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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).
Potential titles

1. Differences in attention and anticipation of crime and ability to give an accurate event recall

2. Accurately recalling a criminal event with different levels of attention and anticipation 

3. The ability to accurately recall a criminal event with focused or divided attention and anticipation

4. Different attention levels and anticipation of crime and accurately recalling an event from memory

5. How memories of an event can be affected by anticipation and focused or divided attention

6. The differences in focused and divided attention and anticipation of a crime accurately recalling events




	Please state your main research question(s) and hypothesis/hypotheses
Hypothesis 1) is that the individuals in the focused attention group will accurately recall the event better than those in divided attention

Hypothesis 2) is that the individuals that are prewarned about the crime will accurately remember and recall the event as they are expecting the event.



	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).
A lot of previous research within eyewitness testimony has focused on an individual’s short- and long-term memory, however very little research has focused on how much attention the individual was paying to the crime in the first place.
Research by Wickens (1991) looks at the multiple resource theory, in which he explains examples of timesharing activities that are efficient such as walking and talking and activities that are inefficient such as talking and reading. The multiple resource theory looks at the degree of which two or more tasks can be performed together simultaneously as each task is assumed to demand a certain level of attention/ resources in order to perform to the best of their ability. 
Wickens (2002) explains that if one task demands more resources, then it will interfere with the current task. As this study will demand resources for visual and auditory senses, where one would assume this would demand a lot of resources Wickens (2002) explains that task performance will be significantly poorer if the two tasks are the same, for example two visual tasks other than one visual and one auditory.

Chae (2010) explains that studies conducted in laboratories are increasingly criticised for their lack of validity however, eyewitness testimony being such an important aspect within the criminal justice system requires reliable testimonies. Individuals who were wrongfully convicted by inaccurate evidence provided by eyewitnesses magnifies the importance of laboratory studies to examine what causes an individual to inaccurately recall the event or disrupt the individual’s memory.
Wagstaff, MacVeigh, Boston, Scott, Brunas-Wagstaff and Cole (2003) explain that a lot of laboratory research has displayed how negative scenarios are more poorly remembered than those which are more neutral. However, more medium arousals have led to better accuracy in the recall of the event rather than higher or lower levels of arousal. Another factor of this, could be weapon focus. This emphasises how the individual witnessing the account will tend to direct their focus on the weapon and pay less attention to other contributing factors such as the individual’s appearance; thus, resulting in poor accuracy.
Blank, Ost, Davies, Jones, Lambert and Salmon (2013) explain how traditional laboratory studies have used the misinformation effect in which the misinformation has been provided through the questionnaire provided after the witnessing in the wording. Although, other misinformation techniques have been used such as face-to-face with the researcher as this is something the individual would experience in the real world.
Lane (2006) explains that within laboratory studies, a witnesses may allow themselves to focus on the important details of a crime such as the perpetrators appearance and weapon focus rather than facing real-world issues during the crime such as thoughts and fears or even looking at how to escape or for help. These real-world situations would suggest irrelevance to criminal investigations however they are likely to take priority in a real event.

Ryan and Geiselman (1991) explains that biased information has been demonstrated to distort and individual’s memory of an event. Misleading questions from an individual who is perceived as ‘knowledgeable’ such as an investigator of the crime can influence false memories. However, an individual who expresses a clear memory of the event is likely to contradict the misleading questions/information. A study like this dissertation sets out 20 questions, 10 focused solely on the event and 10 filtering questions based on extras throughout the video. The 10 target questions attempted to lead and mislead the information. This study also uses a mathematic distractor task. The results of this study showed that the eyewitnesses were subject to easy misleading especially when they value the sources of information from the researcher to be more credible than their own memory.
Clifford and Hollin (1981) explain that it has been argued that in the presence of violence during an event, an individual’s memory may become impaired compared to if there was less/no presence of violence. However, according to Commonwealth V. Roddy a crime of a violent nature increases the eyewitnesses’ reliability of an accurate recall and memory. Clifford and Scott (1978) found that after extracting information from a videotaped crime incident, it was in fact witnesses of a nonviolent crime that were able to give more accurate eyewitness recall of the perpetrator appearance and their actions compared to observers of violence incidents.
From previous research such as Clifford and Hollin (1981), Christianson (1992) explains that literature based on eyewitness memory and testimony suggests that there are claims that emotional distress can cause the memory to become impaired and negative events will not be remembered as well as details of non-violent or neutral events.

Much more recent research from Cochran, Greenspan, Bogart and Loftus (2016) explain that eyewitnesses can occasionally be misled by false information regarding their personal reports/statements. In an example given by Cochran et al. (2016) state that individuals are given a selection of options in the choice blindness paradigm, their example goes on to explain how Hall, Johansson, Tarning, Sikstrom and Deutgen (2010) express that if individuals might have to choose between two different types of jam and state which jam they prefer, they are then given their choice and asked to state why that was their choice. Unknown to the participants, they are given an alternative jam instead of the one they had chosen. The findings of their study were that the majority of participants failed to detect the manipulation of the incorrect flavour of jam to the one they had originally stated as their favourite. In Cochran et al’s (2016) study they observed whether individuals would notice any alterations in their previous self-reports and whether it could impact their memory of the events. Their research consisted of the participants viewing a slideshow of crimes to which they had to recall from memory of the episodic details or identify suspects from a line up. A while later, participants were exposed to the altered versions of their statements and then retested on the event for the second time to investigate whether it caused manipulations of their memory. The results following showed that most of the participants did not detect any misinformation. This study suggests the importance of choice blindness in eyewitness memory as the above literature from Hall et al. (2010) shows how when asked between the choice of multiple options, individuals fail to suspect false information if that is what is handed to them based from their choices/ reports.
Wixted, Mickes and Fisher (2018) explain that misidentifications from eyewitnesses have been a contributing factor to DNA exonerations of innocent parties. Scientific validation methods such as DNA testing and forensic evidence have shown great reliability, however most textbooks consider eyewitness memory to be unreliable. Wixted et al. (2018) emphasises that like DNA testing, eyewitness testimony suggests being reliable when not contaminated or under improper procedures. Usually, eyewitnesses provide reliable and accurate evidence, this is even the case for the circumstances that wrongful convictions occurred and were later exonerated by DNA evidence. Between the 1970’s to now, the legal system operates as if the reports of eyewitnesses who are perceived as confident are faultless and dependable. Psychologists, however, tend to stress that the legal system must not take eyewitnesses testimonies at face value as the witness’s memory is adaptable to contamination. When considering the reliability of eyewitness’s memory, it is vital to compare its reliability to that of forensic evidence and DNA testing. Jurors and members of the court are suspectable to thinking that these scientific validation methods cannot be contaminated in any way. Although, evidence such as DNA can also be contaminated before laboratory testing and even during laboratory testing if improper practice occurs. For instance, improper testing of DNA could result in an innocent party being wrongfully convicted.
Wixted, Mickes, Clark, Gronlund and Roediger (2015) suggested that police line-up identifications are highly reliable as it is considered that higher confidence results in higher accuracy and low levels of confidence result in lower accuracy. Psychology in general has been slow to accept the connection between levels of confidence and accuracy, essentially under appreciating eyewitness memory as valid. Evidently, errors from contaminated evidence are not reliable such as DNA evidence that would have been tampered with would also deem unreliable. Therefore, eyewitness memory should not be considered generally invaluable. 

Wixted et al. (2018) express that laboratory studies are designed to help justify the reliability and validity of a witness’s accuracy. It is explained that longer levels of retention between interviewing impact the levels of accuracy of eyewitness memory which means eyewitnesses are likely to make more mistakes in recalling an event after a long duration between retention compared to a shorter retention. Another important factor regarding laboratory studies by Wixted et al. (2018) explains that the participants are usually undergraduate students who may thought to have exceptional memory than those who witness real life crime. It is also suggested that undergraduate/graduate students conducting these studies may include simpler questions that what would differ to real life police investigations and interviews.
To conclude Wixted et al’s (2018) findings, they indicate that eyewitness testimony is as reliable as DNA evidence should it involve proper procedures and practice. If memory is uncontaminated and efficient practice is carried out, eyewitness memory demonstrates reliability and validity.



	Please describe your participant group (including anticipated number of participants required) and any specific inclusion/exclusion criteria.  

Participants included in this study will be university students and staff over the age of 18. The only exclusion criteria within this study is that individuals who may feel personally affected/uncomfortable by the incident of crime should not take part in this study. The number of participants included within this study will be roughly 60 participants as there will be 30 participants for each variable.



	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 dissertation will be using a 2x2 between subject’s experimental design. The participants will be divided into two groups where half will expect the crime and the other half will not (IV1). As well as half the participants will focus solely on the task (focused attention), and half will be expected to complete an arithmetic task simultaneously in an attempt to distract them from the crime scene (divided attention) (IV2). The DV will be the total accuracy for the 20 questions included in the questionnaire after the video.

The data will be analysed through a 2x2 between ANOVA. This will produce a main effect of attention, a main effect of warning, and an interaction between them.
As a secondary task, the researcher will compare the scores of the recall to the scores of the arithmetic answers to investigate whether individuals who did better in the recall did worse in the arithmetic and vice versa.



	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 collected will be numerical data which will be put into a 2x2 between subject’s ANOVA data set to determine whether there was a difference between those who experienced focused attention compared to those with divided attention. Using the ANOVA, the data obtained from the focused and divided attention groups will be compared against each other and the expecting vs unexpecting participants will be compared against each other. A final analysis will be used to determine whether those who score better on the arithmetic questions did worse on the computerised memory and recall task and vice versa to understand if interruptions of attention can affect the way people remember crime scenes in eyewitness testimony.



	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).
Ethical issues that may be faced within this study is to prevent and protect all participants from harm as the issues displayed on-screen could be somewhat sensitive to the viewer who may experience emotionally distress. Therefore, the participants will be provided with a brief message of what to expect before signing up to the study/ agreeing to take part, followed with a consent form with the participant will provide their full consent before beginning. The participant will also be informed that should they feel distressed in any way throughout the study they are able to stop at any time. Finally, on exit the participants will be provided with a debrief form with the researchers and their supervisors email address to contact should they feel personally affected in any way by the study.
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