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ECPS6001: Psychology Empirical Project
Research Proposal

Assessment Component 1: Research proposal (1,000 words) worth 10% of the overall module mark for the Psychology Empirical Project. The proposal form will be marked in line with the Level Six Grading Rubric. The boxes below will expand as you type.  
	Student Name and University ID number:
	Shaw Golding – 2003391   

	Proposed Supervisor’s name:
	Only complete this if you have already been in contact with a potential supervisor who has agreed to supervise you in principle. 

Dr Kate Williams



Psychology Research Area (tick all that apply) 


	Social Psychology 

	Developmental Psychology 

	Biological Psychology 
	Forensic Psychology 

	Health Psychology P

	Individual Differences 

	Educational Psychology 
	Political Psychology 

	Cognitive Psychology P

	Clinical Psychology 
	Counselling Psychology 
	Occupational Psychology 

	Other:  indicate briefly (not included in word count)




Proposed Study Design (tick all that apply) 


	Quantitative P

	Experimental P
	Applied (with UWTSD students 

	Online Questionnaire Survey 

	Qualitative 

	Quasi Experimental 


	Focus Groups
	Online  


	Mixed Methods 

	Applied (with external organisation) 
	Interviews 



	Lab-based study P

	If Applied, and involving an external organisation, please indicate your plans for gaining appropriate approvals from the organisation: (not included in the word count)






	Other study design: indicate briefly (not included in word count)




	Suggested Research Title/Area: (between 10-15 words and must reflect the essence of your proposed research question, study design and study population and should be more specific than a broad topic area).

Exploring Student Attitudes towards the Aestheticism of Prosthetics: A Study Analysing Questionnaire Scores and Response Times





	Background: 250 words 
Why is your study important? What theory and empirical research evidence supports your research question? (Please provide a rationale for your study including a brief review of relevant psychological literature and theory and a minimum of five references). 

Studies have previously explored dimensions such as the wellbeing of users with prosthetics (Heavey, 2013), their attitudes to the aesthetics of prosthetics (Vlachaki et al. 2020) and public attitudes towards disabilities (Staniland, 2009). However, empirical research surrounding customisation for prosthetic users and the influence this has on how they are publicly perceived is inadequately represented in the literature. One’s self-perception post amputation is, alas, very distressing for the individual. It can be traumatic, and is concomitant with feelings of hopelessness, and is associated with insecurities attached to one's identity (Heavey, 2013). Importantly, a systematic review on exposure to disability and subsequent attitudes towards disability from children, involving 35 different studies concluded that in general, exposure to disability at a young age is associated with more positive attitudes towards disabled peoples (MacMillan et al., 2013). In contrast, Vlachaki et al. (2020) found during a qualitative study, that individuals with less expressive and more unattractive prosthetics were negatively affected in their sense of well-being, whereas more expressive prosthetics were associated with more confidence, and could potentially help educate the public because of their conspicuity.  However, if the prosthetic user can express themselves through the customisation of their prosthesis, this could have positive results for the user’s psycho-social well-being. Moreover, if this self-perception is understood to be corroborated, generally, by the public, then an increase in confidence could follow. A study in this regard could instigate, on a small but certain scale, further studies that unveil the potential impact customisable prostheses could have on the well-being of individuals burdened with the task of adjusting to abrupt differences in their life.

References:

· Armstrong, M., Morris, C., Abraham, C., Ukoumunne, O. C., & Tarrant, M. (2016).     Children’s                  contact with people with disabilities and their attitudes towards        disability: a cross-sectional study. Disability and rehabilitation, 38(9), 879-888.     https://doi.org/10.3109/09638288.2015.1074727
· Heavey, E. (2013). The multiple meanings of'disability'in interviews with amputees.     Communication & Medicine, 10(2), 129.                 https://www.proquest.com/scholarly-journals/multiple-meanings-disability-interviews-with/docview/1510497261/se-2?accountid=130472
· MacMillan, M., Tarrant, M., Abraham, C., & Morris, C. (2014). The association         between children's contact with people with disabilities and their attitudes         towards disability: a systematic review. Developmental Medicine & Child         Neurology, 56(6), 529-546. https://doi.org/10.1111/dmcn.12326
· Staniland, L. (2009). Public perceptions of disabled people. Evidence from the British Social Attitudes Survey. https://www.bl.uk/britishlibrary/~/media/bl/global/social-welfare/pdfs/non-secure/p/u/b/public-perceptions-of-disabled-people-evidence-from-the-british-social-attitudes-survey-2009.pdf
· Vlachaki, A., Paterson, A. M., Porter, S. C., & Bibb, R. J. (2020). Exploring users’         attitudes towards prosthesis aesthetics in the UK and Greece. Design for         Health, 4(1), 4-23. https://doi.org/10.1080/24735132.2020.1727699



	





	Please state the main research question(s) or hypotheses(s): (100 words max)

1) Does prosthetic limb art change attitudes towards individuals with prostheses?
2) Can previous exposure to amputees and prosthetics affect attitudes towards these individuals?
3) Is question response time affected by prosthetic limb art?

It is hypothesised, based on limited literature on this topic, that the picture of the prosthetics that display limb art will affect attitudes towards individuals with prosthetics. Furthermore, previous exposure to amputees with prosthetics will evoke more positive responses toward limb art, and limb art will affect questionnaire response times.  




Methodological Details (500 words) 

	Please summarise the key methodological approach: (you can include copies of proposed study materials as appendices if you wish). You must include details of the following:
· Participants: Who will your participants be, how will you access and recruit them, and how many are needed? 
· Design: Using appropriate terminology clearly define key elements of your design (IVs, DVs, Qual approach, expt. manipulations etc).  How do you plan to analyse your main data? 
· Materials: What are the main measures, scales, experimental tools or other materials required for your study? 
· Procedure: How will you carry out the study – define briefly what will happen to a participant in your study from the point of consent to the study debrief.

Participants:
Undergraduate students studying under the University of Wales Trinity Saint David (UWTSD) attached to the discipline of Psychology and Counselling that are over the age of 18 will be able to sign up voluntarily. Participants will be able to sign up online using the Experimental Management System (EMS) in exchange for course credits. No exclusion of inclusion criteria was used. The study will aim for 100 participants to take part: 50 participants for each either condition (Picture A or Picture B). This is similar with another study exploring attitudes towards people with disabilities by Findler, Vilchinsky, Werner, (2007) using 132 participants. However, due to the setting and logistics of this study in particular, 100 participants seemed to be feasible.

Design: 
A 2x2 quantitative experimental design will be used. The independent variable (IV)’s will be participant groups, either picture A or picture B (between-subjects), and prior exposure to prosthesis, either yes or no. Participants will be assigned randomly to the picture conditions by the Superlab software, and self-assigned to the prior exposure conditions. The dependent variable (DV)’s will be questionnaire scores and response times answering questions (milliseconds). 


Questionnaire scores will be split into high (negative) and low (positive) scores. A 2x2 mixed ANOVA will be used to assess main effects between limb art prosthetics and questionnaire scores to answer the first question. Furthermore, interaction effects between prior exposure and questionnaire scores, and response times with each picture condition will be established to understand whether these variables have an effect on each other. Any effect that does present itself will also by examined. 

Materials:
The Multidimensional Attitudes Scale Toward Persons With Disabilities (MAS) (Findler, Vilchinsky, Werner, 2007). Two subscales are being used, the Cognitive Subscale (10-items, all items reverse scored) and the Behaviour Subscale (8-items, 2 items reverse scored). A reliability of .88 and .83 respectively were recorded in this paper. High scores represent more negative attitudes, whereas low scores represent more positive attitudes. Each question will be rephrased and adapted to fit the nature of the study. The questionnaire responses are measured on a scale from 1 (not at all) to 5 (very much). 

Procedure: 
Upon ethical approval, participants will sign up via EMS. Next, participants will come on campus into the psychology labs and given a consent form covering their rights as a participant and what will be required of them. Whence that document is signed, participants will complete a demographic form on computer; asking for age, gender, and whether they have had prior exposure to prosthetics. Moving on, the participant will be presented with either picture A or picture B (either with or without the limb art) with the questionnaire statements (which will be randomised) below in a carousel format. Upon completion of this section, participants will be fully debriefed and thanked for their participation.  





Key Ethical considerations (150 words)


	In this section you are required to briefly outline any specific ethical considerations for your project.  All projects will be expected to adhere to the BPS code of human research ethics, and you will need to submit a full ethics form which will document your specific processes for informed consent, debriefing, and data protection.  Here you need to briefly note additional or specific key ethical considerations for your particular project e.g. potential for distress or discomfort, any deception, research with vulnerable populations or sensitive topic areas, and briefly outline how you expect to manage these risks within your project. 

Participants will be deceived in that they will not be aware of their group categorisation, and that their response times will be recorded. The full debrief of the study will unveil this information explicitly, and tying it in with and illuminating, the purpose and theory of the study. Furthermore, information regarding the researcher and the research supervisor will be given in the event of any questions or queries arising. 
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