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UNIVERSITY OF MISSOURI
DEPARTMENT OF PSYCHOLOGICAL SCIENCES
PSYCHOLOGY 4360~FALL 2017

SELECTED TOPICS IN SOCIAL COGNITION
Instructor:

Dr. Laura D. Scherer; 204a McAlester Hall
Phone: (573) 882-1803
Email: schererl@missouri.edu

Office Hours:

By appointment

Meetings:

Tuesday/Thursday, 11:00am-12:15pm, Psychology building 313

Overview of the Course
The overarching goal of this course is to provide an overview of current research and theory in
social cognition. If there is a running theme to this course, it is in the use of “top down”
processes in how we construct an understanding of the world around us. That is, we use our past
experiences and memories to interpret new experiences, people and behavior. This fact does not
dictate whether that understanding is accurate or not. However, social psychologists have
historically been interested in the ways that this process leads to errors or biases in a vast array of
human endeavors. This perspective has had a strong impact on the trajectory of social cognition.
Special Note on Attendance:
The success of the seminar depends critically on your participation and students should only take
this seminar if they are prepared to attend every session. For this reason, attendance at every
session is expected and required, with your grade determined by additional criteria, noted below.
I understand that illness and true emergencies can sometimes occur, and that these cannot be
avoided. Aside from these circumstances, however, unexcused absences will result in an
automatic drop of one half letter grade. Students who miss more than one week of classes will be
asked to drop the course.
Policy on academic dishonesty:
Academic integrity is fundamental to the activities and principles of a university. All members of
the academic community must be confident that each person's work has been responsibly and
honorably acquired, developed, and presented. Any effort to gain an advantage not given to all
students is dishonest whether or not the effort is successful. The academic community regards
breaches of the academic integrity rules as extremely serious matters. Sanctions for such a
breach may include academic sanctions from the instructor, including failing the course for any
violation, to disciplinary sanctions ranging from probation to expulsion. When in doubt about
plagiarism, paraphrasing, quoting, collaboration, or any other form of cheating, consult the
course instructor.
Information for students with disabilities:
If you anticipate barriers related to the format or requirements of this course, if you have
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emergency medical information to share with me, or if you need to make arrangements in case
the building must be evacuated, please let me know as soon as possible.
If disability related accommodations are necessary (for example, a note taker, extended time on
exams, captioning), please register with the Office of Disability Services
(http://disabilityservices.missouri.edu), S5 Memorial Union, 882-4696, and then notify me of
your eligibility for reasonable accommodations. For other MU resources for students with
disabilities, click on "Disability Resources" on the MU homepage.
A note about diversity:
The University community welcomes intellectual diversity and respects student rights. Students
who have questions or concerns regarding the atmosphere in this class (including respect for
diverse opinions) may contact the Departmental Chair or Divisional Director; the Director of the
Office of Students Rights and Responsibilities (http://osrr.missouri.edu/); or the MU Equity
Office (http://equity.missouri.edu/), or by email at equity@missouri.edu. All students will have
the opportunity to submit an anonymous evaluation of the instructor(s) at the end of the course.
A note about making audio or visual recordings of this class:
In this class, students may make audio or video recordings of course activity unless specifically
prohibited by the faculty member. However, the redistribution of audio or video recordings of
statements or comments from the course to individuals who are not students in the course is
prohibited without the express permission of the faculty member and of any students who are
recorded. Students found to have violated this policy are subject to discipline in accordance with
provisions of Section 200.020 of the Collected Rules and Regulations of the University of
Missouri pertaining to student conduct matters.

COURSE REQUIREMENTS/EVALUATION
1. Reaction papers (35% of grade).
For each class you will write a short (1/2-1 page) reaction based on the reading for that day.
These do not need to be polished papers but they are expected to be conceptually clear and free
of grammatical and spelling errors. Submit your reaction papers to me, via email, by 11:59pm
Monday (for class on Tuesday) and Wednesday evening (for class on Thursday). Papers received
on the day of class (12:00am or later) will not receive any credit.
The purpose of these papers is to steer the discussion toward areas that you found interesting,
debate-worthy, or unclear. As such, you should NOT summarize the readings. Instead, your
paper should be in 1 of 3 formats:
1. Write a critical review of one or more of the week’s readings. Critical does not mean
negative. You should never simply say “I don’t believe that what they are saying is true.”
Being negative and skeptical is easy. It is harder to be constructive. If you are skeptical,
you must say why, and suggested solutions or alternative ideas.
2. Integrate the ideas from several papers and talk about how they related synergistically.
You can write about how the papers from that day related to each other, or to papers we
have read in previous weeks, or to papers that you have read on your own.
3. Ask a question. Please state the question clearly. The question can come in the form of a
critique (e.g. “Why did they designed the experiment this way when another method
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seems more appropriate”). Or, you can ask clarifying questions (e.g. “I didn’t understand
the study design, can we discuss this in class?”).
2. Class moderation (15% of grade)
Students are required to moderate (lead) the class discussion for one week (beginning Week 3).
This will include 1 class session (Tuesday or Thursday). Your job is to read the thought papers
for that week and use those papers to guide the class in a discussion about the readings. As such,
you need to do an especially close reading of the papers for that week. Moderators are expected
to provide a structure for the discussion. Grading will be made on three main criteria, all
weighted equally: (a) mastery of the relevant material, (b) clarity of presentation, and (c) ability
to energize group discussion.
3. A term paper (8-10 pages, double-spaced, not including references) that is in one of these
forms:
(35% of grade)
a. A theoretical paper that identifies a current social problem, issue or event, and presents a new
way of looking at that problem based on a topic covered in class. Examples: racial bias, political
gridlock, etc. The paper should introduce the problem/issue/event and make a case for its
importance, and then review social psychological research that is pertinent to this issue.
Critically, the term paper MUST demonstrate how specific social psychological phenomena can
lend insight into the problem. The best papers will also suggest practical solutions to the
problem, based on that insight.
OR
b. A research proposal that addresses research topic related to the issues covered in this course.
You should develop a specific hypothesis and propose one study to test this hypothesis. The
study that you propose should be different than ones you are may be conducting if you are part of
a psychology lab (although you can certainly use those studies as inspiration!). The format of the
paper should be similar to a journal article. More specifically, your paper should have the
following sections: Introduction (Review of relevant literature, statement of hypotheses),
Methods, and Predicted Results (i.e. what you expect to find and why).
Regardless of what format you choose for your final paper, this paper MUST have the following
attributes:
1. Maximum of 10 pages (not including references) double-spaced, Times New Roman 12
point font, 1 inch margins.
2. Citations in the text, using American Psychological Association format, to support all
assertions and factual statements made in the paper.
3. A reference section that includes at least 6 articles from peer-reviewed psychology
journals. Two of these 6 articles can be articles that we read in class. You may cite
additional articles that we read in class but this will not count toward your 6 reference
criterion. You may cite more than 6 references; in fact this is desirable so long as the
citations are relevant. Reference section should be formatted according to American
Psychological Association standards.
a. Examples of peer reviewed social psychology:
i. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology
ii. Journal of Experimental Social Psychology
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iii. Personality and Social Psychology Review
iv. Social Cognition
v. Psychological Review
vi. Psychological Science
vii. Perspectives on Psychological Science
viii. Etc.
b. News articles (e.g. New York Times, Wall Street Journal, etc.) MAY be used as
sources, and should be properly cited. However they will not count toward your
total required 6 psychology article citations.
c. Wikipedia and other webpages are NOT allowed as sources.
You have two deadlines. One is to submit a one page idea/proposal of what you are going to
write about. This is due November 12 and is required. The deadline for submitting your final
paper is December 12. Papers received December 13 will be subject to a deduction of a full
letter grade. Papers received after that date will not receive any credit.
4. An in-class presentation of your term paper idea (15% of grade)
You will be required to present your topic to the class, worth 10% of your final grade. We
all want to know what you’re doing, and this doesn’t happen if only I read your papers. You can
learn from each other. Your presentation will be based on your final research proposal. You
will make your presentations in front of the class on presentation day at the end of the semester.
You can use PowerPoint, handouts, or any other materials that you like. The length of your
presentations will depend upon the number of students ultimately enrolled in the class, but in
general I’d like to have each student present for about 10 min. The main point of these
presentations is to tell the class what you did, which can lead to others being interested and
potentially collaborating in future research efforts.
Summary of grading scheme:
Reaction papers
35%
Class moderation
15%
Term paper
35%
Presentation
15%
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DATES, TOPICS, AND READINGS
Week 1: August 22 & 24
Overview of the Course and Historical Background
Tuesday: What is Social Cognition
1. Fiske, S.T. & Taylor, S.E. (2013). Social Cognition: From Brains to Culture. Chapter 1.
Thursday: Methods in Social Cognition
1. Baumeister, R. F., Vohs, K. D., & Funder, D. C. (2007). Psychology as the science of
self-reports and finger movements: Or whatever happened to actual behavior?
Perspectives on Psychological Science, 4, 396–403.
Week 2: August 29 & 31
Everything You Learn In This Course Might Be Wrong (but you’re going to learn a lot about
how science works)
Tuesday: The Crisis of Confidence in Psychology
1. https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=42QuXLucH3Q
2. Engber, D. (2016). Everything Is Crumbling, Slate Magazine
http://www.slate.com/articles/health_and_science/cover_story/2016/03/ego_depletion_an
_influential_theory_in_psychology_may_have_just_been_debunked.html
3. How Science Goes Wrong. The Economist, October 19, 2013.
http://www.economist.com/news/leaders/21588069-scientific-research-has-changedworld-now-it-needs-change-itself-how-science-goes-wrong
4. The Open Science Collaboration (2015). Estimating the reproducibility of psychological
science. Science, 349(6251) DOI: 10.1126/science.aac4716
Thursday: Continued Debates and Controversies
1. Stroebe, W. & Strack, F. (2014). The alleged crisis and the illusion of exact replication.
Perspectives on Psychological Science, Special Section on Behavioral Priming and its
Replication. doi:10.1177/1745691613514450
2. Simons, D.J. (2014). The value of direct replication. Perspectives on Psychological
Science, Special Section on Behavioral Priming and its Replication.
doi:10.1177/1745691613514755
Suggested further reading:
• Ioannidis, J.P.A. (2012). Why Science is Not Necessarily Self-Correcting. Perspectives
on Psychological Science.
• Hales, A.H. Does the conclusion follow from the evidence? (2016). Recommendations
for improving research. Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 66, 39-46.
• Gilbert, D.T. King, G., Pettigrew, S. & Wilson, T.D. (2016) Comment on “Estimating the
reproducibility of psychological science”. Science, DOI: 10.1126/science.aad7243
• Van Bavel, J.J. et al (2016). Contextual sensitivity in scientific reproducibility.
Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences.
• Inbar Y (2016) Association between contextual dependence and replicability in
psychology may be spurious. Proc Natl Acad Sci USA, 10.1073/pnas.1608676113
• Van Bavel, J.J. et al (2016). Reply to Inbar.
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Pashler H. & Harris, C.R. (2012). Is the replicability crisis overblown? Three arguments
examined. Perspectives on Psychological Science

Week 3: September 5 & 7
Introspection and knowing oneself
Tuesday:
1. Nisbett, R. E., & Wilson, T. D. (1977). Telling more than we can know: Verbal reports
on mental processes. Psychological Review, 84, 231-259.
Thursday:
2. Hansen, K.E. & Pronin, E. (2013). Illusions of Self-Knowledge. In Vazire, S. & Wilson,
T. D. (Eds.), Handbook of Self-Knowledge
Suggested further reading:
• Wicklund, R. A. (1975). Objective self-awareness. In L. Berkowitz (Ed.), Advances in
experimental social psychology (Vol. 8). New York: Academic Press. 233-275
• Wegner, D.M. The mind’s best trick: How we experience conscious will. Trends in
Cognitive Sciences, 7, 65-69
• Rosenzweig, E. (2016). With eyes wide open: How and why awareness of the
psychological immune system is compatible with its efficacy. Perspectives on
Psychological Science, 11, 222-238.

Week 4: September 12 & 14
Motivated reasoning and perceptions of bias
Tuesday:
1. Kunda, Z. (1990). A Case for Motivated Reasoning. Psychological Bulletin, 108, 480498.
Thursday:
1. Pronin, E. (2007). Perception and misperception of bias in human judgment. Trends in
cognitive sciences, 11, 37-43.
2. 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.

Suggested further reading:
• Vallone, Ross & Lepper (1985). The hostile media phenomenon: Biased perception and
perceptions of media bias in coverage of the Beirut Massacre. Journal of Personality and
Social Psychology, 49, 577-585.
• Kahan, Peters, Wittlin, Slovic, Ouellette, Braman, Mandel. (2012) Impact of Science
Literacy and Numeracy on Percieved Climate Change Risks. Nature Climate Change, 2,
723-735
• Nyhan, Reifler, Ubel (2013). The hazards of correcting myths about health care reform.
Medical Care, 51, 127-132
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Anderson, Lepper & Ross (1980). Perseverance of social theories: The role of
explanation in the persistence of discredited information. Journal of Personality and
Social Psychology, 6, 1037-1049.
Greenwald, A. G. (1980). The totalitarian ego: Fabrication and revision of personal
history. American Psychologist, 35, 603-618.
Ross, L., Greene, D., & House, P. (1977). The “false consensus effect”: An egocentric
bias in social perception and attribution processes. Journal of Experimental Social
Psychology, 13, 279-301.

Week 5: September 19 & 21
Impression Formation and Person Memory
Tuesday:
1. Uleman, J. S. & Kressel, L.M. (2013). A brief history of theory and research on
impression formation. OHSC, Chapter 4
Thursday:
1. Fiske, S.T. & Taylor, S.E. (2013). Social Cognition: From Brains to Culture. Chapter 4,
Representation in Memory.
Suggested further reading:
• Asch, S. (1946). Forming Impressions of Personality. Journal of Abnormal and Social
Psychology, 41, 1230-1240.
• Nauts, S., Langner, O., Hujsmans, I., Vonk, R., Wigboldus, D.H.J. (2014). Forming
impressions of personality: A replication and review of Asch’s (1946) evidence for a
primacy-of-warmth effect in impression formation. Social Psychology, DOI:
http://dx.doi.org/10.1027/1864-9335/a000179
• Rumelhard, D.E. & McClelland, J.L. (1988). Parallel distributed processing. Vol. 1.
• Hastie, R. & Kuman, P.A. (1979). Person Memory: Personality Traits as Organizing
Principles in Memory for Behaviors. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 37,
25-38.
• Higgins, E. T., Rholes, W. S., & Jones, C. R. (1977). Category accessibility and
impression formation. Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 13, 141-154.

Week 6: September 26 & 28
Social Categorization and Stereotypes
Tuesday: Categorization
1. Macrae & Bodenhausen (2000). Social Cognition: Thinking categorically about others.
Annual Review of Psychology, 51, 93-120.

Thursday: Stereotyping
1. Bargh, J. A. (1999). The cognitive monster: The case against the controllability of
automatic stereotype effects. In S. Chaiken & Y. Trope (Eds.), Dual-process theories in
social psychology. (pp. 361-382). New York: Guilford Press.
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Suggested further reading:
• Ito, Decety & Cacioppo (2011). Using ERPs to Understand the Process and Implications
of Social Categorization. In Decety, J & Cacioppo, J.T. (Eds.) The Oxford Handbook of
Social Neuroscience. Oxford University Press.
• Hilton, J.L. & von Hippel, William. (1996). Stereotypes. Annual Review of Psychology,
47, 237-271.
• Freeman, J.B. & Ambady, N. (2009). Motions of the hand expose the partial and parallel
activation of stereotypes. Psychological Science, 20, 1183-1188.
• Gilbert & Hixon (1991). The trouble of thinking: Activation and application of
stereotypic beliefs. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 60, 509-517.
• Stereotypes as energy-saving devices: A peek inside the cognitive toolbox. (1994).
Macrae, C. Neil; Milne, Alan B.; Bodenhausen, Galen V. Journal of Personality and
Social Psychology, Vol 66(1), 37-47.
• Rule, N. O., & Ambady, N. (2008). Brief exposures: Male sexual orientation is accurately
perceived at 50-ms. Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 44, 1100-1105

Week 7: October 3 & 5
Prejudice and the Nature of Implicit Attitudes
Tuesday:
1. Monteith, Woodcock & Lybarger (2013). Automaticity and Control in Stereotyping and
Prejudice: The Revolutionary Role of Social Cognition Across Three Decades of
Research. Oxford Handbook of Social Cognition, Chapter 5.
2. Payne (2001). Prejudice and Perception: the role of automatic and controlled processes
in misperceiving a weapon. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 81, 181-192.
Thursday:
1. Gawronski, Hofmann & Wilbur (2006). Are “implicit” attitudes unconscious?
Consciousness and Cognition, 15, 485-499.
Suggested further reading:
• Dovidio, J.F., Kawakami, K. & Gaertner, S.L. (2002). Implicit and explicit prejudice and
interracial interaction. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 82, 62-68.
• Greenwald & Nosek. (2009). Attitudinal dissociation: What does it mean? In Petty,
Fazio & Brinol (Eds.), Attitudes: Insights from the new implicit measures. (pp.65-82).
New York: Psychology Press.
• Hahn, Judd, Hirsh & Blair (2013). Awareness of Implicit Attitudes. Journal of
Experimental Psychology: General.
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Week 8: October 10 & 12
Priming: Theories and Controversies
Tuesday:
1. Bargh, Chen & Burrows. (1996). Automaticity of social behavior: Direct effects of trait
construct and stereotype activation on action. JPSP, 71, 230-244.
2. Doyen, S., Klein, O, Pichon, C., & Cleeremans, A. (2012). Behavioral Priming: It’s all in
the mind, but whose mind? PLoS ONE. DOI: 10.1371/journal.pone.0029081
3. Bargh’s response: https://www.psychologytoday.com/blog/the-naturalunconscious/201205/priming-effects-replicate-just-fine-thanks
Thursday:
1. Loersch & Payne (2011). The situated inference model. Perspectives on Psychological
Science,
Suggested further reading:
1. Bargh (2006). What have we been priming all these years? European Journal of Social
Psychology, 36(2), 147–168.
• Cesario, J. (2014). Priming, replication, and the hardest science. Perspectives on
Psychological Science, 9, 40–48.
• Dijksterhuis, A. (2014). Welcome Back Theory! Perspectives on Psychological Science,
9, 72-75.
• Harris, C.R., Coburn, N., Rohrer, D. & Pashler, H. (2013). Two failures to replicate highperformance-goal priming effects. PLoS ONE. DOI: 10.1371/journal.pone.0072467
• Klatzky, R.L & Creswell, D.J. (2014). An intersensory interaction account of priming
effects—and their absence. Perspectives on Psychological Science, 9, 49-58.

Week 9: October 17 & 19
Dual Processes Theories I
Tuesday:
1. Gawronski, B. & Bodenhausen, G.V. (2006). Associative and Propositional Processes in
Evaluation: An Integrative Review of Implicit and Explicit Attitude Change.
Psychological Bulletin, 132, 692-731.
2. Kruglanski A.W. & Dechesne, M. (2006). Are Associative and Propositional Processes
Qualitatively Distinct? Comment on Gawronski and Bodenhausen (2006).
Psychological Bulletin, 132, 736-739.
Thursday (dual processes and attitudes):
1. Cunningham, W.A., Zelazo, P.D., Packer, D.J., Van Bavel, J.J. (2007). The iterative
reprocessing model: A multilevel framework for attitudes and evaluation, Social
Cognition, 25, 736-760.
Suggested further reading:
• Smith & DeCoster (2000). Dual-process models in social and cognitive psychology:
Conceptual integration and links to underlying memory systems. Personality and Social
Psychology Review, 4, 108-131.
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Strack, F. & Deutsch, R. (2004). Reflective and Impulsive Determinants of Social
Behavior. Personality and Social Psychology Review, 8(3) 220-247.
Gawronski, B. & Creighton, L. A. (2013). Dual process theories. Oxford Handbook of
Social Cognition, Chapter 14.

Week 10: October 24 & 26 (Dr. Scherer will be at a conference on Tuesday)
Judgment and Decision making
Tuesday:
1. Van Boven. L., Travers, M., Westfall, J., & McClelland, G. (2013). Judgment and
Decision Making. OHSC, chapter 18
2. Tversky, A. & Kahneman, D. (1974). Judgment under uncertainty: Heuristics and biases.
Science, 185, 3-20.
Thursday:
1. Gigerenzer, G., & Gaissmaier, W. (2011). Heuristic decision making. Annual Review of
Psychology, 62, 451–482.
Suggested further reading:
• Stanovich, K.E., & West, R.F. (2008). On the relative independence of thinking biases
and cognitive ability. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology. 94, 672-695.
• Ferreira, M.B., Garcia-Marques, L.; Sherman, S.J. Sherman, J.W. (2006). Automatic and
controlled components of judgment and decision making. Journal of Personality and
Social Psychology, 91, 797-813.
Week 11: October 31 and November 2
Dual Process Theories II: Judgment and Decision Making
Tuesday:
1. Evans (2008). Dual-processing accounts of reasoning, judgment, and social cognition.
Annual Review of Psychology, 59, 255-278.
2. Keren G. & Schul Y. (2009). Two is not always better than one: A critical evaluation of
two-system theories. Perspectives on Psychological Science.
Thursday:
3. Evans & Stanovich. (2013). Dual process Theories of Higher Cognition: Advancing the
debate. Perspectives on Psychological Science, 8, 223-241.
4. Keren, G. (2013). A Tale of Two Systems—Commentary on Evans & Stanovich.
Perspectives on Psychological Science, 8, 257-262.
Suggested further reading:
• Kruglanski A.W. (2013). Only one? The default interventionist perspective as a
unimodel—Commentary on Evans & Stanovich. Perspectives on Psychological Science,
8, 242-247.
• Evans & Stanovich (2013). Theory and metatheory in the study on dual processing:
Reply to comments. Perspectives on Psychological Science, 8, 263-271.
• Kahneman, D. & Frederick, S. (2002). Representativeness revisited: Attribute
substitution in intuitive judgment. In T. Gilovich, D. Griffin and D. Kahneman (Eds)
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Heuristics of Intuitive Judgment: Extensions and Applications New York: Cambridge
University Press (2002)
Stanovich & West. (2000). Individual difference in reasoning: Implications for the
rationality debate? Behavioral and Brain Sciences, 23, 645-726.
Glockner & Witteman (2009). Beyond dual-process models: A categorization of
processes underlying intuitive judgment and decision making. Thinking and Reasoning,
16, 1-25

Week 12: November 7 & 9
Mood and Affect
Tuesday:
1. Isbell, L. M. & Lair, E. C. (2013). Moods, emotions, and evaluations as information.
OHSC, Chapter 21
2. Schwarz, N. & Clore, G. (1983). Mood, Misattribution, and Judgments of Well-Being:
Informative and Directive Functions of Affective States. Journal of Personality and
Social Psychology, 45, 513-523.
Thursday:
1. Yap, S.C.Y, Wortman, J., Anusic, I., Baker, S.G., Scherer, L.D., Donnellan, M.B. &
Lucas, R. E. (in press). The Effect of Mood on Judgments of Subjective Well-Being:
Nine Tests of the Judgment Model. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology.
Suggested further reading:
• Schwarz, N. (2012). Feelings-as-information theory. In P. M. Van Lange, A. W.
Kruglanski, E. Higgins (Eds.) , Handbook of theories of social psychology (Vol 1) (pp.
289-308). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publications Ltd.
• Forgas, J. (1995). Mood and judgment: The Affect Infusion Model (AIM).
Psychological Bulletin, 117, 39-66.
• Feldman-Barrett, L.F., Ochsner, K.N. (2007). Automaticity and Emotion. In Bargh (Ed.)
Automatic processes in social thinking and behavior. Psychology Press, New York, NY.
• Lerner, J.S., Li, Y., Valdesolo, P. & Kassam, K.S. (2015). Emotion and Decision
Making. Annual Review of Psychology. Doi:10.1146/annurev-psych-010213-115043.
• Duncan, S. & Feldman-Barrett, L.F. (2007). Affect is a form of cognition: A
neurobiological analysis. Cognition and Emotion, 21, 1184-1211.
• Lindquist, K.A., Wager, T.D., Kober, H., Bliss-Moreau, E., & Feldman-Barrett, L.
(2012). The brain basis of emotion: A meta-analytic review. Behavioral and Brain
Sciences, 35, 121-143.

Week 13: November 14 & 16
TBA
Week 14: November 21 & 23 NO CLASS THANKGIVING BREAK
Week 15: November 28 & 30
Student presentations
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Week 16: December 5 & 7
Student presentations

