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Introduction

The Department of Politics and International Relations (DPIR), in conjunction with the Oxford Centre of Excellence in Preparation for Academic Practice, commissioned this study to explore teaching by graduate students with a view to informing future arrangements for the allocation of teaching to and support of graduate students who teach.  
The study includes experiences of college and department-based teaching, and how these were balanced with students’ research commitments.  Through telephone conversations, email correspondence and face-to-face interviews, graduate students, college tutors and undergraduate students participated in the research.  College tutors were asked about their experience of allowing their graduate supervisees to teach and of asking graduate students to teach their undergraduate students.  The study also explored the extent to which the DPIR ‘Tutorial Register’ is used, and whether the register adequately serves the needs of colleges, the department and graduate students.   The study sought to include the views of graduates who had not taught but wished to, as well as those graduate students who did have experience of teaching.  In the case of the latter, the role that informal mentoring and support networks – whether involving supervisors, course convenors or peers - plays in developing the skills of graduate teachers was ascertained. 

The study was conceived as a process for raising awareness of these questions and developing discussion among all members of the DPIR.  The invitations to participate in the research thus served to publicise the study as well as collect data. 

I should like to thank all those who participated in the research through questionnaires or interviews.  In addition, the report has benefited from the insightful comments of four members of the DPIR who kindly read a first draft of the report.

Structure of the report
This is a report of findings based on a range of data sets (a combination of questionnaire responses and interviews with college tutors and graduate and undergraduate students) which are detailed in a note on methodology in Appendix B.  It is worth noting here that 14% of graduate students in DPIR participated in the research.  It is not claimed that this is a representative sample of population of graduates in DPIR.  It is arguable, however, that this number reflects the proportion of graduate students who are interested in teaching matters to the extent that they are willing to respond to the questionnaire and/or attend a seminar about teaching.  The response rate may suggest that the issues raised in this report – the problems to be tackled – apply to a relatively small, and therefore manageable, set of graduate students.
The report of the findings begins with the process of acquiring the opportunity to teach and what it might mean for a graduate student to fail to get teaching experience.  The informal ways of getting teaching are examined, as is the use of the tutorial register from the perspectives of graduates and college tutors.  The following section then considers what makes a ‘good’ graduate tutor and adds the voices of a small sample of undergraduate students to those of the graduates themselves and college tutors.  The third section looks at the benefits and disadvantages of teaching by graduates from the perspectives of graduates and supervisors. The fourth and final section of the findings considers the extent to which graduates who teach receive feedback on their teaching and examines other sources of support such as (informal) mentoring and discussion with peers.  
The study started out with the following questions and the report concludes by returning to these and assessing the extent to which the evidence collected provides responses to them:

 
1. How is the allocation and distribution of teaching opportunities perceived by graduates? Are there many graduates who are keen to teach but who are not given the opportunity to do so?

2. What views do graduate teachers have on the mentoring and support they receive from their supervisors or course convenors? What proportion of graduates who teach would like to develop their skills further (eg through developing a teaching portfolio).

3. Is the tutorial register seen by college tutors and students as an effective mechanism for allocating teaching?

4. Do graduates who teach see their commitment as interfering with, or complementing, their doctoral research?

The report ends with a series of recommendations addressed to the DPIR and individual graduates and college tutors. Some attempt was also made to broaden the study by looking at arrangements at comparable departments within the UK.  For this purpose a summary of arrangements for the allocation of teaching at the LSE departments of Government and International Relations appears in Appendix A.   Appendix B contains details of data collection and Appendix C copies of the questionnaires used.  Appendix D is a sample job description for a graduate teaching co-ordinator.
Findings

Getting the opportunity to teach
Of those who responded to the questionnaire 20 had had some experience of teaching.  Of those who had not taught, 3 did not wish to and these were MPhil students.  Of the 10 students who wanted to teach, 6 were DPhils and 4 were MPhils (1 in the first year).  The reasons that they cited for not obtaining any teaching were wide-ranging: a few reasons pertained to their personal circumstances (for example, time pressures, a lack of confidence and being away on fieldwork).  Others judged themselves not able to teach the broad-ranging undergraduate syllabus given the narrow specialisation of their research.  Most, however, perceived factors outside their control as preventing them from teaching: having a supervisor who was unable to provide teaching opportunities, being a member of a graduate college, and the absence of a ‘fair system’ for the distribution of teaching:
I have strong qualifications… I have never been approached to teach.  I wonder if the tutorial register actually functions in such a way as to make teaching opportunities equitably available to graduate students in the Department. 
The only students I know teaching at Oxford receive the opportunity through the inside track.  There exists no system in the Department of Politics for tutoring based on seniority, stage in your degree, experience, etc.  Essentially there is no system which ensures fairness in opportunity.  Similar systems exist at all North American Universities.  I find it disturbing that first year MPhil students teach and fourth DPhil students do not.
The general perception among my peers is that the allocation of teaching is generally conducted by a mysterious process of [who] knows you rather than open offering of opportunities. 
Perceptions that the process is ‘mysterious’ or at least a matter of serendipity were shared by those who did obtain teaching.  One interviewee who had just got some teaching through her supervisor, thought that she was given the opportunity ‘because it happened to flit through his mind’. 
The tutorial register, as a means of obtaining teaching experience was thought to be ‘a waste of time’.  The expectation that teaching experience could be obtained through being on the register was strongest among some students at the discussion forum, mostly students in their first year of MPhil or DPhil.  However, even among this group, there was an awareness that it was an initial step in a process.  The college tutors who were interviewed did not use the tutorial register except in ‘extreme’ circumstances and some would not use it on its own at all: ‘a long list of unfamiliar names’ was difficult to rely upon.  At most it was seen as a necessary but insufficient condition for appointing a graduate tutor.  Recommendations from colleagues were the main way in which college tutors selected graduate tutors.   The substance of those recommendations came from primarily two contexts: supervisors’ knowledge of their own graduate students; and observation of graduates’ contributions during research seminars.  College tutors felt they could judge from these interactions a graduate’s ‘liveliness’, ‘enthusiasm’, and potential for interacting with undergraduate students in a stimulating way, including being sympathetic to a student who is struggling.  Once a graduate started teaching, the quality of end-of –term reports was felt to be a good indicator of a graduate tutor’s capacity to identify students’ aptitudes, problems and understanding of the subject. 
There was a perception among graduates that those who had done their undergraduate degree at Oxford were more likely to get the opportunity to teach.  Whilst this was not born out by the questionnaire survey (only 2 of the 20 who were teaching had been Oxford undergraduates) the perception was prevalent and shared by some college tutors. 
All respondents to the questionnaire who were teaching were DPhil students beyond their first year.  All had taught for a college (several for more than one college), 5 had also taught for the DPIR, 5 had taught visiting students and 1 had taught for another department. Those who gain the opportunity to teach tend to obtain it from multiple sources and one opportunity often has the potential to lead on to others.

Some of those graduates who had obtained teaching described the means of getting it as ‘nepotistic’ but also observed that the present informal arrangements were structured in such a way as to allow college tutors to commission graduate (or indeed other) tutors whose abilities and commitment they could trust.  The arrangement of teaching for a tutor’s undergraduates was recognised as being an important part of his or her commitment to those undergraduates and the quality of teaching they receive.  The recommendations of colleagues or personal experience of a graduate constituted far better evidence than a listing in the departmental register.  Moreover, the graduates observed that the conditions for distributing teaching varied across subjects: small optional subjects could operate within the purview of a course provider whereas larger subjects were bound to be more decentralised and this tended to lead to a variability of approach which graduates might experience as unfairness or lack of transparency in the distribution of teaching.
Among those who had taught, the opportunity to teach was attributed to a number of sources, the most common was a recommendation by a friend.  A friend who already had enough teaching or for some reason was unable to take up the offer would pass on their details to a commissioning tutor with a recommendation.  Some of the 7 graduate students who got teaching in this way were surprised to have needed so little evidence of their capacity to teach.  A further 6 graduates had obtained teaching through recommendations from supervisors.  Two had been approached by their own former college tutors, 3 by other college contacts, 4 by other lecturers that they did not previously know and 1 had had a departmental interview.  Three graduates believed that their inclusion on the register had resulted in obtaining teaching.
The benefits and disadvantages of teaching for graduate students

The graduate students who attended the discussion forum were asked what they thought they would lose, if anything, if they did not get any experience of teaching.

Many of the potential losses mentioned related to the intrinsic benefits of teaching: a personal fulfilment engaging with undergraduate students, the benefits of revisiting and rehearsing some basic literature and the enjoyment of communicating ideas.  Some of the benefits that they might miss out on related to developing their identity as academics: teaching may help clarify their own stances and academic standards and offer an opportunity to try out an important component of academic practice.  In addition, there were extrinsic benefits that would be lost: the financial remuneration, the status, the possibility of including such experience on a cv and the consequent loss of competitive advantage in comparison with students from other universities seeking jobs in academia and beyond.  Experience of teaching was thought to be relevant for job prospects in general, and not just for those aspiring to academic careers.

The graduates who were interviewed also emphasised the importance to them of the professional development aspect of teaching experience.  Some felt that there was a specific benefit in teaching experience within Oxford’s tutorial system: namely that it offered the opportunity to observe students’ learning and deal with problems on an individual basis.  For example, it was possible to focus on a student’s capacity to read effectively and to take notes.  The implication was that this understanding of students’ learning acquired through close attention to individual students would inform their teaching practice in other contexts where time per student would be more limited.  In addition, several graduates were interested in putting together portfolios about their teaching experience with a view to gaining some accreditation.  This chimed with some tutors’ support for graduates doing some writing about their experience of teaching.  In the main, however, tutors, as supervisors, were concerned about the possibility that teaching would slow down progress in research.  And any activity that related to teaching which may increase the time and attention invested in it was opposed.
None of the graduates interviewed reported a synergy between their teaching and their research, though one implied that this absence related to the way in which teaching by graduates was treated within DPIR.  The possibilities for a positive relationship between the two seemed under-explored.  Asked whether their teaching had held up completion, several thought that it had but, given they were aiming for an academic career, this seemed appropriate to them.  
The benefits for graduates of gaining teaching experience from the point of view of supervisors were two: the money which was often an important supplement within a package of funding that allowed them to continue with their research; and being able to mention such experience in a cv.  Several tutors were aware of a tension between ‘the needs of the profession’, that is that graduates are properly prepared for academic practice as a whole, and the need to ensure completion within a certain period.  One tutor thought that graduates’ thinking about their own research benefited from teaching: their understanding of the problems and the literature in their field of study improved as a result of having to think through their own ideas in response to discussion in tutorials.  Another tutor thought this kind of link may well exist but that it was difficult to attribute this kind of development in thinking specifically to teaching experience.
What is a ‘good’ tutor?

In the experience of graduates who had been asked to teach, the main criterion for selection appeared to be a combination of ‘availability’ and ‘word of mouth recommendation’ and there was surprise that the latter was ‘seen as sufficient’.  There were consistent views among the graduates as to what elements such a recommendation might consist in.  Typically, they included ‘so and so is clever and knows the area’ through to having a reputation among friends that was based on the quality of one’s research, and having a commitment to teaching and to engaging with students.

More generally, and in particular among the graduate students who attended the discussion forum, there was some confusion as to what college tutors might be looking for in a graduate tutor for their undergraduate students.    There was not a clear understanding as to whether requirements might differ for graduate students as opposed to other college tutors.  It was suggested by one former Oxford undergraduate that expectations of graduate tutors would be higher – they would have to prove their credibility in a way that established college tutors did not need to.  This might be evidenced in simple ways such as punctuality and reliability as well as enthusiasm for the subject and for teaching it.

The question of what was required of graduate tutors was explored in the sense of how their contribution would differ from that of other college tutors.  Graduate tutors were thought to have more recent experience of examinations and of the undergraduate experience more generally and therefore an understanding of  what would be effective ‘carrots and sticks’.  They were perceived to have more recent exposure to recent publications on the material they were teaching.  Their youth was thought to confer greater enthusiasm, and sensitivity to the demands of undergraduate life.  Their status and nature of commitments allowed them to be more up-to-date in their knowledge of the field, and to have more motivation and more time to attend to the needs of students.  There were also some attributes mentioned that did not differentiate between graduate students and college tutors. These included a need to be non-judgemental, to refrain from imposing their own views, and to act as facilitators rather than teachers in the didactic sense.  Responding to the needs of students was paramount and, as a term progressed, tutors needed to be consistent in their standards and expectations of undergraduate students, whilst responding to feedback and identifying areas of development for the undergraduates.
Undergraduates’ expectations of graduate tutors did not differ from their expectations of other college tutors.  However, in practice, they experienced graduate tutors as being more up-to-date with research literature and familiar with all material on reading lists, giving a greater level of attention to feedback on essays, being more approachable and empathic, and more interested in feedback on their teaching.  Some also thought that graduate tutors tended to be clearer about how what they were doing in the tutorial related to preparation for exams whereas other college tutors engaged in ‘more abstract discussion’.
College tutors’ views on what makes a ‘good’ graduate tutor were consistent with, if less wide-ranging than, those of undergraduates and graduates.  They focused primarily on ensuring that a graduate tutor was able to cover the material in a given paper and that they took teaching undergraduates ‘seriously’.   One college tutor had observed that graduates did indeed spend longer writing comments on essays but this was seen as ‘not necessarily good’ as it increased undergraduates’ expectations of tutors and reduced scope for developing their own independence. Similarly, other apparently positive feedback on graduate’s teaching such as ‘he gave me a lecture – really knows his stuff’ raised concerns about how a graduate tutor was using time in a tutorial.
Feedback on teaching, support and mentoring

A mixed picture emerges in relation to the support that graduates receive on teaching.  Those teaching in the context of formal college arrangements, such as college lectureships or teaching fellowships, felt well-supported by their colleagues and by an institutional infra-structure within colleges.  This gave them administrative support (for example not having to book rooms) and professional help through the appointment of a mentor.   

Graduates who are teaching on a more informal basis have no such advantages and are wholly reliant on unpredictable and informal contact with supervisors or other college tutors. Before undertaking the teaching for a particular tutor, graduates were either not briefed at all or had what was described as a fleeting initial discussion which they did not feel constituted adequate preparation.  Several reported that in several terms’ teaching they had had no informal support at all, the only discussions taking place with commissioning tutors in the event of students not turning up to tutorials or not handing in essays.

On the other hand, several college tutors who were interviewed described undertaking mentoring-like discussion with graduates, both their own supervisees and those graduates who taught for them and were supervised by others.  These discussions included going through the reading list for a paper, reading essays and advising on the assessment of students, grouping students and help with other difficulties that might arise.  This suggests that mentoring does take place on an informal basis and it is wide-ranging in scope.  However, it is patchy and many graduates who would benefit from such support have not been able to access it. 
Some graduates suggested that the absence of any kind of formal institutional support once a graduate started teaching caused several related problems.  The first was that there was ‘inadequate scrutiny’ of the quality of teaching.  This seemed especially lacking in cases where graduates felt they had been invited to teach on the basis of friends’ recommendations and because they happened to be available.  Second, there was no formal mechanism for obtaining feedback on teaching from the undergraduates.  Some were aware that colleges collected such feedback but none reported receiving it.  Those interviewed were keen to receive such feedback.
There were several suggestions of the kind of support that some would find valuable.  For example, one graduate suggested that senior colleagues should sit in on a graduate’s teaching.

If it’s done for University Lecturers, then why not for graduates?

Whilst advice from and reciprocal observation of teaching with other graduate students would also be useful, the input of senior colleagues was felt to be especially lacking.  For those without experience of Oxford as undergraduates there were particular questions and needs for orientation.  Some drew on their experience of tutorials as Masters students but thought this ‘problematic’.

Some graduates simply wanted some kind of support whilst teaching: none were of the opinion that the initial introductory seminar was sufficient for their needs.  The kind of support they had in mind ranged from a formal opportunity to discuss issues and problems as they arose through to observation by senior colleagues and feedback from the undergraduates at an early stage.   

There was felt to be an absence of a practical professional development support strand to what DPIR and supervisors offered.  It was observed that support on research methodology was now taken far more seriously but that this was not matched on the teaching side: 

We do not have a Director of Teaching Methods

It was felt by some that supervisors’ concerns about the possibility that teaching might hold up research were ‘somewhat paternalistic’ and that the support offered by DPIR and supervisors needed to encompass academic practice as a whole and this included teaching.  Some graduates had taken the initiative to read educational research literature that they had come across and said that they found it stimulating and were interested in a recent invitation to discuss such literature in a discussion group.  Two graduates were pursuing the possibility of preparing portfolios.  There was some disappointment in the absence of information from DPIR or other obvious sources about how to go about constructing and submitting a portfolio.  Friends from other departments where there were schemes in operation had acted as sources of advice.  Supervisors were thought to be discouraging of such activity and some seemed to hold exaggerated perceptions of the length of portfolios and the time and attention their preparation would require.
Conclusions
Before addressing the four questions with which the study began, it is worth noting that these questions did not directly address a central tension that is present in the way in which teaching by graduates is conceived and handled on a day-to-day basis.  This tension relates to the purpose of teaching by graduates from the point of view of the DPIR and colleges.  Is the purpose to provide additional undergraduate teaching that cannot be provided by post-holders, or is it to initiate and provide for the professional development of graduates aspiring to academic careers?  The two purposes need not be mutually exclusive: indeed they are potentially mutually re-enforcing.  However, the findings suggest that there has been an implicit emphasis on the first purpose to the detriment of the second.  
1. How is the allocation and distribution of teaching opportunities perceived by graduates? Are there many graduates who are keen to teach but who are not given the opportunity to do so?

The most prevalent perception is that the means of allocation is opaque and distribution is unfair, that it is based on contacts and prior experience of Oxford rather than on the intrinsic suitability of a graduate for teaching a particular paper.  The small number of responses to the questionnaire makes it difficult to quantify how many graduates wish to teach and are not given the opportunity to do so.  It is only possible to say that at the time of the administration of this survey 10 graduates wanted to teach and did not have a means of taking up or competing for the opportunity to do so.

The nature of teaching opportunities and attendant support differ widely.  Some graduates are paid on a casual basis whilst other are working within regular formalised arrangements, as in college stipendiary lectureships.  Some graduates are teaching one visiting student for one term, whilst others are acquiring six hours of teaching per week for different colleges.  
It is worth summarizing here the sources of inequity in the distribution of teaching to graduates.

· Levels of demand vary from paper to paper.  In some papers there are sufficient postholders to fulfill teaching needs, whilst in others there is often a shortage.

· Graduates’ access to teaching and support for teaching is influenced by their own college affiliation.  Those in graduate colleges, on the whole, seem to have less access.

· There is a lack of freely available information about the teaching opportunities available.
· The process of communication for locating graduate tutors when needed relies exclusively on informal contact such that only a limited number of graduates are approached with offers of teaching.
· There is a tendency to allocate multiple opportunities to teach to the same pool of graduates who have demonstrated their competence making first opportunities harder to acquire for other graduates.

· There is an absence of consistently used and shared criteria for the recruitment and selection of graduates to teach

2. What views do graduate teachers have on the mentoring and support they receive from their supervisors or course convenors? What proportion of graduates who teach would like to develop their skills further (eg through developing a teaching portfolio).

Mentoring and other support is informal for all graduates except those who hold stipendiary lectureships.  Informality implies that it is dependent on goodwill, chance meetings and fortuitous contacts.  Support from college tutors – whether as supervisors or commissioning tutors – is at best patchy.  Many graduate tutors who need support do not receive it.  

There is some interest in the preparation of portfolios.  Again, it is difficult to quantify how many given the small numbers of respondents but it is also not possible to make such an estimate when so many graduates are simply unaware of the possibility.
3. Is the tutorial register seen by college tutors and students as an effective mechanism for allocating teaching?

The tutorial register is seen as a minor step in a process for allocating teaching.  It has had an unfortunate effect of raising expectations among some new graduates that their inclusion in it will lead to offers of teaching.

4. Do graduates who teach see their commitment as interfering with, or complementing, their doctoral research?

Graduates tend to view the relationship between their doctoral research and teaching in a positive way insofar as the two constitute preparation for academic and other careers.  Scope for synergy between the two seems limited by the lack of support within DPIR and discouragement from some supervisors who may see a scholarly interest in teaching as ‘a waste of time’.  It is also evident, however, that there is much potential for the development of greater complementarity between teaching and doctoral research.  

Recommendations
These recommendations are based on the premise that there is a small, albeit important, group of graduate students who would benefit from improvements in arrangements for the allocation and support of teaching.  These include graduates who wish to teach and to not obtain the opportunity to do so and graduates who do teach but feel unsupported or insufficiently supported.  The recommendations build on what is already on offer, on an informal basis, to some graduates but not others.  In addition, they seek to maintain the conditions that allow for strong commitments to the quality of undergraduate teaching but also to introduce mechanisms that promote greater equity among graduates who wish to benefit from the experience of teaching.  

DPIR
The following recommendations are addressed to the collegiate community that engages in the teaching of Politics and International Relations rather than exclusively the formal structure that constitutes the Department.  Some of the recommendations can be helpfully co-ordinated through formal DPIR mechanisms but substantive change is reliant on wider support from individuals acting in their capacity as college tutors.
1.  Any recommendations for changing practice are bound to falter if there is not a shift in assumptions about the purposes of teaching by graduates.  The first recommendation is therefore that a debate be initiated about teaching by graduates.  This should be exploratory and be conducted in a range of fora such as panel discussion groups, relevant committees, and a specially convened meeting (or series of meetings) for all members of DPIR, including interested graduate students.
Such a debate should address the purpose of teaching by graduates (including the tension between their treatment as suppliers of undergraduate teaching and their professional development needs).  It should also address the criteria used for selecting graduates to teach, what would constitute evidence of meeting such criteria and issues relating to the quality of undergraduate teaching.  Concerns about thesis completion rates as against the perception of the need to prepare for academic practice as a whole should also be discussed.  
2. The Department could help graduates by making it possible for college tutors to construct, collectively, an overview of teaching opportunities.  The prevalence of teaching by graduates differs by subject and also by college.  Some colleges are net contributors of graduate students as tutors whilst others are net users.  As providers of undergraduate teaching, the needs of colleges are also dynamic and unpredictable, dependent as they are on the paper choices of undergraduate students and the patterns of employment and leave within each college.  These overlapping needs of colleges and subjects makes for a very complex picture.  Consequently, it is far from easy for graduate students, on an individual basis, to establish where the opportunities lie and then to pursue them.  The DPIR should provide a web-based system that enables college tutors to advertise opportunities for teaching as they come up.  
3. The Department could help college tutors to widen the pool of graduates that they consider when appointing tutors.  The information provided on the tutorial register is widely believed to be insufficient.  The web-based system, described in recommendation 2, should incorporate a means for graduate students to advertise their expertise in ways that are clearly relevant to the concerns of college tutors regarding the quality of teaching for undergraduate students.  
4. The viability of such a system rests on two inter-related factors: the willingness of individuals to use it and its accuracy over time.  An individual should be allocated the responsibility of promoting, designing and ensuring the maintenance of such a system.  This could either be an established member of academic staff or a specially appointed doctoral student or post-doctoral researcher currently working in DPIR.  A sample job description for a similar role, used by QEH, is included at Appendix D for illustrative purposes.

5. In the longer term, beyond the next academic year, and in the aftermath of debate which should produce more explicit and shared assumptions about the purposes of teaching by graduates, there is a need for a more transparent formal system for the recruitment of graduates as tutors.  The DPIR should involve its members, as college tutors, in the production of code of practice.  Given the broad range of type of teaching opportunity (a couple of revision tutorials through to a year-long stipendiary lectureship etc) the end result may be a two-tier system that ensures proportionate procedures that are not too cumbersome for limited teaching 

opportunities.  In some papers, teaching tends to be organised by those who teach a paper rather than on a college basis.  The code of practice should take account of the variation in needs between small optional subjects and larger more disparate ones.
6.  An inter-collegiate group, composed of a small number of college tutors, should pilot the code of practice in preparation for inviting college tutors as a whole to use it.

7. Some papers cannot offer graduates much teaching because there are sufficient post-holders to undertake it themselves.  Where there are substantial numbers of graduates who specialise in such papers, tutors should be asked to consider how they might make it possible for graduates to gain some expertise in teaching: for example through observation, co-teaching, involvement in the review of reading lists, or location or production of e-learning resources.
8. Discussions of the code of practice should include consideration of how a larger number of graduate students could undertake fewer hours of teaching in the interests of ensuring some equity of distribution.  The DPIR already recommends that graduates do no more than four hours’ teaching per week.  It is not clear, however, whether this is adhered to.  In addition, it may be advisable to recommend a limit on the number of terms that a graduate can teach.  Such a limitation would serve both the purposes of protecting research time as well as promoting equity in the distribution of teaching.

9. The Department should ask college tutors whether they would be willing to act as mentors to graduate students who are teaching.  The interviews conducted for this project suggest there is considerable goodwill and much support is already given.  Formalisation need not add extra work where such support is already being given informally.  The invitation to volunteers could specify a modest norm of two one-hour meetings, or an observation plus one meeting for a first term of teaching, and one meeting per term thereafter.

Such mentoring would then be guaranteed to graduates who had acquired some teaching but did not have any support.  Graduates with supervisors who are unable to offer such support, who are at graduate colleges or who simply lack the informal contacts, would then have access to a basic level of mentoring support.  Such a scheme could be co-ordinated by the specially appointed individual referred to in recommendation 4. 
College tutors/supervisors

10. Supervisors should discuss with graduates their aspirations for teaching even if they themselves are not in a position to provide opportunities to teach.  Discussing the disadvantages and the benefits in relation to research as well as more general issues will help graduates make more informed decisions about what and when they take up teaching.  It may also promote the possibility of synergy between doctoral research and interaction with undergraduates.

11. College commissioning tutors (or, if absent, other senior college colleagues) should consider providing feedback on a regular basis from undergraduates to graduate tutors.  This has most impact on the development of teaching expertise if it can happen half way through a term’s tutorials rather than simply at the end.  Graduate tutors can then act on the feedback.

12. Information about professional development in relation to teaching, and portfolios should be provided to supervisors as well as graduates.  This should include indications of the length of finished portfolios, and estimates of the time allocation needed to produce one. 

Graduate students

13. Graduate students should consider how their teaching and research might complement each other and seek teaching of a type and at a stage that would help to develop their thinking on research.  

14.  There is no reason why graduates, as tutors, cannot themselves initiate a process for gaining feedback from undergraduate students on learning and teaching.  Some already do this on an ad hoc occasional basis.  A small degree of systematic collection of feedback – for example through semi-structured discussion – would enhance teaching expertise and provide valuable material for the preparation of portfolios.  Some tools for the evaluation of teaching can be found on the Oxford Learning Institute website at: http://www.learning.ox.ac.uk/oli.php?page=43
15. Many graduates have already taken the initiative to find out about the preparation of portfolios and to search out relevant literature on pedagogic research.  They may wish to consider the possibilities for taking this a step further and collaborating with each other in a number of directions.  For example, it may be possible to organise reciprocal observation of teaching, and sharing literature on teaching that has been found to be useful.
16. Graduates could make use of a wider pool of support available within the University beyond the DPIR.  Within the Social Science division, there is an increasing number of inter-departmental activities and resources available, including occasional seminars, a regular reading and portfolio discussion group facilitated by Dr David Mills (david.mills@edstud.ox.ac.uk), and a growing set of web-based teaching resources available at http://weblearn.ox.ac.uk/site/socsci/div/teaching/ 
Appendix A
Arrangements at the LSE departments
 
The Departments of Government and International Relations at LSE between them employed over 60 Graduate Teaching Assistants (GTA) this year. Both advertise among their own students, but will also consider PhD students from other departments such as the European Institute and Development Studies. They aim to offer as many PhD students as want it the opportunity to teach. 

Whilst neither department has explicit selection criteria, there is a formal application process within each department.  The main requirement is that the applicant is in their second or subsequent year of registration.   The assumption is that all research students have an academic background in the relevant material and so will be deemed to have the potential to teach.  Other factors are also considered carefully such as their research interests, teaching preferences, and any past teaching experience. 

The Department of Government interviews all short-listed GTA candidates, even those who are returning teachers.   They set up a number of Selection Panels each of which consists of at least 2 members of the academic staff, one of whom is a Professor.  The International Relations Department, however does not interview.  The Head of Department selects on the basis of application forms, a reference from the research supervisor and teaching survey scores (where applicable).   

The biggest courses tend to be first year undergraduate ones - taken by students from across the School. Many teachers are needed for these. They tend to be "broad brush" courses requiring the reading of lots of primary texts in greater/lesser detail. No GTA could be "expert" in the whole course, but it is assumed that they will probably all have been through something similar themselves as undergraduates. Rather fewer GTAs will be teaching 2nd or 3rd year courses. As the courses become more specialist, so they need GTAs familiar with specific areas. If GTAs have taught for two years, they may not get a third - in order to give others the opportunity.

The initial training offers some opportunity to identify any teachers who may struggle (eg: in terms of English pronunciation - this tends to be the area where students are most likely to be concerned). LSE runs videoed ‘microteaching’ sessions, and anyone at that stage who sounds potentially problematic is strongly encouraged to take voice training. Other mechanisms in the first term (eg: schoolwide student survey data, Departmental survey data, departmental teaching observation and marking moderation all give an assortment of opportunities of picking up on potential problems.  Early on-the-job monitoring and support is extensive.

According to a recent survey 65% of LSE PhD students who responded have teaching experience.  Roughly one third teach only for LSE, one third teach at LSE and elsewhere and one third teach only outside the LSE. On our Post-Graduate Certificate in Teaching they will often do projects comparing teaching at LSE and another institution (eg: last year these included QMW, Kent, Reading, and Portsmouth).

Appendix B
Methodology

The approach adopted in this study is largely qualitative given its exploratory aims.  The questionnaire survey of graduate students was conceived as a starting point for identifying the main issues and for facilitating further data collection.  It informed the selection of interviewees and fed into the questions that were then put to college tutors and undergraduate students.  
The researcher’s background and experience of working with DPIR as an educational development adviser in the past was useful insofar as it helped formulate initial questions and interpret responses.  The researcher, however, was cautious about making assumptions that relied too heavily on this past experience.  The selection of interviewees was made partly to extent beyond the researcher’s existing contacts.  
Data Collection
The findings draw on five sources of data: 

1. a questionnaire administered to all DPhil and MPhil students in DPIR

2. a discussion forum held at the end of the DPIR teaching seminar held in 9th week of Hilary Term 2007 at which 18 MPhil and DPhil students were present

3. individual interviews with graduate students by telephone and face-to-face

4. email questionnaire administered an opportunity sample of undergraduate students who had been taught by graduate students

5. telephone interviews with college tutors and some responses to an email questionnaire from college tutors

Copies of the questionnaires used for graduates, college tutors and undergraduates can be found in Appendix C.  

There were 33 responses to the email survey of graduate students: 26 from DPhil students and 7 from MPhils representing response rates of 12% and 6% respectively.  The disparity in response rates may be at least partly due to the timing of the questionnaire survey which unfortunately coincided with MPhil examinations.  However, it may also be the case that obtaining experience of teaching is a lower priority for more MPhil students than DPhil students.  The response rate as a whole, however, is low.  It is worth bearing in mind that the total number of graduate students includes a very disparate group, many of whom may have regarded the questionnaire as irrelevant to them in their current circumstances: some will have been away conducting fieldwork or on holiday, others in their first year or in their fifth or sixth year of registration.

The questionnaire responses of graduate students were supplemented by notes from a discussion forum attended by 18 graduate students (4 of these had also returned questionnaires and one was later interviewed).  There were thus a total of 47 graduates involved in the research study, representing 14% of the total population of DPIR graduates.  

Six graduates were interviewed, some face-to-face and others by telephone.  Three of these allowed the researcher – directly or indirectly - to contact the undergraduates they had taught in order to invite them to participate in the research.  Five undergraduates responded to this invitation.  Six college tutors/supervisors were interviewed or returned email questionnaires.  These covered membership of all the subject panels within DPIR.

In the report of the findings some details of respondents have been changed (such as gender) and others omitted (such as subject area and college) to maintain anonymity.

Analysis

The participants in this research study - graduates, college tutors and undergraduate students - were treated not as a representative sample but as informants, articulating views about their own experience and their perceptions of prevalent views within DPIR.

The process of analysis began with the questionnaire responses to the survey of graduate students.  The interviews with graduates and the discussion forum were then analysed with a view to illuminating the survey findings.  In particular, the discussion forum was used as a means of exploring the perspectives of MPhil and DPhil students nearing the end of their first year, a group that was poorly represented in the questionnaire responses.

The interviews with and questionnaire responses from college tutors were analysed in order to explore the environment within which the graduate students were operating.

Appendix C
Graduate Teaching in DPIR

Questionnaire for graduate students
I am conducting a small study on behalf of the Department and the Oxford Centre of Excellence in Preparation for Academic Practice on the experience of graduate students who teach or wish to teach.  Its purpose is to inform future plans for the support of graduate students’ teaching and its allocation.  Your response is confidential to me in that I will not be reporting anything that identifies individuals.  Your response is useful even if you have not taught and do not wish to.  Please respond by Monday 11 June.

This short questionnaire is a part of the study which will also include interviews with a sample of students and tutors.  If you have any questions about this study or the questionnaire, please do get in touch with me by email duna.sabri@hmc.ox.ac.uk  or telephone: 020 8767 4223.  

My own background is that I used to work at the Oxford Learning Institute and, with members of the DPIR, set up a one-day programme on tutorial teaching some ten years ago.  I left my job last summer to complete my DPhil thesis in the field of higher education policy which I have recently submitted.  I’m acting now in the capacity of an external and independent researcher.

Questions

1. Have you taught (or are you about to start teaching) at the University of Oxford? (Delete as appropriate)


No


Yes

If no, go to question 4.

If yes, for whom have you taught?

A college

DPIR

Another department

2. What paper(s) have you taught/are you about to teach?

3. Please describe how you got the opportunity to teach. (Then proceed to q.5)


4. Do you wish to teach? (Delete as appropriate)


Yes


No


If yes, what prevents you from teaching? Please answer as fully as possible.


If no, proceed to question 7.

5. Where did you do your undergraduate degree?


Oxford


Cambridge


London


Other UK university (please specify university)


Other university outside the UK (please specify country and university)

6. May I contact you again for an interview or to clarify your responses, if necessary?


Yes/No


If yes, can you give a telephone number on which I can reach you.

7. What research degree programme are you on and what year are you in?


MPhil

DPhil


Year: 

8. What other comments, if any, would you like to make on teaching by DPhil and MPhil students in DPIR?


Many thanks for taking the time to complete this questionnaire.  Please attach it to an email to me duna.sabri@hmc.ox.ac.uk by Monday 11 June with the subject heading ‘DPIR’.

Graduate Teaching in DPIR

Questionnaire for college tutors/supervisors
I am conducting a small study on behalf of the Department and the Oxford Centre of Excellence in Preparation for Academic Practice on the experience of graduate students who teach or wish to teach.  Its purpose is to inform future plans for the support of graduate students’ teaching and its allocation.  Your response is confidential to me in that I will not be reporting anything that identifies individuals.  

If you have any questions about this study or the questionnaire, please do get in touch with me by email duna.sabri@hmc.ox.ac.uk  or telephone: 020 8767 4223.  

My own background is that I used to work at the Oxford Learning Institute and, with members of the DPIR, set up a one-day programme on tutorial teaching some ten years ago.  I left that job last summer to complete my DPhil thesis in the field of higher education policy.  I’m acting now in the capacity of an external and independent researcher.

As a supervisor of graduate students:

1. How many research students, who are eligible to teach (ie not in their first year), do you currently supervise? 

2. Of these, how many have taught or are teaching?

3. What do you take into account when deciding whether to support a graduate student’s application to the tutorial register?

4. In your view, what are the benefits and disadvantages of teaching for graduate students?

5. Have you engaged in any kind of mentoring support for graduate students who teach?  (For example, discussing with them your own approach to tutoring or advising them on dealing with problems they have experienced).  If yes, please describe.

As a tutor of undergraduate students:

6. In what circumstances, if any, do you seek tutoring from graduate students?

7. In your view, what makes a graduate tutor a good tutor for your undergraduate students?

8. What use, if any, do you make of Section B of DPIR’s register of tutors? 


What are your views about the register?

9. What other means, if any, do you use for locating graduate tutors for your students?

10. Have you engaged in any kind of mentoring support from graduate students who have taught for you?  If yes, please describe.

11. What other points, if any, would you like to raise about teaching by graduate students in DPIR?

Many thanks for taking the time to complete this questionnaire.  Please attach it to an email to me duna.sabri@hmc.ox.ac.uk .

Email Questionnaire for Undergraduate Students

Dear All,

I'm conducting a small research project about teaching by graduates in DPIR and was hoping you could help me by answering a few questions.  I've interviewed graduate students who have taught, and college tutors and now need some feedback from undergraduate students as well.  I was given your email by [tutor].  You are under no obligation to respond to me and no-one at [college] or DPIR will know whether you have responded or not.  Anything I report won't be attributed to you 

individually.

If enough of you respond (ie more than half) I'll summarise your feedback to 

[tutor].  However, again, this won't be done in a way that identifies you as 

individuals.  The purpose of doing this is purely for his benefit as a tutor.

The purpose of the project as a whole is to inform future policy on the 

distribution of teaching to graduates and the support offered to them as 

tutors in DPIR.  I hope you can spend a few minutes answering the following 

questions.  Alternatively, I'd be happy to do a telephone interview if you can 

give me a number at which I can contact you in the next 10 days.

1. In what ways, if any, is your experience of being taught by a graduate 

student different from being taught by an established college tutor?

2. Thinking specifically about the paper for which you have had tutorials with 

[tutor], what has been helpful for your learning? 

3. Still thinking about that paper, what, if anything, has impeded your 

learning?

4. In what ways, if any, do your expectations of a graduate tutor differ from 

your expectations of other college tutors?

5. Have you ever been asked for feedback on a graduate tutor's teaching?  If 

yes, who asked for it (eg the graduate him/herself, your own college tutor 

etc).

6. How do you feel about giving feedback to graduate tutors to help them 

develop their skills in teaching?

7. Any other comments you'd like to make about teaching by graduate students?

If you've read this far and answered the questions, a huge thank-you for 

taking the time to do so!

All best wishes,

Duna

Appendix D

Graduate Teaching Co-ordinator Post, QEH 

QEH, in collaboration with the Department of Educational Studies is seeking to appoint either a graduate student at advanced doctoral level, or a recent post-doctoral researcher, to a one-day-per week term-time post as Graduate Teaching Co-ordinator.

The Post:

1. The appointment of a Graduate Teaching Co-ordinator provides for eight hours of employment per week in full term, starting in Trinity Term 2007. These hours can be worked flexibly over each term, as the post-holder sees fit.  Remuneration will be at the rate of £25 per hour.

2. The appointee will work in cooperation with the Director of Graduate Studies and Dr David Mills, Department of Educational Studies. The appointee will report to, and be supported by, the DGS.

3. Progress will be evaluated at the end of Trinity Term 2007. If felt appropriate, the job description will be revised. The post will then be re-advertised for a further year. 

Job Description:

1. To map, collate and publicise existing teaching opportunities in the department and across the University that are available to QEH doctoral students and postdoctoral staff.

2. To develop a resource which lists past and present graduates who have taught particular courses, and indicates those graduates and post-doctoral researchers who are willing to offer advice/support to others.

3. To share ideas about approaches and resources for those teaching on the MPhil core courses and second-year options.

4. To promote support networks between graduate students (and postdoctoral researchers) who teach.

5. To plan, publicise and convene (in collaboration with David Mills) an introduction to teaching at Oxford and QEH.

6. To informally mentor other postgraduates who teach.

7. To convene an occasional (eg once-termly) lunch-time teaching discussion seminar, particularly for those who wish to reflect on their teaching experiences, or are preparing a teaching portfolio.

8. To advise and support (in collaboration with David Mills) any graduate teachers who wish to prepare a short teaching portfolio in order to gain accreditation as ‘Associate Practitioner of the Higher Education Academy’.  This may involve offering formative feedback and potentially assessing the finished portfolio.

9. To join a division-wide ‘Graduate teaching in the Social Sciences advisory group’ that meets twice yearly to compare notes and experiences across departments.

Selection Criteria:

The successful candidate will:

1. Have at least one year’s teaching experience.

2. Have an interest in reflecting on the pedagogic issues facing graduates who teach (eg on how best to provide feedback to students on their work, on the relative merits of different approaches to tutorial and small group teaching etc).

3. Be committed to supporting and mentoring other graduate teachers. 

4. Be able to broker links between students and academics.

5. Be willing to support those preparing a teaching portfolio for accreditation.

Background:

This post is created through funds devolved to the Social Sciences by the Oxford Centre of Excellence in Teaching and Learning (CETL) in preparation for academic practice. Funded for five years (from 2005 -2010), the CETL offers funding for initiatives in every university department. The aim is to offer all those postgraduate research students and contract research staff who are seeking academic careers the opportunity to develop their teaching and academic practice skills. Those who wish to do so are entitled to prepare a short (max 5,000 word) teaching ‘portfolio’. They can use this to apply for accreditation. 

Dr David Mills is University Lecturer in Pedagogy and the Social Sciences, based at the Department of Educational Studies, and also Divisional Co-ordinator for the CETL.

� Whilst it is recognised that these arrangements are underway in a very different institutional context to that of a collegiate university, it is worth noting the priority that is attached to equity in the distribution of teaching, the wide range of teaching experience that is supported, and the availability of practical support in the early stages of teaching experience. 
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