
Course Information  

• PSY843: Stereotyping, Prejudice, & Discrimination 
• Wednesdays, 5:00-7:50, virtual 
• Zoom Location:  

o https://msu.zoom.us/j/95156576589 
o password: psy843 

 
• Professor: Joseph Cesario 
• Office Hours: by appointment 
• Contact: cesario@msu.edu 
• Website: d2l.msu.edu 

Course Overview 
• This course covers the intra- and inter-personal processes underlying stereotyping, preju-

dice, and discrimination. Emphasis is placed on understanding core principles of these 
topics in light of human evolution. Material is organized around three broad questions: 
Why do we care about groups and what are the consequences of doing so? How and why 
do we store information about groups? How do we understand group differences? 

Course Objectives  
• The primary objective is to learn the principles governing intergroup cognition, affect, 

and behavior. The secondary objective is to learn how to evaluate and present a coherent 
commentary on stereotyping, prejudice, and discrimination research. 

Class Format 
• The expectation is that every student will offer some contribution every class, and the 

quality of the contribution should reflect serious consideration of the week's ideas and 
readings.  

• The format of the course is the following: 
o Before 5:00 Sunday, each student will upload questions/commentary on the assigned 

readings (maximum one page, double-spaced) and one additional reading related to 
the week's topics to the d2l dropbox. 

o Each student should be prepared to (1) discuss/defend their comments and (2) give a 
detailed summary of the reading they uploaded, connecting it to the week's readings. 

Readings 
• Readings and other material are posted on D2L. Readings are listed in the calendar be-

low. 



Evaluation 

1.1 Philosophy 
• Evaluation is based on (1) how well you are able to master the material and apply the 

principles learned to novel questions and situations, as demonstrated in the midterm and 
final paper; (2) class discussion; and (3) your weekly uploaded contributions. 

1.2 Grading 
• Your grade is: 

o Weekly participation, discussion, uploaded commentary (20%) 
o Midterm Exam (40%) 

§ The midterm exam will be a take-home written exam. 
o Final Paper (40%)  

§ The final paper will give you the chance to concentrate on theoretical or empirical 
issues raised during the course. The paper can be: 
• an in-depth and critical analysis of one or a small number of theories pre-

sented during the course 
• an original empirical analysis of data dealing with a theoretical or methodo-

logical issue raised during the course 
• a research proposal influenced by a theoretical or methodological issue raised 

during the course 
• The text of your final paper (not including title page, abstract, tables, figures, 

or references) should be no more than 20 double-spaced pages in length. 
o You will email both your midterm and final paper to a student representative. This 

student representative will then make all the papers anonymous and send them to me 
for evaluation. Only after I have graded all the papers will the student representative 
send me the non-anonymous versions so that I can enter the grades. As we will see in 
this course, we all have the potential for bias -- beneficial and harmful, positive and 
negative -- and sometimes external regulations are the most effective means of ensur-
ing against such bias. Whether preventing such bias helps or hurts you, of course, is a 
different matter. 

Accommodations 
• Students who need accommodations should contact me immediately.  
• Michigan State University is committed to providing equal opportunity for participation 

in all programs, services and activities. Requests for accommodations by persons with 
disabilities may be made by contacting the Resource Center for Persons with Disabilities 
at 517-884-RCPD or on the web at rcpd.msu.edu. Once your eligibility for an accommo-
dation has been determined, you will be issued a Verified Individual Services Accommo-
dation ("VISA") form. Please present this form to me at the start of the term or two weeks 
prior to the accommodation date (test, project, etc.). Requests received without sufficient 
lead time will not be honored. 



Make-Up Assignments/Absences 
• Allowances for makeup assignments and points are given if you have a valid excuse.  
• If you cannot complete an assignment because of a university-scheduled event, a reli-

gious holiday, or some other acceptable event that you could have foreseen, please notify 
me at least one week in advance. 

Academic Honesty 
• The following is the academic honesty statement from the Office of the Ombudsperson; 

all students are required to adhere to this statement:  
o Article 2.3.3 of the Academic Freedom Report states that "The student shares with the faculty the 

responsibility for maintaining the integrity of scholarship, grades, and professional standards." In 
addition, the Psychology department adheres to the policies on academic honesty as specified in 
General Student Regulations 1.0, Protection of Scholarship and Grades; the all-University Policy 
on Integrity of Scholarship and Grades; and Ordinance 17.00, Examinations. (See Spartan Life: 
Student Handbook and Resource Guide and/or the MSU Web site: www.msu.edu.) Therefore, un-
less authorized by your instructor, you are expected to complete all course assignments, including 
homework, lab work, quizzes, tests and exams, without assistance from any source. You are ex-
pected to develop original work for this course; therefore, you may not submit course work you 
completed for another course to satisfy the requirements for this course. Also, you are not author-
ized to use the www.allmsu.com Web site to complete any course work in PSY 342. Students who 
violate MSU rules may receive a penalty grade, including -- but not limited to -- a failing grade on 
the assignment or in the course. Contact your instructor if you are unsure about the appropriate-
ness of your course work. (See also https://www.msu.edu/~ombud/academic-integrity/index.html)  

• If you break the academic honesty agreement in any way, you will receive a 0.0 for the 
course. There are no exceptions.  

The Most Important Part of  the Syllabus 
 

• This course covers difficult, challenging, and controversial topics. The stance that all stu-
dents are required to adopt for this course has two principles: (1) respect for each individ-
ual person and (2) free inquiry and intellectual integrity. In other words, personal attacks 
and dehumanizing statements are not allowed, and neither are attempts to curtail ques-
tions or critical thought. 

 
• Criticism, exploration, and scrutiny of all topics and ideas are requirements for a free and 

open society as well as for meaningful intellectual development. In this course, such criti-
cism will be undertaken with the highest standards of intellectual integrity and respect 
for the person. Indeed, free inquiry is not only the cornerstone of science and scholarship 
but is also intimately connected to respect: To critically evaluate someone's beliefs is a 
sign that you respect that person enough to take their claims seriously and treat them as 
an intellectual equal, rather than patronizing the person by shielding them from criticism. 

  



Calendar 
• Required readings are listed under the date on which they are due. Optional readings/re-

sources are listed in italics and provide more detail on that week's topics. 
• Section I: Why do we care about groups and what are the consequences of doing so? 

o 1/20: Kin selection, reciprocal altruism, & ingroup/outgroup bias 
§ Trivers (1971)  
§ Axelrod & Hamilton (1981) 
§ Yamagishi et al. (1999) 
§ Optional: Ruffle & Sosis (2006) 
§ Optional: Mahajan et al. (2011) 
§ Optional: Hamilton (1963) 

o 1/27: Ingroup/outgroup bias cont.; sexual selection, SDO, male/female prejudice 
§ McDonald, Navarrete, & Sidanius (2011) 
§ Navarrete et al. (2010) 
§ Olsson et al. (2005) 
§ Optional: Navarrete et al. (2009) 

o 2/3: Stigma & dehumanization 
§ Kurzban & Leary (2001) 
§ Haslam (2006) 
§ Optional: Fincher & Tetlock (2016) 

o 2/10: Prejudice "masked" in symbolic & benevolent cloaks 
§ Sniderman & Tetlock (1986) 
§ Pearson et al. (2009) 
§ Glick et al. (2000) 
§ Optional: Meertens & Pettigrew (1997) 

o 2/17: Decreasing intergroup prejudice 
§ Sherif (1958) 
§ Paluck & Green (2009) 
§ One of the following: 

§ Sidanius et al. (2004) 
§ Wolsko et al. (2000) 
§ Mendoza-Denton et al. (2002) 
§ Putnam (2007) 

 

• Section II: How, when, and why do we store and use information about groups? 
o 2/24: Stereotype formation and accuracy 

§ Jussim et al. (2009) 
§ Fiske et al. (1999) 
§ Optional: Hamilton & Gifford (1976) 

o 3/3: No class, break day 
o 3/10: Conditions of categorical activation and use 

§ Kurzban et al. (2001) 
§ Brewer (1991) 



§ Chen et al. (2014) 
o 3/17: Conditions of categorical activation and use cont. 

§ Devine (1989) 
§ Bargh (1999) 
§ Macrae & Bodenhausen (2000) 
§ optional: Kunda & Thagard (1996) 

o 3/24: Indirect/direct measurement and implicit bias (as an explanations of out-
come disparities) 

§ Fazio & Olson (2003) 
§ Arkes & Tetlock (2004) 
§ Oswald et al. (2013) 
§ Optional: Goldin & Rouse (2000) 
§ Optional: von Hippel (2004) 

 

• Section III: How do we understand group differences?  
o 3/31: Introduction 

§ Cesario (in press) 
o 4/7: Sex differences & disparities  

§ Sowell (2008a) 
§ Valla & Ceci (2014) 
§ Cheryan et al. (2016) 
§ Optional: Gino et al. (2015) 
§ Optional: Stoet & Geary (2018) 
§ Optional: Su et al. (2009) 
§ Optional: Su & Rounds (2015) 

o 4/14: Racial differences & disparities 
§ Sowell (2008b) 
§ Beaver et al. (2013) 
§ Williams (1982), Chpt. 1 
§ Heckman (1998) 
§ Optional: Andreoni et al. (2019) 
§ Optional: Cesario et al. (2019) 
§ Optional: Gottfredson (1998, 2004) 

o 4/21: Solutions and failed solutions to disparate outcomes 
§ Steele & Aronson (1995) 
§ Williams (1982), Chpts. 5-9 
§ Sander (2015) and Hsu's post(s) on preferential policies and mis-

match, plus one of the following:  
§ Arcidiacono & Lovenheim (2015) 
§ Heriot (2015) 

FINAL PAPER DUE FRIDAY OF FINALS WEEK. 
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