	Research Participation Log

	Study title/subject: Exploring General Self-Efficacy and Fear of Failure with their Relationship to Predict Academic in University Students. (2019)


Length of study: Approximately 15 Minutes.


	Was Informed consent gained?
	Yes


	Where ethical guidelines/issues outlined to you (right to withdraw, confidentiality etc.). If so, which guidelines were outlined?



	Ethical guidelines were explained and included the option to withdraw my data from the study in accordance with the Data Protection Act.

	What were you asked to do? 










	I was asked to answer honestly a series of questions relating to fear of failure and self-efficacy in my university course. Following this, I answered a questionnaire on my academic motivation towards my university course.











	Did you understand at the time why you were doing what was asked? 






	I was aware of my role in the study and the purpose behind my answering questions relating to how motivation in affected by perceptions of fear and self-efficacy.











	How did you find the experience?










	The experience of participating was informative to me regarding the structure of this study and spurred me to consider further streamlining my own dissertation at the time of participation.

	What have you learnt from participating?










	I learned upon inquiry following the study that research exists supporting a relationship between personal gauges of self-efficacy and the motivation of university students.

	Were there any issues that may have affected how you completed the research?




	As a university student answering questions regarding my motivation, I may have answered more conservatively out of a desire to avoid providing extremely varied data.

	Were you fully debriefed? If you were deceived was this explained to you?


	I was fully debriefed and allowed to ask questions pertaining to the study. I was not deceived.

	How confident/competent was the researcher/experimenter? Did they put you at ease or make the experience unpleasant for you?








	The researcher was competent and comfortable in conducting their research. I was at ease following elaboration on my role in the study. I was not subject to any unpleasant experiences.

	How could the experimenter have improved participation/the experiment? 

	The study could have included a segment for participants to evaluate their own answers and ask whether they had been entirely honest in their responses.

	Research Participation Log

	Study title/subject: The Impact of Levels of Processing on Word Recall. (2018)


Length of study: Approximately 15 minutes.


	Was Informed consent gained?
	Yes


	Where ethical guidelines/issues outlined to you (right to withdraw, confidentiality etc.). If so, which guidelines were outlined?

	As a university student undertaking coursework on research methodology, I was aware of the ethical issues at hand for the study and was granted confidentiality and power to withdraw at my discretion.


	What were you asked to do? 




	Following stimuli questions, I answered a series of yes and no questions regarding the presence of words shown previously. These were displayed in such a way to elicit word processing in three different ways; visual, phonological and semantic.

	Did you understand at the time why you were doing what was asked? 






	I understood the purpose of the research and my role in it to explore word recall following visual, phonological and semantic processing.











	How did you find the experience?










	I found the experience informative as expectations were that semantic word processing would lead to improved recall which was the case.

	What have you learnt from participating?










	I learned how important informational processing is as a function of working memory and this study aided me by granting insight into advanced revision and study methods by applying meaning over rote learning to improve my retention.

	Were there any issues that may have affected how you completed the research?




	As an individual I recognise my own weakness as a slower reader which may have reduced my effectiveness in recalling words that were not processed due to my own limitations rather than the research conditions applied.

	Were you fully debriefed? If you were deceived was this explained to you?


	I, as part of a class, was fully debriefed through my lecturer whom was conducting the study. No deceptions were involved or necessary.

	How confident/competent was the researcher/experimenter? Did they put you at ease or make the experience unpleasant for you?








	The researcher, as my lecturer, was confident and secure in their knowledge and conduction of the study. The experience was pleasant and informative as part of a degree module on research methodology.

	How could the experimenter have improved participation/the experiment? 






 


	Further explanation on why the expected results would have occurred might have granted greater enthusiasm and involvement among participants.

	Research Participation Log

	Study title/subject: Cognitive Interference during a Stroop Task (2017)


Length of study: Approximately 20 minutes.


	Was Informed consent gained?
	Yes


	Where ethical guidelines/issues outlined to you (right to withdraw, confidentiality etc.). If so, which guidelines were outlined?



	Ethical guides were available and outlined as research took place as part of a degree on research methodology. The right to withdraw and for confidentiality was available at my own discretion.

	What were you asked to do? 










	In the first condition, I was instructed to announce the colour of words written on presented sheets. These words the names of colours, congruent with their colour. In the second condition, I announced the colour of words presented incongruently with their colour. The time it took to read these words was gathered.











	Did you understand at the time why you were doing what was asked? 






	I was aware that I was taking part in a research experiment regarding recall ability and that the tasks involved were necessary to measure the results of word processing.










	How did you find the experience?










	I enjoyed this experience and following it, better understood how automatic cognitive processes can interfere with manual ones.


	What have you learnt from participating?










	I have learned that how difficult it can be for an individual to ignore stimuli that is being presented automatically by cognitive processes. As a student I found this a fascinating exploration into how 

	Were there any issues that may have affected how you completed the research?




	While not an issue for myself, words were presented in quick succession and may have impacted on participants ability to answer readily.

	Were you fully debriefed? If you were deceived was this explained to you?


	I, as part of classroom, was debriefed on the nature and purpose of my participation in the study. Deception was unnecessary as all participants were students undertaking research methodology modules and were involved in the writeup of results.

	How confident/competent was the researcher/experimenter? Did they put you at ease or make the experience unpleasant for you?








	The researcher was assured in their knowledge regarding the research topic and was comfortable answering questions. This enabled me to feel confident in their skills and my role in the study.

	How could the experimenter have improved participation/the experiment? 






 


	Further expansion on how and why the automatic processes, specifically the Stroop task, interferes with manual processes might have enabled greater involvement in the study and elicited more academic interest among participants.

	Research Participation Log

	Study title/subject: The Effect of Word Length on Memory (2017)


Length of study: Approximately 20 Minutes


	Was Informed consent gained?
	Yes


	Where ethical guidelines/issues outlined to you (right to withdraw, confidentiality etc.). If so, which guidelines were outlined?



	Ethical guidelines were outlined as part of participation in the study as important to a degree module. The right to withdraw and for confidentiality was granted at my own discretion.

	What were you asked to do? 










	I was asked to read a series of visually presented short and long words upon a white board and to recall them after 2 seconds had passed, writing them down as many as I could remember. The number of words accurately recalled was scored and following this I, along with other participants, announced my score.











	Did you understand at the time why you were doing what was asked? 






	I was aware that I was participating in research relative to the impact of word length upon recall ability and that the expectation was for long words to be harder to recall accurately.











	How did you find the experience?










	I found the experience granted me insight into my own cognitive processes as I attempted to remember short and long words using chunking methods and mnemonic devices.

	What have you learnt from participating?










	I have learned that longer words can negatively impact on recall ability as they interfere with the span of digits that can be easily remembered in short-term memory (Baddeley, 1994). I learned that shorter words are easily able to be recalled as part of a list, especially as single syllable words.

	Were there any issues that may have affected how you completed the research?




	My personal ability to recall longer words over shorter words was apparent in my scoring as my own experience with longer words made it easier to recall them. This was confounding for the study but was most likely a factor relative to very few individuals with abnormalities in their lingual skillsets.

	Were you fully debriefed? If you were deceived was this explained to you?


	I was given a debriefing through my lecturer whom was conducting the study, my questions were answered, and no deception was needed to complete the research.

	How confident/competent was the researcher/experimenter? Did they put you at ease or make the experience unpleasant for you?








	The researcher was thorough in their explanation of the cognitive components related to short-term memory and outlined the expected results using appropriate literature. This was encouraging as I was able to conduct my own research by reading up on the subject.

	How could the experimenter have improved participation/the experiment? 






 


	Although impractical due to time constraints, discussing how each person was able to recall words and their own cognitive processes, as specific to them, could have granted participants greater academic interest in the study and allowed richer collection of information in post-study discourse.

	Research Participation Log

	Study title/subject: Eyewitness Memory in Relation to Question Order. (2017)


Length of study: Approximately 30 Minutes.


	Was Informed consent gained?
	Yes


	Where ethical guidelines/issues outlined to you (right to withdraw, confidentiality etc.). If so, which guidelines were outlined?



	Ethical guidelines were outlines as part of a degree module that was being undertaken by all participants. The right to withdraw and to remain confidential was explicitly stated.

	What were you asked to do? 










	I was, along with other students, asked to watch an episode of the popular British programme “Fawlty Towers,” following the viewing, we were tasked with answering questions about the episode. Participants were split into two group conditions. The chronological condition involved answering questions which followed order with the episode, and the Random condition involved answering questions in no order with the episode.











	Did you understand at the time why you were doing what was asked? 






	I was aware that I was taking part in a study related to the accuracy of eyewitness recall and that that expectations were for the chronological condition to elicit improved accuracy in answers over the random condition.










	How did you find the experience?










	I found the experience interesting as it elucidated the flaws in eyewitness testimony to myself and friends on the course. It enabled me to consider the legal ramifications of inaccurate eyewitness accounting with greater awareness than was previously possible.

	What have you learnt from participating?










	I have learned of the advent of false memories which can be implanted through leading questions which were somewhat involved in the study. The impact of these questions can be enough to generate entirely new recollections which may be highly inaccurate.

	Were there any issues that may have affected how you completed the research?




	It was possible that the stimulus of the programme was enough to produce humorous mood for myself and others, which could have reduced their recollection of events from the episode as they were in relaxed state.

	Were you fully debriefed? If you were deceived was this explained to you?


	I was granted full debriefing though lecturer whom acted as chief researcher. No deception was necessary as participants were aware of the research goals and were involved in write up of the results.

	How confident/competent was the researcher/experimenter? Did they put you at ease or make the experience unpleasant for you?








	The lecturer, as chief researcher, was confident in their skills and knowledge surrounding the subject area of eyewitness recall ability and was willing to answer questions related to the potential findings of the research using psychological theory as support. This enabled me to feel secure in the learned knowledge that eyewitness accountings can be flawed and subject to many issues.

	How could the experimenter have improved participation/the experiment? 






 


	[bookmark: _GoBack]The study could have included a programme that was potentially less familiar to participants to reduce the risk that answers were impacted by previous engagement with the episode as a stimulus.



