GSBC-38902 Current Topics in Behavioral Science II: Social Judgment

Wednesdays, 8:30-11:30, HPB3

Instructor

Nick Epley

Office:  Hyde Park Center 407

Phone # 4-1266

e-mail:  epley@chicagogsb.edu

Office Hours:  By appointment

Brief Course Description

This seminar will investigate the mechanisms used to make judgments under uncertainty and what these mechanisms suggest about the accuracy of everyday human judgment.  Topics will include judgmental heuristics, egocentrism, stereotypes, prediction and recollection, and meta-cognition.  Special attention will be given to social psychological aspects of intuitive judgment, including person perception, perspective taking, and social cognition.

Course Requirements


Participation (30%).  This is not meant to be a lecture course, and thus all students are expected to play an active role in discussion.  I may begin from time to time with a short introduction, but all students are expected to come to class ready to participate with questions, new ideas, or interesting insights (think football, not golf).  Each week, one or two members from the class will be assigned as the discussion leader.  The discussion leader is expected to provide a quick summary of the day’s reading, facilitate discussion when necessary, and help create the structure of discussion.  Weekly participation and performance as the discussion leader will comprise your participation grade.


Thought papers (30%).  In order to stimulate class discussion, each student is expected to prepare a short thought paper for each class (no more than one page, and I mean it!).  There are no explicit guidelines for what should be included in a thought paper, they are meant to be opportunities for you to mention interesting ideas or observations.  Perhaps bring up a major point overlooked by the authors, or a mortal flaw in a set of experiments, or a subtle connection between topic areas.  There is no need to reiterate the points made in the readings, or to summarize the papers’ main arguments—I will assume that everyone has a solid understanding of the readings, unless stated otherwise.

These papers are to be posted on the course Discussion Board by 5:00 the day before each class (i.e., Tuesday by 5).  The Discussion Board can be found on the course website.  Your paper will count towards your final grade only if it is handed in on time.  You should read the other students’ thought papers before class Wednesday morning, as they may comprise a significant component of the discussion and may spark new ideas for you.  These papers will be discussed in greater detail on the first day of class.

I will grade these papers on a fairly simple basis.  You will receive a check-minus if I think you could have done better, a check if your paper is good, and a check-plus if it is exceptional.  The majority of papers each week will receive a check, and the check-plus will be reserved for papers that do an exceptional job of stimulating discussion, connecting different lines of research, pointing out important problems and suggesting solutions, or raising intriguing ideas.


Term paper (40%).  A more substantial paper is due on March 16 at 5:00 (but I will happily accept early submissions).  Ideally, this paper would be an empirical proposal that would begin with a coherent argument on some issue in social or intuitive judgment and end with a proposal for future research.  You do not have to collect actual data to test your ideas, but doing so will NOT be discouraged.  If you are uninterested in writing an empirical proposal, you may instead write a more traditional review paper in which you present a coherent argument extending, reinterpreting, or resolving contradictions in research we have covered in the course.  These papers should avoid simply restating the material we have already considered and need to be an original contribution to our understanding of social judgment, broadly construed. There is no explicit limit for these term papers, although more than 15 double-spaced pages seems excessive (make every word count).  I would like these papers to be useful to you beyond a simple course requirement, and hope you will be able to discuss ideas that are also relevant to your own particular research interests.
Syllabus


All readings should be done prior to class, of course. 

I.  Overview


1/5—Introduction to Intuitive Judgment

Background Readings:

Nisbett, R. E., & Wilson, T. D. (1977). Telling more than we can know:  Verbal reports on 

mental processes. Psychological Review, 84, 231-259.

Tversky, A., & Kahneman, D. (1974). Judgment under uncertainty:  Heuristics and biases. 

Science, 185, 1124-1130.

Gilovich, T., & Griffin, D. (2002).  Introduction—heuristics and biases:  Then and now.  In T. 

Gilovich, D. Griffin, & D. Kahneman (Eds.), Heuristics and biases:  The psychology of 

intuitive judgment (p. 1-18).  Cambridge University Press:  New York.

II.  Mechanisms in Social Judgment


1/12—Classic Heuristics I:  Availabilty and Representativeness

Availability

Goldstein, D.G., & Gigerenzer, G. (2002).  Models of ecological rationality:  The recognition 

heuristic.  Psychological Review, 109, 75-90.

Oppenheimer, D.M.  (2003).  Not so fast! (and not so frugal!):  rethinking the recognition 

heuristic.  Cognition, 90, B1-B9.

Schwarz, N.  (1998).  Accessible content and accessibility experiences:  The interplay of 

declarative and experiential information in judgment.  Personality and Social Psychology 

Review, 2, 87-99.

Representativeness

Kahneman, D., & Tversky, A. (1982). Subjective probability:  A judgment of representativeness. 

In D. Kahneman, P. Slovic, & A. Tversky (Eds.), Judgment under uncertainty:  

Heuristics and biases . New York: Cambridge University Press.

Tversky, A., & Kahneman, D. (1971).  Belief in the law of small numbers.  Psychological 

Bulletin, 76, 105-110.

Tversky, A., & Kahneman, D. (1983). Extensional vs. intuitive reasoning:  The conjunction 

fallacy in probability judgment. Psychological Review, 91, 293-315.

Gilovich, T., & Savitsky, K. (1996). Like goes with like:  The role of representativeness in 

erroneous and pseudoscientific beliefs. Skeptical Inquirer, 20, 34-40.


1/19—Classic Heuristics II:  Anchoring (and adjustment?)

Chapman, G.B., & Johnson, E.J. (2002)  Incorporating the irrelevant:  Anchors in judgments of 

belief and value. In T. Gilovich, D. Griffin, & D. Kahneman (Eds.), Heuristics and 

biases: The psychology of intuitive judgment (pp. 120-138). Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.
Epley, N. (2004).  A tale of Tuned Decks?  Anchoring as adjustment and anchoring as 

activation. In D.J. Koehler & N. Harvey (Eds.), The Blackwell Handbook of Judgment and Decision Making. Blackwell Publishers: Oxford.

Epley, N., & Gilovich, T. (2001). Putting adjustment back in the anchoring and adjustment 

heuristic:  Differential processing of self-generated and experimenter-provided anchors. 

Psychological Science, 12, 391-396.

Strack, F., & Mussweiler, T. (1997). Explaining the enigmatic anchoring effect:  Mechanisms of selective accessibility. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 73, 437-446.

Wansink, B., Kent, R. J., & Hoch, S. J. (1998). An anchoring and adjustment model of purchase quantity decisions. Journal of Marketing Research, 35, 71-81.

Wegener, D. T., Petty, R. E., Detweiler-Bedell, B. T., & Jarvis, W. B. G. (2001). Implications of attitude change theories for numerical anchoring: Anchor plausibility and the limits of anchor effectiveness. Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 37, 62-69.

Wong, K. F. E., & Kwong, J. Y. Y. (2000). Is 7300 m equal to 7.3 km?  Same semantics but different anchoring effects. Organizational Behavior & Human Decision Processes., 82, 314-333.

Wilson, T. D., Houston, C., Etling, K. M., & Brekke, N. (1996). A new look at anchoring effects:  Basic anchoring and its antecedents. Journal of Experimental Psychology:  General, 4, 387-402.

1/26—Motivated Reasoning and Affect

Motivated Reasoning:

Dawson, E., Gilovich, T., Regan, D. T. (2002). Motivated reasoning and performance on the 

Wason selection task. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 28, 1379–1387.

Ditto, P. H., & Lopez, D.F. (1992).  Motivated skepticism:  Use of differential decision criteria 

for preferred and nonpreferred conclusions.  Journal of Personality and Social 

Psychology, 63, 568-584.

Fein, S., & Spencer, S. J. (1997). Prejudice as self-image maintenance:  Affirming the self 

through derogating others.  Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 73, 31-44.
Sinclair, L., & Kunda, Z. (1999). Reactions to a Black professional: Motivated inhibition and 

activation of conflicting stereotypes. Journal of Personality & Social Psychology, 77(5), 

885-904.

Affect

Gladwell, M. (January 12, 2004).  Big and bad:  How the SUV ran over automobile safety.  The 

New Yorker, 28-33.

Hsee, C. K., & Rottenstreich, Y. (2004). Music, Pandas, and Muggers: On the Affective Psychology of Value. Journal of Experimental Psychology: General, 133(1), 23-30.

Loewenstein, G. F., Weber, E. U., Hsee, C. K., & Welch, N. (2001). Risk as feelings. 

Psychological Bulletin, 127, 267-286.
Monin, B. (2003) The warm glow heuristic: When liking leads to familiarity. Journal of 

Personality and Social Psychology, 85, 1035-1048.


2/2—Stereotypes and Expectancies

Ambady, N., Hallahan, M., & Conner, B. (1999).  Accuracy of judgments of sexual orientation 

from thin slices of behavior.  Journal of Personality & Social Psychology, 77, 538-547.

Bodenhausen, G. V. (1990).  Stereotypes as judgmental heuristics: Evidence of circadian 

variations in discrimination.  Psychological Science, 1, 319-322.
Epley, N., & Kruger, J. (in press).  When what you type isn’t what they read:  The perseverance 

of stereotypes and expectancies over email.  Journal of Experimental Social Psychology.
Frank, M. G., & Gilovich, T. (1988). The dark side of self- and social perception: Black uniforms and aggression in professional sports. Journal of Personality & Social Psychology, 54, 74-85.

Gilbert, D. T., & Hixon, J. G. (1991).  The trouble of thinking: Activation and application of stereotypic beliefs.  Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 60, 509-517.
Macrae, C. N., Milne, A.B. & Bodenhausen, G.V. (1994). Stereotypes as energy-saving devices: 

A peek inside the cognitive toolbox. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 66, 

37-47.
Miller, D., & Ratner, R. K. (1998). The disparity between the actual and assumed power of self-
interest. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 74, 53-62.

III. Social Judgment in Everyday Life

2/9—Prediction and Recollection

Beuhler, R., Griffin, D., & Ross, M. (1994). Exploring the "Planning Fallacy":  Why people 

underestimate their task completion times. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 

67, 366-381.

Epley, N., & Dunning, D. (2000). Feeling "holier than thou":  Are self-serving 

assessments produced by errors in self or social psychology? Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 79, 861-875.

Gilbert, D. T., Lieberman, M. D., Morewedge, C. K., & Wilson, T. D. (2004). The peculiar 

longevity of things not so bad. Psychological Science, 15(1), 14-19.

Libby, L. K., & Eibach, R. P. (2002). Looking back in time: Self-concept change affects visual 

perspective in autobiographical memory. Journal of Personality & Social Psychology, 

82, 167-179.

Ross, M. (1989). Relation of implicit theories to the construction of personal histories. 

Psychological Review, 92, 341-357.

Sherman, S. J. (1980). On the self-erasing nature of errors of prediction. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 39, 211-221.

Wilson, T. D., & Gilbert, D. T. (2003). Affective forecasting. In M. Zanna (Ed.), Advances in 

experimental social psychology, Vol. 35 (pp. 345-411). New York: Elsevier.
Winkielman, P., & Schwarz, N. (2001). How pleasant was your childhood?  Beliefs about 

memory shape inferences from experienced difficulty of recall. Psychological Science, 12, 176-179.

2/16—Causal Attribution

Dennett, D.C.  (1975).  True believers:  The intentional strategy and why it works.  In Rosenthal, 

D.M. (Ed), The Nature of Mind (pp. 339-353).  New York:  Oxford University Press.

Eibach, R. P., Libby, L. K., & Gilovich, T. D. (2003). When change in the self is mistaken for 

change in the world. Journal of Personality & Social Psychology, 84(5), 917-931.

Gilbert, D. T., & Malone, P. S. (1995). The correspondence bias. Psychological Bulletin, 117, 

21-38. 

Kruger, J., Savitsky, K., & Gilovich, T. (1999). Superstition and the regression effect. Skeptical 

Inquirer, 23, 24-29.
Van Boven, L. D., Kamada, A., & Gilovich, T. (1999). The perceiver as perceived: Everyday 

intuitions about the correspondence bias.  Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 

77, 1188-1199.

Wegner, D.M., Sparrow, B., & Winerman, L. (2004).  Vicarious agency: Experiencing control 

over the movements of others. Journal of Personality & Social Psychology, 86, 838-848.  

2/23—Social Cognition and Perspective Taking

Ames, D.  (2004).  Strategies for social inference: A similarity contingency model of 

projection and stereotyping in attribute prevalence estimates.  Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 87, 340-353.
Epley, N.,  Keysar, B., Van Boven, L., & Gilovich, T.  (2004).  Perspective taking as 

egocentric anchoring and adjustment.  Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 87, 327-339.
Epley, N.,  Morewedge, C., & Keysar, B.  (2004).  Perspective taking in children and adults: 

Equivalent egocentrism but differential correction.  Journal of Experimental Social 

Psychology.

Galinsky, A. D., & Moskowitz, G. B. (2000). Perspective-taking:  Decreasing stereotype 

expression, stereotype accessibility, and in-group favoritism. Journal of Personality and 

Social Psychology, 78, 708-724.

Karniol, R. (2003).  Egocentrism vs. protocentrism: The status of self in social prediction.  

Psychological Review, 110, 564-580.

Kruger, J. (1999). Lake Wobegon be gone! The "below-average effect" and the egocentric nature 

of comparative ability judgments. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 77, 221-232.

Mussweiler, T. (2003). Comparison processes in social judgment:  Mechanisms and 

consequences. Psychological Review, 110, 472-489.

Savitsky, K., Epley, N., & Gilovich, T. (2001). Do others judge us as harshly as we think?

Overestimating the impact of our failures, shortcomings, and mishaps. Journal of 

Personality and Social Psychology, 81, 44-56. 

Van Boven, L., Dunning, D., & Loewenstein, G. (2000). Egocentric empathy gaps between owners and buyers:  Misperceptions of the endowment effect. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 79, 66-76.

3/2—Anthropomorphism and magical thinking

Gilbert, D. T., Brown, R. P., Pinel, E. C., & Wilson, T. D. (2000). The illusion of external 

agency. Journal of Personality & Social Psychology, 79(5), 690-700.

Kruger, J., Savitsky, K., & Gilovich, T. (1999).  Superstition and the regression effect.  Skeptical 

Inquirer, 23(Mar-April), 24 (6).

Keinan, G. (1994).  Effects of stress and tolerance of ambiguity on magical thinking.  Journal of 

Personality & Social Psychology, 67, 48-55.

Morewedge, C., Preston, J., & Wegner, D. (under review).  Antropocentrism in the attribution of 

mind.  

Phelps, K.E. (1994).  The form and function of young children's magical beliefs. Developmental 

Psychology, 30, 385-394

Pronin, E., Wegner, D.M., & McCarthy, K.  (under review).  Everday magical powers:  The role 

of apparent mental causation in the overerstimation of personal influence.  

Rozin, P., & Nemeroff, C. (2002).  Sympathetic magical thinking:  The contagion and similarity 

“heuristics.”  In T. Gilovich, D. Griffin, & D. Kahneman (Eds.), Heuristics and biases: 

The psychology of intuitive judgment (pp. 201-216). Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 


3/9 —Two Systems of Reasoning?

Denes-Raj, V., & Epstein, S. (1994). Conflict between intuitive and rational processing: When 

people behave against their better judgment. Journal of Personality & Social Psychology, 

66(5), 819-829.

Epstein, S. Donovan, S., Denes-Raj, V. (1999). The missing link in the paradox of the Linda 

conjunction problem: Beyond knowing and thinking of the conjunction rule, the intrinsic 

appeal of heuristic processing. Personality & Social Psychology Bulletin, 25, 204-214.
Epstein, S., Pacini, R., Denes-Raj, V., & Heier, H. (1996). Individual differences in intuitive-

experiential and analytical-rational thinking styles.  Journal of Personality and Social 

Psychology, 71, 390-405.
Greene, J.D., Sommerville, R.B., Nystrom, L.E., Darley, J.M., & Cohen, J.D. (2001).  An fMRI 

investigation of emotional engagement in moral Judgment.  Science, 293, 2105-2108.

Kahneman, D., & Frederick, S.  (2002).  Representativeness revisited. In T. 

Gilovich, D. Griffin, & D. Kahneman (Eds.), Heuristics and biases:  The psychology of 

intuitive judgment (p. 49-81).  Cambridge University Press:  New York.

Haidt, J.  (2001).  The emotional dog and its rational tail:  A social intuitionist approach to moral 

judgment.  Psychological Review, 108, 814-834.

Sloman, S.A. (2002).  Two systems of reasoning. In T. Gilovich, D. Griffin, & D. Kahneman 

(Eds.), Heuristics and biases:  The psychology of intuitive judgment (p. 397-420).  

Cambridge University Press:  New York.

