
BAIS OLC Meeting 

February 16, 2016 

Present: Crystal Ennis, Waldemar Wouters, Patricia Albermann, Florian Volz, Jeff Fynn-Paul, 
Michelle Carmody  

Apologies: Ksenia Robbe, Yanting Hu 

Observing: Tim Sanders (Coordinators of Study) 

 

1. Program Board response to last meeting minutes 
a. Dr Magliano delivered the Program Board response, addressing the concerns and 

comments in our previous minutes.  
b. After this we had no further comments 

2. Student Feedback on Subjects, Semester 1, 2015/16. 
a. 1st year core courses: 

i. Communicating Power: once again highly commended 
ii. Configuring the World 

1. Book more of an issue than before. 
iii.  Reading and Writing in International Studies 

1. Implementation still an issue 
2. Still differences between tutors 
3. Core coordination needed – an external/dedicated coordinator with 

enough teaching time dedicated to the task of oversight. 
4. Concern that the teaching staff aren’t focused on the needs of IS 

students and the place of the course in the program as a whole 
5. Feedback main issue. 
6. Recommend: Change assessment rhythm – multiple small 

assignments or two smaller essays 
a. Crystal: the 5 paragraph essay structure as a core assignment 

for first block that can be further worked on in second half of 
semester. 

b. 5 paragraph essay structure refers to: 
i. Introduction 

ii. Argument one 
iii.  Argument 2 
iv. Argument 3 
v. Counterargument 
vi. Conclusion 

c. This structure used in many North American writing classes.  
d. We see the value in short assignments for this course that 

emphasize structure and (short) argument. 
7. Have the tutors been consulted as to why they think that the feedback 

is so negative? Do they also have a negative experience? 
b. 2nd year core courses: 

i. Cultural Interaction: many comments about redundancy. Too much overlap 
with sociolinguistics, intro to area studies and cultural studies. 



1. We reiterate the need for communication within the ‘Culture’ stream. 
2. We support the general move to establish structures for more 

communication within discipline tracks and within area streams.  
3. This course has been redesigned 3 times with little success 

c. Economics by Area 
i. No problems at all 

d. Culture by Area 
i. Continued issues. 

ii. Recommendation that there are no more than 2 lecturers max per course. 
1. Main issues come with courses taught by 3 or more lecturers. 2 

lecturers, one language one culture, should address this.  
iii.  We reiterate our previous concerns re: coherence in these courses. Perhaps 

reducing the number of different lecturers will address this.  
iv. Many content issues: diverse issues – some courses too brad, some not broad 

enough. 
v. We reiterate need for meeting/coordination of the Culture by Area section, 

with some intervention by the Board to solve ongoing issues.  
e. Languages 

i. Russian language: comments on the continuity of teaching staff, related to 
staffing issue last year.  

ii. We call attention to the issue of short term contracts and the negative effect 
that this is having in this case and potentially others on quality of teaching, 
and thus quality of program. 

iii.  Florian still concerned that workload for languages is above average. We are 
still unclear about difficulty/success/dropout rate to confirm this.  

iv. Study coordinators confirmed that re: difficulties with languages, it is still 
unclear if it is related to the speed of the course or the structure. Would need 
to know this before making any recommendations.  

v. 3rd year students: issue with the lack of ability to continue with language after 
3 tears and use it further after 2nd year.  

vi. Idea to investigate possibility of students continuing with their language in 
discretionary space 

3. Response to the BAIS Internal review Draft Document 
a. Language: 

i. We support the idea of language in exchange and internship programs, noting 
possible restrictions on availability for some areas 

b. Economics: 
i. We agree with the issue of different levels of ability in economics, this has 

long been a concern of the OLC 
ii. Idea of two streams of economics: this has come up before 
iii.  Coordinator of Studies: Issues with diploma if 2 streams of differentiated 

level 
iv. We disagree that Economics is a particularly problematic part of the degree – 

very popular, students recognize its importance to the degree, economics by 
area consistently popular and well-taught. 

1. Low attendance is an issue across most core lecture courses: OLC had 
long been concerned about this 

c. Configuring the World:  



i. We see CtW as part of the economic pillar: political economy.  
ii. If there is a reform of the economics pillar and macroeconomics becomes 

political economy, what happens to CtW? 
iii.  Support move of CtW from 10ECT to 5ECT. 

1. Agree that the project tutorials do not constitute 5 ECT.  
2. This brings question: what to do with the extra 5 ECT? 

d. Philosophy of Science: 
i. Switch supported/value of switch acknowledged. 

ii. But it also serves a purpose in 1st year, inspires students. 
iii.  Is this really a practical methodology course? 

e. International relations and Security by Area: 
i. Not supported. 

ii. International relations already a part of International Politics. 
iii.  Politics stream already heavily represented. 
iv. This would bring BAIS too close to Faculty of Governance and Global 

Affairs, and Global Challenges programs.  
f. Culture: 

i. Agree with concerns, support action. 
g. Grading: 

i. Do not agree with proposal re: exams as hurdle requirement.  
ii. Express purpose of multiple assessment is the ability to compensate with an 

essay if exams not your strong point, and vice versa. 
iii.  Tutorial grade just as important as exam. 

h. Other points/responses: 
i. Research methods skills needed somewhere: this is part of most BA program 

in Leiden.  
ii. Part of reading and writing course? Or fill extra 5 ECT? 

i. Other business: 
i. Students attended OLC training. 

ii. Some OLCs are more involved with their courses, more communication with 
their boards.  

iii.  We can send an Advisory Resolution to the Faculty Council if we dispute an 
issue with the Board.  

iv. How can we improve our visibility and access to channels for student 
feedback? 

v. Suggestion of bi-yearly meetings with Program Board 
vi. Suggestion of student member meetings and independent action 

vii.  Next meeting: early May/last week of teaching or week after that.  


