 
 
 
 
Reflective Log assessment Research Methods II 
 
 

 
 
You must discuss and provide reference to the BPS ethical guidelines throughout your reflective log.

Your reflective log must also include reference to a range of primary research methods sources.


Note: You are advised to discuss three studies at a minimum in your reflective log. 
 
Word limit: 1,000 words 









 	 

	Study One 
	Study Code: SWAN_credit_BS

	What type of study was this?       
 
Lab-based study ☐     Online study X     Qualitative study (interview/focus group) ☐ 

	1. Was the BPS code of Human Research Ethics followed? 
(E.g. was informed consent gained? Were you aware of your right to withdraw? Was confidentiality upheld?)  
 

	                   Yes X             No☐ 

	Describe how ethical guidelines were followed? Or not, if you believe they were not followed? 
(including reference to appropriate ethical guidelines where required) 

	 
 A consent page was presented in a conspicuous format detailing relevant information (password protected data; assigned unique ID code) regarding confidentiality and anonymisation of data following section 9 (p.22) on confidentiality in BPS Code of Human Research Ethics (2014) and corresponding to Data Protection Act (gov.uk, 2018). Acquisition of consent was retrieved upon acknowledging and understanding study requirements, then confirming coinciding statements (e.g., age); aligning with section 3.1 (p.5) in the BPS Code of Ethics and Conduct (2018) and Principle 1: Respect; Valid consent (p.9-10) of the BPS Ethics Guidelines for Internet-mediated Research (2017). Appropriate withdrawal information was presented, following the BPS Ethics Guidelines for Internet-mediated Research (2017) Principle 1: Respect; Withdrawal (p.12-14). Researcher and primary investigator contact details were supplied.


	2. Briefly describe/outline the study you participated in  
(What were you asked to do? Did you understand the purpose before/during the study?) 

	 
 I was presented with a consent form; information encompassing brief study intentions ensued. The studies’ structure was vague; so, understanding of the study was limited. A questionnaire followed, statements like “women are offended too easily” and “men are complete without women” were displayed. Responses were from a Likert scale, 6 available responses (Disagree strongly to Agree strongly) were provided. An image of a ‘typical’ British woman was displayed, with information describing said female (age, family status etc). A questionnaire with statements like “men are better suited than women for combat” and “women who are in the military should not have children” followed; consideration of a ‘typical’ British woman was required when answering, 7 responses (Strongly disagree to Strongly agree) were available. Four descriptions of job roles (e.g., engineer, nurse) followed; responses regarding job suitability relating to the above described ‘typical’ British woman were required. Answers were on a 1-5 Likert scale from low suitability to high suitability. A debrief followed. 


	3. Briefly describe your experience of taking part in this research study  
(positive aspects/issues that may have impacted your participation) 

	 
 The study had no separate information page which was confusing, and study information was incredibly vague which is an essential part of a study. The general skeleton of the study was reasonable, however, tedious to navigate through-a formatting issue. 

	4. How were you fully debriefed after completing the study? Were you given opportunity to discuss with the researcher after completion? 

	 
 I was thanked for my participation and presented with a succinct paragraph explaining the studies’ aims. A statement about withdrawal was supplied, including a link to withdraw my data as per p.26 in the BPS Code of Human Research Ethics (2014). Relevant readings on this topic were provided and a link to a PDF of the debrief. Researcher and principal instigator contact information was provided for any queries, following the Code of Ethics and Conduct (2018) section 3.3 on responsibility.


	5. Are there any areas of improvement for this research study? 
(think about the materials used in the study and how the researcher carried out the study) 

	 
The only study information was “views on women joining the military and completing questionnaires relating to my attitudes and opinions”; a separate information and consent page would be ideal. More information mapping out the studies’ structure and aims. A self-reported questionnaire warrants complicated data; mindless clicking on any random answer was possible; a question asking for a specific response would highlight the more honest data sets. 

	6. Is there anything you would like to add in regards to this research study? 

	
N/A

	 Study Two 
	Study Code: SWAN_credit_ZC

	What type of study was this?      
 
Lab-based study ☐     Online study X     Qualitative study (interview/focus group) ☐ 

	1. Was the BPS code of Human Research Ethics followed? 
(E.g. was informed consent gained? Were you aware of your right to withdraw? Was confidentiality upheld?)  
 

	                   Yes X             No☐ 

	Describe how ethical guidelines were followed? Or not, if you believe they were not followed? 
(including reference to appropriate ethical guidelines where required) 

	 
 Following Principle 1: Respect; Valid consent (p.9-10) of the BPS Ethics Guidelines for Internet-mediated Research (2017) and section 3.1 (p.5) of the BPS Code of Ethics and Conduct, a consent form was issued. Explicit information on my ability to withdraw was provided, as per Principle 1 of the BPS Ethics Guidelines for Internet-mediated Research (2017): Respect; Withdrawal (p.12-14). There was assurance of data confidentiality and anonymity following the Data Protection Act (gov.uk, 2018).
 

	2. Briefly describe/outline the study you participated in  
(What were you asked to do? Did you understand the purpose before/during the study?) 

	
The study asked for the attitudes towards prosthetic limb users. The information sheet highlighted the aims of the study and mapped out the structure in a conspicuous manner. An image was presented of an individual against a blank background and asked to “answer the statements below”. A statement saying, “i see this person as someone who is...” was displayed underneath the image, a carousel of statements followed, each requiring an answer from a Likert 1-5 scale below ranging from “Disagree strongly” to “Agree strongly”. Information detailing prosthesis ensued on the next page, a questionnaire regarding attitudes towards people with prosthetic limbs followed. Statements included “people with prosthetics limbs are a burden on society” and “people often make fun of people with prosthetic limbs”. “Agree strongly” to “Disagree strongly” was issued for responses. Acquisition of demographic data (age, gender, and disability) followed. A debrief proceeded.


	3. Briefly describe your experience of taking part in this research study  
(positive aspects/issues that may have impacted your participation) 

	 
 It was an engaging experience with a novel topic. The layout was transparent and pleasant to follow. All information was coherent and clear which made for a smooth process. 
  
 
 
 
 
 

	4. How were you fully debriefed after completing the study? Were you given opportunity to discuss with the researcher after completion? 

	 
 I was thanked for my participation and given an illuminating summary of the studies’ aims; relevant resources were provided; as per p.26 of the BPS Code of Human Research Ethics (2014). Contact information for the researcher and principal instigator was provided for any queries, following the Code of Ethics and Conduct (2018) section 3.3 on responsibility.
 

	5. Are there any areas of improvement for this research study? 
(think about the materials used in the study and how the researcher carried out the study) 

	 
 The depiction of the individual with the prosthesis on a plain background reduces the applicability to natural settings. 
 

	6. Is there anything you would like to add in regards to this research study? 

	
N/A


 

	Study Three 
	Study Code: SWAN_credit_BFG

	What type of study was this?      
 
Lab-based study X     Online study ☐     Qualitative study (interview/focus group) ☐ 

	1. Was the BPS code of Human Research Ethics followed? 
(E.g. was informed consent gained? Were you aware of your right to withdraw? Was confidentiality upheld?)  
 

	                   Yes X             No☐ 

	Describe how ethical guidelines were followed? Or not, if you believe they were not followed? 
(including reference to appropriate ethical guidelines where required) 

	 
 Following section 9 (p.22) on confidentiality in the BPS Code of Human Research Ethics (2014), a consent page detailing information regarding confidentiality and data anonymisation was presented as per the Data Protection Act (gov.uk, 2018). Consent was obtained after acknowledging and comprehending study information; subsequently providing a signature aligning with section 3.1 (p.5) in the BPS Code of Ethics and Conduct (2018). Researcher and primary investigator contact details were supplied on the debrief following the Code of Ethics and Conduct (2018) section 3.3 on responsibility and p.26 of the BPS Code of Human Research Ethics (2014). Appropriate withdrawal information was given on the debrief following the Code of Ethics and Conduct (2018) section 3.4. 
 

	2. Briefly describe/outline the study you participated in  
(What were you asked to do? Did you understand the purpose before/during the study?) 

	 
 The purpose of the study was made explicit by the researcher. A demographic (gender, age) questionnaire was filled out. A questionnaire exploring attitudes towards social class was displayed digitally, including statements like “I have felt sympathy for the lower-class" and “I feel uncomfortable when lower-class individuals are around”. A response required choice from a 1-7 Likert scale with answers like “Strongly agree” and/to “Strongly disagree. Four brief independent descriptions (e.g., “The offender breaks into a person’s house and steals property worth £2,000”) of blue-collar crime scenarios and white-collar crime scenarios were presented, each broken-up with questions (e.g., “What social class do you believe the offender belongs to?”). Answers employed a 1-5 Likert using “Not at all serious” to “Extremely serious”. A full debrief ensued. 
 

	3. Briefly describe your experience of taking part in this research study  
(positive aspects/issues that may have impacted your participation) 

	 
 The tasks were transparent and engaging. Formatting enabled for a smooth process. Researcher was welcoming and labs were very clean.

	4. How were you fully debriefed after completing the study? Were you given opportunity to discuss with the researcher after completion? 

	 
 A paper-based debrief sheet was presented. I was thanked for my participation. A concise paragraph reiterating study aims was present, including emphases of withdrawal rights, confidentiality, and data protection as per section 9 (p.22) on confidentiality in the BPS Code of Human Research Ethics (2014) and the Data Protection Act (gov.uk, 2018), along with the researchers and principal investigator information following the Code of Ethics and Conduct (2018) section 3.3.
 
 
 
 
 
 

	5. Are there any areas of improvement for this research study? 
(think about the materials used in the study and how the researcher carried out the study) 

	 
The debrief could have included references for further research as it was an interesting topic. 

	6. Is there anything you would like to add in regards to this research study? 

	 
N/A

	 Study Four 
	Study Code: 

	What type of study was this?       
 
Lab-based study ☐     Online study ☐     Qualitative study (interview/focus group) ☐ 

	1. Was the BPS code of Human Research Ethics followed? 
(E.g. was informed consent gained? Were you aware of your right to withdraw? Was confidentiality upheld?)  
 

	                   Yes ☐             No☐ 

	Describe how ethical guidelines were followed? Or not, if you believe they were not followed? 
(including reference to appropriate ethical guidelines where required) 

	 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 

	2. Briefly describe/outline the study you participated in  
(What were you asked to do? Did you understand the purpose before/during the study?) 

	 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 







 
 
 

	3. Briefly describe your experience of taking part in this research study  
(positive aspects/issues that may have impacted your participation) 

	 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 

	4. How were you fully debriefed after completing the study? Were you given opportunity to discuss with the researcher after completion? 

	 
 
 
   
 
 
 

	5. Are there any areas of improvement for this research study? 
(think about the materials used in the study and how the researcher carried out the study) 

	 










	6. Is there anything you would like to add in regards to this research study? 

	 

	 Study Five 
	Study Code: 

	What type of study was this?       
 
Lab-based study ☐     Online study ☐     Qualitative study (interview/focus group) ☐ 

	1. Was the BPS code of Human Research Ethics followed? 
(E.g. was informed consent gained? Were you aware of your right to withdraw? Was confidentiality upheld?)  
 

	                   Yes ☐             No☐ 

	Describe how ethical guidelines were followed? Or not, if you believe they were not followed? 
(including reference to appropriate ethical guidelines where required) 

	 
 
 
 
 
 






 
 
 
 
 

	2. Briefly describe/outline the study you participated in  
(What were you asked to do? Did you understand the purpose before/during the study?) 

	 












	3. Briefly describe your experience of taking part in this research study  
(positive aspects/issues that may have impacted your participation) 

	 
 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 

	4. How were you fully debriefed after completing the study? Were you given opportunity to discuss with the researcher after completion? 

	 
 
 
 
 
  
 

	5. Are there any areas of improvement for this research study? 
(think about the materials used in the study and how the researcher carried out the study) 

	 

	6. Is there anything you would like to add in regards to this research study? 

	 



