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The Philosophy and Practice of Social Research:
Assignment 1: Research Proposal

Below is a research proposal using the University of Wales Trinity Saint David (UWTSD) Ethics application form. The dates and practical details of the form are theoretical and for the purpose of the assignment. The proposal takes learning from my previous research and current research and attempts to explore unanswered areas using the methods explained in the form.
Definitions:
In this study, vulnerability refers to individuals experiencing disadvantage, including financial insecurity, housing instability, or reliance on support services (Mansilla, Rung & Peters, 2024). Structural vulnerability refers to negative outcomes concentrated within groups socioeconomically, politically, and culturally positioned to experience systemic inequality and suffering (Bourgois et al., 2017). Household includes anyone who is technically or temporarily homeless or housed insecurely, consistent with UK government definitions (Ministry of Housing, Communities & Local Government, 2018).
SECTION A: About You (Principal Researcher)
	Full Name:
	Julia Samuels

	Tick all boxes which apply:

	Member of staff:
	☐
	Honorary research fellow:
	☐

	Undergraduate Student
	  
	Taught Postgraduate Student
	  X 
	Postgraduate Research Student
	  ☐ 



	Faculty/School/Centre:
	Humanities and Social Sciences

	Campus:
	Carmarthen

	Student E-mail address:
	2404707@student.uwtsd.ac.uk

	Contact Telephone Number:
	



	For students:

	Student Number: 
	2404707

	Programme of Study:
	MA Equity and Diversity in Society 

	Director of Studies/Supervisor:
	Dr Jessica Pitman



SECTION B: Approval for Research Activity
	Has the research activity received approval in principle?
(please check the Guidance Notes as to the appropriate approval process for different levels of research by different categories of individual)
	YES
	  ☒ 
	NO
	  ☐ 

	
	Date

	If Yes, please indicate source of approval (and date where known): Approval in principle must be obtained from the relevant source prior to seeking ethical approval
	Research Degrees Committee
	  ☐ 
	

	
	Faculty Research Committee
	  ☐ 
	

	
	Other (write in)
MA EDS Supervisor
	  ☒ 
	01/03/2026



SECTION C:  Internal and External Ethical Guidance Materials
	Please list the core ethical guidance documents that have been referred to during the completion of this form (including any discipline-specific codes of research ethics, and also any specific ethical guidance relating to the proposed methodology).  Please tick to confirm that your research proposal adheres to these codes and guidelines.

	UWTSD Research Ethics & Integrity Code of Practice
	  X

	UWTSD Research Data Management Policy
	  X 

	British Sociological Association Ethical Guidelines 
	  X



SECTION D: External Collaborative Research Activity

SECTION E: Details of Research Activity
	Indicative title:
	Companion Animals, Vulnerability and Structural Inequality in the UK

	Proposed start date:
	26/05/2026
	Proposed end date:
	31/03/2027

	Introduction to the Research (maximum 300 words)
Ensure that you write for a Non-Specialist Audience when outlining your response to the three points below:
· Purpose of Research Activity
· Proposed Research Question
· Aims of Research Activity
· Objectives of Research Activity
Demonstrate, briefly, how Existing Research has informed the proposed activity and explain
· What the research activity will add to the body of knowledge 
· How it addresses an area of importance. 

	Purpose of Research Activity
[bookmark: _Int_CIkSv7qL]This research aims to explore the role of companion animals (CAs) within the lives of households in the UK who are or who are at risk of structural vulnerability. It builds on existing research which has established the significance of human–animal bonds that provide emotional wellbeing, particularly among marginalised populations. Established research including Irvine (2013) and Laurent-Simpson (2021) which demonstrates the importance of CA’s for vulnerable households, they argue that such relationships provide emotional stability, continuity, a sense of identity and wellbeing (Ellis et al, 2024).
Despite this growing body of work, CAs remain largely unrecognised within legal and institutional frameworks in the UK, where they are typically classified as property rather than as essential members of households (Animal Welfare Act, 2006). This lack of recognition creates a disconnect between the lived reality of vulnerable individuals, who often regard companion animals as kin and essential to wellbeing; and the structural systems that govern housing, welfare, and access to support services (Khuly, 2017; Rauktis, et al., 2020). As a result, relationships that are experienced as essential to wellbeing are frequently marginalised or rendered invisible within formal decision-making processes.
Existing research has also identified a notable tension: the populations for whom CA relationships are most beneficial, such as those experiencing homelessness, financial insecurity, or social marginalisation; are often those most likely to encounter barriers to maintaining these relationships (Arluke and Rowan, 2020). Studies across homelessness, health vulnerability, and care settings suggest that these bonds can play a critical role in emotional resilience and recovery yet are simultaneously rendered precarious by structural conditions (Khuly, 2017; Arluke and Rowan, 2020; British Veterinary Association, 2021, Animal Welfare Act, 2006). This tension points to the emergence of a ‘double bind’, in which individuals are both supported by and structurally disadvantaged in sustaining relationships with CAs.
Symbolic interaction theory has historically been used as an analytical lens to understand the human-animal relationship. However, there has been significant tension with these theories; Mead (1934, cited in Laurent-Simpson, 2021) a key figure in the development of symbolic interactionism rejected non-human animals from meaningful social interaction, citing that animal language skills were absent and they therefore had no capacity to form genuine exchange. Bryant (1979) later rejected Mead’s position, arguing that animals held a genuine position in social interaction, social construction and are relationally significant. Irvine (2013) applies this logic to her work with CAs and vulnerable people, claiming human-CA interaction carries meaningful social and psychological consequences. This theoretical position underpins this research proposal and carries a social justice perspective. If CAs are legally positioned as ‘property’ whilst simultaneously functioning as family members, the structural disruption of these bonds arguably causes socially significant harms. 
Such disruptions are increasingly evident within contemporary UK contexts. Rising living costs, including vet bills and CA food, alongside housing insecurity that restricts CA ownership, can force households into difficult and often painful positions. These may include concerns about sacrificing their own health and wellbeing in order to care for their CAs, or living with ongoing anxiety about the potential loss of those relationships (PDSA, 2023). These dynamics highlight the everyday pressures through which structural inequality is experienced and negotiated (Simcock et al., 2023) and it is these areas that this study aims to focus on.
Whilst a growing evidence base identified the benefits of CA relationships and the structural disadvantage faced by vulnerable households, there remains limited qualitative research specifically exploring how these tensions are lived and experienced in everyday life within the UK. Existing qualitative studies have examined aspects of hardship, homelessness, and the value of CA-human bonds (Irvine, 2013; Scanlon et al., 2021; Muldoon and Williams, 2023; Kerman, Gran-Ruaz and Lem, 2019), while Laurent-Simpson (2021) evidences that CAs have meaningful family membership.  However, less attention has been paid to how individuals navigate the ongoing daily situations and constraints that shape their ability to sustain these relationships. To illustrate, only 8% of landlords advertise pet friendly properties (Dogs Trust, 2024), with housing pressure reportedly the second most prevalent reason for relinquishing pets to rescue centres (UK Parliament, 2024). The RSPCA (2024) maintains that 49% of CA owners are concerned about the cost of veterinary bills and 21% are concerned about being able to afford food for them.
In response this study seeks to move beyond establishing the value of CAs, and instead examine what happens when these relationships are placed under pressure. Specifically, it will explore how structural factors - including housing restrictions, cost of living pressures, and institutional limitations, shape the ability of vulnerable individuals to care for CAs, and how these challenges are experienced in everyday life, alongside the consequences for human wellbeing. 


	Research Question
How do structural barriers create a double bind for vulnerable companion animal caregivers in the UK, and what are the consequences for human wellbeing and human–companion animal relationships?

	Aims of Research Activity
The aims of the study can be summarised as follows:
1. To situate CA relationships within the context of structural vulnerability, building on existing evidence of their importance to emotional, social, and psychological wellbeing.
2. To identify and critically examine key structural barriers, including housing insecurity, financial hardship, and limitations within institutional support and to explore how these constraints are experienced in everyday care, precarity and decision making within vulnerable CA households 
3. To contribute exploratory, evidence-based insights into how structural conditions shape human–CA relationships, with implications for housing policy, welfare provision, and institutional support frameworks

	Objectives of Research Activity
· To draw on the current evidence base on CA and human relationships to explore the role and significance of CA within structurally vulnerable households
· To identify and examine the structural barriers, such as housing policy, financial insecurity and limitations of institutional support and assess how these factors constrain the ability to maintain CA-human relationships
· To explore how vulnerable CA households experience and navigate structural constraints in everyday life, and to analyse the emotional, social and psychological impacts of these pressures, including precarity, uncertainty, and the risk of disruption to human–animal relationships.
· To triangulate qualitative findings with relevant policy frameworks and existing quantitative data from available sources such as animal welfare organisations and national statistics to inform evidence-based insights and recommendations



	
Proposed methods
Provide a brief summary of all the methods that may be used in the research activity, making it clear what specific techniques may be used. If methods other than those listed in this section are deemed appropriate later, additional ethical approval for those methods will be needed.

	

Ontology and Epistemology
This study adopts a constructivist ontological position, which holds that reality is not fixed or singular, reflecting the assumptions that individuals make and construct reality through their own experience and interpretation (Bryman and Burgess, 1994; Bryman, 2016). This perspective maintains that there is no universal ‘truth’ about the experiences of CA relationship, rather, multiple realities exist depending on the meanings individuals attach to their experiences. My own belief is that experiences are not static, they can change depending on the overall life story, and what else may be happening at that time in a persons’ life (Finlay, 2002).
Studying others’ lives includes multiple realities and relationships (Creswell and Poth, 2025). Epistemology is a component of research planning that asks ‘what is knowledge?’ and how can we rely upon knowledge? (Kivunja and Kuyini, 2017) With this research proposal in mind, how would I know if anothers’ reality is to be relied upon as ‘truth’ or ‘typical’? If it is understood that multiple realities are true, and we can rely upon this, the question I would ask is why doubt the story of an interviewee? The story is valid simply because it is how the interviewee interprets their world. Kivunja and Kuyini (2017) note that the subjective experience of the interviewee is considered as a legitimate and reliable source of knowledge. This framework is in alignment of my values and belief system. If someone presents their story, my role is to take that story as theirs, it does not belong to me (Clandinin and Connelly, 2000).
Reality in this sense presupposes that personal story is shaped by lived experiences, with a constructivist approach implying that experience cannot occur without an outside framework, thus in this case, the CA –human connection is rooted within factors such as housing situation, personal history, family/community factors and socioeconomic status. It also acknowledges that the research process itself is interactive, with meaning co-constructed through the interview encounter (Creswell and Poth, 2025). As such, the study prioritises creating a research environment that supports open, participant-led discussion, recognising that the validity of the data depends on participants’ ability to share their experiences authentically.
In contrast to positivist / quantitative approaches, which seek answers through objective and generalised truths, this study does not aim to produce universally applicable findings (Punch, 2014). Instead, it prioritises depth of understanding over breadth, recognising that experiences of structural vulnerability and CA relationships are context-dependent and shaped by individual circumstances. This is particularly important given the emotionally and socially embedded nature of human–animal relationships, which in my opinion, cannot be meaningfully reduced to quantifiable variables alone. 
[bookmark: _Int_vy0lNRUw]The constructivist ontology and epistemology proposed locates this study within an interpretivist perspective. Interpretivism can only be understood in light of the meanings and interpretations that individuals bring from their own life experience (Bryman, 2016).  Adopting symbolic interactionism to develop the framework to include human - CA meanings adds depth to the research question.  The double bind argued to be present with vulnerable CA caregivers operates at both a symbolic and material level. An understanding of these bonds and the meaning of any stress and disruption to these relationships warrants research attention. 

Theoretical Framework: Symbolic Interactionism
Whilst the initial symbolic interactionist view excluded non-human animals on the basis that language was a prerequisite for genuine exchange (Mead, 1934, cited in Laurent-Simpson, 2021), the position of this study aligns with Bryant (1979) and Irvine (2013) who establish that CAs are not passive objects but active participants in relationships that carry emotional and social meaning. More recently Laurent-Simpson (2021) maintains that they are family members. From this perspective, CA-human relationships are understood as socially constructed through interaction and experience rather than static or universal.  
This framework is particularly relevant to the present study and takes this position further to consider how the disruption or strain on these relationships may carry significant emotional and social consequences. The concept of ‘double bind’ is also supported, in which households are structurally constrained whilst simultaneously maintaining relationships that are deeply meaningful to their lives, and can be viewed through a symbolic interactive lens.
I also intend to use this approach to inform the analytical perspective of the study. For example, examining the accounts of participants, through descriptions, narration and language. It may be an important consideration to pay attention to how CAs are described by participants, if they are considered ‘family’, ‘dependents or ‘responsibility’. These can be understood as meaningful social constructions that also describe their experience of caring and feeling of obligation towards their CA.
Methodological Approach
Whilst quantitative research may help provide contextual information such as CA-human patterns of vulnerability and structural stressors in England and Wales, the qualitative approach is more suited to capturing how precarity and disadvantage is experienced, navigated and felt, and the meaning of these factors within these CA/human relationships, this involves questions and discussions that require direct engagement with participants (Creswell and Poth, 2025).
Semi-structured interviews are selected as the primary method of data collection. This choice reflects both the epistemological stance underpinning the study, which requires a method that allows participants to share their life experience and stories on their own terms. This process allows me to explore participants’ experience in depth while remaining responsive to unexpected or emergent topics (Bryman, 2016). This method is particularly appropriate for investigating sensitive topics, such as the emotional impact of structural barriers on both human wellbeing and human–CA relationships, as they allow participants to articulate their experiences in their own words. 
The methodological approach is consistent with interpretivist epistemology, which emphasises the need to understand the social world from the perspective of those who experience it, which is also in line with my own belief system. The participant narrative will be used to guide the ways in which structural barriers create a ‘double bind’ for vulnerable CA households. Drawing on symbolic interactionism as the key analytical framework, attention will be paid to the language and meanings participants attach to their relationship with CAs and the roles that are ascribed to them. The articulation of these key relationships alongside precarious circumstances will help reveal the implications for these bonds and human wellbeing.

Methods -
The participants are over the age of 18 living in England or Wales and who have a familiar bond with a CA. The relationship may be under threat due to external circumstances such as housing insecurity or financial pressures.  Full consent will be sought prior to commencement, this will be particularly important if using online platforms to recruit, anyone who is responding will need to understand what they are consenting to prior to full engagement (Bryman, 2016).
Data will be analysed using the thematic analysis method coined in 2006 by Braun and Clarke and outlined as a six-phase framework (2006, cited in Braun and Clarke, 2012). This method according to the authors is well suited to interpreted research as it allows for the identification of patterns of meaning across participant accounts without necessarily imposing a predetermined framework.  The six process analysis process allows for an understanding of the interviewee's stories, and the underlying themes that produce patterns when analysed with the full sample.  Thematic analysis homes in on themes through matching coding, allowing the research to narrow down to the most relevant data to the research question (Braun and Clarke, 2012). 
Bearing in mind the constructivist ontological ideology that multiple realities exist, my own experience and views will be present within the interview creating another significant ‘layer’ of interaction. To maintain the focus on the participant, open questions will be used. Communication such as a friendly open disposition, continuing to check that I understand what is being said will be part of the interview process. This method is consistent with person-centred techniques that are used within counselling skills that I have a certificate in (Rogers, 1951, cited in McLeod and McLeod, 2011). This method focusses on the internal world of the interviewee, their view of events is understood as paramount to the conversation, it acknowledges that people experience events uniquely. Particularly potent for this research, attachment theory recognises that emotional attachment styles are prevalent between carers and caregivers (Bowlby, 1979, cited in Stern, 2000), whilst modern research shows that that these bonds can be shaped by external, social stressors (Irvine, 2013).

	Location of research activity
Identify all locations where research activity will take place.

	
Location is planned to be on video link or through audio systems. This gives a wider availability option for participants, with the additional advantage of being at home, in a safe environment and time identified by both me and the interviewee.

	Research activity outside of the UK
If research activity will take place overseas, you are responsible for ensuring that local ethical considerations are complied with and that the relevant permissions are sought. Specify any local guidelines (e.g. from local professional associations/learned societies/universities) that exist and whether these involve any ethical stipulations beyond those usual in the UK (provide details of any licenses or permissions required). Also specify whether there are any specific ethical issues raised by the local context in which the research activity is taking place, for example, particular cultural and/or legal sensitivities or vulnerabilities of participants.

	· N/A



	Use of documentation not in the public domain: Are any documents NOT publicly available?   

	NO
	  X 

	
	YES
	  ☐ 

	If Yes, please provide details here of how you will gain access to specific documentation that is not in the public domain and that this is in accordance with prevailing data protection law of the country in question and England and Wales.






SECTION F: Scope of Research Activity 
	Will the research activity include:
	
YES
	
NO

	Use of a questionnaire or similar research instrument?
	  X 
	  ☐ 

	Use of interviews?
	  X 
	  ☐ 

	Use of diaries?
	  ☐ 
	  X 

	Participant observation with their knowledge?
	  X 
	  ☐ 

	Participant observation without their knowledge?
	  ☐ 
	  X 

	Use of video or audio recording?
	  X 
	  ☐ 

	Access to personal or confidential information without the participants’ specific consent?
	  ☐ 
	  X 

	Administration of any questions, test stimuli, presentation that may be experienced as physically, mentally or emotionally harmful / offensive?
	  ☐ 
	  X 

	Performance of any acts which may cause embarrassment or affect self-esteem?
	  ☐ 
	  X 

	Investigation of participants involved in illegal activities?
	  ☐ 
	  X 

	Use of procedures that involve deception?
	  ☐ 
	  X 

	Administration of any substance, agent or placebo?
	  ☐ 
	  X 

	Working with live vertebrate animals?
	  ☐ 
	  X 

	Other primary data collection methods, please explain in this box
For example, ‘focus groups’. Please indicate the type of data collection method(s) in this box and tick the accompany box.
	  ☐ 
	  X 

	Details of any other primary data collection method:



(this box should expand as you type)
	
	


If NO to every question, then the research activity is (ethically) low risk and may be exempt from some of the following sections (please refer to Guidance Notes).

If YES to any question, then no research activity should be undertaken until full ethical approval has been obtained. 

SECTION G: Intended Participants 
	Who are the intended participants:
	
YES
	
NO

	Students or staff at the University?
	  ☐ 
	  X 

	Adults (over the age of 18 and competent to give consent)?
	  X 
	  ☐ 

	Vulnerable adults?
	  X 
	  ☐ 

	Children and Young People under the age of 8? (Consent from Parent, Carer or Guardian will be required)
	  ☐ 
	  X 

	Prisoners?
	  ☐ 
	  X 

	Young offenders?
	  ☐ 
	  X 

	Those who could be considered to have a particularly dependent relationship with the investigator or a gatekeeper?
	  ☐ 
	  X 

	People engaged in illegal activities?
	  ☐ 
	  X 

	Others (please identify specifically any group who may be unable to give consent) please indicate here and tick the appropriate box.

	  ☐ 
	  X 

	Other – please indicate here:




	
	



	Participant numbers and source
Provide an estimate of the expected number of participants. How will you identify participants and how will they be recruited? 

	How many participants are expected?

	
Approximately 5 adults.


	Who will the participants be?

	Adults 18 years and older from England and Wales, who have a bond with their CA(s).
and who are or have recently experienced at least one of the following:
· Private renting with restrictive or no-pet clause
· Recent or current financial hardship affecting their ability to care for their CA
· Reliance on support services such as food banks or housing charities

	How will you identify the participants?
	
The identified group may be hard to access because:
· They are not formally identified or listed anywhere
· There may be a stigma around their situation 
· Potential for ongoing difficulties
· Spread across England and Wales in no specific area


Snowball sampling will be used as a primary recruitment strategy, existing participants refer others within their networks who meet the inclusion criteria (Bryman, 2016). 

Other identified access routes would include social media initial engagement of which may include:
· Private renters’ rights groups
· Local community groups such as Nextdoor, Facebook
· Pet support groups
· Cost of living support groups

The administrators of the community groups would be considered ‘gatekeepers’. Approval from the gatekeeper is required to gain access to the target individuals (Creswell and Poth, 2025). 

Some groups lack administration but to protect participant privacy, interested parties will be invited to respond via private message rather than publicly comment.






	Information for participants:
	
YES
	NO
	
N/A

	Will you describe the main research procedures to participants in advance, so that they are informed about what to expect?
	  X 
	  ☐ 
	  ☐ 

	Will you tell participants that their participation is voluntary?
	  X 
	  ☐ 
	  ☐ 

	Will you obtain written consent for participation?
	  X 
	  ☐ 
	  ☐ 

	Will you explain to participants that refusal to participate in the research will not affect their treatment or education (if relevant)?
	  ☐ 
	  ☐ 
	  X 

	If the research is observational, will you ask participants for their consent to being observed?
	  X 
	  ☐ 
	  

	Will you tell participants that they may withdraw from the research at any time and for any reason?
	  X 
	  ☐ 
	  ☐ 

	With questionnaires, will you give participants the option of omitting questions they do not want to answer?
	  X 
	  ☐ 
	  ☐ 

	Will you tell participants that their data will be treated with full confidentiality and that, if published, it will not be identifiable as theirs?
	  X 
	  ☐ 
	  ☐ 

	Will you debrief participants at the end of their participation, in a way appropriate to the type of research undertaken?
	  X 
	  ☐ 
	  ☐ 

	If NO to any of above questions, please give an explanation 

	






	Information for participants:
	
YES
	NO
	
N/A

	Will participants be paid?
	  ☐ 
	  ☒ 
	  ☐ 

	Is specialist electrical or other equipment to be used with participants?
	  ☐ 
	  ☒ 
	  ☐ 

	Are there any financial or other interests to the investigator or University arising from this study?
	  ☐ 
	  ☒ 
	  ☐ 

	Will the research activity involve deliberately misleading participants in any way, or the partial or full concealment of the specific study aims?
	  ☐ 
	  ☒ 
	  ☐ 

	If YES to any question, please provide full details 

	







SECTION H: Anticipated Risks
	Outline any anticipated risks that may adversely affect any of the participants, the researchers and/or the University, and the steps that will be taken to address them. 

If you have completed a full risk assessment (for example as required by a laboratory, or external research collaborator) you may append that to this form.  

	Full risk assessment completed and appended? 

	Yes 
	  ☐ 

	
	No
	  ☒ 

	Risks to participants
For example: emotional distress, financial disclosure, physical harm, transfer of personal data, sensitive organisational information

	Risk to Participant:
1. Emotional distress-sensitive topics
2. Perceived judgement or stigma
3. Risks to confidentiality and identification
4. Safeguarding risk

	How will you mitigate the Risk to Participant
1. Pre-interview information shared so an informed decision can be made on participating. Right to withdraw or skip questions at any point. Participant led (person-centred) interview approach.
2. Careful use of non-judgemental language. Emphasis on no right or wrong answers. Creating a private and supportive interview environment at a time the interviewee is most comfortable
3. Use of confidentiality procedures (see section ‘I’). Reassurance of use of pseudonyms. Changing identifying details especially when reporting findings. Secure data storage on the cloud and not elsewhere.
(Punch, 2014).
4. No active seeking of disclosures but would respond should they arise. Support service information would be provided as a matter of course as below. Any immediate risk of harm would be referred to academic support staff in line with university guidance.

Support services as follows:


· Samaritans – 116 123 (free, 24/7). Provides confidential emotional support for anyone experiencing distress or struggling to cope.
· Mind – 0300 123 3393 (Mon–Fri). Offers information, advice, and support, including guidance on accessing local services and managing mental health. 
· NHS 111 – Available 24/7 for urgent (non-emergency) health advice and direction to appropriate services.
· Campaign Against Living Miserably (CALM) – 0800 58 58 58 (evenings). Provides confidential support for individuals experiencing distress or crisis. 
· C.A.L.L. Helpline – 0800 132 737. Offers emotional support and information specifically for people in Wales.
(MHFA England, no date; MIND, 2026; SANEline, 2026)



	If research activity may include sensitive, embarrassing or upsetting topics (e.g. sexual activity, drug use) or issues likely to disclose information requiring further action (e.g. criminal activity), give details of the procedures to deal with these issues, including any support/advice (e.g. helpline numbers) to be offered to participants. Note that where applicable, consent procedures should make it clear that if something potentially or actually illegal is discovered in the course of a project, it may need to be disclosed to the proper authorities

	· N/A

	Risks to investigator
For example: personal safety, physical harm, emotional distress, risk of accusation of harm/impropriety, conflict of interest

	Risk to Investigator:
1. Emotional risk- sensitive topics
2. Over-identifying
3. Emotional fatigue

	How will you mitigate the Risk to Investigator:
1. Maintaining boundaries, such as bringing the interview back to the questions during the interview. Taking a break if needed. Seeking support through academic supervision or support services if required. Use of reflexive practice, diary writing throughout the process
2. Limiting duration of the interview. Spacing these out appropriately. Taking breaks and keeping to life routine for wellbeing purposes
3. Avoiding offering guidance or personal intervention. Maintaining professional boundaries and using reflexive practice throughout*

*reflexivity implies an ongoing diaolgue with self. This inner dialogue shapes the overall interpretation and understanding of the subject matter and the uncovered data (Creswell and Poth, 2025).



	University/institutional risks
For example: adverse publicity, financial loss, data protection

	Risk to University:
1. Reputational risks, 
2. Ethical risk, should participants experience distress
3. Data protection, legal risk; data breaches 

	How will you mitigate the Risk to University:
1. Research design prioritising participant well-being. Sensitive, organised handling and reporting of findings. Following ethical guidance and approval processes
2. Ethical safeguarding processing to interviewees– informed consent, availability of withdrawal, support signposting
3. Secure password protected data storage – see ‘I’ below, anonymity of all data, compliance with Data Protection Act 2018, and the General Data Protection Regulations (GDPR), (Regulation (EU 2016/679) - sharing with who needs to see it for only kept as long as necessary.




	Disclosure and Barring Service

	If the research activity involves children or vulnerable adults, a Disclosure and Barring Service (DBS) certificate must be obtained before any contact with such participants.
	YES

	NO

	N/A


	Does your research require you to hold a current DBS Certificate?
	  ☒ 
	  ☐ 
	  ☐ 



SECTION I: Feedback, Consent and Confidentiality
	Feedback
What de-briefing and feedback will be provided to participants? 

	A short verbal debrief will take place at the end of the interview. An opportunity to ask questions or raise concerns will be provided. Support service information will also be provided.
Transcripts will be returned one week following the interview, providing a gap to give time to process the initial interview, and consider any hidden or significant ‘other’ information arising from the discussion. This process of member checking serves to ensure accuracy and space to add information that may have seemed insignificant during the interview but carries meaning on reflection (Bryman, 2016; Finlay, 2002)  
The research findings will be offered when completed.

	Informed consent
Describe the arrangements to inform potential participants, before providing consent, of what is involved in participating. Describe the arrangements for participants to provide full consent before data collection begins. If gaining consent in this way is inappropriate, explain how consent will be obtained and recorded in accordance with prevailing data protection legislation.

	This describes the arrangements that ensure participants can make clear judgements about whether they wish to be involved in the research activity. Participants will be provided with detailed written information of the study prior to data collection, alongside the UWTSD consent form to sign that gives formal details of the study. This will include the topics that will be discussed alongside right of withdrawal at any time. 
The information provided will explain how the research will be conducted including use of audio recording, confidentiality measures and how the data will be used.

	Confidentiality / Anonymity
Set out how anonymity of participants and confidentiality will be ensured in any outputs. If anonymity is not being offered, explain why this is the case. 

	Confidentiality refers to the protection of personal information and ensuring that data shared during the research process is not disclosed in any way that could identify participants. All data will be observed in accordance with the GDPR, (2016), [Regulation (EU) 2016/679, 2016] and the Data Protection Act 2018, that aims to ensure that personal data is only used for the purpose of (in this case) the research and held securely for no longer than needed, deleted following marking confirmation.
In this study, data will be stored on the UWTSD cloud, the data will only be accessed by the researcher – the entrance into the cloud has double sign in procedures. 
Participants will be informed by a letter of explanation of these processes to ensure that they feel able to share without concerns of data leak. 
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SECTION J: Data Protection and Storage
In completing this section refer to the University’s Research Data Management Policy and the extensive resources on the University’s Research Data Management web pages (http://uwtsd.ac.uk/library/research-data-management/).
	Does the research activity involve personal data (as defined by the General Data Protection Regulation 2016 “GDPR” and the Data Protection Act 2018 “DPA”)?
	YES
	NO

	“Personal data” means any information relating to an identified or identifiable natural person (‘data subject’). An identifiable natural person is one who can be identified, directly or indirectly, in particular by reference to an identifier such as a name, an identification number, location data, an online identifier or to one or more factors specific to the physical, physiological, genetic, mental, economic, cultural or social identity of that natural person.
	☐
	X

	If YES, provide a description of the data and explain why this data needs to be collected:

	
All information will be anonymised. 

(this box should expand as you type)

	Does it involve special category data (as defined by the GDPR)?
	YES
	NO

	“Special category data” means sensitive personal data consisting of information as to the data subjects’ –
(a) racial or ethnic origin,
(b) political opinions,
(c ) religious beliefs or other beliefs of a similar nature,
(d) membership of a trade union (within the meaning of the Trade Union and Labour Relations (Consolidation) Act 1992),
(e) physical or mental health or condition,
(f) sexual life,
(g) genetics,
(h) biometric data (as used for ID purposes),
	
☐
	
X

	If YES, provide a description of the special category data and explain why this data needs to be collected:

	



	Will the research activity involve storing personal data and/or special category data on one of the following:
	YES
	NO

	Manual files (i.e. in paper form)?
	  ☐ 
	  X 

	University computers?
	  ☐ 
	  X 

	Private company computers?
	  ☐ 
	  ☒ 

	Home or other personal computers?
	  ☐ 
	  X 

	Laptop computers/ CDs/ Portable disk-drives/ memory sticks?
	  ☐ 
	  X 

	“Cloud” storage UWTSD or websites?
	  X 
	  ☐ 

	Other – specify:

	  ☐ 
	  X 

	For all stored data, explain the measures in place to ensure the security of the data collected, data confidentiality, including details of password protection, encryption, anonymisation and pseudonymisation:

	
The research will involve a collection of personal data in the form of audio-recordings and interview transcriptions, followed with an anonymised report. No personal information such as full names or addresses will be retained.

In line with Braun and Clarke (2012) ‘coding’ process, data will be separated, themed and coded, using pseudonyms to describe the groups, anonymising the participants further.

	All Data Storage

	Will the research activity involve any of the following activities:
	YES
	NO

	Electronic transfer of data in any form?
	  ☐ 
	  ☒ 

	Sharing of data with others at the University?
	  ☐ 
	  ☒ 

	Sharing of data with other organisations?
	  ☐ 
	  ☒ 

	Export of data outside the European Union or importing of data from outside the UK?
	  ☐ 
	  ☒ 

	Use of personal addresses, postcodes, faxes, emails or telephone numbers?
	  ☐ 
	  ☒ 

	Publication of data that might allow identification of individuals?
	  ☐ 
	  ☒ 

	Use of data management system?
	  ☐ 
	  ☒ 

	Data archiving?
	  ☐ 
	  ☒ 

	If YES to any question, please provide full details, explaining how this will be conducted in accordance with the GDPR and DPA (and/or any international equivalent):

	
· N/A

(this box should expand as you type)

	List all who will have access to the data generated by the research activity:

	
· [bookmark: _Int_gRYKTteo]Myself and supervisor

(this box should expand as you type)

	List who will have control of, and act as custodian(s) for, data generated by the research activity:

	· [bookmark: _Int_wehvR5iB] Myself and supervisor


	Give details of data storage arrangements, including security measures in place to protect the data, where data will be stored, how long for, and in what form. Will data be archived – if so how and if not why not.  

	Please indicate if your data will be stored in the UWTSD Research Data Repository (see https://researchdata.uwtsd.ac.uk/ ).   If so please explain. (Most relevant to academic staff) 

	
· N/A - MA Dissertation Project 


	Confirm that you have read the UWTSD guidance on data management (see https://www.uwtsd.ac.uk/library/research-data-management/)


	Confirmed

	Confirm that you are aware that you need to keep all data until after your research has completed or the end of your funding

	Confirmed



	
	
	



