ATTITUDES AND SOCIAL COGNITION
GRADUATE SEMINAR
SPRING 2018

Instructor: Dr. Kate Ratliff
Office: Psych 222

Email: ratliff@ufl.edu
Phone: 352.273.2155

COURSE DESCRIPTION

Social cognition is an area of social psychology concerned with understanding how people make
sense of the social world. Social cognition is not a topic of study as much as an approach to the
study of social psychology. We will cover many different topics (e.g., emotions, persuasion,
prejudice, stereotyping, the self) with one guiding principle - that social behavior is best
understood as a function of people’s perceptions rather than as a function of some objective truth.

We will pay particularly attention to the study of attitudes, one of the most central areas of social
psychology. Attitudes research has undergone many changes over time; it is clear, however, that
understanding attitudes remains fundamental for understanding impression formation,
stereotypes and prejudice, consumer behavior, jury decision-making, political psychology, and
many other key areas of interest to social scientists.

STRUCTURE, PREPARATION, AND PARTICIPATION

Most weeks, we will spend the first hour of class working individually and collaboratively on your
research projects. After a short break, the remainder of class will be spent on discussion. 2-3
students together will organize and facilitate the discussion of that week’s topics and readings.
The class schedule and reading list is available on the course Canvas site.

REQUIREMENTS AND GRADING

Class participation 15% A=90-100
Facilitating class discussion 20% B =80-89
Discussion questions 15% C=70-79
Thought Papers 20% D =60-69
Research project 30% F = 60 or Below
CLASS PARTICIPATION

Meaningful, in-depth discussion is critical for learning and students are expected to be engaged
and to participate fully. The overarching goal for this course is for you to develop your thinking
and research ideas, and it is through the process of discussion and debate that one’s research
acumen becomes defined and sharpened.
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Science tolerates and critically evaluates all points of view when they are advanced with
sensitivity for those who may not share them. Please keep in mind that your fellow students may
not share your religious affiliations, political beliefs, cultural backgrounds, economic, ethnic, or
sexual orientations. See Appendix A for the criteria that will be used in grading participation.

FACILITATING CLASS DISCUSSION

Each week, 2-3 students will work together to organize and facilitate discussion (two times each
during the semester). As facilitators, you decide how to best accomplish your goal for the week,
but you should do something more than simply collecting the discussion questions and working
through them. For an activity, you could have your classmates work in groups to answer
discussion questions. You might get the group to highlight common themes that run throughout
the readings. You might set up a debate. You could provide a demonstration. You might have your
classmates work together to apply something from the readings (e.g., design a survey). You may
use handouts, or present outside material, but do not have to. The goal of facilitation is to provide
structure and direction for fellow students in order to have a productive and interesting
discussion. The best discussion facilitators are those who start thinking about how to structure the
discussion well in advance, and who have backup plans and several ideas for fostering active
discussion. I am happy to talk with you about your plans. See Appendix B for the criteria that will
be used in grading performance as discussion leader.

WEEKLY READINGS AND DISCUSSION QUESTIONS

For most class meetings students are required to read the assigned articles and to submit one
discussion question inspired by the readings. Your discussion question should be submitted on
Canvas by 4pm the day before the class meeting. Generating discussion questions should help you
to think critically about the theory prior to coming to class and should help the discussion leaders
in determining what the class is interested in, so it is important that you put thought into your
discussion questions. If you are struggling to come up with a thought question, one strategy is to
think about it in terms of a qualifying exam: what could be a potential quals question from these
readings? See Appendix C for the specific criteria that will be used in grading discussion questions.

THOUGHT PAPERS

Four times during the course of the semester you will submit thought papers. Thought papers are
open-ended; the general idea is that you consider some aspects of the strengths, limitations,
implications, and interconnections in the week’s readings. Thought papers must be less than two
pages (double-spaced, 12-point font, 1” margins) and should follow APA format for citations. You
should submit your thought paper through the course Canvas site by the time class begins. Neither
a title page nor a reference page is necessary. You may choose which weeks you submit papers,
but you must complete at least two before Spring Break. Your papers will be graded primarily on
how well you provide a thoughtful, well-argued analysis of the work, but writing style always
matters. See Appendix D for the specific criteria that will be used in grading thought papers.
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RESEARCH PROJECT

The primary product in this course will be a research project in which you choose a research
question and analyze relevant data from Project Implicit dataset available at https://osf.io/y9hiq/.
We will spend the first 45-60 minutes in class most week actively working on this project. These
datasets are large, and somewhat complicated, and we will need the time. Further, setting aside
class time aside for this project will allow us to learn from each other’s progress and to do
background reading and research to ensure that you each end up with a project that has some
chance of turning into a published paper.

The opportunity to develop your theoretical and empirical thinking in this way should be helpful
to those who wish to develop new lines of research or explore ideas relevant to theses, secondary
projects, and dissertations. While you are encouraged to pick a topic that connects to your own
interests, the topic must clearly relate to attitudes and social cognition. Please do not choose a
project on which you are already working.

Your grade for this project comes from:

1. Research Proposal, Pre-registration, and Peer Review. Your research proposal should be
organized like a formal manuscript, and should include: title page, abstract, introduction,
method, and references. Your proposal should include an appendix that contains thorough
responses to the pre-registration template you’ll find in Appendix E below. The main body
of your proposal should be approximately 6-8 pages in length, written in APA style. You
will submit a full draft of the proposal and pre-registration on the course Canvas site by
11.59pm on Sunday, February 25%. You will be assigned a partner for peer review, and you
will comment on their work (and receive comments on yours) by Sunday, March 4. Then,
the final version of your proposal and pre-registration are due to me via Canvas by
11.59pm on Sunday, March 18t

2. Class Presentation. You will give a ~10-minute presentation of your project in class on April
18, You should include background information (theory, hypotheses), method that is
unique to your project (e.g., number of participants, variables), and results.

3. Final Paper. Your final paper should be organized like a formal manuscript, and should
include: title page, abstract, introduction, method, results, discussion, and references. You
should include an Appendix that contains thorough responses to the pre-registration
template you'll find on the course Canvas site. The main body of your proposal should be
approximately 10-12 pages in length, written in APA style. If you do a good job with your
proposal, you should only need to add results and discussion to your proposal in order to
complete the final paper. Your final paper is due to me via Canvas by 11.59pm on April 29th,
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Appendix A
Class Participation Evaluation

A--Excellent. Listens attentively and is engaged in class discussion. Talks in such a way that
the conversation is moved forward productively by adding new information about the
topic, disputing or questioning points under discussion, changing the topic when
appropriate, noting exceptions, and/or providing observations from personal experience.
Varies the type of contribution to discussion (e.g., factual statements, personal
observations, etc.). Acknowledges and confirms the contributions of others by restating or
referring to their points, asking for clarification, respectfully disagreeing with them. Is
sensitive to the dynamics of the group, actively works to keep the discussion productive so
that learning can occur and encourages others to contribute.

B--Good. Listens attentively. Talks in such a way that discussion goes forward by adding
new information, questioning or disputing, changing topic when appropriate, noting
exceptions, and/or providing personal experience. Varies type of contribution (e.g., factual
statements, personal observations, etc.). Acknowledges the contributions of others, is
respectful, and does not dominate the discussion.

C--Satisfactory. Listens attentively, but contributes infrequently. Talks with the intention of
moving conversation forward (see above). Contributions may tend to one type (e.g., factual
statements, personal observations, etc.) but demonstrates some sensitivity to group
dynamics. Is respectful of others.

D--Poor. Any of the following: Does not listen attentively (e.g., whispers to neighbors, reads
or writes during discussion). Interrupts others. Talks very infrequently. Is limited to one
type of contribution (e.g., disputing or questioning, talking from personal experience) with
little sensitivity to group dynamics. Dominates conversation in a way that is resented by
others.

F--Fail. Any of the following: Doesn’t talk or talks extremely infrequently. [s disruptive.
Demonstrates lack of respect for others.
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Appendix B
Questions for Discussion Leader Evaluation

1. Did you do something beyond simply presenting the submitted discussion questions and
having your classmates answer them?

2. Did you draw the other students out into interesting and relevant discussion?

3. Did you ask questions that promoted critical thinking?

4. Did you shrink/expand coverage to fit the available time and stay within the allotted
timeframe?

5. Did you find a balance between discussing the theory/ideas behind the readings and the
specifics of the individual studies?

6. Did you keep the class on topic?

7. Were you able to keep discussion going, elicit comments from quieter students, and/or
tactfully bring discussion to a close when necessary?

8. Were you able to control and maintain discussion such that everyone got to talk?

A =Yes toall

B = Yes to most
C=Yes to few
F = Failure to show up or meaningfully participate
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Appendix C
Discussion Question Evaluation

e A--Excellent. Always posts thoughtful, insightful questions that prompt theory-relevant
discussion. Always integrates the assigned articles and asks questions about the “bigger
picture” rather than small details. Questions always clear. Questions always contain rich
and fully developed new ideas, connections, or possible applications. Questions always
submitted on time and with no grammatical or spelling errors.

e B--Good. Mostly posts thoughtful, insightful questions that prompt theory-relevant
discussion. Mostly integrates the assigned articles and asks questions about the “bigger
picture” rather than small details. Questions always clear. Questions mostly contain rich
and fully developed new ideas, connections, or possible applications. Questions always
submitted on time and with few grammatical or spelling errors.

e B--Satisfactory. Sometimes posts thoughtful, insightful questions that prompt theory-
relevant discussion but sometimes the questions are weak and commonplace. Sometimes
integrates the assigned articles and asks questions about the “bigger picture” but other
times the questions concern minor or irrelevant details of a specific article. Questions
sometimes clear. Questions make limited connections, and those are often cast in the form
of vague generalities. Questions contain few new ideas or possible applications, but instead
are often are a rehashing or summary of other questions. Questions often seem
commonplace, obvious, or off-topic. Questions mostly submitted on time and with some
grammatical or spelling errors.

e D--Poor. Like the satisfactory questions, but the problems are more serious or more
frequent. Questions often submitted late and with frequent grammatical or spelling errors.

e F--Fail. Shows obviously minimal lack of effort. Questions frequently submitted late or not
submitted at all.
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Appendix D
Thought Paper Evaluation

A--Excellent. Demonstrates an excellent understanding of the ideas in the assigned reading
and critically evaluates/responds to those ideas in an analytical, persuasive manner. Paper
has clear structure. Excellent transitions from point to point. Paragraphs support solid
topic sentences. Evidence /argument used to support every point. Appropriate integration
of quoted material into sentences. Avoids too much direct quotation. Analysis is interesting
and exciting. Work displays critical thinking and avoids simplistic description or summary
of information. All ideas in the paper flow logically; the argument is identifiable,
reasonable, and sound. Author anticipates and successfully defuses counter-arguments;
makes novel connections to outside material, which illuminate thesis. Creates appropriate
academic tone. Sentence structure and grammar excellent. Correct use of punctuation and
citation style. No spelling errors. No run-on sentences or comma splices. Uses active voice.

B--Good. Demonstrates a good understanding of the ideas in the assigned reading and
critically evaluates/responds to those ideas in a mostly analytical, persuasive manner.
Generally clear structure, though may wander occasionally. May have a few unclear
transitions, or a few paragraphs without strong topic sentences. Evidence /argument used
to support most points. Quotes well integrated into sentences. Avoids too much direct
quotation. Argument of paper is clear, usually flows logically and makes sense. Some
evidence that counter-arguments acknowledged, though perhaps not addressed. Some
insightful connections to outside material made. Mostly creates appropriate academic tone.
Sentence structure and grammar strong, but with minor errors in spelling, punctuation,
citations, or voice.

C--Satisfactory. Demonstrates a reasonable general understanding of the ideas in the
assigned reading and only occasionally critically evaluates/responds to those ideas in a
mostly analytical, persuasive manner. Generally unclear, often wanders or jumps around.
Few or weak transitions, many paragraphs without topic sentences. Points sometimes lack
supporting evidence or evidence used where inappropriate (often because there may be no
clear point). Quotes may be poorly integrated into sentences or too much direct quotation
Even balance between critical thinking and description. Logic may often fail, or argument
may often be unclear. May not address counter-arguments or make any outside
connections. Occasionally creates appropriate tone but has some informal language or
inappropriate slang. Problems in sentence structure and grammar (not major). Some
errors in punctuation, citation style, and spelling. May have some run-on sentences or
comma splices. Only sometimes uses active voice.

D--Poor. Like the satisfactory paper, but the problems are more serious or more frequent.

F--Fail. Shows obviously minimal lack of effort or comprehension of the assignment. Very
difficult to understand due to major problems with mechanics, structure, and analysis. Has
no identifiable arguments. Does not follow paper guidelines for length and format. Does not
cite sources correctly.
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Appendix E
Pre-Registration Template for Research Project

Study Information

N

Study Title.

Research Questions. Please list each research question included in this study.

Hypotheses. For each of the research questions listed in the previous section, provide one or
multiple specific and testable hypotheses. Please state if the hypotheses are directional or
non-directional. If directional, state the direction. A predicted effect size is also appropriate
here.

Sampling Plan

4. Preregistration is designed to make clear the distinction between confirmatory tests,

specified prior to seeing the data, and exploratory analyses conducted after observing the
data. Therefore, creating a research plan in which existing data will be used presents unique
challenges. Please describe how you will go about choosing which data to look at. Will you do
on analysis prior to pre-registration? Exploratory analysis on some subset of data and
confirmatory analysis on another?

Data collection procedures. Please describe the process by which your data were collected.
data. This should include the population from which you obtain subjects, recruitment efforts,
payment for participation, how subjects will be selected for eligibility from the initial pool
(e.g. inclusion and exclusion rules), and your study timeline.

Sample size. Describe the sample size of your study. How many units will be analyzed in the
study? This could be the number of people, birds, classrooms, plots, interactions, or countries
included. If the units are not individuals, then describe the size requirements for each unit. If
you are using a clustered or multilevel design, how many units are you collecting at each
level of the analysis?

7. Sample size rationale. This could include a power analysis or an arbitrary constraint such as
time, money, or personnel.
Variables
8. Measured variables. Describe each variable that you will measure. This will include outcome

measures, as well as any predictors or covariates that you will measure. You do not need to
include any variables that you plan on collecting if they are not going to be included in the
confirmatory analyses of this study. Clearly distinguish between exploratory and
confirmatory variables.

Indices. If any measurements are going to be combined into an index (or even a mean), what
measures will you use and how will they be combined? Include either a formula or a precise
description of your method. If you are using a more complicated statistical method to
combine measures (e.g. a factor analysis), you can note that here but describe the exact
method in the analysis plan section.
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Design Plan

10.

Describe your study design. Examples include two-group, factorial, randomized block, and
repeated measures. Is it a between (unpaired), within-subject (paired), or mixed design?
Describe any counterbalancing required. Typical study designs for observation studies
include cohort, cross sectional, and case-control studies.

Analysis Plan

Please remember that all analyses specified below must be reported in the final article, and any
additional analyses must be noted as exploratory or hypothesis generating. A confirmatory
analysis plan must state up front which variables are predictors (independent) and which are the
outcomes (dependent), otherwise it is an exploratory analysis. You are allowed to describe any
exploratory work here, but a clear confirmatory analysis is required.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.
17.

Statistical models. What statistical model will you use to test each hypothesis? Please include
the type of model (e.g. ANOVA, multiple regression, SEM, etc.) and the specification of the
model (this includes each variable that will be included as predictors, outcomes, or
covariates). Please specify any interactions that will be tested and remember that any test
not included here must be noted as an exploratory test in your final article.

Transformations. If you plan on transforming, centering, recoding the data, or will require a
coding scheme for categorical variables, please describe that process.

Follow-up analyses. If not specified previously, will you be conducting any confirmatory
analyses to follow up on effects in your statistical model, such as subgroup analyses, pairwise
or complex contrasts, or follow-up tests from interactions. Remember that any analyses not
specified in this research plan must be noted as exploratory.

Inference criteria. What criteria will you use to make inferences? Please describe the
information you will use (e.g. p-values, Bayes factors, specific model fit indices), as well as
cut-off criterion, where appropriate. Will you be using one or two tailed tests for each of your
analyses? If you are comparing multiple conditions or testing multiple hypotheses, will you
account for this?

Data exclusion. How will you determine what data or samples, if any, to exclude from your
analyses? How will outliers be handled?

Missing data. How will you deal with incomplete or missing data?

Exploratory analysis (optional). If you plan to explore your data set to look for unexpected
differences or relationships, you may describe those tests here. An exploratory test is any
test where a prediction is not made up front, or there are multiple possible tests that you are
going to use. A statistically significant finding in an exploratory test is a great way to form a
new confirmatory hypothesis, which could be registered at a later time.

Other

18.

Other. If there is any additional information that you feel needs to be included in your
preregistration, please enter it here.
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ATTITUDES AND SOCIAL COGNITION
GRADUATE SEMINAR
SPRING 2018
COURSE SCHEDULE

Updated 01/25/2017

Unless noted other otherwise we will work on research projects from 12.50-1.45, break
from 1.45-2.15, and have student-lead discussion from 2.15-3.50. Please be punctual in
returning from breaks. Note that there is no class on February 28t (Psych Conference),
March 7t (Spring Break), or April 25t (Kate Away).

. Discussion Assignment/
Date Topic Leaders Notes
1/10 Introduction to Cl.ass : _
and Research Project
How Well Do We : . . .
1/17 Know Ourselves? Imani, Val Reading; Discussion Q
Attitudes: Intro and : . . . .
1/24 Measurement Liz, Louis, Casey Reading; Discussion Q
1/31 Attitudes . Amanda, Wen, Jessica Reading; Dllscussmn Q; Semi-
and Behavior formal project updates
Dual-Process o . Class begins at 2.15 (no project
27 Models Cliibiale, Langs time); Reading, Discussion Q
. . : Class ends at 2.30 (no project
2/14 Implicit Race Bias 1  Elsa, Samantha, Leping time); Reading; Discussion Q
2/21 Implicit Race Bias 2 Kate Readlng, D.ata Bl.ltZ; (no project
time; no Discussion Q)
3/14 Priming Z.H?d Liz, Christine, Louis Reading; Discussion Q
Automaticity
3/21 e ars Casey, Amanda Reading; Discussion Q
Human Thought Y &
3/28 Thought Cont.rol Wen, Imani, Larissa Reading; Discussion Q
and Suppression
Ideology and Belief : . L .
4/4 Formation Elsa, Jessica, Leping Reading; Discussion Q
4/11 Affectlve. Samantha, Val Reading; Discussion Q
Forecasting
4/18 N -- Research Presentation

Day!
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ATTITUDES AND SOCIAL COGNITION
GRADUATE SEMINAR

SPRING 2018

READING LIST

1/17: HOW WELL DO WE KNOW OURSELVES?

Nisbett, R. E., & Wilson, T. D. (1977). Telling more than we can know: Verbal reports on
mental processes. Psychological Review, 84, 231-259.

Johansson, P., Hall, L., Sikstrém, S., & Olsson, A. (2005). Failure to detect mismatches
between intention and outcome in a simple decision task. Science, 310, 116-119.

Hall, L., Johansson, P., & Strandberg, T. (2012). Lifting the veil of morality: Choice
blindness and attitude reversals on a self-transforming survey. PloS One, 7, e45457.
Pronin, E,, Lin, D. Y., & Ross, L. (2002). The bias blind spot: Perceptions of bias in self
versus others. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 28, 369-381.

1/24: ATTITUDES: INTRO AND MEASUREMENT

Fazio, R. H. (2007). Attitudes as object-evaluation associations of varying strength.
Social Cognition, 25, 603-637.

Luttrell, A, Petty, R. E., Brifiol, P., & Wagner, B. C. (2016). Making it moral: Merely
labeling an attitude as moral increases its strength. Journal of Experimental Social
Psychology, 65, 82-93.

Krosnick, J. A, Judd, C. M., & Wittenbrink, B. (2005). The measurement of attitudes. In D.
Albaraccin, B. T. Johnson, & M.P. Zanna (Eds.), The handbook of attitudes. Mahwah, NJ:
Lawrence Earlbaum. [Read pages 31-50.]

Smith, C. T., & Ratliff, K. A. (2015). Implicit measures of attitudes. In T. Ortner & F. van
den Vijver (Eds.), Behavior Based Assessment in Psychology: Going Beyond Self-Report in
the Personality, Affective, Motivation, and Social Domains (pp. 113-132). Boston, MA:
Hogrefe. [You can skim the parts about the specific measures.]

1/31: ATTITUDES AND BEHAVIOR

Fazio, R. H., & Roskos-Ewoldsen, D. R. (2005). Acting as we feel: When and how
attitudes guide behavior. In T. C. Brock & M. C. Green (Eds.), Persuasion: Psychological
insights and perspectives (pp. 41-62). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.

Gawronski, B. (2012). Back to the future of dissonance theory: Cognitive consistency as
a core motive. Social Cognition, 30, 652-668.

Friese, M., Hofmann, W., & Wanke, M. (2008). When impulses take over: Moderated
predictive validity of explicit and implicit attitude measures in predicting food choice
and consumption behaviour. British Journal of Social Psychology, 47, 397-419.

Kurdi.... & Banaji (second revision for American Psychologist). Relationship between the
Implicit Association Test and intergroup behavior: A meta-analysis. Note: Please do
not circulate!
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2/7: DUAL-PROCESS MODELS

Petty, R. & Brinol, P. (2014). The Elaboration Likelihood and Meta-Cognitive Models of
Attitudes In J. W. Sherman, B. Gawronski, & Y. Trope. (Eds.). (2014). Dual-process
theories of the social mind (pp. 172-187). New York: NY: Guilford Press.

Gawronski, B., & Bodenhausen, G. V. (2014). Implicit and explicit evaluation: A brief
review of the associative-propositional evaluation model. Social and Personality
Psychology Compass, 8, 448-462.

Johnson, I. R, Petty, R. E., Brifiol, P., & See, Y. H. M. (2017). Persuasive message scrutiny
as a function of implicit-explicit discrepancies in racial attitudes. Journal of
Experimental Social Psychology, 70, 222-234.

2/14: IMPLICIT RACE BIAS 1

Trawalter, S., Hoffman, K. M., & Waytz, A. (2012). Racial bias in perceptions of others’
pain. PloS one, 7, e48546.

Hehman, E., Flake, ]. K., & Calanchini, . (In press, 2018). Disproportionate use of lethal
force in policing is associated with regional racial biases of residents. Social
Psychological and Personality Science.

Arkes, H., & Tetlock, P. E. (2004). Attributions of implicit prejudice, or “Would Jesse
Jackson ‘fail’ the Implicit Association Test?” Psychological Inquiry, 15, 257-278.
(Reply) Banaji, M. R, Nosek, B. A, & Greenwald, A. G. (2004). No place for nostalgia in
science: A response to Arkes & Tetlock. Psychological Inquiry, 15, 279 - 289.

2/21: IMPLICIT RACE BIAS 2

Payne, B. K., Vuletich, H. A., & Lundberg, K. B. (2017). The bias of crowds: How implicit
bias bridges personal and systemic prejudice. Psychological Inquiry, 28, 233-248.

11 Commentaries: http://www.tandfonline.com/toc/hpli20/28 /4?nav=tocList; you
will be randomly assigned a commentary and will present a one slide, 3-minute
summary of the main arguments of the commentary. Please email your slide to me by
11am on the day of class.

Payne, B. K., Vuletich, H. A., & Lundberg, K. B. (2017). Flipping the script on implicit bias
research with the bias of crowds. Psychological Inquiry, 28, 306-311.

3/14: PRIMING AND AUTOMATICITY

“The Priming Papers. “An email trail of the controversies surrounding priming.

Bargh, ], Chen, M., & Burrows, L. (1996). Automaticity of social behavior: Direct effects
of trait construct and stereotype activation on action. Journal of Personality and Social
Psychology, 71, 230-244.

Doyen, S., Klein, 0., Pichon, C. L., & Cleeremans, A. (2012). Behavioral priming: It’s all in
the mind, but whose mind. PloS one, 7, e29081.

Loersch, C., & Payne, B. K. (2014). Situated inferences and the what, who, and where of
priming. Social Cognition, 32, 137-151.
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3/21: HIERARCHY AND HUMAN THOUGHT

Van Berkel, L., Crandall, C. S., Eidelman, S., & Blanchar, ]. C. (2015). Hierarchy,
dominance, and deliberation: Egalitarian values require mental effort. Personality and
Social Psychology Bulletin, 41, 1207-1222.

Mani, A., Mullainathan, S., Shafir, E., & Zhao, ]J. (2013). Poverty impedes cognitive
function. Science, 341, 976-980.

Mishra, S., Hing, L. S. S., & Lalumiere, M. L. (2015). Inequality and risk-taking.
Evolutionary Psychology, 13, 1474704915596295.

Redford, L., & Ratliff, K. A. (2016). Hierarchy-legitimizing ideologies reduce behavioral
obligations and blame for implicit attitudes and resulting discrimination. Social Justice
Research, 29, 159-185.

3/28: THOUGHT CONTROL AND SUPPRESSION

Wegner, D. M., & Gold, D. B. (1995). Fanning old flames: Emotional and cognitive effects
of suppressing thoughts of a past relationship. Journal of Personality and Social
Psychology, 68, 782-792.

Wenzlaff, R. M., & Wegner, D. M. (2000). Thought suppression. Annual Review of
Psychology, 51, 59-91.

Schooler, J]. W., Smallwood, ]., Christoff, K., Handy, T. C., Reichle, E. D., & Sayette, M. A.
(2011). Meta-awareness, perceptual decoupling and the wandering mind. Trends in
Cognitive Sciences, 15, 319-326.

Wilson, T. D., Reinhard, D., Westgate, E.., Gilbert, D. T., Ellerbeck, N., Hahn, C., & Shaked,
A. (2014). Just think: The challenges of the disengaged mind. Science, 345, 75-77.

4/4: IDEOLOGY AND BELIEF FORMATION

Jost, ]., Glaser, ], Kruglanski, A., & Sulloway, F. (2003). Political conservatism as
motivated social cognition. Psychological Bulletin, 129, 339-375.

Brown-lannuzzi, J. L., Lundberg, K. B., Kay, A. C., & Payne, B. K. (2015). Subjective status
shapes political preferences. Psychological Science, 26, 15-26.

Campbell, T. H., & Kay, A. C. (2014). Solution aversion: On the relation between ideology
and motivated disbelief. Journal of Personality and Socal Psychology, 107, 809.

4/11: AFFECTIVE FORECASTING

Gilbert, D. T., Pinel, E. C, Wilson, T. D., Blumberg, S. J., & Wheatley, T. P. (1998). Immune
neglect: A source of durability bias in affective forecasting. Journal of Personality and
Social Psychology, 75, 617-638.

Wilson, T. D., & Gilbert, D. T. (2003). Affective forecasting. In M. P. Zanna (Ed.), Advances
in experimental social psychology (Vol. 35, pp. 345-411). New York: Elsevier.

Wirtz, D., Kruger, J., Scollon, C. N., & Diener, E. (2003). What to do on spring break? The
role of predicted, on-line, and remembered experience in future choice. Psychological
Science, 14, 520-524.



