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SECTION 1: GUIDE TO USING THE HANDBOOK

All research conducted in SASS is required to obtain ethical approval, including research projects which are externally funded, those without external funding and all student dissertation work. This handbook sets out the procedures and contains all the information you need to obtain ethical approval for your work.

All the SASS documents are available electronically at http://www.DASS.stir.ac.uk/research/ethics/ .  Please note forms are regularly updated.  Ensure that you are using the most recent version.  

The ESRC Framework for Research Ethics (FRE) is also available on our website. 

Meeting dates and deadlines for papers 

See current timetable of meetings and deadlines which is available on the SASS website.  Please note that the Committee meets every month except July.

SUMMARY OF SASS PROCEDURES
Staff 

Funding application stage:

· Research Grant Application Summary and Ethics Declaration form completed;

· Independent reader recommends scrutiny level

· Identify whether review will be in SASS or external

When project starts, and before any fieldwork commences:

· Full review

· Inform designated admin support worker (DASW)  of target committee meeting for review – complete full review coversheet

· Submit papers to  DASW by the relevant deadline

· Allow time to respond to any issues raised by the Committee

· Light touch review

· Complete light review coversheet and submit papers to  DASW
· Independent Chair will decide whether light touch is indeed appropriate

· If it is, review will proceed, if not, papers will be submitted for full review

· Allow time to respond to any issues raised by the committee

· External review

· Check that the external review is ESRC compliant

· Ensure that DASW is notified of your application

· Ensure that DASW receives a copy of your approval documentation

Note: any significant changes in your project subsequent to ethical approval should be reported to the Committee, which will decide whether further ethical scrutiny is needed.

Research postgraduates

At the application stage, you will have been required to comment on ethical issues arising from your project. At an appropriate stage of your work, complete the staff procedures above, with your supervisor’s support.

Undergraduates and taught postgraduates

(Programme Director’s/Dissertation Co-ordinator’s responsibilities)

· ensure students receive some training in research ethics

· use the ethics checklist in working with students developing proposals

· approval of dissertation proposals takes place at programme level

· supervisor and student complete ethical approval form and supervisor makes recommendations to Committee

· forms, signed by supervisor and student, to be submitted to JG according to agreed deadline

· Programme Director/Dissertation Co-ordinator to communicate decision in writing to students

· Any subsequent external approval must be reported to the Committee – please note, ALL student projects must come initially to the SASS Committee.
SECTION 2: GENERAL GUIDELINES ON APPLYING FOR RESEARCH FUNDING
1. Information and guidance on preparing research proposals is available on the University website) (http://www.research.stir.ac.uk/code/index.php) and in the Research Funding Handbook.

2. Advice on preparing costings is available from the Research and Enterprise Office.  All applications must be costed on a Full Economic Costing (fEC) basis to ensure that the full cost of running the research project is known and that the maximum possible proportion of it is claimed back from the funders where possible.  To assist with calculating the full costs a spreadsheet has been developed and must be completed for all applications.  Contact the Research and Enterprise Office   who will assist with completing this form if required.  The completed fEC form must be signed by the Head of School.  Where fEC is not recoverable, the HOD makes a decision on support for the project from School funds.

3. Things to consider when costing:

All staff costs should be calculated by the Research and Enterprise Office who will take into consideration increments, pay awards, national insurance contributions etc. as appropriate for the particular funder.
If your project is going to last more than two years and you are taking on staff to work on the project you need to ensure that there is sufficient money in the fEC budget to make redundancy payments if necessary.
There should be sufficient money in the budget to cover travel and subsistence, equipment, consumables etc.
You need to ensure that any commitment to University funding after the end of the project is identified and approved.

If it is possible to build a studentship into the project this should be included in the budget.

4. Within SASS, the School Administrator has records of previous applications which you may be able to look at for hints and tips.

5. All applications from SASS staff must be accompanied by the form entitled “Research Grant/Contract Application Summary and Ethics Declaration”.  This must be signed by the Head of School and a representative of the Research Office as well as the applicants, the Independent Reader, who recommends the appropriate level of ethical review and a Research Group Convenor.

6. For some Research Council applications a standard Head of School statement may be needed.  This is available on request from the School Office.

7. Many applications will require a University signature, which the Research and Enterprise Office will arrange.  If this is not required, you are recommended to ask for a signature on your covering letter, following the statement:

‘I confirm that, if the contract is awarded, the University of Stirling will administer this project’

8. Please note that staff cannot sign contracts on behalf of the University, and that all grant acceptances need to be done via the Research and Enterprise Office.  Staff should inform both the Research and Enterprise Office and the School Administrator of the outcome of their application, whether successful or unsuccessful.

9. All successful research projects must undergo ethical scrutiny.  This is co-ordinated by the  School Ethics Committee (DEC).  

10. After a grant is awarded you can get advice on matters such as accommodation for staff, staff recruitment and managing research budgets from the School Administrator.  

Summary of application documents

All proposals must have the following documents:

· Full Research Proposal

· Research Grant/Contract Application Summary and Ethics Declaration

· Internal Research Proposal Costing Form (fEC form)

A copy of all the above three documents must be:

· Seen/signed by the Head of School
· Seen/signed by a representative from the Research and Enterprise Office

· Lodged with the School Administrator

SECTION 3: SASS ETHICAL REVIEW PROCEDURES 
Please note – this document refers to the ESRC Framework for Research Ethics (FRE) which should be read alongside it.

SASS Ethics Committee – Remit

· Oversee ethics of research in SASS in accordance with the ESRC FRE, , protecting the dignity, rights and welfare of research participants and the safety of researchers (REF 1.6.2);

· Conduct ethical scrutiny of research proposals from staff and students in SASS;

· Monitor ethical conduct of research in SASS;

· Consider, as appropriate, ethical issues arising in connection with SASS research;

· Consider, as appropriate, ethical issues referred by the SASS Learning and Teaching Committee;

· Consider, as appropriate, issues referred by the University and the HOS;

· Report to the University Ethics Committee.

Membership (see REF 1.5.2)

· An independent Chair from elsewhere in the University  
· An Internal Chair from SASS.

· Lay members who reflect research topics and the local community 

· A representative of  SASS staff from each Research Group, with a range of methodological expertise (qualitative, quantitative, work with vulnerable groups) 

· The Committee may co-opt other participants if it requires particular expertise or advice;

· The Committee may invite Principal Investigators to attend a meeting at which their research is being considered, but this is not normally expected;

· The inclusion of a student member will be kept under review. 

NB To be quorate, a meeting must include a Chair (the independent Chair is essential for ESRC funded work); a lay member; three SASS staff with relevant expertise.  A meeting must include both male and female committee members.  Members are required to receive training.  Members must declare any conflicts of interest at the start of the meeting, and may be requested to withdraw as relevant.

Meetings 

· Monthly dates will be set on an annual basis, to allow for timely review of research projects, and reconsideration of revised protocols as necessary.

· Papers to be received by the Committee ten working days before the meeting (different levels of review involve different papers – see below).

· ESRC funded research requires the Independent Chair to officiate. The Internal Chair may otherwise officiate, provided this meets funders’ requirements.

· All meetings to be Minuted, with decisions recorded.

· Decisions and the reasons for them to be communicated to PIs in writing, signed by the Chair (this does not apply for student work – see detail below).

· Chair’s action permitted for undergraduate and taught Masters level projects. All such action to be formally reported to the Committee at the next meeting.

· Appeals against decisions can be considered – the Committee will consider revised proposals as needed.  In the event of an irresolvable issue, matters may be referred to the University Ethics Committee.

· Any conflicts of interest to be declared at the start of the meeting – members may be asked to withdraw from consideration of projects in which they have an interest.

· The agenda may also include ethical issues which have arisen in SASS, matters raised via the HOS, or issues which the University requests are discussed for report to the University Ethics Committee.

· Annually, the committee will review its own work.

Procedures for Staff Research
NOTE: except for papers requiring signatures, electronic submission is preferred. All forms are available on the SASS website at http://www.DASS.stir.ac.uk/research/ethics/
At funding application stage

All proposals to be read by a member of SASS not directly involved in the proposal to help identify ethical issues at an early stage – the independent reader signs the Research Grant/Contract Application Summary and Ethics Declaration to indicate that they have read the proposal and offered advice as appropriate.  It is sensible to identify at this stage what level of ethical review may be needed if funding is awarded, and when this should take place;

· The proposal for funding should include a comment to the effect that the research is subject to ethical approval by the SASS Ethics Committee;

· Rarely, a funding body will request ethical approval at the application stage.  If this is needed, the post-funding procedure should be followed.

Research which is not externally funded

· Such research also requires ethical scrutiny, and the procedure should be followed.

After funding is awarded:

A key principle is that timing and level of ethical review should be appropriate to the project concerned.

Timing

The appropriate timing for ethical review depends on the nature of the project – some projects may proceed through several stages, each dependent on the last, and, therefore, require to address to ethical issues several times; others may work for a period developing research instruments or conducting literature review until their design is finalised and ready for ethical scrutiny; others may be ready for ethical scrutiny as soon as funding is awarded. 

The timing of ethical review will be determined according to the nature of the project. This should be done as soon as funding is awarded, following recommendations made at the application stage, if necessary in consultation with the Internal Chair.

Principal Investigators should ensure that the Designated Admin Support Worker is informed of the funding awarded, and liaise with her about the level and timing of the review.

Level

Other external scrutiny

· Researchers are responsible for notifying the Committee of the completion of relevant external procedures.

· External review should be COMPLIANT with the FRE.  Whilst Research Advisory Groups may discuss ethical issues, they are not accepted as providing compliant ethical review.

· If a project is to receive compliant ethical scrutiny elsewhere (eg through the NHS Research Governance framework), it is not necessary to go through SASS post-award procedures.  The pre-award form requests this information. Decisions from external ethical reviews must be formally reported to the Committee. 

· If a project involves collaborators elsewhere in the UK, which may be Universities or other organisations, SASS ethical approval or other demonstrably compliant equivalent is required.  If approval is sought through another University’s procedures, this should be notified to the SASS Committee.

· If research is to be conducted outside the UK, see REF para 1.14.8 and consult with the Committee Chair to determine appropriate procedures.

Light touch review

In accordance with the FRE, a ‘light touch’ review may be appropriate for certain projects.  Appropriate projects are described in the FRE and include research which involves ‘minimal risk’ (see FRE 1.2.3), i.e. no work with vulnerable groups, non-sensitive topics, no gatekeepers involved, full and informed consent from all participants, no access to personal or confidential records, causing no stress to participants, and involving no intrusive intervention.  PLEASE NOTE: that light touch review involves the following procedures.  IT DOES NOT mean that ANY projects are exempt from review.

· The identification of projects needing only a ‘light touch’ needs to be done through a clear procedure at an early stage.  The ESRC checklist (FRE1.2.3) should be reviewed at proposal stage by the independent reader and a recommendation made. 

· Light touch review can be authorised by the Independent Chair following submission of the research protocol, and the SASS checklist, duly completed.

· In a light touch review, the Independent Chair and one other member of the Committee must be satisfied (i) that such review is appropriate and (ii) that the researchers will comply/have complied with appropriate procedures, such as requirements of holders of large datasets with regard to access, or good practice in systematic literature review.

· Light touch review decisions made by the Independent Chair and one other committee member will be recorded, recommended to the Committee, minuted and monitored using the same procedures as other decisions. Outcomes will be notified to Principal Investigators in writing, following the Committee meeting which receives the recommendation.

Review procedures for all other projects

· Papers should be submitted ten working days prior to the meeting at which the project will be considered.  Papers should normally include:

· Research protocol including information about recruitment, consent etc (according to the checklist at FRE1.8.1)

· Information sheets for participants

· Questionnaire, topic guides or other research instruments

· Comment on any need for further scrutiny at a later date eg where the research design is emergent

· Comment on any involvement of external contractors, and their compliance with ethical requirements (eg transcription services, interpreters, fieldworkers)

· A completed SASS cover sheet

· One committee member will take the lead in reading and commenting on each proposal.  Scrutiny will be guided by the SASS checklist of questions (in the Ethics Handbook), recognising that not every question may be relevant in every case.  If a project is especially complex, the Chair may suggest, or the identified reader request, other committee members to assist.

· However, all Committee members will read all the papers.

· Researchers are bound by the decisions of the Committee. Any significant change in the research project should be reported back to the Committee, which will decide whether further scrutiny is required.

Monitoring

The Committee is required to monitor ethical practice in SASS, and procedures will comply with those to be set in place by the University. Procedures for SASS will include:

· An annual report of all decisions to be received and reviewed by the Committee for onward transmission to the University Ethics Committee.
· ‘Dip-stick’ monitoring of a random sample of current projects.  A minimum of two projects in each category (ie staff/postgraduate and student programmes) will be selected at random every year and requested to produce a short, one page report on the conduct of the project, highlighting any ethical issues which have arisen and how these have been addressed with reference to the approval given by the committee.

This item will be reviewed once the University’s monitoring procedures are in place.

Procedures for research postgraduates

Research postgraduate students (including DASR students) will follow the same procedure as staff, with the exception of the independent reading at proposal stage if the application process does not permit this.  Applicants for postgraduate research will however be required to comment on ethical issues in their work in their proposals. The Postgraduate Research Students Coordinator will monitor this.

Procedures for student research – undergraduate and taught postgraduate dissertations

Programme directors/dissertation co-ordinators are responsible for ensuring that these ethics procedures are followed.  The approval of topics takes place at programme level.  It is anticipated that projects which raise major ethical issues will not be accepted as suitable for dissertation work at undergraduate and taught postgraduate levels.  The procedure is designed to concentrate ethical discussion at the student-supervisor level.  Supervisors are responsible for supporting students to produce ethically appropriate proposals – they should not expect the Committee to pick up problems which should have been addressed at this basic level. 

ALL student projects require to be seen by the Committee, including any which may subsequently seek external approval.

· All students completing dissertations must receive clear training in ethics (eg as part of research methods module or in specific dissertation briefings);

· A checklist of ethical issues must be used to guide processes of consideration of proposals and to assist students and supervisors in devising appropriate research strategies (see Handbook).

· Students to submit ethics forms (for example, see handbook), signed by themselves and their supervisors to the Committee – no fieldwork should be commenced until approval has been granted

· The Internal Committee Chair or a sub-committee of the DEC will approve student projects by Chair’s Action on the recommendation of the supervisor.  If the supervisor has highlighted particular issues with a project or has been unable to recommend approval, further documentation may be requested and the matter taken to the next meeting of the Committee.

· All decisions will be recorded and reported to the Committee.

· Student forms will be countersigned by the Internal Chair, originals retained and a copy returned to the Programme office;

· Decisions will be communicated to students in writing by Programme Directors.

· In cases where student projects seek external ethical approval subsequent to internal approval, this must be reported to the Committee and a copy of the written approval lodged with the Designated Admin Support Worker. 

· Monitoring of student work will entail an annual review by the Committee of the list of topics reviewed, and requests for comment from supervisors on a randomly selected number of projects.  The Committee may also follow up any particular project identified at an earlier stage as raising particularly sensitive issues.

· Students may appeal to the Independent Chair against a decision.

SECTION 4: RESEARCH GRANT/CONTRACT APPLICATION SUMMARY AND ETHICS DELARATION

All applications for research grants or contracts from the School of Applied Social Science must be accompanied by a completed summary form, no matter the value.  This holds even if the funding agency involved does not require a University signatory.  The Research Office will not process any applications unless they are accompanied by a completed summary form.  


SPONSOR/FUNDING AGENCY:                                   
APPLICANT/CO-APPLICANT:                            


FULL TITLE OF RESEARCH PROJECT:


	TOTAL SUM REQUESTED

	



PROPOSED START DATE:  


PROPOSED END DATE:


SUBMISSION DEADLINE FOR APPLICATION:

EXPECTED DATE OF RESPONSE FROM SPONSOR:

SIGNATURES & UNIVERSITY AUTHORISATION:

APPLICANT*

NAME:

CO-APPLICANT(S)

NAME(s):


HEAD OF SCHOOL

NAME:
(or DEPUTY)
RESEARCH OFFICE     

NAME:
(Proposals Team)

*Note: THE APPLICANT(S) SIGNATURE CONFIRMS AGREEMENT TO COMPLY WITH Sass eTHICAL PROCEDURES
PLEASE GIVE THE COMPLETED FORM, WITH ALL THE SIGNATURES, AND A COPY OF THE FULL RESEARCH PROPOSAL TO MORAG CRAWFORD via 3S28 (SCHOOL OFFICE)

Declaration


Ethical approval/Independent reader

The final version of the proposal has to be read by at least one independent member of the School of Applied Social Science (not a close colleague) who will consider ethical issues.

Please note that ALL SASS research is subject to ethical review by the SASS Ethics Committee or by an external process such as the NHS Research Governance Framework.  See the SASS Ethics handbook for details.  
	To be completed by Independent Reader
     
Name of independent reader                                                            
I am satisfied that any issues of safety for researchers have been appropriately considered 
yes/no
Any ethical issues identified have been highlighted to the Applicant                                     yes/no
I recommend the following level of ethical review 
(criteria listed at the end of this form or see ESRC Ref 1.2.2)                                            full/light touch

Signature of independent reader



	To be completed by the Applicant
I confirm that any ethical issues identified by the independent reader have been taken
into account and addressed in the proposal.                                                                          yes/no
Approximate date when ethical review will be needed in SASS

                                                                              month/year/not needed due to external review
Will ethical approval be sought from a body external to the University?
yes/no

If so give name of body concerned and the date of the review                                             
You must inform the designated admin support worker of the procedure, timing and outcome of this external ethical approval and provide a copy of the written approval.  This will be notified to the SASS Ethics Committee.  All external review must be compliant with the ESRC REF – seek the DEC Chair’s advice if unsure.
The proposed research will use the following code of ethics
.  This section must be completed.

NB. Links to relevant codes of ethics may be found at the web site http://www.dass.stir.ac.uk/resources/links.php
I confirm that this proposal has been reviewed by a Research Group Convenor.

Signature of Convenor  
Research & Planning Office
The costings in this proposal have been checked and approved by the Research Office and a Full Economic Costing (fEC) form was completed and is attached
 yes/no


NOTE: LIGHT TOUCH ETHICAL REVIEW

Light touch review may be appropriate for projects which present minimal potential for the risk of harm to participants and others affected by the proposed research. Para 1.2.2 of the ESRC REF states (see document for full text):

The following research would normally be considered as involving more than minimal risk:

· Research involving vulnerable groups (eg children, young people, those with a learning disability or cognitive impairment, or individuals in a dependent or unequal relationship);

· Research involving sensitive topics (eg participants’ sexual behaviour, their illegal or political behaviour, their experience of violence, their abuse or exploitation, their mental health, their gender or ethnic status);

· Research involving groups where permission of a gatekeeper is normally required for initial access to members  (eg ethnic or cultural groups, native peoples or indigenous communities);

· Research involving deception which is conducted without participants’ full and informed consent;

· Research involving access to records of personal or confidential information concerning identifiable individuals;

· Research which would induce psychological stress, anxiety or humiliation or cause more than minimal pain;

· Research involving intrusive interventions which participants would not encounter in the course of their everyday lives. 

The light touch review process involves the Principal Investigator signing, against all these points that the research does not involve more than minimal risk. DEC is not bound by the recommendation of the Independent Reviewer – this is intended to provide guidance to the Principal Investigator. See the procedures document for full details.

SECTION 5: FULL REVIEW COVERSHEET

Project title
……………….................................................................................................................
Date of review meeting ………………………..............................................................
The following papers are attached (tick box or add comment if item is not included):
	1
	Research protocol 

Please indicate where the following items may be found in the protocol (see ESRC REF 1.8.1)

	
	Tick
	Comment

	Aims

	
	

	

	Scientific background

	
	

	

	Study design

	
	

	

	Participants (who, how many, identification and recruitment, comment on vulnerable groups)

	
	

	

	Methods of data collection

	
	

	

	Methods of data analysis

	
	

	

	Response to any conditions of use set by secondary data providers

	
	

	

	Principal investigator’s summary of potential ethical issues and how they will be addressed

	
	

	

	Benefits to research participants or third parties

	
	

	

	Risks to researchers

	
	


	
	Tick
	Comment

	Procedures for informed consent (including information provided and methods of documenting initial and continuing consent)
	
	

	

	Expected outcomes, impacts and benefits of research
	
	

	

	Dissemination (and feedback to participants where appropriate)
	
	

	

	Measures taken to ensure confidentiality, privacy and data protection

	
	

	

	
	
	Tick

	2
	Information sheets for participants 
	

	
	
	

	3
	Questionnaire, topic guides or other research instruments 
	

	
	
	

	4
	Comment on any need for further scrutiny at a later date e.g. where the research design is emergent
	

	
	
	

	5
	Comment on any involvement of external contractors, and their  compliance with ethical requirements (e.g. transcription services, interpreters, fieldworkers)                                       
	

	
	
	

	6
	Any other relevant material (please indicate below what it is)




Signature of Principal Investigator 

…………………………….......................................... Date: ...........................................
Name of Principal Investigator 

…………………………………................................... Date: ..........................................
SECTION 6: LIGHT TOUCH REVIEW COVERSHEET

Project Title 

…………….....................................................................................................................

Date of review meeting ………………………..............................................................
I confirm that this project DOES NOT include any of the following:

	
	TICK

	Research involving vulnerable groups (e.g. children, young people, those with a learning disability or cognitive impairment, or individuals in a dependent or unequal relationship) 
	

	
	

	Research involving sensitive topics (e.g. participants’ sexual behaviour, their illegal or political behaviour, their experience of violence, their abuse  or exploitation, their mental health, their gender or ethnic status);  instruments  required for initial access to members (e.g. ethnic or cultural groups, native peoples or indigenous communities 
	

	
	

	Research involving deception which is conducted without participants’ full and informed consent
	

	
	

	Research involving access to records of personal or confidential information concerning identifiable individuals
	

	
	

	Research which would induce psychological stress, anxiety or humiliation or cause more than minimal pain 
	

	
	

	Research involving intrusive interventions which participants would not encounter in the course of their everyday lives
	

	
	

	I confirm that I have completed procedures required by any secondary data provider (attach documentation) 
	


The following papers are attached (tick box or add comment if item is not included):

Comments

SECTION 7: CHECKLIST FOR ETHICAL SCRUTINY OF RESEARCH PROJECTS BY SASS ETHICS COMMITTEE

1. Proposal submission 

· The SASS Research Grant/Contract Application Summary and Ethics Declaration form duly completed should accompany every funding application, and should be signed by the PI, the HOS and an independent reader.

2. Conduct of research

The following aspects should be considered as relevant to each project:

· Informed consent to participate in research should be a basic principle.  Careful consideration of the ethics of any covert methods is essential – these require clear rationale, and ethical conduct.

· Proxy consent may be needed for work with certain groups, but needs careful consideration.

· Written consent may be appropriate in some circumstances and is likely to be required by NHS ethical committees.

· Confidentiality should always be carefully considered. It should be made clear to respondents that their contributions are confidential and the anonymity protected.  If respondents’ identities will be given in published outputs, this should be clear to them, and their permission must be sought.

· Care should be taken that proper, approved access to research participants is negotiated.  Researchers must be aware of and observe regulations about access via eg government schools, health settings and schools. 

· Discussion about access should include consideration of gatekeepers and their roles. 

· Work with children and vulnerable adults presents particular issues relating to eg Disclosure Scotland, potential police and professional checks. 

· The principle of minimising any harm or distress to researcher and participants should be observed at all times.

· Arrangements for the support of research participants and researchers who may be upset by any aspect of the research process should be in place.

· Any payments or similar compensation for respondents’ participation require careful consideration and justification.

· The independence of research must be clear, and any conflicts of interest or partiality must be explicit.

3. Analysis and writing up

· The confidentiality of participants should be preserved (and see above).

· Participants in the research need to be aware of the potentially wide audience the findings will reach. In some cases, it is appropriate for them to receive (and potentially comment on) findings.

· Data storage and access arrangements need to be considered and clear procedures identified and operated.  If transcription of interview or other data is involved, possible confidentiality difficulties should be considered.

· Some research materials, such as local authority file data on individuals, may be particularly sensitive and require additional procedures to protect confidentiality.

4. After completion

· Storage and archiving of data may be appropriate for a period after the completion of the project.  SASS archiving facilities may be used.  Electronic archiving (eg on CDs) is more economical than paper archiving.

· Data should not be kept indefinitely without clear justification.  It is good practice to set a date for the destruction of archived material (this is required if SASS archiving facilities are used).

5. Safety considerations

· Field researchers require clear briefing to observe basic safety precautions when conducting fieldwork eg informing others of their whereabouts, meeting in public places etc.

· Safety of participants in research should also be considered.

6. Breaches of codes, unethical behaviour etc.

For serious misconduct, there are existing disciplinary procedures within the University.

The University is developing a complaints procedure relevant to the conduct of research (eg there may be complaints about fieldworkers or a need to ‘whistle-blow’ about misconduct).

SECTION 8: CHECKLIST OF ETHICAL CONSIDERATIONS FOR STUDENT DISSERTATIONS IN SASS

This document aims to highlight relevant issues for consideration by students and supervisors at each stage of the dissertation process and is intended to use as a prompt, where relevant.  It is for use throughout SASS and should be incorporated in staff or student handbooks as appropriate. Recommendations concerning ethical scrutiny of all dissertation and project work (as relevant) should be submitted to the SASS Ethics Committee (dates are in School Schedule from August each year). The Committee is responsible for annual reporting to the University on decisions, for reviewing practice from time to time, and for considering issues that may arise.

1. Pre-proposal 

· Class(es) on research ethics should be provided. 

· Documentation for students should include comment on ethics and indicate the procedures they will be expected to follow.

· Students should be notified of an appropriate professional code (eg ESRC, BSA) which they should use.

· Any ‘no-go’ areas should be clearly indicated (eg covert research for undergraduate dissertations, excessively sensitive topics). 

· In preparing students for dissertation work, staff should take particular note of issues relating to access to public bodies, requirements for NHS ethical clearance (which should be sought separately if necessary) and procedures such as Disclosure Scotland, child protection etc.

2. Proposal submission and approval

· Clear procedures for the submission and approval of dissertation topics and the allocation of supervision should be set out in course documentation.

· Proposals must include comment on ethics.

· Feedback to students on their proposals should include comment on ethics.

· Each programme is required to submit in due time to the SASS Ethics Committee a set of ethics forms with recommendations for approval, approval subject to modification or non-approval.

· If proposals present ethical issues which cannot be resolved at programme level, the Ethics Committee may assist.  Requests for assistance should take account of meeting timetables.

· If external ethical approval (such as NHS ethical review) is necessary, student and supervisor are responsible for taking this forward.  However, proposals should first be brought to the SASS Committee.  The SASS Ethics Committee should receive a note of any external applications and their outcomes.

· All research conducted in SASS, including student work, should be well-designed and worthwhile.

3. Supervision and/or workshop support

· It should be clear that ethical issues run throughout the research process.  Discussion of ethical issues should be maintained as dissertation work progresses.

· Supervisors should ensure that students continue to follow guidelines and maintain ethical practice throughout a project.

4. Conduct of research

The following aspects should be considered as relevant to each project:

· Informed consent to participate in research should be a basic principle.  It is very unlikely that any student project will involve covert methods.

· Proxy consent may be needed for work with certain groups, but needs careful consideration.

· Written consent may be appropriate in some circumstances and is likely to be required by NHS ethical committees.

· Confidentiality should always be carefully considered.  It should be made clear to respondents that their contributions are confidential and the anonymity protected.  If respondents’ identities will be given in the final dissertation, this should be clear to them, and their permission must be sought.

· Care should be taken that proper, approved access to research participants is negotiated.  Students should be aware of and observe regulations about access via eg government schools, health settings and schools. 

· Discussion about access should include consideration of gatekeepers and their roles. In the past, some students have been permitted access by gatekeepers who did not have official powers to do this.

· Where access is linked with a student’s role in an organisation, eg as an employee or volunteer, care should be taken that this does not compromise the proper ethical conduct of the work.

· Work with children and vulnerable adults presents particular issues relating to eg Disclosure Scotland, potential police and professional checks.  Any necessary measures of this kind should be included in the report to the SASS Ethics Committee (eg a ‘Disclosure Scotland check was completed’).

· Students should be alerted to the fact that all research should be sensitively conducted, and that they need to be prepared for sensitivities to emerge even where topics and questions appear innocuous and uncontentious. 

· The principle of minimising any harm or distress to researcher and participants should be observed at all times.

· Arrangements for the support of research participants and students who may be upset by any aspect of the research process should be in place.

5. Analysis and writing up

· The confidentiality of participants should be preserved (and see above).

· Data storage and access arrangements need to be considered and clear procedures identified and operated.  If transcription of interview or other data is involved, possible confidentiality difficulties should be considered.

· Some research materials, such as local authority file data on individuals, may be particularly sensitive and require additional procedures to protect confidentiality.

6. Post submission

· Participants in the research need to be aware of the potential audience for the dissertation. In some cases, it is appropriate for them to receive (and potentially comment on) findings.

· Storage and archiving of data may be appropriate for a period after the submission of the dissertation.  SASS archiving facilities may be used. Electronic archiving (eg on CDs) is more economical than paper archiving.

· Data should not be kept indefinitely without clear justification.  It is good practice to set a date for the destruction of archived material (this is required if SASS archiving facilities are used).

· Consideration should be given as to access to the dissertation, once assessment procedures are completed. This may involve signing out dissertations from an office, access via a library etc. In certain circumstances, access may be embargoed – if this is appropriate, clear arrangements should be made.

7. Safety considerations

· Students should be advised via a clear briefing to observe basic safety precautions when conducting fieldwork eg informing others of their whereabouts, meeting in public places etc.

· Safety of participants in research should also be considered.

8. Breaches of codes, unethical behaviour etc

The University is developing relevant procedures.  For serious misconduct, there are of course existing disciplinary procedures for both staff and students.

SECTION 9: ETHICAL APPROVAL FORM FOR STUDENT DISSERTATIONS
Undergraduate students: Please attach a 200 – 300 word summary of your project
Taught postgraduate students: please attach your dissertation proposal
This form should be completed ELECTRONICALLY and then signed BY HAND

University of Stirling

SCHOOL OF APPLIED SOCIAL SCIENCE  

PROGRAMME . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 

Ethical approval form

This form should be completed, in consultation with your supervisor. You should not commence fieldwork until you have been notified that your project is approved. 

Student name:




Approved dissertation topic:

Supervisor name:



	
	Details of arrangements

	Consent procedures


	

	Access to respondents


	

	Confidentiality


	

	Data storage, archiving and destruction


	

	Prevention of harm/ distress to respondents


	

	Safety of researcher and participants
	

	Disclosure Scotland and other relevant issues


	

	Details of any external ethical approval to be sought
	


Supervisor’s recommendation to SASS Ethics Committee

	Approve
	Do not approve

	
	


Note of issues/concerns:

Supervisor’s signature:……………………………………………………………..

I agree to conform to these ethical procedures and to inform participants in any fieldwork that the research forms part of a degree programme.  In addition if further ethical issues arise during the conduct of my research I will raise these with my supervisor.

Student’s signature:…………………………………………………………………

This form should be returned to the . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Section Office following the first supervision meeting and, at the latest, by (deadline).

The form should be forwarded to the SASS Ethics Committee at least one month before the research work is due to start.

Decision taken on behalf of the SASS Ethics Committee:

	Approve
	Approve subject to amendment (noted below)
	Do not approve

	
	
	


Chair’s signature…………………………………………………………...............
Date…………………………………………………………………………………...







 





 





 





 





 





 





 





 





 





 





 





 





 





 





 








 





 








� e.g. British Sociological Association, Social Services Research Group, Social Research Association, British Society of Criminology.
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