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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:
	Katie Wagstaffe 2103398

	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. 

Katie Sullivan



Psychology Research Area (tick all that apply) 


	Social Psychology 
x
	Developmental Psychology 

	Biological Psychology 
	Forensic Psychology 

	Health Psychology 

	Individual Differences 

	Educational Psychology 
	Political Psychology 

	Cognitive Psychology 

	Clinical Psychology 
	Counselling Psychology 
	Occupational Psychology 

	Other:  indicate briefly (not included in word count)




Proposed Study Design (tick all that apply) 


	Quantitative 
x
	Experimental 
	Applied (with UWTSD students 

	Online Questionnaire Survey 
x

	Qualitative 

	Quasi Experimental 


	Focus Groups
	Online  
x

	Mixed Methods 

	Applied (with external organisation) 
	Interviews 


	Lab-based study 

	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).

A quantitative investigation into monogamous couples’ understanding and communication of sexual consent and its impact on relationship satisfaction.





	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). 

In a study conducted by Willis et al. (2021), researchers found that 87.5% of participants who were in a relationship for less than a year used more nonverbal cues for consent than those who had been in a relationship for five years (50%). This could be due to a deviation from gender roles as the relationship progresses, Newstrom et al. (2021) suggests that men are socialised to be more dominant while women are socialised to use nonverbal cues to be more passive. This is also known as sexual script theory (Gangon & Simon, 1973). Furthermore, asking for sexual consent has potential disadvantages for couples. Some participants revealed that it can be difficult to ask for consent and to understand cues, and that it can lead to unnecessary conflict in relationships and cause unpleasant emotions to arise in either party (Edwards et al., 2022). However, researchers found that poor communication causes more negative emotions, negative self-esteem, and rejection leading to relationship dissatisfaction (Zimmer, 1983; Christensen & Shenk 1991). On the other hand, Montesi et al. (2011) suggests that communication, relationship duration and gender all play a role in relationship satisfaction. Effective communication about sex is implied to significantly increase relationship satisfaction and men specifically are more likely to express sexual desires than women, further emphasizing Gangon and Simon’s (1973) sexual script theory. There has been a lack of research conducted on the link between sexual consent and relationship satisfaction (Montesi et al., 2011; Marcantonio et al., 2020) and so this study provides a way of filling that gap in psychological research. 
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	Please state the main research question(s) or hypotheses(s): (100 words max)

Participants who have a greater understanding of sexual consent will experience higher relationship satisfaction than those with a poorer understanding of sexual consent.
There will be a difference between the communication styles of those who have been in a relationship for a longer duration and those who have been in a relationship for a shorter duration.



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 will be recruited via the University’s Experiment Management System which will largely consist of undergraduate psychology and counselling students, recruitment will also take place on social media for access to a broader range of relationship types and age groups. The researcher aims to recruit at least 60-100 participants, taking the above factors into account. Prerequisites to partaking in the study are that students must be 18 years of age and older due to the intimate nature of the questions asked and participants must identify as being involved in a monogamous sexual relationship. 

The study will be a quantitative between-subjects design, using questionnaires. The independent variable will be participants’ understanding of sexual consent and the dependent variable will be relationship satisfaction. Five separate t-tests will be conducted to analyse the responses from each of the five subsections of the Sexual Consent Scale - Revised (SCS-R; Humphreys & Brousseau, 2010) and a three-way ANOVA will be conducted to analyse how relationship satisfaction is affected by three age groups (18-28, 29-39, 40+); both analyses will be conducted via SPSS. 

The Sexual Consent Scale - Revised (SCS-R; Humpheys & Brousseau, 2010) will be used to measure participants’ perceptions, attitudes, norms, indirect behavioural approaches, and awareness of sexual consent. This involves 39 items divided into five sections mentioned above. Questions are rated on a five point Likert scale (1= “Strongly Disagree”, 5= “Strongly Agree”). The (CSI-16; Funk & Rogge, 2007) will be used to measure overall relationship satisfaction. Statements for this scale are rated on a six point Likert, with 0 being “Extremely unhappy” and 5 being “Extremely Happy”. Both scales have high validity and are still used today in works such as that of Javidi et al. (2023) and Bakhteyar et al. (2023). The researcher will need access to Qualtrics to create the questionnaire. A copy of the study’s information sheet, consent form and debrief form will be uploaded to the questionnaire for participants to read through.

Participants who sign up to the study via EMS will receive a link to Qualtrics where they can access the questionnaire, the researcher will also share the link once posted by the psychology department’s social media page so that participants from outside of the university can access the study on Qualtrics. All participants will have access to an information sheet and consent form. Participants will then be asked to complete demographic questions regarding age, gender, what type of monogamous relationship they are in and the duration of their relationship. The SCS-R (SCS-R; Humphreys & Brousseau, 2010) and CSI-16 (CSI-16; Funk & Rogge, 2007) will then be presented and following these scales a debrief will be provided where contact details to local charities will be listed along with a video explaining consent. Participants will then be thanked for taking part.
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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. 

Potential psychological harm is possible as participants may feel negatively about the questions asked and could develop or already have negative conceptions of their relationship if they are made to feel worried about some behaviours that they experience in their relationship. The researcher will provide contact details of Women’s Aid and the Live Fear Free helpline in the debrief in case participants find themselves questioning their relationship and wish to discuss this with someone more knowledgeable. Some participants may even feel guilty if they have not been asking their partners for consent. Therefore, a link will be added in the debrief to a brief YouTube video clearly explaining consent. It is also important to highlight to participants that if they feel uncomfortable answering intimate questions, they can leave the study at any time without penalty. Participants’ confidentiality with be kept by allocating a number to each participant instead of names.
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