
ID#                                           Final Exam PS 306, Spring 2002
(You must use your student ID#)

The same rules apply. Adhere to the Skidmore Honor Code. Answer questions
completely. Show all your work. A point counts as a minute. Yadda, yadda, yadda…. J

As I’d commented at the end of the semester, I’ve really enjoyed this class. On the whole,
you’ve been quite diligent and hard working throughout the semester. But more than your
performance, I’ve been delighted by the mix of personalities in the class. It’s been a
pleasure to come to know you all. Thanks! Have a peace-filled and relaxing summer!

1. Suppose that you were interested in studying the impact of a treatment that you thought
would have only a small effect (e.g., Drug A has a major effect in alleviating depression,
but you think that combining it with Drug B may provide a small additional positive
impact that may be useful, so you do a study to look at DrugA + Placebo vs. Drug A +
Drug B). What aspect of an experiment must one seek to enhance when studying such
small treatment effects? How would you design your study to implement the desired
outcome? [5 pts]



2. Suppose that you are interested in studying the impact of a drug on maze learning in
rats. Because you are unsure of the level at which the drug might be most effective, you
decide to use 4 different levels of the drug. First of all, tell me (in very general terms)
how you would determine the 4 levels that you would use in your experiment. You want
to avoid carry-over effects of the drug, so each rat will be exposed to only one level of
drug. Because you think that the drug may lead to better performance on some mazes
than on other mazes, you want to run each of your rats through three different mazes
(Easy, Moderate, and Difficult). Thus, this experiment would be a 4x3 mixed design. In
very explicit fashion, tell me how you would run this experiment, including the minimum
number of rats you’d need for your study and how many you’d actually use, the
procedure you’d use, etc. [20 pts]



3. The Ross, et al. article on the effectiveness of debriefing provides us with some
cautionary data. How do the two studies reported in the article inform us about the
effectiveness of debriefing. [10 pts]



4. We talked about the Doob & Wood (1972) study (Catharsis and aggression: Effects of
annoyance and retaliation on aggressive behavior) when we discussed two-factor designs.
However, we didn’t really talk about it when discussing ethics. I’d like you to use the
APA guidelines to evaluate the extent to which the Doob & Wood study is ethical. In
essence, I’m asking you to “pretend” that you’re a member of an IRB and to evaluate
whether or not you would approve the Doob & Wood study. [10 pts]

Here’s a brief recapitulation of the study.
Time 1: Participant is in the waiting room and a confederate of the experimenter comes
into the room and either annoys the participant (Annoy) or doesn’t annoy (No Annoy) the
participant.
Time 2: In the “learning phase” of the experiment, and similar to the Milgram study, the
confederate is “randomly” chosen to be the learner and subsequently makes errors. He is
either shocked by the experimenter (Experimenter Shocks), shocked by the participant
(Participant Shocks), or receives no punishment for incorrect answers (No Shock).
Time 3: In the “creativity phase” of the experiment participants are asked to judge the
creativity of the confederate’s responses in a free-association task (participant ways a
word and confederate gives a verbal response, which the participant judges by shock
level). The participant was asked to give no shock if the response was creative, but to
give a shock if the response was not creative and to use the duration of the shock to
indicate the degree to which the response lacked creativity (longer shocks for less
creative responses). [The confederate is never actually shocked at any point in the study.]
Time 4: The experimenter fully explains the study to the participants.

The article isn’t completely clear about informed consent, but let’s presume that it occurs
prior to the “actual” experiment (that is, during Time 2) and tells the participant that it’s a
learning experiment.



5. Researchers who measure reaction time (RT) for human participants often observe a
relationship between the RTs and the number of errors that participants commit. This
relationship is known as the speed-accuracy trade-off. In the data below, 20 participants
were shown computer screens filled with the letter E. Some of the letters were in the
usual orientation and some of the letters were backward. Participants are told to assess
the number of backward E’s as quickly as possible. The average number of backward
letters missed over 10 trials constituted the mean number of errors. The average response
time on each trial (in milliseconds) constituted the other variable. Interpret the results of
the study as completely as you can. How many errors would you predict a person would
make who responded with a RT of 200 milliseconds? How many errors would you
predict a person would make who responded with a RT of 500 milliseconds? How much
of the variability in errors is shared with RT? [10 pts]
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6. Dr. Luke Attem was interested in factors that influence memory for faces. During the
acquisition phase, participants were shown a series of 60 computer-generated male faces
one at a time for 30 seconds each. Fifteen of the faces wore sunglasses, fifteen of the
faces had full beards, fifteen of the faces wore hats, and fifteen of the faces were
unadorned (no glasses, beard, hat, etc.). Each type of face occurred equally often within
portions of the acquisition phase, to control for any position bias. (Note that the random
ordering of the faces serves the same function as counterbalancing.) At test, 120
“unadorned” faces were presented, 60 new faces and the 60 original faces. That is,
regardless of how the face was seen at acquisition, it was seen unadorned at test (no
sunglasses, beard, or hat). The dependent variable was the percentage of faces of each
type correctly recognized (100% indicating perfect recognition). Complete the analysis
below and interpret the results of this experiment as completely as you can. [15 pts]



7. Individuals who are identified as having an antisocial personality disorder also tend to
have reduced physiological responses to painful or anxiety-provoking stimuli. In
everyday terms, these individuals show a limited physical response to fear, guilt, or
anxiety. One way of measuring this response is with the galvanic skin response (GSR).
With GSR, higher scores indicate lower responsivity and lower GSR scores indicate
greater responsivity. In the study summarized below, three groups of individuals were
tested: Normal Personality, Antisocial Personality, and Agoraphobics. First, briefly tell
me why a group of Agoraphobics (or some other clinically diagnosed group) would be
included in such a study:

As you can see, a third of each group is given the GSR under ordinary circumstances
(baseline), a third is given a moderately stressful situation, and a third is given a highly
stressful situation. Complete the source table and interpret the results of this study as
completely as you can. [20 pts]


