Dan Wegner
1470 WJIH
Spring 2007

Psychology 1551: Mind Perception

How should we understand the mind of a cow, acomputer, a corporation, a
person in pain, or a hated enemy? How does our natural ability to perceive minds
influence our tendency to attribute amind to God or to the dead? These are questions
about mind perception.

The ways in which we perceive the conscious adult human mind are sometimes
extended for use in perceiving other entities that depart from this mental prototype. Such
non-prototypical minds—the minds of animals, robots, groups, and others—can
challenge our mind perception processes and so reveal how these processes operate. And
while some targets of mind perception stretch our capacities for understanding, others
may over-extend our tendency to see minds and lead us to perceive amind when in fact
nothing isthere. This course explores how mind perception processes function by
examining how they operate in the perception of unusual targets—kinds of minds that
transcend the prototypical idea of the human mind.

REQUIREMENTS

Comments on the Main Readings . Each week there will be main readings for the class
(marked with * in the outline below). Y our assignment is to do the reading and then turn
in apage (or so) of comments on the reading set by class time that week. The comments
should include 4 elements. a summary (afew sentences summarizing the readings), an
idea (the most interesting or important idea you found in the readings or had about the
topic), aquestion (a query, comment, complaint, wish, deeply repressed desire, or issue
for class discussion), and an example (something you have experienced that is relevant to
the topic). Class discussion each week will center on these comments. This requirement
accounts for 20% of your course grade.

Class Participation. Y our discussion, questions, and comments in class will account for
20% of your course grade. Late arrival and/or absence from class are considered lapsesin
participation.

Individual Reports on the Special Readings. In addition to the main readings, there are
special readings for each week’ s topic. Each member of the class will select 2 to 3 of the
weekly topics (beginning 2-14) and do one of the special readings those weeks. A 10-
min. presentation on the special reading will be done in class that week. Y our assignment
isto present the special readings clearly and creatively, and to explain how the reading
relates to the week’ stopic. This requirement accounts for 25% of your course grade.

Term Paper. A paper examining a specific topic in the study of mind perception accounts
for 30% of your grade. This paper may take the form of areview, atheory, acase report,
aresearch proposal, or aresearch report. A proposal for the paper (under one page) is due



4-4; awritten paper in APA styleisduein class on 4-25; and a brief oral presentation of
the paper in class should be prepared by 4-25 for presentation then or on 5-2.

Study Pool. Participation in the Department of Psychology Study Pool for 5 hours over
the course of the semester will account for 5% of your grade. Alternative assignments
can be substituted if you prefer. Study pool details are here:

http://studypool .wjh.harvard.edu/

DATES, OUTLINE, AND READINGS

* The main readings for each topic.
% Highest priority special readings.
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*Baron-Cohen, S. (1994). Mindblindness. Cambridge, MA, MIT Press. (Ch. 1, 4-5).

*Dennett, D. (1996). Kinds of minds. New Y ork: Basic Books. (Ch 1-3).
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manuscript.
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Russell, S. J., & Norvig, P. (1995). Artificial intelligence: a modern approach. Englewood Cliffs, NJ:
Prentice-Hall.

Wegner, D. M., & Giuliano, T. (1982). The forms of social awareness. InW. J. Ickes & E. S. Knowles
(Eds.), Personality, roles, and social behavior (pp. 165-198). New Y ork: Springer-Verlag.
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region. Trendsin Cognitive Sciences, 7, 267-278.

Barrett, H. C., Todd, P. M., Miller, G. F., & Blythe, P. W. (in press). Accurate judgments of intention from
motion cues aone: A cross-cultural study. Evolution and Human Behavior.

Bassili, J. N. (1976). Temporal and spatial contingencies in the perception of social events. Journal of
Personality and Social Psychology, 33, 680-685.
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Blumberg, M. S., & Wasserman, E. A. (1995). Animal mind and the argument from design. American
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perception and interpretation of complex intentional movement patterns. Neuroimage, 12, 314-
325.

Dally, J. M., Emery, N. J.,, & Clayton, N. S. (2006). Food-caching western scrub-jays keep track of who
was watching when. Science, 312, 1662-1665.

Decety, J., Grezes, J., Costes, N., Perani, D., Jeannerod, M., Procyk, E., et al. (1997). Brain activity during
observations of actions: Influence of action content and subject’s strategy. Brain, 120 1763-1777.

Epley, N., Waytz, A., & Cacioppo, J. T.(in press). On seeing human: A three-factor theory of
anthropomorphism.
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Cognitive Sciences, 2, 493-501.
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National Academy of Science, USA, 95, 15061-15065.
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1143-1158.
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Psychology, 57, 243-259.
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Psychophysics, 14, 201-211.

*Kennedy, J. S. (1992). The new anthropomorphism. New Y ork: Cambridge University Press. (Ch 1-2)

%L angton, S., Watt, R. J.,, & Bruce, V. (2000). Do the eyes have it? Cues to the direction of social
attention. Trends in Cognitive Sciences, 4, 50-59.

Macrag, C. N., Hood, B. M., Milne, A. B., Rowe, A. C., & Mason, M. F. (2002). Are you looking at me?
Eye gaze and person perception. Psychological Science, 13(5), 460-464.

Medin, D. L., & Atran, S. (2004). The native mind: Biological categorization and reasoning in development
and across cultures. Psychological Review, 111, 960-983.

%M orewedge, C.K., Preston, J. & Wegner, D.M. (in press). Timescale bias in the attribution of mind.
Journal of Personality and Social Psychology.

%Opfer, J. E. (2002). Identifying living and sentiment kinds from dynamic information: The case of goal-
directed versus aimless autonomous movement in conceptual change. Cognition, 86, 97-122.

Pelphrey, K. A., & Morris, J. P. (2006). Brain mechanisms for interpreting the actions of others from
biological-motion cues. Current Directions in Psychological Science, 15, 136-140.

*Scholl, B., & Tremoulet, P. D. (2000). Perceptual causality and animacy. Trends in Cognitive Sciences, 4,
299-309.

Tremoulet, P. D., & Feldman, J. (2000). Perception of animacy from the motion of a single object.
Perception, 29, 943-951.
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Bartneck, C. (2000). Affective Expressions of Machines. Unpublished manuscript.

%Breazed, C., & Aryananda, L. (2002). Recognition of affective communicative intent in robot-directed
speech. Autonomous Robots, 12, 83-104.

*Breazeal. C. (2002). Regulation and entrainment in human-robot interaction. International Journal of
Robotics Research, 21, 1-20.

%Breazeal, C. (2003). Emotion and sociable humanoid robots.

Emery, N. J. (2000). The eyes have it: The neuroethology, function and evolution of social gaze.
Neuroscence and Biobehavioral Reviews, 24, 581-604.

Floridi, L., & Sanders, J. W. (2004). On the morality of artificial agents. Minds and Machine, 14, 349-379.
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interaction in a collaborative task. Human-Computer Interaction, 19, 151-181.

*Johnson, S. C. (2003). Detecting agents. Phil. Trans. R. Soc. Lond. B, 358, 549-559.

%L egerstee, M. (1991). Therole of person and object in eliciting early imitation. Journal of Experimental
Child Psychology, 51, 423-433.

%McFarland, D., & Bosser, T. (1993). Intelligent behavior in animals and robots. Cambridge, MA: The
MIT Press. (Ch. 1)

Read, S., Miller, L., Monroe, B., Brownstein, A., Zachary, W., LeMentec, J.-C., et a. (2006). A
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Notes in Computer Science (Vol. 4133, pp. 316-328). Berlin/Heidelberg: Springer-Verlag.
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Thomaz, A. L., Hoffman, G., & Breazeal, C. Experimentsin socially guided machine learning:
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Neuroscience, 3, 463-471.

Stuss, D. T., Galup, G. G., J., & Alexander, M. P. (2001). The frontal lobes are necessary for 'theory of
mind'. Brain, 124, 279-286.

Vogeley, K., Bussfeld, S. P., Newen, A., Herrmann, S., Happe, F., Falkai, P., et al. (2001). Mind reading:
Neural mechanisms of theory of mind and self-perspective. Neuroimage, 14, 170-181.

*Wegner, D. M., Fuller, V., & Sparrow, B. (2002). Clever hands: Uncontrolled intelligence in facilitated
communication. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 85, 5-19.

%Woodward, A. (1999). Infants' ability to distinguish between purposeful and nonpurposeful behaviors.
Infant Behavior and Development, 22, 145-160.
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responsibility for intergroup killing. Journal of Perosnality and Social Psychology, 90(5), 804-
818.
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Psychological Science, 17(5), 383-386.
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and Applied Social Psychology, 22, 31-42.



%Galinsky, A. D., & Moskowitz, G. B. (2000). Perspective-taking: Deceasing stereotype expression,
stereotype accessibility, and in-group favoritism. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology,
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%L oughnan, S., & Haslam, N. (In press). Animals and androids: Implicit associations between social
categories and nonhumans. Psychological Science.
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and Cognitive Science.
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Transactive memory or improved communication? Organizational Behavior and Human Decision
Processes, 82, 117-133.
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Luhrmann, T. M. (2004). Metakinesis: How God becomes intimate in contemporary U.S. Christianity.
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