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Instructions and answers for teachers
These instructions cover the student activity section which begins on page 14 and which consists of ten activity sheets. This lesson element supports OCR AS and A Level Psychology.

When distributing the activity section to the students either as a printed copy or as a Word file you will need to remove the teacher instructions section.
Learning aims
For students to gain knowledge and understanding of relevant methodological issues included in the specification so that they can:
1. Identify them in relation to the research studies covered in the AS and their own small scale research investigations.

2. Come to conclusions about the quality of research methodology which they can articulate and justify and which are of a sophistication appropriate for this level of study.

Mapping to the specification
The following lesson element enables coverage of the following bullet points on page 10 of the OCR specification for Component 01:

· representativeness

· generalisability 

· reliability 

· internal, external, inter-rater, test-re-test, split-half 

· validity

· internal, face, construct, concurrent, criterion, external, population

Ecological 
· demand characteristics 

· social desirability 

· researcher/observer bias 

· researcher/observer effect(s) 
ethical considerations, including the British Psychological Society’s Code of Ethics and Conduct
· Respect – informed consent, right to withdraw, confidentiality 

· Competence 

· Responsibility – protection of participant, debrief 

· Integrity – deception.

http://www.ocr.org.uk/Images/171732-specification-accredited-a-level-gce-psychology-h567.pdf
The purpose of teaching students this content is to allow them to make informed judgements about the quality of psychological research they undertake and learn about when following the specification.

General teacher guidance

Introduction

A key part of the AS is the way it introduces students to how research in psychology should be conducted, how it has been conducted and what is involved in conducting research of their own. 
There is a clear emphasis in the AS course on psychology as a science-based subject. One of the founding principles of modern science is that the findings and conclusions of any experiment or other form of science-based investigation are open to scrutiny. If a researcher claims that they have discovered something significant – or reinforced or brought into doubt the discoveries of others – then they must make their methodology public so that anyone who wants to can scrutinise their claim.
In the history of science-based research in psychology, the terms ‘reliability’ and ‘validity’ have developed a particular significance. ‘Reliability’ is the issue of whether the measure used in an investigation is consistent – will any differences in the data recorded be because of actual differences in what is being measured, or might they be because of failings in the measure itself? Validity is the issue of whether the investigation is really investigating what it is supposed to investigate and whether its findings and conclusions can be generalised to populations and settings beyond those used by the investigation itself.

Alongside these two key terms, a vocabulary has developed to help evaluate psychological research in its most usual setting, which is one that has human beings as its participants. Experimenting on human beings and finding ways to measure their behaviour presents a constant challenge, partly because human beings can respond specifically to the fact that they are being investigated and partly because a great deal of psychological research is into what cannot be seen – hence the behaviourist attempt to get round this problem by making psychology solely the study of observable behaviour.

All this makes ‘methodological issues’ quite a complex topic area to teach and quite possibly something which many students do not immediately equate with what they understood to be ‘psychology’ when they started the course. 
To put yourself in the best position to answer students’ general questions (‘What has this got to do with psychology?’) or specific questions (for example, ‘What’s the difference between concurrent and criterion validity?’) the following are suggested:

1. If you are not a subject specialist, beware vague and inconsistent use of key terminology in sources. It is wise never to depend on a single source as comparison of two or three is almost bound to throw up different perspectives and interpretations of key terminology to the extent that it is doubtful if there is a 100% ‘correct’ set even of AO1 answers. The important question is whether your own understanding is good enough to allow your students to reach their potential.

2. Try at all times to relate criticisms of methodology to aspects of the subject which are important and interesting to students. This is a possible progression:

· what can appear to be minor criticisms of methodology ( how these difficulties could have made results less valid and/or reliable and so less generalisable ( how this affects our valuation of the investigation ( how this affects our understanding of the topic involved.
In other words, make the link between methodological criticism and what psychologists have or have not discovered about our behaviour as clear as possible.

3. Go slowly and ensure that students have really understood what you have covered with them before going on to the next area. The constant issue has to be, ‘Can the students accurately apply this example of specialised terminology in an analysis of an investigation?’ The core studies are very useful here as all/any can be used for this purpose.

4. A Level psychology requires a lot of evaluation of isolated or paired research studies. This approach is in fact very rare when top researchers are writing about their specialist areas. Really important research is replicated either exactly or approximately many times and it is this which gives the basis for judging it to be reliable and valid – only controversial studies such as Milgram still get discussed in ‘A Level’ terms. So, if you feel that you simply do not know enough to make a firm judgement of the quality of an individual piece of research in terms of, for example, reliability and validity, then you are almost certainly right. In such cases, all students can really be expected to know is what factors might influence such a judgement.

5. Be aware of the OCR Component 01 sample AS assessment material. The structure suggests that any questions in this area will most likely be a matter of knowing definitions with perhaps one or two questions requiring a bit more detail. The average student who has learnt briefly but effectively to apply key terms will be much better placed than the average student who has attempted to learn detailed notes. 

When to tackle methodological issues?

One possible approach is:

· Begin with the students designing their own small scale investigations. Get the students to review them in terms of ‘Did our procedure investigate what we wanted it to?’ ‘Do our findings tell us just about how the participants behaved or can we use them to come to conclusions about how people behave in general?’ and ‘If we used the measure again on participants selected in the same way as these participants, would we get identical or very similar (quantitative) data?’ At this stage, the technical terms related to reliability and validity do not necessarily have to be used.

· Later on the course, introduce the technical terms when covering the ten (or twenty for A Level) core studies. This will of course include evaluation of reliability and validity.

· Towards the end of the course, go through the ‘Methodological Issues’ section of Component 01 drawing together their previous learning experience in this area and covering the rest so that they gain an overall view of the topic.
Suggested activities
In this lesson element, the area of methodological issues has been broken down into eight activities. Each activity is outlined below and there is a student information section relevant to each area, which forms the core of the teaching materials given to students. This section starts on page 14. 
The content of the student information sections is designed to give the basic outline of the relevant topic. You may want students to add their own notes to each section or you may wish to add information for example: 
1. Some knowledge and understanding questions could be added.

2. Additional teaching material the teacher considers useful could be included.

3. Illustrations could be added by the teacher or as a learning project by artistically inclined students.

4. Students could add space to make notes.

With some limited editing, the whole student information section could be used as a backup or homework resource alongside classroom teaching and/or during teacher absence.

Investigative learning activity 1: Representativeness/generalisability
No more than a side of A4 summary for whichever of the ten studies is needed for this exercise – probably five or six is about the right number. Providing that the summary is commensurate with the detailed teaching of the core study it can be argued that it doesn’t matter when in the course the summary is given out – a ‘pre-vision’ being as potentially useful as a revision. The activity can be completed with the ‘Representativeness/learning’ student information sheet for guidance.

On the other hand, if ‘Methodological Issues’ is tackled after the core studies have been covered, the creation of the studies by students would itself be a useful exercise although it would be wise to mark the summaries for accuracy before they are put to any further use.
Students should have: summaries of a number of core studies from the specification.

In groups, ask students to make a judgement about:

1. How representative was the sample of participants used in each study and how this influences our view of how generalisable the findings of the study were.
2. Whether the researchers used the best possible sampling method.

3. Whether the setting and procedure of the study was realistic enough for the findings of the study to be generalised to real life.
Be prepared to present your findings to the class.
Investigative learning activity 2: Reliability

There are lots of ideas for questionnaires available at:

https://www.google.co.uk/webhp?sourceid=chrome-instant&rlz=1C1KYPB_enGB625GB633&ion=1&espv=2&ie=UTF-8#safe=strict&q=psychology+questionnaires+images
The strict calculation of split-half and test re-test reliability is not part of the mathematical requirements for the course and a rough approximation is adequate for this exercise. So the split half test should have the same maximum score for each half and the scores should be compared. For test re-test a mean score for one week’s test should be compared with the mean score of the next week’s test. If you teach more than one class and want a bit of added realism then the test re-test should be completed with a questionnaire designed by the other class.
Students should have: one or more copies of a psychology questionnaire or access to a computer which will allow them to search ‘psychology questionnaires images’.

Ask students:

1. Using the questionnaires materials or link, design a short questionnaire on an issue in psychology that interests you.

2. Working with a partner, complete a ‘split half’ reliability test of your two questionnaires with you doing theirs and they doing yours. Which questionnaire comes out better and why?

3. In groups or as a class choose one of the questionnaires for a test-re-test test of reliability with the group/class doing the test in one lesson and then in the same timetabled period a week or two later. How reliable is the questionnaire? What could be done to improve its reliability?
Investigative learning activity 3: Validity – all types other than concurrent 
This will use the same core study summaries as used with the representativeness/generalisability exercise. Some students might find a simple pro-forma helpful with the seven types of validity listed in a seven row grid with a second blank column in which they can add their comments. The student sheets for Validity start on page 20.
Students should have: summaries of a number of core studies from the specification. 
Ask students to:

In groups go through one or more studies checking for every type of validity apart from concurrent validity. If groups took one study each then they could present their findings to the class.

Investigative learning activity 4 – Concurrent validity
The gender issue here might be rather sensitive, but students tend to learn better when the relevant issues are ‘real’ to them. Research questionnaires for a less controversial topic can be sought on the internet if so desired.

The Bem sex role inventory is a very well known measure of a person’s masculine and feminine traits as they are traditionally seen to be. An electronic version is available at http://garote.bdmonkeys.net/bsri.html 

If it would be of interest to look at this in more depth, there is a substantial amount of material on the reliability and validity of the BSRI (Bem Sex Role Inventory) as a google search will show.

Students should have: access to a copy of the BSRI.

Ask students to:

1. In pairs, design a questionnaire which will use quantitative data to assess how someone sees him or herself in traditional gender terms: do they have a masculine self-perception or a feminine self-perception or a mixture of the two?

2. If the ethical safeguards are in place, find a naïve participant and get them to respond to your questionnaire and the Bem Sex Role Inventory. Otherwise you and your colleague should respond to questionnaires as honestly as you can.

3. If the results of the Bem Sex Role Inventory are accepted as valid, as they usually are, then a comparison of the scores for the two questionnaires gives a judgement of concurrent validity for your questionnaire. How did you do?

Investigative learning activity 5: Demand characteristics

The two field experiments are well known – the first is that of Hofling et al. and is often quoted alongside Milgram in obedience research. The second is that of Piliavin et al. and is one of the core studies specific to A Level. As such it would be possible to go into more detail about the procedure, although sufficient is given here to enable the activity to be completed.

Guidance for the experimental design activity, although students can often come up with very good suggestions from scratch, would include getting students to think of a very simple experimental design with a activity which is as much like real life as possible. Memory research is possibly a candidate for this.
Students should have: a copy of the following two experimental design descriptions:

In a field experiment, nurses were asked on the phone by someone claiming to be a doctor to give a drug to a patient which should have only be given on written orders. The dose they were told to give was above the safe dosage for any drug. The experiment tested the willingness of the nurses to obey orders.

In another field experiment, confederates used the New York subway and at a particular point of the journey acted a need for assistance – through being injured, lame or drunk. The experiment tested how long it would be before the naïve participants – the other passengers – would offer assistance.
Ask students to:

1. In groups discuss how these experiments could have been done in a laboratory setting. Decide: 
would there certainly have been demand characteristics in the lab setting?

did the use of a field setting remove any possibility of demand characteristics?

Share your answers with the class.

2. Design a laboratory experiment in which the possibility of demand characteristics are kept as close as possible to zero.

Investigative learning activity 6: Social desirability

A more ambitious way of doing this lesson is to give students a questionnaire about how they see themselves as students and then for them to bring in their school/college reports (or check at home) to see if they showed any social desirability... At all stages the data could be kept confidential to the individual student – different schools and colleges might well have different attitudes to any sharing of it.
Ask students to:

1. In pairs, design a questionnaire that makes it very straightforward for respondents to show social desirability in terms of the type of person they are – for example: ‘Rate your generosity on a scale of 1-5’.
2. To check for social desirability you would need to find out what they were really like. You would need to do one of:

· checking their school reports
· doing an unstructured interview with a close relative or friend
· asking an employer for a reference.
Which of these three would be a) most effective b) the most ethical?
Share your answers with the class.

Investigative learning activity 7: Experimenter/observer bias/or effects (and inter-rater reliability)
A simplified version of this activity would be to give the students a copy of this recording grid as they watch an episode/part episode of a soap opera:

	Threatening body language
	Acts of direct physical contact
	Verbal aggression directed at the relevant individual
	Threats of verbal aggression made to a third party

	
	
	
	


Obviously it would be helpful if the soap opera or other video source selected had examples of all these types. 
One likely outcome is that the lack of exact definitions will lead to a lack of inter-rater reliability and, if so, of how breaking down, for example ‘threatening body language’ into more exact actions would improve it.

Again a simply comparison of tally scores should be adequate for this exercise. The stats of inter-rater reliability quickly become very complex!
Students should have: access to a complete or part episode of a television soap opera.

Ask students to:

1. Design an observation to give a quantitative tally of aggressive speech and actions in a complete or part episode of a soap opera.

2. Use your agreed recording grid do the observation.
3. Afterwards, check the inter-rater reliability of your observations – is it more than 80%? Does the outcome surprise you?

4. With your partner write two brief conclusions to this study with one showing observer bias because the researcher believes that soap operas should be shown too late for children for children to watch and the other written without observer bias
Investigative learning activity 8: Ethics

This exercise uses the same summaries as were used for validity and representativeness/ generalisability.
Students should have: outlines of core studies.
Divide the class into two – one half role plays an Ethics Committee and the other half (either altogether or in smaller units) presents the procedure of one or more of the core studies, including any ethical issues the procedure raises and their defence of why the study should go ahead. The Ethics Committee then discusses and gives its judgement. The two groups of students could reverse roles after a while.
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Student Section
1: Representativeness and generalisability
Representativeness
When the word is used in research, representativeness is the issue of whether a sample is representative of its target population. When planning research, there is a judgement to be made about how representative a sample of participants needs to be to make the research generalisable and whether it is practical or possible to obtain such a sample. So, for instance, an investigation into the genetic basis of a rare disorder using an analysis of identical twins may not be possible simple because not enough potential participants can be found.

Used in a much more general sense, representativeness can be used to refer, for example, to whether a researcher’s work is representative of the mainstream research concerns in the relevant area of psychology. It could also be used in the sense of asking whether the research of publically funded institutions such as universities is representative of the concerns of the public who pay for it, and, if not, whether this matters.

Generalisability
What is ‘generalisability’?

If something is ‘generally’ true then it applies to a lot of individuals or situations. So it is generally true that students doing AS levels are aged 16 or 17, but not generally true that students doing AS levels have their own yachts. So, ‘generalisability’ is the issue of whether we can conclude that something which is known to apply in a limited number of cases can be assumed to be true in a much larger number of cases. 

So, imagine that a teacher has a class of ten or so students. The teacher marks three pieces of work and concludes that they are of a good standard. Can this conclusion be generalised to the rest of the class without their work having to be marked – perhaps because the students in the class have always up to now produced work of a very similar standard? If so, then what the teacher concludes that the standard of the marked work has generalisability to the class.

Psychology and generalisability

The date given for the start of modern academic psychology is 1879 when Wilhelm Wundt set up the first psychology laboratory in Germany. A great deal of psychology has been concerned with conducting small scale research often in laboratory conditions to try to understand the behaviour of a very large number of people – usually, in fact, everybody. This means that the issue of generalisability is extremely important. If laboratory and other small scale research could not be generalised to much larger groups of people then, as an academic subject, psychology could not exist.
Generalisability and four classic core studies

In the early 1960’s Milgram ran a series of experiments in led to him making the claim that, to take the most famous example, 40 American men were prepared to give severe electric shocks to an innocent individual because they were ordered to do so. From this he generalised an explanation for the Nazi killing of the Jews and other minorities. He also claimed that his findings about obedience could be generalised to all human beings who are in a position to be given orders or instructions.

Bandura found that some American children were more likely than others to act aggressively towards a large inflatable toy doll if they had already seen an adult do the same. The same happened when he used a video of the adult being aggressive. This took place in the 1960s and started a debate which is still going on about whether the findings of psychological research can be generalised to show that children learn violence from TV, computer games etc.

Freud claimed that experiences of his patient Little Hans were exactly as would be expected if his theories about the unconscious were correct. However, this is different from the first four classic studies as Freud had already worked out his ideas and case studies such as Little Hans just helped to fill in the details. So Freud believed that it was his theories which were generalisable to everyone. The theories were not supported by laboratory research, but rather could be illustrated and clarified by his therapeutic work with actual patients.

The study of Sperry has the strongest claim to generalisability, as the basic biological structure of brains are very similar and the tests used to measure the effects of splitting the brain were highly reliable.
Loftus and Palmer and the evaluation of generalisability

The study

The procedure of the relevant part of Loftus and Palmer study involved 45 students estimating the speed at which various car crashes happened in film clips that they were shown. 
The conclusions of the study generalise from the results of the study based on participants’ behaviour to the behaviour of everybody – the universal population. The main conclusion was that eye witness testimony of an incident could be distorted by the use of misleading information in questions asking for recall of the incident.

Evaluating generalisability – sample bias

This is a key issue in any piece of psychological research which makes a claim to generalisability. Usually it refers to human participants, although it can refer, for example, a sample of written sources used in a content analysis.

With human participants, the question is whether the sample of participants is representative enough of the target or universal population for the results to be generalised to that population.

Taken as an individual study, this does not look good for Loftus and Palmer. The sample size is quite small meaning that any participants who were not typical – perhaps, for example, because they argued with the other members of their group for the sake of it – could have an impact on the results.

More importantly, all the participants were undergraduates. This means that they were unrepresentative of the great majority of the population because of their age and their academic ability. It seems likely that had the participants been individuals of varying ages and levels of academic achievement then the results of the study would have been significantly different.

Evaluating generalisability – ecological validity

Students often conclude that a laboratory experiment lacks ecological validity and so generalisability. But this need not be the case. The task in the Loftus and Palmer experiment was very simple – it was to watch clips of films of car accidents and then to answer a range of questions about those crashes amongst which was hidden the key question about the speed of the crash. It can be argued that the completion of such a simple task would be unaffected by the surroundings in which it was done and so the generalisability of the results of the study is not weakened in this case.

Where the real challenge to ecological validity lies in the Loftus and Palmer experiment is in the use of film clips as the means of presenting the car crashes to the participants. On this view, the lack of realism involved in using films means that participants may have been too easily influenced in their estimation of the speed of the crashes by the variation in the key verb of the key question
2: Reliability

Reliability – introduction
Reliability is one of the most important concepts in psychological research. This is because a lot of psychological research depends on making measurements. So, for example, if we want to know whether watching violent TV programmes makes people more aggressive then we have to have a reliable way of measuring aggression. There are countless other examples to be found psychological research.

Reliability always refers to a measure which is used in a study. If a measure is reliable then two individuals who are identical in terms of the behaviour being measured will get identical or very similar scores if the measure being used is reliable. So, two equally intelligent people will get identical near identical scores if they are tested with a reliable intelligence test. Two equally aggressive people will get identical or very similar scores if tested with a reliable measure of aggression, and so on.

The word ‘scores’ in the last paragraph is very important. Many psychologists think that reliability can only be applied to quantitative data – data in numbers rather than words. Three tests of reliability which we discuss on the next page are like this: inter-rater, test-re-test and split-half. Usually if an experimental procedure leads to unreliable data then the procedure itself is referred to as ‘unreliable’ although strictly speaking the term should be applied just to the data.

Reliability and experimental classic studies

Milgram’s use of the ‘shock machine’ was a clever way to obtain quantitative data, and he certainly thought that the data was reliable – the higher the shock level given then the more obedient the participant. The real threat to reliability here is a possible lack of ecological validity meaning that some participants guessed the purpose of the study and so the procedure measured an artificial, rather than a real, response.

As with Milgram, Loftus and Palmer used a clever way of obtaining quantitative data – in this case by having participants estimate the speed of several car crashes. Again the researchers thought that the data was reliable – the difference in speed estimation really did measure the participants’ response to the key verb such as ‘smashed’. However, the film clips used of the crashes was unrealistic and may have led to participants not thinking too carefully about their speed estimates so making the procedure less reliable. 

Bandura measured the aggression of his child participants by observing and counting the number and type of aggressive acts they performed on a large inflatable toy doll. This raises the question of the reliability of the observation – for example, did a full on direct hit score equally with a glancing blow?

Internal reliability and the Split-Half test
A test or measure has internal reliability if it is consistent with itself.

To explain this using an example:

Imagine that we are using a questionnaire to investigate belief in the supernatural. There are 40 statements which participants have to score in terms of how much they agree with them. High scores indicate strong belief in the supernatural and low scores indicate weak belief.

Now, imagine that we give the questionnaire in two halves to the same person – statements 1-20 and then statements 21-40. If the questionnaire has internal reliability then the participant score for the first half will be identical or very similar with their score for the second half.

Or, put the other way around: if the participant scores highly for statements 1-20 indicating a strong belief in the supernatural but has a low score for statements 21-40 indicating the opposite then the questionnaire lacks internal reliability and cannot be used in its present form. (You have to assume that the participant hasn’t changed their beliefs between completing the two halves or isn’t pretending to have changed them!)

External reliability and Test-Re-test

A test or measure has external reliability if it stays consistent over time. So, to take the example of a questionnaire again: if we gave the complete questionnaire to a group of participants then we would end up with a range of scores recorded by the participants in response to questions or statements on the questionnaire.

Imagine that we gave the questionnaire to the same group of participants four weeks later. If the questionnaire has external validity then the overall scores will be identical or very similar to the scores recorded for the first time. 

If the scores were very different then we would conclude that the questionnaire lacked external validity.

Inter-rater reliability
Inter-rater reliability is most usually associated with observation. As such it is the extent to which two or more observers have records of observations that match each other. If they are very different then this means that the observation is unreliable because obviously they all saw the same thing happening. On the other hand, a 100% overlap is not expected and it is generally the case that if records of observations match each other at a level of 80% or more that the observation can be considered to be reliable.

Improved inter-reliability by:

1. Using trained observers.

2. Using observers who do not know the purpose of the observation and so in that respect will be free of observer bias
What about Freud?
Freud (responsible for the fifth classic study) did not deal in reliability as we understand it. His studies came from his work as a therapist and were about helping individuals rather than measuring success. 
Some psychodynamic psychologists have taken this view as well and these views are disliked by believers in the scientific method. Other psychodynamic psychologists have tried to show that the results of therapy can be reliably measured but this remains a highly controversial claim.

Reliability and qualitative data
There is a debate in psychology about whether qualitative data can usefully be considered in terms of its reliability – for example, can unstructured interviews be checked to see if the data they provide are at all consistent if participants were selected on the basis of an important similarity – for example, step-children who had poor relationships with step-parents.

Scientifically minded psychologists say that such data is too personal and subjective to have any reliability and as such should not be used in psychological research. At the other extreme, humanist psychologists say that it is not ‘data’ at all but records of deeply personal experience. In the middle, some psychologists use such tools as computer programmes to check whether there are consistent patterns in the data, allowing, they say, some judgement of reliability.
3: Validity 

Validity is the issue of whether a psychological investigation matches up with reality. Did the procedure of the investigation allow the aim of the investigation to be achieved? If the investigation claims to tell us something generalised about behaviour above and beyond what the participants did, can this claim be justified? If psychology is to have any claim to tell us about ourselves and the world with greater certainty than opinion, common sense or guesswork then it must be able to show that its research is valid enough for its conclusions to be accepted. The OCR specification lists eight different types of validity which are highlighted below.

	Validity type and description
	Example/comment

	Internal validity is achieved if the procedure of a study is what is needed to achieve the aim of the study.

If in an experiment it is not the independent variable causing the change in the dependent variable then the experiment cannot have internal validity.
	Often lack of realism and the consequent risk of demand characteristics is a major threat to internal validity in experiments.

	Face validity is achieved if the procedure of a study does not have any obvious failings.


	If a study has the aim of investigating real life memory but the procedure involves participants inventing incidents that they might have remembered if they had happened then the study lacks internal validity.

	Construct validity. For research to take place real life behaviour has to be broken down into elements that can be observed and measured. The issue of construct validity is whether this breaking down of behaviour has kept enough of its ‘reality’ for the study to be an investigation into that behaviour.
	If an experiment investigating aggression measures aggression by the number of times they clench and unclench their fists, then its construct validity can be questioned as it is far from clear whether aggression can be measured in this way.

	Concurrent validity is achieved if the results of a study are in line with what is known to be the case using other criteria of judgement. So, for example, if a group of students who are already known to be high ability all do well on an ability test then the test has concurrent validity.
	Concurrent validity is often important when designing questionnaires. For example, there are a range of questionnaires that claim to assess depression. A new questionnaire is likely to focus more closely on one set symptoms but still have its general validity assessed by comparison with well- established measures.


	Criterion validity involves identifying some objective standards or criteria as to why a study should be accepted as valid. Concurrent validity is a very important example of such a criterion.
	Another example of criterion validity is predictive validity. If a person scores well on a psychometric test which is used to assess how well they will do in a particular job but then their performance ratings in the job are very low but also very accurate, then the psychometric test lacks predictive validity and so cannot have complete criterion validity.

	External validity assesses whether the findings of an investigation can be generalised to other populations and settings. Strictly speaking, when used in this way, it is interchangeable with the correct technical sense of ecological validity, but ‘ecological validity’ is often used in a looser sense.
	Used in this sense –occasionally it is used in the sense of the findings of one research method being generalisable to other research methods – a lack of external validity is tied up with familiar AS issues such as lack of population validity and lack of task and setting realism.

	Ecological validity is, strictly speaking, a measure of validity, and some writers on research methods see it as an alternative term for external validity used in the broadest sense of whether investigation findings can be generalised to other populations and settings. In general A Level usage ‘ecological validity’ has come to mean, not ‘Are these findings generalisable?’ but ‘How true to life was the task and/or setting of this study?’
	It is also often the case that the statement ‘this study lacks ecological validity’ is often used without specifying the way in which it lacked ecological validity and how that lack would have affected the results – if the results were unaffected then the lack of ecological validity doesn’t matter. Arguably, lack of mundane realism (the investigation was unlike real life) and lack of experimental realism (the procedure was unconvincing) would be an improvement on this blanket use of ‘lack of ecological validity’

	Population validity is not a term used all that frequently in psychological research. It is the issue of whether a sample of participants is representative; or to use another term, whether there is sample bias in the selected sample of participants.
	The only research method which can hope to avoid sample bias in a single study is self-report questionnaires with thousands of participants. Otherwise, psychologists depend on replicating studies with different participants to assess whether there is a lack of population validity.


So how does Milgram do on validity?

	internal validity
	In spite of replications supporting internal validity, one or two social psychologists still claim that the behaviour of the Instructor was unnatural if shocks were really being given – sitting calmly and not helping – and this means that demand characteristics cannot be ruled out.

	face validity
	Looking at Milgram’s procedure, there are no obvious flaws and so it is reasonable to judge that it has face validity.

	construct validity
	Is measuring the willingness of participants to give electric shocks to an innocent person a valid way of measuring destructive obedience? The importance and influence of Milgram’s research suggests that his experiment has a large degree of construct validity.

	concurrent validity
	Unusually in psychology, Milgram’s experiment was ground breaking so it has no concurrent validity. This can be taken to suggest that it needs to do better on other measures of validity to make up for it.

	criterion validity
	Using predictive validity as a measure of criterion validity, there is no way of finding out whether the participants who went to maximum voltage would have been as willing to show destructive obedience in real life, so on this criterion the study lacks criterion validity.

	external validity
	Used in the sense of whether the findings can be generalised to others settings and populations: as is often the case, this judgement depends on what we think of the internal validity of the experiment as there cannot be external validity if internal validity is lacking. See also next on population validity.

	population validity
	The sample bias of Milgram’s first experiments is well known, with participants of just one gender and a restricted age range, as well as all being from New York. Milgram varied the population in his own replications and the experiment’s format has been used in other countries with broadly similar results.

	ecological validity
	The experiment certainly lacked mundane realism as the task was nothing like real life. Milgram thought that this didn’t matter as in the vital respect – giving over responsibility for your actions to a higher authority – the experimental situation was identical to, for example, the relevant behaviour in Nazi Germany. Whether the task had experimental realism depends on whether the participants were deceived by the procedure and the consensus view is that they were.


4: Demand characteristics
What are they?

In all the standard textbooks on research methods, demand characteristics refer to participant behaviour just in experiments. 

Demand characteristics are an important example of participant reactivity in psychological research. Participant reactivity can happen in any research method that uses human participants. It means that participant behaviour is different from real life because participants know that they are taking part in research. So, because they are taking part in an experiment, the expectations the participants have and/or the conclusions they come to about the purpose of the experiment may influence participant behaviour.

In terms of experiments, demand characteristics can be a confounding variable. This means that they can have an effect on the dependent variable in a way which can be confused with the effect the independent variable. 

Examples from two classic studies
1. Milgram

Any of the participants in Milgram’s study who did not believe that they were really hurting the Learner, but still went along with the pretence that they were, were showing demand characteristics. If this was happening, the Milgram study lacks reliability and validity. 

Milgram stated that participants in his study were not showing demand characteristics. Later replications and partial replications support this. 
However, some social psychologists suggest that the behaviour of the Instructor was very unrealistic as no one would sit calmly while such severe shocks were being given. If so, this means that there were demand characteristics in Milgram’s experiment after all as the participants’ behaviour would have been influenced in different ways by the Instructor’s lack of response.
2. Bandura
It is also suggested that one or more participants in the Bandura study showed demand characteristics. There is a record of one of the children asking his parent, ‘Is this the doll I am supposed to hit?’ indicating that he had guessed the purpose of the study.

If a significant number of the participants did guess the purpose of the study and this led to a different level of aggression being shown to the doll than otherwise would have been the case then this would threaten the reliability and internal validity of Bandura’s study. 
This is because the study would then to some extent become a measure of the participants’ ability to guess the purpose of the study and of course that was not included in the original aim.
So, imagine a memory experiment testing the effect of music on recall. All the participants in the ‘music’ condition realise that the music is meant to spoil their recall and so they try extra hard to remember and recall the list of words. This example of demand characteristics means that the scores of that group of participants may be the same as if the music had no effect on recall.
5: Social desirability
What is social desirability?

Imagine that you have agreed to take part in a piece of psychological research which involves filling in a questionnaire. You know that your responses will be kept confidential and that the researcher should not even be able to identify your questionnaire.

The questionnaire is about aggression and asks you describe the most aggressive thing you have ever done. This makes you feel uncomfortable, and, although you write down some details of the incident, you miss out the bits which make you appear to be a nasty person.

In answering the question like this you are showing social desirability bias. You are not giving the ‘correct’ answer to the question but an answer which will make you appear to be a better person than you actually are. 
Socially desirability applies to self-report research. It can be argued that a skilled interviewer will be able to reduce the possibility of social desirability bias by gaining the trust of respondents, so that we would expect to find more evidence of it in questionnaire responses.

Social desirability bias is thought to be particularly likely in self-report investigations about a person’s skills and abilities, their personality traits and their sexual behaviour. However, there are of course many areas of psychological research in which social desirability bias could play a role in respondents’ answers.
An example of a core study in which social desirability may have been an issue: Chaney et al (2004) 

This study investigated whether more asthmatic children would use their inhaler if it included ‘incentive toys’ as part of its design. The data for the experiment was in the form of questionnaire responses from parents. One finding was that ‘significantly more parents reported that they were ‘always‘ successful in medicating their child using the Funhaler.’ 
It is possible that social desirability may have influenced parental responses here. The parents would have been aware that there was something special about the inhaler. So some of them may have felt that any failure in its use with their children would be seen as a failure with their parenting skills. These parents may have reported that they were ‘always successful’ because of social desirability bias.

Estimating and controlling social desirability bias

It is usually difficult to be sure whether social desirability bias has played a part in participant responses and, if so, how big an affect it has had on the results.

The use of face validity (seeing if, for example, any questions in a questionnaire are ‘asking for’ social desirability) can be helpful, as can the use of ‘concurrent validity’ which means basing your questionnaire on another one which has been free (or free enough) of social desirability bias.

It is also possible to test participants for social desirability bias before they do the main part of the investigation. An example of such a test is the Marlowe-Crowne Social Desirability Scale.
6: Researcher/Observer effects/bias

What are they?

Researcher/observer effects: things that the researcher/observer does which have a direct impact on the quality of data being obtained.
Researcher/observer bias: researcher/observer attitudes and actions which threaten the quality of the research as a whole.

Note: there is not total consistency between highly regarded research methods textbooks in their use of the terms ‘bias’ or ‘effects’.
 We can illustrate the difference by thinking about an imaginary experiment.

	Research action
	Bias or effect?

	Researcher bases his research on previous research which has been critical of this age range. He does not take much notice of criticisms of this previous research.
	This is researcher bias as the survey of previous research has not been objectively completed.

	He chooses a self-report method for collecting the data and decides that he will use an interview to do this, not trusting the teenagers to fill in a questionnaire even though it would produce better quality data.
	This is researcher bias as the quality of the data will not be as good as it would have been if the researcher had.

	As a control he uses a group of older people. When interviewing the older people he is polite and courteous but is short-tempered with the teenagers.
	This is a researcher effect as his manner in collecting the data will directly influence the scores of the participants. As such it is an extraneous variable and would need to be evaluated as such in appraising the experiment.

	Most of the data from the interviews is quantitative (in numbers). However, some answers were expressed in qualitative data and need to be given a quantitative rating. The researcher does this and is too negative in his rating of the teenager.
	This is also a researcher effect for the same reasons as just stated.


	The researcher discusses the results and draws conclusions which are not justified from the results but express some of his prejudices against young people.
	We are now back to researcher bias as it is no longer the dependent variable scores being influenced. In this case, the researcher bias means that the conclusions are not justified by the results of the study.

	The researcher sends the research to a journal who have a group of academics who review research (this is known as ‘peer review’). He knows that a couple of the group have views sympathetic to his own and he thinks this will increase his chances of getting published.
	Researcher bias extends to what is done to get the research published. Trying to get a favourable review goes against the principle of allowing objective scrutiny of your research in the interests of improving psychological knowledge and understanding.




Awareness and control of researcher effects/bias

Psychologists are actually human beings and in the vast majority of cases it is a question of minimising researcher bias/effects and observer bias/effects rather than eradicating them. Also, when reporting on an investigation, researchers needed to show awareness of the existence and possibility of researcher bias/effects and observer bias/effects, together with an awareness of how they influenced outcomes and how, if possible, future research could deal with them more effectively.

It is an interesting question whether, with the best will in the world, a researcher who has spent years working on a particular topic about which they feel passionately, and in relation to which the progress of their careers may depend, can ever be completely free of researcher bias. 

To give what is just an opinion on the matter: in an area of such as laboratory research in cognitive psychology, freedom from research bias may just be possible. In an area such as, for example, the long-term effects of a poor upbringing, complete objectivity must be very hard to achieve. 
The same can be said of researcher effects. Every interaction between human beings is unique and there is almost certainly something about individual researchers which will generate different responses in participants, however small that difference is. The key is to be aware of the exact circumstances in which this will or might happen, control it as much as possible and where necessary refer to it in the research report if needed for a correct understanding of the outcome of the research.

Replications of investigations are a key way of checking for researcher bias/effects and observer bias/effects. If an investigation is replicated and unexpectedly different outcomes are obtained then this might indicate that researcher effects and/or observer effects have taken place. This can lead to a careful checking of the original procedure or further replications to identify and adjust for the problem.
	Researcher bias/effects and observer bias/effects in Milgram

	Milgram’s experiment gives a good illustration of the possibility of researcher bias and researcher effects.

To take researcher effects first: the procedure for the Milgram experiment was elaborate, especially in the use of two confederates – or ‘stooges’ as they are sometimes known. If the use of confederates introduces an extraneous variable then this counts as an example of researcher effects. We can imagine, for example, that the Instructor thought that he did not sound strict enough when prompting one participant, so made up for it by sounding extra strict with the next, so producing a researcher effect which could have influenced the shock level the teacher/participant went to. We have no evidence that this did happen, but (in fact) no evidence that it did not. 
As far as researcher bias is concerned: Milgram was not an individual who lacked confidence and, in the write up of his obedience experiments (there were 17 variations on the original) he claimed that he discovered why Germans and those of other nationalities obeyed orders that resulted in the death of millions of innocent individuals. This was that they lost all sense of personal responsibility by deciding that those giving the orders responsible for the consequences.

Now, there is probably some truth in what Milgram said, although the formal theory he used to express his idea (the ‘Agentic State’) has been rejected as the sole and even the most important explanation of destructive obedience. We would probably be correct in thinking that Milgram would have been more critical of the theory had it been produced by another psychologist and so we can see this as an example of ‘researcher bias’.


Monitoring and controlling for researcher effects and observer bias/effects

	Method
	Monitoring
	Examples of possible methods of control

	Experiment
	- use of face validity (a common sense overview of) and concurrent validity (comparing with an established procedure) to check for possible researcher effects

- check results for unexpected outcomes.
	- use the same researchers to conduct the research when participants are in different conditions

- use standardised instructions which means having a script to read to participants which is identical in different conditions apart from the experimental variation itself.

	Observation
	- use inter-rater reliability to measure to what extent observation records by different observers are overlapping. Anything less than 80% is usually taken as indication of observer bias.
	- use trained observers

- replicate the observation using different and/or more observers

- ensure that observers do not know the purpose of the observation.

	Self-report: interviews
	- use criterion validity – are the results in line with well-established research into this topic? Do participants who are known to be similar from independent evidence give similar responses in the interview?
	- move to a more structured interview technique with questions that are completely (structured) or partly (semi-structured) prepared in advance

- use videos of the actual interviews or, if they are not being recorded, video a role-play interview, so that the ‘performance’ of the interviewer can be analysed by a team of researchers and helpful suggestions offered.

	Self-report:

questionnaires
	Strictly speaking, researcher effects happen in face to face interaction with researchers and participants. However, the definition could be extended to questionnaires. So, for example, a questionnaire on violence could be designed with unnecessarily graphic questions and this could produce a researcher effect in the responses. This could be picked up by, for example, checking for face validity.
	For example, the questionnaire can be tested by a pilot study in which it is given to a group of respondents who will not participate in the actual research. Their answers can be scrutinised for any indication that the way in which a question was written has produced responses which are not typical of that respondent group.


7: Ethics in psychological research

Introduction

The ethics of research in psychology has become increasingly important over time. Codes of Ethics and Ethics Committees are now essential elements of the work of researchers whether they do their research in, for example, universities or for commercial companies.

The Code of Ethics used in the United Kingdom is that of the ‘British Psychological Society’ (BPS). It is interesting to note that the first version of the Code was published in 1985. The controversial research of, for example, Milgram and Zimbardo carried out in the 1960’s had worked its way through the system and it had become clear that some general ethical guidelines needed to be established. Since then, the Code has been regularly updated.

Basics of the BPS Code of Ethics

In the Introduction, the Code identifies an 

overall ethical principle. It quotes the philosopher Immanuel Kant: ‘Always treat others as ends rather than means.’ In other words, psychologists should never treat participants/clients/patients simply on the basis of what they want from them, but rather as individuals in their own right with their own needs, priorities and personalities.
The whole Code can be read here: http://www.bps.org.uk/system/files/documents/code_of_ethics_and_conduct.pdf
The four key principles of the BPS Code of Ethics
Respect: the Code says:

‘Psychologists value the dignity and worth of all persons…’

Competence: the Code says:

‘Psychologists value the continuing development and maintenance of high standards of competence in their professional work…’

‘Competence’ means knowing what you are doing and clearly an incompetent researcher can do a lot of damage. This can be of various kinds and of varying degrees of severity. So, a researcher who is investigating emotional deprivation in childhood could cause their participants lasting psychological harm if they were not competent in conducting interviews with the sensitivity required

Responsibility: the Code says ‘Psychologists take seriously their responsibilities including the avoidance of harm and the prevention of misuse or abuse of their contributions to society.’

Integrity the Code says:

‘Psychologists value honesty, accuracy, clarity and fairness in their interactions with all persons…’

‘Integrity’ has the sense of being ‘whole’ or ‘complete’. In the context of the ‘Code of Ethics’ it means that the acts with high standards in whatever they are doing. 
So, for example, if a psychologist is conducting interviews with a range of participants then they should show the same professional concern to each one
Ethics Committees
Ethics Committees now play a very important role in monitoring research in psychology. Any research proposal which is intended to produce an outcome publication in a respected journal needs to be scrutinised by an Ethics Committee to ensure compliance with the Code, or that any failure to comply is fully justified by the quality and significance of the research.

Ethics committees have been criticised for playing it too safe, favouring research which uses questionnaires and simulation of real life which might (or might not) be safer than direct experiment on participants but which leads to less valuable results.
Brief summary of Milgram’s ethics
	Principle
	Item
	Case against Milgram
	Milgram’s defence

	Respect
	Informed consent/

deception
	The experiment depended on the complete deception of participants in several ways – most notable, the intention to deceive them into thinking that they were giving electric shocks
	The deception was essential to the carrying out of what turned out to be a highly significant piece of research.

	
	Right to withdraw
	The pressure put on the participant/teachers by the Instructor with prompts such as ‘you have no choice but to continue’ means that the participants had no proper right to withdraw
	The participants knew that they had the right to stop activating the levers on the ‘shock box’ at any time and a proper right to withdraw would have made the experiment impossible to conduct.


	Competence
	
	One interesting question about Milgram’s competence was his assumption when setting up the experiment that very few of the participants would go to the maximum voltage. In fact, 65% did so. If the experiment did cause the participants harm (see next point) then this failure to see the consequences of what he was doing can be counted as incompetent
	It might be suggested that more interesting and valuable research must at times have an element of unpredictability.

	Responsibility
	Protection of participants
	This is the biggest issue facing Milgram. As well as the apparent significant distress being caused to some of the participants, it is argued that taking part in the study may have led to some of the participants losing trust in authority figures and also to them being damaged by the knowledge that they are the sort of people (if they were convinced by the procedure and went to high or maximum voltage) who were prepared to inflict harm on an innocent individual. It is argued that researchers have no right to create a situation in which this kind of self-knowledge can become possible.
	In terms of the immediate distress caused to participants, Milgram quotes his survey of them a year after the experiment in which the vast majority said that they were glad to have taken part. This may have been social desirability bias.

We have no way of knowing whether in the longer term the participants’ attitude to authority and/or self-image were damaged by taking part. The possibility of these consequences were raised by Baumrind shortly after Milgram’s first studies were published. Should Milgram been aware of these possibilities or were they consequences which he could not have foreseen?
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