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Objectives

This advanced level course aims to develop studembsviedge about prejudice by
considering a number of current theoretical, eropirand policy issues within the
social psychology of prejudice. Throughout therseuthere will be a continual
emphasis on the application of theoretical mode|satrticular social contexts so as to
deepen students’ understanding of the utility dredlimitations of these models. By
the end of the course students will be expected to:

1. Demonstrate an understanding of social psycholbgiceesses underlying
various forms of prejudice and their reduction

2. Demonstrate a critical appreciation of publishedemal on prejudice and
related topics

3. Communicate their knowledge about prejudice effetyi both orally and in writing

Level and Duration

The course will last for one term and will be oférto Masters students in
Psychology. It will assume some basic knowledgetefrgroup processes gained
from undergraduate degree courses.

Assessment

The course will be assessed through a 3000 woey €86%), submitted at the end of
this term, and a 10 minute presentation duringehm (20%).

The deadline for the essay is published on SusgextDit should be handed in at the
Psychology Office in the normal way.

Teaching Methods

Teaching is through small group seminars. The gmillpneet weekly with the

course teacher for a 2 hour seminar, in which saatent (or set of students) takes
responsibility for the preparation of particulapasts of that week’s topic. Each topic
will be concluded with the preparation by the seanieader of a short ‘memoire’,
identifying the main issues covered and summarigiegconclusions of the group.
This is made available on the course web pagedsgttrt of the following week’s
seminar.

Note, that there are no formal lectures for thisrse. This therefore puts a higher
premium than usual on student preparation andeptvticipation. What you will
learn from this course will be in direct proportitnthe amount of effort you are
prepared to expend engaging with the course mistenm the seminar discussions.

Course Texts

There is no one text for this course although m§518o0k (Brown, R. (1995)
Prejudice: its social psychology Oxford: Blackwell) will be background reading for
most seminars. It is, however, getting a littleedigaind so | have re-written the whole
book (to appear in 2010). Draft chapters from #ifsedition will be available on the



course web page. For a useful supplement, | haeesalggested chapters from the
recent volume edited by Dovidio et al. (2005).duyhave not already bought them,
you will find the following very useful as more exisive treatments of many of the
issues to be covered:

*Dovidio, J.F., Glick, P. & Rudman, L. (2005) (Ed3h the Nature of
Prejudice: fifty years after Allport. Oxford: Blackwell.

Stangor, C. (2000rejudice and Stereotypes: essential readings. Hove:
Psychology Press

Hogg, M. A. & Abrams, D. (2001ntergroup relations. essential
readings. Hove: Psychology Press

In addition, you will find the following generalfexences of great value as
background or more detailed reading for partictdaics. With the exception of
Allport’s classic and wonderfully readable bookggand cheap to get on second-
hand websites such as abebooks.com), | would notmmend buying them as they
are mostly quite expensive.

Allport, G.W. (1954)The Nature of Prejudice. Reading, Mass.: Addison
Wesley.

Brown, R. & Gaertner, S. (eds) (20@lpckwell Handbook of Social
Psychology: Intergroup Processes. Oxford: Blackwell.

Gaertner, S. L. & Dovidio, J. F. (200Beducing Intergroup Bias: The
common ingroup identity model. Hove: Psychology Press

Seminar Topics and Reading Lists

Below are the seminar readings. For each topietisean asterisked (*) essential
background readindeveryone should read this as a minimum requirement. Then
there are several further readings, usually redrésnpirical studies, that will be
assigned to individuals to read and report bactodhe rest of the group. The lists are
extensive partly to ensure that everyone is abtead something for each week, and
partly to assist you in preparing assignmentsyvehded to ensure that all readings
are available electronically through the librargisline journals collection or through
pdf files located on the course web-site. If yoallgecannot locate particular
references, use your own initiative to find sulnséitpapers on related topics. The
Current Periodicals Section of the Library and Réyfo are good places to browse
for these. In other words, “I couldn’t find theading” is not an acceptable excuse for
failing to prepare for a seminar!

The course is organised into two parts. The fostses on prejudice mainly from an
‘individual’ perspective, where the emphasis igpensonality and cognitive
processes. The second is more ‘social’ in oriemtagince the emphasis is on how
prejudice stems from and affects intergroup refetio

[A] INDIVIDUAL

1. The prejudiced personality



*Brown, R. (1995)Prejudice: its social psychology. Chs. 1 & 2. N.B., revised
versions of these chapters are available as pdfdd on the course web-
site).

*Dovidio, J.F., Glick, P. & Rudman, L. (2005) (Ed3j the Nature of
Prejudice: fifty years after Allport. Ch. 24. Oxford: Blackwell.

Duckitt, J. (2006). Differential effects of rightiwg authoritarianism and social
dominance orientation on outgroup attitudes angt thediation by threat
from and competitiveness to outgroupersonality and Social Psychology
Bulletin, 32, 684-696.

Guimond, S., Dambrun, M., Michinov, N., & Duarte,(3003). Does social
dominance generate prejudice? Integrating individnd contextual
determinants of intergroup cognitiodsurnal of Personality and Social
Psychology, 84, 697-721 éspecially, Introduction, Studies 1 & 2 & General
Discussion).

Sidanius, J., Pratto, F., van Laar, C., & Levin(Z04). Social Dominance
Theory: its agenda and methd@ublitical Psychology, 25, 845-880 ¢sp. pp
845-863

Turner, J. C., & Reynolds, K. J. (2003). Why sodaininance theory has been
falsified. British Journal of Social Psychology, 42, 199-206.

Verkuyten , M., & Hagendoorn, L. (1998). Prejudared self-categorization: the
variable role of authoritarianism and in-group steypesPersonality and
Social Psychology Bulletin, 24, 99-110 éspecially Introduction, Study 1 &
Discussior).

2. Categorization processes and prejudice

*Brown, R.J. (1995Prejudice, Ch 3. fevised version available as pdf on
course websitg

*Dovidio, J.F., Glick, P. & Rudman, L. (2005) (Ed3ih the Nature of Prejudice:
fifty years after Allport. Ch. 3. Oxford: Blackwell.

Blascovich, J. et g11997) Racism and racial categorizatidournal of
Personality & Social Psychology, 72, 1364-1372.

Crisp, R. J., Hewstone, M., & Rubin, M. (2001). Bawrultiple categorization
reduce intergroup bias%rsonality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 27, 76-89.

Guinote, A., Judd, C.M. & Brauer, M. (2002) Effectfspower on perceived and
objective group variability: evidence that more goful groups are more
variable.Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 82, 708-721.

Pendry, L. & Macrae, C.N. (1996) What the disinstee perceiver overlooks:
goal directed social categorizatid®ersonality and Social Psychology
Bulletin, 22, 249-256.

Macrae, N. et a(1995) The dissection of selection in person garoe:

inhibitory processes in social stereotypidgurnal of Personality and Social
Psychology, 69, 397-407.

3. Stereotypes and prejudice

*Brown, R.J. (1995Prejudice, Ch 4. fevised version available as pdf on course
websitg

*Dovidio, J.F., Glick, P. & Rudman, L. (2005) (Ed3j the Nature of Prejudice: fifty
years after Allport. Chs. 11 & 13. Oxford: Blackwell.



Brown, R. & Smith, A. (1989) Perceptions of andrbyority groups: the case of
women in academi&uropean Journal of Social Psychology, 19, 61-75.pdf
on course webpage)

Chen, M. & Bargh, J.A. (1997) Non-conscious beharabconfirmation processes:
The self-fulfilling consequences of automatic siéype activation.Journal of
Experimental Social Psychology, 33, 541-560.

Epley, N., & Kruger, J. (2004). When what you type't what they read: the
perseverance of stereotypes and expectancies gl dournal of
Experimental Social Psychology, 41, 414-422.

Hoffman, C. & Hurst, N. (1990) Gender stereotypmsception or rationalization.
Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 58, 197-208.

Payne, B. K. (2001) Prejudice and Perception: ohe of automatic and controlled
processes in misperceiving a weapdurnal of Personality and Social
Psychology, 81, 181-192.

4. Automatic and controlled aspects of prejudice

*Brown, R.J. (1995Prejudice, Ch 4, 7. fevised versions available as pdf on
course website; see especially ch. 4, sections 3;2and ch.7, section B

*Dovidio, J.F., Glick, P. & Rudman, L. (2005) (Ed3j the Nature of Prejudice: fifty
years after Allport. Ch. 20. Oxford: Blackwell.

Devine, P. G. et al (2002) The regulation of exphad implicit race bias: the role of
motivations to respond without prejudideurnal of Personality and Social
Psychology, 82, 835-848.

Dovidio, J.F. et al (2002) Implicit and explicitgpudice and interracial interaction.

Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 82, 62-82.

Greenwald, A.G., McGhee, D.E. & Schwartz, J.L.KOg8) Measuring individual
differences in implicit cognition: the Implicit Agsiation TestJournal of
Personality and Social Psychology, 74, 1464-1480 [also try out this test for
yourself by logging onto their website which contaa DIY version:
http://www.yale.edu/implicii.

Karpinksi, A. & Hilton, J. L. (2001) Attitudes arle implicit association test.
Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 81(5), 774-788 .

Kawakami, K., Dovidio, J., & van Kamp, S. (2005)cking the habit: effects of
nonstereotypic association training and corregii@mtesses on hiring
decisionsJournal of Experimental Social Psychology, 41, 68-75.

Macrae, N. et a{1994) Out of mind but back in sight: stereotypaghe rebound.
Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 67, 808-817.

5. “Modern” forms of prejudice

*Brown, R.J. (1995Prejudice, Ch 7, sections 1-2rdvised version available as pdf
on course website)

*Dovidio, J.F., Glick, P. & Rudman, L. (2005) (Ed3j the Nature of Prejudice: fifty
years after Allport. Chs. 7 & 21. Oxford: Blackwell.

Abrams, D., Viki, G.T., Masser, B. & Bohner, G. () Perceptions of stranger and
acquaintance rape: the role of benevolent andlé@gikism in victim blame
and rape proclivityJournal of Personality and Social Psychology, 84, 111-
125. [esp. Studies 1 & 2, General Discussipn

Brief, A. P. et al. (2000) Just doing business: aradacism and obedience to



authority as explanations for employment discrirtiora Organizational
Behavior and Human Decision Processes, 81, 72-97.

Glick, P., & Fiske, S. T. (2001). An ambivalentiatice: Hostile and benevolent
sexism as complementary justifications for gendequality.American
Psychologist, 56, 109-118 (+ commentaries by Petrocelli, J. V. @00
American Psychologist, 57(6-7), 443-444, and Sax, L. (200Bmerican
Psychologist, 57(6-7), 444).

Hebl, M.R, et al. (2002) Formal and InterpersoniscBimination: A Field Study of
Bias Toward Homosexual Applicantersonality and Social Psychology
Bulletin, 28, 815 - 825.

Lambert, A. J., et al. (1996) Private vs Publicresgions of racial prejudicéournal
of Experimental Social Psychology, 32, 437-459.

Pettigrew, T. F., & Meertens, R. W. (1995). Sulathel blatant prejudice in western
Europe European Journal of Social Psychology, 25, 57-75 pdf on course
webpags.

[B] SOCIAL
6. Developmental aspects of prejudice

*Brown, R.J. (1995Prejudice: its social psychology. Ch 5. (evised version
available as pdf on course website)

*Dovidio, J.F., Glick, P. & Rudman, L. (2005) (Ed3j the Nature of Prejudice: fifty
years after Allport. Ch. 19. Oxford: Blackwell.

Bar-Haim, Y., Ziv, T., Lamy, D., & Hodes, R. M. (@6). Nature and Nurture in own-
race face processingsychological Science, 17, 159-163.

Bennett, M._et a(2004) Young children’s evaluations of the ingr@um of
outgroups: a multi-national studocial Development, 13, 124-141.

Nesdale, D. et al. (2005) Group norms, threat dvildren’s racial prejudiceChild
Development, 76, 652-663.

Powlishta, K.K., Serbin, L.A., Doyle, A. & White,.B., (1994) Gender, ethnic and
body-type biases: The generality of prejudicehiidhood. Devel opmental
Psychology, 30, 526-536.

Rutland, A., Cameron, L., Milne, A., & McGeorge,(R005). Social norms and self-
presentation: children's implicit and explicit irdeoup attitudesChild
Development, 76, 451-466.

Castelli, L., Zogmaister, C. & Tomelleri, S. (200R)e transmission of racial
attitudes within the familyDevelopmental Psychology, 45(2), 586-591.

7. Prejudice from the “victim’s” perspective

*Brown, R. (2010Prejudice: its social psychology, 2™ edition. Ch. 8. available as
pdf on course website)

*Dovidio, J.F., Glick, P. & Rudman, L. (2005) (Ed3j the Nature of Prejudice: fifty
years after Allport. Chs. 9 & 10. Oxford: Blackwell.

Cohen, G. L., Garcia, J., Apfel, N., & Master, 2006). Reducing the racial
achievement gap: a social-psychological interventoience, 313, 1307-
1310.

Crocker, J., Cornwell, B., & Major, B. (1993). Thggma of overweight: affective
consequences of attributional ambiguiiyurnal of Personality and Social
Psychology, 64, 60-70.



Ruggiero, K. M. & Taylor, D.M. (1997) Why minoritmembers perceive or do not
perceive the discrimination that confronts there: tble of self esteem and
perceived controlournal of Personality and Social Psychology, 72, 373-389.

Schmitt, M.T. & Branscombe, N. R. (2002) The intdrand external causal loci of
attributions to prejudiceRersonality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 28, 620-
628.

Steele, C. M. & Aronson, J. (1995) Stereotype thasa the intellectual test
performance of African Americandournal of Personality and Social
Psychology, 69, 797-811.

8. Prejudice as a response to perceived social disashage and threat

*Brown, R.J. (1995Prejudice, Ch 6 & Ch 8 (section 2.3j)dvised version available
as pdf on course website)

*Dovidio, J.F., Glick, P. & Rudman, L. (2005) (Ed3) the Nature of Prgjudice: fifty
years after Allport. Chs. 6 & 14. Oxford: Blackwell.

Branscombe, N. R., Schmitt, M. T. & Schiffhauer,(R007) Racial attitudes in
response to thoughts of white privilegiropean Journal of Social
Psychology, 37, 203-215.

Curseu, P. L., Stoop, R., & Schalk, R. (2007). iriEje towards immigrant workers
among Dutch employees: integrated threat theorigited. European Journal
of Social Psychology, 37, 125-140.

Esses, V. M., Dovidio, J. F., Jackson, L. M. & Atrosig, T. L. (2001) The
immigration dilemma: the role of perceived groupnpetition, ethnic
prejudice, and national identityournal of Social Issues, 57, 389-412.

Guimond, S. & Dambrun, M. (2002) When prosperitgdats intergroup hostility: the
effects of relative deprivation and relative giiatition on prejudice.
Personality and Social PsychologyBulletin, 28, 900-912.

Jost, J.T., et a[2003) Social inequality and the reduction of idgccal dissonance
on behalf of the system: evidence of enhanced sygtstification among the
disadvantagedzuropean Journal of Social Psychology, 33, 13-36 fdf on
course web-page

Maass, A. et al. (2003) Sexual harassment undéailsdentity threat: the computer
harassment paradigndournal of Personality of Social Psychology, 85, 853-
870.

9. Prejudice and intergroup emotions

*Brewer, M.B. (1999) The psychology of prejudicegioup love or outgroup hate?
Journal of Social Issues, 55, 429-444.

*Dovidio, J.F., Glick, P. & Rudman, L. (2005) (Ed3j the Nature of Prejudice: fifty
years after Allport. Ch. 22. Oxford: Blackwell.

Batson, D. et al. (1997) Empathy and attitudes:feahing for a member of a
stigmatized group improve feelings toward the gfbdgurnal of Personality
of Social Psychology, 72, 105-118.

Brown, R. et al. (2008) Nuestra Culpa: collectivdltgand shame as predictors of
reparation for historical wrongdoingournal of Personality and Social
Psychology, 94, 75-90.



Cotrell, C. A., & Neuberg, S. L. (2005). Differesitemotional reactions to different
groups: a socio-functional threat-based approaghnejudice Journal of
Personality and Social Psychology, 88, 770-789.

Kanyangara, P., Rimé, B., Philippot, P. & Yzerbyt,(2007) Collective rituals,
emotional climate and intergroup perception: pgréton in “Gacaca”
Tribunals and assimilation of the Rwandan genocldar.nal of Social Issues,
63, 387-403.

Landau, M. J. et al. (2004) Deliver us from evike effects of mortality salience and
reminders of 9/11 on support for President Georg&Wgh.Personality and
Social Psychology Bulletin, 30, 1136-1150.

10.Reducing prejudice

*Brown, R.J. (2010Prejudice: its social psychology, 2™ edition. Ch. 9 fersion
available as pdf on course website

*Dovidio, J.F., Glick, P. & Rudman, L. (2005) (Ed3) the Nature of Prgjudice: fifty
years after Allport. Chs. 16, 17, & 26. Oxford: Blackwell.

Binder, J., Zagefka, H., Brown, R., Funke, F., K&ssT., Mummendey, A., et al.
(2009). Does Contact Reduce Prejudice or Does dHogjiReduce Contact? A
Longitudinal Test of the Contact Hypothesis Amorigsiority and Minority
Groups in Three European Countridsurnal of Personality and Social
Psychology, 96, 843-856.

Cameron, L., Rutland, A., Brown, R., & Douch, RO(B). Changing children's
intergroup attitudes towards refugees: testingediifit models of extended
contact.Child Development, 77, 1208-1219.

Dovidio, J. F., Gaertner, S. L., Validzic, A., M&a& K., Johnson, B., & Frazier, S.
(1997). Extending the benefits of re-categorizatevaluations, self-
disclosure and helpindournal of Experimental Social Psychology, 33, 401-
420.

Ensari, N & Miller, N. (2002) The outgroup must i@ so bad after all: the effects of
disclosure, typicality and salience on intergrotgshlournal of Personality
and Social Psychology, 83, 313-329.

Paluck, E. L. (2009). Reducing intergroup prejudioé conflict using the media: a
field experiment in Rwanddournal of Personality and Social Psychology,

96, 574-587.

Turner, R. N., Hewstone, M., & Voci, A. (2007). Rethg explicit and implicit
outgroup prejudice via direct and extended conthetmediating role of self-
disclosure and intergroup anxiefdpurnal of Personality and Social
Psychology, 93, 369-388.



9.

Essay titles

What role do personality variables play in genesigrejudice?

Discuss the role of categorization processes dsdoause of and a cure for
prejudice.

How extensive and compelling is the evidence fergalf-fulfilling prophetic
nature of stereotypes?

How important are automatic processes in the mstaifien of prejudice in
everyday life?

What is gained theoretically and practically byta# ‘new’ conceptualizations of
prejudice?

What can the study of prejudice in children telab®ut its adult manifestations?
Belonging to a group that is discriminated agalivast been likened to having a
‘stigma’. Discuss competing analyses of this preadsstigmatization and

reactions to it.

Discuss the view that prejudice is a largely atieado perceived threats of
different kinds.

Why is the study oiintergroup emotions so critical for understanding prejudice?

10. Assess the potential contribution of socialchgyogy to governmental policies on

social inclusion and exclusion



Assessment Criteria for Assessed Presentations

Presentations are assessed on each of the follagniteria:

Exposition and Understanding,

Analysis,

Content,

Structure,

Discussion,

Delivery

. Materials.

The seven areas of assessment are emphasisedrtiffen distinguishing between different classés o
marks for presentation. For example, the qualitgradlysis, exposition and discussion is likely to
distinguish between a Distinction and Merit preaéioh; whereas content and structure are more
prominent when differentiating Merit and Pass pnéssions. The following criteria must be interpcete
with some flexibility — for example, an innovatigpproach to delivery or discussion may compensate
for weaknesses elsewhere in a presentation

NoasMwbr

70% and above DISTINCTION

Distinction level presentations will demonstratenpetence in all of the 7 areas specified abovéy wit
excellence in some (5 or more). Marks will increasehe number of areas in which the standard of
performance is high increases. Such presentatienikaly to show originality in exposition as welb
clarity, accuracy and thoroughness. Effort will Bdeen made to stimulate discussion. Appropriate
analysis will have been applied to the materiatpréed, and clear and well-organised overhead
transparencies and/or handouts will have beersedli The presentation will be well structured and
skilfully delivered.

60-69% MERIT

Presentations at this level will show competencg-éof the 7 areas of assessment (with excelleance
one or two areas for marks of 68 and over). Marisrise from 60-69% as presentations satisfy the
requirement of competence more comfortably. Menel presentations should have appropriate
contents and a logical structure (introduction,edepment, conclusion). There should be a clear and
focused exposition of the chosen material, withmajor omissions. Presentations should be delivered
clearly, using adequate overhead transparenciearatouts. Analysis of key conceptual and empirical
issues will be evident, evidence will be used topsut or illustrate theoretical points and
interpretations. Some attempt will be made at ptomyadiscussion (for example by making use of pre-
prepared discussion points).

40-59% PASS

Presentations at this level will show competencenily 3-4 of the seven specified areas. Typical
presentations will comprise a predictable and ugimeative overview. They are likely to suffer from
omission of key material and/or sub-optimal stroet®ource material is unlikely to be organised
conceptually, e.g. it is presented paper-by-papeas listed in sources. There is unlikely to belmu
attempt at original analysis. Visual aids may berpw absent, exposition is likely to lack clariyd
focus and may reflect lack of understanding of meameplex arguments or evidence. Irrelevant
material may be included. However, a basic, if ppehunsophisticated, grasp of the topic area will b
evident.

<40% FAIL

Presentations at this level are likely to be vaagitin terms of topic coverage and are unlikely to
contain information beyond that available from lgetnotes or basic textbook review chapters. They
are likely to be under-researched and inadequatelyared. Misunderstandings, omissions or errors
are likely to combine with poor structure and la€kclarity. Alternatively, they may be highly
derivative of one or two textbook review chapt@&slivery is likely to be poor, reflecting lack of
preparation. In other words, Failing presentatiarmslikely to be characterised by confusion, eithrer
the part of the presenter due to lack of underdtgnar on part of the audience due to failure in
communication. However, some understanding of thei&sues will be evident.
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GUIDE TO ESSAY ASSESSMENT ||

1. Below are key questions which guide the assessimef your essay:

Structure and Quality of Argument

Is the essay plan stated in the introduction?

Is the overall structure of the argument clear eotterent?

Are the points made in a logical sequence?

Is the argument sufficiently analytical?

Is the argument marred by inappropriate personaiams and bias?
Is there a conclusion?

Does the conclusion address the essay questiartlghe

Is the conclusion adequately supported by the pgiegeargument?

| Use of Evidence ||

Are the points made supported by evidence frond @taurces?

Are the sources drawn on sufficient and approp?iate

If empirical evidence is used, is it described dieand in appropriate detail?
Does the evidence presented support the conclussached?

Is the interpretation of the evidence presentedapiately qualified (i.e. avoiding
overgeneralisations and sweeping statements)?

Contents

Are the sources used subjected to analysis andatrieflection?

Has the student researched the topic sufficiently?

Are there any important omissions?

Has the student thought about what they have reaunply reproduced material
from sources?

Is there evidence of critical thinking or an origlisynthesis?

Has the student gone beyond the essential reading?

Writing and Presentation Skills ||

Is the essay referenced correctly, with a cledimiion between primary and
secondary sources?

Are quotations identified and fully referenced?

Are the ideas presented fully credited?

Is there any evidence of plagiarism?

Is the essay fluent and readable?

Is the grammar and spelling adequate?

Has the writer avoided sexist, racist or otherrifisinatory language?

Has the writer made an effort to use their own ward

11



Assessment criteria for Assessed essays
Essays are assessed according to the followingtiggal

Content

¢ Breadth of research; independent research, gapgra core reading.

* Novelty of argument; going beyond 'standard' tresits, synthesising relevant material from
different topic areas

» Use of evidence. Argument must be backed up leyvaelt empirical findings or theoretical ideas.
Appropriate interpretation of empirical evidence.

¢ Quality of argument.

« Independence of thought. Extent and depth of aigaBnd critical reflection.

Structure
e Introduction. Introduction sets out the argumenfiotlow.
e Material presented in a logical order.

Writing and technical skills

» Style. Fluency, liveliness and readability.

e Grammar, spelling and punctuation

e Consistent referencing system, preferably APAestyl

* Avoidance of derivative writing.ldeas expressethim author's own words.

Marks of 70% or aboveDistinction

Tutors should not be reluctant to award marks @80s or even the 90s in the case of really exdelle
work, although grades in the 90s should be resefiaregtork deemed to be outstanding. Students will
have read widely around the topic and will shom@ough understanding and appreciation of the
material. The essay will have a clear structut\aifi develop a coherent argument which shows
signs of original or critical thought. The stardiaf English should be good with few errors of §pgl
or grammar, and the essay should be well presemegroperly referenced. Essays in this band of
marks will be exciting to read; they should stantifoom most of the others. Students may haventake
a risk and gone out on a limb to make a point ablmitopic or to challenge some accepted position,
but they must be able to back up their argumerit sdtund resort to evidence or to theoretical saurce
The defining feature of essays marked in this haridat they show flair, maturity and confidence.

Marks between 60% and 69%erit

Students should have read a diversity of materiathfthe reading list and should show a clear
understanding of the issues raised by their readikibimportant material on the topic should be
covered in the essay, and the essay should bestuattured, clearly written and well presentede Th
essay should show evidence that the student haglthabout the topic and has not simply reproduced
standard arguments or evidence from major sourasticularly in marks at the higher end of this
band, essays will show confidence in handling cexphaterial. There should be no major omissions
in the coverage of the topic, nor should the essayain any significant errors of understanding or
interpretation. The standard of English shouldybed, and spelling and grammar should be
reasonable. At this level of marking, the studdmuld seem at ease in handling empirical dateoand/
theoretical ideas as appropriate. All sources Ishio& properly cited in a bibliography or in refeces.

Marks between 40% and 59%Rass

Essays should show evidence that the student hdghie basic material for the topic and has a
reasonable understanding of it. There should fm@jper bibliography or other referencing system.
There may be some signs of weakness, such as aamfalsout debates and arguments or
misinterpretation of some evidence, but overallgtesp of the topic should be sound. The essay
should be reasonably well structured and the nadtehiould be coherently presented. The student
should have avoided heavy reliance on any one saurkess this is in the nature of the topic. Essay
marked in this band will probably be either reasitpaompetent but somewhat predictable and
lacking in liveliness, or will show signs of aneatipt at originality which is nevertheless insufficily
grounded in a thorough appreciation of the matefldle standard of English should be reasonably
competent, although problems in spelling or grammay be tolerated provided they do not produce
unintelligibility.
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Marks below 40%Fail

They will be substantially below average. Studevitsprobably have done only basic reading and
will show little or no appreciation of the debateghe different interpretations which might bewna
from particular evidence. The essay will indicateery basic understanding of the topic, but woll n
have gone beyond this, and there may well be sijosnfusion. The standard of English may leave
something to be desired, but the essay should serse and should show some sign of structure and

organisation. Material should be properly refeeghalthough there may be few references with quite
heavy reliance on just one or two sources.
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