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» European University Viadrina
* Political science, law

» Master students

* Implementation: 1 time
*9CP &2 SWS

* Number of students: 10

ENVIRONMENT:

Our research-based learning programme was held at the European University
Viadrina in Frankfurt (Oder). It took place in the subject of political science in the
field of international relations and dealt with the question of the extent to which the
international order has been increasingly orientated towards unilateralism since
1990 and what effects this development has had on international cooperation and
global security. As an elective module, it was primarily aimed at Master's students
of Political Science and Law, but interested Bachelor's students were also able to
take part. The seminar was characterised by three special features. Firstly, it was
a co-teaching event in which Professor Jirgen Neyer and | led the seminar
together. While he was responsible for organising the content, | was responsible
for the educational design and implementation of research-based learning in the
seminar. Secondly, as part of the SKILL (Sozialwissenschaftliches Kl-Lab fir
forschendes Lernen) research project, the seminar focussed on the use and
investigation of Al-supported tools in the research process. And thirdly, with only
10 students, the seminar was a rather small course in which teachers and
students got to know each other very well and worked closely together.

/ .
— S « A personal professional concern
¢ An impulse from my environment

REASON:

There are two different reasons that led us to integrate research-based learning
as a teaching approach in our course. On the one hand, | had been familiar with
research-based learning since my peer tutor training at the Viadrina University
Writing Centre and was already very enthusiastic about this teaching-learning
format back then and had always wanted to try it out in a course ever since. On
the other hand, the introduction of research-based learning in the seminar
resulted from the connection to the SKILL research project, in which the research
orientation was an integral part. So it was the perfect mixture of personal interest
and external framework conditions.
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— < For one semester

— * Embedded in an event

» Anchored in the curriculum & optional offer
» Research process: systematically guided

» Feedback: Peers & Teachers

 Research results: public
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IMPLEMENTATION W

IMPLEMENTATION:

The seminar took place weekly as a face-to-face event lasting 90 minutes. Both Prof Dr
Jirgen Neyer and | attended 90% of the sessions. The structure of the seminar was strongly
orientated towards the typical research cycle according to Huber and Reinmann (2019) and
used Al tools in the individual phases. For the sake of clarity, the seminar is described here
in three phases.

Development of the object of research and the research question

The topic of the seminar was discussed in the first 2-3 sessions. Specifically, Prof. Neyer
provided initial political science input and the students worked through the basics of the
seminar content using selected texts. As a result, there was no fundamental topic selection
in the seminar, as this was already specified by us. After the students had gained an initial
overview of the subject area of unilateralism, they first delved deeper into the topic in
individual work and worked on possible further questions. In the group session, the various
questions were collected and clustered. This resulted in three student research groups
which then analysed the current state of research using three case studies. The following
question illustrates the range and the different focal points of the research: How can a
general development since 1990 from a fundamentally multilateral to a unilaterally
determined order be demonstrated on the basis of (1) the Arab-Israeli rapprochement, (2)
the UN and US military interventions in Somalia and (3) China's trade restrictions against
Lithuania, and what consequences does this development have for international cooperation
and global security?

Research activity

Group work began in the following sessions, in which the students conducted research. The
students' own research focused primarily on political science literature research and the
evaluation, summary and analysis of primary and secondary sources. We deliberately
encouraged the students to work with various Al tools (e.g. literature and visualisation tools
such as Research-Rabbit or ChatGPT). Prof Neyer and | took on a mentoring role during
this research phase: he took on the content-related part, for example by providing feedback
on the literature or texts that had been developed. I, on the other hand, acted primarily as a
group and writing coach, supporting communication within the groups on the one hand and
advising on the writing process on the other. In this context, the students and | also
frequently discussed the extent to which the Al tools were helpful or how an Al-generated
text should be evaluated.

Presentation and reflection

The results were presented twice during the seminar in different forms. Firstly, the students
presented their interim results in the middle of the semester and received feedback from
both their fellow students and us lecturers. Secondly, the students wrote a chapter on their
research topic during the semester, which was published as a student article together with
the other topics as well as an introduction and a conclusion. While Mr Neyer gave the
students feedback on the content and wrote a large part of the introduction and conclusion
of the article, | coached the students in the writing process and encouraged them to try out
and critically evaluate various Al tools.

Reflection was an important pillar of the seminar and was implemented continuously,
primarily through various feedback discussions during the seminar session. In addition, the
students were encouraged to write reflection reports in which they critically reflected on the
various sessions and tasks.
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— —  Tensions between demands for...
— — « Student skills development and demands of the research proces

» Student heterogeneity and equity issues
» Workload and the formally calculated time required of students
» Workload and resources available to instructors

TENSIONS AND CONTRADICTIONS:

One initial tension was that the students were initially somewhat sceptical about the didactic
design and also found co-teaching unfamiliar at first. On the one hand, they thought it was
good to get to know a new format in which they could help shape the seminar content in a
different way to a traditional lecture. On the other hand, they were also unsure and did not
know exactly what was expected of them in the seminar and were therefore a little more
reserved at first. However, we were able to ease this initial tension by providing a lot of
content-related and educational information at the beginning of the course on how the
seminar would be organised in the research-based learning mode, which enabled us to give
the students support where needed. In this context, it was probably also good that there was
still a lot of content input in the first two seminar sessions so that the students could slowly
re-orientate themselves from the classic seminar design to research-based learning.
Another related area of tension also emerged regarding joint work, group communication
and collaborative writing processes. Political sciences students are primarily used to working
alone on term papers or topics and only exchanging texts they have read within the seminar
group. In this seminar, the students were therefore confronted with a different kind of
exchange, which both inspired them and immersed them deeply in the subject matter, but
also led to conflicts or differences of opinion within the groups. As social interaction is
always time-consuming and requires a lot of energy from those involved, we were of course
unable to completely resolve this tension. However, by co-teaching, | was able to support
the students in the group discussions or conflicts and, for example, provide them with
methods and tips that they could use to discuss or resolve their differences of opinion.

In addition, a tension emerged among the students regarding the use of Al tools. While
some students already had a lot of experience with Al and were already using certain tools
in a targeted manner, others were not at all or barely familiar with the new technology and
initially found it more difficult to work with it. However, this tension was not a bad thing at all,
as it allowed us to discuss different opinions on Al-supported work in the seminar. In
addition, trying out the various tools also meant that the students learnt about both the
positive and negative effects of Al tools, which moderated previously hardened positions.
Another contradiction emerged for both the students and us teachers with regard to the
workload and the time formally calculated for this. We had expected that the work phases
and the writing of a chapter would tend to relieve the students, who, unlike in a conventional
seminar, did not have to write a final seminar paper. However, the intensive group work and
the fact that the chapter was published led to a considerable amount of extra work during
the semester, which, although it corresponded to the formally calculated workload, surprised
some of the students. For us lecturers, too, we had expected the co-teaching to make our
work easier, but the extra work involved in supervising, editing and processing the joint
article proved the opposite. Accordingly, we were both very happy that we were able to
organise the seminar together, as it would probably have been a very heavy workload for
one teacher alone.
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— » Developing and acting on scientific curiosity

— e« Building on existing research

* Acquiring methodological knowledge

* Recognising connections between subjects of study

OBJECTIVES &
VALUES

EFFECTS:

The greatest effect of the seminar was that both the students and we lecturers had a lot
of fun discussing and researching together and the topics of the seminar were dealt
with in much greater depth than would have been the case in a traditional seminar. This
deep and very lively discussion was particularly evident in the chapters that were
developed. Three of the two chapters were so good that we decided to publish them as
a joint student publication. (Unfortunately, we did not publish one chapter as it did not
meet the standards and desired quality at the end of the semester, which was partly
due to the fact that part of the group left during the writing process). On the other hand,
many students thanked me personally and by email for the great course, which is
something | have not experienced in other seminars. Professor Neyer was also very
enthusiastic about this teaching approach and even told me that from now on he only
wants to use research-based learning in his seminars.

Another effect can be seen in the students' better understanding of how Al tools can be
used in research-based learning. This is particularly evident from our joint discussions
and the reflection letters. For example, former Al skeptics have learnt that the selective
use of Al tools can be useful while Al enthusiasts have realised that Al is not a panacea
and that Al-generated texts or other products must always be critically questioned and
revised. As a lecturer, | also realised in this context how important it is to communicate
exactly how Al tools should be used, as otherwise unintended effects can occur. For
example, at the beginning of the seminar, a student research group had created their
first reflection report using only ChatGPT and initially did not understand why this would
be considered a problem. | was initially somewhat shocked by this uncritical
pragmatism, but then realised what a good basis for discussion this provided.

The student publication produced as part of this seminar can be viewed
here.

Link: https://opus4.kobv.de/opus4-euv/frontdoor/index/index/docld/1356
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The student publication produced as part of this seminar can be viewed here.
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