Exercise 1 – using the data file ex1anova.sav see if you can create the syntax to generate the following #s.  Answers are shown in green below.

Exercise 2 and 3 – Graph and Table are shown below.

Results

Overview of Analyses

 
Two two-way analyses of variance were conducted with threat condition (high versus control versus low threat) and norm condition (hostile versus tolerant) as between-group independent variables predicting participants’ levels of collective guilt and anxiety.  A second mixed ANOVA was then conducted comparing participants’ emotional reactions to prejudice as a function of type of emotion (a within-participants variable: anxiety vs guilt) and threat condition (a between-groups variable: high vs. control vs. low threat).

Collective Guilt
When the effects of threat and norms were examined in a 3 (High/Control/Low threat) x 2 (Tolerant/Hostile norms) between-groups ANOVA, it was found that manipulated threat had no impact on guilt, F(2, 132) = 0.49, p = .612, η2p < .01.  Norms also had no effect, F(1, 132) = 1.73, p = .191, eta2p = .01, and there was no significant interaction, F(2, 132) = 1.91, p = .153, eta2p = .03.
Anxiety
A 3 (Threat: High vs control vs Low) x 2 (Norms: Hostile vs Tolerant) between-groups ANOVA was then conducted on participants’ anxiety levels.  Participants in the hostile norm condition were more anxious (M=5.63, SD=1.28) than those in the tolerant norm condition (M=5.14, SD=1.15), F(1, 132) = 4.10, p = .045, eta2p = .030.  In addition, threat had a significant impact on anxiety, F(2, 132) = 97.79, p < .001.  Games-Howell Tukey’s tests revealed that participants in the low threat condition (M=6.45, SD=0.68) reported significantly higher anxiety than those in the control condition (M=5.57, SD=0.85, p<.001), who in turn reported higher anxiety than those in the high threat condition (M=4.09, SD=0.82, p<.001).  There was no significant interaction, F(2, 132) = 0.65, p = .524, eta2p = .01.

Emotional Reactivity

A Type of Emotion (Anxiety vs. Guilt) x Threat (High vs. Control vs. Low) mixed ANOVA was employed with emotions as a repeated measures variable and threat as a between-groups variable.  Participants showed higher levels of anxiety (M=5.38, SD=1.24) than guilt (M=4.81, SD=1.13), F(1, 135) = 28.62, p < .001, eta2p = .175.  Moreover, there was a significant effect of threat, F(2, 135) = 25.46, p < .001, eta2p = .274, and a significant threat x type of emotion interaction, F(2, 135) = 44.45, p < .001, eta2p = .397.  This interaction is decomposed in Table 1 and illustrated in Figure 1.
  Analysis of the simple effects of threat for each type of emotion revealed no effect of threat on guilt, F(2, 135) = 0.40, p=.669, eta2p < .01, but a large effect on anxiety, F(2, 135) = 100.13, p < .001, eta2p = .597.  Post hoc Tukey’s tests revealed that the high threat condition (M=4.09, SD=0.82) differed significantly from the control condition (M=5.57, SD=0.85; p < .001) and the low threat condition (M=6.45, SD=0.68; p < .001), which in turn differed significantly from each other (p < .001).
Table 1.
Mean emotional reactivity (SD) as a function of type of emotion and level of threat.
	
	
	Level of Threat
	

	
	Low
	Moderate
	High

	Type of Emotion
	
	
	

	   Anxiety
	6.45a (0.68)
	5.57b (0.85)
	4.09c (0.82)

	   Guilt
	4.70a (1.21)
	4.91a (1.17)
	4.82a (0.99)


Note.  Means in the same row with differing subscripts are significantly different at p < .05.
Figure Caption
Figure 1.  Emotional reactivity as a function of type of emotion and threat.
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� Of course these two analyses are redundant, so you would normally do one three-way mixed ANOVA – threat x norms x type of emotion.


� NB – rarely would you have both tables and figures for the same info – too much repetition.  It could happen in a thesis though where clarity is highly praised and there’s no page limit. ;) For manuscripts, consult the journal to which you are submitting to observe if they mostly publish results as text only, or if they include tables and/or figs.





