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1 INTRODUCTION

Many academic institutions rely heavily on undergraduate and grad-
uate student participation in research, and a majority of findings in
human subjects studies come from research involving students as
research subjects [2]. Although these same studies could as well be
carried out with a wider participant pool, university students are
often recruited because they are easily accessible and convenient
for faculty researchers [4].

Despite protections given during the required informed consent
process, recent studies have shown that university students con-
sistently fail to read consent forms before agreeing to participate
in academic research. A study by McNutt et al. [11] has shown,
for example, that up to 85% of participants will look at a consent
form for 30 seconds or less before signing it, a considerably shorter
amount of time than would be required to read the form at a normal
reading speed [15]. Further studies have also shown that, when
asked, nearly half of all participants will self-report not reading or
simply skimming the consent form [17].

A critical component of the informed consent process is the
information link between the prospective participant and the ex-
perimenter [12]. As described by the Department of Health and
Human Services, it is the experimenter’s responsibility to 1) dis-
close to potential research subjects information needed to make
an informed decision, 2) facilitate the understanding of what has
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been disclosed, and 3) promote the voluntariness of the decision
about whether or not to participate in the research [12]. Although
the role of the experimenter has been widely studied within the
behavioral sciences, this area of interest is largely underrepresented
in the body of work on the informed consent process in academic
research.

2 RELATED WORK

To address growing concerns over the apparent lack of reading
and comprehension in the informed consent process, academic
researchers, educators, and policy makers have conducted many
studies manipulating various aspects of the informed consent form.
A majority of these efforts have focused either on characteristics of
the consent form, such as text bolding and spacing [13], complexity
of the information presented [5, 18], length of the form [10, 14],
and use of images [1, 13], or on characteristics of the participant,
such as personality traits [8, 16] and demographics [6, 7]. However,
relatively little research has been published on experimenter ef-
fects, with efforts in this area primarily focused on experimenter
perception [11], demeanor [3], and delivery format [16, 17].

In addition to these limitations, many of the results reported
in previous studies on consent reading and comprehension are
based on participant self-reports and experimenter observations
during the informed consent process, and to our knowledge, no
research has been conducted to empirically investigate student
reading behavior using eye tracking methodologies.

The goal of the current study is to use eye movement data to
further understand and assess student reading behavior during the
informed consent process in general, and the effects of reading
behavior on overall consent comprehension in particular. We will
also investigate if a change in experimenter protocol early on in
the informed consent process significantly affects reading behavior
and consent comprehension.

3 RESEARCH METHODS
3.1 Participants

This research study included 20 Clemson University undergraduate
and graduate students. Participation in the study was voluntary,
and no compensation was given.
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3.2 Experimental Design

A one-way, between-subjects analysis of variance (ANOVA) was
conducted to determine the effect of experimenter protocol (instruc-
tions, no instructions) on university student reading behavior and
comprehension in an academic informed consent reading task.

3.3 Measurements

The independent variable in this study is the type of instruction
provided by the experimenter before the participant is presented
with the informed consent form. In the ‘instructions’ condition, the
experimenter verbally instructed the participant to carefully read
the informed consent document and notified the participant of a
short comprehension quiz at the end of the experiment. In the ‘no
instructions’ condition, the experimenter verbally instructed the
participant to carefully read the informed consent document, but
did not notify the participant about the quiz.

Reading accuracy. A hidden message related to the true pur-
pose of the study was included within the body of the consent form
text, and instructions were provided as to how a participant could
signal to the experimenter that they found the hidden message.
Reading behavior was coded as a binary variable (found/not found).
This measurement was based on whether the participant found the
hidden message within the consent form, as demonstrated by accu-
rately responding to a related question on the demographics form
at the end of the experiment. Due to technical limitations of our
design, participants could not go back to review previous pages of
the consent form. To account for this limitation, the hidden message
was deliberately included on the first page of the document.

Processing Time. Given that the unit of analysis of our study is
a paragraph or section of text (rather than a single word), we used
a first-pass fixation time as our initial processing time measurement.
This measurement was calculated for each area of interest (AOI) on
the consent form image, and compared between the instructions
and no-instructions conditions.

We also calculated a total processing time measurement for each
AOI on the consent form image. This measurement represents the
sum total of all fixations (first- and second-pass) within an AQI,
and was used to better understand re-reading behavior related to
finding the hidden message within the text.

Saccades. In English reading, a regression is a saccadic movement
that is right-to-left along a line or that is back to previously read
lines [15]. We measured the number of regressions that were outside
the normal range (more than 10 letter spaces long or to another
line) for each participant. This measurement was used to compare
differences in the instructions and no instructions conditions, as
well as to better understand re-reading and backtracking behavior
related to finding the hidden message within the text.

Visual Behavior. Fluctuations between ambient and focal fix-
ations were measured using Coeflicient K, where positive values
indicate focal viewing and negative values indicate ambient view-
ing [9]. This measurement was used to compare differences in the
instructions and no instructions conditions, as well as to better un-
derstand changes in visual attention related to finding the hidden
message within the text.

Comprehension scores were measured using a five-question
quiz given at the end of the experiment. Questions were formatted
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in both multiple choice and short answer form, and covered the
major components of the informed consent process. A score was
given based on the number of correct answers.

3.4 Apparatus

Participant eye movement and fixation data was collected using
a table-mounted (remote) Gazepoint GP3 pupil corneal reflection
eye tracker. Per the manufacturer, the eye tracker is capable of an
accuracy of one degree of visual angle with a 60 Hz sampling rate.
The eye tracker was used on a 22 inch Dell P2213 monitor screen,
running at a resolution of 1680x1050 pixels. The viewing distance
for all participants was approximately 57cm.

3.5 Procedures and Stimulus

Upon arrival at the lab facility, each participant was randomly
assigned to either the ‘instructions’ or ‘no instructions’ condition.
In both conditions, the true purpose of the study was concealed
from the participant, and remote eye tracking data collection began
before the participant is officially consented. This concealment
and data collection method was approved through the Clemson
University Institutional Review Board.

Each participant was then seated in front of a typical computer
monitor with an eye tracker mounted underneath. The eye tracker
was calibrated by having each participant look at a number of
targets on the screen. Following calibration, the participant was
asked to look at an image of the first page of the informed consent
document. When ready, the participant pressed the spacebar to
move from one page of the consent document to the next. There
was no time limit on how long a participant could view each page
of the informed consent document, but the participant could not go
back to a previous page of the document. When the final page was
presented, the participant was asked to press the spacebar when
ready to acknowledge that they read the consent form and agreed
to continue with the study, or to call the experimenter if they did
not agree to continue with the study. Examples of the consent form
images are included in Figure 1.
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Figure 1: Example consent form stimulus

If the participant agreed to continue the study, the participant
was asked to look at images of the Penn State Worry Questionnaire.
This part of the experiment was designed to resemble a typical
psychology or eye tracking experiment, and its only purpose was
to continue to conceal the true purpose of the study. The partici-
pant was instructed to read each question and look at their chosen
response for 2 seconds before moving to the next question. When
the questionnaire was completed, the participant pressed the space-
bar to exit. This signaled to the experimenter that the participant



"I Consent": An Eye-Tracking Study of IRB Informed Consent Forms

completed the questionnaire. The experimenter terminated the eye
tracking software recording, and this portion of the study ended.

Participants were then given a paper quiz on specific content
of the informed consent document. When the participant signaled
to the experimenter that they completed the quiz, the participant
was given a paper demographics questionnaire to complete. Upon
completion of the demographic questionnaire, participants were
debriefed on the true purpose of the study, potential impacts of
the research, and principle investigator contact information for
questions or follow-up. Participants were then dismissed from the
study session.

4 HYPOTHESES

We expect to find significant differences between participants in the
‘instructions’ and ‘no instructions’ conditions, such that students
who are aware of the comprehension quiz will have significantly
longer first-pass fixation times, significantly higher accuracy in find-
ing the hidden message, and significantly higher comprehension
scores.

We also expect to find that for participants in the ‘no instructions’
condition, participants who naturally demonstrate more careful
reading behavior (longer first-pass fixation times) or who find the
hidden message by chance will have significantly longer total fixa-
tion times, significantly more regressions, and significantly higher
comprehension scores than participants who demonstrate typical
‘skimming’ reading behavior.

5 RESULTS

Several statistical analyses were performed to understand how ex-
plicit instructions given by an experimenter and the inclusion of a
hidden message within a body of text might affect a participant’s
reading accuracy and overall comprehension of an informed con-
sent document.

Reading accuracy. A Pearson’s Chi-square test was performed
to analyze the relationship between experimenter protocol (instruc-
tions, no instructions) and finding the hidden message (found, did
not find). The relationship was not significant at a = 0.05, as y? (1) =
.808, p = .178, indicating that giving participants forewarning about
a comprehension quiz did not affect whether or not the participant
found the hidden message.

Processing Time. A factorial analysis of variance (ANOVA) was
performed to determine the effect of experimenter protocol (in-
structions, no instructions) and finding the hidden message (found,
did not find) on total fixation duration (time in seconds). The model
found a significant main effect of finding the hidden message at a
=0.05, as F(1, 16) = 7.034, p = 0.017 on total fixation duration time.
However, there was no significant main effect of condition, F(1, 16)
=0.692, p = .418, indicating that there is no significant difference in
the total amount of time spent in fixations between participants in
the instructions (M = 154.179, SD = 117.828), and no instructions
(M =118.193, SD = 95.489) conditions. The interaction effect be-
tween condition and hidden message on total fixation duration was
also not significant, F(1, 16) = 0.007, p = .936. Main and interaction
effects are shown in Figure 2.

Visual Behavior. To analyze the qualitative visual behavior of
participants that found the hidden message vs. those that did not,
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Figure 2: Main and interaction effects of condition and hid-
den message on total processing time.

we used the K-coefficient [9] to distinguish between ambient and
focal fixations on the page of the consent form that contained the
hidden message. We produced visualizations in the following way:
the K-coefficient was calculated for each individual fixation, and
then an average K-coefficient value was calculated with fixations
grouped based on their timestamp (ie. fixations from 0-1 seconds
are grouped together and averaged, fixations from 1-2 seconds are
grouped together and averaged, etc.). Figure 3 shows data from a
participant that did find the hidden message, and Figure 4 shows
data from a participant that did not find the hidden message.

In Figure 3, the fixations are ambient for several seconds, and
then fluctuate between ambient and focal as the participant reads
through the form. The AOI that contains the hidden message is first
fixated upon around 50 seconds, and becomes the sole AOI being
fixated upon around 67 seconds. Unfortunately the eye tracker
lost some data around this time but there is clearly a trend after
67 seconds of exclusively focal fixations. This indicates that the
participant is studying something intently - likely making sure
they fully understand the instruction that is given in the hidden
message.

50
Time (second)

Figure 3: Mean K-coefficient values for fixations, grouped by
seconds (hidden message was found).

In Figure 4, the participant does not find the hidden message. A
clear difference between Figure 3 and Figure 4 is the total time spent
on the page - approximately 100 seconds as compared to 25 seconds,
which is what we would expect based on our statistical analysis and
hypothesis. The visual behavior in Figure 4 is also very different
than in Figure 3, with no clear trend of exclusively ambient or
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exclusively focal fixations, indicating that their "skimming" reading
behavior consisted of both.
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Figure 4: Mean K-coefficient values for fixations, grouped by
seconds (hidden message not found).

Comprehension. A factorial analysis of variance (ANOVA) was
performed to analyze the effect of experimenter protocol (instruc-
tions, no instructions) and finding the hidden message (found, did
not find) on comprehension. The model found no significant main
effects of experimenter protocol at & = 0.05, as F(1,16) = 0.361, p =
.556, or hidden message, F(1,16) = 1.300, p = .271, on comprehension.
The interaction effect between condition and hidden message on
comprehension was also not significant, F(1, 16) = 0.041, p = .842.
Main and interaction effects are shown in Figure 5.

comp_score
comp_score

cond found_dden found_idden

Figure 5: Main and interaction effects of condition and hid-
den message on comprehension scores.

To further inspect comprehension, a Kendall’s tau was performed
to determine the correlation between total fixation duration (time
in seconds) and comprehension (score) for all participants. The
result was statistically significant at & = 0.05, as 7 = .404, p = .027,
indicating that across all participants, total fixation duration and
comprehension are positively correlated. This means that as the
total number and duration of fixation times increase, comprehen-
sion scores also increase. Main and interaction effects are shown in
Figure 6.

6 DISCUSSION

Although our results did not fully support all of our initial hy-
potheses, our experiment did show some interesting differences
in eye movement behavior between participant groups. The main
result we expected to see was experimenter protocol (instruction,
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Figure 6: Assumptions of normality and correlation scatter-
plot for fixation time and comprehension scores.

no instruction) having an effect on finding the hidden message.
However, this effect was not significant in our results. We believe
this may partly be due to limitations in the experimental design, as
an unexpectedly high amount of people correctly found the hidden
message within our IRB document (11/20) - something that we
would not have predicted based on previous studies that indicate
how incompletely IRB forms are usually read [11, 15, 17].
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Figure 7: Start of the hidden message highlighted within the
consent form (split into AOIs).

Our result that total fixation duration time is correlated with
finding the hidden message is not surprising. We expected that those
people that spent longer reading the IRB form would have a much
higher chance of finding the hidden message. However, the fact that
many of our participants found the hidden message suggests that
our experiment influenced participants to spend more time reading
the IRB than they normally would in a different experiment.

The visual behavior in the participants that found the hidden
message and those that did not find the message was clearly dif-
ferent. Those that found the hidden message tended to have more
focal fixations within the AOI that contained the hidden message
on the first page of the consent form. This makes sense, as those
participants that found the hidden message tended to re-read the
instruction contained within the hidden message to make sure they
understood what they were being told to do (answer a specific
question on the demographics survey with a specific response).
The location of the hidden message within the consent form is
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presented in Figure 7, and a visual comparison of fixation locations
between a participant that found the hidden message and one that
did not is presented in Figure 8. Fixation data from the same two
participants is presented in Figure 9, and although the visual is
harder to interpret because there are many individual fixations, it
is still clear that the participant that found the hidden message had
more fixations and that many of those fixations were inside the
AOI that contained the hidden message.

Heatmap Heatmap
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Figure 8: Comparison of a participant that was unable to find
the hidden message (left) and one that was able to (right).

A0 Fiations A0 Fiations

y-coordinata (pixels)
y-coordinata (pixels)

P 0 %0 e £ 0 %0 160

Figure 9: Fixations and corresponding AOIs for the same par-
ticipants as in Figure 8.

7 LIMITATIONS

The main limitation of this experiment was using a digital version
of our consent form. We were forced to present the consent form in
this way because the eye tracker we used required the participant
to be looking at a computer screen, which is very different than
a typical paper copy of an IRB form. Since we also chose to use
the Gazepoint Analysis software for capturing our data, this also
meant we were limited in our ability to customize the experiment.
This led to two major potential issues:

(1) Suspicion of true purpose of study
(2) Influenced reading behavior

As participants entered the room and began the experiment, we
had no choice but to calibrate the eye tracker before they were
presented with the consent form, otherwise we would not have
been able to gather accurate data. To the intelligent participant,
this may have seemed bizarre - why would we need to set up the
eye tracker before we present them with the IRB consent form? We
attempted to minimize this concern by designing the experimenter
script to not draw attention to this fact.

Our use of the Gazepoint software also meant that participants
could not backtrack to view a previous page of the consent form.
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This was communicated to the participants during their instructions
and may have influenced their reading behavior. If a user is aware
they cannot backtrack to a previous page to re-read something
they did not understand on the first read through, they may be
more likely to read it more intently. A screenshot of the Gazepoint
software and the relevant written instructions about the inability
to go backwards is presented in Figure 10.

se read the IRB consent form that will be
presented on the following pages.

Press the space bar to move to the next page of
the form.

You will not be able to go back to previous
1L oE e pages.

Press the space bar to begin reading.

Figure 10: Gazepoint Analysis software.

We also identified potential issues with two of our participants -
and with a relatively small sample size of 20 students these prob-
lems may have affected our results. One of our participants had
previously designed and ran their own study at Clemson Univer-
sity, which meant they were familiar with the IRB process and
the importance of informed consent. Because of this, we antici-
pated that the participant would read through the consent form
carefully. However, that was not true: the participant disregarded
the consent form entirely by clicking through it without reading.
This could be because of their previous experience with IRB forms
and the assumption that they all generally contain the same kinds
of information. We also had one participant who was a Japanese
exchange student studying English, and who required significant
assistance and translations throughout the process. Because of this,
their reading behavior during the experiment was likely signifi-
cantly different than a native English speaker.

8 CONCLUSION

In this experiment, we asked participants to read an informed con-
sent document and make a decision about whether or not to partic-
ipate in an academic research study based on their understanding
of the purpose, risks, and activities involved. With IRB approval,
we disguised the true nature of our study, which was to collect
eye-movement behavior data from our participants while they read
the informed consent document. This deception was necessary
to ensure that our participants would read the document as they
would under normal circumstances. We collected data on reading
accuracy and comprehension, user fixations per area of interest, and
ambient versus focal fixations. Although the results of our study
did not support our initial hypothesis that explicit instructions from
an experimenter would lead to more careful reading behavior, we
were able to demonstrate that more careful reading behavior has
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a strong positive relationship with reading accuracy and overall
comprehension. Given the special nature of the informed consent
process, particularly as it relates to student participant populations,
we believe that future studies into this topic are warranted. As dis-
cussed in previous sections, a future study with a larger sample size
may more clearly demonstrate diferences in student engagement
with the informed consent process, and provide the information
necessary to change current practices and policies in academic
research programs.

REFERENCES

[1] Nikolina M. Duvall Antonacopoulos and Ralph C. Serin. 2016. Comprehension

[2

[10

[11

[12

[13

[14

[15

[16

(17

(18

]

]

]

]

]

of online informed consents: Can it be improved? Ethics and Behavior 26, 3 (Jan
2016), 177-193. https://doi.org/10.1080/10508422.2014.1000458

Garvin D. Chastain and R. Eric Landrum. 1999. Protecting human subjects: De-
partmental subject pools and institutional review boards (1st ed.). American Psy-
chological Association, Washington, DC, US. https://doi.org/10.1037/10322-000
John E. Edlund, Jessica L. Hartnett, Jeremy D. Heider, Emmanuel J. Perez, and
Jessica Lusk. 2014. Experimenter characteristics and word choice: Best practices
when administering an informed consent. Ethics and Behavior 24, 5 (Oct 2014),
397-407. https://doi.org/10.1080/10508422.2013.854171

Linda M. Ferguson, Olive Yonge, and Florence Myrick. 2004. Students’ involve-
ment in faculty research: Ethical and methodological issues. International Journal
of Qualitative Methods 3, 4 (2004), 56—68.

Gabriella Foe and Elaine L. Larson. 2016. Reading level and comprehension of
research consent forms: An integrative review. Journal of Empirical Research
on Human Research Ethics 11, 1 (2016), 31-46.  https://doi.org/DOI:10.1177/
1556264616637483

AE. Kazdin. 1999. Handbook of research methods in clinical psychology (2nd. ed.).
Wiley, New York.

Michael M. Knepp. 2014. Personality, sex of participant, and face-to-face interac-
tion affect reading of informed consent forms. Psychological Reports: Sociocultural
Issues in Psychology 114, 1 (2014), 297-313. https://doi.org/DOI10.2466/17.07.PRO.
114k13w1

Michael M. Knepp. 2018. Using questions to improve informed consent form
reading behavior in students. Ethics and behavior 28, 7 (2018), 560-577. https:
//doi.org/10.1080/10508422.2017.1320665

Krzysztof Krejtz, Andrew Duchowski, Izabela Krejtz, Agnieszka Szarkowska,
and Agata Kopacz. 2016. Discerning ambient/focal attention with coefficient
K. ACM Transactions on Applied Perception 13, 3 (May 2016), 11, 1-20. https:
//doi.org/10.1145/2896452

Elaine L. Larson, Gabriella Foe, and Rachel C Lally. 2015. Reading level and length
of written consent forms. Clinical and Translational Science 8, 4 (2015), 355-356.
https://doi.org/DOI:10.1111/cts.12253

Louise-Anne McNutt, Eve Waltermaurer, Robert A. Bednarcyzk, Bonnie E. Carl-
son, Jeroo Kotval, Jeanne McCauley, Jacquelyn C. Campbell, and Daniel E. Ford.
2008. Are we misjudging how well informed consent forms are read. Jour-
nal of Empirical Research on Human Research Ethics 3, 1 (Mar 2008), 89-97.
https://doi.org/DOI:10.1525/jer.2008.3.1.89

US Department of Health and Human Services. 2019. What is informed con-
sent and when, why, and how must it be obtained. Retrieved October
14, 2019 from ?https://www.hhs.gov/ohrp/regulations-and-policy/guidance/faq/
informed-consent/index.html

Evan K. Perrault and David M. Keating. 2018. Seeking ways to inform the
uninformed: Improving the informed consent process in online social science
research. Journal of Empirical Research on Human Research Ethics 13, 1 (2018),
50-60. https://doi.org/10.1177/1556264617738846

Evan K. Perrault and Samantha A. Nazione. 2016. Informed consent-uninformed
participants: Shortcomings of online social science consent forms and recom-
mendations for improvement. Journal of Empirical Research on Human Research
Ethics 11, 3 (2016), 274-280. https://doi.org/D0OI:10.1177/1556264616654610
Keith Rayner. 1998. Eye movements in reading and information processing: 20
years of research. Psychological Bulletin 124, 3 (1998), 372-422. https://doi.org/
DOI:10.1037/0033-2909.124.3.372

Kyle R. Ripley, Margaret A. Hance, Stacey A. Kerr, Lauren E. Brewer, and Kyle E.
Conlon. 2018. Uninformed consent? The effect of participant characteristics
and delivery format on informed consent. Ethics and Behavior 28, 7 (Apr 2018),
517-543. https://doi.org/DOI:10.1080/10508422.2018.1456926

Connie K. Varnhagen, Matthew Gushta, Jason Daniels, Tara C. Peters, Neil Parmar,
Danielle Law, Rachel Hirsch, Bonnie Sadler Takach, and Tom Johnson. 2005. How
informed in online informed consent? Ethics and Behavior 15, 1 (2005), 37-48.
https://doi.org/DOI:10.1207/s15327019eb1501_3

Daniel R. Young, Donald T. Hooker, and Fred E. Freeberg. 1990. Informed consent
documents: increasing comprehension by reducing reading level. IRB: Ethics and

Carrie Russell, Jeremy Thompson, Henry McGee, and Shana Slavin

Human Research 12, 3 (May 1990), 1-5. https://doi.org/D0I:10.2307/3564107


https://doi.org/10.1080/10508422.2014.1000458
https://doi.org/10.1037/10322-000
https://doi.org/10.1080/10508422.2013.854171
https://doi.org/DOI: 10.1177/1556264616637483
https://doi.org/DOI: 10.1177/1556264616637483
https://doi.org/DOI 10.2466/17.07.PR0.114k13w1
https://doi.org/DOI 10.2466/17.07.PR0.114k13w1
https://doi.org/10.1080/10508422.2017.1320665
https://doi.org/10.1080/10508422.2017.1320665
https://doi.org/10.1145/2896452
https://doi.org/10.1145/2896452
https://doi.org/DOI:10.1111/cts.12253
https://doi.org/DOI: 10.1525/jer.2008.3.1.89
? https://www.hhs.gov/ohrp/regulations-and-policy/guidance/faq/informed-consent/index.html
? https://www.hhs.gov/ohrp/regulations-and-policy/guidance/faq/informed-consent/index.html
https://doi.org/10.1177/1556264617738846
https://doi.org/DOI: 10.1177/1556264616654610
https://doi.org/DOI:10.1037/0033-2909.124.3.372
https://doi.org/DOI:10.1037/0033-2909.124.3.372
https://doi.org/DOI: 10.1080/10508422.2018.1456926
https://doi.org/DOI: 10.1207/s15327019eb1501_3
https://doi.org/DOI: 10.2307/3564107

	1 Introduction
	2 Related Work
	3 Research Methods
	3.1 Participants
	3.2 Experimental Design
	3.3 Measurements
	3.4 Apparatus
	3.5 Procedures and Stimulus

	4 Hypotheses
	5 Results
	6 Discussion
	7 Limitations
	8 Conclusion
	References

