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Administrative data 
 
Name of the programme:     Forensic Psychology 
CROHO number:      69305 
Level of the programme:    Master’s 
Orientation of the programme:    Academic 
Number of credits:      120 EC 
Location:       Maastricht 
Mode of study:      Full-time 
Language of instruction:    English 
Submission deadline NVAO:     1 November 2019 
 
 
Distinctive feature:      Small-scale and intensive education 
Initial assessment:     21 May 2013 
 
 
Name of the institution:    Maastricht University  
Status of the institution:    publicly funded institution 
Result institutional quality assurance assessment: positive 
 
 
The assessment is based on the NVAO’s: 
• Assessment Framework for Limited Programme Assessments (September 2018);  
• Specification of the criteria pertaining to the distinctive feature of “Small-scale and intensive 

education (January 2018); 
• Guidelines for practice-based assessment: “distinctive feature small- scale and intensive 

education” (January 2018).  
 
The visit of the assessment panel Forensic Psychology to the Faculty of Psychology and Neuroscience 
of Maastricht University took place on 1 and 2 July 2019. The report was finalised on 18 October 2019. 
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Composition of the assessment panel 
The NVAO has approved the composition of the panel on 27 March 2019. The panel that assessed the 
master’s programme Forensic Psychology consisted of: 
 
• Prof. dr. Geert Vervaeke (chair), Dean Tilburg Law School (Tilburg University) and professor (and 

department chair) of Criminal Law and Criminology (KU Leuven, Belgium) 
• Dr. Sanne Verwaaijen, Member Board of Directors CONRISQ Groep 
• Prof. dr. Henk Nijman, Senior researcher at forensic psychiatric institute Fivoor and professor by 

special appointment of Forensic Psychology (Radboud University) 
• Els Verhoef MCM, Independent adviser and (interim) manager 
• Prof. mr. dr. Anne Ruth Mackor, Professor of Professional Ethics, in particular legal professions 

(University of Groningen) 
• Merlijn van Montfoort BSc (student member), Master’s student Clinical and Forensic Psychology 

(University of Amsterdam) 
 
The panel was supported by drs. Linda te Marvelde, who acted as secretary. 
 
 

Working method of the assessment panel 
 
Preparation 
On 26 March 2019, the secretary briefed the panel chair on the assessment framework, the panel’s 
working method and on his role in particular.  
 
Prior to the site visit to Maastricht University, the secretary received the self-evaluation report of the 
programme which addressed the standards of both the limited programme assessment and the 
distinctive feature “small-scale and intensive education”. The secretary sent the report to the panel. A 
selection of final works was made by the panel’s chair and the secretary. The selection consisted of 
the theses and clinical activities reports (including the assessment forms) of fifteen students, based on 
a list of graduates from 2017 and 2018, provided by the programme. The secretary and chair ensured 
that the distribution of grades in the selection matched the distribution of grades of all available final 
works. In addition, special attention was paid to ensuring a balance in internship locations and 
examiners. 
 
After studying the self-evaluation report, final works and corresponding assessment forms, all panel 
members formulated their preliminary findings concerning both the limited programme assessment 
and the distinctive feature. The secretary collected all of the initial questions and remarks and 
distributed them among the panel members. 
 
Maastricht University composed a schedule for the site visit in consultation with the secretary. Prior 
to the site visit, the Faculty selected representative partners for the various interviews. See Appendix 
3 for the site visit schedule. 
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Site visit 
The site visit took place on 1-2 July 2019. At the start of the site visit, the panel members were 
instructed in the use of the assessment frameworks as well as the principle that the panel operates on 
the basis of trust and conducts an assessment by peers. The panel discussed its working method and 
the planning of the site visit and report. The panel also discussed its initial findings on the self-
evaluation report and the final works, as well as the division of tasks during the site visit.  
 
Before and during the site visit, the panel studied the additional documents provided by the 
programme. An overview of these materials can be found in Appendix 4. It conducted interviews with 
representatives of the programme: students and staff members, the programme’s management, 
alumni, representatives of the Board of Examiners and the Educational Programme Committee, and 
internship supervisors.  
 
The panel used the final part of the site visit to discuss its findings in an internal meeting. Afterwards, 
the chair publicly presented the panel’s preliminary findings and general observations. 
 
Report 
After the site visit, the secretary prepared a draft report based on the panel’s findings and conclusions. 
Subsequently, she sent the report to the panel. After processing the panel members’ feedback, the 
secretary forwarded the draft report to the Faculty for a check of factual errors. The secretary 
discussed the ensuing comments with the panel’s chair, and changes were implemented accordingly. 
The report was then finalised and sent to the Faculty and University Board. 
 
Judgements and assessment rules limited programme assessment 
In accordance with the NVAO’s Assessment framework for limited programme assessments, the panel 
used the following definitions for the assessment of the standards and the programme as a whole. 
 
Judgement per standard 
Generic Quality:  The quality that, from an international perspective, may 

reasonably be expected from a higher education Associate 
Degree, Bachelor’s or Master’s programme.  

Meets the standard:   The programme meets the generic quality standard.  
Partially meets the standard: The programme meets the generic quality standard to a 

significant extent, but improvements are required in order to 
fully meet the standard  

Does not meet the standard: The programme does not meet the generic quality standard.  
 
Final conclusion 
Positive:    The programme meets all the standards.  
Conditionally positive: The programme meets standard 1 and partially meets a maximum of 

two standards, with the imposition of conditions being 
recommended by the panel.  

Negative:    a. The programme fails to meet one or more standards;  
b. The programme partially meets standard 1;  
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c. The programme partially meets one or two standards, without the 
imposition of conditions being recommended by the panel;  
d. The programme partially meets three or more standards.  

 
Judgements and assessment rules practice-based assessment distinctive feature 
In accordance with the NVAO’s Guidelines for practice-based assessment: “distinctive feature small- 
scale and intensive education”, the panel used the following judgements and assessment rules for the 
standards and the distinctive feature as a whole. 
 
The panel scores each criterion in terms of “meets the standard” or “does not meet the standard”.  
 
In addition, the panel will provide a final conclusion of “positive” or “negative”, which is defined as:  
Positive:    all the criteria are scored as “meets the standard”. 
Negative:    one or more of the criteria are scored as “does not meet the  
    standard”.  
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Summary 
 
Master’s programme Forensic Psychology 
 
Intended learning outcomes 
The two-year, English-taught, Maastricht master’s programme Forensic Psychology aims to contribute 
to improving the quality of service, research and policy in the field of forensic psychology by providing 
graduate-level education, and by maintaining intensive contact with the work field via clinical and 
research internships. It trains its students (that hail from all over the world) to become both competent 
researchers and practitioners who can contribute to solutions for societal problems, ranging from 
providing advice to the court on the credibility of a witness statement, to helping a juvenile justice 
institution implement a risk assessment tool. The ultimate goal is that graduates use evidence-based 
methods for assessment (diagnostics) and treatment and conduct research into forensic psychological 
issues. The panel finds that the programme succeeds in combining a strong research profile with a 
clinical, evidence-based aim. The panel characterises the programme as responsible, safe and 
impressive in terms of perspective and aims. However, it recommends that the programme more 
clearly indicates its focus points and goals, without detracting from its broad scope.  
 
The programme takes as its starting point that work in the forensic mental health field focuses on two 
key goals: (1) the well-being of the patient/offender/victim, and (2) the safety of society at large, 
and/or certain individuals in particular (such as (possible future) victims). The panel understands and 
accepts the key goals as starting points but suggests that in addition an overarching goal is to be 
considered, which is the respect for fundamental human rights, since they are the foundation of all 
laws and regulations in the field. Despite the fact that fundamental human rights are not explicitly 
mentioned in the profile description or intended learning outcomes, the panel has established that 
this perspective is sufficiently recognised by the programme. Nevertheless, the panel recommends 
that the programme makes the human rights perspective more explicit on paper.  
 
The goals and aims of the programme are laid down in the intended learning outcomes. These are 
appropriate for an academic master’s programme in Forensic Psychology and accurately reflect the 
national and international requirements of the professional field, discipline and the Dublin descriptors 
at the master’s level. The intended learning outcomes suggest that all activities carry equal weight and 
will therefore receive the same amount of attention in the programme. After conversations with the 
programme’s stakeholders, the panel concludes that the programme’s main focus is on training 
forensic psychologists/researchers that are primarily prepared for a position in assessment and/or 
treatment, and (secondarily) may also perform as expert witnesses and/or policy makers. To manage 
expectations of all involved, the panel encourages the programme to formulate more explicitly what 
the focus areas of the programme are. 
 
Teaching-learning environment 
The panel concludes that the unique combination of a strong research profile and a clinical objective 
(to further the use of evidenced-based methods in the forensic psychology field) is executed well. The 
programme is properly embedded in academia, whilst finding meaningful connections with the 
professional field. During the first year, it offers ample (extra)curricular opportunities in cooperation 
with interesting external professional and academic partners. The panel sees opportunities for 
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improvement by providing more insight in the coherence of the programme, the level students must 
obtain in the different elements (and the relation to the corresponding study credits), and by paying 
explicit attention to personal development. The second year, which is dedicated to a research 
internship (and thesis) and a clinical internship, gives students a good opportunity to become 
acquainted with the professional field. The main recommendation of the panel concerns the current 
supervision practices in the second year. The panel finds that the programme has a too limited hold 
on its students’ progress, experiences and potential risks in the second year, mainly related to the 
clinical internships. The panel therefore recommends that the programme organises a systematic, 
proactive and unavoidable approach concerning supervision in the second year that actively involves 
Maastricht supervisors. 
 
The academic staff are good researchers and teachers, knowledgeable, highly motivated and 
approachable. The students are very appreciative of them. The programme faces staffing challenges, 
but actively works on finding solutions. Education is taken seriously as an important part of an 
academic’s career, and lecturers receive adequate support and professionalisation opportunities.  
 
The facilities enable the programme to provide small-scale and intensive education. Students make 
use of the faculty’s (research) infrastructure and the physical spaces are adequate in support of the 
programmes didactic approach. Basic programme-specific facilities are available to further support 
students in their academic endeavours, but also to create a community of learners.  
 
Student assessment 
The programme has a system of assessment in place in the first year that is properly supported by the 
overall culture (informal, small-scale, short lines between students and staff) that the panel 
encountered during the site visit. It applies multiple and diverse assessment methods per course. The 
course assessments are of a satisfactory level and support the students’ learning process. The panel 
finds that students are generally supplied with good quality, helpful and comprehensive oral and 
written feedback on their academic progress and achievements. The assessment plans that will be 
implemented in 2019-2020 look promising.  
 
The panel has some points of special attention with regard to assessments, that are mainly geared 
towards assessments in the second year. The programme relies on a(n) (informal) structure that places 
trust in its lecturers, who are high-quality professionals. This in itself is positive, but small-scale, 
informal settings often present pitfalls by relying on short (oral) communication lines between 
stakeholders. In order to strengthen the formal structure, the panel recommends that qualitative 
feedback (meta-analysis) with regards to the grading of theses is put into writing. The panel also finds 
that lecturers could benefit from regular thesis sampling to reflect on grading practices. It therefore 
recommends that the programme increases the transparency and reliability of thesis assessments, by 
providing insight in the weighting of individual criteria and the establishment of the final thesis grade. 
With regards to the clinical internship, the panel found that the assessment practices at the placement 
are sound and detailed, but active quality control in Maastricht seems limited.  
 
The Board of Examiners (BoE) has a faculty-wide responsibility and operates at a distance. It has 
adopted a reactive instead of a proactive approach. When problems come to light, the BoE takes its 
role. But it mainly relies on informal structures. To guarantee sustainable quality, the panel suggests 
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that the BoE could operate in a more pro-active manner towards the Forensic Psychology programme. 
The panel finds it encouraging that the BoE samples courses and theses each year, but recommends 
that the BoE pro-actively tries to gain more insight in the quality of the assessment practices in the 
second year.  
 
Achieved learning outcomes 
The panel studied a sample of the theses and clinical activities reports (and their assessment forms) of 
fifteen students and had an interview with several alumni during the site visit, to determine if the 
intended learning outcomes are achieved. It concludes that graduates achieve the intended learning 
outcomes.  
 
The theses show that the students are able to properly conduct independent, empirical research 
projects that are methodologically sound. The level shown in the theses ranges from sufficient to very 
good. Most theses are well-written. The panel found that the clinical activities reports are of sound 
quality, ranging from good to very good. In general, the panel finds that students could benefit from a 
stronger reflection on their own activities and personal professional growth in the CARs. The panel 
also suggests that, since the clinical internship represents the first introduction to working in the 
forensic field, students could learn from a clearer incorporation of treatment issues to better prepare 
for the forensic practice. This all the more so because the majority of the students pursue and find a 
career in clinical practice.  
 
The alumni are very satisfied with the programme as a preparation for their further career. The panel 
finds that their attitude, way of (forensic) thinking, and the positions they hold are a testament to the 
high quality of the programme. They function as ambassadors of the programme and find employment 
in forensic work fields or in academia as a PhD-student.  
 
 
The panel assesses the standards of the Assessment framework for limited programme assessments as 
follows: 
 
Master’s programme Forensic Psychology 
Standard 1: Intended learning outcomes    meets the standard 
Standard 2: Teaching-learning environment    meets the standard 
Standard 3: Student assessment     meets the standard 
Standard 4: Achieved learning outcomes    meets the standard 
 
General conclusion       positive 
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Distinctive feature small-scale and intensive education 
 
Intended learning outcomes 
The programme takes into consideration that students need knowledge and skills in the forensic field, 
but also need to develop a fitting attitude and personal skills to be successful forensic psychologists. 
Given the requirements for the distinctive feature, the panel recommends that the programme makes 
its aims for the broadening and development of personal attitude and skills explicit. 
 
The two-year, English taught, Maastricht master’s programme Forensic Psychology aims to contribute 
to improving the quality of service, research and policy in the field of forensic psychology by providing 
graduate-level education, and by intensive contact with the work field via clinical internships. It trains 
its students (that hail from all over the world) to become both competent researchers and practitioners 
who can contribute to solutions for several societal problems. The ultimate goal, is that graduates use 
evidence-based methods for assessment (diagnostics) and treatment, and conduct research into 
forensic psychological issues.  
 
The Maastricht master’s programme Forensic Psychology distinguishes itself from other forensic 
psychology programmes in the Netherlands and abroad, by focusing on the scientist-practitioner 
model with a multidisciplinary approach, drawing from disciplines such as clinical psychology, 
neuropsychology and law. Furthermore, forensic psychologists often operate in situations where 
patients’ human rights may be compromised, requiring in-depth knowledge of professional ethics. 
Since forensic psychologists regularly conduct empirical research within the forensic domain, profound 
knowledge of statistical techniques and research ethics is also of great importance.  
 
Because of its two-year duration, the programme allows for depth and breadth of learning that 
includes both forensic-clinical and research experience. The programme demonstrates an above-
average ambition to prepare its graduates to excel in the field of forensic psychology and to make an 
active contribution to develop and strengthen an evidence-based approach in said field.  
 
The programme mainly focuses on academic goals in its intended learning outcomes and has not made 
explicit its goals related to the development of personal attitudes and skills. The panel has established 
that the programme pays attention to personal development in class. Given the requirements for the 
distinctive feature, the panel advises the programme to make its goals on personal development for 
its students more explicit.  
 
Programme – contents 
The first year comprises core courses and skills labs that focus on the knowledge and skills that 
students need for their second year, in which they work a minimum of 520 hours in a forensic setting 
(clinical internship) and conduct an empirical study on a forensic psychological topic (research 
internship), resulting in a master’s thesis. The first-year programme also includes excursions to settings 
where forensic psychologists work, such as a (youth) prison, the court, a forensic psychiatric hospital, 
and the International Criminal Court in The Hague.  
 
The panel finds that participation in the extracurricular activities deepens and broadens students’ 
personal development, since it increases students’ exposure to the ethical, social, and practical 
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components of forensic psychological work. The extracurricular activities are mainly aimed at forensic 
work; the panel finds that a broader, societal outlook would not go amiss. The panel remarks that the 
extracurricular activities could and should attract the participation of more students since they are 
ideally inextricably bound to the curriculum. In the second year, in particular, participation in 
extracurricular activities is not as obvious as in the first year. All in all, the panel concludes that the 
programme manages to offer a highly motivating, broad curriculum, in which they provide interesting 
extracurricular activities for which staff and students take responsibility together.  
 
Programme - learning environment 
The first year of the programme is intensive in terms of student-staff contact hours, study load, and 
degree of individual guidance, which is firmly based in problem-based learning. There is a high level of 
student-teacher interaction and excellent supervision during the first year. This changes in the second 
year when students embark on their internships. The panel finds that the programme has a too limited 
hold on its students’ progress and learning experiences in the second year, mainly related to the clinical 
internships. The panel expects that the programme organises a systematic, proactive and unavoidable 
approach in the second year (that actively involves Maastricht supervisors) when students are out of 
direct sight of the programme. A modified approach would support community building, and (broader) 
personal and professional development. In short, the panel advocates a systematic supply-oriented 
approach, rather than the current demand-oriented approach in its second-year supervision practices. 
Although this recommendation is mainly directed towards the clinical internship, the panel argues that 
the same is important for the research internship.  
 
Intake 
The programme has a highly competitive admission and selection procedure, aimed at admitting 
academically talented students with a strong motivation to become a forensic psychologist. 
Prospective students consciously choose to apply to this small-scale and intensive programme, which 
they know is highly demanding. By selecting a limited number of students from a large pool of national 
and international applicants, the programme succeeds in creating a group of ambitious and dedicated 
students. These students are suitable to participate in extracurricular activities such as assisting with 
a forensic mental health evaluation for the court, research and teaching assistantships, and academic 
peer review.  
 
Staff 
The panel is impressed with the quality of the staff members, who are all experts in their field. The 
number of staff is sufficient to execute the programme and to ensure close contact between staff and 
students. Lecturers are readily available to students and they provide constant guidance, supervision 
and feedback inside and outside of an educational context. Students may always initiate contact with 
their lecturers. The quality of feedback is high, but it tends to be mainly geared towards academic 
achievements. The panel finds that students could benefit from more explicit attention for personal 
development and the improvement of professional skills. 
 
Main staff meet weekly to discuss educational matters. They have the qualifications necessary to 
execute the programme and whilst taking into consideration the goals of small-scale and intensive 
education. The programme ensures that lecturers hold the required qualifications and, if necessary, 
ensures that teachers are trained properly. This ranges from didactic to English-language training.  
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The programme uses the expertise from many staff members, including those that have small 
appointments and come from other departments. Insofar that it is not already the case, the panel 
suggests that the programme ensures that all staff members are made explicitly aware of the necessity 
to integrate disciplinary knowledge in class to ensure that they are working towards the goal to 
educate forensic psychology practitioners/scientists. 
 
Facilities 
The facilities enable the programme to provide small-scale and intensive education. Students make 
use of the faculty’s (research) infrastructure and the physical spaces are adequate in support of the 
programme’s didactic approach. Basic programme-specific facilities are available to further support 
students in their academic endeavours, but also to create a community of learners (via the dedicated 
common room).  
 
Achieved learning outcomes 
The panel concludes that graduates achieve the intended learning outcomes which reflect a high, 
above-average academic level and interdisciplinary and disciplinary depth. This is evident in the theses, 
clinical activities reports, and the achievements of the alumni.   
 
The nominal completion rates have been consistently good and above-average (> 84%) since the start 
of the programme. An unfortunate exception is cohort 2016-2018, which showed a drop. The panel 
has not been able to establish whether this drop represents a trend or not. The panel therefore makes 
a recommendation concerning the monitoring of the success rates to discover any trends and take 
appropriate measures, if needed, since this is an important aspect concerning the distinctive feature. 
 
 
The panel assesses the standards of the distinctive feature Small-scale and intensive education as 
follows: 
Standard A: Intended learning outcomes     meets the standard 
Standard B: Programme - contents      meets the standard 
Standard C: Programme - learning environment    does not meet the standard 
Standard D: Intake        meets the standard 
Standard E: Staff        meets the standard 
Standard F: Facilities       meets the standard 
Standard G: Achieved learning outcomes    meets the standard 
 
General conclusion       negative 
 
The chair, prof. dr. Geert Vervaeke, and the secretary, drs. Linda te Marvelde, of the panel hereby 
declare that all panel members have studied this report and that they agree with the judgements laid 
down in it. They confirm that the assessment has been conducted in accordance with the demands 
relating to independence. 
 
Date: 18 October 2019 
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Introduction 
The Faculty of Psychology and Neuroscience (FPN) of Maastricht University (UM) offers one bachelor’s 
programme and three master’s programmes. In the academic year 2017-2018 it has 1899 students and 
241 academic staff members (representing 210 fte; including 73 PhD candidates that represent 65 fte). 
The educational programmes at FPN have an increasingly international profile, incorporating growing 
numbers of international students and staff members.  
 
The faculty’s research is organised along five departments: Clinical Psychological Science, Cognitive 
Neuroscience, Neuropsychology and Psychopharmacology, Work and Social Psychology, and 
Methodology and Statistics. All academic staff members are involved in education, either as a tutor, 
teacher, trainer, lecturer, and/or course or practicum coordinator. The two-year master’s programme 
in Forensic Psychology is coordinated and taught (in large part) by staff from the Forensic Psychology 
section, a subdivision of the department of Clinical Psychological Science.  
 
FPN has one Educational Programme Committee (EPC). The aim of the EPC is to maintain and improve 
the quality of the educational programmes. Course evaluations and course coordinators’ reflections 
on the course implementation are, amongst other issues, discussed in EPC Meetings.  
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Report on the standards of the Assessment framework for limited 
programme assessments 
 
 
Standard 1: Intended learning outcomes 
The intended learning outcomes tie in with the level and orientation of the programme; they are geared 
to the expectations of the professional field, the discipline, and international requirements.  
 
 
Findings  
The two-year, English-taught, Maastricht master’s programme Forensic Psychology aims to contribute 
to improving the quality of service, research and policy in the field of forensic psychology by providing 
graduate-level education, and by maintaining intensive contact with the work field via clinical and 
research internships. It trains its students (that hail from all over the world) to become both competent 
researchers and practitioners who can contribute to solutions for societal problems, ranging from 
providing advice to the court on the credibility of a witness statement, to helping a juvenile justice 
institution implement a risk assessment tool. The ultimate goal is that graduates use evidence-based 
methods for assessment (diagnostics) and treatment and conduct research into forensic psychological 
issues.  
 
The programme takes as its starting point that work in the forensic mental health field focuses on two 
key goals: (1) the well-being of the patient/offender/victim, and (2) the safety of society at large, 
and/or certain individuals in particular (such as (possible future) victims). The panel understands and 
accepts the key goals as starting points but suggests that in addition an overarching goal is to be 
considered, which is the respect for fundamental human rights, since they are the foundation of all 
laws and regulations in the field. Sensitivity to fundamental human rights is important given the nature 
of the forensic setting in which fundamental human rights are necessarily under pressure, and because 
the cultural backgrounds of students are diverse with regards to the knowledge, sensitivity and respect 
for human rights in their respective home countries. Despite the fact that fundamental human rights 
are not explicitly mentioned in the profile description or intended learning outcomes, the panel has 
established that this perspective is sufficiently recognised by the programme. The panel encourages 
the programme to make the human rights perspective more explicit on paper.  
 
The programme adopts a scientist-practitioner model with a multidisciplinary approach, drawing from 
disciplines such as clinical psychology, neuropsychology and law. Furthermore, forensic psychologists 
often operate in situations where patients’ human rights may be compromised, requiring in-depth 
knowledge of professional ethics. Since forensic psychologists regularly conduct empirical research 
within the forensic domain, profound knowledge of statistical techniques and research ethics is also 
of great importance. It wants to train socially skilled and initiative-rich scholars and professionals with 
a wide interest in societal developments and issues within a multidisciplinary context. The programme 
argues that its graduates will be able to apply their expertise to a broad range of activities, such as:  
• Psychological evaluation and expert testimony regarding criminal-forensic issues (such as trial 

competency, criminal responsibility, domestic violence, substance use disorders, and sexual 
offending);  
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• Testimony and evaluation regarding civil issues (such as personal injury, child custody, professional 
malpractice, civil commitment, and legal guardianship);  

• Assessment, treatment, and consultation regarding individuals with a high risk for aggressive 
behaviour in the community, in the workplace, in (forensic) treatment settings and in correctional 
facilities;  

• Research, testimony, and consultation on psychological issues impacting on the legal process (such 
as eyewitness testimony, children’s testimony, repressed/recovered memories);  

• Consultation to law makers about public policy issues with forensic psychological implications;  
• Consultation and training to law enforcement, criminal justice, and correctional systems;  
• Consultation and training to general mental health systems and practitioners on forensic issues;  
• Policy and programme development in the legal psychological arena.  
 
Intended learning outcomes 
The panel finds that abovementioned aims and objectives of the programme are properly reflected in 
the intended learning outcomes (ILOs) and are in line with the Dublin descriptors at master’s level 
(Appendix 1). The panel discussed the breadth of the profile and the multitude of activities that 
graduates should be qualified for, ranging from assessment, treatment, research, and performing as 
expert witnesses and policy advisers (consultation). The ILOs suggest that all activities carry equal 
weight and will therefore receive the same amount of attention in the programme. After conversations 
with the programme’s stakeholders the panel concludes that the programme’s main focus is on 
training forensic psychologists/researchers that are primarily prepared for a position in assessment 
and/or treatment, and (secondarily) may also perform as expert witnesses and/or policy makers. To 
manage expectations of all involved, the panel encourages the programme to formulate more 
explicitly what the focus areas of the programme are. 
 
The panel appreciates that an advisory board (made up of alumni) will be installed to continually 
update the ILOs of the programme related to new developments and trends in the clinical and 
academic field.  
 
Registration and certification 
The ILOs are geared towards entry requirements of post-master professional degrees and PhD 
programmes. Students are eligible to obtain the psychodiagnostics registration (BAPD 
basisaantekening psychodiagnostiek) during their clinical internship. Graduates of the master’s 
programme Forensic Psychology who have a bachelor’s degree in Psychology meet the theoretical 
requirements set by vLOGO (Vereniging Landelijk Overleg Geestelijke Gezondheidszorg 
Opleidingsinstellingen) to enter post-academic training to become a GZ-psycholoog.  
 
The programme aligns with the EFPA (European Federation of Psychologists’ Associations) 
requirements for the Europsy certificate. This enables alumni to obtain certification as a psychologist 
in several European countries, such as Austria, Slovenia, Hungary, Norway, UK, and Ireland. However, 
for entry into certain specialisations students sometimes encounter barriers in having their degree 
recognised. For instance, the British Psychological Society (BPS) has additional requirements for entry 
into supervised postmaster training to become a Chartered Forensic Psychologist in the United 
Kingdom. The panel has established that the programme management is fully aware of the challenges 
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that some students may encounter in obtaining recognition of their credentials, and actively works on 
promoting and realising solutions. 
 
 
Considerations 
The panel finds that the programme succeeds in combining a strong research profile with a clinical, 
evidence-based aim. This is unique and very valuable for a professional domain that is oriented 
towards the most vulnerable people of society. It is a distinctive programme that is an important player 
in the (inter)national forensic field. The panel characterises the programme as responsible, safe and 
impressive in terms of perspective and aims. The ILOs are appropriate for an academic master’s 
programme in Forensic Psychology. They accurately reflect the national and international 
requirements of the professional field, discipline and the Dublin descriptors at the master’s level.  
 
The Maastricht master’s programme Forensic Psychology distinguishes itself from other forensic 
psychology programmes in the Netherlands and abroad, by focusing on the scientist-practitioner 
model with a multidisciplinary approach. Because of its two-year duration, which clearly has added 
value, the programme allows for depth and breadth of learning that includes both forensic-clinical and 
research experience. The programme demonstrates an above-average ambition to prepare its 
graduates to excel in the field of forensic psychology and to make an active contribution to develop 
and strengthen an evidence-based approach in said field.  
 
 
Conclusion 
The panel finds that the master’s programme Forensic Psychology ‘meets the standard’. 
 
 
Recommendations 
The panel recommends that the programme: 
1. more clearly indicates its focus points and goals, without detracting from its broad scope; 
2. makes the human rights perspective more explicit on paper; 
3. reviews whether the abovementioned focus points and goals are formulated sufficiently precise 

in the intended learning outcomes.  
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Standard 2: Teaching-learning environment 
The curriculum, the teaching-learning environment and the quality of the teaching staff enable the 
incoming students to achieve the intended learning outcomes.  
 
 
Findings  
The two-year master’s programme Forensic Psychology is English-taught and is offered in full-time 
mode only. A schematic overview of the programme is available in Appendix 2.  
 
Curriculum 
The ILOs are translated into concrete learning outcomes (goals) per course which are included in the 
course descriptions. A curriculum map shows how the learning outcomes per course are related to the 
ILOs, demonstrating that all ILOs are addressed in the curriculum and thus ensuring that the curriculum 
enables students to achieve them. The panel has reviewed course materials and concludes that they 
are of sufficient quality. 
 
The first year comprises core courses and skills labs that focus on the knowledge and skills that 
students need for their second year, in which they work a minimum of 520 hours in a forensic setting 
(clinical internship) and conduct an empirical study on a forensic psychological topic (research 
internship), resulting in a master’s thesis. The first-year programme also includes excursions to settings 
where forensic psychologists work, such as a (youth) prison, the court, a forensic psychiatric hospital, 
and the International Criminal Court in The Hague. In addition, students may take part in a variety of 
extracurricular activities, to further broaden their horizon and develop their curriculum vitae.  
 
On paper, the panel characterised the first year of the curriculum as fragmented. This is mainly due to 
the fact that first-year courses and skills labs largely consist of small course units of 2 or 4 EC. Each unit 
addresses a theme that does not necessarily have an obvious relation to the other units and themes. 
This led to questions on the coherence, consistency and common threads in the programme. The panel 
initially suggested that a more ‘integrated’ curriculum with larger units would be more logical and 
would strengthen a multi- or interdisciplinary approach. Discussions with tutors and students, 
however, made clear that the sequence and mutual tuning of courses is well thought-out. The 
programme has identified themes that are important in the forensic psychology domain and has built 
courses around these themes, providing an overview of the field. Students are encouraged to connect 
the knowledge and skills they learn in the various courses. Lecturers are aware of the importance to 
achieve integration and report that it is a recurring issue in team meetings that are held every Friday. 
These meetings ensure that lecturers are aware of the students’ progress throughout the programme 
and it allows them the chance to adjust course content to ensure programmatic coherence and 
consistency. Nevertheless, the panel encourages the programme to make its coherence more explicit 
and visible to students and staff on paper. The panel does not propose a radical approach, but rather 
an explanation on why the programme is built up in the current manner and how the individual 
components relate to and build on each other.  
 
Relating to the programme’s specific content, the panel explicitly inquired after the significance and 
position of (human rights) law, research ethics and professional ethics in the curriculum as well as the 
consideration the programme has for important notions such as privacy, vulnerability and freedom, 
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and for the sensibilities of students with different cultural backgrounds with regard to them. The 
students informed the panel that all these issues are addressed during class, but are not necessarily 
taught in designated courses. They tend to lead to heated conversations, which the panel appreciates. 
The panel encourages the programme to take it one step further and to try to prepare students slightly 
more proactively, recognisably and methodically on the abovementioned topics in light of actual 
patient contact after year one. This could be done by practising with difficult cases concerning setting 
boundaries, denial, increasing patient motivation, for instance. Such cases could assist in furthering 
personal development, which students report is not an explicit part of the programme. The panel 
recommends that consideration for personal development could and should be addressed more 
systematically and explicitly in year one as well as in year two.  
 
The panel found that the ILOs carry equal weighting on paper (see Standard 1). However, in the 
curriculum certain elements of the programme’s aims are emphasised in favour of others. The panel 
appreciates the breadth of the programme, but finds that it could be clearer on the final levels that 
students are expected to reach in the different elements and where the focus of the programme 
mainly lies. For instance, students report that “expert witness elements” seem over-represented 
considering their main goal, which relatively often seems to be a career in clinical work (assessment 
and treatment). The panel has concluded that the first year enables students to become qualified in 
diagnostics, but that activities, knowledge and skills (including relational skills in professional contact 
with forensic patients) related to therapy receive less attention in the first year. The clinical internship 
year gives students an excellent opportunity to develop their therapeutic skills further, but they do 
report feeling slightly under-prepared at the start of it. 
 
Clinical internships 
The clinical internship guarantees an extensive period of supervised forensic-clinical experience. 
Internship coordinators assist students with finding a suitable internship. Each year, an internship 
information session is organised for first-year students. The programme has an impressive set of 
(national and international) institutions where students can apply for a position. These institutions are 
visited by the programme to ensure that their quality and ability to provide supervision is up to 
standard. Students occasionally organise their own internship, for which they need permission. This is 
something the programme actively discourages, since students are said to encounter more problems 
in unknown institutions. The panel finds that organising one’s own internship could be called into 
question from the viewpoint of safe-guarding the high-quality standards. 
 
At the start of the clinical internship, students formulate their own learning goals, in consultation with 
their clinical internship supervisor at Maastricht. These are discussed with the clinical supervisor at the 
placement, and students self-evaluate them in the Clinical Activities Report (CAR) which concludes the 
clinical internship. The panel spoke with supervisors from the Netherlands and the United Kingdom 
and concludes that they are committed and well-informed on the expectations and demands that the 
programme has for the assessment of the (research and clinical) internships.  
 
Although on paper the programme requires at least one hour of one-on-one supervision per week by 
a licensed clinical-forensic psychologist (the main supervisor) during the clinical internship, the panel 
found that the supervision practices differ per placement and heavily depend on the working practices 
at the different facilities and the (perceived) needs of individual students. In some cases, this leads to 
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very limited supervision. The programme explained that – in line with their educational vision – 
supervision in the second year is delegated to the external supervisors and the students’ initiative. 
Giving students freedom and responsibility to design their own learning process contributes to the 
‘bildung’ and empowerment of young professionals. Students may always contact their Maastricht 
supervisors and in response they will receive adequate support. However, the Maastricht supervisors 
do not take any initiative towards the students in the second year. According to the panel, this is not 
a desirable situation. The students are highly ambitious and work with difficult and vulnerable 
populations at the start of their (clinical) career. Students might not always realise they should ask for 
feedback when they need it. They sometimes describe asking for help as a personal failure. The panel 
finds that high-quality supervision and feedback are essential to counter the potential risks of both 
unsafe situations for the students (being at risk of engaging in unprofessional behaviour) and for the 
populations involved (being exposed to intrusive/pathological behaviour). The students’ progress in 
the second year is not on the agenda of the Friday meetings, nor is the execution of the second year 
evaluated by the Educational Programme Committee. The panel therefore concludes that the manner 
in which supervision during the second year is organised should be amended urgently and profoundly. 
It expects that the programme organises a systematic, proactive and unavoidable approach in the 
second year (that actively involves Maastricht supervisors) when students are out of direct sight of the 
programme. It has to be possible to find an equilibrium/balance between a more profound and 
unavoidable supervision trajectory and the basic goals of ‘bildung’ and empowerment. In short, the 
panel advocates a more systematic supply-oriented approach, rather than the current demand-
oriented approach in its second-year supervision practices. Although this recommendation is mainly 
directed towards the clinical internship, the panel argues that the same is important for the research 
internship (considering the scientist-practitioner model that the programme advocates).  
 
Didactic approach 
As all programmes at Maastricht University, Forensic Psychology adheres to the didactic approach of 
Problem-Based Learning (PBL), a teaching method grounded in four guiding principles, according to 
which learning is approached as a constructive, self-directed, collaborative and contextual process. 
Characteristic of PBL is that it places emphasis on dialogue and collaboration, which are facilitated 
through small-scale educational set-ups (tutorial groups of max. 12 participants). Tutorial discussions 
and self-study are complemented by lectures, workshops and skills trainings so as to enrich students’ 
learning processes.  
 
PBL enables the use of actual forensic cases that must be solved using multiple and multidisciplinary 
perspectives. Furthermore, PBL requires students to chair tutorial meetings and to give presentations 
on the literature they have studied. A few core courses use a seminar teaching format in which the 
entire group (24 students) interacts with the course coordinator, who gives lectures, guides in-class 
discussions of the literature, and/or provides students with feedback on their presentations. In a 
number of courses, guest lecturers from other universities and from the forensic field participate, such 
as psychologists, investigative police psychologists, and policy advisors, forensic psychiatric patients, 
and criminal law attorneys.  
 
The skills labs (and practical workshops in courses) follow a different teaching format, and offer hands-
on training in different forensic assessment and therapy methods. Mostly, students practice with case 
material (e.g., video, file information, test results), which the panel finds appropriate and safe for 
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(relational) skills training. Skills lab tutors share their knowledge and experience with the entire group 
(24 students) in a seminar-type setting. Students work in small groups (for instance, practising 
interviewing skills, coding a case), after which each group reports its findings/results back in a plenary 
format. Students receive continuous feedback on their scoring and interpretation of case material and 
on their written reports.  
 
International classroom 
A maximum of 24 eligible students is selected each year in a competitive admissions procedure. 
Forensic psychology is currently a largely Western-dominated science. The programme therefore 
prides itself in educating the very first forensic psychologists from non-Western societies, such as 
China, Sri Lanka, India, Bolivia, and Guatemala. Students from these countries are often the first 
individuals in their home countries to become specialised forensic psychologists. The panel heard that 
interculturality in the classroom leads to interesting discussions between students on how different 
problems are perceived and dealt with in different countries and cultures. Bias discussions come up 
naturally, and are not a specific element of a course. The panel agrees that by offering the programme 
in English and attracting students from all over the world, international exchange and education, as 
well as exposure to different legal and forensic mental health systems during courses and internships 
is facilitated and provides added value.  
 
Feasibility and guidance 
The programme is demanding. Students have stated they experienced a very high workload, especially 
in the first year when parallel courses have deadlines at around the same time. For students who are 
not familiar with PBL, the didactic approach leads to uncertainty about how to study and what to learn. 
Students report on the challenges of constantly changing subjects, due to the small course units. In 
addition, the students reported a discrepancy in workload per EC; 2 EC courses are sometimes 
considered as heavy as 4 EC, which has negative consequences for the feasibility of the programme 
(the study load in general, and peak loads in particular).  
 
Students report that the programme is receptive for suggestions for improvements and takes 
measures accordingly. Mentor meetings between staff members and students also provide an 
opportunity to discuss study issues. Each student is assigned to a staff member who acts as a mentor 
for the duration of two years. However, the students report that there does not seem to be a pro-
active approach from mentors towards the students. In the first year, students usually approach their 
course coordinators if they encounter any issues. In the second year, the mentor does not really play 
a role for students in practice. The panel therefore concludes that the goals of the mentor programme 
currently are not met. If the programme wishes to continue the use of mentors, it might want to 
reconsider its working practices.  
 
Staff 
The programme is mainly executed by members of FPN’s Forensic Psychology section, but it also makes 
use of lecturers from other FPN departments and faculties. The panel has requested additional 
information on staff composition during the site visit, to get an overview of the number of staff 
involved in the programme and the extent of their individual employments. The additional information 
shows that many lecturers that have a role in the programme have small appointments. The 
programme relies heavily on the efforts of the main staff from the Forensic Psychology department.  
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Staff research is clearly well-integrated into the educational programme. Academic staff is also 
committed to the applied nature of forensic psychology. This is shown, for example, in its long-term 
involvement in service to society as expert witnesses to the court in the Netherlands and abroad, as 
members of the National Expert Group in Child Sexual Abuse, of the criminal case review commission 
of the Dutch Supreme Court, and of regulatory bodies that overlook the certification of expert 
witnesses. The panel has heard that academic and professional work of tutors is used in tutorials, thus 
ensuring that students are exposed to the latest insights and developments in the (academic and 
professional) forensic field. Courses are developed through team effort, thus optimally profiting from 
all available expertise.  
 
The programme is faced with a number of challenges in the near future. Although many staff members 
have some background in clinical psychology or related fields, only a limited number of them have 
extensive hands-on experience with clinical forensic work in treatment institutions, which is needed 
for the continuity of the programme. It has been difficult to recruit senior academic staff with a strong 
forensic-clinical profile as this specific expertise is rather rare. Also, some staff members are expected 
to leave due to retirement or other career opportunities. The programme is aware of these issues and 
actively works on ensuring that the continuity and quality of the programme is not compromised due 
to these staffing issues. 
 
The panel is impressed by the quality of the staff, who are all experts in their respective fields. Much 
attention is paid to attracting staff from the various disciplines in order to create a multidisciplinary 
environment. The staff is properly trained to execute small-scale and intensive teaching. They have all 
completed the mandatory tutor training that focuses on the key features of PBL. All course 
coordinators have a University Teaching Qualification (UTQ) or are in the process of acquiring this 
certificate. Furthermore, the upcoming programme of Continuous Professional Development (CPD) 
enables staff to continuously develop their teaching skills. Courses for English language proficiency are 
also available.  
 
Students praise the expertise and motivation of their tutors, whom they describe as knowledgeable, 
interested, approachable, and available. Students receive constant feedback. The quality of feedback 
is high, but mainly focuses on academic achievements. Students report that they could benefit from 
more (systematic) feedback on personal development and professional skills. The panel agrees, and 
urges the programme to explicitly take these aspects into consideration in its feedback to students.  
 
Facilities 
The panel toured the facilities to get an impression of their quality. Forensic Psychology students have 
access to tutorial rooms that are suitable for problem-based learning in small groups and to all aspects 
of the faculty’s (research) infrastructure. This includes a virtual reality environment, a stress 
laboratory, laboratories equipped for measurement of behavioural responses, autonomic nervous 
system responses, and electro-encephalography. Mobile systems are available that allow for 
measurement at external locations such as forensic hospitals. The Department of Instrumentation and 
Engineering provides technicians and lab personnel who support students and staff in designing 
research equipment. They are technically skilled and able to develop computer software and 
instruments.  
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In addition, there are some programme-specific facilities. To facilitate intensive interaction and to 
promote community building, the programme has a dedicated room for its students with 
multifunctional capabilities. Students may use this room for unsupervised teaching, group 
assignments, and extra-curricular social activities. The panel also visited the therapies skills lab, in 
which a real-life forensic setting can be simulated and students work on cases that their tutors 
introduce. The panel deems the faculty’s facilities as satisfactory, but does find that the programme-
specific facilities are somewhat basic and might benefit from an upgrade.  
 
 
Considerations 
The programme has a clear vision of what it wants to be: a broad, international programme that offers 
small-scale teaching and a close connection to the current research of its academic staff and the 
professional practice of forensic psychologists. This outlook provides the programme with a compass 
on which it bases its choices.  
 
The panel concludes that the unique combination of a strong research profile and a clinical objective 
(to further the use of evidenced-based methods in the forensic psychology field) is executed well. The 
programme is properly embedded in academia, whilst finding meaningful connections with the 
professional field. During the first year, it offers ample (extra)curricular opportunities in cooperation 
with interesting external professional and academic partners. The panel sees opportunities for 
improvement by providing more insight in the coherence of the programme, the level students must 
obtain in the different elements (and the relation to the corresponding study credits), and by paying 
explicit attention to personal development. The main recommendation of the panel concerns the 
current supervision practices in the second year. The panel finds that the programme has a too limited 
hold on their students’ progress, experiences and potential risks in the second year, mainly related to 
the clinical internships.  
 
The programme manages to attract bright and highly motivated students who are satisfied with their 
programme and who find interesting jobs after graduation. The diversity in the classroom has added 
value as it forces students out of their comfort zone.  
 
The academic staff are good researchers and teachers, knowledgeable, highly motivated and 
approachable. The students are very appreciative of them. The programme faces staffing challenges, 
but actively works on finding solutions. Education is taken seriously as an important part of an 
academic’s career, and lecturers receive adequate support and professionalisation opportunities.  
 
The facilities enable the programme to provide small-scale and intensive education. Students make 
use of the faculty’s (research) infrastructure and the physical spaces are adequate in support of the 
programmes didactic approach. Basic programme-specific facilities are available to further support 
students in their academic endeavours, but also to create a community of learners.  
 
The panel concludes that the programme and staff constitute a coherent teaching-learning 
environment for the students that enables them to achieve the intended learning outcomes. 
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Conclusion 
The panel finds that the master’s programme Forensic Psychology ‘meets the standard’. 
 
 
Recommendations 
The panel recommends that: 
1. the programme provides better insight in the coherence of the programme and how the individual 

components relate to and build on each other;  
2. consideration for and feedback on personal professional development is addressed more 

systematically and explicitly; 
3. the programme organises a systematic, proactive and unavoidable approach concerning 

supervision in the second year that actively involves Maastricht supervisors; 
4. the programme offers more clarity on the final levels that students are expected to obtain in the 

different elements of the curriculum (diagnostics, treatment, research, consultation/expert 
witness).  
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Standard 3: Student assessment 
The programme has an adequate system of student assessment in place.  
 
 
Findings  
The programme adheres to the faculty’s recently updated Assessment Policy (2017) that describes 
various provisions and measures to promote and monitor the quality of assessment. The assessment 
policy supports and guides programme directors, examiners, and course coordinators in making sound 
and underpinned decisions when designing an assessment programme and/or plan.  
 
An assessment programme gives an overview of the types of assessments that are used in each course. 
An assessment plan is a description of the assessment of the individual course objectives. This includes 
a full description of the methods used to assess the course objectives, the specific requirements for 
each assessment method and information on the requirements to pass the course (i.e., the 
determination of the final grade, and information on resits). The assessment plans for Forensic 
Psychology have only recently been developed. At the time of the site visit, the panel was able to 
review some assessment plans in concept. The plans will be implemented and incorporated in the 
course manuals in the academic year 2019/2020.  
 
Course assessments 
Course coordinators select the assessment method(s) in collaboration with and/or after consultation 
with colleagues. They are encouraged to use a purposeful mix of formative and summative assessment 
methods, throughout the course of the programme. Open essay questions are used for exams. Other 
assessment formats (mainly for skills labs and training workshops) are individual papers or essays, 
coding and interpreting a forensic assessment instrument, writing a forensic report or a research 
proposal, giving a presentation, or combinations of these. In the Forensic Psychology programme, final 
grades are often based on two or more assessments, such as an exam and a presentation, or a skills 
assessment and a forensic report. The course manual includes a description of the assessment format 
and describes the weight of each assessment. Students report that grading seems fair, but that the 
assessment criteria are not always clear to them at the start of a course. Depending on the course and 
tutor, there can be a discrepancy between expectations and reality. The panel argues that the 
implementation of the assessment plans should solve this issue in the near future.  
 
Course coordinators organise an “exam review” that allows students to consult the exam questions, 
the key, and their answers. As of 2018/2019 a standardised format for the exam review has been 
implemented to further improve the feedback to students. All papers and forensic reports written by 
students during the master’s programme are provided with detailed feedback.  
 
Final works assessments 
Students finish their programme with a research internship leading to a master’s thesis and a clinical 
internship resulting in a clinical activities report.  
 
Students have two (PhD-level) assessors for the research internship and master’s thesis, at least one 
of them is based in Maastricht. Research proposals are assessed by both assessors. The first assessor 
(who acts as main supervisor) bears responsibility for guidance during data collection, data analysis, 
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and writing of the thesis. The second assessor grades the final version of the thesis, whereas the first 
assessor also grades the student’s performance on the process and the practical aspects of the 
research internship. The final grade of the master’s thesis is the average of the grades given by the first 
and second assessor, which are equally weighted. In order to pass, both assessors must grade the final 
thesis as sufficient or higher. When a discrepancy in grades between the two assessors of more than 
two points occurs, they discuss their grades to examine if this difference can be reduced to two points 
or less. If the discrepancy remains, the Board of Examiners issues an evaluation by a third assessor. 
 
As of 2015/2016, the research internship and thesis are graded separately with standardised 
evaluation forms. The panel finds that the criteria are very detailed and comprise many different, 
relevant items. The individual criteria are graded using plusses and minuses that are translated to a 
numerical grade. The form is however lacking an operationalisation of the given plusses or minuses. 
The assessors do not use the forms for qualitative feedback that underpins their judgements. The panel 
has therefore been unable to establish what the weighting of the many different criteria is and how 
the assessors determine the final grade.  
 
The Board of Examiners and assessors have had discussions about the use of the form, which has not 
yet led to consensus. The Board of Examiners relies on the competence of the assessors to make their 
own judgements and weightings of the criteria. The panel understands that standardisation knows its 
boundaries, and that informal structures in small-scale settings can be very strong and trustworthy. 
But the current grading method does not provide enough insight in the deliberations of the first and 
second assessor and/or the arguments for the determination of the final grade. In case of dispute or 
request for explanation of the final grade by the student (either on the difference between two 
assessors or between both assessors and the expectation of the student) the position of the student 
is weak. Therefore, the panel recommends that the programme ensures that the grading practices gain 
in transparency and reliability. The panel argues that the incorporation of a qualitative meta-analysis 
on the determination of the final grade would be an important improvement. It has encountered 
substantial grading discrepancies between first and second assessors without an explanation on the 
final grade. The second assessor is completely independent and only reads the final product, which 
the panel sees as a positive. But the panel stresses that it is therefore important to make a distinction 
between the process and final product in the final assessment, and to provide insight in the weighting 
of individual items. This is currently not clear enough.  
 
For the clinical internship, a Maastricht faculty member serves as second supervisor. The (first) 
supervisor at the clinical placement site needs to hold a degree in Clinical and/or Forensic Psychology. 
The clinical supervisor completes a standardised form, rating each aspect of the student’s clinical 
performance. They also provide an overall grade on a scale from 1-10 and a written statement on the 
student’s strengths and weaknesses. This completed form is sent to the Maastricht supervisor, who 
gives a final grade on the basis of the completed form for the clinical part and the Clinical Activities 
Report.  
 
The panel found that the grading for both the theses and the CARs seems to be quite high. The 
programme did not recognise the panel’s finding, nor did the Board of Examiners. The panel suggests 
that regular calibration exercises could help to reflect on and learn from current grading practices. 
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Board of Examiners 
The faculty has a Board of Examiners (BoE) that is responsible for all educational programmes offered 
by the Faculty. All board members are course coordinators. Each of the faculty’s programmes has at 
least one representative in the BoE.  
 
The main responsibility of the BoE is to guarantee the quality of exams, assessments, and the 
examination. The faculty also has a so-called Test Committee (TC) which consists of four academic staff 
members who provide advice and develop procedures regarding the quality of assessments. The TC 
discusses critical reflections on the assessments and advises the BoE in case of disagreement between 
examiner and student(s) with regard to the quality of the assessments. The TC operates on behalf of 
the Educational Management Team.  
 
Every year, the BoE samples approximately 10% of all (bachelor’s and master’s) theses to check 
interrater reliability. Senior staff members are asked to reassess these theses. The BoE informed the 
panel it had no insight in the number of theses of the Forensic Psychology programme had been 
evaluated. Since the BoE is responsible for all programmes in the faculty, the panel suspects that not 
many theses are part of the sample. The BoE was unable to inform the panel on any general 
conclusions of the (level, quality, assessment of the) theses and/or clinical activities reports of the 
Forensic Psychology programme.  
 
The BoE and the programme management indicated that the composition, agenda and working 
methods of the BoE are satisfactory and that the BoE is in control. The panel finds that the BoE seems 
to operate from a distance and does not have the time to give every programme in the faculty enough 
attention by proactively monitoring the quality of (the assessment of) courses and theses/CARs. The 
BoE does not collect or receive analyses of the assessments/grades given for the theses and CARs and 
therefore has limited insight in the quality of assessment practices. This is a concern for the panel, 
especially in the second year when the programme relies on external assessors.  
 
 
Considerations 
The programme has a system of assessment in place in the first year that is properly supported by the 
overall culture (informal, small-scale, short lines between students and staff) that the panel 
encountered during the site visit. It applies multiple and diverse assessment methods per course. The 
course assessments are of a satisfactory level and support the students’ learning process. The panel 
finds that students are generally supplied with good quality, helpful and comprehensive oral and 
written feedback on their academic progress and achievements. The assessment plans that will be 
implemented in 2019-2020 look promising.  
 
The panel has some points of special attention with regard to assessments, that are mainly geared 
towards assessments in the second year. The programme relies on a(n) (informal) structure that places 
trust in its lecturers, who are high-quality professionals. This in itself is positive, but small-scale, 
informal settings often present pitfalls by relying on short (oral) communication lines between 
stakeholders. In order to strengthen the formal structure, the panel recommends that qualitative 
feedback (meta-analysis) with regards to the grading of theses is put into writing. The panel also finds 
that lecturers could benefit from regular thesis sampling to reflect on grading practices. With regards 
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to the clinical internship, the panel found that the assessment practices at the placement are sound 
and detailed, but active quality control in Maastricht seems limited.  
 
The BoE has a faculty-wide responsibility and operates at a distance. The BoE has adopted a reactive 
instead of a proactive approach. When problems come to light, the BoE takes its role. But the BoE 
mainly relies on informal structures. To guarantee lasting quality, the panel suggests that the BoE could 
operate in a more pro-active manner towards the Forensic Psychology programme. The panel finds it 
encouraging that the BoE samples courses and theses each year, but recommends that the BoE pro-
actively tries to gain more insight in the quality of the assessment practices in the second year.  
 
 
Conclusion 
The panel finds that the master’s programme Forensic Psychology ‘meets the standard’. 
 
 
Recommendations 
The panel recommends that: 
1. the programme increases the transparency and reliability of thesis assessments, by providing 

insight in the weighting of individual criteria and the establishment of the final thesis grade; 
2. the programme and Board of Examiners strengthen their formal structures and ensure to create 

more grip on, and insight in, assessment practices in the second year. 
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Standard 4: Achieved learning outcomes 
The programme demonstrates that the intended learning outcomes are achieved.  
 
 
Findings  
The panel studied a sample of the theses and clinical activities reports (and their assessment forms) of 
fifteen students and had an interview with several alumni during the site visit, to determine if the 
intended learning outcomes are achieved.  
 
The master’s thesis is the result of an empirical study on a forensic psychological topic and is set up as 
an empirical manuscript. The panel found that the theses represented a broad range in quality from 
sufficient to very good. They are generally well-written and suggest that the students and supervisors 
are involved in a broad variety of research topics that are relevant for the forensic psychology field. 
The research design varies, ranging from innovative experimental designs, to survey-research, 
systematic literature review, and (re-)analyses of already collected data. This shows that students are 
well-equipped in this field.  
 
The Clinical Activities Report (CAR) concludes the clinical internship. The panel found that the clinical 
activities reports are of sound quality, ranging from good to very good. The panel has studied reports 
that are well-written and well-structured, and that provide clear and detailed descriptions of 
diagnostic processes and types of treatments that are used in different forensic settings. The panel 
noted that each report starts with a very broad and extensive description of how healthcare systems 
are organised. The panel learned that students have to include this in order to obtain a so-called “GZ-
verklaring” which is necessary for entry to the degree programme “GZ psycholoog”. The panel suggests 
that this description could benefit from reflections of the students on how they themselves function 
within the system, including human rights issues and (inter)cultural differences between systems. The 
part in which students give an overview of the activities they were involved in during their internship 
is mostly clear. In general, the panel finds that students could benefit from a stronger reflection on 
their own activities and personal professional growth in the CARs; in this context, the panel refers to 
topics such as distance-closeness, manipulation and parallel processes, working within an involuntary 
setting and how to continuously motivate populations in a high-security environment with high-risk 
behaviour. Furthermore, the inclusion of training in treatments – one of the major goals of the 
programme – is apparently not always realized during the internship (in contrast to psychological 
assessment). The panel therefore proposes to dedicate special attention to the inclusion of treatment 
issues in the internship and the (assessment of the) CARs as to help students to better prepare for the 
forensic practice after graduation. 
 
Alumni 
To gain insight into the employment situation of the graduates, the programme surveyed all its alumni 
(2012 – 2018). The survey reveals that the vast majority of alumni work in the forensic mental health 
field or a field closely related to it. They work in correctional institutions, forensic psychiatric (inpatient 
and outpatient) facilities for youth and adults, child protection services, and police and security 
services. Many alumni combine research and practice in their daily work. Almost 30% of alumni 
continue their academic studies with a doctoral degree programme. Over a third of the alumni 
reported that they had entered postmaster professional training, such as for GZ-psychologist or 
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psychotherapist. At present, ten alumni have advanced to a senior position of treatment coordinator 
in a forensic setting (either at a hospital or outpatient setting).  
 
The international student body has by now developed into an international collegial network. Alumni 
from the programme organise reunion meetings at international conferences, collaborate in research 
projects, provide internship opportunities to present master’s students, and serve on graduate student 
boards of international professional societies. The panel applauds plans to involve alumni with the 
development of the programme through an advisory board. The alumni the panel spoke with are very 
much aware of how the programme can evolve and continue to find meaningful connections to the 
professional practice. All the alumni were enthusiastic about their time at Maastricht University and 
their programme. 
 
 
Considerations 
The panel concludes that graduates achieve the intended learning outcomes. The theses show that 
the students are able to properly conduct independent, empirical research projects that are 
methodologically sound. The level shown in the theses is sufficient to very good. Most theses are well-
written.  
 
The panel found that the clinical activities reports are of sound quality, ranging from good to very good. 
In general, the panel finds that students could benefit from a stronger reflection on their own activities 
and personal professional growth in the CARs. The panel also suggests that, since the clinical internship 
represents the first introduction to working in the forensic field, students could learn from a clearer 
incorporation of treatment issues to better prepare for the forensic practice. This all the more so 
because the majority of the students pursue and find a career in clinical practice.  
 
The alumni are very satisfied with the programme as a preparation for their further career. The panel 
finds that their attitude, way of (forensic) thinking, and the positions they hold are a testament to the 
high quality of the programme. They function as ambassadors of the programme and find employment 
in forensic work fields or in academia as a PhD-student.  
 
 
Conclusion 
The panel finds that the master’s programme Forensic Psychology ‘meets the standard’.  
 
 
Recommendation 
The panel recommends that the programme: 
1. dedicates special attention to the inclusion of treatment issues in the internship and the 

(assessment of the) CARs to help students to better prepare for the forensic practice after 
graduation. 
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Report on the standards of the distinctive feature Small-scale and 
intensive education 
 
Standard A: Intended learning outcomes 
The objectives and intended learning outcomes are aimed at achieving an above-average level in one 
or more academic disciplines and/or professional practices in the domain concerned. In addition, the 
programme focuses on the broadening and development of related personal attitudes and skills.  
 
 
Findings  
The two-year, English taught, Maastricht master’s programme Forensic Psychology aims to contribute 
to improving the quality of service, research and policy in the field of forensic psychology by providing 
graduate-level education, and by intensive contact with the work field via clinical internships. It trains 
its students (that hail from all over the world) to become both competent researchers and practitioners 
who can contribute to solutions for several societal problems. The ultimate goal, is that graduates use 
evidence-based methods for assessment (diagnostics) and treatment, and conduct research into 
forensic psychological issues.  
 
The programme adopts a scientist-practitioner model with a multidisciplinary approach, drawing from 
disciplines such as clinical psychology, neuropsychology and law. Furthermore, forensic psychologists 
often operate in situations where patients’ human rights may be compromised, requiring in-depth 
knowledge of professional ethics. Since forensic psychologists regularly conduct empirical research 
within the forensic domain, profound knowledge of statistical techniques and research ethics is also 
of great importance. The programme has a broad perspective. It wants to train socially skilled and 
initiative-rich scholars and professionals with a wide interest in societal developments and issues 
within a multidisciplinary context.  
 
Intended learning outcomes 
The panel finds that abovementioned aims and objectives of the programme are properly reflected in 
the intended learning outcomes (ILOs) and are in line with the Dublin descriptors at master’s level 
(appendix 1). The panel discussed the breadth of the profile and the multitude of activities that 
graduates should be qualified for, ranging from assessment, treatment, research, and performing as 
expert witnesses and policy advisers (consultation). The ILOs suggest that all activities carry equal 
weight and will therefore receive the same amount of attention in the programme. After conversations 
with the programme’s stakeholders the panel concludes that the programme’s main focus is on 
training forensic psychologists/researchers that are primarily prepared for a position in assessment 
and/or treatment, and (secondarily) may also perform as expert witnesses and/or policy makers. To 
manage expectations of all involved, the panel encourages the programme to be more specific on what 
the focus areas of the programme are.  
 
In addition, the programme mainly focuses on academic goals in its ILOs and has not made explicit its 
goals related to the development of personal attitudes and skills. The panel has established that the 
programme pays attention to personal development in class. Given the requirements for the 
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distinctive feature, the panel advises the programme to make its goals on personal development for 
its students more explicit.  
 
 
Considerations 
The Maastricht master’s programme Forensic Psychology distinguishes itself from other forensic 
psychology programmes in the Netherlands and abroad, by focusing on the scientist-practitioner 
model with a multidisciplinary approach. Because of its two-year duration, the programme allows for 
depth and breadth of learning that includes both forensic-clinical and research experience. The 
programme demonstrates an above-average ambition to prepare its graduates to excel in the field of 
forensic psychology and to make an active contribution to develop and strengthen an evidence-based 
approach in said field.  
 
The programme takes into consideration that students need knowledge and skills in the forensic field, 
but also need to develop a fitting attitude and personal skills to be successful forensic psychologists. 
The panel suggests that the programme could make the kind of personal skills and attitude that are 
necessary for forensic psychologists more explicit to increase students’ awareness for potential pitfalls 
and specific risks in this area.  
 
 
Conclusion 
The panel finds that the master’s programme Forensic Psychology ‘meets the standard’. 
 
 
Recommendation 
1. The panel recommends that programme to make explicit its aims for the broadening and 

development of personal attitude and skills. 
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Standard B: Programme - contents 
The curriculum and the extracurricular activities are inextricably bound. Their contents tie in with the 
intended level and the broadening as formulated in the intended learning outcomes. Students and staff 
share responsibility for the organisation of the extracurricular activities.  
 
 
Findings  
The first year comprises core courses and skills labs that focus on the knowledge and skills that 
students need for their second year, in which they work a minimum of 520 hours in a forensic setting 
(clinical internship) and conduct an empirical study on a forensic psychological topic (research 
internship), resulting in a master’s thesis. The first-year programme also includes excursions to settings 
where forensic psychologists work, such as a (youth) prison, the court, a forensic psychiatric hospital, 
and the International Criminal Court in The Hague.  
 
In addition, students may take part in a variety of extracurricular activities, to further broaden their 
horizon and develop their curriculum vitae. Whenever possible, academic staff offers students 
opportunities to participate in their expert witness work and accompany them when they have to 
appear in court. Students also serve as volunteer research assistants in research conducted by Forensic 
Psychology section members. Furthermore, some staff members hold regular journal club meetings in 
which they invite Forensic Psychology students as well. Students have been reviewers for InMind 
magazine and organised film screenings related to forensic psychological topics. All these activities are 
teamwork, reflecting current practice in the field and shared responsibility. Participation in the 
extracurricular activities deepens and broadens students’ personal development, since it increases 
students’ exposure to the ethical, social, and practical components of forensic psychological work.  
 
Students and staff organise meaningful extracurricular activities that are an important part of the 
programme. However, only two-thirds of the students actively participate in these activities, and 
mainly in the first year. In the second year, it proves to be more difficult to organise the intensity and 
offer of activities. Students are aware and appreciative of the extracurricular offerings and find that 
the programme stimulates them in organising and participating in them. The panel suggests the 
programme could stimulate all students to partake and to develop an integral vision on position of the 
extracurricular activities in the second year, when students are out of direct sight of the programme.  
 
 
Considerations 
The panel finds that participation in the extracurricular activities deepens and broadens students’ 
personal development, since it increases students’ exposure to the ethical, social, and practical 
components of forensic psychological work. The extracurricular activities are mainly aimed at forensic 
work; the panel finds that a broader, societal outlook would not go amiss. The panel remarks that the 
extracurricular activities could and should attract the participation of more students since they are 
ideally inextricably bound to the curriculum. In the second year, in particular, participation in 
extracurricular activities is not as obvious as in the first year. All in all, the panel concludes that the 
programme manages to offer a highly motivating, broad curriculum, in which they provide interesting 
extracurricular activities for which staff and students take responsibility together.  
 



 34 

Conclusion 
The panel finds that the master’s programme Forensic Psychology ‘meets the standard’. 
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Standard C: Programme - learning environment 
The teaching concept is based on a challenging learning environment, education substantiated in a 
small-scale and intensive manner, and a learning community of students and staff. The small-scale and 
intense nature of the education is demonstrated by the level of participation and preparation that is 
expected from students. The curriculum is structured in such a manner as to ensure nominal study 
progress by the students, including extracurricular activities.  
 
 
Findings  
As all programmes at Maastricht University, Forensic Psychology adheres to the didactic approach of 
Problem-Based Learning (PBL), a teaching method grounded in four guiding principles, according to 
which learning is approached as a constructive, self-directed, collaborative and contextual process. 
Characteristic of PBL is that it places emphasis on dialogue and collaboration, which are facilitated 
through small-scale educational set-ups (tutorial groups of max. 12 participants). Tutorial discussions 
and self-study are complemented by lectures, workshops and skills trainings so as to enrich students’ 
learning processes. PBL enables the use of actual forensic cases that must be solved using multiple and 
multidisciplinary perspectives. In a number of courses, guest lecturers from other universities and from 
the forensic field participate, such as psychologists, investigative police psychologists, and policy 
advisors, forensic psychiatric patients, and criminal law attorneys.  
 
The skills labs (and practical workshops in courses) follow a different teaching format, and offer hands-
on training in different forensic assessment and therapy methods. Mostly, students practice with case 
material (e.g., video, file information, test results). Students work in small groups (for instance, 
practising interviewing skills, coding a case), after which each group reports its findings/results back in 
a plenary format.  
 
The first-year curriculum is intensive. Students spend an average of 13 hours per week on contact 
hours. Besides these hours, students are assigned readings and practical homework, such as coding a 
psychological instrument based on a case description and video material. For core courses, 70% 
attendance in tutorial meetings is required; for all skills labs and practical trainings, a 100% attendance 
is mandatory. The programme manages to create an inspiring learning community in the first year, 
which the panel assesses as “top of the bill”.  
 
The second year is also intensive and small-scale in nature, since students work fulltime in a forensic 
setting. However, the programme delegates supervision and guidance to the internship placements 
and the students’ own initiative. The programme appoints Maastricht supervisors for both the 
research and clinical internships, but it does not offer structural supervision, intervision, guidance or 
set extracurricular programme. As a result, the programme does not meet the requirements of this 
criterium in which the programme is expected to offer a challenging learning environment, education 
substantiated in a small-scale and intensive manner, and a learning community of students and staff. 
Since supervision is delegated to external partners, the programme cannot ensure nominal study 
progress either.  
 
The panel therefore concludes that the manner in which supervision during the second year is 
organised should be amended urgently and profoundly. The panel expects that the programme 
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organises a systematic, proactive and unavoidable approach in the second year (that actively involves 
Maastricht supervisors) when students are out of direct sight of the programme. In short, the panel 
advocates a systematic supply-oriented approach, rather than the current demand-oriented approach 
in its second-year supervision practices. Although this recommendation is mainly directed towards the 
clinical internship, the panel argues that the same is important for the research internship (considering 
the scientist-practitioner model that the programme advocates).  
 
 
Considerations 
The first year of the programme is intensive in terms of student-staff contact hours, study load, and 
degree of individual guidance, which is firmly based in PBL. There is a high level of student-teacher 
interaction and excellent supervision during the first year. This changes in the second year when 
students embark on their internships. The panel finds that the programme has a too limited hold on 
its students’ progress and learning experiences in the second year, mainly related to the clinical 
internships. The panel expects that the programme organises a systematic, proactive and unavoidable 
approach in the second year (that actively involves Maastricht supervisors) when students are out of 
direct sight of the programme. A modified approach would support community building, and (broader) 
personal and professional development. In short, the panel advocates a systematic supply-oriented 
approach, rather than the current demand-oriented approach in its second-year supervision practices. 
Although this recommendation is mainly directed towards the clinical internship, the panel argues that 
the same is important for the research internship.  
 
 
Conclusion 
The panel finds that the master’s programme Forensic Psychology ‘does not meet the standard’. 
 
 
Recommendation 
The panel recommends that: 
1. the programme organises a systematic, proactive and unavoidable approach concerning 

supervision in the second year that actively involves Maastricht supervisors. 
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Standard D: Intake  
The programme has a sound selection procedure in place, aimed at admitting motivated and 
academically and/or professionally talented students, in which the criteria include suitability for and 
interest in the small-scale and intensive educational concept, in combination with extracurricular 
activities.  
 
 
Findings 
A maximum of 24 eligible students are selected each year in a competitive admissions procedure. The 
programme receives many eligible applications each year, ranging from 102 (2014-2015) to 144 (2017-
2018).  
 
The admission procedure consists of three steps. First, applicants are reviewed independently by two 
members of the Board of Admission (BoA) using a standardised evaluation form. The review is based 
on a letter of motivation, reference letters, resume, and academic record. The BoA decides whether 
an applicant is rejected or invited for an interview. During the second step, two BoA-members 
interview the selected candidates, and rate their background and interview performance on a 
standardised form. In the third and final step of the selection procedure, the chair of the BoA generates 
a shortlist of all the interviewed candidates, based on the ratings performed by the interviewers and 
the open comments they have noted.  
 
Students describe the assessment procedure as fair and “sufficiently intimidating”, thus preparing 
them for the challenging and ambitious programme. The panel finds that the procedure and the 
criteria of the BoA ensure that academically talented and committed students with a strong motivation 
are enrolled. Most candidates already have experience with volunteer work or clinical/research 
internships in a forensic setting. Drop-out rates are negligible, which might be attributed to the 
rigorous admissions process. Each cohort in the last few years shows diversity in terms of nationality. 
The programme is not yet successful, however, in establishing gender diversity. The vast majority of 
students that apply and are admitted is female. The panel regrets that the programme has not yet 
succeeded in attracting more male students.  
 
 
Considerations 
The programme has a highly competitive admission and selection procedure, aimed at admitting 
academically talented students with a strong motivation to become a forensic psychologist. 
Prospective students consciously choose to apply to this small-scale and intensive programme, which 
they know is highly demanding. By selecting a limited number of students from a large pool of national 
and international applicants, the programme succeeds in creating a group of ambitious and dedicated 
students. These students are suitable to participate in extracurricular activities such as assisting with 
a forensic mental health evaluation for the court, research and teaching assistantships, and academic 
peer review.  
 
 
Conclusion 
The panel finds that the master’s programme Forensic Psychology ‘meets the standard’.  
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Standard E: Staff  
The number of staff is sufficient in terms of providing small-scale and intensive education, 
substantiating close contact between staff and students, and providing individual counselling to 
students outside the educational context. The staff demonstrably command the specific expertise and 
skills required to achieve the objectives of small-scale and intensive education. The programme actively 
monitors that teachers hold the required qualifications and, if necessary, ensures that teachers are 
trained in these aspects.  
 
 
Findings  
The programme is mainly executed by members of FPN’s Forensic Psychology section, but it also makes 
use of lecturers from other FPN departments and faculties. The panel has requested additional 
information on staff composition during the site visit, to get an overview of the number of staff 
involved in the programme and the extent of their individual employments. The additional information 
shows that many lecturers that have a role in the programme have small appointments. The 
programme relies heavily on the efforts of the main staff from the Forensic Psychology department. 
The panel foresees some challenges in the near future concerning staffing. Some staff members are 
expected to leave due to retirement or other career opportunities. In addition, only some staff 
members have extensive hands-on experience with forensic-clinical work, which is needed for the 
continuity of the programme. The programme is aware of these issues and actively works on ensuring 
that the continuity and quality of the programme is not compromised due to these staffing concerns. 
 
The panel is impressed by the quality of the staff, who are all experts in their respective fields. Much 
attention is paid to attracting staff from the various disciplines in order to create a multidisciplinary 
environment. A point of attention, however, is that the content (knowledge and skills) generated by 
these various disciplines must contribute to the integral shaping of practitioners. The panel suggests 
that the manner in which the integration of these disciplines is achieved and results in a forensic 
psychology practitioner/scientist could be made more explicit by and for the staff.  
 
The staff is properly trained to execute small-scale and intensive teaching. They have all completed 
the mandatory tutor training that focuses on the key features of PBL. All course coordinators have a 
University Teaching Qualification (UTQ) or are in the process of acquiring this certificate. Furthermore, 
the upcoming programme of Continuous Professional Development (CPD) enables staff to 
continuously develop their teaching skills. Courses for English language proficiency are also available.  
 
Students praise the expertise and motivation of their tutors, whom they describe as knowledgeable, 
interested, approachable, and available. Upon students request, lecturers are available to provide 
individual counselling outside the educational context. Students receive constant feedback. The 
quality of feedback and guidance is high, but mainly focuses on academic achievements. Students 
report that they could benefit from more (systematic) feedback on personal development and 
professional skills. The panel agrees, and urges the programme to explicitly take these aspects into 
consideration in its feedback to students. All in all, the programme has managed to create a positive 
study climate and a tight learning community in which lecturers and students work well together.  
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Considerations 
The panel is impressed with the quality of the staff members, who are all experts in their field. The 
number of staff is sufficient to execute the programme and to ensure close contact between staff and 
students. Lecturers are readily available to students and they provide constant guidance, supervision 
and feedback inside and outside of an educational context. Students may always initiate contact with 
their lecturers. The quality of feedback is high, but it tends to be mainly geared towards academic 
achievements. The panel finds that students could benefit from more explicit attention for personal 
development and the improvement of professional skills. 
 
Main staff meet weekly to discuss educational matters. They have the qualifications necessary to 
execute the programme and whilst taking into consideration the goals of small-scale and intensive 
education. The programme ensures that lecturers hold the required qualifications and, if necessary, 
ensures that teachers are trained properly. This ranges from didactic to English-language training.  
 
The programme uses the expertise from many staff members, including those that have small 
appointments and come from other departments. Insofar that it is not already the case, the panel 
suggests that the programme ensures that all staff members are made explicitly aware of the necessity 
to integrate disciplinary knowledge in class to ensure that they are working towards the goal to 
educate forensic psychology practitioners/scientists. 
 
 
Conclusion 
The panel finds that the master’s programme Forensic Psychology ‘meets the standard’. 
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Standard F: Facilities 
The programme has its own infrastructure with facilities for small-scale and intensive education and 
common extra-curricular social activities.  
 
 
Findings  
The panel toured the facilities to get an impression of their quality. Forensic Psychology students have 
access to tutorial rooms that are suitable for Problem-Based Learning in small groups and to all aspects 
of the faculty’s (research) infrastructure. This includes a virtual reality environment, a stress 
laboratory, laboratories equipped for measurement of behavioural responses, autonomic nervous 
system responses, and electro-encephalography. Mobile systems are available that allow for 
measurement at external locations such as forensic hospitals. The Department of Instrumentation and 
Engineering provides technicians and lab personnel who support students and staff in designing 
research equipment. They are technically skilled and able to develop computer software and 
instruments.  
 
In addition, there are some programme-specific facilities. To facilitate intensive interaction and to 
promote community building, the programme has a dedicated room for its students with 
multifunctional capabilities. Students may use this room for unsupervised teaching, group 
assignments, and extra-curricular social activities. The panel also visited the therapies skills lab, in 
which a real-life forensic setting can be simulated and students work on cases that their tutors 
introduce. The panel deems the faculty’s facilities as satisfactory, but does find that the programme-
specific facilities are somewhat basic and might benefit from an upgrade.  
 
 
Considerations 
The facilities enable the programme to provide small-scale and intensive education. Students make 
use of the faculty’s (research) infrastructure and the physical spaces are adequate in support of the 
programme’s didactic approach. Basic programme-specific facilities are available to further support 
students in their academic endeavours, but also to create a community of learners (via the dedicated 
common room).  
 
 
Conclusion 
The panel finds that the master’s programme Forensic Psychology ‘meets the standard’. 
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Standard G: Achieved learning outcomes 
The content and the level of the tests and final projects are in line with the level and the broadening as 
set down in the intended learning outcomes. Graduates are admitted to demanding postgraduate 
programmes and/or jobs. The success rates are substantially higher than those of other relevant 
programmes that do not carry the distinctive feature, and are at least on a par with other relevant 
programmes that have been granted this distinctive feature.  
 
 
Findings  
The panel concludes that graduates achieve the intended learning outcomes which reflect a high 
academic level and interdisciplinary and disciplinary depth. Students conclude their studies with a 
thesis (research internship) and clinical activities report (clinical internship).  
 
The theses show that the students are able to properly conduct independent, empirical research 
projects that are methodologically sound. The panel found that the theses represented a broad range 
in quality from sufficient to very good.  
 
The panel found that the clinical activities reports are of sound quality, ranging from good to very good. 
The panel suggests that the broad and extensive descriptions of health care systems could benefit from 
a reflection of the student on how they themselves function within the system. In general, the panel 
finds that students could benefit from a stronger reflection on their own activities and personal 
professional growth in the CARs; in this context, the panel refers to topics such as distance-closeness, 
manipulation and parallel processes, working within an involuntary setting and how to continuously 
motivate populations in a high-security environment with high-risk behaviour. Furthermore, the 
inclusion of training in treatments – one of the major goals of the programme – is apparently not 
always realized during the internship (in contrast to psychodiagnostics). The panel therefore proposes 
to dedicate special attention to the inclusion of treatment issues in the internship and the (assessment 
of the) CARs as to help students to better prepare for the forensic practice after graduation. 
 
The alumni are very satisfied with the programme as a preparation for their further career. The panel 
finds that their attitude, way of (forensic) thinking, and the positions they hold are a testament to the 
high quality of the programme. They function as ambassadors of the programme and find employment 
in forensic work fields or in academia as a PhD-student.  
 
A recent alumni survey shows that the vast majority of alumni work in the forensic mental health field 
or a field closely related to it. The obtain supervisory/coordinating positions in a relatively short time 
after graduation. Many alumni combine research and practice in their daily work. Almost 30% of 
alumni continue their academic studies with a doctoral degree programme in the Netherlands or 
abroad. Over a third of the alumni reported that they had entered a postmaster professional training 
(for instance, GZ-psychologist, psychotherapist). At present, ten alumni have advanced to a senior 
position of treatment coordinator in a forensic setting (either at a hospital or outpatient setting).  
 
Success rates 
The panel spoke extensively about the success rates. The nominal completion rates have been 
consistently good and above-average (> 84%) since the start of the programme. An unfortunate 
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exception is cohort 2016-2018, which showed a drop. The programme considers this a statistical 
outlier, but the panel has expressed its concerns to the programme management nevertheless. The 
success rates of the current cohort (2017-2019) were not yet available at the time of the site visit. 
Therefore, the panel has been unable to establish whether the drop in the success rate of cohort 2016-
2018 is indeed incidental or indicative of a trend. The programme is somewhat able to predict its latest 
success rates due to the small student numbers and its knowledge of individual students’ progress. 
The panel recommends that the programme closely monitors the development of success rates and 
exercises its influence, if necessary, to ensure consistent and high success rates. The goal of monitoring 
the success rates should be to uncover any trends without being influenced by cases of study delay of 
individual students. 
 
 
Considerations 
The panel concludes that graduates achieve the intended learning outcomes which reflect a high, 
above-average academic level and interdisciplinary and disciplinary depth. This is evident in the theses, 
clinical activities reports, and the achievements of the alumni.   
 
The nominal completion rates have been consistently good and above-average (> 84%) since the start 
of the programme. An unfortunate exception is cohort 2016-2018, which showed a drop. The panel 
has not been able to establish whether this drop represents a trend or not. The panel therefore make 
a recommendation concerning the monitoring of the success rates, since this is an important aspect 
concerning the distinctive feature. 
 
 
Conclusion 
The panel finds that the master’s programme Forensic Psychology ‘meets the standard’. 
 
 
Recommendation 
1. The panel recommends that the programme closely monitors the development of its success rates 

to discover any trends, and take appropriate measures, if needed.  
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Appendices 
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Appendix 1: Intended learning outcomes 
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Appendix 2: schematic overview programme 2017-2019 
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Appendix 3: site visit programme 
 
 
Sunday 30 June 2019 
Arrival panel in Maastricht, dinner 19.00 hours 
 
Monday 1 July 2019 

Time  
09.00 – 12.00  Preparation, internal meeting and documentation review 
12.00 - 13.00  Management  
13.00 - 13.30  Lunch 
13.30 – 14.00  Tour of the facilities 
14.00 – 14.45  Students 
15.00 – 15.45  Lecturers 
16.00 – 17.00  Thematic session: distinctive feature small-scale and intensive 

education  
17.15 – 17.45  Alumni 
17.45 – 18.15  Internal meeting: preliminary findings 
19.00 – 21.00  Dinner panel 

 
 
Tuesday 2 July 2019 

Time  
09.00 – 10.00  Preparation, internal meeting and documentation review 
10.00 – 10.30  International internship supervisors (via Skype)  
10.30 - 11.00 National internship supervisors 
11.15 – 12.00  Board of Examiners, Educational Programme Committee 
12.00 – 12.45  Preparation management meeting (incl. lunch) 
12.45 – 13.15  Final meeting management 
13.15 - 15.15  Deliberations panel, formulating preliminary findings and conclusions 
15.15 – 15.30  Feedback of preliminary findings to management and core staff 
15.45 – 16.45  Development dialogue 

 
 
The panel offered students, staff, and other stakeholders of the programme who had not been 
included in the site visit schedule the opportunity to bring to the attention of the panel those matters 
they deem of importance to the assessment, in confidence and without involving the programme 
management. No stakeholders contacted the panel prior to or during the site visit to use this option.  
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Appendix 4: theses and documents studied by the panel 
 
 
Prior to the site visit, the panel studied the theses and clinical activities reports of 15 graduates of the 
master’s programme Forensic Psychology. Information on the selected documents is available from 
the secretary upon request. 
 
The panel studied, among other things, the following documents: 
 
Appendices with the self-evaluation report 
1. NVAO Accreditation Forensic Psychology 2014  
2. Clinical and Research Placements 
3. Curriculum Map  
4. Student Recruitment  
5. Outline of the Curriculum  
6. List of the Master’s Theses  
7. Clinical Internship Factsheet and Evaluation Form  
8. Student Evaluation CHOI 2018  
9. Admission Documents  
10. Short Biographies Course Coordinators  
11. Staff involved in the Programme  
12. Assessment Programme  
13. Education and Examination Regulations  
14. Results Course Evaluations  
15. Assessment Criteria Master’s Thesis  
16. Published Papers based on Master’s Theses  
17. List of Job Titles of Alumni  
 
 
Materials available on location (digital) 
• Forensic Psychology Programme 

o AskPsy 
o Prerequisite knowledge applies statistics course 
o UM website Forensic Psychology 

 
• Admission 

o Checklist 
o Information sheet 
o Interview rating sheet 

 
• Introduction week: programme 2018 
 
• Electronic Learning Environment 

o Eleum 
o Korte handleiding Eleum 

 
• Selected courses (course materials, including assessments) 

o Assessment Skills Lab II 
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o Young Offenders 
o Experts and their decisions 

 
• Teaching staff 

o Norm teaching hours per role 
o Teacher Guide 
o UTQ 

 
• Assessment 

o Guidelines and procedures for the appointment of examiners (2018) 
o Assessment plans (examples) 
o Assessment Policy FPN (2018-2019) 

 
• Board of Examiners 

o Annual reports (2013-2014 to 2017-2018) 
o Huishoudelijk Reglement FPN 2018-2019 

 
• Education and Examination Regulations 
 
• Clinical and research internships 

o Overview 
o Assessment forms 
o Factsheets 

 
• EPC Notes 2017-2018, 2018-2019 
 
• Alumni 

o Alumni survey 
o Website 

 
• Well-being Movement websites 
 
• FPN Research 

o Research evaluations 2011-2016 
o Professors 
o Website 

 
• UM Strategic Programme 2017-2021 
 
 



1 
 

 

Development Plan Master Forensic Psychology for the Audit Panel 

Topic:  Development plan Master Forensic Psychology 
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Preliminary results visitation panel 
On July 1 and 2, 2019, a panel visited FPN for the re-accreditation of the Master in Forensic Psychology. 
The panel was very positive about our programme in general. With regard to the distinctive feature of 
small-scale and intensive education, they were not convinced that the programme met criterion C of the 
NVAO framework. This criterion entails “A teaching concept based on a challenging learning 
environment, education substantiated in a small-scale and intensive manner, and a learning community 
of students and staff.” They evaluated the first year of the programme positively in this respect; 
however, they determined that the second year of the programme deserved an intensification in which 
the programme provides a systematic, proactive and inevitable approach to students who are based 
externally. The student’s independency, which is regarded as an essential element of the second year 
according to the education management of FPN, can be contradictory to criterion C. The panel would 
like more structured supervision and monitoring in this second year by FPN staff, with regard to the 
students and the internship placements. The panel also concluded that the Educational Programme 
Committee is too much at distance in the second year, and they would prefer students to evaluate their 
second year systematically. 

In order to fulfil the requirements of the small-scale and intensive education, FPN must propose a 
development plan to the review panel. This plan was written by the Education Management in 
collaboration with the staff of the Forensic Psychology section. It received approval from the FPN Faculty 
Board on 27 August, 2019, and from the Faculty Council on 12 September, 2019. The Educational 
Programme Committee member involved in the Master Forensic Psychology also approved this plan on 
behalf of the Educational Programme Committee, on 19 September 2019. 

New initiatives 
1. Introducing professional reflection meetings with students 
During the visitation, the panel repeatedly addressed the difficult population that students are 
confronted with during their internships. We will set up professional reflection meetings to discuss 
professional attitude and ethical topics under the supervision of an academic staff member. Examples of 
ethical issues are: 

- What to do when feeling threatened or intimidated by patients 
- How to deal with patients who show inappropriate behaviour 
- How to involve a patient’s family and to what extent 
- How distant or close should you be with your patients 
- What if unexpected results show up in psychodiagnostics? 
- What to do with judiciary partners 
- How to deal with suicide plans  
- Are you allowed to take gifts from patients? 
- Finding your role as a professional in the forensic field 
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All students do their clinical internship in a clinical institute, of which most even do this abroad in order 
to work in their native language. Therefore, we would like to discuss these professional ethical questions 
in MOOCs that combine individual preparation by a student and online supervised group sessions. The 
plan is to show students a small video in which a staff member addresses the ethical topic for a couple 
of minutes. Students are asked to reflect upon the topic before their meeting and, during the online 
group meeting, discuss it in a group of four students together with a supervisor.  

2. Expanding the mentoring programme 
At this moment, all students have a mentor of the Forensic Psychology section. In the first year, staff has 
relatively more contact with students than in the second year. We propose to give extra teaching hours 
for contact moments in the second year as well. Staff should pro-actively contact students at the 
beginning of their second year and plan an exit mentor meeting (live or via skype/telephone) at the end 
of the second year.  

3. Contact with internship placements 
In order to monitor our students better, we would like to intensify the contact between the UM 
supervisor of both the clinical internship and the research internship with the student and the first 
supervisor at the external organisation. UM supervisors should at least have 3 moments of student 
contact in the second year. Also, they should contact the external supervisors halfway through the 
internship. These new regulations should be added to the internship contracts. Preferably, the contact 
moments will be documented in a database/software tool. Several options are currently being explored. 

4. Informing the Educational Programme Committee  
At this moment, students evaluate their clinical experiences in the Clinical Activity Report. The full 
second year of the programme is not systematically evaluated by students in our electronic system 
IWIO. We will, in collaboration with the Educational Programme Committee, develop a new 
questionnaire and add it to our system to give students the opportunity to give feedback. The feedback 
will yearly be presented to the Educational Programme Committee to inform them proactively and to 
the Forensic Psychology Section, so they can use students’ feedback in this area to improve the 
programme further. 

Planning 
- The preparations for the first measure will be initiated in academic year 2019/2020. The MOOCs will 

be developed as soon as possible. The students who start with the programme in 2019/2020 will be 
the first to take part in these MOOCs (in their second year). 

- Measures 2, 3, and 4 will, in part, be initiated in the academic year 2019/2020. For instance, 
mentors are asked to plan an exit mentor meeting at the end of the second year. Additionally, the 
contact moments taking place will now be formalised and documented, to experiment with the 
more formal way of contact between staff and students. Full implementation of measures 2, 3, and 
4 will take place as of the academic year 2020/2021, for the cohort starting in 2019/2020.  

- At the end of the academic year 2020/2021, an evaluation will be conducted, which involves 1) the 
staff with most involvement in the programme, 2) students who underwent the changed curriculum, 
and 3) members of the Educational Programme Committee. 
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