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Introduction

This Quality review has been conducted in accordance with a framework model developed and agreed through the Conference of Heads of Irish Universities’ (CHIU) Inter-University Quality Steering Committee (IUQSC) and which complies with the provisions of Section 35 of the Universities Act (1997). The model consists of a number of basic steps.

1. An internal team in the School being reviewed completes a detailed self-assessment report (SAR). It should be noted that this document is confidential to the School and to the Review Panel and to senior officers of the University

2. This report is sent to a team of peer assessors, the Peer Review Group (PRG) – composed of members from outside DCU and from other areas of DCU – who then visit the School and conduct discussions with a range of staff, students and other stakeholders.

3. The PRG then writes its own report. The School is given the chance to correct possible factual errors before the Peer Group Report (PGR) is finalised.

4. The School produces a draft Quality Improvement Plan (QuIP) in response to the various issues and findings of the SAR and PRG Reports.

5. The PRG Report and the School QuIP are considered by the Quality Promotion Committee.

6. The draft QuIP is discussed in a meeting between the School, members of the Peer Group, the Director of Quality Promotion and Senior Management. The University’s responses are written into the QuIP, and the result is the finalised QuIP.

7. A summary of the PRG Report, the QuIP and the Executive Response is sent to the Governing Authority of the University, who will approve publication in a manner that they see fit.

This document is the report referred to in Step 3 above
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1. Profile of the School of Law and Government

Location of the School 

The School of Law and Government is located in the Henry Grattan Building, one of the oldest buildings on the DCU campus. The School began life as a group within the DCU Business School and was founded as a School in its own right in 2002. 

Staff

Table 1 shows the growth of full-time staff from the establishment of the School to the 2006-07 period. This highlights the rapid growth of the school and the currently high proportion of contract lecturing positions. 

	Table 1: Full-time staff

	
	2001-02
	2002-03
	2003-04
	2004-05
	2005-06
	2006-07

	Professors
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1

	Associate Professors
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1

	Senior Lecturers
	2 
	3
	3
	4
	4
	4

	Lecturers (permanent)
	 6
	5
	 6
	4.2*
	4.2*
	3.2*

	Lecturers (contract)
	1
	1
	1
	2
	5 
	7

	Teaching Fellows (contract)
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	2

	Secretary
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1

	Total:
	11
	11
	12
	12.2
	15.2
	19.2

	* Note: One person has been on 80% secondment from the School to the Law Reform Commission since October 2004.


In addition to full-time staff, many modules offered by the school are taught by adjunct staff. Twelve modules in government are taught by eight adjunct staff, while seven modules in Law are taught by four adjunct staff. 

Teaching in the School 

The School describes its approach to teaching as reflective and student-friendly. All its programmes are interdisciplinary. The School provides two undergraduate programmes (currently three year degrees) and four Masters programmes. In addition, it provides service teaching into external courses, particularly on the Law side for the Business School (DCUBS). 

Undergraduate programmes:

· BA in International Relations

· BA in Economics, Politics and Law

Masters programmes:

· MA in International Relations (Full-time)

· MA in International Relations (Part-time)

· MA in Globalisation

· MA in International Security and Conflict Studies

There will be two additional MA programmes on offer from 2007 – the MA in International Organisations and the MA in Development, as well as a Graduate Certificate in Development Education. In addition, the School is in the process of proposing a BA in Law and Society slated to be offered in 2009.

The number of full-time equivalent students in the school for 2005-2006 was 442, up significantly from 90 in 2002-2003. The School offers 113 modules. Sixty six per cent of these are exclusively offered to students on the School’s programmes; thirteen per cent to a mixture of the School’s students and others; and twenty per cent are only offered to students outside the School.  The most important component of this latter group is Law teaching to the Business School, but substantial numbers of students from Humanities and Nursing also take modules in both Law and Government. In 2005-06, the average class size for undergraduates was 100, while for postgraduates it was 34.  

Research in the School 

Twelve research students graduated from the School from 2002 to 2006, all but one with a PhD. The School currently has fifteen PhD students, mainly in the areas of international relations and development. 

The Centre for International Studies (CIS) is a University Designated Research Centre. It is an autonomous organisation closely linked to the School of Law and Government. 

In its Self Assessment Report, the School declares that, although it values all types of research outputs, some research outputs are more important than others. The Government group has agreed to concentrate on journals included on Hix’s list of high-impact journals in politics and there has been an effort to concentrate on international relations or international studies. Research by many members of the Government group, over the past five years (the period covered by this review), has been strong with a good quantity of output, tending toward higher ranked journals. Research in Law has not been as productive due in large part, according to the Self Assessment Report, to temporary workload constraints, associated with high service teaching demands both within the School and across the University, which are only gradually declining and remain high, exacerbated by the balance in staffing.

2. The Self Assessment Process

The Co-ordinating Committee

The Head of School appointed the quality committee in May 2006. The composition of the committee was intended to reflect the balance of disciplines in the School, student and administrative representation as well as gender balance, and to avoid placing more burdens on senior staff in administrative positions. 

Membership of the School of Law and Government quality review committee was as follows:

· Michael Doherty, Lecturer in Law

· Professor Robert Elgie, Head of School

· Iain McMenamin, Chair, Lecturer in Politics

· Diana O’Dwyer, PhD student

· Eoin O’Malley, Lecturer in Politics

· Tina Reddy, School Secretary

Methodology Adopted

The committee met once a month over the summer and fortnightly from September on. Iain McMenamin chaired all meetings. Robert Elgie and Tina Reddy attended meetings only intermittently but were constantly involved in the process on an informal bilateral basis. 

The legal scholars, chaired by Michael Doherty, met as a separate group on a number of occasions to consider the quality process. Sections relating to the legal scholars were the subject of intensive consultation and negotiation with Adam McAuley, as were the organisation sections with Robert Elgie and the teaching section with Gary Murphy and John Doyle. 

The quality process was discussed at three School meetings. All full-time staff, as well as a PhD student, two PhD-students-cum-research-assistants, and a post-doctoral fellow, contributed to an Away Day in November 2006. The review process was also informed by new surveys of undergraduates, research students, graduates, and staff. In addition, a benchmarking exercise was conducted for International Relations of research publications by School staff against national and international universities. Diana O’Dwyer was the research assistant for this benchmarking exercise. 

Three drafts of the Self-Assessment Report were circulated to all full-time staff for comment before the final report was produced.

3. The Peer Review Group Process

The Review Group

The members of the Peer Review Group were as follows:

· Professor Amy Mazur (Chair), Professor, Department of Political Science, Washington State University

· Professor Ken Benoit, Associate Professor, Department of Political Science, Trinity College Dublin

· Judge Maureen Harding Clark of the High Court and formerly of the International Criminal Court

· Professor Heather Ruskin, School of Computing, Dublin City University

· Dr Liam Boyle (Rapporteur), Oscail, Dublin City University

Site Visit Programme

The Peer Review Group visited the School from Wednesday 7 February to Friday 9 February 2007, during which time it had the opportunity to meet with members of the school and other stakeholders in the review process.

Day 1 (Wednesday 7 February 2007)

14:00 
Meeting of members of the Peer Review Group. Briefing by Director of Quality Promotion. 

15:00 
Review of SAR and selection of chairperson. 

16:00 
Brief presentation by Head of School, followed by discussion with School quality committee concerning SAR 

19:30 
Dinner in Georgian Board Room of Morrison Hotel for members of Peer Review Review Group, members of School quality committee, and the Director and administrator of the DCU Quality Promotion Unit.

Day 2 (Thursday, 8 February 2007)

9.00 
Peer Review Group met with DCU Senior Management Group in President’s office, Albert College. 

President: Professor Ferdinand von Prondzynski

Deputy President: Professor Anne Scott

Vice-President for Learning Innovation: Professor Maria Slowey

Vice-President for Research: Professor Eugene Kennedy

Finance Manager: Mr. Frank Soughly

Human Resources Director: Ms. Marian Burns

(Apologies were offered on behalf of Mr Martin Conry, the University Secretary, who was unable to meet with the review group)

10.00 – 17.30 For the remainder of day 2 the Peer Review Group met with staff members from the School of Law and Government, and stakeholder representatives, including a lecturer from the DCU Business School, undergraduate students, Masters students and PhD students. During this period members of the Peer Review Group took its breaks in the student and staff canteens and members also attended selected lectures. 

Dr Gary Murphy (Undergraduate course director)

Prof Robert Elgie (Head of School)

Dr Adam McAuley (Law convener)

Dr John Doyle (Postgraduate course director)

Ms Noelle Higgins (Lecturer in Law)

Mr William Kelly (Lecturer, DCUBS)

Ms Tina Reddy and Ms Goretti Daughton (School and Faculty Administrative staff)

Seven undergraduate students

Four Masters students

Three PhD students

19.30 
Working private dinner in the Halo Restaurant, Morrison Hotel, for members of the Peer Review Group 

Day 3 (Friday, 9 February  2007)

9.00 
Meeting of Peer Review to review previous day’s findings and prepare for final day of visit

10.00 
Tour of School facilities

11.00 
Meeting with Head of School to clarify outstanding issues, followed by initial draft of report and preparation of exit presentation.

16.00 
Exit presentation by the Chair of the Peer Review Group, summarising the principal findings of the Peer Review Group.

17.00 
Final meeting of Peer Review Group

Methodology

Each member of the Peer Review Group (PRG) received copies of the School’s Self Assessment Report (SAR) in advance of the visit, to allow them to become familiar with its contents.  The Report was full and frank and reflected both the enthusiasm of the staff and its determination to engage openly and honestly with the review process. 

The visit began with a meeting with the Director of Quality Promotion who introduced members and outlined the PRG process. The group members discussed the SAR with one another and elected Professor Amy Mazur as chairperson. The group then met a delegation from the School Quality Review Committee and Professor Robert Elgie, Head of School, gave a brief presentation on the School. This was followed by discussion about the School and the Self Assessment Report, and this discussion was continued later that evening at a meal with the quality review committee. 

The second day began with a meeting with the University’s Senior Management Group who responded to questions concerning the School of Law and Government. For the remainder of the day the PRG met with academic and administrative staff from the School, and also with a lecturer from the Business School and with undergraduate, Masters and PhD students from the School’s programmes. Members of the PRG also attended a number of lectures. There were further meetings on the third day and a tour of the School facilities and the PRG then drafted its initial recommendations. 

The chairperson of the PRG made an exit presentation to the School, to which all members of School staff were invited. This presentation was conducted in an interactive manner, giving school members an opportunity to comment on and respond to the findings and draft recommendations. 

The final report of the Peer Review Group was developed through a series of email drafts after the visit to the school in February 2007.

The Peer Review Group was very appreciative of the support it received throughout the review process from the Quality Promotion Unit, from the staff and students of the School of Law and Government and from the other stakeholders that it met during its visit. The review group also wishes to acknowledge the time set aside by the whole Senior Management Group to meet with members of the PRG.The review visit was valuable and informative, though the time available was limited and the review group often found itself running behind schedule. 

4. Overall Analysis of Strengths, Weaknesses, Opportunities and Concerns

In analysing the Strengths, Weaknesses, Opportunities and Concerns related to the School of Law and Government, the review group chose to treat the School’s research postgraduate programme (namely, PhD students) as a separate issue. The group made this decision in light of the importance of the PhD programme to the future success and pre-eminence of the School. 

Strengths

· The School has an enthusiastic, energetic and dynamic staff, many of whom are at the start of their academic careers. The staff clearly display a strong esprit de corps and they appear to be mainly happy with School structures and School leadership. 

· The staff generally functions as a coherent team, although there are some differences in experience and work load between the Government group and the Law group.

· The staff has a strong record in conducting and publishing their research, particularly on the Government side, with several key individuals greatly contributing to an emerging national and international reputation. 

· The School has available to it excellent administrative support staff. 

· The School has established itself well in the niche area of International Relations. It can credibly seek to dominate this market. Its courses in this area provide very good value for money compared with some foreign equivalents. 

· Both staff and postgraduate students expressed satisfaction with their individual workspaces. The research postgraduate room in particular is a valuable asset for Ph.D. students, and one that would often not exist in comparable institutions across Ireland or Europe. 

· Facilities for students at an individual level are generally good, with the exception of limited social science and law holdings in the library and limited access to computers for BA students.  

· Students at the BA and MA levels clearly felt that teaching staff are accessible and supportive of students. 

· There has been a high demand for all programmes to date resulting in a satisfactory intake. 

· The School’s policy on sabbatical and research leave is a strength and should help staff members to deliver high quality research outputs. 

· The faculty and university management have been supportive of the School in the past and in the main have been responsive to its demands. 

· The School has a good record in wider community relations and community service. Many of its members contribute to the university community within DCU, to the wider academic community outside DCU, and to the local and national community outside with a strong focus on public policy issues. 

Weaknesses

· The finance model operated by the University does not offer incentives for new initiatives other than the development of new programmes, which increases workloads and contributes to other problems noted in this report. The lack of a resource allocation model for the university generally in which taught Masters’ students provide direct revenue for the School undermines the flexibility of the School to use the immediate returns from the MA programmes for development and expansion of other areas, such as the PhD programme. In other words the income generated by the additional Masters’ programmes does not immediately benefit the School.

· Collective workspace for staff is poor or non-existent – no meeting space or seminar space under School control. There is no contact between short contract and permanent staff. There is no opportunity for feedback or discussion. 

· Library holdings are weak in relation to text books and other reference material required by students. This weakness is especially pronounced in relation to law reports required by the Law side of the School. 

· In contrast to the decision of the Government side of the school to focus on International Relations, the Law part of the School lacks a clear strategic objective. 

Opportunities

· While the rapid growth of the School and the associated heavy teaching and administrative responsibilities have thus far been heroically borne by dynamic and energetic staff members, significant opportunities nonetheless remain to be realised if the School is to expand its international research and publication profile. Such opportunities entail seeking external funding and emphasising impact factors and quality of publication, particularly publication in top-ranked refereed journals.

· The Government side has the potential to establish a world-class reputation in International Relations. This requires an emphasis on high impact factor publications and the achievement of excellence in postgraduate programme provision focusing on specific aspects of international relations. 

· The Centre for International Studies (CIS) is a significant strength for the School. This could form the basis for pursuing research grants from Irish Research Council for Humanities and the Social Sciences (IRCHSS), the European Science Foundation (ESF), the European Framework Programmes, and other pre-eminent research funding bodies. 

· There is an opportunity to establish a niche for the School in relation to the proposed BA in Law and Society, which meets needs not addressed elsewhere. The School could use this as a foundation on which to build postgraduate programmes and a research agenda. 

Concern and Threats

· There is an over-commitment to service teaching which overstretches staff and leads to excessive requirements for teaching low level and introductory modules. In time this is bound to lead to frustration in highly qualified law lecturers. Overstretch is particularly detrimental to the strategic development and academic coherence of the Law component of School, where service teaching comprises a sizeable proportion of workload demands. 

· The demands of an increasing portfolio of Masters programmes competes with the ability to provide adequate training, supervision and support to PhD students. Numbers are also high on individual Masters programmes, which raises issues of long-term sustainability and need for re-invention. 

· We question the development of increasing numbers of Masters programmes as the only method for the growth and strategic development of the school. 

· The increasing numbers of students foreseen in Masters programmes may dilute standards and make it difficult to maintain the quality of the programmes and the reputation of the School. 

· If adjunct staff continue to be used in large numbers by the School, this could affect the development, coherence and ownership of programmes. 

· There is a danger that staff willingness and ability to continue working at overdrive levels – even before the introduction of new MA and BA programmes – is unsustainable and will lead to burnout and to an overall decline in the currently high levels of performance and morale.

PhD Issues

The Peer Review Group made a decision to separate out issues in relation to the support for PhD research students because of the central importance of this matter for the future success of the School. 

Strengths of PhD programme: 

· Good physical facilities in the School for PhD students. 

· The MA programmes can provide a very useful selection mechanism for identifying, developing, and recruiting research students. 

Weaknesses of PhD programme: 

· There is a lack of structure for the PhD programme which is detrimental to the development of students. There is no structured induction, for instance, nor is there a PhD handbook. 

· Supervision for PhD students is variable, and several PhD students interviewed by the PRG felt that staff members’ attention was diverted away from research students towards the MA programmes.

· Formal training for PhD students is low to nonexistent, although this is not unlike most other programmes in Europe. The PRG also notes and applauds the school’s recent efforts to consider alternative models.

· Procedures for transfer to PhD register are unclear. 

Opportunities of PhD:

·  A full proposal award from the Irish Research Council for the Humanities and Social Sciences (IRCHSS), building on the current feasibility study award to provide funding for a Graduate Research Education Programme presents a valuable opportunity to provide further structures and training for PhD students. In particular, the School should strive to offer regular classroom training in research methodology and field seminars.

· The recruitment of new staff members will increase the range of areas that can be supervised at PhD level if teaching loads are moderated. 

Threat to PhD programme:

· A significant threat for the School is that the strategy for growth, based on increasing numbers of Masters programmes and increasing intake of Masters students, may exacerbate existing difficulties in relation to the quality of support available to PhD students. 

5. Recommendations for Improvement

As with its analysis of the School, the review group has chosen to group its recommendations under “general recommendations” and “recommendations in relation to PhD”. 

General recommendations 

	
	U/S
	Priority
	PRG Recommendation

	1. 
	S
	P2
	Communications within and between components of the School could be improved. This includes actively pursuing stonger links between Law and Government. Also, opportunities should be provided for contract staff to communicate with permanent staff and to feel they are part of the School. Similarly for PhD students. 



	2. 
	S
	P1
	Ensure that discussion takes place concerning the primary objective for the School, and specifically what the role of Law is in relation to this objective.



	3. 
	U/F/S
	P1
	Actively seek to decrease workload commitment on Masters programmes. This might be achieved through reforming the dissertation option in these programmes – less supervisory-intensive options, such as seminar with oral presentation, internship, or group Practicums/research paper.



	4. 
	S
	P2
	The review group supports the development of the BA in Law and Society. 


	5. 
	U
	P1
	Create and raise funds for a chair in Law and Society to enhance the role and reputation of Law side of School in conjunction with the development of the BA in Law and Society. 



	6. 
	U
	P1
	Recruit a new permanent post in research methodology designed to support growth of research in the School. 



	7. 
	F
	P2
	Seek provision of collective space, storage space and work space for adjunct staff. In particular the School needs a room permanently available for staff meetings.



	8. 
	S/F/U
	P1
	Weaknesses noted in relation to library holdings must be addressed if the School is to maintain and enhance its reputation. 



	9. 
	S/F
	P2
	Explore the provision of Teaching Assistants to replace some use of adjunct staff and to develop another PhD route. Teaching Assistants could be registered for a higher degree, while also acting as junior or adjunct staff member, with specified teaching/tutoring duties. 


	10. 
	S
	P1
	Rethink the strategy of growing programmes to get more staff – in terms of the reality of the trade off between growing teaching programmes and building excellence in research. 


	11. 
	S
	P2
	Seek to increase the impact factor of publications by publishing in higher-ranking journals and paying attention to citation rates.


Recommendations in relation to PhD 

	
	U/S
	Priority
	PRG Recommendation

	
	S
	P1
	Regardless of external funding opportunities, there is a need to systematise the PhD structure across the School.



	
	S
	P1
	Further develop multiple PhD supervision through the development of supervisory teams of staff.



	
	S
	P1
	Pursue the training opportunities from the HEA funding.



	
	S/F/U
	P2
	Explore alternative funding models for PhDs, such as Teaching Assistantships, Research Assistantships, scholarships or funds from external bodies.
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