Telling an Original Story
Through a Research Paper

It is best to do things systematically, since we are only human, and disorder is our
worst enemy.
—HESIOD, WORKS AND DAYS

any of the types of scientific writing that you will be asked to complete
n your psychology classes will be variations on the theme of this chap-
ter—writing the research paper—and yes, that process is quite organized and
systematic. A lab report is often a miniature version of a research paper, and
a literature review could be thought of as a specialized and elongated version
of an Introduction section. Because of the importance of the research paper
format and the necessity of using American Psychological Association (APA)
Style and format, this chapter presents real examples of research paper sec-
tions from undergraduate students (with their permission, of course), culmi-
nating in a complete paper in Chapter 7.

To make the paper preparation process more real for you, just as in Chapter 5
where I presented Izzy’s original draft of an Introduction section-literature
review, my edited copy, and her final draft, here I present the work of another
student, Rebecca. I present sections of her research paper in the same way as I
would assign them in my research methods class—first the Introduction sec-
tion; then the Method, Results, and Discussion sections; then a combined
assignment including the title page, abstract, references, and tables (which I call
TPART—these details are covered in Chapter 7); and then the completed final
draft (also presented in Chapter 7). To actively demonstrate this process for
you, I present Rebecca’s original draft of each assignment and my marked-up
copy. Note that I have purposely kept these examples real—this is a real paper,
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and these are my real edits. I have not presented a perfect paper to you but a
very good paper completed by a very good student. My editing marks do not
identify all the possible errors in the draft, and your instructor will certainly
find mistakes that I did not. The final draft that you see is not perfect, but for
the assignment and in context, I deemed it distinguished work. I appreciate
both Izzy and Rebecca for generously sharing their work for your benefit.

SET THE TONE: INTRODUCTION AND SAMPLE

In the previous chapter, I presented a sample Introduction section, including
the literature review; however, the Introduction section is important enough
that some points bear repeating. When you begin writing your Introduction,
you will realize how different scientific writing is from other types of writing.
Scientific writing is not as personal as a narrative, short story, or poem; rather,
it is detached and objective. Even though you may be describing your personal
research, you should not be personal in your writing. One of the best ways to
understand this “tone” of writing is by reading examples from psychological
journals. Note that better-written journal articles are easier to read; if you can-
not understand the gist of an article after reading it, then I would argue that the
article wasn’t well written. Good science involves communication of new
knowledge, and poorly written research papers and articles fail to communi-
cate clearly.

As depicted in Chapter 5, the shape of a manuscript resembles that of an
hourglass (a common analogy; see Bem, 2004). Start your Introduction broadly
and become more and more narrow until you finish with specific hypotheses
and predictions about the research to be conducted. How many references
should be cited in your Introduction section? There is no definitive answer
unless your instructor indicates this to you as part of the assignment. The liter-
ature review of a research paper is not meant to be exhaustive. The goal instead
is to report on the classic, seminal work in the field and provide a current
update on the present knowledge (Calderon & Austin, 2006). Using examples
to help illustrate important or complicated material is an excellent way to com-
municate to the reader and demonstrate your thorough understanding of the
concepts being presented (Bem, 2004).

A sample first draft of Rebecca’s Introduction section appears in Figure 6.1.
My edited version appears in Figure 6.2. (As noted earlier, the complete, final
draft appears in Chapter 7.) Note that the word “Introduction” does not appear
at the top of the page—instead, APA format requires that the title from page 1
be repeated at the beginning of the Introduction section.
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FIGURE 6.1. Sample Introduction Section of a Research Paper, Rough Draft (continues)

Filter Bubbles: How Social Media Contributes to Social Division

American’s are further apart ideologically now than at any other point
in the past twenty years (Pew Research Center, 2017a) and filter bubbles may
be to blame (Pariser, 2011). Pew Research Center reported 32% of U.S. citizens
had both liberal and conservative views on social issues compared t0'49% in
1994 (2017a). With social media at the forefront of personal broadcasting,
polarizing social opinions cén be viewed online. Out of the U.S. édults who use
the internet, 79% use Facebook (Pew Research Center, 2016), With social media
being so prevalent in society, there could be a correlation between social media
and the increase in political division. The theory of the filter bubble could
explain how social media and political division impact one another (Pariser,
2011), in 2011, Eli Pariser explaingd how fiiter bubbles are created by algorithms

that personalize what people see online; meaning that two people could search

the same thing and receive differing results: This could lead toeach person
developing a personalized filter bubble that keeps hew or different information
out {Pariser, 2011). Eli Pariser also expressed that fiiter bubbles are present on
social' media sites with user filiration options being available — unfollowing,
unfriending, blocking,

Researchers found that social media is used more often as social
surveillance instead of communication aﬁd interaction (Hall; 2016). Social
surveillance means that less time is'spent commenting and messaging, more
time is spent scrofling and viewing what people have posted {Hall, 2016). It is

not uncommon for social media usérs to obtain news on social media sites (Pew

Research Center, 2017h). After a survey study, researchers found that 74.8% of

survey respondents experienced political disagreement on social media {(Yang,

Barnidge; & Rojas, 2016). There is evidence that neither social media
engagement level nor political disagreement are significantly related to social
media users filtering out disagreement from the respective platform (Yang, et -

al., 2016). There is a strong overlap in social networks for online and offline
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FIGURE 6.1. Sample Introduction Section of a Research Paper, Rough Draft (continued)

relationships (Sutcliffe, Binder, & Dunbar, 2018), suggesting that people could
be equally selective about who they interact with offline and online.
Researchers have found that enjoyment is what drives social media users to
continue using social media sites, social media users are likely to spend more
time on social media if they enjoy the content (Li, Li, Gan, Liu, Tan, & Deng,
2018). Ziiberstein states that there is little significant evidence that technology
weakens social bonds and keeps new ideas from people {2015). Trends occur
throughout history with and without social media, proposing that technology
performs as a medium for expressing ideas already present in society
(Zitberstein, 2015). However, users constructing an online experience filled with
only information that is familiar could lead to intellectual isolation (Pariser,
2011).

Does the presence of personalized filter bubbles on social media aid in
social division? The purpose of my study is to determine if social media users
create filter bubbles that promote intellectual isolation and social division.

A survey was administered to a section of Introduction to Psychology
students at Boise State University. | examined whether or not social media users
filter out people and information they disagree with by hiding, unfollowing,
unfriending, and blocking. Then, | determined if those who filter more often
have more polarizing opinions on social issues.

| hypothesize that social media users create highly selective filter
bubbles. | hypothesize that the more selective an individual is with sociat media

filtration, the more polarizing their opinions will be on social issues.

Note. From course research paper by Rebecca Cuthbertson, 2018. Copyright 2018 by Rebecca Cuthbertson.
Adapted with permission.
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FIGURE:6.2. Sample Introduction Section of a Research Paper; With Instructor Edits

(continues)

' Arerican’s are further apart ideofogically now than at any other point
in the past twenty years (Pew Reseakgh Cent'exf, 2017a) and filter bubbles may
be to blame (Pariser, 2011). Pew Research Center (20173) reported that 32% of
U.S. citizens had bogh‘ liberal and conservatjvg views on social issqe; co}ripared )
10 49% in 1994420474}, With soctal media at the for‘ef_r;_:ht of personal ‘

broadcasytingﬁ,\pa!arizing soclal opinions can be viewed online. Out of the U.S.

adults who use $i&}
2016). Wlt_h séclal media being so preyaleni in society, there éould bea
Wre ationshlg between soclal mgd[a_and the lnc‘rease in political

: divlsior;. The theory.o,f the filter bubbte could explain hoﬁ social media and
bolitical Hiviﬁion impact one another (Pariser, 2011). In 2014, E&P‘arjser

explained how filter bubbles are created by algorithms that personalize what

people see onling; meaning that two people could sear‘chkthe ;ameﬁﬁﬁ?a
receive dlffeﬁng results, This could lead to each person developing a _
perschaliied filter bubble that keeps new or different information out (Pariser,
2011)- gﬁ’f?.’,@ef 3ls0 expressed that filter 99*?‘?,"?—‘5,%‘?. present on
[ sites with’user filtration options being available-—-unfollowing, ﬁ%‘ﬁiﬁ@% )

Researchers found that social media Is used more often as sacial

surveillance Instead of cc ication and int -{Hal-2046), Social

surveillance means that less time is spent commenting and messaging, more
time Is spent scrolling and viewing what people have posted {Hall, 2016). It is
not uncommon for social medta users to obtain news on social media sites (Pew

Research Center, 2017b). After a survey study, researchers found that 74,8% of

) g.t :;I:Ba;mdger&—ﬂeias, 2016). Ther:é is evidence that’neither sbéial media

engagement level nor political disagréement are significantly refated to sodial

i

‘media users filtering out df ., from the resp platform {Yang; et

al,, 2016}, There s a strong overlap in social networks for t;nline and offline
rélaticnshfps (Sutcliffe,%inde;,—&gunbaé - et al,, 2018), suggesiing thét people
could be equally seléctive about who they interact wlth. offiine and online.
‘Researchgrs ha;/e found thaé enjoyment is what drives social media users to
continue using soctal media sites, s?:clal media users ére Hkely to spend more

l time on social media if they enjoy the content (Li-kir-Gan-kit-Fan-&-Penget al,

- Fifter Bubhles: How Soclal Media Contributes to Social Divisiors} - . .- .+-

survey respondents experienced political disagreement on social media‘(@ﬁ& e
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FIGURE 6.2. Sample Introduction Section of a Research Paper, With Instructor Edits
(continued)

However, users constructing an online experience

create filter bubbles that promote intellectual isolation and social division.
An onlibe survey was administered to a-sections of iintroductoryien-te

pRsychology students-at 3 large Western Beise-State-Buniversity. | examined

whether or not social media users filter out people and information they
disagree with by hiding, unfollowing, unfriending, and blocking. Then, |
determined if those who filter more often have more polarizing opinions on
social issues.

1 hypothesize that social media users create highly selective filter

bubbles. | hypothesize that the more selective an individual is with social media

filtration, the more polarizing thei

Note. From course research paper by Rebecca Cuthbertson, 2018. Copyright 2018 by Rebecca Cuthbertson.
Adapted with permission.
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TOTAL TRANSPARENCY: METHOD SECTION AND SAMPLE

The Method section tells the reader exacﬂy how the study was conducted. You
describe your participants, materials, and preeedure in three separate subsec-
tions of the Method section. Although the Method section may appear to be
dry reading, it is important. The Method section provides a blueprint for other
researchers, especially if they want to replicate (repeat) your study. In psychol—
ogy and other sciences, we don't keep secrets. We tell the world exactly how
we conducted our study, down to the nitty-gritty details. Your study should be
an open book, and your Method section should prov1de enough detail that if
another researcher wanted to replicate your study, they would be able to do so.
This open, objective feature—the transparency of one’s method—is an import-
ant component of science not only because it allows researchers to build on one
another’s work, but also because this method builds trust. Revealing all the
details means that the researcher has nothing to hide. This invites replication
and is a characteristic of good science.

Participants

Tell the reader who participated in your study. In this section, you need to report
(a) who took part in the study, (b) how many participants there were, (c) how
the participants were selected, and (d) any pertinent demographic characteris-
tics. Typically, demographic variables include sex (gender), age, and race or
ethnicity. (Note: If you are reporting the mean [average] age, remember that
you must also report its Correspondmg standard deviation. In APA format,
every measure of central tendency must be accompamed by a measure of vari-
ablhty ) Report here any demographlc variables that are related to the hypoth-
eses you are testlng For example, if you were conducting a study on political
attitudes about some aspect of governmental functioning, it might be an
important demographic to report the breakdown of Republican, Democrat, and
Independent participants. ’ ‘

Material§ (or Apparatus)

Describe all the materials used to conduct the study. Essentially, this is a listing
of the equipment needed to conduct the study. Did you use a computer to pres-
ent stimulus items on the screen? Did you video record participants and later
analyze their behavior? Did you develop a survéy and then administer it to
participants? Were you involved.in any pilot testing before working with actual
participants? Describe the materials you used in enough detail that someone
else would be able to recreate them, or find your sources and obtain them. If
you developed original survey questions, include them in a table or appendix.
If ydu used a specialized compuiter program, be sure to give the details so that
someone else would be ablé to obtain and use a similar program. The term
apparatus refers to the specialized equipment that a study may have required.
Not every Method section will have an Apparatus section.
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Procedure

This portion of your Method section describes how the study was completed
from the first step to the last step. Provide enough information about the pro-
cedure so that another researcher could replicate the study. This might include
the instructions given to partlcrpants if the 1nstruct1ons are an lmportant part of
the independent variable mampulatron in your study. Describe how partici-
pants were assigned to groups or subgroups addressing issues such as randori-
ization or counterbalancmg as appropriate. If you developed a new technique,
describe it in enough detail that others could replicate it. Be sure to include any
debriefing accounts if that was part of your research study.

In my research methods course, Rebecca developed a small set of survey
questions that were added to a larger set from the entire class. Given that this
is a survey study, the details are fairly straightforward. I present her first
rough draft of the Method sectlon in Figure 6.3 and my marked-up Versmn
in Figure 6.4. ' »

WHAT HAPPENED, BUT NOT WHY: RESULTS SECTION AND SAMPLE

The major purpose of the Results section is to report the findings of your
research. If you are going to 1nc1ude a table or ﬁgure it is usually referred to
somewhere in the Results section. In my research methods course, every
hypothesis mentioned at the end of the Introduction section must be specifi-
cally addressed in the Results section, regardless of whether the hypothes1s was
supported or not. Follow APA format for the reportmg of descriptive and infer-
ential statistics. For instance, in descriptive statistics, every time you report a
mean you need to report its corresponding standard deviation, thus providing
a measure of central tendency and a _measure of‘variability, respectively. When
using inferential statistics, you need to italicize the symbol representing the
statistic (e.g., 7, £, or F) and include a p-value statement toward the end of your
sentence (be sure to check with your instructor to see if they want a measure
of effect size included with your statistical results). Begin your Results section
with the outcome that is most important to your research (Salovey, 2000). I tell
my students to start with the “big bang” of the findings and report the most
important finding first. ' ~

Bem (2004) suggested the following sequence for the presenta'uon of infor-
mation in the Results section:,

1. Verify that your study was successfiil in setting up the conditions needed to
adequately test your hypothesis (i.e., that nothlng major went wrong in the
conduct of the study).

2. Describe your overall approach to data énalysi‘s,‘iududing the methodology
used to obtain your dependent variable measurements.
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FIGURE 6.3. Sample Method Section of a Research Paper, Rough Draft

Method

Participants

This study was conducted with XXX particiﬁants from introductory psychology sections at a large
Western university. Women comprised XX% of participants, men XX%. Ages ranged from XX to XX, with
the mean age of XX.XX years (SD = X.XX). Participants voluntarily completed a survey and were rewarded
course credit.
Materials

Survey items were developed to measure the presence of filtered social media use and
participant opinion polarization. A pilot test was conducted with students in a research methods class.
For the list of survey items, refer to Table 1.
Procedure

Participants were self-selected via Sona Systems and completed the survey individually online
through Qualtrics. The allotted time to complete the survey was 60 minutes, with the average
completion time being XX.XX minutes {SD = X.XX). Upon completion, participants were thanked but not

debriefed. Results from each survey were compiled for analysis.

Note. From course research paper by Rebecca Cuthbertson, 2018. Copyright 2018 by Rebecca
Cuthbertson. Adapted with permission.

FIGURE 6.4. Sample Method Section of a Research Paper, With Instructor Edits

Method
Participants

This study was conducted with XXX participants from introductory psychology sections

at a large Western university. | Wome_n comp

ad XX% of participants, matesmen XX%.
Ages ranged from XX to XX, with the mean age of XX.XX {SDEX.XX). Participants voluntarily
completed a survey and were rewarded course credit.

Materials

I developed sSurvey items were-developed-to measure the presence of filtered social

media use and participant opinion polarization. A pilot test was conducted with studentsin a
research methods class. For the list of survey items, refer to Table 1.
Procedure

Participants were self-selected via Sona Systems and completed the survey individually
online through Qualtrics. The allotted time to complete the survey was 60 minates, with the

average completion time being XX.XX minutes (5D = X.XX). Upon completion, participants were

thanked but not debriefed. Results-# b ¥ piled# hysiss

Note. From course research paper by Rebecca Cuthbertson, 2018. Copyright 2018 by Rebecca Cuthbertson.
Adapted with permission.
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. Provide a brief reminder of the main conceptual question or hypothesis,

and a reminder about the basic tests performed and behaviors measured.
Sometimes readers will read parts of a research paper {or journal article)
out of order. The reminders save the readers from having to look for the
context to 1nterpret the section they are readlng ‘

. Answer your hypotheses as clearly and unequlvocally as you can, first using
* words, then presenting your statistical evidence in numbers in APA format.

. After addressmg the maj or hypotheses of the study, address other ﬁndlngs or

surprises that emerged. Use the same format: describe what happened
clearly, in words, then numbers.

. You may want to organize your Results section into-logical subsections if

that will help the reader follow the story. Be sure to use the proper APA
Style headings as signposts, just as you did with the Participants, Materials,
and Procedure subsections of the Method section. '

. As you move from paragraph to paragraph in the Results section, try:topro-

vide smooth transitions between paragraphs, emphasizing the logical flow of
your hypothesis testing and the outcomes of your research.

Plonsky (2006) offered additional advice -on what not to do in-‘a Results

section:

Do not discuss the unphcattons of the results in the Results sectlon, that is

saved for the Discussion section.

Do not discuss the alpha level or the null hypothesis because most readers in
the scientific community will already understand these assumptions. ‘

Do not organize subsections of your Results section by type of analysis (all
the ¢ tests in one paragraph, all the correlations in the next); instead, orga-
nize subsections by variable to be studied or hypothesis to be tested.

Do not present the raw data collected unless that is part of your 1nstructor s

assignment.

Do not use the word “proved” because in science the researcher never
proves anything; they only disprove competing theories and hypotheses

until one logical explanation is left—which, hopefully,” is the yvorkingI

hypothesis. But that is not necessarily the case.

If you are wondering why Rebecca’s descriptive statistics section is relatively

short, it is because she was following the guidelines of her instructor. Figure 6.5
presents her rough draft; Figure 6.6 presents my marked-up copy.
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FIGURE 6.5. Sample Results Section of a Research Paper, Rough Draft (continues)

Resuits

{ hypothesized that soclal media sers create filter bubbles. The key question of interest will be
“| will hide, uniriend, or unfollow-people on social media for expressing opinions that ére differant than
mine,” which was measured on a scale from 1 = strongly disagree to 5= strongly agree, The hypothesis
was tested by comparing the key question to the items “I often express my social/political opinions on
social media” and “my opinions on controversfal topics can change due to conversations on soclal
media,” both were measured on a scale from 1= strpngly disagree to 5 = strongly agree. Thefe I; a
statistically significant refationship Between answers to the key item and answers to the item "l often
express my social/political opinions on sa.cial media,” r{157) = .26, p = .001. Thereisa statistlcally
significant relationship between responses to the key item and responses to the item “my opinions on

controversial topics can change due to conversations on social media,” r{157) = .22, p = .005.

{ hypothesized that individuals who hide, unfollow, or unfriend people on social media for

expressing different opinions woutd have more polarizing responses to political guestions. The key item
is 1 will hide, unfriend, or unfollow people on social media for expressing opinions that are different

than mine,” measured on a scale from 1 = strongly disagree to 5 = strongly agree. The two political items

*: are “politics should not be influenced by religion” and “marijuana should be tegalized,” both measured
on a scale from 1 = strongly disagree to 5 = strongly agree. To test the hypothesis, key item responses
were compared to the responses on the political items. There is not a statistically significant relationship
between responses to the key item and responses to the item “politics should not be influenced by

religion,” r{157) = -.03, p=.678, There is not a ically significant relationship the key item

responses and “marijuana should be legalized,” r{157) = -.02, p = .795.

The item “Politically, | identify as” had the following resp options; 1 = Republican, 2=

Democrat, 3 = Independent. Political identification was then compared to the item “! often express my
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FIGURE 6.5. Sample Results Section of a Research Paper, Rough Draft (continued)

2

socialfpoliticat opinions on social media,” which wa's‘measured on a scale from 1 = strongly disagree to 5
=strongly-agree. There is a statistically significant difference between individuals who identified as
Republican (M = 2.00, SD =.1.12), Democrat (M = 2.08, SD = 1.05}, or Independent (M = 1.46, SD = 0.79)
and their response to the item "t often express my.social/political opinions on soclal media,” F(2,146) =

4.67,p =011

Individuals identified fhelr gender with the foilbwing respon‘se options: 1 = male, 2= femalé, ana
3= other. Gender was then compas;ed to the item “l will hide, unfriend, or anol!ow people on social
media for ekpressing opinions thaf ére different tﬁan mine,” which'was measured on a scale from 1=
strongly dlsagl;ee to 5'-4- strongI‘y agree, Thereis a stétlstlca"y significant difference between males (M = )
1:74, 5= 085) and females (= 2.13, SD = 0.93) on responses to the tem “Uwil hide, unfriend, or
unfollow ped;-:l‘e‘on Socia) media for expressing opinl(;ns that are differént than mine,” I}(l,1)37) = 5‘.75; P

=.,018,

Note. From course research paper by Rebecca Cuthbertson, 2018. Copyright 2018 by Rebecca
Cuthbertson. Adapted with perrission.
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FIGURE 6.6. Sample Results Section of a Research Paper, With Instructor Edits (continues)

Results : ' T

- 1 hypothesized that social media users create fiiter bubbles. The key question of interest will be
“{ wilf hide, unfriend, or unfnllow people on soclal media for expressing opinions that are different than
mine,” which was measured on a scale from 1 = strongly disagree to 5 = strongly agree. The hypothesls
was tested by comparling the key guestion to the items “Y'often express my social/political opinions on '

sacial media” and “my opinions on controversial topics can change due to conversations on social

medla,” both were measured on a scale from 1 = strongly disagree to 5 = strongly agree. Therelsa

statistically significant relationship between answers to the key item and answers to the item "t often

express my social/political opinfons on social medla,” 1{157) = .26, p = .001. There lé a statisticatly

ip between resp: to the 'key lterm and resbbnses to the item “my opinions on

controverstal topics can change due to conversations on social media,” r(157) = ,22,p = .005.

expressing different opinfons would have more p to poﬂtlcél The key item
is “y will hide, unfriend, of unfollow people on social media for exprassing opinions that are different

than mine,” measured on a scale from 1 = strongly disagree to 5 = strongly agree. The two political items

aré “politics should not be infl d by religion” and should be legalized,” both measured
on a scale from 1 = strongly disagree to 5 = strongly agree. To test the hypothesis, key ltem responses
were compared to the responses on the political items. There is not a statistically significant relationshlp
between responses to the key item and responses to the ltem “palitics should not be influenced by

rellglon,” r(157) =03, g678. There 15 not a statistcally siinificant relationship between the key ltem .

responses and “marljuana should be legalized,” r(157)= .02, p= 795,

‘The ftem “Polltically, | identHy as” had the following response options; 1 = Republicon, 2 =

Democrdt, 3= dent. Political id was then pi 0 the item | often express my
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FIGURE 6.6. Sample Results Section of a Research Paper, With Instructor Edits
(continued)

sacial/political opinions on social media,” which was measured on a scale from 1 = strongly disagree 10 5

= strongly agree, There is a statisti ignifi dif between individuals who i ified as 1

Republican (M = 2,00, SO = 1.12), Democrat {M = 2.08, SD = 1.05), or Independent (M = 1,46, S0 = 0.79)
and their response to the item “1 often express my social/political opinions on sacial media,” £(2,146) =

4.67, p=.011. ]

Individuals identified their gender with the following response options: 1= male, 2 = female, and
3= other. Gender was then compared to the item “} will hide, unfriend, or unfollow people on social
media for expressing opinions that are different than mine,” which was measured on a scale from 1 =

strongly disagree to 5 = strongly agree. There is a statistically significant difference between males (M =

1.74, D = 0.85) and females (M = 2,13, SD = 0.93) on responses to the item “1 will hide, unfriend, or
unfollow people on social media for expressing opinions that are different than mine,” F(3,147} = 5.76, p

=.018.

Note. From course research paper by Rebecca Cuthbertson, 2018. Copyright 2018 by Rebecca Cuthbertson.
Adapted with permission.
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EXPLAIN AND QUESTION AGAIN: DISCUSSION SECTION
AND SAMPLE ‘

In the Discussion section, you ﬁnally get the chance to interpret all the results
that were presented in the Results section. Here is where you have the oppor-
tunity to finish telling the story that you began in the Introduction section.
What happened? What worked, and what did not work? What will the reader
be able to conclude from your study? The Discussion section starts out very
specific—what happened in the study—and gets broader with generalizations
and conclusions. Essentially, the Discussion section is the bottom of the hour-
glass—it starts out narrow with answers to your specific hypotheses and then
widens, ending with the implications of your study for future researchers.

As with the Introduction section, T provide my students with a rubric that
outlines my expectations (especially in regard to grading). Be sure to ask your
instructor before every writing assignment if there is a rubric you can review.
Not every item included in the list of expectations will be its own paragraph in
the resulting Discussion section, and some items may require more than one
paragraph. Remember, after you've read more psychology journal articles and
written more psychology research papers, you'll feel comfortable moving away
from the template to your own style that complies with APA format. Not every
Discussion section I have written includes the folldvving six points, but this
template is a good start.

* Begin your Discussion with the most important finding of the study—what
I call the “big bang.” What happened? Did you find anything that was unex-
pected, unusual, fascinating, interesting, unique, or counterintuitive? The
first paragraph of your Discussion section should have the “take-home”
message—if the reader is to remember only one piece of information from
this study, what is it? The major premise of your study should be described
here—whether something turned out the way you expected or didn't turn
out the way you expected.

¢ Briefly restate the hypotheses from the end of your Introduction section and
discuss whether they were supported on the basis of the study’s outcomes.
Be specific (e.g., “Significant gender differences were found for the ques-
tions regarding X, X, and X. In all cases, men were more favorable toward
these questions than women. This means that. . . .”). Thus, all hypotheses,
whether supported or not, are addressed somewhere in the Discussion sec-
tion. Place your study in the context of the studies that have preceded yours.
This means revisiting some of the literature you cited in the Introduction
section and including it here.

¢ Did you fill that knowledge gap or hole that you identified early on?
Although you may have answered one question, perhaps your study raised
three new ones (th]S is typlcal in psychological research—it’s called job secu-
rty!). your previous research, then you need to specu-
late about if\exa/mple, perhaps it was a ditferent
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subject population or the methodologies were -dramatically different. Cite
studies in this part of the Discussion section to show that you see the how
your particular research fits into the bigger picture.

¢ Now generaliz'e a bit about the results of your study. Look beyond, to a
broader context than just those tested. Here you get to speculate on the
greater impact of your research, but be sure to label speculation as such.
What do the results of your study mean? In other words, could the results of
your study be useful in setting policies about human behavior? How might
they be interpreted in a broader context beyond the sample you studied?

» Present the limitations of your study, but don’t be too hard on yourself-—no
study has ever been conducted perfectly. In general, write the Discussion
section as if everything was measured perfectly, but also present what went
wrong—what do you wish you had done differently? Did you have enough
participants to adequately test your hypotheses? What should be the next
study? Make some suggestions regarding the direction of future research in
this field. What do you suggest be done next?

» Conclude your Discussion section with a brief paragraph that (a) réstateé
your take-home message (the big bang), (b) reiterates the importance of
your study in filling an existing knowledge gap in the literature, and
(¢) emphasizes the general importance of your topic. This helps justify to the
reader the worthiness of your work, and it provides a nice broad completion
to the bottom of the hourglass. As Bem (2004) put it, “End with a bang, not
a whimper” (p. 203).

Rebecca’s first draft of her Dlscussmn section is 1nc1uded in Figure 6.7; my
editorial marks are presented in Figure 6.8.

The four sections presented in this chapter—Introduction, Method, Results,
and Discussion—constitute the bulk of the research paper. However, there are
still several important details to address before your paper is complete. Finishing
those final details with style is the topic of the next chapter.
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FIGURE 6.7. Sample Discussion Section of a Research Paper, Rough Draft (continues)

Discussion

The purpose of my study is to assess whether social media users
contribute to the construction of filter bubbles on social media. Social media
users who express their social and political opinions on social media are more
likely to hide, unfriend, or unfollow users who have different political opinions.
However, user filtration on social media does not have a significant relationship
with polarizing political opinions.

| hypothesized that social media users create filter bubbles. in support
of this hypothesis, a significant relationship was found between individuals who
express political opinions on social media and their tendency to filter those who
hold opposing views. This means that those who express their opinion on sociat
media are more likely to hide, unfriend, and unfollow people who disagree or
express opposing opinions, This aligns well with my hypothesis. A significant
relationship was found between filtering out opposing views on social media
and an individual’s capacity to change their opinion due to conversations on
social media. This means that individuals who reported filtering out opposing
views on social media also reported that their opinions on controversial issues
can change due to conversations on social media. This result seems
counterintuitive, My assumption is that those who filter out opposing opinions
are less likely to change their opinions on controversial topics. This unexpected
result could be due to participants being reluctant to admit to having unyielding
opinions. Another possibility is that individuals who reported using filtration
methods encounter more political conversations on social media than
individuals who do not use filtration. If an individual is exposed to more political
conversation, they could be more likely to change their views while also being
more prone to use filtration methods.

t hypothesized that individuals who hide, unfollow, or unfriend people
on social media for expressing different opinions would have more polarizing
political opinions. There was not a significant relationship between social media

filtration and polarizing opinions. This means that the level of agreement an
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FIGURE 6.7. Sample Discussion Section of a Research Paper, Rough Draft {(continued)

individual has on sociat or political issues is not impacted by whether or not they
fﬂter out opposing viewpoints.

With the political divide widening (Pew Research Center, 2017a) and
social media becoming more prevalent (Pew Research Center, 2016), some
individuals have questioned whether there is a relationship between the two, Eli
Pariser expressed that filter bubbles are present o;\ social media sites witﬁ user
filtration options being available — unfoliowing; unfriending, blocking (2011). .
Researchers found that 74.8% of survey respondents experienced political
disagreement on social media (Yang, Barnidge, & Rojas, 2016). Researchers have
suggested that there Is a strong overlap in social networks for enline and offfine
relationships (Sutcliffe, Binder, & Dunbar, 2018). Research.on filter bubbles is
limited, theré is little evidence that suggests social media users contribute to
filter bubbles. In my study, a significant relationship was found between
expressir;ng political opinions on social media and filtering differing opinions. This
aligns with the thoughts of Eli Pariser, social media-users could be contributing
to the construction of filter bubbles when confronted with differing beliefs
online (2011). Future study items that would help clarify the presence and

V ‘ construction of filter bubbles include: how social media users decide who they
are going to interact with onlineg; how often individuals encounter political posts
on‘social media, and how often individuals engage with people offline that have
differing social or political views.

Social media users who express their social and political opinions are .
more fikely to hide, unfriend, or unfoilow users who have different political
opinions. Itis important to acknowledge this relationship and address how this
could impact social division. Political division has been getting worse and
filtering out opposing opinions online could be hindering the progression
toward common ground. While 1-found a relationship between expressing
opihions and social media filtration due to disagreement, there was an

overwhelming amount of responses from individuals indicating they do not

express their ideas online or use filtration methods. When asked “I often
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FIGURE 6.7. Sample Discussion Section of a Research Paper, Rough Draft
(continued) ;

reported either disagree or strongly disagree. When asked “I will hide, unfriend,
or unfollow people on social media for expressing opinions that are different
than mine,” 70.9% of participants reported either disagree or strongly disagree.
These responses were surprising, but do not indicate that these social media
users are not in a filter bubble. | assumé that there is a high level of
disagreement because thesé individuals do not feel thé need to éxpress their
opinions or use filtration methods on social media. | speculate that these
individuals do not feel the need to express their opinions or filter.information
because they are already surrounded by like-minded people on social media. |
theorize that the foundation 6f filter bubbles may be formed offline, then
transferred to an online mgdiurﬁ and fine-tuned with social media filtraﬁon
options. In future research, a more in-depth look at the development of social -
ngtworks and their translation to an online medium could provide further

. understanding of filter bubbles, online fntekactioh, and social division.

There were lim‘i‘tatibn‘s on the number of survey items [ was able to ask,
there are also corrections | would make to existing survey items. First, | was onl;l
able to ask six questions. Underkthis constraint, the survay items should have
been restricted to only questions pertéining to social media filtration - rather
than involve polarizing opinions. If the survey items invqlving polarizing opinions
were discarded, this would make room for more questions establishing social
media use and filtration. In regard to the current survey items | would change,
frequency scales — rather than agreement scales — would have been a better
approach for measuring éxpression of political apinions, the use of social media
filters, and whether conversation; on social media can change political &v)r-)ir‘\ior.\s.l

Social media users who express their social and political opinions on
social media are more likely to hide, unfriend, or unfollow users who have
different political opinions. This aligns with the theory that social media user‘s‘
aid in the construction of filter bubbles. If further rgsearch on filter bubbles
were 1o be conducted, counteracting social division could be possible and

progressive conversations could happen,

Note. From course research paper by Rebecca Cuthbertson, 2018. Copyright 2018 by Rebecca
Cuthbertson. Adapted with permission.
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FIGURE 6.8. Sample Discussion Section of a Research Paper, With Instructor Edits
(continues)

Discussion

The purpose of my study is to assess whether social media users
contribute to the construction of filter bubbles on social media. Social media
users who express their sociat and political opinions on social media are more
likely to hide, unfriend, or unfoliow users who have different political opinions.
However, user filtration on social media does not have a significant relationship
with polarizing political opinions,

| hypothesized that social media users create filter bubbles. In support
of this hypothesis, a significant relationship was found between individuals who

express political opinions on social media and their tendency to filter those who

hold apposing views. THis-mgans that those who express their opinion on social FCommant: Good 1

media are more likely to hide, unfriend, and unfollow people who disagree or
express opposing opinions. This aligns well with my hypothesis. A significant
relationship was found between filtering out opposing views on social media
and an individual’s capacity to change their opinion due to conversations on
social media. This means that individuals who reported filtering out opposing
views on social media also reported that their opinions on controversial issues
can change due to conversations on social media. This result seems

| counterintuitive, My assumption is that those who fifter out opposing opinions
are less fikely to change their opinions on controversial topicé. This unexpected
result could be due to participants being reluctant to admit to having unyielding
opinions. Another possibility is that individuals who reported using filtration
methods encounter more political conversations on sotial mgdia than
individuals who do not use filtration, If an individual is exposed to more pofiticat
conversation, they could be more likely to change their views while also being
more prone to use filtration methods.

1 hypothesized that individuals who hide, unfollow, or unfriend people
on social media for expressing different opinions would have more polarizing
political opinions. There was not a significant relationship between social media
filtration and polarizing opinions. This means that the fevel of agreement an
individual has on social or political issues is not impacted by whether or not they
filter out opposing viewpoints,

With the political divide widening {Pew Research Center, 2017a} and

social media becoming more prevalent {Pew Research Center, 2016), some
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FIGURE 6.8. Sample Discussion Section of a Research Paper, With Instructor Edits
(continued) :

2
individuals have questioned whether there is a refationship between the two. £
Pariser {2011) expressed that filter bubbles aré present on social media sites -
with user filtration options being available — unfoliowing, unfrlending, blocking

{2033}, Researchers found that 74.8% of survey respondents experienced

political disagreement on social medla {Yang; 16). - 1.
Researchers have suggested that there is a strong overlap in sociat networks for

online and offline relationships (SutclifferBinder-& Buabar at al,, 2018).

Research on filter bubbles is iimited, there is littte evidence that suggests social
media users contribute to filter bubbles. In my study, a significant relationship

was found between expressing political opinions on social media and filtering

differing opinions. This aligns with the thoughts of Eli-Pariser (2013}, social- - - - - .

media users could he contributing to the construction of filter bubbles when

confronted with differing befiefs onfine uture study items that would .

help clarify the presence and construction of fiiter bubibles include: how social

. ‘media users decide who they are going to Interact with online, how often
individuals encounter political posts on social media, and how often Individaals'
engage with people offline that have differing social or pofitical views.

Social media users who express their social and political opinions are
more likely to hide, unfriend, or unfollow users who have differen.t political
opinions. it is‘ important to ackriowledge this relationship and address how this

"could impaht social division. Political division hés been getting worse and ‘
filtering out opposiﬁg opinions online could be hindering the progression™
toward common ground. Whila-Although t found a refationship between
expressing opinions and social media filtration due to disagreement, there was
an overwhelming amount of responses from individuals indicating they do not
exprass their ide;s online or use filtration methods. When asked I often
expresg oy social/political o\piﬁion on social media,” 76.3% of participants
reported either disagree or strongly disagree, When asked “] will hide, unfriend,
or unfollow people on social media for expressing opinions that are different
thah mine,” 70.9% of participants reported either disagres or strongly disagree.
These fesponses were surprising, but do not indicate that these social media
users are not in a filter bubble. | assume that there'is a high level of
disagreement because these individuals do not feel the need to express their

opinions or use filtration methods on social media. | speculate‘that these
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FIGURE 6.8. Sample Discussion Section of a Research Paper, With Instructor Edits
(continued)

individuals do not feel the need to.express their opinlons or filter information

because they are already surrounded by like-minded people on social media. ;

f tlter bubbles may be formed offline, then . .

transferred to an onfine medium and fine-tuned with soclal media filtration
options, in future research; a more in-depth look at the development of social
networks and their translation to an online medium could provide further
understanding of filter bubbles, online interaction, and social division.

There were limitations on the number of survey items f.was able to ask,
there are also corrections | would make to existing survey lter;t15, First, { was only
able to ask six questions. Under thls constraint, the survey items should have
been restricted to only questions pertaining to social media filtration ~ rather
than involve polarizing opinions, if the survey items Involving polarizing opinions
were discarded, this would make room for more questions establishing sacial
media use and filtration. In regard to the current survey items | would change,
frequency scales — rather than agreement scales ~ would have been a better
approach for measuring expression of political oplnions, the use of social media
fllters, and whether conversations on social media can change political opinions.

Social media users who express théir, social and palitical opinions on
soclal media are more likely to hide; unfriend, or unfoliow users who have
different political opinions. This aligns with the theory that social media users
aid in the construction of filter bubbles. If further research on filter bubbles
were to be conducted, counter%cting sacial division could be possible and

progressive conversations could happen.

Note. From course research paper by Rebecca Cuthbertson, 2018. Copyright 2018 by Rebecca
Cuthbertson. Adapted with permission:



