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food and finances influence preferences for potential partners. Psychological 
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Objective: Analyze an abstract to infer the causal structure of the theory. For 
individual studies, identify the IV(s) as well as its levels. Identify the DV.  
 
*In order to receive credit you need to answer questions 1 and 2. We encourage 
you to answer as many of the latter questions as well for your own benefit. 
 
1. Draw a causal diagram to represent the causal theory being tested

 
2. For Experiments 1, 2, and 3, identify the independent and dependent variable(s), 
levels of the independent variable(s), and operationalization of the IV and DV. Was the 
variable observed or manipulated? Look in the introduction and methods sections. You 
should be able to do Experiments 2 and 3. Experiment 1 is harder, but try your best. 
 
 
2a. Experiment 1: 
 

● IV 1 = “Feelings of financial satisfaction” 
o Observed 
o Operationalization: Participants asked whether they were carrying any 

money. Normally a question people answer would be a DV. But here this is 
essentially a subject characteristic, like sex, or eye color. It could be viewed 
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as a proxy for wealth. It is an IV because it is hypothesized to be a cause of 
weight preference rating. 

▪ Level 1: Yes 
▪ Level 2: No 

 
● IV 2: “Money salience” 

o Manipulated 
o Level 1: Money salient condition: Participants were asked whether they 

were carrying any money BEFORE being asked their ideal weight 
preference in a mate. This is called the “money salient condition” because 
the subjects’ financial situation was primed to be on their mind when 
subsequently answering the question about their partner’s ideal weight. 

o Level 2: Money not salient condition: Participants were asked whether they 
were carrying any money AFTER being asked their ideal weight preference 
in a mate. 
 

● IV 3: “Gender” 
o Observed 
o Level 1: Men 
o Level 2: Women 

 
 

● DV: “Weight preference of ideal mate": Participants asked to rate the weight of 
their ideal member of the opposite sex relative to the weight of the average 
member of that sex on a 15 point scale. 

 
2b. Experiment 2:  

● IV: “Feelings of Financial Satisfaction”, manipulated. Participants rated their net 
worth on a scale with maximum “over $500” or with maximum “over $400,00.” The 
higher scale was supposed to make them feel poorer. 

● IV/DV (Mediator). : Financial Satisfaction, measured. Participants  
● DV: “Weight preference of ideal mate": Same as above. 

 
● The following figure shows how financial satisfaction is a mediator - it is the effect 

of the rating scale and it is the cause of males’ preferences for female partner’s 
weight. 

 
 
2c. Experiment 3: 

● IV: “Hunger”, observed. Participants took the survey either before or after eating 
dinner at the campus dining hall. 

● DV: “Weight preference of ideal mate": Same as above. 
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2d. Experiment 4: You do not need to do Experiment 4. 
 

 
Questions for improving the homework and for your own self-assessment. You 
must answer these to get credit for the assignment. 
 
I.  Which aspects of this homework were most interesting and taught you the most? Make 
sure to discuss this in the classroom discussion. 
 
II. Which aspects of this homework were least interesting and taught you the least? 
 
III. Which concepts and or skills in this homework do you not fully understand? Make 
sure to discuss these points during the classroom discussion. 
 

 
For this homework you do not need to answer any of the following questions. 
However, you are encouraged to answer as many of the following questions as 
possible. 

 
 
3. Critiques about Construct Validity:  
3a. How well were the Independent Variable(s) manipulated and or measured? Were 
they manipulated in a way that reflects your understanding of the theoretical construct 
of resource scarcity?  
 

● Resource scarcity is a bit of a vague concept. The authors tapped this concept in 
two ways, financial and hunger. For financial, they investigated both short term 
(do you have money in your wallet right now) and more long term (how much 
money do you have in your bank account. The two ways of 
measuring/manipulating financial resource scarcity add to the construct validity.  

● For food scarcity, they compared people who were hungry (before dinner) vs. not 
hungry (after dinner). Though it makes sense that long-term hunger could have 
an effect on desired weight of partner (if constantly hungry, want to have a 
partner who is appropriately nourished), it seems a bit stranger that temporary 
hunger would have the effect on desired partner’s weight because subjects know 
that they will soon be full.  

● More broadly, would other forms of resource scarcity have an effect on partner’s 
desired body weight such as having strong social support from friends and family, 
having a place to live, or feeling tired? What are the boundaries of resource 
scarcity? 

 
3b. How well was the Dependent Variable measured? Does the specific way that the DV 
was measured map well onto the construct of desired weight of partner?  
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● The validity of the DV could be improved by validating that participants’ self 
reports of desired weight of partner actually influence real-world behavior such 
as whom a person chooses to date.  

● In Experiment 4 the DV involved making a rating in pounds. In the other 
experiments the DV involved making a rating on a 15-point likert scale of how 
much ideal member of opposite sex would weigh relative to the average member 
of that sex. Though the DV in Experiment 4 might seem to be a more accurate 
because it asks to make a asking desired weight in pounds , there was large 
variation in the judged average weight of women. Thus, the 15-point likert scale 
of much lighter than average to much heavier than average used in the other 
experiments might be easier for participants to use and may actually yield better 
data. Think about how you might assess which rating scale is better. 

 
4. Draw a flow-chart diagram of the design of Experiment 2 (what happened in what 
order to which group) of the study. Look in the introduction of Experiment 2 and 
especially in the methods section. 
 

 
 
5. Briefly describe main finding of Experiment 2. 
 

● Men who took the personal finances rating scale that made them feel poor judged 
that they desired their female partner to have a higher body weight than men 
who took the personal finances rating scale that did not make them feel poor. This 
effect did not occur for women (or potentially the effect was even reversed - it is 
somewhat unclear from the statistical analyses). 

https://www.google.com/url?q=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.lucidchart.com%2Fdocuments%2Fedit%2Ff115771f-2590-4128-8983-1092bfb4ca8b%2F0%3Fcallback%3Dclose%26v%3D676%26s%3D612&sa=D&sntz=1&usg=AFQjCNEvj5oZBtowX3tTFteO3MELFQ4luQ
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6. Critiques about Internal Validity: Thinking back to the experiment, do you think this 
study conclusively demonstrates causal relationships?  

● Experiments 1 and 3 were observational. In Experiment 1 the main IV was 
whether participants were carrying money. It is possible that people who do not 
carry money have other differences aside from just resource scarcity, such as 
perhaps race or socio-economic status, and there might be differences in 
preferred women’s weight by race or socio-economic separate from resource 
scarcity. 

● In Experiment 3 the IV was whether participants had eaten yet or not. It is 
possible that the full vs. hungry distinction is really tapping into people who go 
to dinner on the early side and people who go to dinner on the later side. And it is 
possible that these groups are different (e.g., SES, race, or maybe having a second 
job). So maybe it is not really hunger but some other factor.  
 

7. Critiques about Statistical Conclusion Validity.  
7a. If the study found a significant effect, do you think it is a false positive? If the study 
didn’t find a significant effect, do you think that a real causal relation was missed?  
 

● The sample sizes across the studies varied widely. This raises the plausibility that 
the researchers collected data until they reached significance rather than having a 
predefined sample size, which can raise the likelihood of a false positive. 

 
7b. Do you have suggestions for improving the statistical conclusion validity of this 
study? If there was a significant effect, imagine that the effect had turned out 
non-significant. How could the experimenters have increased the power of this study? 
Are there aspects of the study that contributed to having enough power to find a 
significant effect? 
 

● Apparently these studies had enough power to find an effect. If a significant effect 
was not found, the researchers could have used stronger manipulations. For 
example, for Experiment 3, they could have compared subjects who had fasted for 
1 day vs. subjects who had just eaten dinner. For Experiment 2,  the two scales do 
seem to really affect feelings of personal wealth. 

 
8. Critiques about External Validity: To what populations, settings, and times, and 
contexts can we generalize the results of this study? Do you have suggestions for 
improving the external validity of this study? 
 

● The whole reason for this study was to try to explain differences between rich and 
poor societies preferences for womens’ weights. So, the question is, is the 
explanation in the current study generalizable to differences between different 
cultures. In the current study the effects were fairly small. For example, in 
Experiment 1, the two groups of men preferred women of only 2 lbs different in 
weight, on average. However, the IV, carrying money or not, is fairly weak. 
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Presumably a more dramatic difference in resource scarcity (e.g., truly 
malnourished vs. adequately fed) would have a bigger effect.  

● The results do not generalize to women, and the authors do not present a full 
theory for why not.  

● It would add to the theory to also test whether the same findings hold for gay men 
- do they prefer bigger partners when primed to feel resource poor? This would 
get at whether the effect has to do with reproductive fitness, or if it is explained is 
some other way. 

● Would this finding generalize even to poorer cultures? We know that men in 
resource rich cultures men prefer skinnier women than men in poorer cultures. 
But, it seems plausible that relatively rich men in resource poor cultures might 
actually prefer bigger women than relatively poor men in resource poor cultures 
(if bigger women is the ideal in poorer cultures). It would be useful to 
demonstrate this same intra-individual effect or intra-society effect in a 
resource-poor culture. 


