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Module Name: Art & Design Practitioner Research Proposal
Module Code: ADAD7015
Module Tutor: Jianlan Feng (j.feng@uwtsd.ac.uk)
Days of class: Monday, Tuesday and Wednesdays	
Venue: Alex Building AAG05 
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Overview of the module

Design thinking has, in the two decades since its popularisation, hardened into a methodology of sticky notes and empathy maps. This module asks students to push past that orthodoxy. It treats “new design thinking” not as a fixed toolkit but as a critical, speculative and ethically reflexive practice; one that interrogates its own assumptions about users, futures, and the agency of the designer.

The module is anchored in the proposition that a virtual or simulated environment is not merely a venue for exhibiting work but a site of enquiry in its own right. When the gallery is no longer bound by gravity, physical material, geography, or even the singular human visitor, the designer must re-examine first principles: What is presence? What is an audience? Who, or what, is the work for? Students develop a Practitioner Research Proposal for a piece of simulated or real, work-based research and articulate it through an artist or designer statement for a proposed exhibition in a virtual world.

The work is explicitly framed as simulated research: students model and rehearse a practice intervention rather than execute it at full scale. This protects the integrity of any real participants and foregrounds the ethical and speculative dimensions the module is most concerned with.

What do I Submit

You will produce a single portfolio submission in three integrated parts. Together these address all three module learning outcomes. The unifying object is a proposed exhibition of your own practice, sited in a virtual world. The exhibition itself is not built or delivered; it is proposed, rehearsed and defended as a piece of simulated work-based research.
1. Part A – Practitioner Research Proposal (1,500 words) (Learning outcome 1)
A critical research proposal that:
1. locates a practice-as-research question or provocation emerging from your current practice;
1. situates that question within speculative and critical design literature, taking a position in relation to it rather than merely citing it;
1. specifies the simulated work-based intervention — what will be modelled, at what scale, and why simulation (rather than full execution) is the appropriate method;
1. articulates how the research evaluates and enhances your own working practice;
1. shows design attempts / early visual development of a virtual exhibition.
2. Part B – Artist / Designer Statement for a Virtual-World Exhibition (1,000 words) (Learning outcomes 1 and 2)
A public-facing statement for your proposed exhibition. It must do double work: it is at once the rhetorical 'front' of the show and an honest account of its conditions. It should:
1. describe the virtual world, the spatial and temporal logic of the exhibition, and the visitor's intended experience;
1. make explicit what is being simulated (audience, place, community, material) and acknowledge the gap between the simulation and the real;
1. integrate a sustained ethical reflection (on consent, access, representation, data, and accountability) not as an appendix but woven into the statement's claims.
3. Part C – Presentation & Defence (15 minutes) (Learning outcome 3)
A 15-minute presentation and defence, including questions from staff and peers. Present your proposal clearly, justify your method and ethical decisions, and explain the limits of your claims. Guided rehearsal will help you prepare; your final reasoning must be your own.
Total written word count: 2,500 words (Part A 1,500 + Part B 1,000). Part C is a 15-minute spoken presentation and defence and does not carry a separate word count. The reference list is not included in the word count.
The assessment is a portfolio with an overall volume of 7,500 words or equivalent. Submit Part A (1,500 words with visual development), Part B (1,000 words) and Part C (a 15-minute presentation and defence). The portfolio includes written, visual and oral work; 7,500 is not an additional written submission requirement.
All written submissions to be submitted via Turnitin by the deadline date. These submissions must follow Harvard referencing guidelines.

Tips and Advice

General
1. Recognise the importance of proactive planning and action in shaping your future, aligning with the process of creating a research proposal and defending it.
1. Ensure coherence and consistent links between Part A, Part B and Part C — the research question, the exhibition, and its ethical framing should read as one project.
1. Synthesise key points across all three parts to present a cohesive argument for the significance and feasibility of your project direction.
Part A — Practitioner Research Proposal
1. Explore selectively: focus on a small set of key texts or debates that resonate with your interests or raise important questions. Depth over breadth often works better.
1. Take a position: don't just summarise the literature — state where you stand in relation to it and why.
1. Be explicit about method: justify why simulation, rather than full execution, is the right approach for your intervention.
1. Link to your project: consider how your design attempts for the virtual exhibition demonstrate your research question in practice.
Part B — Artist / Designer Statement
1. Be strategic and coherent: the statement should feel like a genuine exhibition text, not a summary of Part A.
1. Interrogate through writing: use the statement to raise questions about presence, audience and simulation, not just to describe the work.
1. Weave in ethics: don't treat consent, access, representation, data and accountability as a bolt-on paragraph — integrate them into the statement's claims.
1. Acknowledge the gap: be honest about where the simulation departs from a real exhibition, and what that gap reveals.
Part C — Presentation & Defence
1. Anticipate challenges: think through the toughest questions a critical peer or tutor could ask about your methodology, ethics or speculative claims.
1. Defend, don't just describe: use the 15 minutes to make a case, not simply to recap Parts A and B.
1. Practise out loud: rehearse responding to questions under time pressure before the session.
Teaching approach / structure
1. Sessions combine lectures, seminars, workshops, and one-to-ones. Lectures provide foundational guidance on proposal strategy and virtual exhibition design, while seminars and one-to-ones facilitate discussion, critique, and personalised feedback aligned with readings and tasks.
1. This module adopts a practitioner-focused approach, encouraging students to translate critical and speculative thinking into a defensible creative project.
1. The emphasis is on planning a feasible project, questioning assumptions and using evidence to justify decisions. You will explain how the proposed research could evaluate and enhance your working practice.
1. This course adopts a humanities-based approach to art and design with the goal of cultivating you as a scholarly practitioner. You will be encouraged to translate your thinking into practice.
1. Draw on questions, positionality and critical perspectives developed in ADAD7014, which is timetabled alongside this module, to inform your Part A proposal.
We kindly request that you...
1. Complete self-directed tasks to stay on track with assignments.
1. Pre-read materials and prepare questions for seminars to enable active participation.
1. Regularly check student emails, Moodle, and Teams for updates on schedules, resources, and announcements.

LEARNING OUTCOMES

	Module Learning Outcomes
(from module syllabus)

1. Produce a research proposal for simulated work-based research that is critical, and which evaluates and enhances the students' working practice.
1. Critically consider and address ethical issues associated with proposed research activity.
1. Present and defend the Practitioner Research Proposal.



Use of Generative AI in Assessment
(Lecturer to indicate Yes or No against each element)
	RESEARCH
	For this assessment, you can use Generative AI to support you in research and data analysis.
	Yes ☒
No ☐

	STRUCTURE
	For this assessment, you can use Generative AI to support you in structuring your submission, including creating a draft argument structure, identifying parts and headings, etc.
	Yes ☒
No ☐

	PROOFREADING
	For this assessment, you can use Generative AI to check your own text/creation for grammatical and syntactical mistakes, including getting suggestions to rephrase your work.
	Yes ☒
No ☐

	WRITING
	For this assessment, you can use Generative AI to create text for submission.
	Yes ☐
No ☒

	CREATIVE
	For this assessment, you can use Generative AI to create creative materials, such as images.
	Yes ☒
No ☐

	PROGRAMMING
	For this assessment, you can use Generative AI to create and check code.
	Yes ☐
No ☒



Module Structure
The ten weeks move from a focused question to a defensible proposal. Workshops provide guided examples and feedback; weekly outputs are formative work for Parts A, B and C, not additional assessed submissions. Ethics is revisited throughout. Assessment dates remain those in the brief, not automatic teaching-week dates.

	Week
	Focus
	Class Details

	1
	Research Direction and Critical Questions
	Use guided examples of virtual exhibitions to distinguish a theme from a researchable question. Map your own practice, intended audience and one focused problem; identify an initial ethical concern. Output: a question, short rationale and practice map for Part A (LO1/2).

	2
	Critical Literature and Positioning
	Compare selected readings and exhibition examples using a guided claim–evidence–limitation worksheet. Explain how sources support or challenge your question. Output: annotated source notes and a short literature position for Part A (LO1).

	3
	Ethics and Researcher Positionality
	Use a case study and checklist to examine consent, access, representation, data, copyright and your own position. Simulation does not remove ethical responsibilities. Output: a risk-and-response map informing Parts A and B (LO2).

	4
	Research Design and Simulation
	Compare a small range of ways to investigate your question. Specify what the virtual exhibition will model, how you would evaluate it, and what simulation cannot establish. Output: a feasible method and simulation plan for Part A (LO1/2).

	5
	Practice Development and Feasibility
	Develop sketches, a storyboard or a simple spatial mock-up of the proposed exhibition. Use peer feedback to compare design choices, visitor experience and accessibility. A functioning virtual world is not required. Output: annotated design attempts for Part A (LO1/2).

	6
	Proposal Development Workshop
	Use a proposal outline and tutor feedback to connect question, literature, method, ethics and practice development. Explain how the proposal could improve your working practice. Output: a coherent Part A draft and targeted revision plan (LO1/2).

	7
	Communicating the Proposal
	Translate the proposal into a clear artist/designer statement. Use examples to connect visitor experience with the limits and ethics of simulation. Output: a Part B draft aligned with Part A; identify points to explain in Part C (LO1/2/3).

	8
	Critical Review and Revision
	Peer-review Parts A and B against the learning outcomes. Test the main claim, identify an unsupported assumption and revise it using evidence. Output: revised drafts, visuals and a short record of responses to feedback (LO1/2).

	9
	Presentation and Defence
	Rehearse the 15-minute presentation and defence using sample questions about methods, ethics and feasibility. Practise acknowledging limits as well as justifying choices. Output: presentation plan and rehearsal feedback for Part C (LO3).

	10
	Portfolio Integration and Submission Preparation
	Check coherence across Parts A, B and C, references, permitted AI use and file preparation. Review readiness against the published deadlines; prepare for or reflect on the scheduled Part C assessment. Output: portfolio checklist and final rehearsal notes (LO1/2/3).




Frequently Asked Questions (FAQ) Related to the Assessment Brief

This FAQ addresses common inquiries based on the Level 7 assessment specification for the module "Art & Design Practitioner Research Proposal" (ADAD7015). It provides clarity on assignments, submissions, and guidelines. For unresolved questions, consult the lecturer.
1. What is the main focus of the assignment?
- The assignment asks you to develop, articulate and defend a Practitioner Research Proposal for a simulated work-based research project, expressed through the design of a proposed exhibition in a virtual world. It comprises a written research proposal (Part A), a public-facing exhibition statement with embedded ethical reflection (Part B), and a viva-style presentation and defence (Part C).
2. What are the submission requirements and deadlines?
· Part A & Part B: submit via Turnitin by 11th December 2026 (23:59).
· Part C (Presentation & Defence): 11th January 2027.
· Provisional marks and feedback: returned within 20 working days of the Part C deadline.
· Late-submission rules, including different penalties for first attempts and reassessment, are set out in the assessment brief. Approved extenuating circumstances may affect their application.
3. What is expected in Part A (Practitioner Research Proposal)?
- A 1,500-word critical proposal that locates a practice-as-research question, positions it within speculative and critical design literature, specifies the simulated intervention and why simulation is the appropriate method, and shows early design attempts for your virtual exhibition.
4. What is expected in Part B (Artist / Designer Statement)?
- A 1,000-word public-facing statement that describes the virtual world and visitor experience, is explicit about what is being simulated, and weaves ethical reflection into its claims rather than treating ethics as a separate appendix.
5. What is expected in Part C (Presentation & Defence)?
- A 15-minute presentation and defence, including questioning by staff and peers. Be ready to justify methods, ethics and the limits of your proposal. Practise with the sample questions and feedback provided in class.
6. What are the module learning outcomes, and how do they relate to the assignment?
- LO1 (produce a critical research proposal) is addressed primarily through Part A; LO2 (address ethical issues) is addressed primarily through Part B; LO3 (present and defend the proposal) is addressed through Part C. All three parts are interlinked and should read as a single, coherent portfolio.
7. What referencing and academic honesty guidelines must be followed?
- Use Harvard referencing with in-text citations and a reference list. Credit all sources and check their credibility. Turnitin similarity reports support academic review; a similarity score alone does not establish plagiarism.
8. How should ethical considerations be addressed in the assignment?
- Address positionality, consent, access, representation, data and accountability. Integrate ethical reasoning into Part B and the relevant decisions in Parts A and C. Use guidance appropriate to the project and the University's ethics process; simulation does not remove ethical responsibilities.
9. What assessment criteria are used, and how are they weighted?
The portfolio is assessed using the Level 7 criteria and marks-allocation grid in the assessment brief. Address literature, knowledge and understanding, critical reasoning, practical application and professional communication across the submission. Marks remain provisional until ratification by the Exam Board.
This FAQ is derived directly from the assessment brief. Students should refer to the original document for full details and contact module staff for personalised guidance.
Feedback
Feedback Date: within 20 working days of the Part C submission deadline.
Feedback supports growth by highlighting strengths and areas for improvement. It may be informal (e.g., class discussions) or formal (e.g., written comments on submissions). Engage in dialogues with lecturers via emails, Moodle, or one-to-ones. You will have opportunities to discuss feedback with your tutor to refine your practice and research.
During your studies you will therefore receive feedback in many ways, including the following:
· Dialogue between lecturers and students in formal classes.
· Direct questions and responses from teachers inside and outside formal classes.
· Email correspondence between teachers and students.
· Interactions between students and teachers using the module message board on Moodle.
· Informal comments and responses to pitches and presentations in classes.
· Comments and annotations added to written submissions, such as essays and reflective journals.
· Formal written feedback in response to assignments recorded on the summative Assessment module feedback forms.
· You will have an opportunity to discuss your feedback with your tutor.
· Feedback on the complete portfolio will be returned within 20 working days of the Part C deadline.
SEMESTER TIMETABLE
Your taught sessions will include a combination of lectures, seminars, and one-on-one meetings. Lectures will provide essential information related to the module and your assignments. Seminars will allow for discussion and the development of your work, based on mandatory readings and tasks. One-on-one meetings will track your progress and provide feedback on your work.
You should maximize your productivity and self-directed study time this semester. Make full use of facilities, workshops, and the library to complete your assignments during times when you don't have scheduled lessons.
Please note that this timetable is a general outline for the semester and may change based on class activities. Changes could include adjustments to location, time, or attendance requirements. To stay informed, regularly check your UWTSD student email and Teams platform for updates.
	Semester 1 –
timetable MA students
	9am
	10am
	11am
	12pm
	1pm
	2pm
	3pm
	4pm
	5pm

	Monday
	
	
	Location: Alex Building 
Room: AAG05
Time: 11:00-1:00
Module: ADAD7015 MA
Tutor: Jianlan Feng 
	
	
	Location: Alex Building 
Room: AAG05
Time: 3:00-5:00
Module: ADAD7015 MA
Tutor: Jianlan Feng 
	

	Tuesday
	Location: Alex Building 
Room: AAG05
Time: 9:00-11:00
Module: ADAD7014 MA
Tutor: Kylie Boon
	
	
	Location: Alex Building 
Room: AAG05
Time: 1:00-3:00
Module: ADAD7014 MA
Tutor: Kylie Boon
	
	
	

	Wednesday
	Tutorial and Workshop day 
Location: Alex Building / Dynevor Building
Time: Dependent 
Module: ADAD7014 and ADAD7015 MA
	

	Thursday
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Friday
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	



IMPORTANT DATES.
1. Part A & B deadline (ADAD7015): 11th December 2026 (23:59).
1. Part C — Presentation & Defence (ADAD7015): 11th January 2027.
1. For reference — ADAD7014 assignment deadline: 4th January 2027 (23:59).

Module Evaluation
At the end of this module, you will be asked to complete a module evaluation form. Please refer to the anticipated learning outcomes when making your evaluation.
Study Time Allocation
The study time for the module is divided as follows:
	Activity type
	Hours
	Percentage

	Scheduled learning
	70
	23%

	Independent learning
	230
	77%

	Placement learning
	0
	0%

	TOTAL
	300
	100%



Suggested List
	Classification
	Reading List

	Essential
	Dunne, A. and Raby, F. (2013) Speculative Everything: Design, Fiction, and Social Dreaming. Cambridge, MA: MIT Press.

	Essential
	Vaughan, L. (ed.) (2019) Practice-Based Design Research. Paperback edn. London: Bloomsbury Visual Arts.

	Essential
	Costley, C., Elliott, G. and Gibbs, P. (2010) Doing Work Based Research: Approaches to Enquiry for Insider-Researchers. London: SAGE.

	Essential
	Mollick, E. (2024) Co-Intelligence: Living and Working with AI. New York, NY: Portfolio/Penguin.

	Further
	Candy, L. (2006) Practice Based Research: A Guide. Sydney: Creativity and Cognition Studios, University of Technology Sydney.

	Further
	Malpass, M. (2017) Critical Design in Context: History, Theory, and Practices. London: Bloomsbury Academic.

	Further
	Kwastek, K. (2013) Aesthetics of Interaction in Digital Art. Cambridge, MA: MIT Press.

	Further
	Markham, A. and Buchanan, E. (2012) Ethical Decision-Making and Internet Research: Recommendations from the AoIR Ethics Working Committee (Version 2.0). Association of Internet Researchers.

	Further
	Lahman, M. K. E. (2018) Ethics in Social Science Research: Becoming Culturally Responsive. Thousand Oaks, CA: SAGE.



Useful links:
Library: https://www.uwtsd.ac.uk/library
 
Learning support: https://www.uwtsd.ac.uk/experience-facilities/student-support-wellbeing/learning-support
 
Extenuating circumstances:
https://www.uwtsdunion.co.uk/extenuating-circumstances 
https://mytsd.uwtsd.ac.uk/tsd_docs/ext_circs/MyTSD_Form_Extenuating_Circumstances_STU_Guide_1.0.pdf 
 
Wellbeing support: https://www.uwtsd.ac.uk/experience-facilities/student-support-wellbeing/wellbeing-support

Support needs enquiry form: https://forms.office.com/pages/responsepage.aspx?id=-REPTm4EBUWcuNshUjEeIZFljH3poBFHmYiX168iEcJUMTZSUjBENUVISVdBVlkyQ0lPUlVUMjlHNiQlQCN0PWcu 
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