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External Contributions to the Programme Approval Process 
 
External contribution to the process had been provided by Professor Martin W Bauer, Methodology 
& Social Psychology, London School of Economics. This expertise, combined with that of the 
University members, provided a full and robust Committee to consider the range of matters to be 
addressed through the Programme Approval process. 
 
 
Student contribution to the Programme Approval Process 
 
The Students’ Union Vice-President (Education) is a standing member of the University Programme 
Approval Committee in order to ensure that student views are considered appropriately and was in 
attendance to review the proposal.  
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Outcome of Committee discussion: 
 
The Committee agreed the following conditions and recommendations. 
  
Conditions: 
 

1. To consider the overall assessment strategy of the programme and ensure that assessment 
specifications and criteria are clearly articulated. 

2. To review and respond to the comments made by LEaD and Student and Academic Services 
by providing relevant sign-offs and revising student facing documentation as required. 

Recommendations: 
 

3. To work closely with staff teaching on core modules to ensure that the diversity of students 
expected on the programme is catered for. 

4. For the School to consider an alternative to the term core/elective within student facing 
documentation to ensure clarity for students. 

5. To develop a separate Dissertation Handbook based on current best practice within the 
School. 

6. To include a guide for students on the process of choosing electives within the student 
handbook.   

Deadline for response to the conditions, with full supporting documentation: 11th April 2016. 
 
In addition to the above, some areas for enhancement within specification documents and some 
errors and inconsistencies within the Stage 2 submission were identified.  Details have been shared 
with the Programme team to enable them to be addressed within the final version of the 
documentation. 
 
  
Summary of discussion: 
1. The Programme 
 
The MSc Research Methods programme would have a dual function within the School of Arts and 
Social Sciences. It had been proposed both as a stand-alone MSc as well as a provision to provide 
research methods training to PhD students. 

In response to the Committee’s query regarding the profile of a typical student on the programme, it 
was noted that the stand-alone MSc aimed to attract applicants working in a relevant field (i.e local 
government or the charity sector) or those aiming to progress to Doctoral level. For those currently 
studying at Doctoral level, specific modules would provide additional support to students as 
appropriate to their needs. 
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The Committee queried whether alternative programme titles had been considered, for example MSc 
Research Methods with/and a specific discipline or subject area depending on the modules selected 
by the student. The programme team responded that this had been considered, but it had been 
decided that feedback would be sought from the first cohort of students in the first instance. 

The Committee noted some missing information within the Stage 2 documentation which the School 
would be required to provide prior to the programme gaining full approval. It was noted that the 
School should provide an email confirmation from the Programme Director for sign-off, as the typed 
name provided would not be sufficient for audit purposes. Confirmation of the date of the PARC Chair 
sign-off should also be provided. It was noted that the FHEQ statement provided in response to 
condition 5 did not provide the required information and should set out the outcomes at each exit 
point in the format in the programme spec template provided by LEaD. 

 
 
2.  Programme Content 
 
The Committee agreed that the proposal was an interesting concept with a lot of choice for students. 
The volume of electives was discussed, and the Committee queried whether all the modules were 
current modules within the School.  The programme team confirmed that all modules are either 
existing or reinstatements of modules from the previous MSc in Social Research Methods 
programme, apart from the new Applied Qualitative Data Analysis module. 

The available pathways for students were articulated within the documentation, and the programme 
team clarified that the intention would be for students to choose elective modules from either within 
a single pathway or across pathways to maximize flexibility of choice.  

It was noted within the documentation that students would not be able to take PSM208 and SAM011 
due to their overlap in content. 

 
3.  Learning, Teaching and Assessment 
 
The Committee raised concern over the coherency of the assessment strategy on the programme. 
This was due to the fact that the majority of modules were existing and the quantity of possible 
combinations of modules that could potentially be selected. The Committee agreed that the 
programme team should consider the overall assessment strategy of the programme and ensure that 
assessment specifications and criteria are clearly articulated. 
 
Given that the range of electives on offer would allow students the opportunity to specialize in a 
research area for the Dissertation, it was agreed that the programme team should develop a separate 
Dissertation Handbook based on current best practice within the School. 
 
 
4. Student experience 
 
The Committee was interested to know how students would be guided through making their 
electives choices, and how this would be managed by the programme team. The programme team 
responded that in light of the anticipated small intake for the programme, the initial cohort would be 
small enough in size to know students and their backgrounds on an individual basis. It was agreed 
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that a guide for students would be included within the student handbook outlining the process of 
choosing electives and the support on offer. The Committee also discussed how the programme 
team would ensure that core modules meet the needs of all students in terms of teaching and 
learning. It was agreed that the programme team would work closely with staff teaching on core 
modules to ensure that the diversity of students expected on the programme is catered for. 
 
The Committee noted that the term core/elective seemed contradictory and could be confusing for 
students. The Associate Dean of Education of the School confirmed that this was a term used widely 
within the School, and referred to when students had the option to pick options out of a specific 
group of modules. It was agreed that the School would consider an alternative to the term 
core/elective within the student facing documentation to ensure clarity for students. 
 
The Committee queried whether any student consultation had taken place, and it was confirmed by 
the programme team that current PhD students and MSc students had been consulted at Stage 1.  

 
5. Quality assurance, standards and regulations 

The Committee noted some specific areas for enhancement regarding the learning outcomes within 
the programme and module specifications which had been shared with the programme team.  The 
Committee also highlighted that the maximum number of credits that may be compensated is 20. 
Therefore, references to the 60 credit Dissertation module and 30 credit modules being 
compensatable should be removed from the programme specification.  
 
 
6. Resources 
 
It was noted within the documentation that no new staff appointments were being recommended 
for the proposed programme, as all teaching resource could be drawn from the existing academic 
faculty within the School.  The impact on timetabling would be minimal, given that the majority of 
modules are currently being taught and the number of additional students would be minimal. 
 
The Committee noted that resource implications on the programme team may need to be 
reconsidered in the future, should student numbers increase. 
 
 
Laura Tull  
Academic Development Officer 
February 2016  


