






Name: Hannah Bernadette Graham
Module Title: The Philosophy and Practice of Social Research 
Module Code: ECGE7004Q
Student Number: 1302881



Assessment 2: Online Discussion 1 & 2



















Assessment 2: Online Discussion 1


Working Title:
The Perception of Reasonable Adjustments in the Workplace by Non-Disabled Employers and Disabled Employees.

Introduction 

The focus of this research proposal will be to present a cohesive collection of data in relation to reasonable adjustments in the work place, and the perception of its effectiveness. The objective will be to promote awareness in how non-disabled employers perceive reasonable adjustments compared to disabled employees, with the aim to stimulate change.  
While many high quality studies have been completed on reasonable adjustments (Read et al. 2018) (William, 2016), the majority of these studies are carried out using qualitative research methods. The applications of these methods logically make sense. However, it does not provide the researcher the opportunity to gain a wider look at the situation from different vantage points. To expand on this theory further, pragmatism will be adopted as the research paradigm, thus using a mixed methods research design.  

Main Body 

Using a quantitative technique will allow the researcher to gather numerical data concerning the non-disabled employer’s response. In contrast, the disabled employees will be approached with a qualitative technique, with the aim to gather a more in-depth look at their perception of reasonable adjustments in the work place. Working under the framework of methodological triangulation, a minimum of two different methods will be engaged to study a single phenomenon (Salkind, 2010, p. 1537). With multiple designs of triangulation available to researchers, concurrent/ convergent triangulation design is arguably one of the most familiar (Creswell, Clark, 2008, p. 183), and also the most suitable for the chosen line of inquiry.  Qualitative and quantitative data will be collected with equal importance, analysed separately then compared and merged. In social research, ethics are of high priority and research must be carried out using a ‘variety of moral, legal, and safety considerations’ (Denscombe, 2014, p. 305), and ethical approval will be obtained before collecting any data. At present, there are many ethical guidelines researchers can now choose to work under, although many contain the same variety of ethical issues. The Academy of Social Sciences (2019) provides definition to five key ethical principles for all social science research as:

‘1. Social science is fundamental to a democratic society and should be inclusive of different interests, values, funders, methods and perspectives. 
2. All social science should respect the privacy, autonomy, diversity, values, and dignity of individuals, groups and communities. 
3. All social science should be conducted with integrity throughout, employing the most appropriate methods for the research purpose. 
4. All social scientists should act with regard to their social responsibilities in conducting and disseminating their research. 
5. All social science should aim to maximise benefit and minimise harm’

All data collection performed during this study will adhere to the British Sociological Association’s (BSA 2017) Statement of Ethical Practice, the University of Wales Trinity Saint David (UWTSD) Research Ethics & Integrity Code of Practice (2017) guidelines. Additionally, the General Data Protection Regulation (GDPR) (2018) where applicable. 
To carry out the quantitative side of the research, a web-based questionnaire hosted by Survey Monkey will be used. Given the nature of this research, where the non-disabled employers may not want to give their true feelings, an indirect contact survey can increase the likelihood of honest and open answers, rather than the feeling of social pressure and morality that could impose upon direct contact. There are many ethical benefits of using a web host. Survey Monkey works in compliance with the GDPR (2018) relating to personal data. As explained in the GDPR (2018) ‘…‘personal data’ meaning any information relating to an identifiable person who can be directly or indirectly identified in particular by reference to an identifier’. However, as surveys are customizable, the creator can add many features that also protect the participants, thus protecting themselves. Firstly, respondents can remain anonymous, as there is the option to not collect IP addresses, rendering research respondents untraceable. Although there is no opportunity for the researcher to gather oral consent, there is the option to add a digital consent form at the start of the survey, thus giving the researcher the opportunity to obtain digital consent. This consent form will contain everything that would be on a paper-based consent form.  Participants should always be aware of their right to withdraw or their right to not answer any specific questions. This can be obtained by providing the respondent with an option to skip on every question, or the choice to not submit the survey.  However, any submitted responses would not be reversed, this will be explained to participants in the digital consent form. 
Moving onto the qualitative aspect of this study, a focus group, where the researcher acts as the facilitator, will be conducted to hear disabled employees perceptions and experiences around reasonable adjustments in the work place. Although one to one interviews are a well accepted choice for qualitative research, the desired data will be better collected through group discussion with the researcher acting as a facilitator rather than moderator, Morgan (1988, p. 12) determines that ‘… explicit use of the group interaction to produce data and insights would be less accessible without the interaction found in a group’. However, there are possible downsides to consider when conducting a focus group such as ‘group culture may interfere with individual expression, the group may be dominated by one person, the group format makes it difficult to research sensitive topics, “groupthink” is a possible outcome, and the requirements for the interviewer skills are greater because of group dynamics’ (Fontana and Frey, 1994, p. 365). To address these issues, ethical considerations will be of high importance. Firstly, a union such as Unite the Union that already works with disabled workers will be contacted to act as a gatekeeper, providing safe and ethical access to the potential participants (Lavrakas, 2008, p. 299). The focus group will be semi structured with the aim to give a less intrusive and more naturalistic approach to the data collected (Bryman, 2016, p. 506). As the participants are vulnerable adults, a semi-structured framework will also help to protect them from emotional harm. Facilitating a focus group also reduces the risk to the researcher compared to one on one interviews. A focus group provides the researcher less opportunity to form a biased or inappropriate relationship with the participants, thus making it easier to respect the boundaries between participant and researcher. The room used to conduct the focus group will be a rented room at the University of Wales Trinity Saint David, thus providing a safe and private place for the participants. Informed consent will be obtained from each participant with the use of a consent form. An informed consent letter will also be provided detailing the ‘specific nature of the project’, that participation is ‘completely voluntary’ and the ‘degree of confidentiality afforded to them’ (Hesse-Biber, 2016, p. 65).  However, participants will be free to withdraw from the study at anytime (Denscombe, 2014, p. 317). Each participant will remain anonymous in the data collected and will not have to provide their specific age, gender, job title or disability to the researcher, mitigating the risk of the impact of publishing to any participant.  The focus group will be recorded using audio recording belonging to the researcher.  Data protection will be of the upmost importance, all data will remain on the researcher’s password protected work laptop with a clear audit trail until the data is no longer needed, at which point it will be permanently destroyed.  Although these ethical considerations are considered during the planning phase, ethical issues can present themselves at any time during qualitative research.  With this in mind, ethical issues will continuingly examined in all phases of the research process (Creswell, 2014, p. 56).

Conclusion 

To conclude, these anticipated ethical issues have been addressed with the aim to mitigate any contributing factors in accordance with BSA (2017), UWTSD (2017), and the GDPR (2018) guidelines.  The ethical guidelines being adhered to in this research aim ‘to protect the rights and welfare of participants and minimize the risk of physical and mental discomfort, harm and danger from research procedures, [and] protect the welfare of researchers’ (UWTSD, 2017) with the objective to ‘enhance the quality and integrity of research’ (UWTSD, 2017). 
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Assessment 2: Online Discussion 2


Working Title:
The Perception of Reasonable Adjustments in the Workplace by Non-Disabled Employers and Disabled Employees.

Introduction 

In this reflective process, I, as the researcher, will be reflecting on any changes made to my ethical considerations, as well as evaluating the process of considering ethical considerations, and how this has contributed to my professional role as the researcher. 

Main Body  

Firstly, it is important to acknowledge the act of reflexivity has many uses, thus has many definitions.  Self-reflection can provide important insight to the researcher’s bias, therefor addressing any impact on the validity of the research, whereas reflexivity provides the researcher the opportunity to reflect on the subject and process chosen. This is evident in the definition by Bleakley (1999) stating that ‘reflection and reflexivity are the essential elements of reflective practice.   Perceiving the difference makes it less of an ill-defined process’. 
Researcher’s bias is particularly important in the analysis of qualitative data; Thirsk and Clark (2017) state that:

‘the rigor of qualitative research is particularly vulnerable when it lacks some of the devices that have been employed in quantitative research to ensure that what is produced is not just well-composed rhetoric of a well-meaning, but biased, researcher’s opinion’ (Thirsk and Clark, 2017). 

This poses the question of whether how much bias, or even should bias, be a contributing factor to the findings of qualitative research?  During qualitative research, the researcher is essential in all aspects of the study, so to detach their own morality would not be possible.  The critical issue is not the whether the researcher has bias, but rather if the researcher has produced data that is transparent and reliable (Galdas, 2017). With this in mind, I have identified my bias as wanting to stimulate change and improve the quality of reasonable adjustments for disabled workers, and that this bias is crucial in the validity of this research.  By employing a mixed methods design, I cannot impose my bias on the quantitative data, but instead will have to use my integrity and trustworthiness as the researcher to not produce a final report encompassing my views, but instead the honest findings of the research. Trust and integrity is also relevant in the relationship between the participants and myself in accordance with the British Sociological Association’s (BSA 2017) Statement of Ethical Practice, stating that ‘research relationships should be characterised, whenever possible, by trust and integrity’.   It is also worth noting that ‘sociologists have a responsibility to ensure that the physical, social and psychological well-being of research participants is not adversely affected by the research’ (BSA, 2017).   Acting as the facilitator during the focus group, it is my responsibility to continually strive to protect all participants’ welfare, and respond efficiently to any ethical issues as they arise. 

During reflection of my ethical considerations, it became apparent the possibility of risks to myself as the researcher has been overlooked.  Although there are not many anticipated risks to the researcher, I will keep in constant contact with my academic supervisor at all times throughout the research study.  An audio recording of the focus group will also act as verification of the discussion that has taken place in case an accusation of misinterpretation or unethical conduct presents itself.  

On further investigation into the University of Wales Trinity Saint David (UWTSD) Research Ethics & Integrity Code of Practice (2017) it has become evident that the University due to does not endorse Survey Monkey due to data protection issues.  In knowledge of this, an authorised survey web host will be used instead; with an appropriate replacement advised by academic staff. 

Conclusion

To conclude, the topic of my research and the methodology chosen has not changed through my act of reflection.  However, engaging in reflexivity has provided me the opportunity to evaluate my own bias toward my research topic and address ethical considerations that had been previously been overlooked, enabling me to understand the importance of reflection and how it can contribute to my professional development as a researcher.
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