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Exam 3   PS 306, Spring 2010 
 
1. Bäuml, K.-H. T. and Samenieh, A. (2010) had an article published in Psychological Science titled The Two Faces 
of Memory Retrieval. They write: 
 
Does retrieval of a specific memory affect recollection of related memories? For instance, does selective remembering of part of a traumatic 
experience, or part of an incidentally observed crime, affect memory for other details of the event? Casual subjective experience suggests that 
memory retrieval can improve recollection of related memories. When one is talking with a friend about a common, long-forgotten vacation, 
remembering a first piece of the event often initiates a chain of retrieval processes, along which more and more of the seemingly forgotten 
memory is recollected. However, this subjective experience contrasts with scientific experiments that have demonstrated that selective 
remembering typically impairs recollection of related material. 
 
In their experiment, subjects studied a list of 16 words, one at a time, for 5 sec each. Of the 16 words, four were targets (each beginning with a 
unique letter, e.g., apple, carrot, mouse, table) and the remaining 12 words were nontargets (each beginning with different unique initial letters, 
e.g., banana, sandwich). After studying the list, half of the 80 total participants were told to remember the items in the list for a later test and half 
were told to forget the items in the list, because they weren’t needed for a subsequent test.  
 
The other factor was the number of nontarget items in an initial cued recall task. In each group of 40 participants (Remember or Forget), ten were 
first asked to recall 0 of the nontarget words before recalling the target words, ten were first asked to recall 4 of the nontarget words before 
recalling the target words, ten were first asked to recall 8 of the nontarget words before recalling the target words, and ten were asked to first 
recall all 12 of the nontarget words before recalling the target words. For the nontarget words, the participants were given a prompt of a couple of 
initial letters of the word (e.g., ba---- for banana and sa------ for sandwich). For the target words, the participants were given a prompt of the 
initial letter of the word (e.g., a---- for apple and m---- for mouse). 
 
The dependent variable was the percentage of the target words correctly recalled. Complete the SPSS table below and then interpret the results of 
the study as completely as you can (as you would in a Results section). Then, briefly discuss what the results might mean, as you would in a 
Discussion section. [20 pts] 
 

  
 
Source Type III Sum 

of Squares df 
Mean 

Square F Sig. 
Partial Eta 
Squared 

Observed 
Powerb 

Task 577.8 1 577.8 56.1 .000 .438 1.000 

Items 628.4 3 209.5 20.3 .000 .459 1.000 

Task * Items 5360.2 3 1786.7 173.4 .000 .879 1.000 

Error 739.9 72 10.3     

Corrected Total 7306.3 79      

 

!"# = 4.4
10.3
10 = 4.47 

 
There was no concern about heterogeneity of variance (Levene test not significant). Thus, 
I’d use α  = .05. There was a significant main effect for Task, F(1,72) = 56.1, MSE = 10.3, p 
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< .001, η2 = .438. There was a significant main effect for Items, F(3,72) = 20.3, p < .001, η2 = 
.459. There was also a significant interaction between Task and Items, F(3,72) = 173.4, p < 
.001, η2 = .879. As seen in the figure, and confirmed by Tukey’s HSD, when participants 
first recalled 0 or 4 non-target items, people in the Remember condition recalled 
significantly more target items than people in the Forget condition. However, when they 
first recalled 8 non-target items, people in the Remember condition recalled the same 
number of target items as those in the Forget condition. The results for people who first 
recalled 12 non-target items was different still, with people in the Remember condition 
recalling significantly fewer target items than those in the Forget condition. 
 
Focusing first on the Remember condition, it appears that when people try to remember all 
16 words, they may have many of the 16 words available at the beginning of the test (which 
allows them to do well on the target words when they’re not distracted by first recalling 
non-target words), but as they are forced to recall more and more of the non-target words, 
they “lose” the target words. Thus, either recalling the non-target words interferes with 
recalling the target words or the additional time spent recalling non-target words allows 
the memory for the target words to “fade.” The picture for the Forget condition is quite 
different. First, it’s clear that in spite of being told that it’s not important to remember the 
words, the participants did remember the words. Moreover, it’s almost as though the recall 
of the non-target words serves as a prompt for recalling the target words. As people in the 
Forget condition are forced to recall more and more of the non-target items, they actually 
do increasingly better on the cued recall test. So, what’s not clear is why the recall of non-
target words didn’t prompt the target words for those in the Remember condition (as it 
seemed to do in the Forget condition)—instead it hurt their recall of the targets. It appears 
that to-be-remembered items differ from to-be-forgotten items. When your memory is 
filled with stuff to remember (upwards of 16 items here), as you begin to access memory for 
those items, you lose some of them. However, when your memory has some stuff that you 
don’t plan to remember, accessing some of those items actually “spreads” to other to-be-
forgotten items, which enhances their recall. 
 
2. If the above ANOVA had been computed as a one-way ANOVA on Number of Nontarget Items Recalled (Items), 
how would the source table change (illustrate below)? [5 pts] 
 

Source SS df MS F 
Item 
 
Error 
 

628.4 
 

6677.9 

3 
 

76 

209.5 
 

87.87 

2.38 

Total 7306.3 79   
 
 
3. In the two-way ANOVA in Problem 1 and the one-way ANOVA in Problem 2, you should be able to estimate the 
population variance (σ2).  
 
What would be your best numerical estimate of the population variance in Problem 1? 10.3 
What would be your best numerical estimate of the population variance in Problem 2? 87.87 
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Given that the data are identical in the two problems, why might your estimate differ? [5 pts] 
 
Unlike the second problem, in the first problem (two-way ANOVA), you’re separating the 
effect of the Task variable. Thus, your error term (derived from the 8 cells) reflects 
variability from each task-item combination. In other words, you’re estimating the 
variability in recall scores for the population of people separated by both task (Remember 
and Forget) and number of non-target items recalled (0, 4, 8, 12). The only variability 
remaining in each of those cells is due to individual differences and random variability, but 
only for people already separated by levels of the two factors. In the second problem (one-
way ANOVA), your error term (derived from 4 cells) reflects variability from each of the 
four levels of non-target items recalled. As a result, each of those four cells contains a mix 
of people who were given the Remember instructions and people given the Forget 
instructions. Because those folks differ in their recall of target items, the error term derived 
from the four Items cells will be larger. It may help to think of that Remember-Forget mix 
as an individual difference present in the data (just like IQ, motivation, etc.), which just 
adds to the error term. However, it could be “removed” by adding Remember-Forget as a 
factor, which results in a lower MSError. 
 
4. As you saw in Problem 1, construed as a 2x4 completely between (independent groups) 
design, the sample size was 10 (n = 10). Suppose, however that you were interested in increasing 
the sample size to at least 40. How many participants would you need if: [5 pts] 
 

Design Total Number of Participants 
2x4 completely between (as above) 320 
2x4 completely within (repeated measures) 40 
2x4 mixed (Task as between) 96 
2x4 mixed (Item as between) 160 
 
5. The Ross, et al. article is important because of its demonstration that debriefing may not be sufficient to remove 
the effects of deceptive feedback. Using the two studies in that article, illustrate the perseverant effects of deception 
and the way that process debriefing may be able to minimize the impact of such deception. [10 pts] 
  
Answer based on a careful reading of the article. 
 
6. We discussed the problem of experimenter expectancy effects in class. Describe the nature of the problem these 
effects create and describe at least two experiments discussed in class that argue for the existence of these effects. 
Discuss at least two strategies that might be used in experiments to minimize experimenter expectancy effects. 
Finally, if experimenter expectancy effects really do exist, why do you think that it might be difficult to demonstrate 
conclusively that they do exist?  [10 pts] 
 
Answer based on notes from lectures. 
 
7. Fine and Kurdek discuss three principles that one might use in determining authorship credit—particularly for 
undergraduate authors. First, list and define the three principles, then rank them in terms of your sense of their 
importance, with a brief description of your logic in ranking them as you do. [5 pts] 
 
Answer based on a careful reading of the article. 


