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	Title of Research (this must reflect the essence of your proposed research question, study design and study population and should be more specific than the broad topic area provided in the dissertation topics selection book).
Exploring the impact of criminality on recognition induced forgetting for faces.



	Please state your main research question(s) and hypothesis/hypotheses
Whether Faces associated with a criminal conviction are susceptible to the recognition induced forgetting paradigm. The proposed hypothesis suggests that there could be a difference in memory for ‘criminal’ faces compared to the other ‘non convicted’ faces shown to the participant during the recognition-induced forgetting paradigm. That is, a face associated with a criminal conviction may not be susceptible to recognition-induced forgetting, whereas other non-convicted faces are susceptible



	What empirical evidence supports your research question? (Please provide a 1500-word review of relevant psychological literature and theory and a minimum of eight references).  If you have already drafted a review of literature, please attach it to the end of this document – you do not need to complete this section if so).
This topic stems from the extensively researched ‘Retrieval induced forgetting’ paradigm, which is the phenomena where remembering certain information can cause the forgetting of other information within long term memory. Anderson, Bjork and Bjork (1994), have explored how the memory recall process can impair the long-term retention of related representations. The premise of this was that items within memory which are seen to have the same cue (with regards to retrieval) are possibly more likely to be forgotten due to the strength of some of the newer and more memorable items. The cue may be similar or the same with regards to certain object’s, but the retrieval process pull is stronger towards one, meaning the other is seen to be vulnerable to being forgotten. Further research was carried out following the work of Anderson et al. Hicks and Starns (2004) investigated whether retrieval induced forgetting could be displayed in item recognition tests, which ultimately links and would soon be followed on by the recognition induced forgetting of faces paradigm. The results saw that non practised items from semantically similar categories were remembered less. This result is due to the objects not being strictly the same but having a similar cue, causing the non-practised items to be almost lost in memory. This is as the practised items are inhibiting any other memory recall (Hicks & Starns, 2004). The counter argument to this inhibitory theory, was that of a non-hibitory theorist (Verde, 2011). Verde acknowledges the work put forward previously by the likes of Anderson et al, that retrieving the practised RP+ items during the practice phase causes the forgetting or ‘burial’ of the RP- items, which are unpractised but are in the same category. Verde argued that the reasons and implications behind cue independence are far more complicated than initially expected. He refers to one other theory which says the success of recognition is reliant on two processes; familiarity and recollection. This theory being the dual-process theory (Yonelinas, 2002). Familiarity is a fast-paced process which occurs when an item is remembered due to it being context free, a simple memory. Recollection, however, is a slower process and requires context and episodic details in order to be recalled. These articles show both sides to the spectrum of remembrance, whether that be we remember specific items because the cue is stronger and overshadows other items with a similar cue. Or on the other hand, whether the familiarity with a certain item is what makes it easy to remember, not that it supresses any other in particular. 
The interesting point to note is that these studies and research areas have all been surrounding the idea of similar category items being practiced, or not practiced, to see what the outcome is. These studies hadn’t considered how well human faces would be remembered. 
Rugo et al (2017) opens the article acknowledging the previous work with recognition-induced forgetting, that recognising an object induces the forgetting of other semantically similar objects (from the same category). This paper, however, delves into the consideration that faces may not be affected by this recognition-induced forgetting, as they are objects of expertise. The idea behind this was that as we see faces every day, we are well versed in various different features, skin tones, hair length and colour etc. So, faces with different features or ethnicity will belong in the same category (humans) but will all be remembered to the same extent as they are well practiced ‘item’s’. This is obviously the opposite to the proposed idea of the object recognition-induced forgetting.
The basic understanding of this Recognition-induced forgetting has been considered prior to this dissertation. So therefore, the outcome of this study could either fall into the same effect as Rugo et al proposed (whereby in this study Criminal faces will all be remembered to the same degree as ‘non-convicted’ criminals, due to the face expertise element). Or on the other end of the spectrum, the faces that have criminality associated with them, may not be susceptible to the RIF effect due to the heightened emotional aspect of the label. So, essentially, the criminality aspect has the potential to override the effect.



	Please describe your participant group (including anticipated number of participants required) and any specific inclusion/exclusion criteria.  
The Participant group for this study will include 80 students from the SA1 university campus, who will be studying one of the Psychology degree programmes at the University of Wales Trinity Saint David. The participants will be recruited through the Psychology department’s Experiment Management System (EMS) where participants receive credits in exchange for participation. Students can sign up to the study when it is made live via the EMS, where various timeslots will be available. There would be no inclusion or exclusion criteria. The majority of the sample are expected to be either completing their undergraduate or post graduate degrees.



	Please provide brief details of the anticipated design (e.g., between, within, mixed, regression, focus groups, interviews, experimental, questionnaires) and main procedure for your study (it should be clear from this how you are actually planning to carry out your study, and what will be happening to your participants).

The design of this study is a within-subjects design, meaning the same person tests all conditions in the study. So, each participant will see the same pictures included in the study phase, practice phase and the test phase. The study phase will present 40 randomised images, which will be presented individually for 3 seconds each. There will also be a 1 second fixation cross presented between each image to re-focus the individual’s attention. Each image will be provided with a label which will fall into either the category; Hobbies, Occupation, Criminal conviction or colour, and there will be 10 images in each category (40 total). The practice phase will involve the participant viewing 5 images (out of the original 10) from the categories criminal conviction and occupation, faces will again be shown individually for 3 seconds each. The same fixation cross will separate each displayed image, and each face is shown 3 times randomly. A distractor jigsaw task will then be instructed for completion, this will be timed at 2 minutes. Following this the individual will move onto the test phase. This is where the 40 images which have already been seen (in the study and practice phase) are shown again, alongside 40 new images which had not been viewed already. These images will be presented randomly and individually for 3 seconds each. 
The difference in the test phase is there will be no description presented alongside the images, this is to test the ability of the individual on the face itself. Throughout this test phase, when each face is presented, the individual will be instructed to press ‘Q’ for yes if they have seen the face before, or alternatively ‘P’ if they haven’t seen the face before. 



	What measures are you planning to use for data collection and how will this data be used in the analysis in order to answer your research question?  (Be as specific as possible here – what type of data will you be obtaining, what specific topics/measures/scales/instruments will you be using and what will you do with this data?)
The data I will be obtaining will be primary in nature and quantitative, this being because the programme Super lab is being used to present the images to the participants. The programme then automatically record’s their responses to whether they had seen the faces presented previously in the earlier phases of the study (these will be in figures not a written format). The data once collected, will be analysed using SPSS, using a one-way ANOVA analysis of the independent variable, across four levels (Rp+, Rp- Criminality, Rp- Occupation and NRP) to check for any patterns in relation to the two variables (independent and dependent) and then comparing this to the previous hypothesis set out. To note also, the dependent variable is the recognition accuracy for each Rp category in the test phase.



	What are the main ethical issues that you will need to address in this study? (Please note all students will need to complete the full ethics form prior to final approval for data collection being given).
Although this study doesn’t ‘appear’ to have any major ethical implications, with any experiment the researcher must be conscious and constantly thinking about the welfare of the participant. So, in order to uphold the standards and ethical considerations in accordance with the BPS (protection from harm, confidentiality etc), procedures such as a consent and debrief form will be used. This is so the participant fully understands the type of study they will be taking part in and gives their written consent to do so. Following the study, a debrief form is provided to fully explain to the participant what the study was intending to find out. It’s also important to stress to the participant that the images labelled criminally are merely hypothetical labels and are not actual images of criminals. As this could be a sensitive topic of observance to some, it’s of high importance to make the participant aware that the RIF study is set up in such a way to encourage certain aspects of the study to be forgotten. This is so those taking part don’t leave feeling any worse about themselves if they may have been unsure what faces they had seen before etc. Although this is not direct deception, it must still be acknowledged for ethical purposes, and therefore stressed to the participant following the study completion.
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