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Research methods and employability in the sport and exercise sciences. Are we throwing the baby 

out with the bathwater?  

 

 

Chris Beedie argues that, while the delivery of material relating to what is perceived as employability 

is increasingly prioritised by universities, it is all too often at the cost of delivering material that is at 

the core of real employability and indeed graduateness, that is research methods. 

 

 

Twelve years ago I wrote a piece for The Sport and Exercise Scientist eŶtitled ͚Pƌepaƌing Students for 

the ‘eal Woƌld͛. It addressed the, at the time, all too evident skills gap between what sport and 

exercise sciences programmes were producing and what many employers in industry and public 

health needed. A lot has happened since, and it could be argued that universities have addressed the 

problem. In this article hoǁeǀeƌ I͛d like to dƌaǁ atteŶtioŶ to a second and different problem that has 

emerged, potentially as the result of the methods many universities have used in addressing the first. 

I have been working in the physical activity and health sector since 1992. In two senior roles in 

industry I have employed over 3,000 health and fitness professionals, the majority of whom were 

graduates. I have personally delivered and assessed continuing professional development (CPD) 

courses, usually 3-5 days intensive contact focusing on applied and interdisciplinary sport and 

exercise, for a further 1,000+ candidates, again the majority of whom were graduates. All of the 

above were working in capacities such as fitness instructor, personal trainer, sports development 

officer, sports therapist, and nutritionist. Given the public health issues the UK is currently facing, 

these professionals play an increasingly important role.  

The early stages of my CPD work in industry focused on my belief that knowledge was an important 

factor in determining the quality of exercise prescription, nutritional analysis, etc. It became 

increasingly evident however that the best practitioners were not necessarily the most 

knowledgeable; in fact, an almost text-book knowledge of physiology or nutrition were often 

relatively unrelated to success. Gaining more coal face experience of the applied settings in which our 

graduates are often employed, I began to orientate my teaching to the idea that it was the 

pƌaĐtitioŶeƌ͛s aďilitǇ to ĐoŵŵuŶiĐate ǁith ĐlieŶts that ǁas iŶ faĐt the ĐƌitiĐal faĐtoƌ; that there was a 

͚sǁeet-spot͛ ǁheƌe adeƋuate leǀels of kŶoǁledge ŵet with good communication skills characterised 

the best practitioners.  

But this idea was also found wanting. I became increasingly aware that many effective and successful 

practitioners were in fact not especially good communicators. After perhaps 15 years of working in 

industry (and at the same time holding posts in HE), I realised that the core indicator of effectiveness 

ǁas the pƌaĐtitioŶeƌ͛s aďilitǇ to fiŶd thiŶgs out, to ideŶtifǇ ǁhat iŶfoƌŵatioŶ s/he Ŷeeded, to kŶoǁ 
where to find it, and once found, to discriminate good information from bad information. This idea 

also eǆteŶded to iŶfoƌŵatioŶ aďout the ĐlieŶt; ǁhat aƌe the keǇ ǀaƌiaďles that uŶdeƌlie to the ĐlieŶt͛s 
current health status and their goals? How can these be manipulated to a successful outcome? How 

can these be reliably assessed over time? 

In short, the best practitioners are good at research methods. That doesŶ͛t ŵeaŶ that theǇ͛ƌe good 
statisticians, that they can necessarily define epistemology, or can necessarily argue the relative 

merits of quantitative versus qualitative methods. But they do understand the ideas that underpin all 

of these, aŶd ofteŶ theǇ͛ǀe ďeeŶ doiŶg it so consistently and for so long, that this understanding has 

become automatic and intuitive as opposed to deliberate and formal.  

Now, all well and good. All - or certainly most - undergraduate programmes in the UK have a 

significant Research Methods component. Over and above this, research methods are learned 

explicitly and implicitly in other modules such as biomechanics, nutrition, physiology, psychology and 

sociology. We are therefore suƌelǇ pƌepaƌiŶg studeŶts foƌ the ƌeal ǁoƌld ďǇ the Đƌiteƌia I͛ǀe pƌeseŶted 
above? 

TeŶ Ǉeaƌs ago I ǁould haǀe agƌeed. Noǁ, I͛ŵ less ĐoŶǀiŶĐed. Theƌe has ĐeƌtaiŶlǇ ďeeŶ a shift iŶ the 
way we teach the undergraduate curriculum, with an evident focus on greater real world relevance. 

But at the saŵe tiŵe, the ͚ƌeal ǁoƌld ƌeleǀaŶĐe͛ is ŵoƌphiŶg iŶto ͚eŵploǇaďilitǇ͛. The eǀolutioŶ of the 



graduate skills agenda is entirely consistent with my 2005 paper described above. That the graduate 

skills component so often appears to be embedded in Research Methods components of programmes 

is not. In fact, I argue that it is entirely counter-productive and entirely at odds with what employers 

need and expect of graduates.  

It is increasingly my experience that Research Methods modules are front-loaded with content aimed 

at orienting the student to the higher education environment and back loaded with content aimed at 

enhancing employabilty (I will return to this poorly used term below). In some programmes I have 

seen, this process has reduced the Research Methods content by over 50%. This comes with two clear 

problems. Firstly, the students are not receiving the breadth and quality of teaching that the subject 

deserves. Second, the students are not seeing research methods per se as that important relative to 

other areas of content. Whereas historically Research Methods constituted up to 30% of some 

programmes - especially if a dissertation is factored in to the equation - in some cases it is now less 

than 10%, and as low as 5% in real terms.  

͞But eŵploǇaďilitǇ has to go soŵeǁheƌe, aŶd ‘eseaƌĐh Methods pƌeseŶts the ďest plaĐe͟ is aŶ 
argument I often hear. Well, I beg to differ. Firstly, one of the reasons that employability and skills 

gets dumped into Research Methods modules is that, unlike the case with biomechanics, nutrition, 

physiology, psychology and sociology, all of which tend to have discipline-specific teaching staff who 

ǁill ofteŶ defeŶd theiƌ ͚aiƌ tiŵe͛ ǀigoƌouslǇ, ŵaŶǇ depaƌtŵeŶts haǀe Ŷo suĐh dediĐated staff for 

Research Methods. In short, there is no-one to defend Research Methods iŶ the ͚ǁheƌe shall ǁe put 
eŵploǇaďilitǇ͛ deďate. Secondly, and most importantly, Research Methods, if taught and assessed 

appropriately, is employability. And unlike much of what passes for it these days, it is real 

employability. If we reduce the total content of Research Methods to increase employability content, 

we are de facto throwing the baby out with the bathwater. How many graduates will actually use the 

knowledge base of biomechanics, nutrition, physiology, psychology and sociology in their future 

Đaƌeeƌs? “oŵe foƌ suƌe, ďut all thiŶgs ĐoŶsideƌed, it͛s a relatively low number. How many graduates 

will use research skills? PƌoďaďlǇ all of theŵ… 

And heƌe͛s ǁhǇ ;aŶd I kŶoǁ I͛ŵ pƌeaĐhiŶg to the ĐoŶǀeƌted heƌeͿ. We live in an age in which there 

has been an explosion of often conflicting information media. There is at the same time an emerging 

post-truth landscape in which it is considered OK for politicians to tell outright lies to win elections or 

referendums. Further still, individuals and groups are increasingly being handed responsibility for 

their own health under the guise of prudent healthcare (a proxy for lower cost healthcare). In these 

contexts, the graduate with research skills is not only going to be more employable, more effective 

and more successful, but is also going to be able to make better informed decisions about her or his 

life (and those of their families) in relation to health, law, finance, and many other core aspects of life.  

Now all of the above is well and good, I doubt many would disagree. Here is the sting in the tail. 

Employers are increasingly saying that graduates are better able to get the job but less able to do it (a 

comment to me a while back summed it up; ͞in the old days good candidates often had poor CVs but 

you knew what to look for, now everyone, even the worst candidates has a good CV.͟) The 

employability agenda is working, but it might be counterproductive in the long term. If sport and 

exercise sciences graduates are seen as being less effective in the workplace than graduates of other 

disciplines, we are doing them, and ourselves a disservice.  

“o ǁhat͛s the solutioŶ? Fiƌst, defeŶd ‘eseaƌĐh Methods ŵodules. It is the sĐieŶĐe iŶ sport and 

exercise science, arguably more so than any other discrete components of the programme. Do not let 

it be encroached upon but generic and often significantly less valuable content. Second, assess 

Research Methods broadly; students work hard to learn and understand content on which they are 

assessed (or at least, the majority work harder on content that is assessed), but as importantly, 

students also see the content on which they are assessed as the important stuff! Lastly, interrogate 

what your employability content is really achieving; is it providing students with skills that the 

employers need, or is it ticking boxes defined by units in universities which, in many cases, do not 

have one staff member who has worked outside the university sector. Speak to employers, speak to 

alumni, speak to the individuals who our graduates are increasingly working with, for example, the 

inactive or at risk. And this last point is crucial; in a recent conversation it became clear to me that the 

concept of employability that defines the approach of many academics is itself defined by the 

university context. Whilst interrogating assignments based on 2,000 word essays and 10,000 word 



disseƌtatioŶs, I poiŶted out that the Ŷeed to eǀeƌ ǁƌite aŶǇthiŶg of suĐh leŶgth iŶ the ͚ƌeal ǁoƌld͛ ǁas 
minimal. The response was that all academics need to be able to write! Agreed, but must all 

undergraduates aspire to academic skills? No, of course not (and how many journals would accept a 

10,000 word paper these days anyway). Let͛s Ŷot assuŵe that eŵploǇaďilitǇ ŵeaŶs giǀiŶg studeŶts 
the skillsets we ourselves need.  

I͛ǀe iŶteƌǀieǁed huŶdƌeds of gƌaduates and non-graduates. What͛s ŵǇ faǀouƌite response, 

irrespective of the question? ͞I doŶ͛t kŶoǁ the aŶsǁeƌ, but I do know how I would find it.͟  

Giǀe a studeŶt a pieĐe of ƌeliaďle iŶfoƌŵatioŶ aŶd theǇ͛ll eat foƌ a daǇ. TeaĐh theŵ hoǁ to fiŶd that 
information for themselves, to discriminate it from poor information, and how and when to apply it, 

aŶd, ǁell Ǉou kŶoǁ the ƌest… 

 

Chris Beedie 

 

Chris is a Reader in Applied Sport & Exercise Science at Canterbury Christ Church University. 

 


