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The University of Leeds
EXTERNAL EXAMINER’S REPORT
ACADEMIC YEAR: 2010– 2011
PART A: GENERAL INFORMATION
Subject area and awards being examined:
School of:

Faculty of Arts

Programme(s) / Module(s):

Subject(s):

Philosophy

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

BA

Introduction to Metaphysics
Advanced Topics in Knowledge, Mind and Action
Philosophy of Religion
Advanced Topics in Metaphysics
Introduction to Philosophy of Language
Philosophy and Literature
Philosophy of Film
Dissertations
Aesthetic and Philosophy of Art
Formal Logic
Philosophy of Mind
Structure of Reality

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.

No.

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.

I am happy to confirm that the aims and ILOs of the programme and modules that I have examined are commensurable with
the level of the award.
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.

The aims and ILOs easily meet the expectations of the national subject benchmark. The programmes are also
comparable to similar ones at other institutions. (e.g., the University of <<<>>> where I teach.)
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 system seems to be working extremely well. Appropriate comments and marks are given to all the
essays and exam scripts I have checked. Overall, the system seems to be very efficient and accurate. Student
performance indicates that teaching, learning and assessment methods are of very high quality.
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.

All the exam and essay questions I have checked provide an adequate opportunity for students to demonstrate
their knowledge and academic progress. They are also designed appropriately so that the lecturers can pinpoint
students’ strengths and weaknesses.
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.

As far as I know, no significant change has been made to the programme since last year.
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.

The modules are taught by leading researchers in the field. They address not only central issues but also ongoing
research in relevant areas. The programme offers modules in the ‘core areas’, such as metaphysics, epistemology,
and ethics, as well as others, such as philosophy of Film, philosophy and literature, and philosophy of religion.

The Examination Prootcess
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. <<<>>> and the departmental administrators did a terrific job.
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.
12. Were appropriate procedures in place to give due consideration to mitigating circumstances and
medical evidence?
Yes.

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.
As I remarked last year, the assessment system seems to be working extremely well. I am genuinely impressed. Exams and
essays are marked carefully and accurately and students are given detailed constructive comments by the markers. Essay and
exam questions are appropriate and topics covered by the modules are all challenging and thought provoking. <<<>>>, all the
markers and monitors and the departmental administers should be commended once again. It is not easy to assess and
process so many essays and exam scripts so efficiently!
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The University of Leeds
EXTERNAL EXAMINER’S REPORT
ACADEMIC YEAR: 2010– 2011
PART A: GENERAL INFORMATION
Subject area and awards being examined:
School of:

Philosophy

Programme(s) / Module(s):

Subject(s):

BA Philosophy, BA HPS

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

HSPC 1200 How Science Works
HPSC 2401 Causation, Explanation and Law
HPSC 2402 Phil of Inductive Reasoning
HPSC 2403 Intro Phil Inductive Reasoning
HPSC 3201 Realism and Truth in Science
HPSC 3311 Intro to Phil of Biology
HPSC 3320 Philosophy of Biology
HPSC 3600 HPSC Dissertation
HPSC 3601 Dissertation
HPSC 3700 Philosophy of Technology
HPSC 3850 Philosophy of Modern Physics
HPSC 3910 Independent Study
HPSC 3920 Independent Study
HPSC 5120M Modern Science
PHIL 1001 Introduction to Philosophy
PHIL 1008 Introduction to Logic
PHIL 2421 Introduction to Epistemology
PHIL 2521 Realism and Antirealism
PHIL 3010 Proctoring
PHIL 3020 Dissertation
PHIL 3030 Dissertation
PHIL 3040 Dissertation
PHIL 1001 Adv Topics in Philosophy of Language
PHIL 1001 Adv Topics in Phil Logic

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.

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?

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.

Over the four years during which I have been external examiner at Leeds, I have been consistently
impressed with what I have seen. The teaching and learning provision is excellent; in particular, students
are given a thorough education in philosophy, and are able to choose from an exceptionally wide range of
modules that span the discipline. The organization and delivery of the degree programmes works very
well, and the standards are fully comparable with those of equivalent institutions elsewhere in the UK.
I have been particularly impressed with the marking and assessment procedures, in particular with the
amount of written comments that examiners provide on exams and essays, and with the monitoring and
second marking systems in place, which work very well.
I am also impressed by the way that ‘special circumstances’ pleas – of which there seem to be rather a lot
- are handled at Leeds.

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.

The ILOs are fully commensurate with the level of the award. The structure and content of all the modules that I looked at was
entirely appropriate. At third year, the modules reflect ‘research led teaching’, and at first and second year, they give students
an excellent introduction to the subject.
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. The aims and ILOs are fully comparable with those at similar institutions, including the University of <<<>>>.
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 used at Leeds work well and fairly, for the most part, and the marking is done in
exemplary fashion, with detailed written comments being made by examiners, and second marking / monitoring
taken extremely seriously.
The students’ written work, both in exams and coursework, indicate that the teaching methods are working well.
I had a slight concern, which I raised with the relevant department members, about the use of ‘non-standard’
modes of assessment, such as ‘multiple choice’ exams and ‘wikis’, in place of more traditional modes. There is
nothing intrinsically wrong with such innovations, and they certainly do have a role in getting students to study the
whole module rather than concentrating on a few topics for exams. However, they are potentially unpredictable,
and it is not obvious that they yield results – in terms of distribution of marks – that are similar to exams.
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.

The academic standards demonstrated by the students, as a cohort, were perhaps slightly lower than in a typical
year at <<<>>>; though they were fully comparable with the standard of the students at York, where I used to
teach.
As in previous years at Leeds, the very best students were really good, comparable with the best anywhere in the
UK; however there was a relatively ‘long tail’ of less good students.
I was pleased to see that Leeds has not succumbed to ‘grade inflation’ the way that some institutions have done. It
is not that easy to get at 2.1 at Leeds – students need to work hard and really master some philosophy. This is as it
should be.

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 were no significant changes since last year.
Two areas of good practice, already mentioned above, include the provision of detailed written comments by
examiners, which greatly facilitates the task of external examining, and the extensive use of double-blind marking.

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.
rd
It was clear to me that all 3 year modules were informed by current research in the subject. This was particularly
clear on modules such as philosophy of biology, which is an area in which I work, and am thus in a position to
judge. Of course, research-led teaching is potentially a double-edged sword; there are many examples I have seen
where people include too many of their own ‘pet topics’, at the expense of providing a well-balanced treatment of
an area. I was pleased to see that no-one at Leeds appeared to be falling into this trap.

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 it was sufficient.
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 I was provided with all necessary documentation.
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 they worked very well.
12. Were appropriate procedures in place to give due consideration to mitigating circumstances and
medical evidence?
Yes, as I said above, I was impressed with the way the ‘special circumstances’ pleas are handled.

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.
n/a

Other Comments
Please use this box if you wish to make any further comments not covered elsewhere on the form.
None
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The University of Leeds
EXTERNAL EXAMINER’S REPORT
ACADEMIC YEAR: 2010– 2011
PART A: GENERAL INFORMATION
Subject area and awards being examined:
School of:

Philosophy

Subject(s):

Philosophy

Programme(s) / Module(s):

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

Philosophy

BA

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.

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?

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.

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.

The learning outcomes and standards are 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.

The programme is comparable.
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 design, structure and quality of assessment methods are appropriate.
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.

The students were given adequate opportunity to demonstrates achievement and their achievements were
comparable with similar students

5. For Examiners responsible for programmes that include clinical practice components, please comment
on the learning and assessment of practice components of the curriculum

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.

No enhancements that I am aware of.
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.

Curriculum design is informed by current research.

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. Would be helpful if a digest of student evaluations of a given module could be included in the module packs
which external examiners are sent.
11. Were the administrative arrangements satisfactory for the whole process, including the operation of
the Board of Examiners?
Yes. It would be good if the final examiners meeting were provided with data on the proportion on first class, 2:1
etc. degrees. This data could be compiled on the basis of provisional degree classifications available before the
meeting. Once data is available for more than one year, trends could be discussed.
12. Were appropriate procedures in place to give due consideration to mitigating circumstances and
medical evidence?

Yes

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.
None
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