Chapter 3: Social Cognition: How we think about the social world

	· Describe and contrast automatic and controlled thinking
· Apply understanding of social cognitive processes (e.g., heuristics, mental practice) to your own life



Kevin Chappell 
· All around perfect guy got hit by a car  visual agnosia 
· A condition where he could see objects but were unsure of what they were
· Chappell was able to greet others by name. Why? 
· He was able to recognize faces but only upright faces

Social cognition is the way that people think about themselves, and the social world. It is how we select, interpret, remember, and use social information to make judgments and decisions.
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Two kinds of thinking: low effort thinking (automatic) and high effort thinking (controlled, slower, and takes more resources).

Automatic thinking 
· Thinking that is nonconscious, unintentional, involuntary, and effortless
· E.g. seeing two dark lenses attached to frame  automatically recognize sunglasses 
· Schemas & Heuristics 

People as everyday theorists: Automatic thinking with schemas 
· Automatic thinking helps us understand new situation by relating them to past experiences 
· Mental “script” tells us what to do and how to act based on past experiences and existing mental schemas
· E.g. mental script automatically tells us that we must go up to the counter to order food 
· Schemas: are mental structures people use to organize their knowledge about the social world around themes or subjects and that influence information that people notice, think about, and remember
· Everyday term for schema is concept
· For example, people were told Michael was either a salesperson or artistic and that his friends described him as an extrovert
· Ones who were told that he was a salesperson said he probably speaks loudly and is very pushy
· Ones who were told he was artistic said he was the life of the party and not afraid of the spotlight
· Given a label, we fill in the blanks with information that is consistent with our schemas. 
· Another example: John the lawyer or construction worker, asked people to come up with examples of John being aggressive 
· Lawyer  argues, construction worker  punches 

Why do we have schemas?
· Schemas are useful for helping to organize/make sense of the world & fill in gaps in our knowledge 
· Also, reduced the amount of information we need to take in 
· Schemas provide expectancies about what will happen or what an object will be like – called “going beyond the information given” 
· Korsakov’s syndrome: neurological condition where people have difficultly forming schemas; sufferers invent schemas were none exist 
· Kevin Chappell, visual agnostic, has no schemas! What if everything is unlike anything else you’d ever known? 
· Mr. Thompson, Korsakov’s syndrome, “for such a patient must literally make himself (and his world) up every moment” 
· Helpful in confusing situations 
· Harold Kelley’s guest lecturer prefaced with one of two biographies that were the same except “a rather cold person” vs. “a rather warm person” 
· Ambiguity in the situation b/c guest lecturer had only lectured a short time 
· Students would use schemas to fill in the blank in ambiguous situation 
· Students who expected the instructor to be warm were more likely to ask him questions and participate in class discussion 
· Owl note study: 
· Participants read a story about Robert and Michael 
· Group 1: learned before reading that Robert was the boss of Mike  activated the boss/subordinate schema 
· Group 2: learned that Rob and Mike were equals  activated the coworker schema 
· Group 3: learned Rob was the boss after reading 
· Group 4: learned Rob and Mike were coworkers after reading 
· Only the group that had the boss/subordinate schema activated before reading reported later that the Robert (the boss) used more assertive language 
· Thus the schema in the “before” conditions influence what participants noticed and they interpreted the men’s comments 

Which Schemas are applied? Accessibility and Priming. 
· Accessibility: The extent to which schemas and concepts are at the forefront of people’s minds and are therefore likely to be used when making judgements about the social world
· There are three reasons why schemas become accessible:
· Some schemas are chronically accessible because of past experience (recent experience is about priming; we’re talking about accessibility right now)
· If there is history of alcoholism in your family, traits of alcoholics are more likely to come to the forefront of your mind when you encounter someone in the street who is talking to himself.
· Schemas are more accessible when they are related to a current goal.
· If you are studying for a test on mental disorders, you will more likely associate that person to having a mental disorder rather than an alcoholic.
· Schemas can become temporarily accessible because of recent experiences
· For example, if you had just finished reading a book about mental health patients, you will more likely think that person is a mental health patient because that is more at the forefront of you mind. This is known as priming.
· Priming: When recent experiences increase the accessibility of schemas, making it more likely to be used to interpret a new event
· Type of automatic thinking, (occurs fast, unintentionally, unconsciously) 
· Essentially, one event bringing to mind a schema that is used in other situations 
· E.g. do word search to find competence words, then do math quiz, will do better on math quiz
· E.g. have a fight with bae then notice happy couples more 
· Priming Study: Donald made to seem like thrill-seeking dude in paragraph. Last sentence: “Only rarely did he change his mind–even when it might well have been better if he had” 
· Prior to this, participants memorized a list of words 
· Positive words memorized (e.g. adventurous, confident)  more likely to report positive impression of Donald 
· Negative words memorized (e.g. reckless, conceited)  more likely to report negative impression of Donald
· Important features of priming:
· 1) What you are using to prime has to be relevant to what you are priming for
· E.g. words like “neat” or “disrespectful” were not relevant to Donald’s behaviour 
· Schemas need to be not only accessible, but also applicable 
· 2) Priming can operate outside of conscious awareness
· Priming Study: 
· Hypothesis: subliminally priming people with legal concepts leads to more competitiveness, perceptions of others as untrustworthy, and greater self-interest 
· Study 1: primed with legal vs. neutral word groups, both groups read ambiguous meeting paragraph, legal group perceived the scenario as more competitive 
· Study 2: primed with legal vs. neutral word groups, both groups played a game, legal group played more competitively 
· Study 3: primed with legal expressed more opposition	 to government interest that was not in their self-interest 		
Do schemas affect what you eat? YES
· Study 1: 
· Groups: 
· Primed with meal schema (3 course meal at table) 
· Primed with non-meal schema (standing @ counter, food in random order  control)
· Results:
· Primed with meal schema ate less pasta when offered after eating than control b/c it was in their mind that they had just eaten a meal 
· Study 2: 
· Groups: Primed with God vs. Control 
· Results: Primed with God group ate less cookies 
Schemas and Stereotyping (OWL)
· Stereotypes represent schemas of particular social groups, specifically, stereotypes reflect characteristics one associates with a particular group 
· E.g. stereotypes about teachers, religious groups, ethnic groups, elderly ppl
· Stereotypes provide expectancies about how members of the group will behave, which thereby guides our actions towards them 
· E.g. schema of elderly = senile & frail  likely to treat them like children 
· E.g. schema of elderly = wise  likely to treat them with respect 

Embodied cognition: the process by which bodily sensations activate mental structures such as schemas
· Study 1: 
· Groups: citrus scent room vs. control
· Clean smell associated with morality & dirtiness with immorality 
· Results: People in clean smell room were more likely to donate time & money than control
· Study 2:
· Groups: sat on wobbly furniture (physically unstable group) vs. stable furniture (control) 
· Results: Wobbly furniture rated own/others’ relationships less likely to last and were more drawn to people with stable personalities than control. 
· Study 3: 
· Groups: held warm coffee vs. ice coffee vs. control 
· Results: Bodily sensation activated a schemas about friendly people as ‘warm’ and unfriendly people as ‘cold’  influence people’s impression of stranger 

Self-fulfilling prophecy: the case whereby people have an expectation about what another person is like which influence how they act to that person, which then causes that person to behave consistently with original expectations 
· i.e. making our schemas come true 
· a form of automatic thinking – the teachers in the below study do not deliberately help bloomers… rather, they treat the bloomers differently in four ways 
· 1) create warmer emotional climate 
· 2) give more & harder material to learn
· 3) give better feedback for their work 
· 4) give more chances to respond in class & longer time to respond
· Study: 
· Group of students given an IQ test, and randomly chosen as “bloomers”, teacher was informed these random students would “bloom” academically in the upcoming year 
· Results: the randomly chosen kids had significantly higher IQ gains than other groups 
· Teachers unintentionally made their expectations about their students come true by treating some students differently than others. 
· Reign of error: where people can cite the actual course of events as proof they were right from the very beginning 
· E.g. Mr. Jones thinks boys are better than girls at math & he supports his schema with this evidence “In my classes over the years, 3x as many boys as girls have excelled at math”.
· We are not doomed to succumb to self-fulfilling prophecies 
· If we’re motivated to form an accurate impression of person & pay attention to see what the other person is really like 

Cultural Determinants of Schemas 
· Everyone has schemas about the world, but the content of our schemas is influenced by our culture
· E.g. Cattle are a central part of Bantu community, Bantu ppl can distinguish between different cattle 
· Now onto heuristics, another type of automatic thinking 

Mental Strategies and Shortcuts: Heuristics 
· Schemas are shortcuts, but when we have to make a specific decision, we don’t always have a schema to apply (e.g. new situation) OR there may be too many schemas
· Solution: Use judgmental heuristics– mental shortcuts peoples use to make judgements quickly and efficiently 
· Note: Heuristics are not always accurate, but a highly functional and serve us well nonetheless
· Availability Heuristic– mental shortcut whereby people base a judgement on the ease with which they can bring information to mind 
· Study: people asked to memorize famous and non-famous names. People were more likely to recall the famous names. When asked if there were more men or women in the list, they would say the gender that had more famous people 
· Even physicians use availability heuristic when making diagnoses, i.e. their diagnoses are influenced by how easily they can bring to mind diff diseases, e.g. rare blood disorder of a girl correctly diagnosed by a physician who just finished writing a book on genetic diseases of historical figures
· Study: groups had to think about 6 or 12 occasions where they were assertive, the former group later rated themselves as more assertive because thinking of 6 times they were assertive is easy (compared to 12 times)  used availability heuristic. The latter group rated themselves as less assertive because it was prob hard to come up with 12 examples. 
· A professor actually used this to get better class ratings
· Representative Heuristic–mental shortcut whereby people classify something according to how similar it is to a typical case 
· Base Rate Information–information about the frequency of members of different categories in the population 
· People tend to pay less attention to base rate information and more attention to representative heuristic 
· For example, if I was walking through campus and saw someone with a French accent and dressed nicely, I would still assume they are an Ontario resident because majority of students at the university are from Ontario. Representativeness heuristic would lead me to believe that person is from France.
· Barnum effect: 
· Due to representative heutristic 
· Personality report that got 4.26/5 on a how well it describes people 
· The statements are vague enough such that everyone can find a past behaviours that is representative of this statement 
· Illusory correlations (OWL):
· When an individual believes that two variables are correlated when they are NOT
· How do they happen?
Noticing expected events: 
· E.g. superstitions; when specific events (e.g. seeing a black cat or finding a penny) are associated with good/bad outcomes (i.e. good or bad luck)
· These associations develop because people notice when a superstition is confirmed but do not when it’s not confirmed 
· E.g. the hot hand, which is the belief that players shoot in streaks such that they’re more likely to make a shot if the shot before was successful
· This is an illusion. People tend to notice when a player makes several shots in a row
Overestimate the frequency with which two unlikely events co-occur 
· E.g. easier to recall two warm days in Jan than a cold day
· E.g. minorities are rare (by definition) and negative events are rare relative to helpful events  people might overestimate the extent to which minorities commit negative actions 
· Study showed that people overestimated the number of times that a minority group committed rare behaviours (didn’t depend on if the behaviour was good or bad; if it was rare it was overestimated)
· This process might lead to the formation of negative stereotypes 
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Cultural Differences in Automatic Thinking 
· Western cultures: tend to have analytic thinking style (where people focus on the properties of objects without considering their context)
· Eastern Asian cultures: tend to have a holistic thinking style (type of thinking where people focus on the overall context, e.g. the ways in which objects related to each other 
· Study: two plane pics 
· EA cultures noticed more background and how the planes changed in relative to one another 
· Western cultures noticed that one had less windows 
· Why? Due to information-rich cultural products of East Asia  causes people to develop better search strategies 
· Study: EA websites contain more information than Canadian sites
· Groups of EA and Canadian students asked to find target objects on information pages & EA students were faster
· Study: Differences at the physiological level 
· EA have more cortical activation when told to ignore the context (black box) 
· Americans have more cortical activation when told to pay attention the context (black box) 
· More activation = more activity = b/c task is more difficult 
· Study: ERP (event related potential – provided fine-grained analysis of neural activity) showed that Euro-American paid more attention to targets & EA-American paid more attention to context around targets 
· These thinking differences come from actual differences in the environment of the culture 
· Japanese scenes contain more info than American scenes

The power of automatic thinking 
· Automatic thinking occurs subconsciously 
· Apartment choosing study: immediate choice (no time to think about it), conscious thought (2 mins to think about it), and unconscious thought (where the participant was distracted) 
· Unconscious thought (distracted) group made the best choice in picking apartment 
· When people were distracted they were still working at the task unconsciously
· Research suggest that your unconscious assessment of your romantic relationship may be more accurate than conscious 
· Study: couples did daily diaries for two weeks, reported how they felt about their partner 
· Then everyone got assessed for their automatic attitude towards spouse 
· Results: the dynamics of the relationship better reported in unconscious than conscious (diary) judgment 
· Called “smart unconscious”  which picks up relationship dynamics that conscious reflection may not 
· Research reveals that nonconscious thinking is far more persuasive that previously thought 

Controlled Social Cognition: High-Effort Thinking
· Controlled thinking: Thinking that’s conscious, intentional, voluntary, and effortful 
· Ppl can turn on and off this kind of thinking, they are aware of what they’re thinking 
· Requires mental energy 
· Can only think in conscious & controlled way about 1 thing at a time 
· In contrast, automatic thinking can happen in the background

Counterfactual thinking: mentally changing some aspect of the past as a way of imagining what might have been. 
· E.g. I wish I was going more slowly when I hit that patch of ice 
· E.g. I’m glad I was born in Canada rather than other places in the world 	
· Additive counterfactual thinking is engaging in something that had not happened originally, for example you would be think “if only I had done…” 
· Subtractive counterfactual thinking is engaging in removing something that had happened originally, so you would be thinking, “if only I hadn’t done…”

Counterfactual thinking is more likely to occur when we just missed avoiding a negative event. 	
· For example, we are much more likely to engage in counterfactual thinking if we got a 69 on a test where we were aiming for 70 than if we got 60 on that same test 
· Research shows that from interviewing people who have lost a spouse/child often engaged in counterfactual thinking years after the death 
· The more they engaged in counterfactual thinking, the more distressed they 
· Similar findings for spinal cord injury victims 
· Study also showed that silver medalists are generally less happy then bronze medalists 
· In particular, silver medalists are particularly unhappy if they expected to get gold & bronze medalists are particularly happy if they expected to not win a medal at all
· It’s harder for bronze medalists to engage in counterfactual thinking (i.e. thinking of ways they could have won gold)
· Counterfactual thinking is an example of controlled thinking but it is not always controllable or intentional. 
· Sometimes we don’t choose to engage in counterfactual thinking, but the thought process itself is controlled and conscious.

Counterfactual thinking can be a good thing. 
· Upward counterfactual thinking: reflections on how past events might have turned out better
· when counterfactual thinking is not only about why an event occurred, but also about how various outcomes could have been avoided and how to cope better in the future  Learning how various outcomes could have been avoided is a good thing!
· Contrast with downward counterfactual thinking: where reflections on how past events might have turned out worse, and are less likely to yield useful ideas
· E.g. study showed that after asking students to recall an exam they did bad on and list actions that could have been taken to improve exam score showed greater intentions to perform success enhancing behaviour 
· Exception: students who are high in perfectionism (e.g. believe their best is never good enough) may not generate counterfactuals with a positive, motivating effect
·  E.g. similar study with prisoners
· asked to either generate counterfactuals (“I probably wouldn’t have been convicted if…”) or report the facts of their case 
· results suggested that generating counterfactuals may help offenders not re-offend. 
Counterfactual thinking (OWL)
· can intensify the emotional response to an event 
· when it’s easy to imagine how something might not have occurred, the event causes more emotion 
· if positive event: people feel better/happier when they can easily can imagine how it might not have occurred (b/c if it’s easy to imagine how it could have occurred, then it’s not that exciting)
· e.g. if someone randomly on a whim buys a lotto ticket and they win! They’d be more happy than someone who buys lotto tickets everyday. Since it’s easy to imagine how winning could have not happened
· if negative event: people feel worse if they can easily can imagine how it might not have occurred (b/c is the event was unavoidable, then you’re not as sad bc u expected it)
· e.g. if someone takes a new route home and gets into an accident. They’d be more upset than if they got into an accident when taking their normal route home. B/c it’s easy to imagine now the accident could have not happened.

Improving Human Thinking 
1) Make people humbler about their reasoning abilities 
· Overconfidence barrier: people have too much confidence in the accuracy of their judgments, we are usually not as correct as we think we are
· Get people to consider the possibility that they’re wrong 
· Research shows that when people were asked to consider the opposite point of view, they realized there were other ways to construe the situation 
2) Teach people some basic stats and methodological principles 
· Research shows that people’s reasoning skills can be improved by taking statistics courses, graduate training in stats, or even just one time lessons 
· But further research shows that training in stats and research methods does not always guarantee translation to everyday life 
· Showed that in order to improve reasoning abilities, they had to use lessons that focused on application of course material to everyday life 

Portrayal of social thinking (OWL) 
· Which is better? Auto thinking or controlled/effortful thinking? 
· Saying one is better than the other is a false dichotomy; it doesn’t have to be one or the other; both are important for diff reasons and situations. Our thinking involves an interaction between the two 
· Conclusion: social cognitions provides the foundation for more sophisticated and elaborate judgements and behaviours
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Actual and Recalled Numbers of Behaviours Committed by Group Members

Condition 1 (Positive Behaviours More Common than Negative Behaviours)

Actual Number Estimated Number
Group A Positive Behaviours 18 1752
Group A Negative Behaviours H 579
Group B (mincrity) Positive Behaviours, 9 948
Group B (minority) Negative Behaviours 4 6217

Condition 2 (Negative Behaviours More Common than Positive Behaviours)

Actual Number Estimated Number
3 587

Group A Negative Behaviours 16 157

Group B (mincrity) Positive Behaviours 4 6137

Group B (minority) Negative Behaviours 3 229

*** Estimated number of rare behaviours by members of minority group (participants
overestimated the combination of two unlikely events).





