Method
Participants
The required sample for this study were Psychology students and other students aged 18 years of age and over (M-__, SD-__). The participants were recruited through two different strategies, the main strategy including the University of Wales Trinity Saint David (UWTSD) Swansea Psychology Experimental Management System (EMS) sign up page in exchange for course credits. For the other students and staff who were not studying Psychology and unable to sign up via EMS, they were recruited through a face-to-face interaction between themselves and the researcher as they were provided with a brief information sheet regarding what to expect in the study similar to what the students who signed up through EMS were provided before providing their consent to take part. There were no exclusion criteria for this study apart from the participants being comfortable with being able to watch a video of a crime taking place.
Design
The study was a 2x2 between subject’s experimental design. The participants were categorised without their knowledge into four different groups where they would either be ‘expecting’ or ‘unexpecting’ of the event of the crime (IV1). The other half of the participants either focusing solely on the main task of watching a video of a crime scene ‘focused’ attention as the other half had to complete a set amount of simple arithmetic questions simultaneously to watching the video in an attempt to divert their attention away from the crime scene ‘divided attention’ (IV2). The DV was the total amount of accurate answers provided to the questionnaire after watching the crime video. 10 of the questions were solely focused on the crime itself as the additional 10 questions were random ‘fillers’ from peripheral background details of the video. Both the questionnaire questions and arithmetic questions were created by the researcher. The results of the study were then analysed using a 2x2 ANOVA.
Materials
The materials used in the study included the EMS sign up to enable the Psychology students to volunteer their participation to receive credits (See Appendix A). There was also an information sheet available to the other staff and students who did not sign up via EMS explaining what to expect in the study before being able to consent to taking part in the study (See Appendix B). 
Following this, one of four information sheets were provided to the participants depending on which category they were in (1. Expecting/Focused, (See Appendix C) 2. Expecting/Divided, (See Appendix D) 3. Unexpecting/Focused, (See Appendix E) 4. Unexpecting/Divided (See Appendix F)). Once the participant had read their information sheet, if they were happy to continue, they were then provided with a consent form to sign and date (See Appendix G). 	
The next aspect of the study was for the participants to watch a YouTube video of the crime (See Appendix H) which was displayed via the researchers HP Pavilion laptop. The YouTube video was muted due to explicit language as this was explained to participants to ensure they did not unmute the video during the study. For those who were in the divided attention group, they had to complete the set of simple arithmetic questions (See Appendix I) before completing the distractor task of a simple 45-piece jigsaw puzzle for two minutes. This was timed by the researcher with a stopwatch on their mobile phone. 
Next, the participants were told they must complete a questionnaire (See Appendix J) based on the events they had just witnessed in the crime video. Finally, the participants were briefly told by the researcher what the research was about and what group of participants they were in. They were then handed a debrief form (See Appendix K) which provided a much more detailed description of what happened in the study with more information on each category before leaving the laboratory. 
Procedure
Piloting Study
The study was first piloted from the week commencing 18th November 2019 with eight of the researcher’s family members and friends agreeing to participate through a face-to-face interaction with the researcher. The eight participants were categorised into one of the four groups totalling two participants piloting each group. This was conducted in order to examine the reliability and consistency of the study and to ensure every aspect of the study ran appropriately and that none of the participants faced any problems or difficulty whilst taking part. Once each pilot had taken part in the study, the researcher requested feedback on what their opinions of the study were including any positives or negatives and things they would change which they then wrote down in the researcher’s notebook. After successfully piloting the study to all eight participants and ensuring everything ran smoothly, the researcher was able to begin data collection as the EMS link became live in the week commencing 9th December 2019. 
Ethical Considerations
Prior to conducting the research study, the researcher completed a Dissertation Proposal form and an Ethical Approval (See Appendix L) with which the researcher must explain exactly what would happen to the participants throughout their study. This was completed before any data was collected to ensure the overall wellbeing of the participants throughout the entire research collection. The proposal and ethics were then reviewed by the SREC (School Research Ethics Committee) who granted the approval to commence conducting the research.
 A few ethical considerations were identified before the study could take place, due to the nature of the study being sensitive to some viewers who may not feel comfortable watching the events of a crime taking place, this could cause the participants to become emotionally distressed. As the research was following the British Psychological Society code of Ethics, the participants were made aware before beginning their participation that they could withdraw from the study at any time should they need to without repercussion. 
There was partial concealment of information during this study as the participants were not aware of the other groups prior to taking part in the study, however they were told during the debrief about the other groups. As the participants could potentially experience emotional distress for reasons such as experiencing a similar traumatic event themselves, or becoming frustrated during the divided attention task, due to not being able to think of the arithmetic answers. Participants were provided with a disclaimer on the EMS sign up page explaining the sensitive nature to the study and should participants feel uncomfortable with this they were advised not to sign up. For the individuals undergoing the arithmetic questions, should any of the participants become distressed, the researcher would reassure them that they could end their participation at any time. However, should they wish to continue they were reminded to try and answer to the best of their ability. The name and university email address of the researcher and their supervisor were provided for the participants should they wish to contact with any queries or if they felt personally affected by the issues displayed in the study. 
[bookmark: _GoBack]Lastly, in order to prevent any risk of the University and the researcher, the UWTSD Research Ethics and Integrity Code of Practice was followed in order to protect them should any participants attempt to accuse them of harm. However, the researcher was in regular contact with their dissertation supervisor so if any concerns did arise, the researcher was provided with advice and guidance from their supervisor in their one-to-one support meetings.
Study Procedure
After signing up via EMS to an allocated date and time in exchange for credits, or via an agreed date and time through a face-to-face interaction with the researcher for voluntary participation, on arrival all students were provided with one of the four sheets of information based on what they specifically had to do. This brief information provided a description on what to be expected in the study depending on what group the participants were in (1. Expecting/Focused, 2. Expecting/Divided, 3. Unexpecting/Focused, 4. Unexpecting/Divided). For those in the expecting group, they were informed on the information sheet that they would be witnessing an armed robbery. However, for those who were in the unexpecting group, their information was kept slightly less detailed as they were only told that they would be witnessing the event of a crime. The individuals who were in the focused attention groups were able to use their full attention to focus on watching the event of the crime. Although, for those in the divided attention group, they were told that they would have to answer a set of simple arithmetic questions simultaneously whilst watching the video in the presence of the researcher. The participants were given five seconds to answer each question before the researcher would move onto the next one in an attempt to keep their attention divided. 
After watching the video, all participants were then required to complete a 45-piece jigsaw puzzle in two minutes as a distractor task to take their attention away from the events they have just witnessed. Originally prior to starting data collection, participants were given one minute to complete the jigsaw puzzle. However, after piloting the study the researcher received feedback that one minute was not a long enough duration to have a good attempt at it, even though it was not necessary for the participants to complete it but rather to take their mind off the crime video. Therefore, after receiving the feedback it was the researcher’s decision to extend the duration to two minutes which allowed participants to be distracted for longer. Once the two minutes was over participants were then asked to stop the jigsaw and complete a questionnaire containing the 20 questions (10 based on the crime itself, and the additional 10 on random peripheral details in the video). The results were based on the total accuracy of the 20 questions answered, the participants were informed on the top of the questionnaire that they may tick all that apply as they deem applicable. However, any wrong answers will result in an overall ‘incorrect answer’ by the researcher after the study has finished. 
At the end of the study, the participants were then debriefed by the researcher before they left on what the research was investigating and handed a debrief form with more detailed information about the study and each group. The participants were then asked if they had any questions before being thanked for their participation and told they were free to leave. When the participant had left, the researcher marked the scores of the questionnaire and filed them into a separate folder to all the consent forms before granting the participant their credit.
