 
 
 






 
Reflective Log Assessment Research Methods II 















	Study One 
	Study Code: Swan_credit_RW

	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) 

	
Firstly, a consent form obtained informed consent, then a debrief form outlined the study's aims, and the researcher and supervisors contact details were provided. According to Coolican (2019), students must observe the regulations set out in the guides from the BPS. Therefore, the study complied with the rules for research in the British Psychology Society Code of Ethics and Conduct (BPS; 2018), and as an internet-based study, the BPS Ethics for Internet-mediated Research (2021). Furthermore, the warnings given in the information sheet adhere to the BPS Code of Human Research Ethics (2021) due to the type of questions. Finally, the study followed the University of Wales Trinity St David Research Ethics & Integrity Code of Practice (UWTSD; 2017 - 2020) and data storage rules in the UWTSD Research Data Management Policy (2016). 

 

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

	Firstly, a detailed information sheet outlined the purpose of the study, a consent form, and the demographic questions were answered. These were followed by two questionnaires with a 5-point Likert scale (strongly disagree to agree strongly) to explore if levels of personality traits like neuroticism and agreeableness affect relationship satisfaction and if how people meet their partners affects gratification in their relationship. Finally, the debrief sheet followed. The details for the researcher and supervisor were provided within all sheets. 



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

	 
This study is thought-provoking. However, these were in-depth questionnaires (Vehovar & Manfreda, 2017) and could have made participants uncomfortable. The researcher, however, pre-empted this in the information sheet as per the BPS Code of Human Research Ethics (2021).


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

	 
Firstly, the researcher outlined the study's aim and what they wanted to explore. In addition, the researcher included previous research to support the reason for the research. The researcher then outlined the confidentiality required by the BPS Code of Ethics and Conduct (2018) and the UWTSD Research Ethics & Integrity Code of Practice (2017 - 2020). Finally, the contact details were provided for the researcher and the supervisor if any queries needed answering.


	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) 

	 
Participants may anticipate what the researcher is considering or alter their responses or behaviours in unforseen ways. They could play at being an excellent participant (McCambridge et al., 2012). A researcher must ensure that the participants know their data is entirely confidential (BPS Code of Human Research Ethics, 2021). They will therefore be more likely to share the truth. Another issue is that the information, consent and debrief forms were not downloadable.

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

	
No.



	 Study Two 
	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) 

	
The study addressed informed consent, privacy, and secrecy, as well as the possibility of withdrawing at any moment. The data would be saved in accordance with the University of Wales Trinity St David Research Data Management Policy (UWTSD; 2016). Furthermore, the study followed the British Psychology Society's Code of Ethics and Conduct (BPS; 2018) and the BPS Code of Human Research Ethics (BPS; 2018). (2021). Moreover, the study adhered to the principles given in BPS Ethics for Internet-mediated Research for conducting an internet-based study (2021). Finally, the study adhered to the UWTSD Research Ethics & Integrity Code of Practice (2017 - 2020).  

	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 asked to provide informed consent (Hilbig et al., 2021), and the purpose of the study was evident from the consent form. Then I answered the demographic questions. Three questionnaires were completed to explore if people's ambivalent sexism levels affect their views on women joining the military and if women are thought to be appropriate for various roles within the military. Followed by a debrief sheet.



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

	 
There was an error in the use of "as" instead of "an", and the BPS Ethics for Internet-mediated Research (2021) states that careful planning is the best way to avoid this. Also, after the picture and statement, the questionnaire did not load correctly, so the strongly agree option was only partially showing, making it difficult to click on this option.
  
 

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

	 
A debrief sheet provided the aim of the study, the references used, how to withdraw your data from the study, gratitude, and the researcher and supervisor's details to contact if you had any queries as per the BPS Code of Human Research Ethics (2021). 


	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) 

	 
An information sheet outlining critical aspects of the study, instructions and the researcher's contact information could have been provided.
 

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

	
No.



	Study Three 
	Study Code: Swan_Credit_RMGroup4

	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) 

	 
The study followed the British Psychology Society Code of Ethics and Conduct (BPS; 2018). The study indicated that you could withdraw at any time and adhered to the BPS Code of Human Research Ethics (2021) guidelines. In addition, it maintained confidentiality since data was stored per the University of Wales Trinity St David Research Data Management Policy (UWTSD; 2016). Furthermore, the study adhered to the principles provided in the BPS Ethics for Internet-mediated Research (2021) for conducting an internet-based study and the UWTSD Research Ethics & Integrity Code of Practice (2017 - 2020). 
 

	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 read the information sheet and completed the informed consent form (Hooley et al., 2012), and the purpose of the study was evident from the consent form. After that, I answered the demographic questions (BPS Ethics for Internet-mediated Research, 2021). I then completed the questionnaire and the word task (Bradley & Lang, 1999; Ferré et al., 2016), which were designed to see if tiers of emotional intelligence (Mavrou, 2021) influenced recollection of emotion-induced stimuli, particularly to see if people with higher levels of emotional intelligence could recollect more positive words. Finally, the researcher's and supervisor's contact information was included on the debrief sheet.

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

	  
Participating in this research was different as I have only participated in online studies. The wording of the questionnaire alternates between positive and negative language, which encourages you to read all the questions and provide honest answers as per the BPS Code of Ethics and Conduct (2018).
  

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

	 
A debrief sheet that outlined the aim of the study, withdrawal details, thanking participants for their participation, and the researcher and supervisors contact details were provided if you had any queries as per the BPS Code of Human Research Ethics (2021). However, I could talk to the researchers if needed, but that was not required.
 
  
 

	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) 

	 
It is quite a lengthy questionnaire, so participants could lose focus (Einola & Alvesson, 2021) and choose random answers. Unfortunately, the PC keyboard in the tasks did not work correctly, so by the time I had finished one word, I had forgotten the other words.

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

	 
No. 
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