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Course Description

This course will expose you to theory and research that addresses the self, particularly how people maintain positive self-views.  We will focus on how people’s perceptions, thoughts, and behaviors serve goals associated with the self.  We will discuss the biases inherent in attributions, memories, and self-assessments, how people use others to maintain positive self-views, what the outcomes of these biases and behaviors are, and what limitations and boundaries exist for such self-processes.

Class Format

My intention is to create a true seminar environment.  Class periods will involve discussions led by students.  These discussions may include demonstrations, debates, movies, and any other teaching tool that students feel will contribute to understanding and digesting the material.  Therefore, there will not be formal lectures in this class, which means your interests will determine much of the direction of the class.  This also implies that you must do the reading and be ready to discuss it at an IN-DEPTH level in class.  Simply put, the nature of the class and its assignments (i.e., no exams) make it so that the structure of the class is flexible, yet it is your responsibility to keep up with readings and writing assignments.

Miscellaneous Information

1.  To facilitate communication between fellow classmates and myself, it is imperative that you check your email regularly.  

2.  Although we do not have exams in this course, if for any reason you will need special accommodations for assignments due to a disability, please contact Ms. Susan Clark, Coordinator of Disability Services (x2322).  After contacting her, then touch base with me.  Please do this EARLY in the term.

3.  Realize that my grading system uses a “C” grade as the starting point for what is adequate work.  In other words, acceptable work does not necessarily imply you will receive a B grade on the assignment.  Average or acceptable work will be given a C.  Grades for work that is more than acceptable or average will be graded from the C point.

Course Objectives
· To become familiar with research and theory associated with the self, particularly how the “self” is a dynamic entity that influences thoughts and behavior.

· To think critically about research and theory concerning the self.  Specifically:


Pick out themes in the readings.


Identify important points and conclusions from the readings.


Find inconsistencies and contradictions in research and theory.


Identify methodological flaws in research.


Integrate readings from different topics.

· To be comfortable with reading primary literature and with gleaning from it important points.

· To be able, both verbally and in writing, to articulate your viewpoints on research and theory, to express your reactions from the readings, and comment on and integrate social psychological theory and research.

· To consider how the social psychological perspective on the self might differ from other psychological perspectives, or differ from other disciplines’ views on the self.

· To apply concepts, theory, and research to your daily life, including current events and personal interests.

· To encourage open discussion about controversial topics.

· To think independently about the phenomena we discuss, including developing support for your opinions about the field.

· To take advantage of the flexibility of the course to create a learning experience that you value.  

· ***To approach class with the goal of learning and digesting the material rather than “getting a grade.”  

Course Assignments

Your performance in class will be evaluated in 4 areas:  10 short (2-page) thought papers (35%), leading 2 class discussions (20%), 1 research paper (12-18 pages) (20%), and participation and attendance (25%).

Thought papers (35%):

1.  You will be responsible for completing a thought paper for each class period (except for the classes in which you are leading discussion).  There are 11 thought papers to complete. You will receive grades for 10 thought papers. Therefore, you can drop your lowest thought paper grade, or opt not to complete one thought paper.

2.  The paper should be 2 pages, double-spaced and typed (you will be penalized for papers that drastically exceed the 2-page limit).  It is due at the BEGINNING of class (LATE PAPERS WILL NOT BE ACCEPTED - AT ALL).  In most cases, I will ask you to respond to a specific question or questions, or give you a topic for the paper.  

3.  The purpose of the papers is for you to demonstrate that you understand the readings, and can integrate and apply them (either to other articles, a personal example, etc.).  These papers are worth 35% of your grade and as such should be taken seriously.  The grading system for the papers is indicated below.  Do not be surprised if you do not do well on the first few papers.  You will be rewarded in your final grade if improvement is evident on these papers throughout the term.  Grades will be based on your ability to demonstrate in-depth knowledge and understanding of the readings, to think critically about the readings, to demonstrate insight and creativity about the topic and how it relates to your interests, other disciplines, and real world issues.  This should NOT be a regurgitation or summary of the readings but rather an in-depth articulation of your reaction to the readings.  

4.  Because this is an upper-level class, I expect all of you to write in grammatically correct sentences, to present your ideas in an organized and coherent manner, and to use spell check.  If you present excellent and creative ideas in your paper, but your writing is poor (e.g., you use run-on or incomplete sentences), or not organized, you will not receive the highest grade for the paper.  I have attached some tips on writing these papers to avoid some of these mistakes.

5.  Grading system.

0 = Did not complete paper (or turn it in on time)

1 = Weak Paper:  

Did not answer question, obvious did not read articles closely, did not demonstrate 

understanding of the readings articles, did not communicate ideas clearly, only summarized or 

provided superficial response to the readings.

2 = Acceptable, average: 

Demonstrated knowledge and understanding of the readings, paper clearly written.

3 = Excellent:

       
Demonstrated keen and in-depth understanding and application of readings, provided a unique and 

insightful response, well-written and clear.

Leading Class Discussion (20%):

1.  For two classes, you and another student will present the readings for that class.  Your goal is to guide discussion and highlight what YOU think are the important issues to glean from the readings.  You will need to meet with me at least one DAY in advance of the class to discuss what your presentation will include.  When you meet with me, you should have an outline of what you will cover and how you will cover it, including discussion questions.  I will provide you an additional handout to help you organize and prepare for our meeting and for the discussion.  Before you meet with me, you and your fellow discussion leader need to read the articles, discuss the topic and readings, and decide what you want to include in your discussion (including demonstrations, videos, etc.).  Coming unprepared for our meeting will affect your grade for leading class discussion.

2.  During the class in which you are leading discussion you should:

- Highlight the important points from the readings, but DO NOT REGURGUTATE all of the details of 

   the theory or experiments.  When you meet with me, I may advise you as to what to add or deduct from 

   your presentation.  

- Possibly use handouts, overheads, power point, or other visual aides in your presentation.

- Provide questions for the class that will:


Get students to discuss the themes of the readings, their reactions to the readings 

(e.g., did the authors make a controversial point?  Were the readings contradictory?).


Get students to articulate their opinions and thoughts about the topic.


Get students to integrate and apply the readings to previous readings, other psychological topics,



other disciplines, the “real” world, their experiences, current events, etc..

- Use any demonstrations, videos, or other classroom techniques (e.g., organize a debate, do an 

   experiment in class) that would help illustrate your points and spur on discussion.

- Note:  It may be useful to peruse the suggested readings or other sources for your discussion.  

3.  Your grade will be based on both your classmates’ and my evaluation (an example evaluation sheet is attached to the syllabus).  You will be evaluated on:

- Were you organized and prepared?  Were you coherent and clear? Did you appear knowledgeable?

- Did you spur on a lively discussion?  Ask good questions?  Get students to think?  

- Did you offer insights to the readings?  Did you identify key points, themes, etc.?

Research Proposal (20%):

1.   You will be responsible for completing one long research paper.  This paper will be in the form of a research proposal.  The proposal will be about a topic relevant to the course.  This proposal should resemble one you would do for an independent research project.  It will involve reviewing the literature on a topic of your choice, and coming up with an idea concerning that topic that you could test.  In other words, your research proposal should represent an integration of the research and literature on a topic, with the goal of this integration providing a new “spin” on the topic.

2.  Your proposal will include an introduction, a method section, and a short conclusions/discussion section.  In the introduction, you will review the pertinent literature (i.e., research and theory articles from psychological journals and books) in the area that you are investigating.  The end of the introduction will involve stating a SPECIFIC hypothesis. In the method section, you will describe the participants and procedures you would use to test your hypothesis, as well as your specific predictions for the outcome of your proposed research.  In the conclusion/discussion portion, you will end your paper with  a brief discussion of, if your hypothesis were to be supported, the implications of your research to the study of the self.

3.  Your research proposal will be written in APA (American Psychological Association) style.  This means your paper should sound and look like the writing that is found in psychological journal articles.  In other words, this is scientific writing.  

4.  Paper topics (a few sentences) are due Jan. 20 in class.  A detailed outline of your research paper is due Feb. 3 in class.  Your research proposals are due Feb. 19 by 5:00 PM.  More handouts regarding the research proposal will be provided throughout the term.

Participation and Attendance (25%):

1.  In order for a seminar-format course to be successful, active and lively participation is necessary from everyone.  This means you must come to class having read, digested, and critically analyzed the assigned readings, and then articulate the thoughts and views you have integrated to the class.  The more engaged you are in the class and the readings, the more you (and rest of us) will get from the class.  If you typically do not enjoy sharing your views and ideas in class, this may not be the appropriate class for you to take.  

2. There are 11 class periods in which you will be able to participate (you will not be graded on participation when you lead discussion).  I will monitor your participation for each class period.  I will base your participation grade on 10 periods.  Therefore, if you do have to miss a day, this will not hurt your participation.  However, any absences over and above that will greatly influence your participation grade.

3.  My suggestion to help ensure your participation is to come to class armed with several questions or ideas that you found interesting or meaningful from the readings.  These questions could integrate the readings for the week, apply previous readings to the current readings, apply the readings to another area of psychology or another discipline, bring up a methodological issue, bring to light a controversial point that readings make, and so on.

4.  **In order for people to feel comfortable to share their opinions and views during discussion, we all must respect each other’s input in class.  Although we may have different opinions and values, the classroom is a place in which these differences should be an asset rather than an impediment.

Course Schedule and Reading Assignments

The date associated with the readings is the date that readings will be discussed in class.  Therefore, all readings (NOT including additional readings or topics) should be completed by the date indicated above them.

Welcome and Introduction
#1:  Jan. 6  Monday

Introduction to class.

Review syllabus and expectations for the class.

What is “self”?  How should we construe the self? what is the purpose of self?  what does/can the self do?  what type of inlfuence does self have on thoughts and behavior?  
#2:  Jan. 9 Thursday

Introduction readings.  “Self” as flexible, multi-faceted, and influential.

Leary, M.R. & Tangney, J.P. (2003). The self as an organizing construct in the behavioral and social 

sciences.  In M.R. Leary and J.P. Tangney (Eds.), Handbook of self and identity, (pp. 3-140). New York: 

Guilford.

Markus, H., & Wurf, E. (1987). The dynamic self-concept: A social psychological perspective. Annual Review of Psychology, 38, 299-337.

Greenwald, A.G. (1980). The totalitarian ego: Fabrication and revision of personal history. American Psychologist, 35, 603-618.

Not required but is an excellent overview and review of most of the social psychological literature on self:

Baumeister, R.F. (1989). The self. In Gilbert, D.T., Fiske, S.T., & Lindzey, G. (Eds.), The handbook of 

social psychology, (Vol. 1, pp. 680-740).

Additional Readings:

Baumeister, R.F. (1987). How the self became a problem: A psychological review of historical research. Journal of Personality and Social Psycholog (JPSP), 52, 163-176.

Additional topic:  

Social cognition and the self. How is the self construed as a cognitive entity?  

Linville, P. W. & Carlston, D. E. (1994). Social cognition of the self.  In Devine, et-al. (Eds.).  Social cognition: Impact on 

social psychology. (pp. 143-193). San Diego, CA, US: Academic Press, Inc.

Markus (1977). Self-schemata and processing information about the self. JPSP, 35, 64-78.

#3: Jan. 13  Monday

What shapes the self?  What are some of the motivations that influence 





self-processes?

Swann, W. B. (1990). To be adored or to be known? The interplay of self-enhancement and self-verification. In E.T. Higgins & R. M. Sorrentino (Eds.), Motivation and cognition: Foundations of social behavior (Vol. 2, pp. 408-448).  New York: Guildford.

Dunning, D. (1995). Trait importance and modifiability as factors influencing self-assessment and self-enhancement motives. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 21,1297-1306.

Sedikides, C. (1993). Assessment, enhancement, and verification determinants of the self-evaluation process. JPSP, 65, 317-338.

Swann, W.B. (1997). The trouble with change: Self-verification and allegiance to the self. Psychological Science, 8, 177-180.

Additional Readings:
Higgins, E.T. (1997). Beyond pleasure and pain. American Psychologist, 52, 1280-1300.

Linehan, M.M. (1997). Self-verification of drug abusers: Implications for treatment. Psychological Science, 8, 181-183.

Ryan, Sheldon, Kasser, & Deci (1996). All goals are not created equal: An organismic perspective on the nature of goals and their regulation. In Gollwitzer & Bargh (Eds.), The psychology of action: Linking cognition and motivation to behavior, ( pp. 7-26). Guilford Press: New York.

Swann, W.B., Griffin, J.J., Predmore, S., & Gaines, B. (1987). The cognitive-affective crossfire: When self-consistency confronts self-enhancement. JPSP, 52, 881-889.

Swann, W. B. (1987). Identity negotiation: Where two roads meet. JPSP, 53, 1038-1051.

Swann, W.B., Pelham, B.W., & Krull, D.S. (1989). Agreeable fancy or disagreeable truth? Reconciling self-enhancement and self-verification. JPSP, 57, 782-791.

Trope, Y. (1986). Self-enhancement and self-assessment in achievement behavior. In E.T. Higgins & R. M. Sorrentino (Eds.), Motivation and cognition: Foundations of social behavior (Vol. 1, pp. 350-378).  New York: Guildford.

#4:  Jan. 16 Thursday
Hot or cold?  Perspectives on how self influence thoughts and actions.

Can the influence of self be cognitive only or are motives key?  If so, how do motives influence cognitive processes?  

Miller, D.T., & Ross, M. (1975). Self-serving biases in the attribution of causality: Fact or fiction? Psychological Bulletin, 82, 213-225.

Paulhus, D.L., & Suedfeld, P. (1988). A dynamic complexity model of self-deception. In J. S. Lockard & D.L. Paulhus (Eds.), Self-deception: An adaptive mechanism? (pp. 132-145). Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice Hall. 

Kunda, Z. (1990). The case for motivated reasoning. Psychological Bulletin, 108, 480-498.

Additional Readings:

Dunning, D. (1999). A newer look: Motivated social cognition and the schematic representation of social concepts. Psychological Inquiry, 10, 1-11.

Baumeister, R.F. (1996). Self-regulation and ego threat: Motivated cognition, self-deception, and destructive goal setting.  In P.M. Gollwitzer & J.A. Bargh (Eds.). The psychology of action: Linking cognition and motivation to behavior (pp. 27-47). New York: Guilford.

Bradley, G. W. (1978). Self-serving bias in the attribution process: A reexamination of the fact or fiction question. JPSP, 36, 55-71.

Breckler, S.J., & Greenwald, A.G. (1986). Motivational facets of the self. In E.T. Higgins & R. M. Sorrentino (Eds.), Motivation and cognition: Foundations of social behavior (Vol. 1, pp. 145-164).  New York: Guildford.

Cantor, N., Markus, H., Niedenthal, P., & Nurius, P. (1986). On motivation and the self-concept. In E.T. Higgins & R. M. Sorrentino (Eds.), Motivation and cognition: Foundations of social behavior (Vol. 1, pp. 96-121).  New York: Guildford.

Chaiken, Giner-Sorolla, & Chen (1996). Beyond accuracy: Defense and impression motives in heuristic and systematic information processing. In Gollwitzer & Bargh (Eds.), The psychology of action: Linking cognition and motivation to behavior, (pp. 553-578). Guilford Press: New York.

Greenwald, A.G. (1988). Self-knowledge and self-deception. In J. S. Lockard & D.L. Paulhus (Eds.), Self-deception: An adaptive mechanism? (pp. 113-131). Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice Hall. 

Snyder, C.R. (1988). From defenses to self-protection: An evolutionary perspective. Journal of Social and Clinical Psychology, 6, 155-158.

Tetlock, P.E.,  & Levi, A. (1982). Attribution bias: On the inconclusiveness of the cognition-motivation debate. Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 18, 68-88.

Pyszczynski, T., & Greenberg, J. (1987). Toward an integration of cognitive and motivational perspectives on social inference: A biased hypothesis-testing model. Advances in Experimental Social Psychology, 20, 297-340.

Additional Topic:  

Are motives necessarily conscious?  Are people aware of the goals that influence thoughts and behavior?

ways that people maintain positive self-views in thoughts and actions.
#5:  Jan. 20   Monday
Self-Serving Bias, and Self-Serving Attributions.

**RESEARCH PROPOSAL TOPICS ARE DUE TODAY
Ross, M., & Sicoly, F. (1979). Egocentric biases in availability and attribution. JPSP, 37, 322-336.

Shepperd, J.A. (1993). Student derogation of the SAT: Biases in perceptions and presentations of college board scores. Basic and Applied Social Psychology, 14, 455-473.

Silvia, P.J., & Duval, T. S. (2001).  Predicting interpersonal targets of self-serving attributions. Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 37, 333-340.

Additional Readings:

Zuckerman, M. (1979). Attributions of success and failure revisited, or: The motivational bias is alive and well in attribution theory. Journal of Personality, 47, 245-287.

Campbell, W.K, and Sedikides, C. (1999). Self-threat magnifies the self-serving bias: A meta-analytic integration. Review of General Psychology, 3, 23-43.

Campbell, W.K, Sedikides,C., Reeder,G.D, & Elliott, A.J. (2000). Among friends? An examination of friendship and the self-serving bias. British Journal of Social Psychology, 39, 229-239.

Duval, T.S., & Duval, V.H. (1987). Level of perceived coping ability and attribution for negative events.  Journal of Social and Clinical Psychology, 5, 452-468.

Duval, T.S., & Silvia, P.J. (2002). Self-awareness, probability of improvement, and the self-serving bias. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 82, 49-61.

#6:  Jan. 23  Thursday
Self-Serving Appraisals and Memories.

Dunning, D., Meyerowitz, J.A., & Holzberg, A.D. (1989). Ambiguity and self-evaluation: The role of idiosyncratic trait definitions and self-serving assessments of ability. JPSP, 57, 1082-1090.  

Sanitioso, R., Kunda, Z, & Fong, G. T. (1990). Motivated recruitment of autobiographical memories. JPSP, 59, 229-241.

Weinstein, N.D. (1980). Unrealistic optimism about future life events. JPSP, 39, 806-820.

Additional Readings:

Dunning, D. (2003). The relation of self to social perception. In M.R. Leary and J.P. Tangney (Eds.), Handbook of self and identity (pp. 421-441).  New York; Guilford.

Kunda, Z., & Sanitioso, R. (1989). Motivated changes in the self-concept. Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 25, 272-285.

Bahrick, H.P., Hall, L.K., & Berger, S.A. (1996). Accuracy and distortion in memory for high school grades. Psychological Science, 7, 265-271.

Goethals, Messick, & Allison (1991). The uniqueness bias: Studies of constructive social comparison. In J. Suls & T. A. Wills (Eds.) Social comparison: Contemporary theory and research (pp. 149-176). Erlbaum: Hillsdale, NJ.

Ross, M., & Conway, M. (1986). Remembering one’s own past: The construction of personal histories. In E.T. Higgins & R. M. Sorrentino (Eds.), Motivation and cognition: Foundations of social behavior (Vol. 1, pp. 122-144).  New York: Guildford.

Ross, M. (1989). Relation of implicit theories to the construction of personal histories. Psychological Review, 96, 341-357.

Goethals & Reckman (1973). The perception of consistency in attitudes. Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 9, 491-501.

Klar, Y., & Giladi, E. E. (1997). No one in my group can be below the group’s average: A robust positivity bias in favor of anonymous peers. JPSP, 73, 885-901.

#7:  Jan. 27   Monday

Self-Handicapping

Berglas, S. & Jones, E.J. (1978). Drug choice as a self-handicapping strategy in response to noncontingent success. JPSP, 36, 405-417.

Self, E.A. (1990). Situational influences on self-handicapping. In R.L. Higgins, C.R. Snyder, & S. Berglas (Eds.), Self-handicapping: The paradox that isn’t, (pp. 37-68). New York: Plenum. 

Leary, M.R., & Shepperd, J.A. (1986). Behavioral self-handicaps versus self-reported handicaps: A conceptual note. JPSP, 51, 1265-1268.

Shepperd, J.A., & Arking, R.M. (1991). Behavioral-other enhancement: Strategically obscuring the link between performance and evaluation. JPSP, 60, 79-88.

Additional readings:

Higgins, R.L., Snyder, C.R., & Berglas, S. (1990). Self-handicapping: The paradox that isn’t. Plenum Press: New York. 

Higgins, R.L. (1990). Self-handicapping: Historical roots and contemporary branches.  In R.L. Higgins, C.R. Snyder, & S. Berglas (Eds.), Self-handicapping: The paradox that isn’t, (pp. 1-35). New York: Plenum. 

Baumgarder & Brownless (1987). Strategic failure in social interactions: Evidence for expectancy disconfirmation processes.  JPSP, 53, 535-535.

Shepperd & Kwavnick. (1999). Maladaptive image maintenance. In Kowalski & Leary (Eds.), The social psychology of emotional and behavioral problems (pp. 249-277). American Psychological Association: Washington D.C. 

How do people maintain positive self-views when faced with negative feedback or threat?  

#8:  Jan. 30 Thursday
Self-affirmation theory, coping with stigma, and derogating others.

Steele, C.M., Spencer, S.J., & Lynch, M. (1993). Self-image resilience and dissonance: The role of affirmation resources. JPSP, 64, 885-896.

Fein, S. & Spencer, S.J. (1997). Prejudice as self-image maintenance: Affirming the self through derogating others. JPSP, 73, 31-44. 

Crocker, J. & Major, B. (1989). Social stigma and self-esteem: The self-protective properties of stigma. Psychological Review, 96, 608-630.

Additional Readings:

Steele, C.M. (1988). The psychology of self-affirmation: Sustaining the integrity of the self. In L. Berkowitz (Ed.), Advances in Experimental Social Psychology (Vol. 21, pp. 261-302). New York: Academic Press. 

Spencer, S.J., Fein, S., Wolfe, C.T., Rong, C., & Dunn M.A. (1998). Automatic activation of stereotypes: The role of self-image threat. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 24, 1139-1154.

Baumeister, R.F. (1996). Self-regulation and ego threat: Motivated cognition, self-deception, and destructive goal setting. In Gollwitzer & Bargh (Eds.), The psychology of action: Linking cognition and motivation to behavior, (pp. 27-47). Guilford Press: New York.

Aronson, E. (1999). Dissonance, hypocrisy, and the self-concept. In E. Harmon-Jones, & J. Mills (Eds.) Cognitive dissonance: Progress on a pivotal theory in social psychology (pp. 103-126). American Psychological Association: Washington, D.C. 

Aronson, J., Cohen, G., & Nail, P.R. (1999). Self-affirmation theory: An update and appraisal. In E. Harmon-Jones, & J. Mills (Eds.) Cognitive dissonance: Progress on a pivotal theory in social psychology (pp. 127-147). American Psychological Association: Washington, D.C. 

Gibbons & Gerrard (1991).  Downward comparison and coping with threat. In J.Suls and T. A Wills (Eds). Social comparison: Contemporary theory and research (pp. 317-345). Erlbaum: Hillsdale, NJ.

Schneider, D.J., & Turkat, D. (1975). Self-presentation following success or failure: Defensive self-esteem models.  Journal-of-Personality, 43, 127-135. 

Taylor (1983). Adjustment to threatening events: A theory of cognitive adaptation. American Psychologist, 38, 1161-1173.

Morgan & Janoff-Bulman (1994). Positive and negative self-complexity: Patterns of adjustment following traumatic versus non-traumatic life experiences. Journal of Social and Clinical Psychology, 13, 63-85.

Sinclair & Kunda (2000). Motivated stereotyping of women: She's fine if she praised me but incompetent if she criticized me. Personality and Social Psychology-Bulletin, 26, 1329-1342.

Maintaining Positive Self-Views in a Social Context: How people use others to maintain positive self-views.

#9:  Feb. 3   Monday

Social Comparison Theory, Self-Evaluation Maintenance Model

**RESEARCH PROPOSAL OUTLINES ARE DUE TODAY

Wood, J.V. (1989). Theory and research concerning social comparisons of personal attributes. Psychological Bulletin, 106, 231-248.

Tesser, A. (1988). Toward a self-evaluation maintenance model of social behavior. In L. Berkowitz (Ed.), Advances in Experimental Social Psychology (Vol. 21, pp. 181-227). New York: Academic Press. 

Additional readings:

Brown, J.D., Novick, N.J., Lord, K.A., & Richards, J.M. (1992). When Gulliver travels: Social context, psychological closeness, and self-appraisals. JPSP, 62, 717-727.

Goethals, Messick, & Allison (1991). The uniqueness bias: Studies of constructive social comparison. In J. Suls & T. A. Wills (Eds.) Social comparison: Contemporary theory and research (pp. 149-176). Erlbaum: Hillsdale, NJ.

Wills, T.A. (1991). Similarity and self-esteem in downward comparison.  In J. Suls and T.A. Wills (Eds.), Social comparison: Contemporary theory and research (pp. 51-78). Erlbaum: Hillsdale, NJ.

Gibbons & Gerrard (1991).  Downward comparison and coping with threat. In J.Suls and T. A Wills (Eds). Social comparison: Contemporary theory and research (pp. 317-345). Erlbaum: Hillsdale, NJ.

Wood, J.V., & Lockwood, P. (1999). Social comparisons in dysphoric and low self-esteem people. In R.M. Kowalski & M.R. Leary (Eds.), The social psychology of emotional and behavioral problems, (pp. 97-136). American Psychological Association: Washington D.C. 

#10:   Feb. 6 Thursday*
  Reconciling Upward Social Comparison with Maintaining Positive 

*Day or time of class may change.
  Self- views.

Cialdini, R.B. et al. (1976). Basking in reflected glory: Three (football) field studies. JPSP, 34, 366-375.

Collins, R.L. (1996). For better or worse: The impact of upward social comparison on self-evaluations.  Psychological Bulletin, 119, 51-69.

Alicke, M.D., LoSchiavo, F.M., Zerbst, J., & Zhang, S.(1997). The person who outperforms me is a genious: Maintaining perceived competence in upward social comparison.  JPSP, 73, 781-789.

Additional readings:  

Pelham, B.W., & Wachsmuth, J.O. (1995). The waxing and waning of the social self: Assimilation and contrast in social comparison. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 69, 8256-838.
what are the outcomes of self-enhancing biases?  Good?  Bad?
#11:  Feb. 10  Monday
Positive Illusions

Taylor, S.E., & Brown, J.D. (1988). Illusion and well-being: A social psychological perspective on mental health. Psychological Bulletin, 103, 193-210.

Colvin, C.R.,  & Block, J. (1994). Do positive illusions foster mental health? An examination of the Taylor and Brown formulation. Psychological Bulletin, 116, 3-20.

Robins & Beer (2001). Positive illusions about the self: Short-term benefits and long-term costs.  JPSP, 80, 340-352.

Additional Readings:

Taylor, S.E., & Brown, J.D. (1994) Positive illusions and well-being revisited: Separating fact from fiction. Psychological Bulletin, 116, 21-27.

Colvin, C.R., Block, J., & Funder, D.C. (1995). Overly positive self-evaluations and personality: Negative implications for mental health.  JPSP, 68, 1152-1162.

Baumeister, R.F. (1989). The optimal margin of illusion. Journal of Social and Clinical Psychology, 8, 176-189.

Alloy, L., & Abramson, L.Y. (1988). Depressive realism: Four theoretical perspectives. In L.B. Alloy (Ed.), Cognitive processes in depression (pp. 223-265). New York: Guilford Press.

#12:  Feb. 13 Thursday
The downsides of being “good” or thinking highly of oneself.

Baumeister, R.F., Heatherton, T.F., & Tice, D.M. (1993). When ego threats lead to self-regulation failure: Negative consequences of high self-esteem. JPSP, 64, 141-156.

Bushman, B.J., & Baumeister, R.F.(1998). Threatened egotism, narcissism, self-esteem, and direct and displaced aggression: Does self-love or self-hate lead to violence? JPSP, 75, 219-229.

Exline, J.J., & Lobel, M. (1999). The perils of outperformance: Sensitivity about being the target of a threatening upward comparison. Psychological Bulletin, 125, 307-337.

Additional Readings:

Baumeister, R.F., Bushman, B.J., Campbell, W.K. (2000).  Self-esteem, narcissism, and aggression: Does violence result from low self-esteem or from threatened egotism? Current Directions, 9, 26-29.

Leary, M.R., Bednarski, R., Hammon, D., & Duncan. T. (1997). Blowhards, snobs, and narcissists: Interpersonal reactions to excessive egotism. In R.M. Kowalski (Ed.), Aversive interpersonal behaviors (pp. 111-131). New York: Plenum Press.

Gilovich, T., Kruger, J., & Savitsky, K.  (1999). Everyday egocentrism and every interpersonal problems.  In R.M. Kowalski & M. Leary (Eds), The social psychology of emotional and behavioral problems: Interfaces of social and clinical psychology (pp. 69-95). Washington D.C.: American Psychological Association.

Rhodewalt, F., Sanbonmatsu, D.M, Tschanz, D.L., Feick, D.L., & Waller, A. (1995). Self-handicapping and interpersonal trade-offs: The effects of claimed self-handicaps on observers’ performance evaluations an feedback. Personality and Social Psychological Bulletin, 21, 1042-1050.

Additional topic: 

 Self-regulation:  Where positive biases and high self-esteem meet their limits.

Muraven, M., & Baumeister, R.F. (2000). Self-regulation and depletion of limited resources: Does self-control resemble a muscle? Psychological Bulletin, 126, 247-259.

Kruger & Dunning (1999). Unskilled and unaware of it: How difficulties in recognizing one’s own incompetence lead to inflated self-assessments. JPSP, 77, 1121-1134.

Heatherton, T.F., & Ambady, N. (1993). Self-esteem, self-prediction, and living up to commitments. In R.F. Baumeister (Ed.), Self-esteem: The Puzzle of low self-regard (pp. 131-145). New York: Plenum Press.

Additional topic:

Stability of self-esteem:  Problems associated with unstable high self-esteem.  See me for readings.

**RESAERCH PROPOSALS DUE BY 5:00 PM FEBRUARY 19 (last day of classes)

(Due in Dr. Pontari’s office - points will be deducted for late papers - after 5:00 PM)

Are people always positively biased?  Unrealistic?  -  “negotiating reality”
#13:  Feb. 17  Monday
Boundaries to self-serving biases and unrealism.

Shepperd, J.A., Ouellette, J.A., & Gross, J.K. (1996). Abandoning unrealistic optimism: Performance estimates and the temporal proximity of self-relevant feedback. JPSP, 70, 844-855.

Gollwitzer, P.M.,  & Kinney, R.F. (1989). Effects of deliberate and implemental mind-sets on illusion of control. JPSP, 56, 531-542.

Schlenker, B.R., Pontari, B.A., & Christopher, A.N. (2001).  Excuses and character: Personal and social implication of excuses.  Personality and Social Psychology Review, 5, 15-32.

Additional readings:

Josephs, R.A., Larrick, R. P., Steele, C.M., & Nisbett, R.E. (1992). Protecting the self from the negative consequences of risky decisions. JPSP, 62, 26-37.

Campbell, W.K., Sedikides, C.,  Reeder, G.D.,  & Elliot, A.J.: (2000). Among friends? An examination of friendship and the self-serving bias. British Journal of Social Psychology, 39, 229-239.

Schlenker, B.R., Weigold, M.F., & Doherty, K. (1991). Coping with accountability: Self-identification and evaluative reckonings. In C.R. Snyder & D.R. Forsyth (Eds.), Handbook of social and clinical psychology (pp. 96-115). New York: Pergamon.

The self across cultures:  How universal are the biases we’ve discussed?
#14:  ?????*

Comparing individualistic and collectivist cultures.

*Last day of class to be determined.

Heine, S.J., Lehman, D.R., Markus, H.R., & Kitayama, S. (1999). Is there a universal need for positive self-regard? Psychological Review, 106, 766-794.

Heine, S.J., & Lehman, D.R. (1997). The cultural construction of self-enhancement: An examination of group-serving biases. JPSP, 72, 1268-1283.

Heine, S.J., & Lehman, D.R. (1995). Cultural variation in unrealistic optimism: Does the west feel more invulnerable than the east? JPSP, 68, 595-607.

Additional readings:

Heine, S.J. et al. (2001). Divergent consequences of success and failure in Japan and North America: An 

investigation of self-improving motivations and malleable selves. JPSP, 81, 599-615.

Kitayama, S., Markus, H.R., Matsumoto, H., & Norasakkunkit, V. (1997). Individual and collective 

processes in the construction of the self: Self-enhancement in the United States and self-criticism in 

Japan. JPSP, 72, 1245-1267.

Markus, H.R., & Kitayama, S. (1991). Culture and the self: Implications for cognition, emotion, and 

motivation. Psychological Review, 98, 224-253.

Heine, S.J., & Lehman, D.R. (1997). Culture, dissonance, and self-affirmation. Personality and Social 

Psychological Bulletin, 23, 389-400.

Endo, Y., Heine, S.J., & Lehman, D.R. (2000). Culture and positive illusions in close relationships: How 

my relationships are better than yours. Personality and Social Psychological Bulletin, 26, 1571-1586.

Markus, H.R., & Kitayama, S. (1994). A collective fear of the collective: Implications for selves and 

theories of selves. Personality and Social Psychological Bulletin, 20, 568-579.

Other topics that we should but will not have time to cover. 

Theories of self-esteem.


Self-concept complexity, malleability and clarity.

Measuring self-esteem.


The interplay between private and public notions of self.

Stability of self-esteem.


Self-regualtion and self-awareness.

