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PART A: GENERAL INFORMATION
Subject area and awards being examined:
School of:

History

Programme(s): Race and Resistance

Subject(s):

Race and Resistance

awards: (e.g. BA/BSc/MSc etc.)

MA

Name and home institution/affiliation of examiner:
The completed report should be attached to an e-mail and sent as soon as possible, and no later than 6 weeks after the relevant
meeting of the Board of Examiners, to exexadmin@leeds.ac.uk.
Alternatively you can post your report to:
Head of Academic Quality and Standards,
Academic Quality and Standards Team,
Room 12:81, EC Stoner Building,
The University of Leeds, Leeds LS2 9JT

PART B: COMMENTS FOR THE INSTITUTION ON THE EXAMINATION PROCESS AND
STANDARDS
Matters for Urgent Attention
If there are any areas which you think require urgent attention before the programme is offered again please note them in this
box.

There are none

Only applicable in first year of appointment
Were you provided with copies of previous relevant External Examiners’ reports and the response of the School to these?

N/A
For Examiners completing their term of appointment
Please comment on your experience of the programme(s) over the period of your appointment, remarking in particular on
changes from year to year and the progressive development and enhancement of the learning and teaching provision, on
standards achieved, on marking and assessment and the procedures of the School.

N/A

Standards
1. Please indicate the extent to which the programme aims and intended learning outcomes (ILOs) were
commensurate with the level of the award?
•
•

The appropriateness of the intended learning outcomes for the programme(s)/modules and of the structure and content
of the programme(s);
The extent to which standards are appropriate for the award or award element under consideration.

These were entirely appropriate.
2. Did the aims and ILOs meet the expectations of the national subject benchmark (where relevant)?
•

The comparability of the programme(s) with similar programme(s) at other institutions and against national benchmarks
and the Framework for Higher Education Qualifications.

Yes.
3. Please comment on the assessment methods and the appropriateness of these to the ILOs?
•
•

The design and structure of the assessment methods, and the arrangements for the marking of modules and the
classification of awards;
The quality of teaching, learning and assessment methods that may be indicated by student
performance.

The assessment methods were also entirely appropriate. Indeed, there were some assessments - such as the
critical response of students to museums / commemorative sites - which were innovative examples of good
practice that would benefit other programmes.
Nonetheless, there are two points to raise with one of the constituent modules (HIST5834 “Apartheid in
South Africa”). As with last year, this appears to be a very interesting module that takes full advantage of the
ongoing debates at the heart of the field, and it is interesting and rewarding to see over twice as many
students on this module this year as last, with the quality of work sustained. Whilst the quality of the work is
uniformly impressive, and the marking is to my mind accurate and robust, I nevertheless do have specific
points to make on the nature and quality of the feedback provided here: first, the written feedback on the
essays that I have seen is brief, both in and of itself and in relation to the far more textured and detailed
responses provided to students on other modules (e.g. HIST5965). In one case, for example, the second
marker appears not to have made any comments at all (student 200592428). Even though first and second
marker’s grades are the same, it is almost always useful for students and externals to view comments from
both. By my calculations, this particular student has received just 49 words of feedback on an essay worth
66% of a module, and 92 words for the entire module. This seems, to me, to be far too brief to be useful.
Second, the feedback sheets that have been developed for the MA are, I think, a major plus, especially with
the “Ways To Improve” sub-heading. I am concerned, however, that in a number of cases here those ways
are written as “Improve your writing” (200340286; 200273613; 200311171), “Improve Your Grammar,”
(200273613) and “Improve your written English” (200589594). Will a student know how to go about this, for
example by knowing how to find and access advice to help this improvement e.g. a study skills centre / tutor?
There were two queries relating to assessment procedures for modules which I had not seen previously (and
which, it should be noted, looked impressive and entirely in keeping with the MA as a whole). HIST5960
“British Settler Colonies in Africa,” lists “continuous assessment” for 15% of the mark, which is slightly
surprising to see at this level: I wonder if there are clear assessment criteria for this, and, if so, where those are
described? HIST5965 “The Circulation of Racial Technologies” gives no indication from the module guide
how assignment titles / topics are selected: might this be explained further? In particular, there seems to be
quite a difference in the length of submitted long essays, yet no indication in the materials here of how long
they are supposed to be.

4. Were students given adequate opportunity to demonstrate their achievement of the aims and ILOs?
•

•

The academic standards demonstrated by the students and, where possible, their performance in relation to students
on comparable courses;
The strengths and weaknesses of the students as a cohort.

Yes: it was very clear that this was the case, and the spread of coursework between shorter pieces (such as
that mentioned in “3” above) and the longer, research-based dissertation, separated out the student cohort
well: the assessment, in other words, allowed the very best students to shine, and did not allow the weaker
students to hide any deficiencies that may have been in evidence.

5. For Examiners responsible for programmes that include clinical practice components, please comment
on the learning and assessment of practice components of the curriculum
N/A
6. The nature and effectiveness of enhancements to the programme(s) and modules since the previous
year
It would be particularly helpful if you could also identify areas of good practice which are worthy of wider dissemination.

There is evidence of good practice in assessment as mentioned in “3” above. It was clear this year that some
assessors were typing their comments and feedback, which was greatly welcomed by me and - I suspect - by
the student cohort, although I would not necessarily wish to recommend that this is adopted mandatorily
across the board.
“MARK FOR CONTENT ONLY” stickers are useful to see, and are also a sign of good (if increasingly
widespread) practice: it did beg the question, however, of whether distinctions were made between the need
to mark in different ways for different “accessibility” issues and learning difficulties, such as e.g. between
dyspraxia and dyslexia.
7. The influence of research on the curriculum and learning and teaching

This may include examples of curriculum design informed by current research in the subject; practice informed by
research; students undertaking research.

It is clear throughout that the basis underpinning this MA is the research of those academics involved in it,
including modules that appear as new additions this year (e.g. HIST5229M Coolies, Convicts and
Concubines). In my view, this aspect cannot be praised sufficiently: it is clear in the detail of the module
handbooks for each constituent module, the extent of the reading and source materials that are made
available to students, in the feedback of most of the contributing members of academic staff, and in the
quality of work that this manages to elicit from the students.

The Examination Process
8. The University and its Schools provide guidance for External Examiners as to their roles, powers and
responsibilities. Please indicate whether this material was sufficient for you to act effectively as an
External Examiner?
•

Whether external examiners have sufficient access to the material needed to make the required judgements and
whether they are encouraged to request additional information.

Yes.
9. Did you receive appropriate documentation relating to the programmes and/or parts of programmes
for which you have responsibility, e.g. programme specifications or module handbooks?
•

The coherence of the policies and procedures relating to external examiners and whether they match the explicit roles
they are asked to perform.

Yes.
10. Was sufficient assessed/examination work made available to enable you to have confidence in your
evaluation of the standard of student work?
Yes.
11. Were the administrative arrangements satisfactory for the whole process, including the operation of
the Board of Examiners?
Yes: these are all very well controlled.
12. Were appropriate procedures in place to give due consideration to mitigating circumstances and
medical evidence?
Yes, although I was unable to attend the Board this year.

For Examiners involved in Mentoring Arrangements

If you have acted as a mentor to a new external examiner or have received mentor support
please comment here on the arrangements.

Other Comments

Please use this box if you wish to make any further comments not covered elsewhere on the form.

