
 
 
  
 

‘Social Perception’ Seminar  (Spring 2023) 
  

 
What, When, & Where 

 
Course #s : CGSC 425, PSYC 425 
Distro Group : Social Sciences 
When : Spring 2023, Tuesday afternoons, 3:30 - 5:20 pm 
Where : WLH 007 
Webpage : https://perception.yale.edu/SocPercSem/ 
 

   To download readings and other materials, you must be logged in to Canvas via CAS. 

 
Who 

 
Professor : Brian Scholl  (Professor, Dept. of Psychology; Chair, Cognitive Science program) 
Office : SSS 304  (at the corner of College/Prospect Streets & Grove Street) 
Email : brian.scholl@yale.edu 
Web : https://perception.yale.edu/ 
Office Hours : Just after each class, or by appointment 

 
Seminar Description 

 
How does the mind work?  One of the deepest insights of cognitive science is that this 
question does not have an answer.  Or at least it doesn’t have a single answer: there is no 
one way that the mind works, because the mind is not one thing.  Instead (like the body) 
the mind has parts, and different parts of the mind work in different ways.  Accordingly, a 
great deal of research has involved asking about how different parts of the mind interact — 
and often exploring how one part of the mind influences another part (e.g. when studying 
the influence of emotion on memory, or of attention on moral reasoning).  This seminar 
will explore one such potential connection — and it may be a surprising one, since it 
involves two aspects of the mind that are generally thought to be rather distinct. 
 
We typically think of visual perception as among the simplest and earliest of our basic 
cognitive processes, while we think of social cognition as among the most advanced forms 
of higher-level thought.  In this seminar we will explore how these two aspects of the mind 
connect — often in rich and unexpected ways.  We will examine how social influences do 
and do not influence what we see, and how perception itself traffics in (and may be 
specialized for) social information. 
 
Specific topics will likely include: perceiving traits such as trustworthiness and 
competence in faces; facial attractiveness; gaze processing and social attention; the 
perception of race, and ‘perceptual stereotyping’; the perception of agency and 
intentionality; biological motion; social color vision; morality and ‘mind perception’; social 
olfaction (exploring how we communicate social information to each other via smell); and 
social and cultural influences on perception. 



 
 

Seminar Format 
 
This course will be run as a reading-and-discussion seminar.  Though there may be 
occasional mini-lectures or guest presentations, the usual format will involve an extended 
group discussion of a set of weekly readings focused on a particular aspect of social 
perception.  The exact topics that we cover will depend on the interests of the seminar 
attendees and the interest generated about specific research ideas.  In almost all cases, 
however, the majority of the readings will be drawn from the primary research literature in 
several areas of psychology and beyond — including cognitive psychology, vision science, 
social psychology, neuroscience, infant cognition, and behavioral economics. 
 
To ensure a relatively intimate forum for in-depth discussion, the seminar will be capped at 
approximately 20 students, so instructor permission will be required to attend after the 
first class.  All participants should be prepared to discuss the material for each day of class 
in detail, and students will frequently be asked on the spot for their opinions and analyses. 

 
Application/Selection Process 

 
If there are more interested students than available spots, then we’ll detail a process for 
making the decisions during the first session (asking everyone to send us some information 
that evening), and we’ll have the enrollment decisions made within 48 hours.  So, to be 
considered, you must show up to (or contact us before) the first session.  In case it helps 
with your planning and preferences, note that I do not plan to teach this seminar again, at 
least for a couple of years. 
 
The decisions about who will be able to enroll in the seminar will be made in a holistic and 
ineffable way on the basis of the requested information, probably along with some form of 
random lottery.  Senior majors in Cognitive Science and Psychology will have some priority 
— but to help ensure some diversity of perspectives, some non-seniors and some students 
from other majors and programs will be able to take the seminar too, regardless of the 
demand.  (Indeed, I always admit at least some juniors and even intrepid sophomores.) 
 

Requirements and Evaluation 
 
You will be expected to carefully study the background reading for each meeting, and to 
discuss the material in class.  In addition, you’ll submit brief (~ 1-page) weekly reading 
responses, and will complete a final seminar paper or project on a relevant topic of your 
own choosing.  In more detail: 
 
1. (20%) Participation in Discussions   
  Your major task: just come to class each week prepared to actively and thoughtfully 

discuss the day’s topic(s)! 
 
2. (30%) Weekly Reading Responses   
  For each class, the next week’s readings will be distributed along with a question to 

which you’ll have to respond in a short (~ 1-page) essay. These questions will typically 
involve your own views on various theoretical issues involved in the readings, and they 
will often serve as the jumping-off point for the ensuing class discussion. Essay  



 
 
 
  responses will be due no later than 5 pm on the evening before the class when 

the relevant readings will be discussed — by email to brian.scholl@yale.edu (with no 
attachments, please!). 

 
3. (50%) Final Paper or Project   
  The only other requirement for the seminar will be a final paper or project, due at the 

very end of the semester (typically a week before the final grades are due — a date that 
may differ for different classes of students).  This requirement is flexible: it can be met 
by a standard research paper (roughly 15 double-spaced pages), by a proposal for 
some experiments you would like to run (also roughly 15 pages), or by actually 
constructing and running a pilot experiment (with a brief write-up and/or class 
presentation).  (For senior Psychology majors taking the seminar to fulfill part of their 
senior requirement, the minimum limit will be 5000 words, and the due dates may be 
a bit different.)  We will discuss the nature of this paper/project more fully in class, 
and I will frequently highlight potential topics as we encounter them.  And at some 
point near the end of the semester, I will also ask you to submit a brief list of 
brainstormed ideas for the paper.  I invite you to view this paper/project not as an 
irritating course-specific requirement, but rather as an opportunity to integrate the 
seminar with your own more general research goals, by actually proposing (and then 
perhaps running) an experiment of your own design.  Indeed, my hope is that this 
requirement may contribute to your own research goals beyond this seminar (e.g. 
forming the foundation of a senior thesis or even a published paper, as has often 
happened in previous iterations of this seminar). 

 
Tentative Schedule 

 
The schedule below may very well change, since the topics we cover (and how much time 
we spend on them) will depend on your interests — especially toward the end of the 
seminar.  But this may serve as a rough guide to the kinds of topics we’ll discuss: 
 
# Date Topic 
1 Jan 17 Introduction to social perception (the topic and the seminar) 
2 Jan 24 Can social factors change how we see? 
3 Jan 31 Can culture change how we see? 
4 Feb 7 Seeing you seeing me: Gaze perception and social attention 
5 Feb 14 Seeing minds in motion: Visual processing of agency and intentionality 
6 Feb 21 I like the way you move: Perceiving biological motion 
7 Feb 28 About face: Perceiving and recognizing faces 
8 Mar 7 I’d vote for her: Perceiving social information in faces 
- Mar 14 [No class: Spring break; go crazy] 
- Mar 21 [No class: Try to recover from poor decisions made the previous week] 
9 Mar 28 Ooh la la: Facial attractiveness 
10 Apr 4 Seeing race: Perceptual stereotyping 
11 Apr 11 Morality, perception, and ‘mind perception’ 
12 Apr 18 Mimicry and imitation: Social vision in action 
13 Apr 25 Sniff, sniff: Social olfaction 

 



 
 

 
Readings 

 
A finalized reading list for the seminar as a whole is not possible, for a few reasons.  In 
particular, we will try to let our seminar discussions determine our future foci to some 
degree — such that we might introduce new topics that come up organically, or we might 
end up spending more time on a few topics that we collectively find to be especially 
fascinating and/or difficult.  The exact readings for each meeting will always be distributed 
at least one week in advance (e.g. announced during the previous session), and will 
typically involve several papers, with a total of perhaps 30-60 pages per week. 
 
The readings themselves will be drawn from several sources, including leading science 
journals (e.g. Nature, Science), leading psychology journals (e.g. Psychological Science, 
BBS), perception journals (e.g. Perception, Visual Cognition), social psychology journals 
(e.g. JPSP, JESP, Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, Social Cognition) and 
perhaps some journals with which you are less familiar (e.g. Proceedings of the IEEE, 
Archives of Sexual Behavior, American Journal of Political Science, Experimental 
Economics, Psychoneuroendocrinology). 
 
Occasionally, different students may be asked to complete different auxiliary readings, so 
that we can cover more ground.  Other times — quite often, actually! — you may also be 
asked to read an additional paper of your own choosing, based on citations and 
discussions in the main assigned papers (or, better, based on your own literature search).  
In either case, you should be prepared to summarize your auxiliary reading during our 
class meeting, and I will typically ask you to send it to me ahead of time, along with a 1-
paragraph summary of what piqued your interest about it. 
 
There will be no reading packet.  All of the readings will be available online, and will be 
posted on our class webpage, where you can print them out at your leisure, or read them on 
your computer/tablet/phone/watch, etc. 

 
 

Sample Readings 
 
Though the specific topics that we cover (and how much we cover them) are subject to 
change based on our collective interests, here are some of the sorts of readings we may 
explore together — with five sample papers listed per topic: 
 
Discussion #1:  Can social factors change how we see? 
 
Levin, D., & Banaji, M. (2006). Distortions in the perceived lightness of faces: The role of race categories. Journal of 

Experimental Psychology: General, 135, 501–512. 
Schnall, S., Harber, K., Stefanucci, J., & Proffitt, D. (2008). Social support and the perception of geographical slant.  

Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 44, 1246-1255. 
Balcetis, E., & Dunning, D. (2010). Wishful seeing...  Psychological Science, 21, 147-152. 
Firestone, C., & Scholl, B. J. (2016).  Cognition does not affect perception: Evaluating the evidence for ‘top-down’ effects.  

Behavioral and Brain Sciences, e229, 1-77. 
Anllo, H., Watanabe, K., Sackur, J., & de Gardelle, V. (2022). Effects of false statements on visual perception hinge on 

social suggestibility. Journal of Experimental Psychology: Human Perception and Performance, 48, 889-900. 
 



 
 
Discussion #2:  Can culture change how we see? 
 
Nisbett, R., & Masuda, T. (2003). Culture and point of view. Proceedings of the Nat. Acad. of Sciences, 100, 11163-11170. 
Boduroglu, A., Shah, P., & Nisbett, R. (2009). Cultural differences in allocation of attention in visual information 

processing.  Journal of Cross-Cultural Psychology, 40, 349-360. 
Henrich, J., Heine, S., & Norenzayan, A. (2010). The weirdest people in the world? [1st 5 pages only] Behavioral and 

Brain Sciences, 33, 61-135. 
McKone, E., Davies, A., Fernando, D., Aalders, R., Leung, H., Wickramariyaratne, T., & Platow, M.  (2010).  Asia has the 

global advantage: Race and visual attention.  Vision Research, 50, 1540-1549. 
Ueda, Y., Chen, L., Kopecky, J., Cramer, E., Rensink, R., Meyer, D., Kitayama, S., & Saiki, J. (2018).  Cultural differences 

in visual search for geometric figures.  Cognitive Science, 42, 286-310. 
 
Discussion #3:  Seeing you seeing me: Gaze perception and social attention 
 
Heitanen, J., Myllyneva, A., Helminen, T., & Lyyra, P. (2016).  The effects of genuine eye contact on visuospatial and 

selective attention.  Journal of Experimental Psychology: General, 145, 1102-1106. 
Guterstam, A., Kean, H., Webb, T., Kean, F., Graziano, M. (2019).  Implicit model of other people’s visual attention as an 

invisible, force-carrying beam projecting from the eyes.  Proceedings of the Nat. Academy of Sciences, 116, 328-333. 
Dear, K., Dutton, K., & Fox, E. (2019).  Do ‘watching eyes’ influence antisocial behavior?  A systematic review and meta-

analysis.  Evolution & Human Behavior, 40, 269-280. 
Colombatto, C., Chen, Y. -C., & Scholl, B. J. (2020).  Gaze deflection reveals how gaze cueing is tuned to extract the mind 

behind the eyes.  Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences, 117, 19825-19829. 
Colombatto, C., & Scholl, B. J. (2022). Unconscious pupillometry: An effect of ‘attentional contagion’ in the absence of 

visual awareness. Journal of Experimental Psychology: General, 151, 302-308. 
 
Discussion #4:  Seeing minds in motion: Visual processing of agency 
 
Scholl, B. J., & Gao, T. (2013). Perceiving animacy and intentionality: Visual processing or higher-level judgment? In M. 

D. Rutherford & V. A. Kuhlmeier (Eds.), Social perception… (pp. 197-230).  Cambridge, MA: MIT Press. 
Riekki, T., Lindeman, M., & Raij, T. (2014).  Supernatural believers attribute more intentions to random movement than 

skeptics: An fMRI study.  Social Neuroscience, 9, 400-411. 
Gao, T., Baker, C. L., Tang, N., Xu, H., & Tenenbaum, J. B. (2019). The cognitive architecture of perceived animacy: 

Intention, attention, and memory. Cognitive Science, 43, e12775. 
Sandhu, S., Gulrez, T., & Mansell, W. (2020).  Behavioral anatomy of a hunt: Using dynamic real-world paradigm and 

computer vision to compare human user-generated strategies with prey movement varying in predictability.  
Attention, Perception, & Psychophysics, 82, 3112–3123. 

Lorenzi, E., & Vallortigara, G. (2021).  Evolutionary and neural bases of the sense of animacy.  In A. Kaufman, J. Call, & J. 
Kaufman (Eds), The Cambridge Handbook of Animal Cognition (pp. 295-321).  Cambridge University Press. 

 
Discussion #5:  I like the way you move: Perceiving biological motion 
 
Loula, F., Prasad, S., Harber, K., & Shiffrar, M. (2005). Recognizing people from their movement. Journal of 

Experimental Psychology: Human Perception & Performance, 31, 210-220. 
Sweeny, T., Haroz, S., & Whitney, D. (2013).  Perceiving group behavior: Sensitive ensemble coding mechanisms for 

biological motion of human crowds.  Journal of Experimental Psychology: HPP, 39, 329-337. 
Steel, K., Ellem, E., & Baxter, D. (2015).  The application of biological motion research: Biometrics, sport, and the 

military.  Psychonomic Bulletin & Review, 22, 78-87. 
Wang, Y., Wang, L., Xu, Q., Liu, D., Chen, L., Troje, N., He, S., & Jian, Y. (2018).  Heritable aspects of biological motion 

perception and its covariation with autistic traits.  Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences, 115, 1937-1942. 
Peng, W., Cracco, E., Troje, N. F., & Brass, M. (2022).  Does belief in free will influence biological motion perception?  

Psychological Research, https://doi.org/10.1007/s00426-022-01704-9. 
 
Discussion #6:  About face: Perceiving and recognizing faces 
 
Sinha, P., Balas, B., Ostrovsky, Y., & Russell, R. (2006). Face recognition by humans: Nineteen results all computer vision 

researchers should know about. Proceedings of the IEEE, 94, 1948-1962. 
Russell, R., Duchaine, B., & Nakayama, K. (2009). Super-recognizers: People with extraordinary face recognition ability. 

Psychonomic Bulletin & Review, 16, 252-257. 
Koldewyn, K., Hanus, P., & Balas, B. (2014).  Visual adaptation of the perception of ‘life’: Animacy is a basic perceptual 

dimension of faces.  Psychonomic Bulletin & Review, 21, 969-975. 
Takahashi, K., & Watanabe, K. (2015).  Seeing objects as faces enhances object detection.  i-Perception, 6(5), 1-14. 
Chang, L., & Tsao, D. (2017).  The code for facial identity in the primate brain.  Cell, 169, 1013-1028. 



 
 
 
Discussion #7:  I’d vote for her: Perceiving social information in faces 
 
Hall, C., Goren, A., Chaiken, S., & Todorov, A. (2009). Shallow cues with deep effects: Trait judgments from faces and 

voting decisions. In E. Borgida et al. (Eds.), The political psychology of democratic citizenship (pp. 73-99). OUP. 
Krupp, D., DeBruine, L., Jones, B., & Lalumiere, M. (2012).  Kin recognition: Evidence for the perception of both positive 

and negative relatedness. Journal of Evolutionary Biology, 25, 1472-1478. 
Lin, C., Adolphs, R., & Alvarez, R. M. (2019).  Inferring whether officials are corruptible from looking at their faces.  

Psychological Science, 29, 1807-1823. 
Oh, D., Buck, E., & Todorov, A. (2019).  Revealing hidden gender biases in competence impressions of faces.  

Psychological Science, 30, 65-79. 
Jaeger, B., Todorov, A., Evans, A., & van Beest, I. (2020). Can we reduce facial biases?: Persistent effects of facial 

trustworthiness on sentencing decisions. Psychological Science, 26, 1325-1331. 
 
Discussion #8:  Ooh la la: Facial attractiveness 
 
DeBruine, L. (2004). Facial resemblance increases the attractiveness of same-sex faces more than other-sex faces. 

Proceedings of the Royal Society of London, 271, 2085-2090.  
Walker, D., & Vul, E. (2014).  Hierarchical encoding makes individuals in a group seem more attractive.  Psychological 

Science, 25, 230-235. 
Furl, N. (2016).  Facial-attractiveness choices are predicted by divisive normalization.  Psychological Science, 27, 1379-

1387. 
Butler, E., Saville, C., Ward, R., & Ramsey, R. (2017).  Physical attraction to reliable, low variability nervous systems: 

Reaction time variability predicts attractiveness.  Cognition, 158, 81-89. 
Jones, B., Hahn, A., & DeBruine, L. (2019).  Ovulation, sex hormones, and women’s mating psychology.  Trends in 

Cognitive Sciences, 23, 51-62. 
 
Discussion #9:  Seeing race: Perceptual stereotyping 
 
Freeman, J., Penner, A., Saperstein, A., Scheutz, M., & Ambady, N. (2011).  Looking the part: Social status cues shape 

race perception.  PLoS One, 6, 325107. 
Gwinn, O. S., & Brooks, K. (2015).  No role for lightness in the encoding of Black and White: Race-contingent face 

aftereffects depend on facial morphology, not facial luminance.  Visual Cognition, 23, 597-611. 
Pietrazewski, D., Curry, O., Peterson, M., Cosmides, L., & Tooby, J. (2015).  Constituents of political cognition: Race, 

party, politics, and the alliance detection system.  Cognition, 140, 24-39. 
Uddenberg, S., & Scholl, B. J. (2018).  TeleFace: Serial reproduction of faces reveals a Whiteward bias in race memory.  

Journal of Experimental Psychology: General, 147, 1466-1487. 
Colombatto, C., Uddenberg, S., & Scholl, B. J. (2021). The efficiency of demography in face perception. Attention, 

Perception, & Psychophysics, 83, 3104-3117.   
 
Discussion #10:  Morality, perception, and ‘mind perception’ 
 
Gray, K., Knobe, J., Sheskin, M., Bloom, P., & Feldman Barrett, L. (2011). More than a body: Mind perception and the 

nature of objectification. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 101, 1207-1220.  
Gray, K., Young, L., & Waytz, A. (2012). Mind perception is the essence of morality. Psychological Inquiry, 23, 101-124.  
Waytz, A., & Young, L. (2012). The group-member mind trade-off: Attributing mind to groups versus group members. 

Psychological Science, 23, 77-85.  
Parnamets, P., Johansson, P., Hall, L., Balkenius, C., Spivey, M., & Richardson, D. (2015). Biasing moral decisions by 

exploiting the dynamics of eye gaze. Proceedings of the National Academy of Science, 112, 4170-4175.  
Schein, C., Hester, N., & Gray, K. (2016). The visual guide to morality: Vision as an integrative analogy for moral 

experience, variability, and mechanism. Social and Personality Psychology Compass, 10, 231-251.  
 
Discussion #11:  Mimicry and imitation: Social vision in action 
 
Chartrand, T., & Bargh, J. (1999). The Chameleon effect: The perception-behavior link and social interaction. Journal of 

Personality and Social Psychology, 76, 893-910. 
Neda, Z., Ravasz, E., Brechet, Y., … , & Barabasi, A. (2000). The sound of many hands clapping. Nature, 403, 849-850. 
Leander, N., Chartrand, T., & Wood, W. (2011). Mind your mannerisms: Behavioral mimicry elicits stereotype 

conformity. Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 47, 195-201. 
Naber, M., Pashkam, M., & Nakayama, K. (2013). Unintended imitation affects success in a competitive game. 

Proceedings of the National Academy of Science, 110, 20046-20050. 



 
 
Duffy, K., & Chartrand, T. (2015). Mimicry: Causes and consequences. Curr. Opinion in Behavioral Sciences, 3, 112-116. 
Arnold, A.J.,&  Winkielman, P. (2020).  The mimicry among us: Intra- and inter-personal mechanisms of spontaneous 

mimicry. Journal of Nonverbal Behavior, 44, 195–212. 
 
Discussion #12:  Sniff, sniff: Social olfaction 
 
Weisfeld, G., Czilli, T., Phillips, K., Gall, J., & Lichtman, C. (2003).  Possible olfaction-based mechanisms in human kin 

recognition and inbreeding avoidance.  Journal of Experimental Child Psychology, 85, 279-295. 
McDermott, R., Tingley, D., & Hatemi, P. (2014).  Assortive mating on ideology could operate through olfactory cues.  

American Journal of Political Science, 58, 997-1005. 
de Groot, J., Semin, G., & Smeets, M. (2017).  On the communicative function of body odors: A theoretical integration 

and review.  Perspectives on Psychological Science, 12, 306-324. 
Perl, O., Mishor, E., Ravia, A., Ravreby, I., & Sobel, N. (2020). Are humans constantly but subconsciously smelling 

themselves?  Philosophical Transactions of the Royal Society, 375, Article 20190372, 1-13. 
Ravreby, I., Snitz, K., & Sobel, N. (2022).  There is chemistry in social chemistry.  Science Advances, 8, eabn0154, 1-11. 
 


