Instructions:For each scenario, identify the most serious threeternal validity or state
that the study’s conclusions are valid. Explainryamiswer. Note that multiple threats are
always possible, but your task is to identify thesgest most obvious threat. Each
scenario already contains the necessary relevimmation to help you do this. Do not
“invent” things that aren’t there.

1. Waitpersons at two affiliated restaurants with psales figures had asked for raises
in hourly pay that the owners could not afford. Dweners wondered if there could
be an alternative mutually beneficial arrangemand, requested help from
researchers in the field of organizational behavinanagement. For the next 4 pay
periods, the researchers recorded the mean dallae@ per hour (wages), and sales
per labour hour (productivity). Then, during a Staketing at each restaurant, the
waitpersons were told that each of them would beé p% of their gross sales rather
than a fixed amount per hour. This pay change whsdled to start concurrently
with a new "two-for-one special” promotion in locewspapers. Data continued to
be recorded for 4 more pay periods. The researchsrsvered, much to the owners'
delight, that productivity rose by 15% at Restatiraiand 12% at Restaurant B (and
much to the waitpersons' delight, wages increage2DPo at Restaurant A and 20%
at Restaurant B). We can conclude that the nevoprénce contingent pay system
improved the waitpersons' productivity, and theetffvas replicated across the two
restaurants.

2. Randy was a graduate psychology student inter@siedrned helplessness. Before
testing his own theories, he wanted to replicagebidisic experiment demonstrating
the existence of this phenomenon. His subjects 2@mats housed in a group cage.
He took the rats from that cage, one at a time,expbsed them to their respective
conditions. The first ten rats were assigned tc&kgerimental Group, and the last
ten rats were assigned to the Control Group. Irs®laeach rat was placed in a
chamber where periodic electrical shocks were dedig. Control Group rats could
terminate the shocks by pressing a lever; Expetah&€roup rats could not escape
the shocks. Then, in Phase 2, each rat was placatbther chamber; here, a 10
second tone preceded each shock, and if the rfadpalchain during this warning
stimulus the shock could be prevented. Consistéhtprevious research, Randy
found that Control Group rats learned to pull thain in Phase 2, while
Experimental Group rats were much less likely oo do so. We can conclude
that the history of inescapable shock impeded adgpn of the avoidance behaviour
(chain pulling).

3. The goal in this study was to teach children, upeimg enticed by stranger, to say
"No, | have to go ask my teacher" and then to duiokn away. The experimenter
wanted to evaluate the effectiveness of a 20-mimiégactive videotape program. In
the Experimental condition, children viewed thesmattive video. In the Control
condition, children viewed a cartoon of equal dimrahaving nothing to do with
child abduction. A Generalization Probe tested veaah child would do in a
potential abduction situation. For purposes of dataysis:



— A score of 0 was given if a child went with gdeductor

— A score of 1 if the child stayed nearby withretusal

— A score of 2 if the child stayed nearby but adisbrefused

— A score of 3 if the child ran away with no redlis

— A score of 4 if the child ran away and verballyussfd.

Identifying the strongest threat to validity in baaf the following cases.

Casel

It so happened that there were an equal numberysf #nd girls in the classes, so for
convenience the boys were assigned to the Contapzand the girls to the
Experimental Group. One day at school, the boygwad to go to one room and the
girls to another room, where they were exposeti¢o tespective conditions. Two days
later, the Generalization Probe was conducted.iiéan score for children in the Control
Group was 1.2 and the mean score for childrenarEtkperimental Group was 3.4. What
is the problem?

Case?2

Due to time constraints, the experiment was rum tomgr consecutive days. On Day 1,
children viewed the 20-minute cartoon (Control abod). On Day 2, the Generalization
Probe was conducted. On Day 3, the children wepesed to the 20-minute interactive
video (Experimental condition). Finally, on Dayadsecond Generalization Probe was
conducted. The mean score for children on the @esteralization Probe was 1.2 and
their mean score on the second Generalization Rvake3.4. We conclude that the 20-
minute interactive video improved the children-peotection skills in a potential
abduction situation. What is the problem?

Case3

The name of each child was written on a separg@&paper; all the slips were put in a
bowl and mixed up thoroughly. Students were assigag¢he Experimental Group and to
the Control Group alternately as their names wetkeg out of the bowl one at a time.
One day at school, the children in the Control Graere told to go to one room and the
children in the Experimental Group to another rowrhere they were exposed to their
respective conditions. Immediately afterwards, whhlking back to their regular
classroom, all the children in the Control Grouwyy saman laughing and joking with their
school principal. Two days later, the Generalizatvobe was conducted, during which
many of the Control Group children recognized tinergyer as the man who made their
principal laugh. The mean score for children in @wtrol Group was 1.2 and the mean
score for children in the Experimental Group wak 8Ve conclude that the 20-minute
interactive video improved the children's self-pation skills in a potential abduction
situation. What is the problem?

Case4

The name of each child was written on a separgt®&paper. All the slips were put in a
bowl and mixed up thoroughly. Students were assigae¢he Experimental Group and to
the Control Group alternately as their names wetkeg out of the bowl one at a time.
One day at school, the children in the Control Graere told to go to one room and



children in the Experimental Group to another rowhere they were exposed to their
respective conditions. Two days later, the Germaibn Probe was conducted. For ease
of record keeping, all Control Group children wasted first, then all the Experimental
Group children. The student teacher scored chilgiresponses to the confederate's lures.
In the beginning, he hid indoors and strained toa®d hear through an open window;
later on, he discovered he could see and hearr lgtt@ding outside and peeking around
a corner. The mean score for children in the Codroup was 1.2 and the mean score
for children in the Experimental Group was 3.4. ¥daclude that the 20-minute
interactive video improved the children's self-pation skills in a potential abduction
situation. What is the problem?

Caseb5

During a class early in the school year, the childriewed the 20-minute cartoon
(Control condition). Two days later, the Generdl@aProbe was conducted. The
experimenter fell ill soon afterwards, and so iswauntil a class late in the school year
that the children viewed the 20-minute interactiigeo (Experimental condition). Two
days after that, a second Generalization Probecaraducted. The mean score for the
children on the first Generalization Probe wasah@ their mean score on the second
Generalization Probe was 3.4. We conclude tha2@hminute interactive video
improved the children's self-protection skills ipatential abduction situation. What is
the problem?

Case 6

One day at school, the children viewed the 20-nairmairtoon (Control condition). Two
days later, the Generalization Probe was condu@taeh, in a class the following week,
the children viewed the 20-minute interactive vigegperimental condition). The plan
was to administer a second Generalization Probeltws after that. However, at this
point, the experimenter realized that she had fitsert funding to complete the study
and would only be able to retest ten children. SHected the ten poorest performing
children on the first Generalization Probe, the mseore of which was 0.1. Their mean
score on the second Generalization Probe was 25diclude that the 20-minute
interactive video improved the children's self-paiion skills in a potential abduction
situation. What is the problem?

Case7

The name of each child in the classes was writtea separate slip of paper. All the slips
were put in a bowl and mixed up thoroughly. Studemtre assigned to the Experimental
Group and to the Control Group alternately as thames were pulled out of the bowl
one at a time. One day at school, the childrehénGontrol Group were told to go to one
room and children in the Experimental Group to haptoom, where they were exposed
to their respective conditions. Some of the chitdrethe Experimental Group appeared
bored by the interactive video, became disruptwel were removed from the room. Two
days later, the Generalization Probe was condudteelmean score for children in the
Control Group was 1.2 and the mean score for thnairging children in the Experimental
Group was 3.4. We conclude that the 20-minute actere video improved the children's
self protection skills in a potential abductiorusiion. What is the problem?



