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Exam 3   PS 306, Spring 2011 
 
1. First, use the APA Ethical Guidelines to evaluate the Elaine Walster study of momentary self-esteem of young 
women given either positive or negative personality assessments (from a San Francisco therapist). [Remember, 
Gerry Davison getting them to agree to a date.] Next, articulate the difficulties of removing deception by means of a 
debriefing. To do so, use the studies discussed in the Ross et al. paper and the McFarland et al. paper about the 
options for removing the perseverance effect. [10 pts] 
 
Answer this question based on notes from class. 
 
2. Ethical considerations arise in at least three areas of psychological research: (1) in designing research, which may 
involve unethical treatment of human participants; (2) in fraudulent research, which may involve the wholesale 
creation of data; and (3) in determining the authorship on a publication that arises out of the research. Using all of 
the information you acquired at the end of the semester (articles you read, classroom discussions, textbook), craft an 
essay that outlines the sorts of concerns that face psychologists and the sorts of safeguards that have been 
introduced. Make your essay as concrete as possible, using specific examples from the various sources.  [20 pts] 
 
Answer this question based on notes from class. 
 
3. We discussed the problem of experimenter expectancy effects in class. Describe the nature of the problem these 
effects create and describe the experiments discussed in class that argue for the existence of these effects. Discuss at 
least two alternatives 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 prove conclusively that 
they do exist?  [10 pts] 
 
Answer this question based on notes from class. 
 
4. In Lab 3, we discussed the impact of gender of participant on perception of the gender of faces. In a related study, 
Rehnman and Herlitz (2007) examined male and female subjects who viewed faces of both children and adults of 
either Swedish or Bangladeshi origin. They were later tested on their ability to recognize the faces from among a set 
of new/distractor faces (all presented in color from a frontal view, but free of facial hair and glasses). The DV in this 
case is d’, a measure of sensitivity (higher d’ means more sensitivity, or greater recognition ability). Complete the 
source table below (slightly modified from SPSS output), then interpret the results as completely as you can. Finally, 
tell me how you would explain these results, as you would in a Discussion section. [15 pts] 
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Dependent Variable:d'       

Source 
Type III Sum 
of Squares df 

Mean 
Square F Sig. 

Partial Eta 
Squared 

Observed 
Powerb 

Model 2.534 1 2.534 158.4 .000 .735 1.000 
Subject 1.395 1 1.395 87.2 .000 .604 1.000 
Model * Subject .582 1 .582 36.4 .000 .389 1.000 
Error .915 56 .016     

Corrected Total 5.426 59      

 
Levene’s Test is significant (p = .013), so a conservative approach would be to approach the 
ANOVA with α  = .01 (or some value smaller than .05). In this case, doing so would have no 
impact, because each of the effects in the source table is significant with α  < .001. Thus, 
there is a significant main effect of Model Gender, F(1,56) = 158.4, MSE = .016, p < .001, η2 
= .735. There is also a main effect of Subject Gender, F(1,56) = 87.2, p < .001, η2 = .604. Of 
primary interest is the significant interaction between Model Gender and Subject Gender, 
F(1,56) = 36.4, p < .001, η2 = .389. Post hoc tests using Tukey’s HSD indicate that Females 
(M = 2.042) are better than Males (M = 1.54) at recognizing female faces, but Females (M = 
1.434) don’t differ from Males (M = 1.326) in recognizing male faces.  

𝐻𝑆𝐷 = 3.74
. 016
15

= .122 

 
Given that for many males, females are objects of sexual desire, it’s interesting that males 
don’t recognize female faces much better than they do male faces. Conversely, given that 
many females may see males as potential sexual partners, it’s surprising that females 
recognize female faces better than they do male faces. From an evolutionary perspective, 
one might think that people would be better at recognizing faces of the other gender. 
That’s not the case in this study, though it does lead me to wonder about other research 
that may lead to different results. 
 
What R&H did find, however, is that women tend to perform better than men at a facial 
recognition task, but they do especially well at recognizing women’s faces. It may be that 
women are more social than men, and because faces convey so much information, women 
become attuned to faces (and facial features) more than men. It may also be true that 
women tend to spend more time with other people (in general), which might give them 
more experience with faces than men…and if they spend more time with other women, 
then that could explain the advantage they have for female faces. It may also be that 
women view other women as competitors, so they may “check out the competition” more 
than do men (who may be quite oblivious). 
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5. Dr. Gus Tatory is interested in the extent to which participants like particular combinations of color and food. He 
first creates 7 different combinations (e.g., green eggs, pink mashed potatoes, etc.). He is also interested in the extent 
to which the accompanying beverage will influence the judgments, so he also has five different drinks (water, cola, 
beer, tea, and hot chocolate). Thus, Gus is using a two-factor design (7x5). His dependent variable is the 
participant’s rating of the food on a 9-point scale (1 = yuck, 9 = yum). Suppose, further, that (for reasons of power) 
he expects to have at least 30 scores in each of the cells. [15 pts] 
 
a. If he ran this study as a completely between (independent groups) design, how many total participants would he 
need? 
 
7x5x30 = 1050 
 
b. If he ran this study as a completely within (repeated measures) design, how many total participants would he 
need? 
 
35x2 (because 35 is odd) = 70 
 
c. If he ran this study as a mixed design, with the five different beverages as the between (independent groups) 
factor and the seven different food/color combinations as the within (repeated measures) factor, how many total 
participants would he need? 
 
14x3 = 42 (per between level) so 5x42 = 210 
 
d. If it were up to you, which design would you choose to use? Why? 
 
A mixed design probably makes more sense. A completely between design would require 
1050 subjects, which is extreme. A completely repeated measures design would require 
each subject to go through a lot of food/drink. So, a mixed design would yield a more 
reasonable number of subjects and not require each subject to ingest a lot of food (seven 
combos). 
 
6. In class, we talked briefly about a study by Tybur et al. (2011) titled “Smells Like Safe Sex: Olfactory Pathogen 
Primes Increase Intentions to Use Condoms.” We can think of the study as a 2x2 independent groups design. Let’s 
say that the participants were 80 undergraduates. Half of the participants were Sexually Active (had sex with at least 
one person within the past year) and half were Not Sexually Active (no sex in the past year). Before filling out a 
bunch of questionnaires, and after a saliva test, each participant left the testing room to use a water fountain.  
 
“In the pathogen-prime condition, while participants were out of the room, the experimenter sprayed the wall of the 
room with a single pump of ‘Liquid ASS,’ a novelty odor liquid that smells strongly of common bacterial threats 
(e.g., feces). In the control condition, the experimenter did not administer the spray.” 
 
Thus, there were two levels to the Odor condition (Odor vs. No Odor). The DV is the intention to use a condom (1 = 
“not at all likely” to 7 = “extremely likely”). Complete the source table below, then interpret the data as completely 
as you can. Then talk about your results as you might in a Discussion section, including what you think the results 
mean and what limitations might be present in the design. [15 pts] 
 
Oh, BTW, participants were aware of the odor: “Participants in the pathogen-prime condition rated the room as smelling worse than did 
participants in the control condition, t(80) = 4.17, p < .001, d = 1.09.” 
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Source 

Type III Sum 

of Squares df 

Mean 

Square F Sig. 

Partial Eta 

Squared 

Observed 

Powerb 

Odor 24.200 1 24.2 48.5 .000 .390 1.000 

Sex 1.250 1 1.25 2.5 .118 .032 .346 

Odor * Sex .43 1 .43 .86 .345 .012 .155 

Error 37.92 76 .5     

Corrected Total 63.800 79      

 
There is no concern about violating the homogeneity of variance assumption (Levene’s Test 
is not significant, p = .116). There is no significant main effect for Sex, F(1,76) = 2.5, p = 
.118, η2 = .032. There is no interaction between Odor and Sex, F(1,76) = .86, p = .345, η2 = 
.012. However, there is a significant main effect for Odor, with subjects who were exposed 
to the order reporting a greater likelihood of using a condom (M = 4.6) than those who 
weren’t exposed to any odor (M = 3.5), F(1,76) = 48.5, MSE = .5, p < .001, η2 = .39. 
However, because of the design, one can’t be certain that the difference was due to the 
specific odor (Liquid ASS) or any odor at all (vs. no odor). That’s because subjects in the 
control condition got no odor at all. Had they been exposed to some odor, one could be 
more confident that it was the specific odor that produced the effect. 
 
Assuming that the effect was due to the specific odor (and not just any odor), it may be that 
smelling “feces” reminds people of cleanliness, so they would then be more inclined to use a 
condom. That is, they could worry about contamination from bacteria, which could lead 
them to use a condom as protection against STDs. It’s interesting to note that the effect 
occurred regardless of subjects’ sexual activity levels, so both subjects who are sexually 
active and those who are not show an equivalent inclination to use condoms. 


