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Abstract

Criminal investigations are often led by eyewitness testimonies. However, there is a stigma with reliability due to wrongful convictions. This study aimed to understand factors that may contribute to eyewitness error, including levels of attention and anticipation of the crime. The hypotheses suggested that individuals in a focused attention group would accurately remember more information than a divided attention group. Also, those expecting the crime would remember more than an unexpecting group. The study involved a 2x2 between-subjects experimental design, and using a crime video from YouTube, a set of arithmetic questions for the divided attention group, and a multiple-choice questionnaire, participants’ memory for an event was tested. The sample consisted of 64 Psychology students at UWTSD, who were divided into the four experimental conditions. The study found that the focused group performed better than those in the divided attention group, and those expecting the crime performed better than those in the unexpecting group. This suggests investigators must consider what the eyewitness was doing at the time of the event to determine statement reliability.




















Chapter 1 - Literature Review

Within the criminal justice system reliable eyewitness testimonies are a vital aspect that law enforcement highly depends on, as it can often be the sole evidence that leads to investigations, prosecutions and convictions (Chae, 2010). In previous years, the result of wrongful convictions has occurred due to inaccurate testimonies (Albright, 2017), which resulted in innocent parties serving time in prison before being exonerated from all charges by DNA evidence (Lane & Houston, 2019). Recent research by Albright (2017) explains that to date, approximately 350 people have been wrongfully convicted of crimes that they did not commit by misidentification. Due to this, eyewitness testimonies have been considered unreliable and the concern over the memory of the eyewitnesses have been magnified (Chae, 2010). Wells and Bradfield (1999) explained that evidence suggests eyewitnesses’ misidentifications from line-ups and photographs are the most common causes of innocent convictions. In cases where members of a jury have wrongly convicted an innocent person, misidentification has accounted for more than any other potential causes combined. To minimise the risk of false accusations in eyewitness testimonies, the criminal justice system has relied on psychologists to conduct laboratory-based studies as they have suggested to provide an advantage to understanding eyewitness memory and accuracy (Chae, 2010).
Various factors can lead to distortions of memory accuracy in a laboratory setting (Wagstaff et al., 2003), such as the level of violence displayed in the videos presented to the participants. The higher the level of violence, the less is recalled by the participants (Wagstaff et al., 2003; Clifford & Scott, 1978). This is due to negative, emotional and stressful events being more difficult to remember in comparison to more neutral events (Christianson, 1992), as well as additional proposals suggesting how during violence, witnesses are more likely to pay attention to the fundamental details of the crime scene for example; the perpetrators physical characteristics and their weapon rather than additional details such as other individuals at the scene and the background environment. In a real-life setting, the weapon is usually the focus for eyewitnesses as they are portrayed as threatening and dangerous, however in a laboratory environment weapon focus could be perceived as unusual rather than life-threatening, thus not portraying a true reflection of what would be experienced during a real-life event (Wagstaff et al., 2003).
In more recent research, Mickes (2016) explains that should an eyewitness want to report a crime, they inevitably must recall that event by giving detailed descriptions of the crime scene as well as the perpetrator. They may be prompted by the investigator to describe the participants age, gender and other defining characteristics. Wixted et al. (2018) explain that previous research has indicated that memory is adaptable. Like scientifically validated evidence such as DNA, eyewitness memories and testimonies suggest reliable unless they are contaminated by misinformation (Ryan & Geiselman, 1991) and improper testing. Although, DNA could also be contaminated however it is deemed as highly reliable (Wixted et al., 2018). Wixted et al. (2015) emphasise that eyewitness testimonies provided at a police line-up before contamination are highly reliable if proper practice is conducted. Therefore, it is important to understand why eyewitness testimonies are not portrayed in such a glorified way as DNA when errors can occur by this too. Cochran et al. (2016) explain that choice blindness is when eyewitnesses fail to detect alterations made to their self-reported testimonies. These individuals can occasionally be misled by the investigators during interviews. Although, the misinformation effect depends on the duration between the original statement, the manipulated statement and the time interval between the next testing of that statement. To investigate this more, research has focused on the misinformation effect within a laboratory setting in order to understand how investigators in real-life persuade and manipulate certain information in an eyewitness’s statement, sometimes resulting in life changing consequences for the innocent (Blank et al., 2013). A limitation to this however is that the misinformation in these studies are usually provided in the wordings of a questionnaire rather than a face-to-face interaction with the interviewer which an eyewitness would experience if they were giving a statement. Ryan and Geiselman (1991) explain that an additional factor for influencing eyewitness memories are when the misinformation effect is conducted by an investigator who is perceived as knowledgeable by the eyewitness. Therefore, the individual’s memory must be clear enough to contradict the attempt of misleading. 
A reason for this could be the individual’s memory. As discussed previously, quite often eyewitness testimonies are the only source of evidence provided immediately after a crime, and they are only as reliable as the individuals memory that was witnessing the event at the time it occurred (Chae, 2010). As it has been suggested that eyewitnesses have made great errors in their statements in previous years which has resulted in wrongful convictions, it is important to understand what happens to an individual’s memory during and after witnessing the event. 
Issues faced with eyewitness accounts are that for most real-life cases, the crime is usually unexpected especially for the eyewitnesses (Albright, 2017). Variables such as the duration of the crime, noises and weapons as well as attention and anticipation must be considered with eyewitness testimonies. For eyewitnesses to have a valid testimony, it is vital that the eyewitnesses have viewed and encoded the event sufficiently prior to providing their account of the event (Albright, 2017). When thinking about eyewitnesses and their memory, previous literature has focused on the individuals short- and long-term memory when remembering the event that they have witnessed. However, very little research has focused on the amount of attention the individual was paying to the event in the first place. 
The multiple resource theory proposed by Wickens et al. (1984) focuses on the importance of multi-tasking performance in real-life situations (Wickens, 2008). Issues that could potentially be faced from the inability to perform two tasks simultaneously could lead to extreme consequences, even fatal such as texting and driving. Wickens’ (1984) theory examines the extent to which it is possible to conduct dual-task performances without decreasing time sharing abilities in high workload environments (Wickens, 2002). The multiple resource theory stems from an original attention theory described as the ‘bottleneck theory’ which explains the limits of the inability to perform two high intensity tasks simultaneously as sufficiently as they would be able to complete separately. Therefore, should a task demand more resources, it could cause an interference between the two tasks (Wickens, 2002). For example, an auditory and a visual task could be completed sufficiently together, however if the two tasks demand the same resources such as two visual tasks, it is likely that these tasks are likely to be performed poorer due to time sharing and modality. The multiple resource model is used to predict the individual’s level of performance between two or more time sharing tasks and monitor the level of interference between them.
When an individual’s attention is divided during the encoding of witnessing an event, this may decrease the eyewitness’s memory for certain critical details, for example the perpetrators weapon, appearance, etc (Lane, 2006). This could then result in their memory becoming easily altered by inaccurate and misleading information through other witnesses, investigators, and the media. Typical research studies of eyewitness memory allow participants to encounter the conditions free of any distractions during the encoding phase. However, there are limitations to these kinds of studies. For example, during real-life events eyewitnesses must conduct their encoding during the highly stressful situation whilst being in that environment where they could potentially be dealing with other competing goals such as finding an escape route, or trying to remember the perpetrator (Lane, 2006). The level of attention the individual is paying to the event of the crime is a key criterion that would be considered by the courts when assessing the accuracy of the witness.
An examination was conducted by Dunsmoor et al. (2019) based on how attention can select and shape memory for neutral events and objects that appear to correspond with an unexpected or anticipated emotionally arousing event. Perceptual cues and resources are thought to be remembered more successfully overtime. An example of this could be a routine experience of driving a car. A common event such as driving to work will be quickly forgotten, however, an emotionally sensitive event such as a car accident may be remembered for a long time. This is due to the encoding details during the time of the emotional event, therefore certain types of details of a traumatic event or even neutral event can then be associated within anticipation of that event in the future. Scenarios associated with emotional memory can then trigger an emotional reaction. Dunsmoor et al. (2019) explains that some previous literature suggests that events that are considered emotionally arousing could cause long-term memory assistance. In turn, this could cause the individuals anticipation of that event to increase due to the familiarity of that event depending on its low or high priority. An example of this could be noticing the headlights of a car oncoming or a song that was playing at the time of a collision could trigger the traumatic memory and anticipation of the potential event.
An investigation by Dunsmoor et al. (2019) examined whether an individual’s level of attention and anticipation of an emotional event could have any interaction with the individual’s memory. The participants would observe neutral images, during this the participants would be administered different levels of electric shocks. The research found that for those who were administered a high-intensity shock, those images in correlation with the higher-intensity shocks were better remembered in comparison to those with less unpleasant shocks or no shocks. During their second experiment, they hypothesised that the participants would have stronger memory from the anticipated arousal of the electric shock. Their results revealed that what influenced the participants memory was not the arousal alone, but the anticipation of the event when the participants focused their attention towards the arousing stimuli.
In previous divided attention and memory studies, researchers have focused more on the encoding of the information rather than the retrieval and demands of additional tasks (Prull et al., 2016). These studies have previously indicated that divided attention does impact the individual’s memory in many ways, especially when the individual is expecting to perform a distractor task whilst encoding the information. Essentially, after the encoding of the new information, memory is severely reduced during recall compared to when the individual has used their focused attention that was not diverted during the encoding stage (Prull et al., 2016). An important aspect of the distraction tasks included in these studies is whether the distractor and memory tasks use the same resources. For example, words to remember and numbers to distract, made little impact on the individual’s ability to recall the words. However, for both the memory tasks and distractor tasks to be worded stimuli displayed more negative consequences on the ability to recall the memory words. 
The main research question for this dissertation will focus on whether an individual’s level of attention (focused or divided) and their anticipation of crime (expecting or unexpecting) will impact how well they are able to accurately remember and recall the criminal event from memory as if they are providing an eyewitness testimony. The two hypotheses included in this study will be that the individuals in the focused attention group will be able to accurately remember and recall the event better than those in the divided attention group. Also, individuals in the expecting/prewarned group with more information on what to be expected during the crime will be able to remember and recall the event better as they are more prepared and expecting of the crime being an armed robbery, in comparison to those in the unexpecting group who will only be informed that they will be witnessing a crime. The research will also examine whether there are any differences in the number of central vs peripheral details of the event in which participants can remember.



























 Chapter 2 - Methods
2.1. Participants
The sample for this study were 64 Psychology students at the University of Wales Trinity Saint David aged 18 and over. The participants were recruited through two different strategies, the main strategy included the University of Wales Trinity Saint David (UWTSD) Swansea Psychology Experimental Management System (EMS) sign up page in exchange for credits. For the other students who were not studying Psychology and unable to sign up via the EMS, they were recruited through a face-to-face interaction with the researcher and were provided with a brief information sheet regarding what to expect in the study, similar to what the students who signed up through the 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. 
A total of 64 participants took part in the study between the ages of 18 and 62, (M- 32.50, SD- 12.97) although age and gender were not recorded for the first 18 participants due to researcher error. For the 46 participants that did provide their age and gender the sample consisted of 32 females (69.5%) and 14 males (30.5%). To subcategorize further, the expecting/focused group consisted of 7 females (63.6%) and 4 males (36.3%), the expecting/divided group consisted of the same number of males and females with 7 females (63.6%) and 4 males (36.6%). The unexpecting/focused group consisted of 10 females (83.3%) and 2 males (16.7%) and finally the unexpecting and divided group consisted of 8 females (66.6%) and 4 males (33.4%).
2.2. Design
The study involved 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). Then within each of these groupings, half of the participants either focused solely on the main task of watching the video of a crime taking place. This was the ‘focused attention group’. While the other half had to complete a set of simple arithmetic questions simultaneously to watching the video to divert their attention away from the crime scene, this was the ‘divided attention’ group (IV2). The dependent variable was the total number of accurate answers provided on the questionnaire regarding the crime video. Ten of the questions were solely focused on the crime itself so the central details, and an additional ten questions were random ‘fillers’ regarding peripheral background details in the video. The results of the study were then analysed using a 2x2 between-subjects Analysis of Variance (ANOVA). This was conducted in order to establish whether there was a significant main effect of expectancy, a significant main effect of attention allocation, and whether there was a significant interaction between these two variables on participants’ memory for details of the event viewed throughout the video. Once the analysis was complete, two additional 2x2 between subjects analyses were conducted to investigate the differences between the amount of central and peripheral details were remembered.
2.3. Materials
The materials used in the study included the EMS sign up to enable the Psychology students to volunteer their participation to receive credits. There was also an information sheet available to the other students who did not sign up via the EMS explaining what to expect in the study before being able to agree to taking part in the study (See Appendix A). A consent form (See Appendix B) was also created by the researcher, which detailed what would be expected of the participant, requiring signature and date. The information in the consent form included that the duration of the study would take approximately 15 minutes to complete, it would involve watching a crime scene video, completing a short puzzle and then participants would have to attempt providing an accurate recall of the scenario. It also included that some participants would have to complete simple arithmetic questions in the presence of the researcher whilst watching the video. The consent form also explained to the participants that their participation was voluntary, and they were free to withdraw at any time without reason.
Four different information sheets were also created by the researcher in order to present to the different experimental groups (1. Expecting/Focused, (See Appendix C) 2. Expecting/Divided, (See Appendix D) 3. Unexpecting/Focused, (See Appendix E) 4. Unexpecting/Divided (See Appendix F)). Each information sheet differed according to which group it was referring to. For the expecting groups, they were informed that they would be witnessing an armed robbery where a man would try to steal money from the cash machine in a shop. However, for those in the unexpecting group, they were only told that they would be witnessing a crime scene. As for those in the divided attention group, they were informed that during the video they would be required to answer simple arithmetic questions aloud in the presence of the researcher. All participants were informed in their designated information sheet that they would then have to complete a task in the form of a puzzle before completing a questionnaire based on what they had just witnessed throughout the video. Issues with conducting a study of this nature was potentially inflicting harm to the participants who may find the topic of the video distressing. Although, this is why the researcher chose to present the event in this way by providing several similar information sheets as there were enough disclaimers via the EMS sign up, as well as each of the four sheets providing similar explanations just to refresh the participants’ memory before they provided consent and to potentially stop incidents of distress occurring during the study. In order to test the participants memory, the study was investigating how many key factors were missed in the recall of the information as this is what would be expected of eyewitnesses who had witnessed a crime and were providing a testimony to the police. 
In order for participants to witness a criminal event during the study the researcher sourced a video from YouTube – https://youtu.be/G9XyEyGMKy4. (See Appendix G) which was displayed via the researchers HP Pavilion laptop. The YouTube video was muted due to the amount and type of explicit language used. This was explained to participants to ensure they did not unmute the video during the study. The researcher chose this video due to the amount of clear close-up action throughout the video as this was considered easy to watch for the participants by the researcher, after the researcher watched several other crime-scene videos. This is due to most other YouTube crime-related videos being too grainy or distant, thus being unable to see details clearly. This video also enabled the researcher to create the 20 questions from the number of incidents that was taking place as well as the substantial amount of peripheral details to include as filler questions. The arithmetic questions were created by the researcher, there was a total of 20 questions to ensure that there were enough questions to last for the whole video in order to keep the divided participants distracted throughout. They were printed onto a sheet of paper for only the researcher to see as they were read out, the questions had a box next to each question for the researcher to add a tick or cross depending on whether the answers were correct or incorrect (See Appendix H) before completing the distractor task of a simple 45-piece jigsaw puzzle for two minutes. The picture on the puzzle was a Christmas-themed cartoon for the interest of the participants both male and female. This was timed by the researcher with a stopwatch on their mobile phone.
In order to assess the participants’ memory for details witnessed in the video, the researcher developed a questionnaire (See Appendix I) based on the events they had just witnessed in the video. The questionnaire included 20 questions including ten specifically related to the crime and an additional ten as ‘filler’ questions that were in a randomised order relating to peripheral details such as ‘what picture was on the sign hanging from the ceiling?’ and ‘what was on the shelf opposite the kiosk?’. The questionnaire was designed by the researcher as it was based specifically off the details in that specific YouTube video used for the experiment, therefore the study was unable to use a validated questionnaire. The questionnaire was created with three options to answer for each question, where most of the questions only required one answer, some required more than one. Therefore, the instructions provided at the top of the questionnaire explained for participants to ‘tick all that apply’. An example of some criminal related questions included were ‘what was the armed robber buying before the robbery began?’ and ‘what colour was the armed robber’s hat?’. The question that required more than one answer was ‘did the perpetrator have any of the following, if so which?’, the answer to this required all three boxes to be ticked as the options were ‘facial hair, glasses and tattoos’ as the perpetrator in the video had all three. A debrief form (See Appendix J) was also developed by the researcher, which provided a detailed description of the aims of the study and information regarding each of the different groups. The debrief sheet also stated that if participants wished to withdraw their data from the study, they should do so before leaving, as after that point it would not be possible to trace their data. The debrief sheet also included the contact details of the researcher and academic supervisor should the participants wish to contact them for any reason. 
2.4. Procedure
2.4.1. Ethical Considerations 
Prior to conducting the research study, the researcher completed a Dissertation Proposal form (See Appendix K) and an Ethical Approval form (See Appendix L) to document 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 process was considered. 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. For example, due to the nature of the study being sensitive, some participants may not have felt 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 the nature of the study and that they could withdraw from the study at any time should they need to without repercussion. 
Partial concealment of information also took place during this study, as the participants were not aware of the other groups and not all participants were made aware of the specific nature of the criminal event prior to taking part in the study. However, they were informed during the debrief about the other groups and provided with an explanation as to why some of them had not been informed about the full nature of the criminal event. As the participants could potentially experience emotional distress for 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 those who did not sign up via the EMS page, they were also provided with a similar disclaimer by hand of the researcher whilst being approached to take part in their study. This allowed the potential participants to fully understand what they were agreeing to sign themselves up for prior to entering the labs.
As it was important for all participants to fully understand what would be happening during the video, this resulted in the researcher creating an information sheet for the individuals who would not be signing up via the EMS for them to know whether they would be happy to take part or whether they would decide not to participant once knowing all of the details involved prior to agreeing. For the individuals undergoing the arithmetic questions, should any of the participants have become distressed, the researcher would have reassured 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 on the debrief sheet for the participants should they have wished to contact them with any queries or if they felt personally affected by the issues displayed in the study. 
Lastly, in order to prevent any risk to 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.
2.4.2. 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 and to find out approximately how long the study would take to complete and to ensure every aspect of the study ran appropriately and that none of the participants faced any problems whilst taking part. Once each pilot had taken part in the study, the researcher requested feedback including any positives or negatives and any aspects participants felt they would change, which was then recorded in the researcher’s notebook. Amendments were made to the duration of the jigsaw puzzle as some participants during the pilot explained that they did not feel that one minute was long enough to have a good attempt at it. So, the duration of the distraction task was extended to two minutes, which also allowed more time for the participants to take their mind off the crime video. After successfully piloting the study to all eight participants and ensuring everything ran smoothly, the researcher was able to begin data collection and the EMS link became live in the week commencing 9th December 2019.
2.4.3. Study Procedure
After signing up via the 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 participants were collected from the waiting area via their EMS ID number or assigned participant number. They were then 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). However, participants were not told at this stage which specific group they belonged to. For those in the expecting group, they were informed on the information sheet that they would be witnessing an armed robbery where a man would try to steal money out of the cash machine in a shop. 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 could allocate their full attention to focusing on watching the video 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. After reading their designated information sheet, if participants were happy to continue, they were then presented with a consent form to sign and date before beginning. Before starting the video, the individuals in the divided attention group were clarified by the researcher that they would be taking part in the arithmetic questions to ensure they were fully prepared to start answering as soon as the video started, they were reminded that they would have five seconds to answer each question before the researcher would move onto the next one. This was done to divert their attention away from the video and maintaining their divided attention throughout. To begin, the participants in all four groups were asked if they could see the screen clearly and then told to press the spacebar to start watching the video with the volume muted. Participants completing the arithmetic questions aloud to the researcher were told that as soon as they pressed the space bar the questions would begin. For those in the divided attention group, the researcher then began reading aloud the arithmetic questions and participants had to verbally provide the answer whilst watching the video. The researcher recorded on their sheet of paper whether the participant answered each of the arithmetic questions correctly or not as they were going along.
After watching the video, all participants were then required to complete as much as they could of a 45-piece jigsaw puzzle in two minutes as a distractor task to take their attention away from the events they had 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 completing the jigsaw and the jigsaw was removed from the table. Participants were then asked to complete the paper-based questionnaire containing the 20 questions (ten based on the crime itself, and the additional ten 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 answers that apply. However, when the researcher marked each questionnaire, for the question that required a tick of all three options, unless all three were ticked this resulted in an ‘incorrect’ answer. The participants did not have a time limit to complete the questionnaire but rather they were told to provide their answers as if they were providing an eyewitness testimony. Several participants asked the researcher if they were unsure of the answer whether they should leave it blank or guess, the researcher reminded them to answer as if they were providing an eyewitness testimony to the police and therefore to not guess the answers. However, there were answers that remained blank and they were automatically marked as ‘incorrect’.
Once participants had finished providing their recall and completed the questionnaire to the best of their ability, they were then thanked for taking part. The researcher then explained briefly to the participants what the study was investigating and told each person which group they belonged to, they were then told that all the detailed information regarding the groups was in the debrief form which was then handed to the participant to take with them. The participants were then asked if they had any questions before being thanked again 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.


Chapter 3 – Results

To prepare the data for analysis, the researcher marked every questionnaire out of a total correct score of 20 after each participant had completed the study. Participants could obtain a total score out of 20 on the memory questionnaire. The researcher checked through all the questionnaires to see how many of the questions each participant had answered correctly. Once each question was marked as correct, the total number of correct responses were added together to give the participant a total memory accuracy score. Once this was complete, the researcher then put the score out of 20 into SPSS under a ‘Total_Accuracy’ (See Appendix M) column alongside the attention and anticipation grouping data ready to run the analysis as soon as the last participants data was collected.
In order to conduct the central and peripheral analyses, after data collection was complete, the researcher then went back over the marked questionnaires for each of the four groups adding a ‘C’ for central details or ‘P’ for peripheral details next to each question before counting how many were correct for each and adding the data into SPSS into columns labelled ‘Central’ and ‘Peripheral’.
Table one below reports the means and standard deviation of the total accuracy scores of the questionnaire for each of the four study groups - focused, divided, expecting and unexpecting. As can be seen by this table, the overall mean scores from the total accuracy of the questionnaires display a pattern that individuals in the focused group performed better than those in the divided group and those in the expecting group performed better than those in the unexpecting group.


Table 1. Descriptive Statistics.
	Anticipation 
	Attention
	Mean
	Std. Deviation
	N

	Expecting
	Focused
Divided
Total
	11.94
9.00
10.47
	2.18
1.86
2.48
	16
16
32

	Unexpecting
	Focused
Divided
Total
	11.38
8.13
9.75
	2.60
3.18
3.30
	16
16
32

	Total
	Focused
Divided
Total
	11.66
8.56
10.11
	2.38
2.60
2.92
	32
32
64



A 2x2 between subjects Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) was conducted on the total accuracy scores from the questionnaire to recall the events of a crime based upon anticipation of the crime (expecting or non-expecting) and attention (focused or divided). The results showed that whether the participant was in the expecting or unexpecting anticipation group, this did not impact their ability to correctly remember the event from memory F (1,60) = 1.32, p = .26. However, the level of attention the individual was paying at the time of witnessing the event; focused or divided, did significantly impact how well they remembered the event F (1,60) = 24.41, p < .0005. Together, there was no significant interaction between the two factors F (1,60) = .062, p = .80 suggesting that attention and anticipation together do not make a difference to memory when witnessing and recalling the event of a crime.
The hypotheses were that individuals in the focused attention group would correctly remember more of the event compared to those in the divided attention group. The other hypothesis was that those in the expecting group would correctly remember more than the unexpecting individuals, as they were provided with slightly more information in order to prepare them for the event. The findings were that whether the participant was in the expecting or unexpecting anticipation group, this did not significantly impact their ability to correctly remember the event from memory, as both groups managed to remember a similar amount of details. Although, the expecting group did recall more details; marginally at best as can be seen by the descriptive statistics, as the results were non-significant this resulted in the hypothesis being rejected. Secondly, the study found that for those in the focused attention group managed to correctly remember considerably more than those in the divided attention group, which allowed the second hypothesis to be accepted.
Two additional 2x2 between subjects ANOVA were conducted in order to examine whether memory for central vs. peripheral details of the event differed between the two groups. Therefore, one 2x2 between-subjects ANOVA was conducted on the total accuracy for only the central details of the event between each group, while another was conducted on only the peripheral details of the event between each group. The analysis of the central details revealed a statistically significant effect for attention F (1,60) = 32.76, p < .0005 suggesting that the level of attention the individuals were paying to the event impacted their ability to accurately remember the central details of the crime. Nevertheless, the focused group did perform better (M = 6.62, SD = 1.04) than the divided group (M = 4.38, SD = 1.93). However, the anticipation factor was non-significant to impacting how many central details were remembered F (1,60) = .025, p = .87. This suggests that whether the individual was in the expecting group (M = 5.53, SD = 1.88) or unexpecting group (M = 5.47, SD = 1.97) it did not make a difference to how many central details were remembered. Lastly, attention and anticipation together did not reveal a statistically significant effect for remembering more central details F (1,60) = .227, p = .64.
The analysis of the peripheral details also revealed a statistically significant result for the effect of attention and the number of correct peripheral details remembered F (1,60) = 3.73, p < .05 which suggests that the level of attention payed to the criminal event did impact how well peripheral details were remembered also. As focused attention displayed higher accuracy (M = 5.03, SD = 1.91) than divided attention, (M = 4.19, SD = 1.60) this suggests that the level of attention payed to the crime is a key aspect for how much of the event can be remembered, as the level of attention impacted how many peripheral details were accurately recalled. However, again anticipation showed a non-significant result for remembering peripheral details F (1,60) = 2.26, p = .14. Although, the expecting group did perform better at remembering the peripheral details (M = 4.94, SD = 1.52) in comparison to the unexpecting group (M = 4.28, SD = 2.00). Furthermore, attention and anticipation together within the peripheral analysis were not statistically significant together F (1,60) = .620, p = .43.
	To summarise, the present research’s hypothesis that differences between focused and divided attention would impact how well the individual would be able to accurately remember a criminal the event from memory was accepted. The second research question hypothesised that individuals in the expecting group would perform better at accurately remembering more than those in the unexpecting group. Although the anticipation factor was not statistically significant for its impact on memory and the hypothesis was rejected, the group of expecting participants did perform better than those in the unexpecting group.









Chapter 4 – Discussion

	The intention of this study was to explore whether differences in attention (focused vs divided) and anticipation of an event (expecting vs unexpecting) can impact how well people are able to accurately remember information about the event from memory, as if they were providing an eyewitness testimony for police investigations. Each person was assigned to one of the four groups to examine how well each group performed in remembering the event under different circumstances, although they were not made aware of which group they were in until the end of the study.
Based on the results of this study, the first hypothesis predicted that individuals in the focused attention group would be able to accurately remember and recall the event from memory better than individuals who were in the divided attention group. The main findings for this hypothesis were that individuals in the focused attention group did perform significantly better than those in the divided attention group, and this enabled the hypothesis to be accepted. This meant that individuals were more reliable when it came to remembering details of the event from memory as they were focused purely on the event itself. It also suggests that those in the divided attention group may not be as reliable when remembering the event from memory as they were preoccupied with an additional task. What this means for the real-world is that police need to also be concerned with and take into account what the eyewitness was doing at the time the crime occurred, so that they can consider this when evaluating the reliability of the eyewitness statement. This suggestion was also supported by Hyman et al. (2018) who expressed the importance of determining whether eyewitnesses were multitasking at the time of the crime. Due to the divide in attention, eyewitnesses may become selective with their focus of attention as a result of the complex environment. This would hopefully reduce the amount of innocent people that are falsely accused and convicted of crimes they did not commit (Albright, 2017).
The next hypothesis predicted that individuals in the expecting group would perform better than those in the unexpecting group. The findings showed that although the anticipation did not significantly impact the participants ability to accurately remember the event from memory, the expecting group still performed better than those in the unexpecting group which provides partial support for this hypothesis. This meant that the factor of anticipation does not impact the amount of information people recall for eyewitness testimonies, as it did not make a difference whether participants were more aware and prepared for the event or not. Albright (2017) expressed the importance of variables such as noises, weapons, the duration of the crime, attention, and anticipation in order to determine whether an eyewitness’ testimony is valid. The findings of this study may provide evidence to contradict Albright’s (2017) statement, as anticipation did not make a difference. This is because most of the time, people are not consistently watching and waiting for a crime to happen, but they are usually focusing on other tasks. People may often fail to notice an incident that is happening right in front of them, this term is described as ‘crime blindness’ or ‘inattentional blindness’ (Hyman et al., 2018). When a potential eyewitness is focusing on additional things other than the crime, this is when they may experience a lack of awareness and memory problems. Therefore, it may not only be issues with memory that cause false information and errored testimonies, but also lack of awareness to certain details. 
The researcher then went back into the data and ran two separate analyses on the central and peripheral details to determine whether there was a pattern in which details were better remembered. The findings showed that the individuals in the focused group remembered more central and peripheral details than those in the divided group, and the individuals in the expecting group remembered more central and peripheral details compared to those in the unexpecting group. Overall, the scores demonstrate that the central details were remembered by all four groups better than the peripheral details, which could suggest that the participants focused more of their attention on the details of the crime itself rather than the surrounding area, as that was what they considered important.
Research conducted by Lane (2006) revealed that if an individual experienced a divide of attention during the encoding stage of processing an event, this could cause the individual to be unable to accurately remember as many details, but especially the critical fundamental details such as the choice of weapon and appearance of the perpetrator. It was interesting to see that those findings were also mirrored throughout this study, as those in the divided attention group remembered considerably less (mean score of 8.56) than those in the focused attention group (mean score of 10.11). This study found that out of each group, not one person out of the 64 participants were able to accurately remember the appearance of the perpetrator, as the specific question relating to his appearance stated, “Did the perpetrator have any of the following, if so which?” which had three answers to choose from, “facial hair, glasses, tattoos”. The perpetrator had all three of these characteristics, however, not one participant ticked all three boxes. This exaggerates the importance of concentration and how people focus on the details that they perceive to be priority, such as weapon focus (Wagstaff et al., 2003). Of course, in a real-life setting the weapon could possibly be the key focus for witnesses who perceive them to be threatening. However, during laboratory studies they may be portrayed as unusual rather than life threatening (Wagstaff et al., 2003). Therefore, it is unfair to say whether the participants would remember as much, if not more if they were witnessing the same event in real-life. However, this could also be one of the main reasons that the peripheral details were not remembered as much as the central details as there may have been less priority to remember them in a laboratory environment. No other questions were incorrectly answered by every participant, however there were several questions that were not answered as well. For example, ‘how many storage boxes were in the background?’ and ‘how many computer screens were on the kiosk?’. As can be seen the peripheral questions focus on the background details of the event and therefore, may not have been as important to the participant to remember. This could be due to the details that are considered peripheral having little to no impact on the event itself (Leal et al., 2018). Although, in a real-life setting this could differ as background details may potentially direct investigations if prosecutors have minimal evidence of the central details. Real-life peripheral details could include bystanders, date and time (Christianson, 1992) which could be considered very important. However, people tend to focus on the central details, which narrows the attention directly onto the ‘important’ parts of a crime as they are most emotionally arousing (Bargi & Gallhardo, 2017).
	Using a similar design to this study, Dunsmoor et al. (2019) also conducted an experiment that examined whether the attention and anticipation payed to an emotionally stimulating event could impact the memory of the individual witnessing it. The findings from their study were contradictory to this present study, as both attention and anticipation were found to affect the participants memory by being more alert and prepared for the images. This was due to the participants themselves receiving a high-intensity shock whilst viewing certain images, which resulted in those images being better remembered. They found that the attention payed to the painful images was not the only factor but also the anticipation of focusing on the arousing stimuli allowed them to remember more pictures. Anticipation was not a significant factor in this present study as the only difference was that participants were either told that they would be expecting ‘the event of a crime’ or an ‘armed robbery’, rather than the suspense of experiencing any emotional arousal themselves, which contradicts previous research on anticipation affecting memory. As this study was following the BPS Code of Ethics, it would have been unlikely to cause physical and emotional arousal for participants without the risk of distress as the video may have been sensitive enough to some. For example, some people may not have been comfortable watching the event of the crime, therefore a disclaimer was provided for participants to be fully aware of what the video entailed (British Psychological Society, 2018). As Albright (2017) explained, in most real-life cases of crime witnessing, the event is most often unexpected for the individual watching. Although the expecting group did score higher overall (mean score of 10.47) compared to the unexpecting group (mean score of 9.75), which could suggest that being more prepared for an event can also impact how much detail is remembered. This could also give police investigators an insight into the reliability of the eyewitnesses who were aware of what was about to happen. 
	As Wickens (2002) explained when it comes to dual task performance, should a task demand more resources, it could potentially interfere with the standard that those tasks are being performed simultaneously. The findings from this present study support this theory, as the individuals in the divided attention group used more of their resources to figure out the arithmetic questions within the narrow time frame, in comparison to those who did not have to expend their resources on an additional task. Although, the seriousness of the study was not high regarding what the participants had to do for completing arithmetic questions during their observation. Wickens (1984) expressed the importance of the extent to which an individual can conduct dual-task performance without resulting in a decrease of time-shared ability, as the consequences of decreased time sharing can be dangerous if not fatal. However, as the participants during this present study were aware that no harm would come to them throughout, they may not believe that remembering the criminal event was as important as providing correct answers for the arithmetic questions. Therefore, this suggests that individuals will focus on whichever aspect they feel is priority to them. Should people be directing their attention towards things that they believe are more important and are not aware of weapons and noises to alert the event of a crime, this could severely impact how much of the crime they observe and remember for testimony and could also end in fatality. During this study, the amount of arithmetic questions that were answered totalled to roughly 16 questions. However, out of all participants that completed the arithmetic task, no participants had more than seven questions wrong. Some participants managed to achieve a total correct score of 20 on the arithmetic task, however to the detriment of the answers on memory questionnaire. Which showed that even for the participants who got several questions wrong, they were attempting to complete both tasks to a satisfactory standard.
 As Prull et al. (2016) explained, distractions and divided attention will reduce memory if the participant is expected to perform a distractor task during the encoding of the event. This may have also impacted the divided groups memory even more throughout this study as they were not able to remember the details they noticed immediately after observing the event. However, Wickens (2002) also explained that auditory tasks and visual tasks could be completed to a good standard together simultaneously as they demand different resources. It is when both tasks require the same resources that it becomes more difficult. Despite this, the present study used one auditory and one visual task, the watching of the video and the listening to the arithmetic questions. Therefore, it would be interesting to see how much more two visual tasks would have impacted the participants memory as Wickens (2002) explained how two of the same tasks are likely to be performed poorer than two different tasks. Contradicting research to Wickens’ theory suggests that it is not the differences in modalities that affects the performance of the eyewitness, but it is resource allocation which could be shared until there are data limitations in performance. Thus, should a task’s resources exceed available data, then an interference will occur (Bourke, 1997). Which explains that it is not the modalities themselves that causes an interference, but the memory availability which results in one task taking priority. Then, one task will become the primary and the other will become the secondary. 
	With regards to the conducting of this research, overall, this project was a success. The level of engagement from the participants was pleasant as most people involved gave their full effort and attention to each aspect of the study from the crime video, arithmetic questions, distraction jigsaw, to the questionnaire, which ensured that the scores were a true reflection of what would happen should attention and anticipation be either expecting, unexpecting, focused and/or divided. However, the study did not come without any limitations.
	One of the major issues with this study was that all participants were pre-warned prior to signing up that the study would involve witnessing a crime. This disclaimer was provided to the participants for ethical reasons, to ensure each participant would feel comfortable with the nature of this study. Despite the expecting group being informed that there was going to be an armed robbery, the unexpecting group was still informed that there would be a crime. Therefore, there was never a true non-expecting group as every participant was aware that something criminal was going to take place in this study. Thus, this may have impacted the anticipation factor and resulted in a non-significant result as each person was aware of the crime to some degree.
	As this research wanted to investigate the reasons for so many errored eyewitness testimonies, it is important to refer to the question that underpinned this research, which is why there are wrongful convictions provided by ‘reliable’ eyewitnesses. A few participants asked the researcher before completing the questionnaire based on the events that were witnessed in the video whether to leave a question blank if they did not know the answer. The researcher then explained that the participant should complete the questionnaire as if they were providing a reliable eyewitness testimony to the police and to therefore not ‘guess’ the answers but to try and remember as much as they could. However, not all the participants queried this with the researcher which could suggest that some participants may have provided guessing answers, where they may not have done so if they were providing a real-life testimony which may not show a true reflection of just how much participants remembered from memory.
An additional limitation to this study is that the arithmetic questions asked to the participants in the divided attention group may not have been considered a priority due to the nature of the video, some participants may have perceived the video to be what they should have been focusing on rather than the arithmetic and therefore just said random answers. However, the researcher did continue to divert their attention to move onto the next question after five seconds to maintain distraction.
Other points to address for this study were that the sample consisted of psychology students, this could have influenced the overall outcomes of the study as they may have been more efficient at noticing changes throughout the video, as they are made more aware of psychological aspects of crime throughout their degree, such as ‘change blindness’. In comparison to members of the general public who may not be as efficient at noticing changes. Also, although 64 participants took part in this study, which ensured a substantial 16 for each group, it would have been more reassuring that these results were robust with reliability and validity if there were more in each group in order to strengthen the results.
Another implication that could have impacted the memory of the participants was the weapon focus, as they can be perceived as emotionally distressful and this may have explained why not one person was able to accurately remember the perpetrator, as they were focusing on the other central details such as the weapon focus (Wagstaff et al.,2003; Clifford & Scott, 1978; & Christianson, 1992). Therefore, maybe it would be worth recreating this study by using a more neutral criminal event with no weapon, to assess the impact on memory. 
A potential limitation to the methodology of this study could be that the video was kept muted for ethical reasons due to explicit language. As most real-life crimes come with substantial background noise whether that be shouting, weapons or commotion, this could suggest that the video being muted impacted how well the individuals remembered the event as there may have been noises throughout, that would have enabled them to better remember certain details. Also, as the results from the questionnaires showed that not one participant remembered all three details of the perpetrators appearance, this could be due to every other question only requiring one answer. However, this question enabled the participants to answer all three options as it stated, ‘did the perpetrator have any of the following, if so which?’. Despite this, the participants may have already been primed to believe that they only had to answer one as all the other questions only required one answer. Even though at the very beginning of the questionnaire it stated ‘please tick all that apply in order to answer the questions’.
	As explained previously, anticipation was not statistically significant in this study. However, Dunsmoor et al’s. (2019) experiment displayed different outcomes for their study. A reasoning for this could have been that the anticipation of watching the images caused them to remember more, due to the awareness of a shock. A suggestion for future research could be to replicate this study on a population of people who have already provided an eyewitness testimony for a similar event. This may result in anticipation affecting their memory as they have already experienced the familiar event previously.
Another suggestion for future research could be to replicate this study with two visual tasks, both being the same level of priority. For example, two crime scene videos playing simultaneously as participants would have to use time-sharing abilities in order to complete both tasks to a high ability as if it was a real-life scenario. As Wickens (2002) examined the possibility of people being able to perform a dual-task activity without decreasing time sharing. Within a real-life scenario, if there were two crimes taking place simultaneously in the same area, it would be important for the witnesses to focus on both in order to notice changes sooner.
	To conclude, from the outcomes of this study it appears that the level of attention an individual is paying to a criminal event can impact how well the event is accurately remembered. This is due to the amount of resources the individual uses to focus on the event, in order to provide an accurate recall to the police investigators during their eyewitness statement. For those people in real-life situations who are unable to focus more of their attention on watching the crime itself, as they are having to expend more resources on additional stressors, such as looking for an escape or attending to children etc, these people could potentially miss key factors that could lead investigations to the arrest of an innocent person, or not lead to an arrest of a guilty perpetrator.
As previous research has focused more on an individual’s short and long-term memory when remembering a crime, this current study has added to existing research that the police should take into consideration what the eyewitness was doing at the time of the event, to determine whether they would have focused enough of their concentration on the crime itself rather than attending to children, shopping or driving etc. They may wish to consider not just asking crime related questions, but also peripheral details of the surrounding area. Of course, any information is better than no information to help lead investigations for police. However, should people not be focusing their attention on the event of the crime, their memory could become subject to distortion from other witnesses, investigators or people who are perceived as knowledgeable and that is what could lead to unreliable testimonies (Ryan & Geiselman, 1991). 
From this study, anticipation did not significantly impact the memory of the eyewitnesses in their ability to provide an accurate testimony. However, the individuals in the expecting group did perform better than those in the unexpecting group, this could be due to the expecting participants having that little bit more information to prepare them for the event rather than being caught off guard. In a real-life setting, individuals who had experienced a similar situation themselves before, could potentially remember and recall more than somebody who has not experienced that event before due to emotional triggers and familiarity depending on its priority (Dunsmoor et al., 2019). Therefore, this would make for an interesting recreation of the study should it be replicated in a population of people who have already experienced or witnessed an event similar to the one in the video and have already provided their own eyewitness testimony, as their anticipation of the event could result in them remembering more than others due to familiarity.
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questions in relation to the video, then you are advised not to take part in this study

‘Your pariicipation in this study s completely voluntary.

1fyou did choose to take partn the study, then you have the rightto withdraw at any point
without penalty.

AlL.gf your data vill be anonymous as it willnot be linked to your name, and all your data vil
be kept secure and confidential i fine with UWTSD and British Psychological Society
Research guidelines.

1fyou would ke to take part in the study, please amange a convenient day and time with the
researcher.

“The study will be taking place on the 2* loor of the 1Q building in the Psychology labs.
Please waltn the general waiting area on the 2" loor uniil the researcher comes to collect
you
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Study Consent Form

1 understand tha this research sty is being cared out by 3 year Psychology
Student forther dissertation, and thattaking part inthis stucy il involve watching a
Video of a rme, complefing a shortpuzzie an then attempting 1o provide an
accurate recall of the scenario e jus vitnessed in a questionnaire format | may.
aks0 be asked 1o answer some simple artimetic questions in the presence of the
esearcher it watching the video.

“This study wil ake approdmately 15 minutes 1o complete

1 understand that partcipation n this study is voluntary and | am free {0 witharau
participation during or at the end ofthe study without giving a reason. | understand
that once 1 leave the study, | will not be able {0 vihdraw my data, as it will be
anonymised. | am aware that | have concems about the study, | can discuss these
‘concems withthe researcher at any fime during or after the stucy. | understand that
wil be provided vith the contact details of the research supenvsor atthe end of the
Study, should 1 have any concerms.

1 understand that th information provided by me wil be held confidenialy,vith a
code assigned in place of my name. These data wil be siored indefiiely in
accordance vith the Data Protection Act

1 aso understand that at the end of the study | il be provided with 2 debriefform
and the opportuniy to ciscuss any issues with the rescacher.

L NAME) consent to participate n the.
study conducted by Lauren Williams, Academic Discipline of Psychology and
‘Counselling, University of Wales Trinity Saint David, Swansea undef the
supervision of Dr Kate Williams.

Participant Signature:
Date:

Name and signature o researcher taking consent

2412300221 201 2011191 181171116 13511413012 0L 2000051817 16 e ied 32
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] Thank you for agreeing to take partin this study.

Before you start, here is some information on what will be expected of you throughout the
study.

You vill be expected to watch a video of a crime scene, within this crime scene an armed
robbery willtake place where a man will ty to steal money from the cash machine of a shop.
N You will need to use your focused attention to accurately remember and recall the event to
the best of your abilty from memory. Following this, you must complete a task in the form of
a puzzle for two minutes before being asked to complete a questionnaire based on what you
have just witnessed throughout the video

)

If you feel you would not be comfortable watching a video of a crime scene, you may
withdraw from the study now without penalty.

10100

I you have any questions, please ask the experimenter now.

[RETRSS

I you are happy to take part, then please read and sign the consent form.

You

also have the right to withdraw at any point during the study without penalty

150140013
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- Thank you for agreeing to take partin this study.
) Before you start here is some information on what will be expected of you throughout the
] study

You vill be expected to watch a video of a crime scene, within this crime scene an armed
robbery willtake place where a man will ty to steal money from the cash machine of a shop.
You will need to use your focused attention to accurately remember and recall the event to
the best of your abilty from memory. However, whilst you are completing this task you will
be asked a selection of simple arithmetic questions by the researcher: you will be given five
seconds to answer each question before the researcher moves onto the next one. Following
this, you must complete a task in the form of a puzzle for two minutes before being asked to
complete a questionnaire based on what you have just witnessed throughout the video

)

10100

If you feel you would not be comfortable watching a video of a crime scene, you may
withdraw from the study now without penalty.

[RETRSS

I you have any questions, please ask the experimenter now.
I you are happy to take part, then please read and sign the consent form.

You will also have the right to withdraw at any point during the study without penalty.
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T Thank you for agreeing to take partin this study.

) Before you start, here is some information on what will be expected of you throughout the
] study.

You will be expected to watch a video of a crime scene. You will need to use your focused
] attention to accurately remember and recall the event to the best of your ability from

] memory. Following this, you must complete  task in the form of a puzzle for two minutes
B before being asked to complete a questionnaire based on what you have just witnessed
throughout the video

)

If you feel you would not be comfortable watching a video of a crime scene, you may
withdraw from the study now without penalty.

10100

I you have any questions, please ask the experimenter now.

I you are happy to take part, then please read and sign the consent form.

[RETRSS

You will also have the right to withdraw at any point during the study without penalty.
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K Thank you for agreeing to take part in this study.
| Before you start, here is some information on what will be expected of you throughout the
? study.

B Youvill be expected to watch a video of a crime scene. You will need to use your focused

attention to accurately remember and recall the event to the best of your abiliy from
memory. However, whilst you are completing this task you will be asked a selection of
simple arithmetic questions by the researcher: you wil be given five seconds to answer each
question before the researcher moves onto the next one. Following this, you must complete
ataskin the form of a puzzle for two minutes before being asked to complete a
questionnaire based on what you have just witnessed throughout the video.

)

10100

If you feel you would not be comfortable watching a video of a crime scene, you may
withdraw from the study now without penalty.

[RETRSS

I you have any questions, please ask the experimenter now.
I you are happy to take part, then please read and sign the consent form.

You will also have the right to withdraw at any point during the study without penalty.

150140013

“NOT WARNED-DIVIDED": 917 characters (an approximate value). Elfocs B - ¥ + 9%

H P Type here to search





image8.png




image9.png
AutoSave UESTIONS - Saved to this Lauren Williams

File  Home Insert Design  layout  References  Mailngs  Review View Help 0 Search 18 Share 3 Comments

& R AT I R A S AR ARRE e E - ar A aEap o

Simple Arghmeti Queston bissetation

40302000

OoooooOOoOoOO0DoDOoOooODoODoODOoooooao

8
5

Pagetof1  120words [ Drows B -—4 + 70%

H P Type here to search




image10.png
AutoSave S SIGNATURE - Saved to this Lauren Williams

File  Home Insert Design  layout  References  Mailngs  Review View Help 0 Search 18 Share 3 Comments
S L A T YT AT AT AR AR e R RTAECR e A B
- leas read he questonsbelow regarding th evnt yu winsssed nth ideopiesse ekl hat 11 id the perperaorhave an ofthe fllwing, fs0 WhIH?
350l nrcer tosnsver the uestons
] [EE=TT Temse T AE=m]
3 1 Whatwas e armd rosr byig efre th rberybegan? 12 what stock was net o the i coor?
o Ve T ) Toems T ot T Teeror T Vet [T
] 2. How many bjectsdid th st custamer esve with? 12, Atwhat i i he perpetratr reve! s wespon?
K [Emm: TT T T e L M
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K Study Debrief Sheet

B How memries of sn event can be sfeses b anicipsion snd fooused or ivided stenion

4| Tharc you fortakng partin s sty

B The simof i study wes to explore whether the eve of sttenton and antpaton o the

] vent o  crime can influence ine el iy to acoraely remember an recalthat

B vt rom memory We speciicall wanted o fnd out wheiher diferences nfocused and

Giided attenton a3 wall s expecting and unexpecting (e event can mpact an individusrs
yewitnass memory. This s e o he stigma behind eyewiness estmonies being
unrelisbe. previous research within i i has focused on an nchidual shart. and long-
e memary. However s stdy wanies 12 invesigets wheiner e amount of ienton (e
individus! was peying and whehe they were axpecing the crime made s diferanoa fo how
‘sccuraely they remembered and recated the svent

The sty involved placing sach paricipantnto one o four ferant groups (1. Pre-
wamaoouses sttnton: 2. Fre-wamad Gnided aention. 3 Not wamacfocused strtion
4 Not warmedGviced sttenion) For e indiidusl n the prawamed oroups, ey were
informas it tha ideo would nuoive obsenving an amed robbery. howaver the groups st
Were not wamed were only informed that ey would be watching he event of s crime
Trose inciidual n the ocused atenton group abserved thecrime video Wi their fll
sttntion before being asked o complete s stctor task i he form of & puzzle, an then
Complating s questonnira based on ht hey cbservad nthe video. For e indduals
‘Who were i the dided steniion group. ey were expacted o walch he crme video whist
he researcher sttampted o diver ther atenton oy scking them & st of simple srthmet
questions. Folowing s, the divided atenton partcipant fhen compisted he same
distracor puzzle before sompleting the cima scena questonnaie

1 you wish to withdraw your data from the study, you must tellth researcher now.
‘Afler s pnt. lLofyour s wil be anonymisad and we wil not be ble o ace t back to
you

Itscng part intis stuy has eised any quastons. please spesk o the researcher on
Lauren Wilams 170465000<tscent wutss e v o Sontact i academs suparvisorDr Kate:
Witiams, kate wiliams @stusent wizd s ok

Thank you once again for taking ime o participate in ths study.

Lauren Willams
5S¢ Honours Peyehology
University of Wales Tty Sant Devid, Swansea -
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book).

Title of Research (ihis must reflect the essence of your proposed research question, study Gesign and study
population and shouid be more specifi than the broad topic area provided in the dissertation topics selection

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

Please state your main research question(s) and hypothesisypotheses

‘The main research question is whether differences in an individual’s level of attention (focused or
divided) and their anticipation of crime (expecting vs unexpecting) can influence their memory in their
ability to accurately remember and recall the event of a crime.

Hypothesis 1) individuals in the focused attention group will accurately recall an event better than those
in the divided attention group.

Hypothesis 2) individuals that are prewarned about a crime that wil take place during a scenario will
accurately remember and recall the event better as they are expecting the event,in compaison to
participants who are not pre-warned.
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Wha empirical evidence SUPPOTs yoUr research question? (Flease provide a 1500 word review of relevant
psychological terature and theory and a minimurm 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 complets this section if o).

Much of the previous research within the area of eyewitness testimony has focused on an individual’s
short and long-term memory, however very litle research has focused on how much attention the
individual was paying to the crime in the first place

Clifford and Hollig, (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 2 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 those by Clifford and Holljn (1981), Christianson (1992) explains that
literature based on eyeiwitness 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.

Research by Wigkens (1991) proposed 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 to which two of 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

‘Wigkens (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
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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 random questions based on other details 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.

)

10100

Wagstaff, MacVsigh, Boston, Scott. Brunas-Wagstaff and Cole (2003) explain that much of the
Iaboratory research has displayed how negative scenarios are more poorly remembered than those which
are more nevtral. 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 an event 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 their
ability to recognise the culprit is poor.

[RETRSS

Lane (2006) explains that within laboratory studies, a witnesses may allow themselves to focus on the
important details of 2 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 horw 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

Chag (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.

Blank, Ost, Davies, Jones, Lambert and Salmon (2013) explain how traditional Iaboratory studies have
used the misinformation effect in which misinformation in wording has been provided through 2
questionnaire after the witnessing of the event. Although, other misinformation techniques have been
sed such as face-to-face with the researcher as this is something the individual would experience in the
real world.
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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
Hall, Johansson, Tarning, Sikstrom and Detgen (2010) explain how in their study, 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 o 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 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 betuween the choice of multiple options,
individuals fail to suspect false information if that is what is handed to them based from their choices

reports
] Wisted. 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. Wisted 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

E dependable. Psychologists, however. tend to stress that the legal system must not take eyewitnesses

- festimonies af face valie 26 the witness’s memon: is adantsble to contaminatian. When cansidering the.
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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.

112

Wisted. 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.

Wisted 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 betiween interviewing impact the
levels of accuracy of eyewitness memory which means eyewitnesses are likely to make more mistakes in
recalling an event after 2 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 Wwho 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 lfe police investigations and interviews.

To conclude Wited 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.

D220 12001080 118 17 106 105 1 113
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120

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

12

Participants included in this study will be students studying one of the psychology degree programs at the
University of Wales Trinity Saint David. They will sign up via the university experiment management
system in exchange for course credits. Other university students and staff over the age of 18 will be
approached and asked to volunteer in the study. 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 at a minimum of 80 to ensure
at least 20 participants per condition (1. Pre-warned/divided attention, 2. Pre-wamed/focused attention, 3
Not warned/divided attention, 4. Not warned focused attention)

1027026002502 0.8

Please provide brief defails of the anicipated 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 camry out your study, and what will be happening to your participants).

‘The research will involve a 22 befween 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 focusing solely on the task (focused attention), and half expected to complete an arithmetic
task simultaneously in an attempt to distract them from the crime scene (divided attention) (IV2). The
DV will be total accuracy for 20 questions included in the questionnaire after the video (10 of those
questions focusing solely on the crime itself, and the other 10 being random questions from the
backeround of the video

For psychology students signing up via EMS training, they will apply via the EMS program online to
participate in the study, for those who are not psychology students and will not have an EMS account,
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DV will be total accuracy for 20 questions icluded in the questionnaire after the video (10 of those
questions focusing solely on the crime itself, and the other 10 being random questions from the
backeround of the video

For psychology students signing up via EMS training, they will apply via the EMS program online to
participate in the study, for those who are not psychology students and will not have an EMS account,
they will be identified and asked to volunteer their participation in the study which will involve providing
them with a brief information sheet about what to expect within the study. This information will be the
same information provided on the EMS sign up. On arrival the participants will be provided with a
consent form containing a brief description of information based on what will be expected of them during
the study, this will be similar to what was provided on the EMS sign up to refresh their memory. For
those who were recruited via the researcher in person, this will also help those participants understand
fully what will be expected of them before they consent to participating. Once the consent form has been
signed the participants will begin to observe the crime scene video, for those in the expecting group; they
will be told to expect an armed robbery however, for the unexpecting group, they will be told to expecta
crime scene. Individuals in the divided attention group must answer a selection of simple arithmetic
questions whilst watching the video in the presence of the researcher who will be asking the questions,
the participants will only be given five seconds to ansiwer each question before the researcher will move
onto the next question to ensure participants answer in order to divert their attention. For those in the
focused group, they will watch the video with their full attention without distraction.

Following this, the participants must complete a short distractor task in the form of a puzzle in order to
divert their attention away from the crime they have just witnessed. After one minute of attempting to
complete the puzzle, the participants will then be asked to complete 2 questionnaire containing 20
questions, 10 based on the crime scene itself and the other 10 random questions based on the background
of the video. The results will be based on the total accuracy of the 20 questions from the crime scene.
Once complete, the participants will be briefed on what their participation contributed to the study in the
form of a debrief sheet as well as the researcher briefly explaining what the research was investigating
After the participant has left, the researcher will then mark the scores of the questionnaire, the
participants will be informed on the top of the questionnaire that they may tick as many answers as they
deem applicable, however any wrong answers included will result in ‘incorrect answer

‘What measures are you planning (o 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 wil 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 of the total number of questions answered correctly, which will
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‘What measures are you planning (o 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 wil 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 of the total number of questions answered correctly, which will
be putinto 2 2x2 between subject’s ANOVA to determine whether there was a difference in the level of
accuracy recalling the event between those who were placed in the focused attention group compared to
those in the divided attention group. 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.

‘The data will be analysed through a 2x2 between ANOVA. This will produce a main effect of attention, 2
‘main effect of warning, and an interaction between them.

What are the main ethical issues that you will need {o address in this study? (Please note al students wil
needto complete the ful 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 ll participants from harm as
the scenario video displayed on-screen could be somerwhat sensitive to the viewer who may experience
emotional 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 2 consent form where the participant
will provide their full consent before beginning. The participant will also be infortmed 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.

Staff and students who are asked to volunteer (not signing up through EMS) will be provided with an
information sheet detailing the sensitive nature of the study prior to participation.
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Student Name (Please print clearly) __Lauren Williams

Student Signature_LWilliams

Date_10/10/19

Proposal Outcome

Supervisor 1o fick one only

Satisfactory proposal (allinal materials have been approved by the supevisor,
proceed to submiting the ethics form to the discipline fesearch ethics commitee).

X

Winor revisions (some areas require claificaiion before Submiting efhics 1o the
discipline research ethics committee - see below for required actions)

Unsatisfactory (proposal lacks signficant detail and must be resubmitied 1o
supervisor within seven days following feedback - see below for required actions)

Unsatisfactory - proposal is considered unethicallunworkable in practice. New
proposal to be developed following feedback from supervisor (see below)

Proposal is safisfactory but requires full consideration by the Faculty research
ethics committee due t0 the nature of the study

Supervisory team additional comments/feedback:
Action required:

Date of comments/feedback :

Supervisor's Signature:

Date: _24/10/2019,
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Delete the Guidance Notes at the end of the form BEFORE submitting your application

SECTION A: About You (Principal Researcher)

¥ rrarTme Tauren Williams
e T e—— Fomoran esearch
Uiyt s [ TP [ ot
Faculy/SchoolCertre: ‘Acadenic discipline of Psychology and Counselling
Campus: SATIQ
E-mal address: 1704852 @student uwisd.ac ok
Contact Telephone Number. | 07438411233
For students:
‘Student Number: 1704852
Programme of Study; Bsg Psychology
Director of Studies/Supervisor: | Ot Kate Williams
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APPLICATION FOR ETHICAL APPROVAL

1 research to result in benefit and e risk of harm, it must be conducted
researcher may not be covered by the University's insurance if ethical approval

A has not been obtained prior to commencement.

The University follows the OECD Frascati manual definition of research activity: “creative work
undertaken on a systematic basis in order to increase the stock of knowledge, including
knowledge of man, culture and society. and the use of this stock of knowledge to devise new
applications”. As such this covers activities undertaken by members of staff, postgraduate
research students, and both taught postgraduate and undergraduate students working on

- dissertafions/projects.
K The individual undertaking the research activiy is known as the *principal researcher".
] Ethical approval is not required for routine auits, performance reviews, quality assurance studies,

testing within normal educational requirements, and

Please read the notes for guidance before completing ALL sections of the form.

)

This form must be completed and approved prior to undertaking any research activity. Please
see Checklistfor details of process for different categories of application.

10100

Delete the Guidance Notes at the end of the form BEFORE submi

ing your application

SECTION A: About You (Principal Researcher)

D150l 01320

Ful Name Tauren Williams
ok all boxes Which apply: Flonorary research
Member of staff: ionof
Taught Posigraduate Posigraduate
Undergraduate Student | & | ghudini " 3 | Research Stadent
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S University of Wales PG2/E1FORM
! SECTION B: Approval for Research Activity

Flas the research activity received approval in principle?
(please check the Guidance Notes s to the appropriate S
approval process for different levels of research by different
categories of individual)

Date
T Ves, please ndicate source of
Pl Yo L ecsarchiDegbes (ComoNtae] g
Approval 'in_principle must_be | Faculy Research Committee 5]
obained from the relevant source -pe o A brovaT rom
to secking ethical approval
b AR Supenvisor (Dr Kate Williams) = 24710119

SECTION C: Internal and External Ethical G

lance Materials

Please it the core ethical guidance documents that have been referred to during the completion of
this form (including any discipline-specific codes of research ethics, any specific ethical
guidance relating to the proposed methodology). Please fick to co ‘your research proposal
adheres to these codes and guidelines.

UWTSD Research Ethics & Integrity Code of Pra

UWTSD Research Data Management Policy

Data Protection and Storage Protocol

BPS Code of Ethics and Conduct (2018)

SECTION D: External Collaborative Research A

Doss the research aciviy involve collaborators outside of e | e
University?

o | No =
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SECTION D: External Collaborative Research Acti

Does the research aclivily involve collaborators outside of the

University? YESs | @ | No =

If Yes, please provide the name of the external organisation and name and contact details for the
main contact person and confimation this person has consented o their personal data being
shared as part of this collaboration

nstitution

Contact person name
Contact person e-mail address,
e s il conseried o shring ek et on e ) v [N S
Are you In receipt of a KESS scholarship? YEs [ O | No | O
Ts your research exterally funded YEs [ O | No | O
‘Are you specifically employed to | Voluntary YEs | o | no | o
undertake this research in eithera =
paid or voluntary capacity? mploye: ves | o | no | O
Is the research being undertaken | I YES then the
within an existing UNTSD Athiofa | permission question | yee | o | yo | g
Professional Leaming Partniership | below does not need
(APLP) to be answered
Permission {0 undertake the (TYES attach copy)
research has been provided by the | IFNO the application | YES | O | No | O
partner organisation cannot continue

May 2019 2 Ethical Approval Form
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S University of Wales PG2/E1FORM
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Y University of Wales PG2/E1FORM

Where research activi

is carried out in collaboration with an external organisation

Does this organisation have ts own e

approvalsystem? | YES | O | NO | ®

If Yes, please attach a copy of any final approval (or interim approval) from the organisation

SECTION E: Details of Research Activity

B— How memories of an event can be affected by anticipation and focused or
Indicative itle:

divided attention
Proposed start date: | November 2019 Proposed end date: | Tuly 2020

Introduction to the Research (maximum 300 words)

Ensure that you write for a Non-Specialist Audience when outlining your response to the
three points below:

« Purpose of Research Activity

« Proposed Research Question

« Aims of Research Activity

« Objectives of Research Activity

Demonstrate, briefly, how Existing Research has informed the proposed activity and explain

« What the research activity will add to the body of knowledge
«_Howit addresses an area of importance.

Purpose of Research Activity

The aim of this study is to research if different levels of attention payed to a crime scene could
potentially affect an individual’s ability to accurately remember and recall the event Previous
research has investigated short and long-term memory alone and horw well the participant has recalled
the event, however lite rescarch has focused on the amount of afention the individual was paying to
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research has investigated short and long-term memory alone and horw well the participant has recalled
the event, however litle research has focused on the amount of attention the individual was paying to
the event in the first place. All the participants will be grouped into different categories
(focused/divided attention) and (expecting/unexpecting), this will be done in order to investigate
whether one group will be able to accurately remember and recall the event better than the other.

Wickens (1991) proposed 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 degre to 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

Chiag (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.

(ths bos should expand as you type)
Research Question

The research question will focus on the differences in attention *divided and focused® and how they
will impact an individuals ability to accurately recall the event of a crime. The focus of this study is

May 2019 3 Ethical Approval Form

Prifysgol Cymru
Y University of Wales PG2/E1FORM

to investigate whether the differences in attention could make a difference to an individual’s ability to
accurately remember and recall an event of a crime. Using a video of a crime scene, the study will
50 look at whether the participants expecting the crime will be able to recall more information
compared to those who are unexpecting to see the crime.

(1 box should expand as you tpe) -
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[Aims of Research Activity

The aim is to obtain data on both focused vs divided attention and expecting vs unexpecting a crime
to take place to compare which group of participants provide the most accurate recall of the event via
questionnaires

(this o should expand as vou trpe)
Objectives of Research Activity

1. To assign participants to either  focused vs divided attention group and an expecting vs
‘unexpecting crime group to gather data on memory accuracy for 2 witnessed event.

The results from the study will provide an answer to how differences in an individual's situation when|
witnessing the event of a crime can determine how reliable their testimony is. It will hopefully suggest|
that disruptions in an individual's attention, for example concentrating on an arithmetic task will
interfere with the participants memory. For the real-life cases that suggested that eyerwitness
testimonies are unreliable, the eyewitnesses may have been preoccupied with an additional task such
s keeping an eye on their children o attending their shopping that they would not have noticed every
single detail of the crime. Therefore, it is important to acknowledge the differences in levels of
attention when witnessing a crime, not just short and long-term memory. Also, the results for this
study will examine the difference between expecting vs unexpecting participants. Essentially,
participants who are pre-warned about the event are expected to be able to accurately remember and
recall more than the participants who are not expecting the event

(this box should expand as you type)

Proposed methods (maximum 600 words)

Provide a brief summary of all the methods that may be used in the research activity, making it clear
what specific techniques may be used. If methods other than those listed in this section are deemed
appropriate later, additional ethical approval for those methods will be needed

The methods used for this study will involve presenting a YouTube video portraying a crime scene,
and 2 set of 20 questions based on the event they have just witnessed: 10 relating to the crime
specifically and other 10 generic questions about the video. A distractor task in the form of a puzzle
will be used after the video i 1t to divert their attention for one minute before completing the
questionnaire.

For half of the participants this i all that will be required. For the other half, they will be

1
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Location of research activity
Identify all locations where research activity willtake place

The research study will only the SAT IQ building experiment labs due to the nature of
the study. The video must be disp the laboratory setting for the researcher to monitor the
eyewitness viewing the sensitive content. Also, the questionnaire will be 2 hardcopy and the
arithmetic task must be in the company of the researcher.

(ths bos should expand as you type)

Research activity outside of the UK

If research activity wil take place overseas, you are responsible for ensuring that local ethical
considerations are complied with and that the relevant permissions are sought. Specify any local
guidelines (e.g. from local professional associations/leared societies/universities) that exist and
whether these involve any ethical stipulations beyond those usual in the UK (provide detals of any
licenses or permissions required). Also specify whether there are any specific ethical issues raised
by the local context in which the research activity is taking place, for example, particular cultural
andlor legal sensitivities or vulnerabilies of participants.

NA

(this box shouid expand as you type)

Use of documentation not in the public domain: Are any documents NOT publicly | NO | &

z
available’ ves [

TYes, please provide details here of how you will gain access o speciic documentation that s not
in the public domain and that this is in accordance with prevailing data protection law of the country
in question and England and Wales

(thi box should expand as vou tye)
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and a set of 20 questions based on the event they have just
specifically and other 10 generic questions about the video. A distractor task in the form of a puzzle
will be used after the video i 1t to divert their attention for one minute before completing the
questionnaire.

For half of the participants this i all that will be required. For the other half, they will be
accompanied by the researcher who will attempt to divert their attention by asking them basic
arithmetic questions simultaneously during their witnessing of the crime scene video. These
participants will also need to complete the distractor task and set questions to investigate whether the
arithmetic distraction task made a difference to their ability to remember and recall the event.

Also, the participants who are sectioned into the expecting and unexpecting group of participants will
be expected to complete everything above, however; the individuals in the expecting group will be
briefed more that the crime will be an armed robbery compared to those in the unexpecting group.
who will be just expecting a crime

Please see attached the link to the YouTube video included in the study:
ttps:/ivouty be/GOXVEYGMKy4

O

May 2019 4 Ethical Approval Form

SN Prifysgol Cymru
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(This video will be muted during the study due to explicit language).

(ths bos should expand as vou type)
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SECTION G: Intended Participants

Will the research activity include:

Who are the intended parficinants:

Adminisration of any substance, agent or placebo?

Working with live veriebrate animais?
Other primary data collection methods, please explai in Tis box.

For example, focus oroups’. Please indicate the type of data collection method(s)
in this box and tick the accompany box.

Details of any other primary data collection method: ol m

L tis no shott vt o vou
11 NO 1o every question, then the research actity s (ethically) low risk and may be exempt from
some of the following sections (please refer to Guidance Notes).

11 YES to any question, then no research activty should be underiaken unti fullethical approval
has been obtained.

Page7of2s  7ss6words %

YES | NO YEs | No
Use of a questionnaire or simiar research instrument? = | o Students or staff atthe University? ERIEE
Use of inerviews? ERIEE] Adults (over the age of 18 and competent to give consenty? ® | o
Use of diaries? o= Vunerable adults? o=
Participant observation with their knowledge? EREE] Children and Young People under the age of 87 (Consent from Parent, Careror | o | g
Guardian vil be reaired)
Participant observation without their knovledge? ERIEE] Prisoners? o=
Use of video or audio recording? ERIE] Young offenders? o=
e o ERE] Those Who could be Considerd 1o have a particulary dependent reiatonsnip vt
Consent) the investigator or 2 gatekeeper? I
Administralion of any questions, fest SUMU, presentation ta may be =
experienced as physically, mentally or emotionally harmful / offensive? People engaged in illegal activities? a 2]
Performance of any acts which may cause embamassment or affectselfesteem? | O | B Others (please identity speciically any group who may be unable {0 give consent)
please indicate here and tick the appropriate box.
Investigation of participants involved i ilegal actvties? o=
Use of procedures that involve deception? a = Ofter — please indicate here a @
ERIE]
ERIE]

Participant numbers and source

Provide an estimate of the expected number of participants. How wil you identify participants and

how vill they be recruited?

How many participants are
expected? suitable 20 participants for each group.

“The expected number of participants required for s study & 80
‘This is due to there being four groups which would require 2

ElFocus B

The participants will be universlty studeats over the age of 18 due
to the nafure of the study. They will be recruited from EMS
training in order to gain credits as well as word of mouth by the
researcher for those who do not use EMS and are prepared to take
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! SECTION G: Intended Participants.

Who are the intended parficipants:

<
i
-
z
S

Students or staff at the University?

Adults (over the age of 18 and competent to give consent)?
Vulnerable adults?

Children and Young People under the age of 87 (Consent from Parent, Carer or
Guardian will be required)

Prisoners?

Young offenders?

Those who could be considered to have a particularly dependent relationship with
the investigator or a gatekeeper?

People engaged

Others (please identify speciically any group who may be unable to give consent)
please indicate here and tick the appropriate box.

ojojojojo|om|i=
¥ E|¥EEROO

legal activities?

Other — please indicate here ol =

(this bos should expand as vou type)

Provide an estimate of the expected number of participants. How will you identiy participants and
how will they be recruited?

The expected number of participants required for this study is 0.
How many participants are | This is due to there being four groups which would require a
expected? svitable 20 participants for each group.

s box shouid expand as you type) -
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‘This is due to there being four groups which would require

How many participants are
svitable 20 participants for each group.

expected?

(ths box should expand as you type)
‘The participants will be university students over the age of 18 due
to the nature of the study. They will be recruited from EMS
training in order to gain credits s well as word of mouth by the
researcher for those who do not use EMS and are prepared to take
part

For the general university student volunteers who will not be
signing up via EMS due to them not being psychology students,
they will be identified by numbers which will be used on the
participants questionnaires

Who willthe participants be?

(this box should expand as you type)
‘The psychology participants will be identified from their EMS
personal identification number, other participants who do not have
this will be identified by numbers only after being identified by

How will you identify the the researcher who will approach the students and request their
participants? volunteered participation.
" i expand s vou
May 2019 8 Ethical Approval Form
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Tnformation for participants:

<
B
]

z
S

NIA

Will you describe the main research procedures o participants in
advance, so that they are informed about what to expect?

Will you tell participants that their participation is voluntary?

Will you obtain written consent for participation?

you explain 1o participants that refusal to participate in e research
will not affect their treatment or education (if relevant)?

Ifthe research is observational, will you ask participants for their
consent to being observed?

Will you tell participants that they may withdraw from the research at
any time and for any reason?

With questionnaires, will you give pariicipants the option of omitting
questions they do not want to answer?

Will you tell participants that their data vl be treated with full
confidentiality and that. if published, it will not be ider

you debrief participants at the end of their particips
appropriate to the type of research undertaken?

¥|B|RRM0|R|REE

ojo|o|o|o|o|ololo

ojo|o|o|®|ojolo|jo

IfNO to any of above questions, please give an explanation

For half of the participants, they will be accompanied by the researcher in part of a distraction task,
‘and therefore they will not be observed but rather interacting. The participants will already be aware

of this before signing up on EMS.

Tnformation for participants:
YES | NO | NA

il participants be paid? o m | O
Is specialist electrical or other equipment to be used with participants? | 01 m | O
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‘and therefore they will not be observed but rather interacting. The participants will already be aware
of this before signing up on EMS.

(this box should expand as vou tve)

Tnformation for participants:
information for participants: ves | no | wa

Will participants be paid?

Is specialist electrical or other equipment to be used with participants?
‘e there any financial or ofher interests to the invesfigator or Universiy
arising from this study?

'Will the research activity involve deliberately misleading participants in
any way. or the partial or full concealment of the specific study aims?

It YES to any question, please provide full details

Participants in each of the different groups will not know about the different groupings until
explained on the debrief

®|o|ojo
[=RE-RI-)-]
ojo|o|o

this box shouid expend es you type)

May 2019 10 Ethical Approval Form

Pagesorze  Tevwords [ rows & - [ + %





image37.png
AutoSave

Table Tools

Lauren Williams

Fle  Home st  Design

Pagesor2s  7ss6words [

Layout

References

Maiings ~ Review  View  Help

Prifysgol Cymru

“J Uuucmyor\wh

Design  layowt O Search

PG2/E1FORM

SECTION H: Anticipated Risks

‘Outline any anticipated risks that may adversely affect any of the pa

ants, the

researchers andlor the University, and the steps that will be taken to address them.

If you have completed a ful risk assessment (for example as required by a laboratory, or external
research collaborator) you may append that to this form

Full risk assessment completed and appended?

Yes =]

No =

Risks to participants

For example: emotional distress, financial disclosure, physical harm, transfer of personal data,

sensitive organisational information

Risk to Participant

‘The participant could be at risk of emotional
distress should they have been involved in 2
similar traumatic event themselves.

Participants could become frustrated during the
divided attention task as well as becoming
frustrated if they cannot think of the answers to
the questions.

(this box shouid expand as you type)

Fow il you mitgate e sk To Particioant?

‘The participants should be protected from risk as
a disclaimer will be provided on the EMS sign up
section explaining that the content displayed on
screen could deem sensitive to some individuals
are therefore not to sign up to the study.

For those who are not signing up via EMS, but
instead will be approached by the researcher, will
be given an information sheet containing the same
information that will be presented to the EMS
students on the sigup page in order for them to
fully understand what they are agreeing to
participate in before they arrive at the labs.

Should the participants become frustrated during
the divided attention task. they will be reminded
that they are able to finish the study at any time if
they need to. If the participants decide to
continue, they will be reassured to try and answer
the questions to the best of their ability
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Should the participants become trustrated during
the divided attention task. they will be reminded
that they are able to finish the study at any time if
they need to. If the participants decide to
continue, they will be reassured to try and answer
the questions to the best of their ability

this box shouid expend es you type)

T research acivity may include sensitive, embarrassing or upseiing topics (e.g. sexual activity.
drug use) or issues likely to disclose information requiring further action (e.g_criminal activity), give
details of the procedures to deal with these issues, including any support/advice (e.g. helpline
numbers) to be offered to participants. Note that where applicable, consent procedures should
make it clear that if something potentially or actually llgal is discovered in the course of a project,
it may need to be disclosed to the proper aut

‘Whilst there will be questions within the questionnaire based on the robbery. participants who have
been involved in a similar scenario will not be asked questions regarding their own experience but
rather what they witness in the video. Therefore, participants who would find these materials
upsetting or embarrassing should not sign up to the study.

‘Those who do sign up to the study will be asked before beginning if they are still happy to
participate and will be informed that if for any reason, they wish to discontinue they may do s0 at
‘any point. Participants will be provided with a debrief form on exit from the study explaining the
purpose of the study which will contain the contact details, (Name and Universities e-mail address)
of the researcher and their supervisor should they feel personally affected by the issues displayed in
the video. This e-mail s also available should they wish to contact the researcher with any queries or
questions about the study.
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The UWTSD Research Ethics and Integrity Code of Practice and the BPS Code of Ethics and
Conduct will be followed throughout
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The UWTSD Research Ethics and Integrity Code of Practice and the BPS Code of Ethics and

Conduct will be followed throughout

this box shouid expend es vou tpe)

Risks to investigator

For example: personal safety, physical harm, emotional distress, risk of accusation of

harm/impropriety, confiic of interest

Risk to Investigator:

‘The researcher will assure all participants are
comfortable throughout the study with
reassurance before their participation that they
can end the study at any time should they need
to with no repercussions; to prevent accusation
of harm.

‘The researcher could also be at risk from being
in 2 one-to-one environment with the
participants.

(this box shouid expand es you type)

Fow il you mitgate e Fisk o [nvestgator?.

Potential isk to the investigator could arise after
providing the participant with their University e-
mail address within the debrief form. By the
investigator providing their e-mail to the
participant, they may experience negative
feedback/ abusive comments regarding their
study. An attempt to minimise the risk of abusive
contact with the participant, the investigator will
report any negative comments to their dissertation
supervisor (g, Kate Williams) and the University
if required.

To prevent risk to the researcher by being one-to-
one with the participant, the data collection will
only take place during term time hours between
the hours of 9am-S5pm Monday-Friday, this is so
the researcher and participant are not alone in
isolation together should any issues arise.

(tis box shoud expand ss you type)

University/institutional risks

For example: adverse publicity, financial loss, data protecti

Bk fn Univarsin

T Fowt il v et . Rk o TIamrsi”
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isolation together should any issues arise.

(tis box shoud expand ss you type)

University/institutional risks
For example: adverse publicity, financial loss, dal

ta protec

Risk to University

Risks to the university include those in relation
to adverse publicity and financial loss due to
data protection procedures not being followed
correctly by the researcher. The university will
be protected from risk against data protection,
as the researcher will ensure to keep all data
secure and confidential.

(this box shouid expand as you type)

Fow il you mitgate e Fisk o Universiy?

In order to prevent risk to the University, the
University Ethics and Integrity Code of Practice
will be followed throughout the entire process of
data collection and data analysis for the intended
purpose.

Before data collection starts, a lik to the
YouTube video will be sent for ethical approval
by the department Ethics to ensure that it is
suitable for viewing by the participants.

In any unforeseen circumstances that may arise,
the Head of department will be informed s well
as whomever else it may concern.

All data will be stored confidentially and securely,
‘and no data will be linked to participant names.

(this box should expand as vou tve)

Prifysgol Cymru

Y University of Wales

May 2019 12

Ethical Approval Form

PG2/E1FORM

Disclosure and Barring Service

closure and Barring Service (DBS) certificate

IFthe research activity involves children or vulnerable adults, a

must be obtained

‘ YES ‘ NO ‘ NIA
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R the Head of department will be informed as well
p ‘as whomever else it may concern.
- All data will be stored confidentially and securely,
a ‘and no data will be linked to participant names.
- (this box should expand as you type)
K [m]
§ way 2019 2 Etical Approval Form
% Prifysgol Cymru
\ University of Wales PG2/E1 FORM
Disclosure and Barring Service
If the research activity involves children or vulnerable adults, a
Disclosure and Barring Service (DBS) certificate must be obtained YES NO NIA
before any contact with such participants.
Does your research require you to hold a current DBS Certificate? o o ]
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SECTION I: Feedback, Consent and Confidenti

Feedback
What de-briefing and feedback will be provided to participants, how wil this be done and when?
‘The participants will be debriefed immediately following completion of the study. For those who
withdraw before the end of the study, they will be debriefed at the point at which they decide to end.
their participation

‘The debrief will be provided in a written hard copy explaining what the study was exploring and the
‘purpose of the study. Participants will be provided with the researcher's and the academic
supervisors name and University e-mail address at the bottom of the debrief to provide them with the
opportunity to contact the researcher or supervisor should they wish to contact with any questions or
queries

Before leaving the study, the researcher will ensure the participant is given the opportunity to ask
‘any questions and ensure they are happy and comfortable with allowing their data to be part of the
study. The researcher will also check that the participants are generally okay on leaving the study
‘and are not experiencing any issues following their participation

(ths box should expand as you type
Informed consent

Describe the arrangements to inform potential participants, before providing consent, of what is
involved in participating. Describe the arrangements for participants to provide full consent before
data collection begins. If gaining consent in this way is inappropriate, explain how consent vil be
obtained and recorded in accordance with prevailing data protection legislation.

‘The participants who will be taking part via EMS will be provided with  brief description of what
the study will obtain before having the choice to sign up. For individuals who are not signing up via
EMS they will be briefed the same message in person on what is to be expected before providing
written consent. The written consent will also provide a brief message on what to expect during the
study should they need to be refreshed after their initial EMS signup.

All the participants will be made aware during the consent form that their participation is entirely
voluntary and that they are free to withdraw at any time. They will also be able to withdraw their

data up until they exit the study s it will then be anonymised and unable to be traced back to them.
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written consent. The written consent will also provide a brief message on what to expect during the
study should they need to be refreshed after their initial EMS signup.

All the participants will be made aware during the consent form that their participation is entirely

voluntary and that they are free to withdraw at any time. They will also be able to withdraw their
data up until they exit the study s it will then be anonymised and unable to be traced back to them.

this box should expand as vou type

‘Confidentiality / Anonymity
Set out how anonymity of participants and confidentiality will be ensured in any outputs. If
anonymity s not being offered, explain why this s the case

‘Anonymity will be achieved by keeping all questionnaire responses secure in one folder and consent
forms being kept in a separate folder to ensure the questionnaire responses are anonymised and
cannot be traced back to the individual. All data and consent forms will always be kept confidential
inside secure storage either with the researcher or at the SAI lab facility.

(this box should expand as vou tve)

May 2019 i Ethical Approval Form
SN Prifysgol Cymru

NS University of Wales PG2/E1FORM
s SECTION J: Data Protection and Storage

In completing this section refer to the University's Research Data Management Policy and the
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In completing this section refer to the University's Research Data Management Policy and the
extensive resources on the University's Research Data Management web pages
(ttp://uwtsd ac uklibrarylresearch-data-management))

PG2/E1FORM
SECTION J: Data Protection and Storage

Does the research activity involve personal data (as defined by the General
Data Protection Regulation 2016 "GDPR” and the Data Protection Act2018 | YES | NO
“DPA')?

“Personal data” means any information relating fo an identiied
or identifiable natural person (‘data subject). An identifiable
natural person is one who can be identified, directly or indirectly,
in particular by reference to an identifier such as a name, an
identification number, location data, an online identifier or to one
or more factors specific to the physical, physiological, genetic,
mental, economic, cultural or social identiy of thet natural person.

It YES, provide a description of the data and explain why this data needs to be collected:

A consent form with the participants written name and signature will be collected by the researcher
A separate sheet will obtain participant age and gender. These will never be linked or stored
together with the consent form.

this box shouid expend es you type)

Does itinvolve special category data (as defined by the GDPR)? YES | NoO

Special Catogory data” means sensitve parsonal Geta Consising of
information as to the data subjects’ ~
(a) raciel or ethic origin,
(o) poliical opinions,
(c religious beliefs or other beliefs of & simir nature,
(o) membership of a trade union (within the mearing of the Trade
Union and Labour Relations (Consoldation) Act 1992), o
(e) physical or mental heath or conditio,
0 sexual e,
(9) genetics,
() biometnc data (a5 used for D purposes),

TFYES, provide a description of the special category data and explain why this data needs to be|
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IFYES, provide a description of the special category data and explain why this data needs to be
collected:

the research activty involve storing personal data andor special YES | NO
category data on one of the following
Manual fles (te. in paper form)?

University computers?

Private company computers?

Flome or other personal computers?

Taptop computers/ CDs/ Portable disk-drives! memory sticks?

oo ol ool =
8Bl 8 B = O

“Cloud" storage or websftes?
Other — specily o =

For all stored data, explain the measures in place to ensure the securfty of the data collected, data
confidentialiy, including details of password protection, encryption, anonymisation and
pseudonymisation:

May 2019 15 Ethical Approval Form

Prifysgol Cymru

N University of Wales PG2/E1FORM

‘The only stored personal data from the individual taking part will be their name and signature on the

consent form and their age and gender on the demographics form. These will be kept confidential

‘and separated into different folders that only the researcher will access. Data on paper will be

collected through responses to the memory questions. These will be stored securely by the

researcher until they can be submitted to the SAI lab facility. These questionnaire responses will be

stored separate to the consent forms. Data from the questionnaires will be uploaded to SPSS.

Participants cannot be identified through this electronic data. However, the SPSS file wil be stored

on the researcher’s password protected laptop. -]
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(this bos should expand as you type)

Al Data Storage

Will the research activity involve any of the following actvities: YES | NO
Electronic transfer of data in any form? = =]
‘Sharing of data with others at the University? o =
‘Sharing of data with other organisations? o =
o oo [ =
Use of personal addresses, postcodes, faxes, emails or telephone numbers? | 0 =
Publication of data that might llow identification of individuals? o =
Use of data management system? o =
Data archiving? o =

IFYES to any question, please provide full details, explaining how this wil be conducted in
accordance with the GDPR and DPA (andlor any international equivalent):

‘The General Data Protection Regulation (GDPR) and Data Protection Act (DPA) wil be strictly
followed continuously throughout the duration of the research study as all electronic data will be
securely kept password protected on the researchers laptop and student university account or for the
‘paper questionnaire responses, demographic data, and consent forms locked away under lock and
key at the researchers home to ensure no data can be traced back to any of the participants, with
‘consent forms stored separately. This will be until the data can be submitted to the secure SA1 lab
storage facility.

‘The only other additional storage will be an encrypted memory stick which will back-up any data
that will be transferred onto the laptop/computer to prevent loss of data. All data will remain
completely anonymous and confidential until being destroyed after its desired purpose.

s box shouid expand as you type)

st all who will have access to the data generated by the research a

Lauren Williams and Supervisor (Dr Kate Williams)
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Listwho will have control of, and act as custodian(s) for, data generated by the research activity

Lauren Williams and Supervisor (Dr Kate Williams)

May 2019 16 Ethical Approval Form
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%& University of Wales

PG2/E1FORM

@i box shouid expand as you tpe)

Give details of data storage amangements, including securlty measures in place o protect the data,
where data will be stored, how long for. and in what form. Will data be archived if so how and if
not why not

‘The hardcopy data will all be securely stored within two separate files to keep the questionnaires
‘and consent forms separate under lock and key within a draw at the researchers home that only the
researcher has access to. Any data that is stored electronically will be stored on the researcher’s
Iaptop and possibly the university computers on the student's university account under password
protection to ensure o other individual has access to it. As this is an undergraduate dissertation
project, data will not be archived. It will be kept until the relevant examination boards have
‘approved the work

this box shouid expand es vou tpe)

Please indicate if your data will be stored in the UWTSD Research Data Repository (see
hitpsliresearchdata uwtsd ac uk/ ) _If so please explain. (Most relevant fo acadenic staff)

NA

this box shouid expend es vou tpe)

Confirm that you have read the UWTSD guidance on data management (see | _YES ]
hitps/jvww uwtsd ac uklibrary!research-data-management)) NO o
Confirm that you are aware that you need to keep all data unfi after your YES =
research has completed or the end of your funding NO =]
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SECTION K: Declaration

5

035 e ) 78

PG2/E1FORM

attempted to identify any risks an
obligations and the rights of the participants.

research activity will meet the Universi

The information which | have provided s correct and complete to the best of my knowledge. | have.
ues related to the research activity and acknowledge my

In submitting this application | hereby confirm that | undertake to ensure that the above named
s Research Ethics and Integrity Code of Practice

Date:
Signature of applicant: | LWilliams 2171019
For STUDENT Submissions:
Director of — Date:
Studies/Supervisor Dx. Kate Williams
Signature: b 2510119
For STAFF Submissions:
Head of School/Assistant Date:
Dean
Signature:

Checl

: Please complete the checkiist below to ensure that you have completed the form
according to the guidelines and attached any required documentation:

I have read the guidance notes supplied before completing the form

I have completed ALL RELEVANT sections of the form in full

1 confim that the research activity has received approval in principle

Thave attached a copy of finallinterim approval from extemal oraanisation (where
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RESEARCH STUDENTS AND STAFF ONLY
All communications relating to this application duringits processing must be in writing and emailed to
paresearch@uwtsd ac.uk . with the tille Ethical Approval followed by your name.

You will be informed of the outcome of your claim by email therefore it is important that you check
your University and personal email accounts requlary.

STUDENTS ON UNDERGRADUATE OR TAUGHT MASTERS PROGRAMMES should submit_
this form (and receive the outcome) via systems explained to you by the supervisorimodule leader

This form is available electronically from the Academic Office web pages:

hitp:/fuwvew uwiisd.ac uk/academic-officel

Application Process

Al staff research projects and all research students must submit the Ethical Approval Form o the
University Ethics Committee via the Academic Office (pgresearch@uwtsd ac.uk)Staffresearch directly
in relation to personal study for taught undergraduate or Masters programmes should be submitted via the
Faculty procedures explained below.

‘Taught masters and taught undergraduate research Ethical Approval Forms are considered within
Faculties. Faculties wil provide details of the specific processes for this. Where the Ethical issues within any
single etical application are of g the Faculty will refer these o the University Ethics
Committee.” Any student actiitythat involves he collection of primary data needs to undergo Ethical approval,
this includes assignment work as vl as dissertations.
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