
Sensorveiledning PSY2102 Spring 2019 Beate Seibt, Rolf Reber, Milan Obaidi & Thomas Schubert 

1 
 

PSY2109 General sensorveiledning 
First, we specify some general criteria for evaluating the answers and setting grades, before detailing 

specific elements considered to be relevant to the individual questions.  

Criteria for evaluating the answers  

Theoretical insight. Does the answer demonstrate that the candidate has advanced knowledge of 

relevant theory and methods, and particular indepth insight into a specific field that is applicable to 

the question?  

Relevance of the answer. Are the goals and central concepts of the question understood and 

described or defined in a clear and comprehensible manner?  

Skill level. Does the candidate understand the empirical methods used to test hypotheses and 

theories and use these in the answer to evaluate the evidence base? Is the candidate able to 

describe relevant theory and define concepts adequately? 

Creativity. Does the answer demonstrate creativity or contribute to new thinking? Does the answer 

appear to be particularly extensive or comprehensive?  

Critical reflection. Does the candidate demonstrate a reasonable understanding of the value and 

shortcomings of the empirical evidence? Does the candidate approach sources of information in a 

critical manner? Does the candidate consider and evaluate factors of uncertainty such as 

methodological errors, a lack of available research, cultural factors, etc.? Does the candidate analyse 

relevant ethical questions related to theoretical and research matters? Does the candidate make 

and justify reasonable suggestions for further developments or discuss the potential for such?  

Structure. Does the answer demonstrate an organized structure (normally broad and generally 

understandable in the beginning (about real life) – more specific and technical in the main part – 

broad and referring back to the beginning in the end)? Is the work generally clear? Are there meta-

comments about the structure, transitions between different parts, summaries where adequate?  

Language. Is the candidate able to present issues and results with the necessary precision? Is the 

work easily comprehended and does it demonstrate a good command of the language used? Does 

the candidate have a good command of relevant specialist terminology? 

Form. Is the style consistent? Does the candidate use style elements such as subheadings, 

paragraphs, lists, graphs or drawings, emphasis, indentation etc. in a consistent, helpful and visually 

clear manner? 

Descriptions of grades  

Each description covers these areas: general comments; theoretical overview, insight and choice of 

evidence; manner of answering; skills, extent, presentation.  

A Excellent  

 An outstanding answer.  
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 The candidate has very good insight into the scientific theory and methods in the respective field 

and has demonstrated scientific knowledge at a very high level. The questions are very well 

answered, and concepts very well defined.  

 The candidate is able to select and apply relevant scientific evidence convincingly.  

 The answer is considered very extensive and/or innovative. The arguments and discussions have 

an extremely good scientific foundation and justification, and are clearly linked to the topic that is 

addressed. The candidate demonstrates extremely good critical reflection and distinguishes clearly 

between his/her contributions and the contributions from others.  

 The form, structure and language are at an extremely high level.  

B Very good  

 A very good answer that is clearly and positively distinguishable.  

 The candidate has very good scientific knowledge and insight into the scientific theory and 

methods in the respective field. The objectives of the questions are well understood and the 

concepts well defined.  

 The candidate is able to select and apply relevant scientific evidence soundly.  

 The answer is considered extensive or innovative. The arguments and discussions have a very good 

scientific foundation and justification, and are clearly linked to the topic that is addressed. The 

candidate demonstrates very good critical reflection and distinguishes clearly between his/her 

contributions and the contributions from others.  

 The form, structure and language are at a very high level.  

C Good  

 A good answer.  

 The candidate has good scientific knowledge and insight into the scientific theory and methods in 

the respective field. The objectives of the questions are generally well understood, and the concepts 

well defined, but may contain some inexact formulations.  

 The candidate uses the relevant scientific evidence satisfactorily.  

 The answer is considered good with elements that are creative. The arguments and discussions 

have a good scientific foundation and justification, and are linked to the topic that is addressed. The 

candidate demonstrates good critical reflection and usually distinguishes clearly between his/her 

contributions and the contributions from others.  

 The form, structure and language in the answer are at a good level.  

D Satisfactory  

 A satisfactory answer.  

 The candidate has fair scientific knowledge and insight into the scientific theory and methods in 

the respective field. The objectives of the questions are understood, and the concepts generally 

used in a correct way, but may contain some inexact formulations.  
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 The candidate is generally able to use relevant scientific evidence but draws some incorrect 

conclusions.  

 The answer is considered satisfactory. The arguments and discussions have a satisfactory scientific 

foundation and justification, and are linked to the topic that is addressed, but there is room for 

improvement. The candidate demonstrates his/her ability for critical reflection, but has problems 

distinguishing clearly between his/her contributions and the contributions from others.  

 The form, structure and language are at an acceptable level.  

E Sufficient  

 An answer that is acceptable and satisfies the minimum criteria.  

 The candidate has sufficient scientific knowledge and insight into the scientific theory and methods 

in the respective field. The objectives of the question are understood in a vague and imprecise way.  

 The candidate is able to apply some relevant scientific methods, has a minimum of technical skills 

required for the work, and can plan and conduct simple experiments or computations without help. 

The candidate achieves limited scientific progress without close supervision, and has problems 

utilizing the research group’s expertise in his/her own work.  

 The answer is considered limited and somewhat fragmented. The arguments and discussions have 

an adequate scientific foundation and justification, but ought to have had a better link to the topic 

that is discussed. The candidate demonstrates sufficient critical reflection, but may have problems 

distinguishing between his/her contributions and the contributions from others.  

 The answer is mostly acceptable, but has definite shortcomings with respect to form, structure and 

language.  

F Fail  

 An answer that does not satisfy the minimum requirements.  

 The candidate does not have sufficient scientific knowledge and insight into the scientific theory 

and methods in the respective field. The objectives of the questions are not understood or 

addressed.  

 The candidate demonstrates a lack of competence in the use of scientific evidence.  

 The answer is considered very limited and fragmented. The arguments and discussions do not have 

an adequate scientific foundation and justification, and are loosely linked to the topic that is 

discussed. The candidate does not demonstrate sufficient critical reflection, and does not clearly 

distinguish between his/her contributions and the contributions from others.  

 The answer has major shortcomings with respect to form, structure, and language. 

Questions 

1. How does hypothesis testing affect social interaction? 

The answer has to include a classis study of hypothesis testing, such as Wason’s experiment on 

confirmation bias (the 2_4_6 task in Wason, 1960, which was pensum) or Wason selection task 

(which was not pensum).  “Self-fulfilling prophecy” should be a central part of the answer and 
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include a detailed description of the interaction sequence (Darley & Fazio, 1980, p. 868, which was 

also pensum):  

“(1) Either because of past observations of the other or because of the categories into which he or 

she has encoded the other, a perceiver develops a set, of expectancies about a target person. (2) 

The perceiver then acts toward the target person in a way that is in accord with his or her 

expectations of the target person. (3) Next, the target interprets the meaning of the perceiver's 

action. (4) Based on the interpretation, the target responds to the perceiver's action, and (5) the 

perceiver interprets the target's action. At this point, the perceiver again acts toward the target 

person and so can be regarded as reentering the interaction sequence loop at Step 2. It is useful to 

regard the sequence as containing one more step: (6) After acting toward the perceiver, the target 

person interprets the meaning of his or her own action.”  

Discussion of Points 1 to 5 is mandatory. Discussing Point 6 is a plus but not necessary, as is the use 

of “confirmation bias” or positive test strategy. An additional plus is to mention or discuss relevant 

studies on social interaction, such as Rosenthal’s study on teacher expectations, Rosenhan’s study 

"On being sane in insane places", or Snyder, Tanke, & Berscheid’s (1977) experiment on self-fulfilling 

prophecies in impression formation, if the student discusses how hypothesis testing or self-fulfilling 

prophecy is relevant.  

2. Please describe and discuss one or more theoretical framework that can explain 

the mechanism behind intergroup bias. 

Students have to describe and discuss one or more the below listed theoretical frameworks.  It is 

fine if they mention other relevant theories not included in the list below since we have discussed 

many in the class.  

It is important that they discuss the theories. If they only described them without discussion this 

should affect their grades.  

An example of discussion could be that they explain in-group bias using social identity theory.  

 Symbolic Racism  

 Modern Racism 

 Aversive Racism 

 Realistic conflict theory 

 The Justification-Suppression Model of Prejudice 

 Social categorization 

 Social identity theory 

 Stereotype content model 

 Intergroup threat theory (e.g., symbolic and realistic threat) 

3. What can be done to improve planning in groups? 

The following elements have been discussed in class but other points may also be valid. Any 

heuristics or biases can deteriorate planning in groups, thus doing something against them will (also) 

improve planning. However, a good answer contains some planning-specific answers.  
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Description of planning fallacy: Tendency to judge too optimistically when a goal will be reached. => 

underestimating duration or costs of a project 

Taking a perspective "from the outside"; Reference-Class-Forecasting: Planning based on 

comparable projects (instead of planning ahead) 

Framing: Only instead of still - … you only have about three months left to finish your research 

proposal. That is, you only have 12 weeks remaining ... … you still have about three months left to 

finish your research proposal. That is, you still have 12 weeks remaining … 

Buffers and contingency plans for risks and uncertainties 

Beware of the Team scaling fallacy: tendency to underestimate coordination and motivation losses 

in teams, especially as their size increases 

Avoid other biases – confirmation bias (withhold judgement); polarization (diverse perspectives and 

opinions); sunk cost (have outsiders assess), etc.  

Other solutions: reduce vested interests in too optimistic plans, punish overspending 

4. Which social attributes are judged (extracted) from faces? Name at least three. For 

each one, describe what characteristic of the face it depends on, and at least one 

way in this can be studied empirically.  

Below is a guide relying on what was done in lecture and seminars. Note, however, that the students 

got more comprehensive literature, so they might come up with an answer that is outside of the lists 

below and still correct. Please judge based on your knowledge of the literature.  

The minimal answer that still passes names three attributes and provides a passable answers for 

what in the face it is derived from. The answers is failed if only two attributes are named.  

Main social attributes: 

 Dominance 

 Warmth 

 Physical strength 

 Ethnicity 

 Personality attributes (Big 5, e.g., Extraversion) 

 Cognitive abilities 

 Attractiveness 

Main cognitive processes that can contribute: 

1. Familiarity vs. atypicality 

2. Association with members of social groups 

3. Resemblance of faces we like / dislike 

4. Resemblance of own face 
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5. Innate associations – innate trait detectors 

6. Overgeneralization of a few innate trait detectors 

7. General perception mechanisms (symmetry, averageness) 

Main research techniques: 

1. Correlational studies of facial characteristics and judgments 

2. Experimental manipulation of photos, measurement of judgments (e.g., for symmetry) 

3. Neural networks that judge faces “objectively”, and which can then be compared to human 

judgments 

4. Reverse correlation: Judgment of randomly created pictures, computation of pictures that 

are aligned with judgments 

 


