with what was provided in the Honowprsogramme in History. In
conclusion the Panel was concerned more about whglit be missed by those
students who opted for the dissertation than byehstudents who did not, and
recommendsthat the Department should seek to ensure thadésts not taking RESH-

2 have other opportunities to develop skills in kitog co-operatively and maintaining
records of personal and group progresscolhmendsthe Department for delivering
courses that included such a high degree of getraiiing and for achieving so high a
level of student awareness of the opportunitiesgaeed for learning transferable skills
and an understanding of the wide range of contaxigich they might be applied.

Research-led teaching

4.4.4 The extent to which what was taught wasfitbel outcome of what the teachers had
learned from their own research was also a mditrthe Review Panel explored. It
found very little evidence of tension between tbenpeting demands of teaching and
research on staff time but, rather, a happy acoegptthat the two were complementary.
A glance at the range of topics included in thedlevl and 2 programmes would
indicate that there must be limits to the extentvkich this was true, but Honours and
postgraduate students confirmed the picture paintélie SER of taught courses being
kept fresh by the currency of material included #relenthusiasm of staff engaged in
pushing out its boundaries. The Par@inmendsthe Department for its commitment
to the principle of research-led teaching and tHectBveness with which it has
translated the principle into the curriculum.

Range of Honours options

4.45 The Review Panel had read in the SER tha Hbnours curriculum is based on
modular options designed to provide flexibilitystudent choice and to focus teaching
in staff areas of research. The range of optioslabhle ensures that student choice
does not result in a narrow curriculum, but whitlthe same time allows specialization
in areas of particular interest.” The Panel way wapressed by the range of Honours
courses supported by the Department — 12 (notdnuuRESH-1 and RESH-2) in
2006-07, and in the current year 11 (of which 7 hatlbeen offered in 2006-07). On
its visit it discovered that staff were comfortallgh the number of Honours options
available to students and, when asked, focusedh aipper, rather than lower, limit to
class sizes, and suggested that there might haare dmme capping at 32 though this
was clearly not a common occurrence. The Peoimendsthe Department for the
range of topics it is willing and able to provide ttudy at Honours.

Progression within Honours

446 Dr Carnevali, the external member of the B®viPanel, confirmed that the
Department’s programmes were in close accord wighHistory Subject Benchmark
but questioned how teaching Junior and Senior Hana@iudents together was
consistent with the requirement for progressiomwben the two years. She indicated
that at the University of Birmingham the two streawere quite separate and, while
the dissertation might have served to distinguisd two groups more clearly, as
already noted, few students chose to write a dssen. The Head of Department was
able to satisfy the Panel, however, that the stistiattendance in some classes did not
inhibit progression but encouraged it. RESH-2etaln Senior Honours, was very
much more demanding than RESH-1, and Junior Honstudents benefitted and
learned from their more experienced classmatese stidents themselves seemed to
have no sense that the arrangement was eithecydarty good or bad but, when they
were asked about thros andcons they cited only advantages. The Panel was told
that no one felt inhibited about contributing, aheé mixture of experience benefited
everyone; also, it was said, it was good to hawe people join the familiar group. On
this point, one member of staff said that Senionéios students sometimes adopted a
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mentoring role and, in general, the course was ngige broader perspective.

Meanwhile, it was reported by the Quality Enhanaein@fficer that there had been

meetings to encourage more students to sign ughéodissertation, and that more were
now showing interest.

Fairness and equality of opportunity

4.4.7 The Review Panel was satisfied that the Deymt was fully conscious of its
responsibilities under the University’s policies equality and diversity to ensure that
its teaching environment was free from discrimioatand unfair treatment. The SER
reported that this is monitored by the Teaching i®evGroup and the Quality
Enhancement Officer and that “students are encedrag raise any particular issues
directly with the Head of Department and thereexamples, appropriate to particular
circumstances, of flexibility in terms of deadlinetass scheduling, locations and other
matters.”

45 Student Recruitment

PGT recruitment

451 Some of the documentation provided to theidRewanel aroused serious concerns
about the numbers recruited to the Department’s p@f§rammes; these were so low
that questions about the viability of some of thevjsion were inevitable. The Panel
felt bound also to ask about recruitment methodsstrategy which, on the one hand,
appeared to have been ineffective in attractingbamnbut also, given that completion
rates seemed poorer than might have been expéttatiracting candidates who were
suited to the programmes. The Head of Departnmdithe Panel that he was aware
that the numbers were low and needed to be inateaBke masters degrees provided
the normal entry route for PhD students (the figefr&6 out of 25 was quoted), and he
pointed out that, considering the Department’s,dize number of PhDs it produced
was impressive. Some in the Department, howelieyght the masters programmes
perhaps too tightly focused on research trainimgl, @l had, therefore, recently been
reviewed. As a result, proposals had been puigd-aculty Board of Studies with the
object of making PGT programmes more flexible. tiver, and supported by a Faculty
initiative, more was being done on the marketiranfr fee waivers and scholarships
were being introduced with a view to increasing phefile of programmes as well as
the numbers participating. The Head of Departnadsd reminded the Panel that
programme participation figures provided an incatplpicture of PGT provision as a
number of students from other University programmattended courses taught by the
Department.

4.5.2 Placing the problem in wider context, the IQud&nhancement Officer assured the
Review Panel that recruitment to economic and $§dustory programmes was a
problem nationally. The question was raised wiith postgraduate students who met
the Panel, and they seemed to agree that the ltiechad a low and rather unattractive
profile; even those who had come into it had ofteme so by accident. It was
suggested that the fact that it was no longer taaigh-level might be relevant, but one
student thought the name off-putting and believed subject required stronger
marketing. One of the postgraduate students wihenPanel met was the only student
on his programme and, although he spoke of a certanse of isolation, his
appreciation of the contrast with seminars of &ents in his native Germany was
apparent. He did, however, share the researdfirtgacourse with other students and
found the inter-disciplinary mix there to be helpfu

4.5.3 Staff, too, thought that recruitment could ibereased if more effort was put into
marketing programmes. One suggested that this tmigiude getting advice on
developing web pages. PGT marketing was seenimsujly a Faculty issue and the
Department ought to co-ordinate its efforts moffeaively with those of the Faculty.

gla.arc/asc/esh_report/2008-05-30/1 11



Departmental Programmes of Teaching, Learning asgk#sment: Report of the Review of Economic
and Social History held on 10 March 2008

While acknowledging that the Department itself grieed the problem and was
actively seeking solutions, the Panetommendsthat it continue to develop a strategy
for PGT growth.

Undergraduate recruitment

4.5.4 On the subject of undergraduate recruitnstaff were asked by the Review Panel to
consider the proposition of a Level 1 course inrfeoic and Social History being
introduced as a compulsory element in the MA Hisfmmogramme. Staff thought that,
with History being in the Faculty of Arts, this rhigbe problematical but for most the
idea was, if interesting in its novelty, essenyialhattractive. Dr Rollings forecast a
period of continued staffing stability and suggdsteat the Department had a few
years in which to raise its profile for studenEew students, he said, applying for entry
to LBSS, applied specifically for Economic and Sb¢distory.

4.5.5 Preferring carrot to stick, the Head of Dépant said that, in the context of changes
being introduced to the History curriculum in Siitt schools, he was currently
drafting a letter to all head teachers, introdudimgm to the opportunities for further
study of the subject at this University. The SERarted that the Department had, in
the past, used a range of recruitment devicesdimg‘'writing to and visiting schools,
participating in a Higher and 6th-year conferenoe $chool students, and hosting
advanced seminars for teachers.” The Departmeantrsanecessity now of attempting
further initiatives and those being considereduded “revisiting school contacts and
speaking to both Economic History Society and $&totEconomic and Social History
Society schools conferences, hosting an alumni tef@ngraduates in the teaching
profession, using Honours students as mentorsiffetr fear students and hosting a
series of alumni career events making use of newarks and goodwill developed
during the Departmental Jubilee.” The Review Paagdin recommendsthat the
Department continues to develop and implementadesty for increasing recruitment.

4.6 Student Progression, Retention and Support

Progression and retention issues

4.6.1 The view of one postgraduate student, alreedgrted, that students who found their
way into the subject did so more often by accidéan design was thought by the
Review Panel to have some relevance in the arepsogfession and retention. From
its initial reading of the documentation the Padehtified the following questions to
explore with the Department and its students:

* Were the numbers progressing to Honours not lowan tmight have been
expected given the enrolment figures for Level d bevel 2 classes?

* Was the percentage of Junior Honours students wafledfto progress to
Senior Honours not higher than usual?

« Were there disadvantages in admitting to Honoumsesstudents who hadn’t
completed Levels 1 & 2 courses?

It was perhaps not surprising that students whenoied taking a degree in History,
Economics or Sociology, but who had to find anothebject at Level 1 or Level 2,
might opt for Economic and Social History. Givehatthe Panel had heard about the
low level of initial student interest in that sutijehowever, it was perhaps not totally
surprising that the temporary affiliation shouldt rteanslate into something more
permanent in the form of progression to Honourse attention given to numerical
data and quantitative methods might also be offipyfor some students anticipating a
more text-based approach to study. As for progredsom Junior to Senior Honours,
with competition for places in the Honours classhpps less intense than in some
subjects, it would not be surprising if relativatyore students who had experienced
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some difficulty at Level 2 were admitted to Honoim€Economic and Social History.
Responding to a question about the loss of studbatereen Junior and Senior
Honours, the Head of Department said that somestadvere admitted to Honours on
the understanding that they would progress to ¢sersd year only if their performance
in the first justified it and they achieved a prdsed standard. Some of these students
did not meet this prescription, and subsequentyggated with an ordinary degree. Dr
Rollings said also that some students entered dttioours carrying a commitment to
achieve Level 1 or Level 2 credits in another sthj@and subsequently failed to
complete the relevant course.

4.6.2 Asked whether there were disadvantages imifigrg students to enter Honours
without completing Economic and Social History agvels 1 and 2, the Head of
Department pointed out that all Honours entrantsewequired to have completed a
significant amount of study of the subject at Level& 2 and that the work they had
done in other subjects was usually complementand; served to enrich their own
experience and that of other members of their Hmnolasses. He added that, in his
experience, students coming to the subject fronerotfackgrounds were sometimes
more than usually committed after changing theimdaiabout their first choice subject.

Staff support

4.6.3 The Review Panel had been strongly imprebgashat it had read in the SER about
the flexibility of the staff response to studentds, and their commitment to student
support. The integrity of this was nicely indichte the SER in the reference to the
Department’s support for the Faculty adviser systerd the fact that this has had
“considerable benefits to the Department in terfngnalerstanding student difficulties
and concerns”. The Panel’s attention was attraated by the review classes being
“offered prior to re-sit examinations for Levelsadd 2, and for first-semester Honours
modules prior to the Honours examination diet.”e Hanel noted that all students were
“encouraged to approach their tutors prior to swsioh of essays and that tutors
welcomed the opportunity to offer guidance on espégns and early drafts.”
“Intensive support and supervision” was also predid‘for those undertaking
dissertations at undergraduate or postgraduaté”lev€he Panel was impressed that
letters were sent to Level 1 students who, withmiice or apology, had missed even
one seminar.

4.6.4 The Review Panel was concerned, however sti@dt initiatives must only be possible
at significant cost in terms of staff time. Dr Rus’ response was that it simply
reflected the Department’'s commitment to teachind the staff's willingness to “go
the extra mile” and sometimes much farther tharhéé any right to expect. He
described himself as “very lucky to be in this Depent.” The undergraduate
students were also appreciative of the staff effahd also recognised that they were
not to be found everywhere — staff in this Departtnéney said, understood the real
world unlike those elsewhere who preferred theatsmh of an ivory tower. One
undergraduate said that the Department was a goedvbich had “been there for me
when | needed help.” When the Review Panel sugddbat such support was perhaps
only possible because of comparatively small cémss, this student said that, even if
numbers went up, the staff would try to provide saene level of support. The SER
alerted the Review Panel to the student EconondcSartial History Society to which
the Department offered considerable support, firzligcand in staff time. The Panel
commendedthe Department for the effort it put into studeapport and, in particular,
for the readiness of staff to make themselves abilto students at all levels.

4.7 The Quality of Learning Opportunities

4.7.1 The Review Panel was satisfied that the rafggaching and learning methods used in
the Department was appropriate to the aims anditegaobjectives already discussed.
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As explained in the SER, while “the primary modetediching is the formal lecture;
learning is primarily located in seminar discussiand the reading that students
undertake in preparation for these.” The Panel sasfied also that the quality of
teaching provision was maintained and assured at e SER described as “a culture
of self reflection and enhancement.” Student qoestire returns are discussed in
Departmental meetings and inform ongoing courseld@ment discussions, while any
issues that relate to teaching quality will be édaed by the Head of Department and
will be taken into account in staff review and ddesation of training and
development needs. The Department reported thmatfuiure, the results of
questionnaire returns will be published onMisodlesite.

4.7.2 The Review Panel was provided with summarfestudent questionnaire returns and
found these to be indicative of a generally higieleof student satisfaction with the
Department’s provision. Reference has already bege to the excellent NSS survey
results achieved by the Department with the Depamtnof History and the students,
undergraduate and postgraduate, whom the Panetanétmed their appreciation of
the quality of the learning opportunities providedihe Panel received also External
Examiner reports from 2005 onwards and again fdbede to be hugely supportive of
the programmes the Department was delivering dé\adils.

Moodle

4.7.3 The SER highlighted the fact that the Depanit's provision for students included
“extensive use ... oMoodle not only for making course brochures and lechotes
available, but for providing additional links toternal websites and other forms of
supporting material.” Undergraduate students desdMoodle as really useful both
for communicating with classmates and for docundisttibution. In the meeting with
the Review Panel, however, the Quality Enhancen@fficer said thatMoodle’s
interactive facilities were not being used by studenvho preferred other methods of
communicating among themselves, and one of thélataf reported that the students
preferredFacebookfor social networking. One of the Panel membeigysested that
devising an exercise which was to be tackled ctillely by each seminar group and
mounting this orMoodle might encourage more use of its discussion feslit The
Panel was particularly keen th&toodle’s potential might be exploited as fully as
possible to reduce the burden of student suppartedaby staff. While the Panel
recognised that the Department might already h#eenated such things it suggested
that it might be possible to uddoodle to facilitate mutual support among class
members, and to address common problems with dudmilectively rather than
individually.

Student participation

474 It was clear to the Review Panel that the dbepent actively sought student
participation in discussion of the design and conief taught courses. Concerned
about apparently low levels of sustained studenerést in the Staff-Student
Committee, the Department had decided to add studpresentation to the Teaching
Review Group which set the teaching strategy fa Department. Students also
played an active part in determining not just theia activities of the Economic and
Social History Society’s programme but its acadecoiatent.

4.8 Resources for Learning and Teaching

Workload model

4.8.1 The workload model which had been providethéoReview Panel was discussed with
the Head of Department and other members of stafiad been adjusted for session
2006-07 in the light of experience and a realisatltat the earlier version had placed
too high a premium on Honours teaching; Dr Rollimgported that his colleagues
thought it now more equitable. Individual worklcagere reviewed annually but staff
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tended to take a longer view of the distributionvafrk - the model generated average
load values across a span of three years — andistemt with the ethos of collegiality,
did not demand the delivery of exactly balancedd$o@cross short time scales.
Research leave was allowed equitably, traditiorallthe level of one term in nine, and
administrative jobs were shared and linked to tbetion of the headship of the
Department. The Panebmmendedthe Department for its achievement in securing a
fair and universally accepted means of sharing teark

Administrative support

4.8.2 The Review Panel was aware from its readirtheoSER that the Department had had
to cope with a high level of sickness absence endfea of administrative support.
Being a small Department there was little builtover for such contingencies and the
Head of Department said that it had resulted inemadrthe burden of routine tasks
being carried by academic colleagues. The SERrtachted that the Department had
learned from the experience and reported that “adtnative staff are now spending
time writing detailed policies and procedures foe administrative operation of the
Department, in an attempt to make the systems mubast and reliable, and less
reliant on individuals’ tacit knowledge.” From shwork a handbook of procedures
was being compiled.

Inductions and other introductions

4.8.3 The GTAs recorded their appreciation of tesistance provided by the Learning and
Teaching Centre. The probationer had no experientieat quarter to refer to as he
was due to begin the New Lecturer and Teacher Bnuge the following day. He
had, however, found the general induction very foknd his only complaint was that
he had had to start teaching without any knowlexfdgew to use the AV facilities.

Teaching and learning resources

4.8.4 The Review Panel noted the Department's &smt with the Higher Education
Academy Centre for History, Archaeology and Classend the recently successful
application to the Learning and Teaching Develogmiénnd is noted below in
paragraph 6.3. It was clear that the Departmedt lbeen attentive to the various
quality enhancement themes and the SER had recdtaddthe recalibration of
Honours modules had been “informed by the delibmmaton assessment” and that the
employability theme had been “significant in deywshy the new RESH honours
modules.” The Panel noted too that Department &&d engaged with “University
and Faculty working groups on employability, plagam, assessment and retention”
and that discussion in these groups had informedDipartment’s provision at all
levels.

Teaching and study facilities

4.8.5 The Department’s satisfaction with its accadation in Lilybank House was noted
with pleasure by the Review Panel. The Panel ysts [@eased that the Department
had been able to record the strength of IT supfoorteaching and learning and the
outstanding collections in the University LibraMyhen postgraduate students were
asked about facilities they said that they wereplapith the space available to them
and with library and computing facilities. Intetiegly, in view of Library
developments in recent years, one said that theie avneed for more study space
where there wasn't a computer occupying the desktopdergraduates were happy
with the way the Library had responded to the rteqaout more material into the Short
Loan Collection, and reported that online resouweee good.
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Maintaining the Standards of Awards

This report has already acknowledged the extemthich External Examiners have
recorded their support for the standards adoptetthénDepartment (paragraph 4.7.2
above). The Review Panel accepted the importaricexternal scrutiny in the
assurance of academic standards, and noted witfasibn that members of the
Department had themselves been appointed as Eitexaaniners at Birmingham,
Edinburgh, Leicester, LSE, Manchester and St. Amdre The ease with which the
SER in several places described Departmental politdye context of QAA benchmark
statements, the Scottish Credit and QualificatiBnemework and the University’s
Code of Assessment provided the Panel with ampderasce of the Department’'s
cognisance of the means by which the standard afdsivs maintained. The recent
case of a group of students failing to achievestaedard required of a masters degree
evidenced not only the effort that staff were prefdato invest in student support
(already discussed) but the pre-eminence of tlimeitment to academic standards.

Assuring and Enhancing the Quality of the Studets’ Learning Experience

Throughout the SER, and in the evidence itch&@m members of staff, the Review
Panel encountered only positive references to tiaity assurance and enhancement
agendas. The Panel was entirely satisfied asetefflectiveness of the procedures the
Department had in place to monitor and enhancejtiadity of its students’ learning
experience. Although both the undergraduate arslgpmduate students whom the
Panel met were as passive on these topics as g exipect contented students to be,
the staff seemed united in their willingness to eab change that might improve the
students’ learning experience and equip them bébiecareers in a wide range of
possible occupations.

Reference has already been made to the Tea&tenmgw Group (paragraph 4.7.4
above) which was chaired by the Quality Enhancen@dfiter. In composition this
consisted of the conveners of Levels 1, 2, 3 andhodrs, as well as student
representatives from each Level. It met at leaseger semester and, according to the
SER, “its role is to set the teaching strategyhi@ Department, and to ensure that all
delivery is informed by the principles of refleaticenhancement and excellence.” The
Review Panetommendsthe Department for a committee structure which ltioes
student representation with such a clear focusntyarecement of the student learning
experience.

The Review Panel learned that in 2006-07 thechiag Review Group had identified
that Level 1 and Level 2 students performed bettanternally-assessed work than
they did in examinations. The concern was that theye not being adequately
prepared for exams, and a bid was subsequently toattee Learning and Teaching
Development Fund to support development of a progra of skills which will be
embedded in the Level 2 curriculum from 2008-09.

The responsiveness of the Department to stumenient was evidenced in the SER
on several issues and the Review Panel was persuhde the Department was

justified in maintaining that it was “committed tontinuous enhancement and able to
respond in a thoughtful manner when difficultiess@ror suggestions are made.”
Student feedback on the Level 2 computing exereés® suggested that this was too
time-consuming, and the Department had tried idedihit ways to address this

perceived problem without much effect. It hasrefere, taken the decision that, from

session 2008-09, one of the exercises will be cepldby an oral history assignment.
When, shortly after the introduction of RESH-1 sostedents raised concerns about
variation in the demands made on, and the suppovided to, different groups, means

were quickly found to establish consistency.
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6.5 The SER concluded its survey in this area loprding that Department meetings
received and considered the draft annual monitorapprts at all levels and that this
helped to “embed the quality enhancement agendaenteaching programme, and
ensures that all members of the Department takeativle responsibility for the entire
programme. ... The relatively small and highly eglate nature of the Department
ensures that all such matters are discussed itiaakrbut supportive manner.”

7.  Summary of Perceived Strengths and Areas for Imevement in Learning
and Teaching

Key Strengths
« Commitment of staff to the integrity of the disdiyg of economic and social
history, and their coherence as a mutually supgognd thriving academic
community.

» Activity of staff in a wide range of research figJaknriching the learning experience
of students accordingly.

» Enthusiasm of staff for teaching at all levels, oolly with a view to sharing
knowledge and understanding in the subject, but aitocus on widening and
deepening students’ skills to equip them bettestmcess beyond their current
programmes of study.

» Fast, analytical feedback on students’ written weldpled with a readiness to
provide further support as requested in a frieedlyironment.

» Broad support for quality assurance and enhanceagemdas translating into well
grounded policies and procedures.

* Wide range of topics available for study at Honours

Areas to beimproved or enhanced
» Internationalisation reflected in student recruitin@nd ‘study abroad'.

* Recruitment to undergraduate and PGT programmes

Conclusions and recommendations

Conclusions

The Review Panel was very impressed by the pedooa of the Department across
the range of its teaching provision, its imaginat@nd committed support for the
quality and further enhancement of the studenhlegrexperience, and its support for,
and clear articulation to students of, Universityigy on assessment. The Department
is an active academic community but also a gengraudusive social one. It has
developed a workload model which is widely regardedair but staff are not bound

by it and have frequently demonstrated a readittede more than their prescribed
share. There is an effective committee structurieglivhas sought to include students
at all levels of discussion of teaching and leagrprovision.

Recommendations

The recommendations interspersed in the precedpat and summarised below are
made in the spirit of encouragement to the DepartrokEconomic and Social
History. It is important to note that the majoritfthese recommendations refer to
tasks or issues identified by the Department ftioaither prior to the Review or in
the SER. Some of these actions are already in.hand
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The recommendations have been cross-referendbd tmragraphs in the text of the
report to which they refer. They are ranked ineoraf priority.

Recommendation 1:

The Review Panel recommends that the Departmenince to develop a strategy for
increasing the numbers of suitable students reatud its PGT programmes.
[paragraph 4.5.3]

For the attention othe Head of Department

Recommendation 2:

The Review Panel recommends that the Departmenince to develop a strategy for
increasing undergraduate recruitmejparagraph 4.5.5]

For the attention othe Head of Department

Recommendation 3:

The Review Panel recommends that the Departmeatfgither consideration to the
contribution it might make to increasing overseaguitment and helping home
students overcome the obstacles that accounteefpdimited take-up of
opportunities for study abroadparagraph 3.2]

For the attention othe Head of Department

Recommendation 4:

The Review Panel recommends that the Departmentdiseek to ensure that students
who undertake an Honours dissertation and who ticmerefore, take the course
Researching Economic and Social History 2 are ééfdrother opportunities to develop
skills in working co-operatively and maintainingoeds of personal and group
progress.[paragraph 4.4.3]

For the attention othe Head of Department

Prepared by: Janet Fleming, Senate Office
Last modified on: Thursday 15 May 2008
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