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This article presents a reflection—construction model of relations between social perception and
social reality. The introduction suggests that { theme underlying much social psychological theor-
izing and research is the belief that social perception is a major force in the creation (construction)
of social reality. Strong constructivist perspectives largely ignore or discount accuracy in social
perception. To redress this limitation. a new theoretical model is presented, the reflection-con-
struction model, which explicitly specifies several ways in which social perception may relate to
social reality. This model incorporates phenomena such as the ability of social perception to accu-
rately predict without influencing social reality; to create social reality through self-fulfilling pro-
phecies, self-sustaining prophecies. and self-defeating prophecies; and to lead to biased judgments
regarding social reality. When interpreted through the reflection-construction model, empirical
research on relations between social perception and social reality often provides more evidence of
accuracy than of self-fulfilling prophecy or biases. The evidence, therefore, supports a weaker

version of the social constructivist view.

“If men define situations as real, they are real in their conse-
quences.” Social scientists have been especially fond of this fa-
mous quote by philosopher W 1. Thomas (e.g., R. A. Jones,
1977; Markus & Zajonc, 1985; Merton, 1948), probably because
it reflects a popular theme of modern social psychology: the
power of human beings to construct their own social realities.
In contrast. I know of no articles quoting the following com-
ment by Bertrand Russell (1935/1974, p. 65): “It is also clear
that, if everyday experience is not to be wholly illusory, there
must be some relation between appearance and the reality be-
hind it.” The total absence of quotes similar to this one seems to
reflect an implicit corollary of the constructivist perspective:
Social perception may often be largely impervious to social
reality.

How are social perception and social reality reiated? Is social
reality so malleable that it is readily transformed by erroneous
social beliefs? Is social perception highly resistant to social real-
ity? To address these questions. I first document a strong social
constructivist tradition within social psychology and trace
some of its roots. Next, [ present the reflection—-construction
model, which integrates the potential for social perception to
construct social reality with the potential for social perception
to be highly sensitive to social reality. Merely by incorporating
causal relations already known to exist, this model generates
new insights into relations between social perception and social
reality, It also provides a framework for interpreting previous

I wrote this article while I was supported by a National Academy of
Education Spencer Fellowship.

I gratefully acknowledge the insightful comments on earlier drafis
provided by Jack Aiello, Richard Ashmore, Richard Contrada, David
Funder, Monica Harris, Dave Kenny, Jon Krosnick, Ann O’Leary,
Ronald Taylor, and the anonymous reviewers.

Correspondence concerning this article should be addressed to Lee
Jussim, Department of Psychology, Rutgers University, New Bruns-
wick, New Jersey 08903.

54

research on relations between social perception and social re-
ality,

Social Construction: The Alleged Power of Belief
to Create Social Reality

For about 35 years, one of the major themes of social psycho-
logical theorizing and research has been that social reality is
constructed by the participants involved in interpersonal inter-
action. There are at least two versions of this social construc-
tivist perspective, a strong version and a weak version. The
strong version assumes that social perception createssocial real-
ity as much or more than it reflects social reality (e.g, see Fiske
& Neuberg, 1990; Fiske & Taylor, 1984: E. E. Jones, 1986; Mar-
kus & Zajonc, 1985; Miiler & Turnbull, 1986; Snyder, 1984).
The strong social constructivist perspective implicitly or explic-
itly emphasizes the inaccuracy of social beliefs. The one excep-
tion is the specious accuracy that comes from beliefs leading to
their own fulfillment.

The weak version of the social constructivist perspective also
acknowledges that people’s errors, prejudices, and misbegotten
beliefs sometirnes create social reality, It also suggests, however,
that people’s perceptions often may accurately reflect social
reality and, even when erroneous, these perceptions do not
necessarily have much influence on social reality (e.g., Brophy,
1983; Higgins & Bargh, 1987; Jussim, 1989; Schneider, Hastorf,
& Ellsworth, 1979).

Strong or Straw Constructivist Perspective?

In much of the remainder of this article, I present a theoreti-
cal perspective and review empirical evidence suggesting vir-
tually no support for the strong constructivist perspective. But
is this news? Does anyone really believe that social perception is
as inaccurate and as powerful an influence on social reality as I
have just suggested characterizes the strong constructivist per-
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spective? Or is my presentation of the strong constructivist per-

spective just a straw man?

Consistent with the existence of a strong constructivist per-
spective, (a) many theorists explicitly emphasize the importance
of constructivist phenomena and promote the strong construc-
tivist perspective, (b) much empirical research emphasizes
error and bias in social perception, (c) theoretical articles di-
rectly and explicitly suggest that social beliefs create social real-
ity as much or more than social reality influences social beliefs,
and (d) evidence suggesting accuracy is often overlooked. These
first 2 points are discussed next, and the latter 2 points are
addressed later in this article.

First and foremost, the existence of the strong constructivist
perspective is dramatically illustrated by the explicit claims
made by many prominent theorists addressing relations be-
tween social perception and social reality. Consider the follow-
ing quotes:

Social perception is a process dominated far more by what the
Judge brings to it than by what he takes in during it. (Gage &
Cronbach, 1953, p. 420, emphasis added)

It [social perception] often has significant and nearly direct influ-
ence on the perceived target. It creates social reality . . . the hall-
mark of the cognitive perspective in social psychologyisthe construc-
tive nature of social cognition. (Markus & Zajonc, 1985, pp. 212~
213, emphasis added)

Constructivism asserts that we do not discover reality, we invent
it. (Hare-Mustin & Maracek, 1988, p. 455)

This viewpoint may be best summarized by an amusing, but
(perhaps) only half-joking, comment by Hamilton (cited in
Miller & Turnbull, 1986, p. 247): “If I didn’t believe it, I
wouldn’t have seen it.”

Also, other researchers clearly have interpreted much current
theory and research as reflecting the strong form of the con-
structivist perspective:

we are left with the uncomfortable conclusion that the give-and-
take of social interaction cannot disconfirm prior impressions of
others. In this respect at least. reality becomes irrelevant, if not
denied. (Bond, 1987, pp. 39-40, emphasis added)

the current Zeitgeist emphasizes purported flaws in human judg-
ment to the extent that it might be “news” to assert that people can
make global judgment of personality with any accuracy at all.
(Funder, 1987, p. 83)

accuracy of perception implies a reality to be perceived, and the
current resurgence of phenomenological approaches tosocial psy-
chology tends to deny any such reality (M. Cook, 1984, p. ix)

the literature has stressed the power of expectancies to shape per-
ceptions and interpretations in their own image (E. E. Jones, 1986,
p. 42)

Second, consistent with the strong constructivist perspec-
tive, many of the major phenomena addressed by social psychol-
ogy emphasize error and bias: fundamental attribution error,
false consensus, false uniqueness, self-serving bias, self-fulfill-
ing prophecy, self-justification, self-consistency bias, hindsight
bias, illusion of control, mindlessness, illusory correlation, iliu-
sion of invulnerability, base-rate fallacy, conjunction fallacy, hy-
pothesis-confirming bias, and so on. Perhaps for these reasons,
whole books have addressed the ways in which social beliefs
may be self-fulfilling and the shortcomings of human judg-

ment and inference (R. A. Jones, 1977; Kahneman, Slovic, &
Tversky, 1982; Nisbett & Ross, 1980).

On the basis of the written claims made by theorists address-
ing relations between social perception and social reality, the
emphasis on error and bias. the relative dearth of research on
accuracy, and the ways in which others have interpreted
previous theoretical perspectives and empirical research, I con-
clude that the;strong constructivist perspective is no straw man.
Similarly, although much of the research on errors and biases
has focused on processes of social judgment, it often has been
misinterpreted as demonstrating inaccuracy in the contents of
social judgment (Funder, 1987). This type of misinterpretation
may further attest to the often subtle influence of the Zeitgeist

' "created by the strong constructivist perspective. Of the few arti-
cles suggesting that social perception often may be reasonably
‘accurate, many have been written as direct challenges to this

Zeitgeist (e.g., Funder, 1987; Malloy & Albright, 1990;
McArthur & Baron, 1983; McCauley, Stitt, & Segal, 1980). Re-
gardless of whether anyone actually believes in the strong con-
structivist perspective, clearly many choose research topics,
write, and interpret research as if they believed it.

Historical Rbots: The New Look in Perception

Both the strong and weak social constructivist perspectives,
at least within social psychology, received much of their impe-
tus from the “New Look in Perception” research of the 1940s
and 1950s (Markus & Zajonc, 1985). The New Look challenged
the prevailing view of the times that perception was essentially
a passive process involving objective perception of stimuli (so-
cial or otherwise). In contrast, the New Look viewed goals,
needs, fears, sets, and expectations as potentially important in-
fluences on perception—influences that at least sometimes
undermined the objective nature of perception and produced
errors and bidses (for reviews, see E H. Allport, 1955; Bruner,
1957a, 1957b; Erdelyi, 1974).

The New Look’s claim that perception involves “going
beyond the information given” (Bruner, 1957a) provided the
spirit of much of the next 30 years of social cognition research.
Bruner’s famous dictum often has been interpreted as indicat-
ing that (a) people often disregard the information given and (b)
people “see” things that are not even there (e.g., Crocker, 1981;
Fiske & Neuberg, 1990; Fiske & Taylor, 1984; Higgins & Bargh,
1987; E. E. Jones, 1986; Markus & Zajonc, 1985; Nisbett & Ross,
1980; Snyder, 1984). The titles of two of the main sections in
Higgins and Bargh’s review of social cognition and social per-
ception attest to the pervasiveness of such interpretations: “Do
People Even Care About the Information Given?” and “Do Peo-
ple Never Seek the Truth?”

Thus, “going beyond the information given” often has been
interpreted in ways that support the strong constructivist per-
spective. In fact, however, going beyond the information given
does not necessarily involve bias, error, or inaccuracy in percep-
tion. Bruner (1957b, p.124) claimed, and most current theorists
agree, that “all perceptual experience is necessarily the end
product of a categorization process” (see Gibson, 1979, and
McArthur & Baron, 1983, for exceptions). However, I know of
no theorists who assume that the contents of a category are
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inaccurate by definition (unless the category is for a social
group, i.e., stereotype, a point that is discussed later).

Although perceivers may make errors when assigning stimuli
to a category, they also may appropriately assign stimuli to cate-
gories. If the content of the category is accurate (e.g., cars
usually have four wheels, seats, an engine. and travel much
more rapidly than bicycles; professional basketball players are
usually tall and athletic), and if a stimulus is appropriately as-
signed to a category (€8., that contraption in my front yard is my
car; the men on TV are professional basketball players), no
error occurs. If I infer that the men on TV are tall (clearly going
beyond the information given—they are only a few inches tall
on my TV, and there is usually no average-height person with
whom to compare them), I am likely to be reasonably accurate.

Thus, “going beyond the information given” need not mean
perception is inaccurate. Indeed. a person who failed to catego-
rize the men on TV as professional basketball players (i.e.,
failed to go beyond the information given) probably would be
far less accurate in judging their height. Inferences of any
type—accurate, inaccurate, scientific, intuitive, and so on—
constitute “going beyond the information given.” If scientists,
themselves, did not “go bevond the information given” in their
empirical data. there would be no theories!

E H. Allport, in his 1955 review of the New Look, foresaw
this tendency for social psychology to overemphasize the strong
form of the social constructivist perspective:

Where the perception is bound so little by the stimulus and is
thought to be so pervasively controlled by soctally oriented mo-
tives, roles, and social norms, the latitude for individual and group
differences, for deviating and hence non-veridical awareness, is
very great. (p. 367)

He also warned against it:

What we are urging here is that social psychologists, in building
their theories of perception. assume their share of the responsibil-
ity for reconciling and integrating their “social-perceptual™ con-
cepts, fraught with all their deviations and special cognitive load-
ings, with the common and mainly veridical character of the basic
human perceptions. (p. 372)

In the next section, 1 present a reflection—construction
model of relations between social perception and social reality
that provides just such an integration. It is called reflection-
construction because it suggests that not only may social per-
ception create and construct social reality, social perception
may accurately reflect social reality. I use the terms social per-
ception and social beliefs loosely to refer to a wide variety of
constructs, such as expectancies. categories. stereotypes, proto-
types, schemata, intuitive and implicit theories and hypotheses,
and so on. These constructs have many similarities. Schemata
and expectancies, for example, are viewed as organized knowl-
edge structures that, among other things, guide the processing
of new information (e.g., Darley & Fazio, 1980; Darley & Gross,
1983; Fiske & Taylor, 1984; E. E. Jones, 1986: Markus & Zajonc,
1985; Snyder, 1984). Expectancies have been discussed as hy-
potheses (Darley & Gross, 1983; Snyder, 1984); stereotypes have
been discussed as categories, schemata, prototypes, and im-
plicit personality theories (G. Allport, 1954; Ashmore & Tu-
mia, 1980; Brewer, Dull, & Lui, 1981; Cohen, 1981; Fiske &
Neuberg, 1990; Fiske & Taylor, 1984; Grant & Holmes, 1981);

and stereotypes are often assumed to be a source of expecta-
tions regarding individuals belonging to particular social
groups (e.g., G. Allport, 1954; Fiske & Neuberg, 1990; Fiske &
Taylor, 1984; Jussim, Coleman, & Lerch. 1987; McCauley et al.,
1980; Miller & Turnbull, 1986; Snyder, 1984; Snyder, Tanke, &
Berscheid, 1977).

The Reflection-Construction Model of Relations
Between Social Perception and Social Reality

Basic Assumptions

Figure | presénts the reflection-construction model. The
model focuses on relations among perceivers’ beliefs (expecta-
tions, hypotheses, schemata, etc) regarding particular targets
and those targets’ attributes and behaviors. The model starts
with background information, which refers to anything on
which perceivers might base their beliefs (e.g., targets’ past be-
havior or targets’ social group membership, achievement or per-
sonality test scores, rumor and hearsay, etc). Path A represents
the extent to which such background information predicts tar-
gets’ future behavior or attributes, independent of the influence
of the perceiver: Path B represents the extent to which per-
ceivers base their beliefs on the background information; Path
C represents the influence of perceivers’ beliefs on targets’ be-
havior or attributes; Path D represents the influence of per-
ceivers’ beliefs on judgments of targets’ subsequent behavior or
attributes; and Path E represents the extent to which perceivers’
judgments regarding the target are based on that target’s behav-
ior or attributes.!

In practice, each path depicted in the model may represent
several paths. There may be many types of background infor-
mation, perceivers develop impressions regarding more than a
single characteristic, there may be many types of target behav-
ior that are influenced, and so on. Also. the model assumes at
least some minimal time lag between the variables. Awareness
of background information precedes the development of social
perceptions, which precedes targets’ behavior, which precedes
the perceivers’ judgment of the target.

The reflection--construction model is mute with respect to
the particular vajues each of these paths take. In a given situa-
tion, anywhere from all to none may be positive, all to none may
be negative, and all to none may be zero. Several technical
assumptions, however, will simplify presentation and discus-
sion of the model. First, I assume that the background informa-
tion is scaled so that relations with targets’ behavior are non-
negative. This is not a conceptual assumption, it is a scaling
factor. I also assume that no variable in the model completely
determines any other variable. Although the model would still
be applicable, such situations virtually never occur in the social
sciences. Last, I focus on understanding sources of correlations

! Because the mﬂemionwonstrumion model is a path model, much
of the remaining theoretical analysis draws heavily on the logic and
math underlying principles of path analysis, such as decomposition of
effects and correlati‘.ons, and direct, indirect, and total effects (¢.g., see
Alwin & Hauser, 1975; O. D. Duncan, 1975; Kenny, i979; and Ped-
hazur, 1982, for extended discussions of these principles).
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Path A ‘
Path B Path C
BACKGROUND SOCIAL TARGETS’
INFORMATION BELIEFS BEHAVIOROR
{expectations, ATTRIBUTES
assumptions,
hypotheses,
schemas, etc.) !
Path D Path E
PERCEIVERS’
JUDGMENTS .
OF TARGETS’
BEHAVIOR

OR ATTRIBUTES

Figure 1. Model |: The reflection—construction model of relations
between social perception and social reality.

among the variables in the model, and therefore I assume that
all path coefficients are standardized.

The reflection-construction model draws on one of the
main ideas of the lens model (Brunswick, {952), which sug-
gested that veridical perception involves the use of cues proba-
bilistically related to objective reality. Thus, the model provides
a framework for identifying relations between social perception
and social reality; the actual relations in any particular situation
is an empirical question. Last, the model is only appiicable
when empirical data are available for all relevant paths. If, for
example, a certain social attribute is not simply unknown, but
absolutely unknowable, it would be impossible to estimate
paths representing accuracy or influence.

Applicability to a Single Social Context

This modeli is most applicable to a single social context. The
term single social context describes two sets of boundaries
within which the reflection—construction model is useful. One
boundary involves time. A social context has a clear beginning
and end. The earliest possible beginning for a single social con-
text is the moment at which a perceiver first develops expecta-
tions (beliefs, schemata, etc) regarding a target. This may occur
prior to face-to-face interaction, as when, for example, teachers
develop expectations for students on the basis of their records
from previous years or when experimenters provide informa-
tion about targets to research subjects. Sometimes, however,
perceivers would have no basis even to consider the existence of
a target prior to face-to-face interaction, such as when two peo-
ple casually meet for the first time at a social event. In such
cases, the earliest beginning of the social context would be the
initial face-to-face meeting.

The model is equally appropriate when the social context
begins at a time more or less arbitrarily set by a researcher.
Consider a hypothetical researcher who focuses on relations

among parents’ sex role stereotypes and the behavior of their
9-year-old children over the course of a year. Parents’ stereo-
types and children’s behavior may be assessed at the children’s
9th birthday and again several times throughout the following
year.

In such a;study, the social context begins on the child’s 9th
birthday. This study would address the extent to which parents’
sex role stereotypes accurately predicted and influenced their
children’s behavior between the ages of 9 and 10. It cannot dis-
entangle the extent to which parents’ stereotypes constructed
versus reflected their children’s behavior or attributes prior to
the children’s 9th birthday. Disentangling issues of reflection
and construction prior to 9 years of age would require obtain-
ing data on the parents and children prior to the children’s 9th
birthday.

The researcher also decides on an end of the social context
under study. This end may occur while the perceiver and target
are still involved in an ongoing relationship. For example, the
hypothetical 1-year study of parents’ sex role stereotypes would
end on the children’s 10th birthday. Alternatively, however, the
social context may end substantially after the termination of all
interaction among perceivers and targets. It includes situations
such as teachers’ expectations influencing students’ achieve-
ment even after the students have moved on to the next grade
level and have different teachers.

The second boundary of single social context specifies per-
ceivers and targets. The reflection—construction model is use-
ful for assessing relations among the beliefs held by one particu-
lar set of perceivers (e.g., parents and teachers) and the behaviors
or attributes of one particular set of targets (e.g., children and
students). Thus, single social context may include situations as
limited as those that occur in a laboratory experiment or a job
interview and situations as extensive as those that occur among
teachers and students over the course of a year or more, and
even as long-term as those that occur among parents and chil-
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dren. Despite the vast differences. these situations are similar
in one important way: They all involve understanding relations
among the beliefs that a particular set of perceivers hold regard-
ing a particular set of targets and those targets’ actual behaviors
or attributes.

A single social context need not involve face-to-face interac-
tion among perceivers and targets. Situations lacking any face-
to-face interaction might include laboratory studies of person
perception (in which information regarding targets may be pre-
sented verbally, in writing, by slides or videotapes, etc); evalua-
tions of materials submitted by applicants to colleges or jobs;
whenever perceivers form impressions of individuals in the me-
dia (including both real individuals, such as political figures,
and fictitious people. such as characters in sitcoms, dramas,
movies, etc); and when people develop beliefs about others
through rumor, hearsay, and gossip.

Despite the extensive variety of situations it includes. the
boundaries defined by single social context are important be-
cause they contribute to understanding just when particular
perceivers are accurate, biased. and influence targets. For exam-
ple, when teachers develop impressions of students, the model
suggests that they are accurate if they successfully identify
preexisting differences among those students. These teachers
would be considered accurate even if those preexisting differ-
ences resulted from the self-fuifilling effects of other teachers’
(or parents’) expectations. This is the appropriate criterion for
accuracy within a single social context. If Mary has received
straight A4s and scored in the top 5% on standardized achieve-
ment tests in previous years. she should be perceived as having
been an excellent student by a new teacher, even if the self-ful-
filling effects of the high expectations held by previous teachers
or her parents contributed to her high achievement.

The reflection—construction model, therefore. is useful for
determining the extent of accuracy versus seif-fulfilling proph-
ecy from a given starting point to a particularendpoint amonga
particular set of perceivers and targets. Although one of the
strengths of the reflection—construction model is that it can be
readily adapted to address relations between social perception
and social reality in a wide variety of social interaction con-
texts, it is not useful for identifying the uitimate extent to which
individual differences result from influences of social beliefs.

Levels of Analysis

The reflection—construction model may be readily applied
to interactions occurring at many levels of analvsis—individ-
ual, dyadic, perceiver to group, and group to group. At the
individual level, the target and perceiver are the same person.
Thus, the model could address relations among seif-percep-
tions (self-concept, self-evaluations, etc), background informa-
tion (the information on which those self-perceptions might be
based), the individual’s behavior or attributes, and the individ-
ual’s judgments regarding his or her behavior or attributes. The
model could be used to address phenomena such as self-effi-
cacy (Bandura, 1977), personal prophecies (Ruvolo, 1989}, and
seif-verification (Swann, 1987).

The reflection—construction model also may address inter-
group relations. To what extent are the beliefs one group holds
about another accurate versus self-fulfilling? For example, the

concerns of college administrative personnel may increase as
fraternity drinking/and hazing practices increase. But does the
increase in administrative concern create or reflect fraternity
practices? Does the administration exaggerate the extent to
which fraternity hazings and drinking occur and create prob-
lems? The reflection—construction model could be used to ad-
dress exactly these types of questions regarding intergroup per-
ceptions.

It is crucial, however, not to confound levels of analysis. For
example, consider a footbail coach who chooses to start one
quarterback over another not because their talents differ, but
because one is more confident, If confidence really enhances
performance, then from the athiete’s standpoint a seif-fuifilling
prophecy has occurred (individual level of analysis). But at the
dyadic level (coach to athlete), the coach simply has accurately
identified an appropriate basis for selecting one athlete over
another. N

Similarly, consider a situation in which state and local govern-
ments fund public fschools through property taxes. In general,
such a policy will lead to greater spending per pupil in wealthy
areas than in poor areas. If funding influences quality of educa-
tion. then such policies may create a self-fulfilling prophecy
whereby sociopolitical factors exacerbate differences in the in-
tellectual achievement of upper-class and lower-class students.
At the dyadic level, however, third-grade teachers are simply
accurate if they evaluate the previous performance of 4 stu-
dents as higher than that of D students, regardless of the causes
of that achievement differential. Although the reflection—con-
struction model may be applied to any level of analysis, the
remainder of this article focuses on dyadic interactions.

The reflection—construction model seems to be quite simple;
it has only four conceptual variables and five conceptual paths.
Furthermore, effects corresponding to everv path have been
documented (.g., see Brophy & Good, 1974: Darley & Fazio,
1980; Fiske & Neuberg, 1990: Jussim, 1989). In some ways,
therefore, this model is “old wine in a new bottie™—it depicts
various plausible relations between social perception and social
reality. Next, however, I show that simply by integrating these
effects known to exist, this model provides some entirely new
insights into relations between social perception and social
reality,

Accuracy of Prea’ijction

In contrast to most previous reviews of relations between
social beliefs and sacial reality (e.g., Darley & Fazio, 1980; Fiske
& Neuberg, 1990; E. E. Jones, 1986; Miller & Turnbull, 1986;
Snyder, 1984), the reflection—construction model explicitly ai-
lows for the possibility that perceivers may be accurate. This
model incorporates several conceptually separable aspects of
accuracy. The first concerns the bases of social perception. So-
cial perceptions based on more valid information can be consid-
ered more accurate than those based on less valid information
(Brophy, 1983; Dusek, 1975). However, even perceptions based
on valid information sometimes inaccurately predict future be-
havior (Kahneman & Tversky, 1973). Consequently, how much
perceivers predict targets’ behavior or attributes without caus-
ing that behavior or those attributes is a second aspect of accu-
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racy. How the model identifies each of these aspects of accuracy
is discussed next.

I consider a belief to be accurate when it predicts—without
causing—targets’ behavior or attributes. If in 1988 I predicted
that the New York Mets baseball team would be champions of
their division, I was simply accurate—my belief did not influ-
ence their performance. Similarly, teachers’ expectations may
predict students’ achievement not because of self-fulfilling
prophecies, but because teachers are competent at identifying
genuine preexisting differences among students.

This model clearly distinguishes between accuracy and self-
fulfilling prophecy as sources of predictive validity in social
perception. According to the model,

r(B T) = Path C + [Path A X Path B, )

where r(B, T') is the correlation (r) between perceivers’ beliefs (P)
and targets’ behavior or attributes (7°). Path C represents the
influence of the perceiver’s beliefs on the target’s behavior or
attributes (this includes, but is not restricted to. self-fulfilling
prophecies). Although it is possible to consider seif-fulfilling
prophecies as accuracy (Swann, 1984), it is also useful to distin-
guish between the specious accuracy of beliefs that lead to their
own fulfillment and beliefs that successfully predict targets’
behavior or attributes without causing that behavior or those
attributes. Only the latter phenomenon is discussed here as
accuracy.

The model incorporates accuracy because it shows that per-
ceivers’ beliefs will predict (ie., correlate with) targets’ charac-
teristics when both variables (perceivers’ beliefs and targets’
characteristics) are spuriously related to background informa-
tion regarding the targets’ characteristics (Path A X Path B).
This spurious reiationship represents accuracy: predictive valid-
ity without influence. The model depicts a relatively simple
idea: If perceivers base their social beliefs on factors that suc-
cessfully predict targets’ behavior or attributes, those beliefs
also will predict targets’ behavior or attributes.

Accuracy as a source of behavioral confirmation. The reflec-
tion-construction model highlights two different sources of
targets’ behavioral confirmation of a perceivers’ beliefs. In the
past, the term behavioral confirmation only has been used to
refer to self-fulfilling prophecies (e.g., Miller & Turnbull, 1986;
Snyder, 1984). This model shows, however. that targets also may
behaviorally confirm a perceiver’s beliefs because those beliefs
were based on information (Path B) that was an appropriate
basis for prediction (Path A).

For example, teachers may develop expectations on the basis
of validated standardized achievement test scores. Because
such test scores successfully predict student achievement (An-
astasi, 1982), so will teachers’ expectations, even in the absence
of self-fulfilling prophecies. The extent to which teachers’ ex-
pectations predict achievement solely because both their ex-
pectations and student achievement were based on students’
previous achievement represents predictive accuracy without
(self-fulfilling) influence.

Identifying accurate and inaccurate social beliefs. W henever
Paths A and B are both positive, perceivers’ beliefs are accurate
to some degree. Equation 1 shows that if Paths A and B are
positive, an increase in either path increases accuracy. The re-

flection~construction model shows that even when the predic-
tive validity of background information. independent of self-
fulfilling prophecy (ie., Path A), is quite low, Path B must be
high to maximize accuracy.

For example, targets’ physical attractiveness may predict
their sociability and warmth even when perceivers are com-
pletely unaware of targets’ attractiveness (Goldman & Lewis,
1977; Kennedy, 1989). In terms of the model, the background
information of physical attractiveness may predict targets’ be-
havior e.g., Path A may be positive), even without any self-ful-
filling prophecy (e.g., Path C is zero). In face-to-face interaction,
perceivers who base their initial expectations on targets’ physi-
cal attractiveness will accurately predict the warmth differ-
ences between aitractive and unattractive targets (although it is
possible that perceivers would exaggerate such differences).
Perceivers who did not use physical attractiveness as a basis for
initial expectations would inaccurately predict no-differences
between attractive and unattractive targets.

This can be readily demonstrated by entering specific num-
bers for Equation 1. For example, assume that Path A is .3,
representing a modest predictive validity of attractiveness for
warmth. In the absence of self-fulfilling prophecy (Path C is 0),
when Path B is.7, .3, and 0, the correlations between expecta-
tions and targets’ behavior are .21, .09, and 0, respectively.

The relevance of this analysis for accuracy of expectations,
even expectations based on social group membership (ie., ste-
reotypes), shoulcj now be obvious: Unless the background infor-
mation is irrelevant to targets’ characteristics (i.c., unless Path A
is near 0), expectations based on that information will accu-
rately predict differences among targets: expectations that do
not use the valid information will fail to accurately predict
differences among targets.

Three combinations of Paths A and B reflect erroneous be-
liefs: (@) Path B is nonzero, and Path A is zero (beliefs are based
on irrelevant informarion); {b) Path B is zero, and Path A is
positive (perceivers fail to base their beliefs on relevant infor-
mation); and (c) Path B is negative, but Path A is positive (per-
ceivers use relevant background information to develop beliefs
in the opposite direction). In all these cases, the values of the
obtained coefficients will indicate the degree of inaccuracy, For
example, when Path A is positive, a.5 value for Path B is far less
accurate than the optimal 1.0 but far more accurate than a value
of 0.0. Even a 0.0 value for Path B is not as inaccurate when Path
A is.1 as when Path A is .7. Theoretically, the reflection—con-
struction model views accuracy as a quantitative rather than
qualitative characteristic of social perception; that is. there are
usually degrees of accuracy.

The model also shows that Path A provides an upper limit on
accuracy of perceivers’ predictions. Consider a situation in
which the predictive validity of background information is 0.3.
Even if this information is maximally used (i.e., Path Bis 1.0),
then 0.3 is the extent to which perceivers’ beliefs will predict
without causing targets’ behavior. Thus, for example, physically
attractive college women are warmer and more socially skilled
than unattractive college women (e.g., Goldman & Lewis, 1977;
Kennedy, 1989). In the absence of any information other than
physical attractiveness, perceivers will be more accurate if they
assume an attractive college woman is warmer and more so-
cially skilled. If the correlation between attractiveness and
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warmth is about .3, then as shown by Rosenthal’s (1984) bino-
mial effect size display, even these most accurate expectations
will be wrong for about 35% of all targets.

Self-Fulfilling Prophecy and Other Influences of Social
Beliefs on Targets” Behavior or Attributes

Self-fuifilling prophecies involve one person leading another
to act in ways consistent with the first person’s initially errone-
ous social beliefs (Darley & Fazio. 1980; Merton, 1948; Snyder,
1984). Path C in Figure 1 represents the causal influence of
perceivers’ beliefs on targets’ behavior. Positive values for Path
C represent self-fulfilling prophecy.

Changing rargets’ behavior. The reflection—construction
model highlights several important aspects of self-fulfilling
prophecies. First, self-fulfilling prophecies involve perceivers
changing targets’ behavior. at least in comparison with what
targets’ behavior would have been had no self-fulfilling proph-
ecy occurred. This model provides a clear distinction between
expectations influencing targets’ actual behavior and expecta-
tions influencing perceivers’ judgments of targets’ behavior.
This distinction has been largely overlooked in educational per-
spectives on teachers’ expectation effects (e.g., Brophy, 1983;
Brophy & Good. 1974; Cooper. 1979; West & Anderson. 1976).
In addition, the term self-fulfilling prophecy has been used to
refer to perceptual biases in the absence of behavioral confir-
mation (Sherman, Judd, & Park. 1989; Williams, 1976).

Most theoretical perspectives on expectancies. however. em-
phasize the importance of distinguishing between changing
targets’ actual behavior and changing the perceivers’ own judg-
ments of that behavior (Darley & Fazio 1980: E. E. Jones, 1986;
Jussim, 1986, 1989; Merton. 1948: Miller & Turnbull. 1986
Snyder, 1984). The distinction is important because self-ful-
filling prophecies refer to erroneous expectations changing ob-
jective social reality; influences of expectations on judgments
refer only to images of social reality that occur in the mind of
the perceiver. Such effects are clearly distinguished in the re-
flection-construction model: Path C represents expectations
changing targets’ behavior. and Path D represents an influence
of expectations on judgments of targets’ behavior.

This model demonstrates that simple correlations between
perceivers’ expectations and targets’ behavior are relatively un-
informative; they may represent self-fulfilling prophecy and no
accuracy at all, accuracy and no seif-fulfilling prophecy at all,
or virtually any combination of both. Therefore, studies report-
ingonly zero-order correlations among perceivers’ expectations
and the behavior of targets with whom they interact (Brophy &
Good, 1974; Crano & Mellon. 1978; Hoge & Butcher, 1984;
Humphreys & Stubbs, 1977) are incapable of distinguishing
between accuracy and self-fulfilling prophecy.

One nonobvious implication of this model is that even when
perceivers’ expectations are uncorrelated with targets’ future
behavior, a self-fulfilling prophecy may have occurred. This
would happen when perceivers develop expectations in the di-
rection opposite that indicated by the background information
(eg., Path B is negative whereas Path A is positive). If a self-ful-
filling prophecy occurs, Path C, too, is positive. Because Paths
A and C are positive and Path B is negative, the total correlation
between perceivers’ expectations and targets’ behavior may be

near zero, even when a self-fulfilling prophecy occurs (see
Equation 1).

Conceptually, this means that a self-fulfilling prophecy ne-
gates a preexisting ldifference among targets. Although I know
of no research documenting such effects, they are hypotheti-
cally possible. Foi' example, a White manager may believe
Blacks are lazy (Path B is negative) when in fact Blacks work
harder than Whites (Path A is positive). Ifa seif-fuifilling proph-
ecy occurs (Path C is positive—the manager actually discour-
ages hard work among Black employees), the overall correlation
between the manager’s belief and employees’ effort (which
equals Path C + {Path A X Path B]) may be near zero.

Self-sustaining prophecies. Self-sustaining prophecies refer
to situations in which perceivers’ beliefs lead targets to continue
engaging in some behavior when they would have otherwise
changed. Cooper (1979) first speculated that expectancies
might have sustaining effects (rather than leading to changes in
target behavior), but he provided no means for empirically
identifying them. After all, how can one identify a causal pro-
cess involving a lack of change? In fact, however, the reflection-
construction model shows that self-sustaining prophecies can
be readily identified. Whenever Paths B and C are positive,
perceivers’ expectations have led to sustaining effects. This is
because

r(B,T) = Path A + [Path B X Path C], @

where r(B, T') is thje correlation () between background infor-
mation (B) and targets’ behavior or attributes (7°). Therefore,
whatever perceivers base their expectations on will correlate
more strongly with targets’ behavior if a self-fulfilling prophecy
occurs than if one}does not occur. If background information
includes targets’ pi}revious behavior, such effects mean that self-
fulfilling prophecies increase the stability of (i, limit changes
in) targets’ behavior.

Several studies provide evidence of self-sustaining prophe-
cies (Jussim, 1989; West & Anderson, 1976; Williams. 1976).
For example, teachers’ perceptions of students’ talent at math
were largely based ‘on scores on the math section of a standard-

[
ized test (Jussim, 1989). In terms of the reflection—-construction

model. Path B. rel:fating standardized test score to teacher per-
ceptions of talent, was .42.% There also was evidence of self-ful-
filling prophecy (i1:1 reflection—construction terms, Path C was
also positive); teachers’ perceptions of students’ talent had an
effect of .17 on stvjrdents’ scores on a subsequent standardized
achievement test. Thus, the stability of standardized test scores
was increased by .07 (42 X .17) as a result of the self-fulfilling
prophecy. These ar“e sustaining effects; students’ future achieve-
ment was more similar to their past achievement than it would
have been had no self-fulfilling prophecy occurred. Sustaining
effects could also be obtained for several of the other back-
ground variables in this study, as well as for those used in at
least two other investigations (West & Anderson, 1976: Wil-

liams, 1976).3

Z This represents the sum of the direct and indirect effects of stan-
dardized test scores on teacher perceptions of talent (see Jussim. 1989).
* Self-sustaining effects were not actually estimated in any of these
studies. It is unlikely that West and Anderson (1976) or Williams(1976)
were aware of the phenomena because the first published description
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This analysis has two additional implications for under-
standing teacher-expectation effects. First, most naturalistic
studies find (a) evidence of small self-fulfilling prophecy effects
and (b) that teachers base their expectations on students’
previous performance (Brattesani, Weinstein. & Marshall,
1984; Jussim, 1989; West & Anderson, 1976; Williams, 1976).
In terms of the reflection-construction model, these studies
have consistently found evidence that Paths B and C are posi-
tive, although Path C tends to be relatively small. Thus, the
empirical evidence suggests that sustaining effects may be quite
common, but small.

Second, this analysis shows that studies examining change
scores, such as changes in IQ or standardized test performance
(e.g., Rosenthal & Jacobson, 1968; Sutherland & Goldschmid,
1974), may underestimate self-fulfilling prophecies. The re-
flection-construction analysis of sustaining effects shows that
part of the stability of students’ achievement may result from
self-fulfilling prophecies. Showing that teachers’ expectations
led to changes in students’ achievement is sufficient, but not
necessary, to infer a self-fulfilling prophecy.

Disconfirmation. This model clearly distinguishes between
behavioral disconfirmation (the target fails to confirm the ex-
pectancy) and self-defeating prophecies (expectancies that
cause their own disconfirmation). Merton (1948) first men-
tioned “suicidal” prophecies (identical to self-defeating proph-
ecies here) in a footnote, and expectancy theorists have exam-
ined the issue of whether expectations sometimes cause their
own downfall (Miller & Turnbull, 1986; Snyder, 1984). These
perspectives, however, failed to distinguish between situations
in which an expectancy causes its own disconfirmation and
those in which it is simply disconfirmed (without causing the
disconfirmation). The current model highlights the importance
of this distinction.

Perceivers may expect differences among targets (Path B is
nonzero) that fail to materialize (Paths A and C are both zero).
For example, when targets are aware that the perceiver holds an
erroneous expectation about them or when targets have a clear
conception of their own characteristics, they fai/ to confirm
perceivers’ expectations (Hilton & Darley, 1985; Swann & Ely,
1984). Similarly, when perceivers are motivated to be accurate,
their erroneous expectations fail to influence targets (Neuberg,
1989). In this study, accuracy motivation consisted of nothing
more than the experimenter’s emphasizing the importance to
the subject of developing an accurate expectation. That such a
mild source of motivation could undermine the self-fulfilling
effects of perceivers’ expectations suggests that even weak mo-
tivation to be accurate often may undermine expectancy ef-
fects.

of sustaining effects that 1 am aware of appeared in Cooper (1979).
When I published my teacher-expectation study (Jussim, 1989), I had
accepted the claim that sustaining effects could not be empirically
identified and made no attempt to do so. However, all three studies
(Jussim, 1989; West & Anderson, 1976; Williams, 1976) provide suffi-
cient information in their results (path coefficients relating students’
previous achievement to teachers’ expectations, and path coefficients
relating teachers’ expectations to students’ future achievement) that
sustaining effects can be obtained on the basis of their reported analy-
ses.

‘gether; they in

i

These experit'nents involved inducing expectations (Path B
was nonzero) tH at were erroneous (Path A was zero) but that
failed to inﬂuen‘ce targets (Path C was also zero). Similarly, even
though perceivers often assume that physically attractive tar-
gets are more x"mtelligem than unattractive targets (Dusek &
Joseph, 1983; Eagly, Ashmore, Makhijani, & Kennedy, 1990),
there is no difference in standardized achievement test scores
or grades between attractive and unattractive people (e.g., Clif-
ford, 1975; Feingold, 1982: Maruyama & Miller, 1981; Spara-
cino & Hansell, 1979). Simple disconfirmation represents the
stmightforwarq idea that a perceivers’ expectations, even when
erroneous, may have no influence on targets’ behavior.

Self-defeatin%: prophecies are a different phenomenon alto-

‘olve an expectation causing its own disconfir-
mation (Path C is negative). Expected traffic jams may be a
classic example of such seif-defeating prophecies. If some spe-
cial event is expected to tie up city traffic, this expectation is
often conveyed. through the media to the public with the ex-
plicit purpose of discouraging people from driving and thereby
decreasing traffic.

Such self-dejfeati.ng prophecies seem most likely to occur
when the expe(};tancy leads the perceiver to intentionally act in
ways designed 1#0 negate its validity. This is obviously true of the
traffic example/ but may occur in interpersonal situations, too.
For example, perceivers evoked higher performance from
partners they believed to be mentally ili than they evoked from
“normal” pani'ners (Farina & Ring, 1965). Presumably, per-
ceivers excrted(special effort to cooperate and work with their
aliegedly mentally ill partners, thereby evoking stronger perfor-
mance. 1

Similarly, when perceivers expected targets to be unfriendly,
they adopted compensatory interaction strategies and actually
evoked friendlier behavior from them (in comparison with un-
labeled targets or those believed to be friendly; Ickes. Patterson,
Rajecki, & Tanford, 1982). In such situations, the expectancy
causes target behavior to change in a direction opposite the
expectancy (Path C is negative). The reflection—-construction
model illustrates quite clearly that expectations creating a social
reality opposite those expectations are different phenomena
than expectations failing to cause behavioral confirmation.

Social psychological perspectives have generally emphasized
how expectations create social reality. Usually this means creat-
ing a social reality that conforms to expectations: sometimes it
means creating a social reality that contrasts with expectations
(e.g., Darley & Fazio, 1980; E. E. Jones, 1986; Miiler & Turnbull,
1986; Snyder, 1984). Educational perspectives have emphasized
that teachers’ expectations rarely lead to self-fulfilling prophe-
cies because they are accurate (e.g., Brophy, 1983; Brophy &
Good, 1974; Cooper, 1979; West & Anderson, 1976). In fact,
however, the rieﬂection-construction model demonstrates that
even these educational perspectives present a too-narrow view
of the limitations to self-fulfilling prophecies: Even erroneous
expectations may have little or no impact on targets. Thus, the
current modeligoes beyond previous theoretical perspectives by
incorporating all three ways in which erroneous expectations
may relate to ‘objective social reality. Erroneous expectations
may (a) lead to self-fulfilling prophecies (Path C is positive), (b)
lead to self-defeating prophecies (Path C is negative), and (c)
have no influence at all on targets (Path C is zero).
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Reflection-Construction Analysis of Empirical Research
on Self-Fulfilling Prophecies

Interpersonal expectation effects are one of the main pillars
of the constructivist perspective because of their supposed
power to create social reality. Consider the conclusions reached
by some of the most prominent theorists in the field:

Attempts to understand the personal characteristics of others, in
interactions with them, are complicated by the fact that one tends
to find what one expects. This happens not only because informa-
tion processing is selective, but also because expectancies cause
one to act in ways that elicit behavior interpretable as confirming
those expectancies, even when the expectancies might have been
mistaken. (E. E. Jones, 1986, p. 41)

teachers’ expectancies influence students’ academic performance
to a greater degree than students’ performance influences
teachers’ expectancies. (Miller & Turnbull, 1986, p. 236)

events in the social world may be as much effects of individuals’
beliefs as they are causes of these beliefs. (Snyder. 1984, p. 294)

The reflection—construction model provides the first clear
framework for rigorously and empirically assessing the validity
of these strong claims. Specifically, the quotes by Miller and
Turnbull (1986) and Snyder (1984) suggest that Path C often is
asstrong or stronger than Path B (the quote by E. E. Jones. 1986,
ignores accuracy altogether). Interestingly, however, when the
reflection—construction model is applied to understanding the
experimental and naturalistic evidence on self-fulfilling
prophecies, a different conclusion emerges: Path B is usually
stronger than Path C.*

Experimental studies. Many experimental studies have
shown that the beliefs perceivers develop on the basis of errone-
ous information provided by experimenters sometimes lead to
self-fulfilling prophecies (see reviews by Darley & Fazio, 1980;
E. E. Jones, 1986; R. A. Jones, 1977; Miller & Turnbull, 1986;
Snyder, 1984). Such research shows that, in principle, erroneous
expectancies may influence the behavior of targets. Such re-
search. however, was not intended to address the accuracy of
social beliefs. Consequently, such research cannot possibly ad-
dress the relative sizes of Paths B and C. Because accuracy lim-
its the potential for self-fulfilling prophecy, these studies pro-
vide no evidence regarding the extent, or even the existence, of
self-fulfilling prophecies in daily life.

These points are worth considering only because researchers
and the lay public have indeed often interpreted classic experi-
mental demonstrations of self-fulfilling prophecies as provid-
ing information about expectancy effects in daily life. For exam-
ple, in an article titled “The Self-Fulfillment of the Self-Fulfil-
ling Prophecy,” Wineburg (1987) documented some of the
extreme claims regarding naturally occurring teacher-student
relations made on the basis of Rosenthal and Jacobson’s (1968)
seminal Pygmalion experiment. Similarly, Snyder et al’s (1977)
classic experiment is also frequently cited, not as evidence that
erroneous stereotypes might lead to their own fulfillment but
asevidence that they do lead to their own fulfillment. For exam-
ple, Skov and Sherman (1986, p. 116) cited the Snyder et al.
experiment as a basis for the following claim: “Once such an
{erroneous} expectation is held about an individual, of course,
self-fulfilling prophecy during interaction should ensure that
the hypothesis is behaviorally confirmed” (emphasis added).

Similarly, many o%f the strong proconstructivist claims quoted
throughout this article were based mainly on reviews of experi-
mental research! |

Psychologists are generally fully aware of the dangers in-
volved in general!izing from experimental studies of limited
ecological validity to daily life. With expectancy effects, how-
ever, many articles have been written as if the experimental
studies readily generalize to naturally occurring social percep-
tion and social interaction. Why such ready leaps of faith?
Again, it seems, the strong social constructivist perspective has
provided a Zeitgeﬁist in which such interpretations seem reason-
able and appropriate.

Meta-analyses. | Several researchers have performed meta-
analyses assessing the strength of self-fulfilling prophecy ef-
fects. All effect sizes described in this section are reported in
terms of the Pearson correlation coefficient, 7, to render them
more readily interpretable and comparable with findings from
studies using corrzlational methods to investigate naturally oc-
curring teacher expectations (Rosenthal, 1984). This research
generally indicates expectancy effects (on target behavior) of
between .1 and .3 among both experimental and naturalistic
studies (e.g., Raudenbush, 1984: Rosenthal & Rubin. 1978;
Smith, 1980).

Even these effect sizes, however, may overestimate the power
of expectancy effects in daily life. Many of the expectancy “ef-
fects” estimated for naturalistic studies were based on zero-
order correlations {(Rosenthal & Rubin, 1978; Smith, 1980). The
reﬂection—construf.ction model shows that some of the correla-
tion between teacher expectations and student achievement
may result from effects of achievement on beliefs. Therefore,
the “effect” sizes estimated for naturalistic studies probably
overestimate the influence of naturally occurring expectancies
on social reality.

‘Two meta-analyses have focused explicitly on conditions af-

* One must exercise caution when comparing standardized coeffi-
cients because their size partially depends on the variances of each
variable. Restriction of range on one variable may artificially lower its
relation to another. Researchers can, therefore, obtain almost any pat-
tern of coefficients they prefer simply by restricting the range of dis-
liked variables and increasing it for preferred variables.

Nonetheless, throughout this article, I compare standardized coeffi-
cients for several reasons. First, most previous researchers have fo-
cused on identifying and assessing self-fulfilling prophecies and per-
ceptual biases (as opposed to accuracy). It seems far more likely, there-
fore, that if there was any intentional bias, it would have been in favor
of finding expectancy effects. And yet, one of the major points of this
review is that, when viewed through the reflection-construction
model, even these studies generally provide more evidence of accuracy
than of self-fulfilling prophecy or perceptual bias!

Second, I sometimes compare effects of background information on
teachers’ expectations (Path B) with effects of teachers’ expectations
on students (Path C). Teachers' expectations are identical (within a
given study) in both sets of analyses, so it is impossible for them to be
more variable in one analysis than in another. Student achievement is
usually both backgrdu nd information and outcome (e.g., achievement
at the beginning and end of the school year, respectively), and the
variance in student achievement is usually relatively stable over the
course of | year (e.g., Brattesani, Weinstein, & Marshall, 1984; Jussim,
1989; Williams, 1976).
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fecting the size of self-fulfilling prophecy effects. The first in-
vestigated whether grade level of student and timing of the
expectancy induction influenced the size of teacher expecta-
tion effects in 18 experiments (Raudenbush, 1984). The stron-
gest self-fulfilling prophecy effects occurred with students in
the first, second, and seventh grades and when the expectancy
induction occurred early in the school year. However, even
these strongest effects were under .2.

Another recent meta-analysis focused on how individual dif-
ferences among perceivers and targets moderated self-fulfilling
prophecy effect sizes (Cooper & Hazelrigg, 1988). It was found
that self-fulfilling prophecies were more likely to occur among
perceivers who had more of a need for social influence and
among targets who were more skilled at decoding nonverbal
cues. However, the largest effect size for any personality moder-
ator was under .2.

Meta-analytic effects compared with correlations among
teacher expectations and student achievement. In contrast to
these relatively small effects of expectations, research generally
reveals moderate to high correlations (4-.9) between teacher
expectations and student achievement (Brophy & Good, 1974;
Crano & Mellon., 1978; Hoge & Butcher, 1984; Humphreys &
Stubbs, 1977; Jussim, 1989; Williams, 1976). According to the
reflection-construction model, the correlation between
teachers’ expectations and students’ achievement equals accu-
racy plus self-fulfilling prophecy (see Equation 1). Algebraic
manipulation of Equation 1 shows that '

Path A X Path B = r(B, T') - Path C, 3)

where (P, T') is the correlation () between perceivers’ beliefs or
expectations (P) and targets’ behavior or attributes (7°). In other
words, accuracy equals the zero-order correlation between ex-
pectations and targets’ behavior minus self-fulfilling prophecy.

When these results are interpreted in terms of the reflection—
construction model, the evidence shows clearly that teacher
expectations do not predict student achievement mainly be-
cause those expectations are self-fulfilling. Path C, represent-
ing self-fulfilling prophecy effect sizes, generally is .1 to .3
(Raudenbush, 1984; Rosenthal & Rubin, 1978; Smith, 1980).
Therefore, Paths A and B, representing predictive accuracy, ac-
count for most of the .4-9 correlations between teacher expec-
tations and students’ future achievement. The reflection-con-
struction model indicates that much of the correlation between
teacher expectations and student achievement probably repre-
sents accuracy.

Path analyses. Thus far, [ have only applied the model to
results obtained across a wide variety of studies and have pro-
vided only indirect evidence of accuracy of teacher expecta-
tions. More direct evidence would be provided by research that
meets four criteria: (@) It must examine naturally occurring ex-
pectations, because accuracy is irrelevant to experimental re-
search involving the intentional induction of erroneous expec-
tations; (b) zero-order correlations between teachers’ expecta-
tions and students’ future achievement must be reported (to
compare them to self-fulfilling prophecy effects); () it must use
students’ previous performance as a basis for teachers’ expecta-
tions and students’ future performance (because this is such an
obvious potential source of a spurious relation—Path A X Path

B—between teachers’ expectations and student achievement);
and (d) it must estimate effects of teachers’ expectations on
students’ future performance beyond effects accounted for by
students’ previous performance (ie., it must estimate Path C
when controiling for Path A).

Two path-analytic studies have met these criteria (Jussim,
1989; Williams, 1976). In both studies, zero-order correlations
between teachers’ expectations and students’ later achievement
were reduced 60%—100% when controlling for spurious predic-
tors of both, such as past performance and student motivation.
Therefore, Equation 3 shows that in these two studies, (@) the
accuracy of teachers’ expectations (Path A X Path B) was much
higher than self-fulfilling prophecy (Path C), (b) accuracy ac-

. counted for 60%—100% of the zero-order correlations between

teachers’ expectations and student achievement, and (c) self-ful-
filling prophecy accounted for about 0%-40% of the zero-order
correlations between teachers’ expectations- and student
achievement. The only two studies that met the criteria neces-
sary for identifying predictive accuracy showed that teachers’
expectations predicted students’ future achievement mainly (al-
though not completely) because they were accurate.

Four path-analytic studies have examined both self-fulfilling
prophecies and the extent to which teachers base their expecta-
tionson valid information, such as previous gradesand achieve-
ment test scores (Brattesani et al, 1984; Jussim, 1989; West &
Anderson, 1976; Williams, 1976). All four showed that student
achievement, more strongly influenced teachers’ expectations
(Path B) than teachers’ expectations influenced student achieve-
ment (Path Q).

This reflection—construction interpretation of the empirical
evidence, therefore, leads to two broad conclusions: (@) There is
no evidence documenting larger self-fulfilling prophecy effects
than effects of students’ achievements on teachers’ expectations
(ie, no classroom evidence documenting larger Path C effects
than Path B effects); (b) there is substantial evidence showing
that teachers’ expectations are based on students’ behavior and
achievements to a much larger extent than those expectations
cause targets’ behavior or achievements (ie., substantial evi-
dence that Path B is larger than Path C).

Two Frequéntly Cited but Problematic Studies: More
Evidence for the Strong Constructivist Perspective?

Two naturalistic studies are frequently cited as attesting to
the power of teachers’ expectations to create their own reality.
Rist (1970) observed a kindergarten teacher segregate children
along social class lines and direct most of her attention to the
upper-class children. Furthermore, he observed this “caste”
system to persist at least through second grade.

The evidence that this study provides in support of powerful
self-fulfilling effects of teachers’ expectations is extremely lim-
ited for several reasons. First, it focused on a very small sample,
a single kindergarten class of 30 students (plus first- and sec-
ond-grade followups of subsets of these students) involving one
teacher each year. More important, Rist’s (1970) observations
addressed how the teacher acted on her expectations far more
than how the students reacted to the treatment. In a footnote (p.
443), Rist indicated that at the end of the kindergarten year,
there were no statistically significant differences in IQ among
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the students Rist himself categorized as recipients of high ver-
sus low teacher expectations!

Rist (1970) also indicated that by the end of first grade. the
high-expectancy students were assigned to a higher reading
group than were the low-expectancy students. Once students
were assigned to a high-track or low-track group, however, they
generally stayed there through second grade. Because low-track
groups are actually taught less. it seems likely that by the end of
second grade. there may have been genuine performance dif-
ferences between recipients of high and low teachers’ expecta-
tions. It is impossible to know the extent of such differences,
however, because Rist did not provide quantitative analyses.

A naturalistic study by Crano and Mellon (1978) also is fre-
quently cited as evidence of powerful self-fulfilling prophecy
effects. On the basis of a cross-lagged panel correlational analy-
sis, they concluded that teachers’ expectations influenced stu-
dent achievement to a greater extent than student achievement
influenced teacher expectations. Unfortunately, although
Crano and Mellon could not have known it at the time. the use
of cross-lagged panel correlations as a basis for determining
causal predominance was discredited shortly after their study
was published (Rogosa, 1980). Current researchers, however.
should be aware that their study provides no evidence regarding
causal relations among teacher expectations and student
achievement.

Thus, two of the naturalistic studies most frequently cited
(e.g., Darley & Fazio, 1980; E. E. Jones, 1986; Milier & Turnbull,
1986; Myers, 1987; Snyder, 1984) as attesting to the power of
self-fulfilling prophecies provide little such evidence. However.
the naturalistic studies using more rigorous or appropriate
methods and analytic techniques (Brattesani et al., 1984; West
& Anderson, 1976; Williams, 1976) generally have been over-
looked in social psychological perspectives on interpersonal
expectancies and find far more evidence of accuracy than self-
fulfiliing prophecy. Why have these flawed studies been em-
phasized while the more informative research demonstrating
accuracy has been largely overlooked? This may yet again re-
flect the influence of the strong constructivist perspective.’

Naturally Occurring Self-Fulfilling Prophecies in
Contexts Other Than the Classroom

Perhaps self-fulfilling prophecy effects are stronger in con-
texts other than in the classroom. Teachers are trained experts,
and opportunities abound for objective assessments of students.
In comparison to perceivers in many social situations, teachers
may be more likely to develop accurate expectations. Even
when inaccurate, teachers may have numerous opportunities to
revise their erroneous expectations because students can dem-
onstrate their competence many times over the course of the
school year.

In contrast, however, most social perceivers may never rigor-
ously measure many social characteristics of others. In daily
interactions, people do not give others formal tests of warmth,
extraversion, or even intelligence in the same way that teachers
explicitly assess, for example, success at arithmetic. Perhaps,
therefore, social perceivers more readily maintain erroneous
expectations and create social reality to a larger extent in many
contexts outside the classroom.

However, I know of only one study assessing effects on tar-
gets’ behavior of perceivers’ naturally occurring expectations in
situations other than the classroom (Berman, 1979). Berman
assessed the extent to which clinicians’ expectations regarding
the outcome of therapy were accurate or seif-fulfilling. A group
of 44 therapists was divided into 22 pairs. Each pair of thera-
pists then interviewed two patients. After this interview, Ber-
man assessed each therapist’s expectations regarding the likely
outcome of therapy for each of the two patients they inter-
viewed. Each therapist then treated one of the two patients for |
month.

If therapists’ expectations were accurate, they should corre-
late with the outcome of the patients they did not treat. In fact,
however, this study yieided no evidence of accuracy. None of
the correlations of therapist expectancy with any of the out-
come measures reached statistical significance (they ranged
from —.25 to.25). -

If therapists’ expectations created self-fulfilling prophecies,
they should correlate more strongly with the outcome of the
patients they treated than with the outcome of the patients they
did not treat. The results regarding self-fulfilling prophecy
were mixed. Therapists’ expectations significantly correlated
with two of the six patient-reported outcome measures (both
correlations were about .3) and none of the four therapist-re-
ported outcome nieasures.

The implications of this study are limited by the relatively
small sample, the relatively brief time frame, and the lack of
assessment of patient outcome independent of both patient and
therapist. Nonetheless, it is also interesting for several reasons.
First, the methodology of having perceivers provide expecta-
tions for targets and then only interact with a subset of those
targets may be extremely useful for disentangling self-fulfilling
prophecy from accuracy in many other settings. Second, it is
currently the only naturalistic study providing greater evidence
of self-fulfilling prophecy than of accuracy. Third, the relatively
modest self-fulfilling effects of therapists’ expectations is con-
sistent with results obtained from the classroom studies.

The naturalistic evidence regarding self-fulfilling prophecies
in contexts other than the classroom is limited to this single
study. Furthermore, given the limitations of Berman’s (1979)
study, his findings probably should be viewed as preliminary
and suggestive. Research on naturally occurring self-fulfilling
prophecies in therapist-patient relations and in virtually all
other naturalistic situations is sorely needed.

Judgments Regarding Targets

Regardless of whether targets objectively confirm perceivers’
beliefs, strong social constructivist perspectives suggest that
perceivers often will interpret targets’ behavior as confirming
their beliefs (Darley & Fazio, 1980; Fiske & Neuberg, 1990;
Fiske & Taylor, | 9&4; E.E. Jones, 1986; R. A. Jones, 1977; Miller
& Turnbull, 1986; Snyder, 1984). Previous theoretical perspec-

* Brattesani, Weinstein, and Marshall (1984) and Williams (1976)
focused nearly all of their attention on their results providing evidence
of self-fulfilling prophecies and perceptual biases. This, too, may re-
flect an influence of the Zeitgeist created by the strong constructivist
perspective!
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tives (e.g., E. E. Jones, 1986; Miller & Turnbull, 1986; Snyder,
1984), however, often have failed to distinguish between two
different sources of expectancy confirmation: (3) expectations
causing perceivers to evaluate the target in expectancy-consis-
tent ways and (b) perceivers judging targets on the basis of their
behavior, when that behavior was objectively consistent with
the expectation. Furthermore, expectations causing perceivers
to evaluate the target in expectancy-consistent ways generally
have been interpreted as evidence of perceptual bias (“going
beyond the information given” in inappropriate ways). In fact,
however, the reflection—construction model demonstrates that
even when expectations directly influence perceivers’ judg-
ments regarding targets, those judgments may still be accurate.
These aspects of the model are discussed next.

Judging targets on the basis of their behavior. Path E depicts
the extent to which perceivers’ judgments are based on targets’
behavior or attributes. Consequently, a high value for Path E
represents accuracy in perceivers’ judgments of targets. The
size of Path E represents the extent to which, for example, job
applicants or college applicants are evaluated on the basis of
their qualifications, judgments of targets’ sociability and
warmth are based on their behavior, the grades teachers assign
to students are based on students’ performance on tests and
assignments. and so on.

The reflection-construction model shows that perceivers
may believe their expectations have been confirmed without
biasing or influencing their interpretation of targets’ behavior
(Path D is zero). If targets’ behavior influences perceivers’ judg-
ments of targets, Path E will be positive. If targets’ behavior also
is consistent with perceivers’ expectations. either because of
self-fulfilling prophecy or accuracy, a positive value for Path E
represents expectancy confirmation—that is. accurately per-
ceiving the targets’ behavior, which actually confirmed the ex-
pectation. This is expectancy confirmation but does not repre-
sent a perceptual bias; there has been no direct influence of
perceivers’ expectations on their interpretations of targets’ be-
havior (Path D is zero).

Research in three areas—stereotypes. performance evalua-
tions, and the social relations model—has demonstrated the
power of Path E in many situations. Experimental studies of the
role of stereotypes in person perception show that stereotype-
based expectancies often are highly responsive to disconfirm-
ing evidence regarding individual targets. Whether individual
targets are men and women, Blacks and Whites, old and young,
or upper class and lower class, perceivers generally judge them
far more on the basis of their observable relevant personal char-
acteristics than on their membership in these social groups (e.g.,
Ashmore & Tumia, 1980:; S. Cook, 1984; Feldman, 1972; Insko,
Nacoste, & Moe, 1983; Jussim et al., 1987; Krueger & Rothbart,
1988; Linville, 1982; Linviile & Jones, 1980; Locksley, Borgida,
Brekker, & Hepburn, 1980; Rasinski, Crocker, & Hastie, 1985;
Rokeach & Mezei, 1966).

Although people sometimes interpret ambiguous informa-
tion in ways consistent with their expectations (e.g., Bodenhau-
sen, 1988; Darley & Gross, 1983; Kulik, 1983), even small
amounts of information inconsistent with the stereotype
strongly influence perceivers’ impressions of a particular per-
son (Krueger & Rothbart, 1988; Locksley et al., 1980; Rasinski
et al., 1985). Even the famous Goldberg effect (essays attributed
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to John McKafy are evaluated more favorably than identical
essays attributeld to Jane McKay) has not held up; a meta-analy-
sis of more thati 100 studies showed virtually no effect of maie-
female labeling on such evaluations (Swim, Borgida, Ma-
ruyama, & Myers, 1989).

Research on how expectations influence evaluations of em-
ployee performance also suggests that Path E of the reflection-
construction model often may be quite strong (Fenner, Lerch,
& Kulik, in press). In this study, there was no restriction of
range of perceivers’ expectancies (see Footnote 4). Employees’
past performance information, which was presented to per-
ceivers as a basis for expectations, was as variable as that of the
employees’ performance perceivers subsequently judged. None-
theless, this research showed that the small influence of expec-
tations on perceivers’ evaluations of employees was dwarfed by
huge effects of employees’ actual performance.

Research using the social relations model (Kenny & Albright,
1987; Kenny & La Voie, 1984) also has provided evidence of
considerable accuracy in perceivers’ impressions of targets.
One recent study focused on college students who had known
each other for,/on average, more than ] vear and directly com-
pared the roles of the perceiver and target in determining per-
ceivers’ impressions of targets (Malloy & Albright, 1990). Al-
though some evidence was found that perceivers constructed
their impressions of targets. the main influence on perceivers’
judgments was targets’ characteristics. Other research using the
social relations model also has found accuracy in perceivers’
impressions of targets (Kenny & Albright. 1987), even when
addressing impressions that perceivers develop after a single
interaction with a stranger (DePaulo, Kenny, Hoover, Webb, &
Oliver, 1987) and even when used to reanalyze data from stud-
ies originally interpreted as showing minimal accuracy (Kashy
& Kenny, {990).

Expectations influence judgments: Constructive accuracy.
Even when soc¢ial beliefs directly cause perceivers to judge tar-
gets’ behavior in expectancy-confirming ways (Path D is posi-
tive), and everj when such judgments are completely divorced
from targets’ actual behavior (Path E is zero), there is a possibil-
ity that accuracy rather than perceptual bias is being demon-
strated. This is because ,

r(T, J) = Path E + {Path C X Path D]

+[Path A X Path BX Path D], ()
where r(T, J) is the correlation (r) between targets’ behavior or
attributes (7) and perceivers’ judgments of targets (J). This
means that even when Path E is zero, ifeither [Path C X Path D]
or [Path A XiPath B X Path D] is very high, the correlation
between targets’ behavior and perceivers’ judgment of that be-
havior will be very high. Equation 4 yields the following condi-
tional inequality: If [Path C > 0] or [Path A X Path B] > 0,
higher values for Path D increase the correlation between tar-
gets’ behavior and perceivers’ judgments of that behavior. Con-
ceptually, this means that when social beliefs successfully pre-
dict targets’ behavior (either through accuracy or self-fulfilling
prophecy), correspondence between judgments of targets’ be-
havior and targets’ actual behavior increases if social beliefs
also influence judgments. Note that this type of accuracy re-
quires social beliefs to directly influence judgments of targets’
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behavior, Thus, I call this constructive accuracy, meaning that
perceivers may use their {accurate) knowledge and experience
to create a valid image of reality, even when they do not directly
base their judgments on the objective stimulus information.

In some ways, this model simply applies Bayes’s theorem to
the specific case of interpersonal perception. When there is
uncertainty to judgments, expectations based on accurate
background information should influence judgments. This is
another version of the idea that base rates should influence
judgments when individuating information is less than per-
fectly diagnostic (e.g., Kahneman & Tversky, 1973; McCauley et
al., 1980: Tversky & Kahneman, 1974). Nonetheless, the
current model suggests the need for a reinterpretation of re-
search showing that expectations influence judgments. Such
research generally has been interpreted asevidenceof bias, inac-
curacy, prejudice, and so on (e.g., Bodenhausen. 1988; Darley &
Fazio, 1980; Fiske & Neuberg, 1990; Fiske & Taylor, 1984: E. E.
Jones, 1986), whereas the current model shows that expecta-
tions influencing judgments may enhance accuracy.

Empirical research on false consensus has demonstrated a
related phenomenon. False consensus (sometimes discussed as
projection) involves perceivers allegedly erroneously assuming
that others are similar to them in the absence of much evidence
(e.g., Ross. Greene, & House, 1977). In fact, however. if per-
ceivers’ attributes actually correlate with targets’ attributes. the
more perceivers assume others are similar to them (ie., the
greater the false-consensus effect or projection), the more
highly their judgments of others will correlate with those
others’ actual attributes (Hoch, 1987).

Expectations influence judgments: Bias. Perceptual biases
occur when perceivers view targets as conforming more closely
to their social beliefs than is warranted on the basis of targets’
behavior or attributes (Crocker, 1981; Darley & Fazio. 1980;
Fiske & Taylor, 1984; E. E. Jones, 1986; Miller & Turnbull,
1986). In reflection-construction terms, this means that social
beliefs correlate more strongly with perceivers’ judgments of
targets than with targets’ actual behavior or attributes.

The reflection—construction model indicates that bias oc-
curs only under specific circumstances: when the influence of
social beliefs on judgments more than makes up for the extent
to which failing to judge targets’ exclusively on the basis of their
behavior lowers the correspondence among targets’ actual be-
havior and perceivers’ judgment of that behavior. This is be-
cause

r(B, J) = Path D + [Path C X Path E]

+ (Path A X Path BX Path E], (5)

where r(B, J) is the correlation () between perceivers’ social
beliefs (B) and their judgments of targets (J ). Equation § yields
the following conditional inequality: If Path D > [Path C —
(Path C X Path E)] + [(Path A X Path B) — (Path A X Path B X
Path E)], perceivers’ social beliefs will correlate more strongly
with their own judgments of targets’ behavior than with targets’
actual behavior [r(B, /) > r(8, T)]. This conditional inequality
and Equations 1 and 5 show that a perceptual bias occurs only
when Path D more than makes up for the extent to which the
correspondence between targets’ behavior and percetvers’ judg-
ments is lessened as a result of failure to judge targets totally on
the basis of their behavior.

There are two imfportant conceptual points here: (a) Research
showing that socizj:l beliefs (stereotypes, schemata, expecta-
tions, prototypes, etc) influence judgments of targets indepen-
dent of targets’ actual behavior is necessary but not sufficient to
demonstrate that social beliefs iead to biased perceptions; (b)
bias occurs only when such influence is so strong that it leads
social beliefs to correlate more strongly with perceivers’ judg-
ments than with targets’ actual behavior.

Bias may increase constructive accuracy. The reflection-
construction model also leads to the seemingly paradoxical in-
sight that perceptual biases may enhance constructive accuracy.
Whenever social beliefs are accurate or create self-fulfilling
prophecies, the more they influence judgments of targets, the
more closely those judgments will correspond to targets’ objec-
tive behavior. Equation 4 shows that whenever Path A X Path B
or Path C is positive, higher values for Path D (expectations
influencing judgments) lead to higher correlations between tar-
gets’ behavior or attributes and perceivers’ judgment of that
behavior or those attributes. As Equation 5 and its conditional
inequality have shown, however, if Path D is sufficiently high, a
perceptual bias will occur whereby perceivers judge targets’
behavior as more consistent with their expectations than is
warranted on the basis of their behavior. Thus, higher values for
Path D, seemingly paradoxically, simultaneously may bias judg-
ments and increase their correspondence to targets’ actual be-
havior (see also Harvey, Town, & Yarkin, 1981, for a discussion
of why many types of biases do not necessarily reflect errors).

The principle that bias sometimes enhances constructive ac-
curacy can be illustrated through the simple example of a coin
toss. If a penny comes up heads 50.2% of the time, one should
always predict heads. If one cannot see the outcome of the toss
and must guess, the answer that will lead to the greatest accu-
racy, that is, correspondence between judgment and reality, al-
ways will be “heads.” Such a perceiver could be described as
having an extreme Aeads bias. Such a perceiver, however. would
also be more accurate than other perceivers using any strategy
other than one that used such an extreme heads bias.

This logic is equally applicable to social perception and can
be demonstrated through an example of people viewing a Na-
tional Basketball Association (NBA) game on TV Successful
categorization of the figures on TV as professional basketball
players leads perceivers to believe they are quite tall, which,
when applied to individual players, generally will be accurate.
Even though categorization generally leads to greater accuracy
(in comparison to failing to realize they were NBA players and
that NBA players are generally tall), when perceivers make
errors they may be more likely to overestimate than to underes-
timate the height of the players.

Figure 2 presents a hypothetical example of how bias may
lead to constructive accuracy in judgments. Consider a situa-
tion in which perceivers view the U.S. Open Golf Tournament
and the NBA championship series on TV Model 2 shows (a)
perceivers use category of sports profession (basketball vs,
golf ) as a basis for§ beliefs regarding height (Path B is .8), (b)
professional basketball players generally are talier than golfers
(Path A is .8), (¢} no self-fulfilling prophecy effect of expecta-
tions on NBA piayers’ height (Path C is 0), (d) the belief that
NBA members are tail (whereas goif players generally are not)
directly influences judgments of the height of particular indi-
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MODEL 2
Path A .8
Pro Path B .8 Beliets Path C O Sy
i individual
Basketbail > Regarding / ‘> Targets'
Player Targets’
Or Golter? Height Height
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Path D ]
.8 .
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Judgments
ot Individual
Targets’ Height
MODEL 3
Path A .8 R
Pro Path B .8 Beli Path C 0
Basketball > Hesarain | Individual
egarding P Targets
Player Targets’ .
Or Goifer? Height Height
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Perceivers’
Judgments
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Targets' Height
MODEL 4
Path A .8
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& Individuai
Baps'kaeytebrall > Rggardtl ng ‘ » Targets’
or Golfer? :;?:h: Height
Path E
1
Perceivers’
Judgments

of Individual
Targets’ Height

Figure 2. Three models showing how category-based judgments may e;nhance constructive accuracy.
(All models are hypothetical. Accuracy of judgments of height is greatest in Model 2)

viduals playing basketball or golf (Path D is .8), and (¢) actual
height has a minor influence on judgments (Path E is. ). These
particular coefficients were chosen for simplicity and for iilus-
trative reasons: the same broad implications of the model hold
for any set of coefficients.

Model 3 is exactly the same with one exception: There is no
direct influence of category-based beliefs on judgments of the
height of particular individuals (Path D is 0 instead of .8).
Model 3 represents perceivers who realize that professional bas-
ketball players are taller than most others but who do not allow
this stereotype to influence judgments of particular individ-

ualson TV Moqiel 4 depicts perceivers who do not hold astereo-
type of profes;‘iional basketball players as being particularly
tail. For them, Path B is zero. These perceivers have no basis for
generating diﬁferent predictions for goifers and basketball
players. Therefore, this example also assumes that their expec-
tations regardifng height have no influence on their judgments
of individual targets’ height; thus, Path D is zero.

The correlation between expectations and targets’ objective
height is .64 in Models 2 and 3 and 0 in Model 4. Because there
is no self-fulfilling prophecy here, these correlations represent

] e . . ..
pure accuracy of prediction without influence (this is an exam-
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behavior and attributes” (pp. 31-32) approaches to accuracy
suggested by the reflection—construction model are clearly
consistent with Brunswick’s (1952) probabilistic conception.

The reflection—construction model also goes beyond Bruns-
wick’s (1952) lens model in several ways. First. Brunswick’s
model completely overlooked seif-fulfilling prophecies. Sec-
ond, the lens model did not focus on perceptual biases. Conse-
quently, Brunswick’s model primarily addressed ways in which
perception reflected reality; it largely overlooked or de-empha-
sized constructive phenomena.

Although much of the current article challenges the strong
constructivist perspective, it should not be interpreted as sug-
gesting that social perception only reflects social reality. At
least sometimes, social perception indeed creates social reality.
In contrast to the lens model, the reflection-construction
model provides a clear framework for disentangling the extent
to which social perception reflects or creates social reality.

Limitations to the Reflection-Construction Model

The reflection—construction model is not intended to ad-
dress many important issues involved in understanding rela-
tions among social perception and social realitv. For example, it
is mute with respect to (@) many of the social and psychological
processes by which social perception relates to social reality
and (b) identifying conditions under which different phenom-
ena (e.g., self-fulfilling prophecy vs. accuracy) are more or less
likely to occur. Numerous theorists have addressed normatively
appropriate processes for social judgment. hypothesis testing,
and inference (e.g, Kahneman et al., 1982; Kenny & Albright,
1987; Klayman & Ha, 1987; Kruglanski, {989; Nisbett & Ross,
1980). Others have addressed the processes by and conditions
under which expectations influence social judgment and lead
to self-fulfilling prophecies (e.g., Bodenhausen, 1988; Brophy,
1983; Cooper & Good, 1983; Darley & Fazio, 1980; Fiske &
Neuberg, 1990; Harris & Rosenthal, 1985; Jussim. 1 986; Snyder,
1984).

In contrast, within a single social context (whether laboratory
or naturalistic), the reflection—construction model primarily
addresses questions such as (a) How much does social percep-
tion correspond to social reality because of accuracy or setf-ful-
filling prophecy? (b) How much is social perception based on
social reality? (¢) How powerful are self-fulfilling prophecy ef-
fects? (d) Have perceivers’ expectations led to biases or accuracy
in impressions of targets, or both? The reflection—-construction
model could be adapted to address many process issues simply
by adding intervening variables and steps between the concep-
tual variables already presented and by estimating the model
under different conditions hypothesized to enhance or reduce
the influence of any of the phenomena the model already incor-
porates.

Similarly, the model is most appropriate for disentangling
relations between social perception and social reality within a
single social context. It is not intended to address ultimate ques-
tions concerning the extent to which, for example, self-fulfilling
prophecies over the life span lead to individual differences in
personality attributes, academic or occupational achievement,
or behavior in general.

Strong and Weak Constructivist Perspectives

Empirical research shows that (a) the extent to which natu-
rally occurring teachers’ expectations create self-fulfilling

prophecies geﬁerally is quite limited; (b) even meta-analyses
that have add!ressed conditions under which self-fulfilling
prophecy effects are most powerful have found small effects;
stereotypes have been shown to be accurate about as often as
they have been shown to be inaccurate; (d) perceivers often
judge targets, not on the basis of stereotypes, but on the basis of
targets’ behavihr and attributes; and (¢) expectations influence
judgments regarding individuals.

When the reflection-construction model is used as a frame-
work for inte ‘reting empirical research on accuracy, bias, and
self-fulfilling prophecy, it shows that (a) among studies that
assessed both self-fulfilling prophecy and accuracy, teacher ex-
pectations have predicted student achievement more because
they are accufrate than because they create seif-fulfilling
prophecies; (_b)i when social beliefs are inaccurate, their influ-
ence on judgments represents bias alone: and (c) when social
beliefs are vali?, the more they influence judgments. the more
accurate those judgments will be if perceivers do not or cannot
judge targets sc!olely on the basis of their attributes or behavior.

My conclusion that self-fulfilling and biasing effects of social
beliefs are refatively small. especially when compared to accu-
racy, should nat be misinterpreted as indicating that they are
trivial or unimportant. Whether effects of .1 to .3 are consid-
ered important! depends on both theoretical and practical con-
siderations beyond the scope of this article (€.g, see Funder,
1987; Jussim, in press; Rosenthal, 1985, 1989). Because of their
relevance to solcial issues such as equality of opportunity, and
because of theilr relevance to theoretical issues such as the con-
struction of soq%ial reality, such effects are quite important.

Nonethe]ess,{ an application of the reflection-construction
model to the e}mpirical evidence shows that the weak social
constructivist perspective is currently far more viable than the
strong construitivist perspective. This model provides a clear
framework for assessing Snyder’s (1984; Snyder et al., 1977) sug-
gestion that ev%:nts in the social world result from individuals’
beliefs as much as they cause those beliefs. Such a proposal
cannot be ultirﬁlately proved or disproved. But it can be tested.
The reflection—construction model readily translates this gen-
eralization into%an operational hypothesis: Is (or when is) Path C

greater than or equal to Path B? And among naturalistic studies
that have assessed both accuracy and self-fulfilling prophecy,
only one (Ber !an, 1979) has found that the influence of social
perception on social reality exceeded the influence of social
reality on sociaf- perception. Several have found that the influ-
ence of social reality on social beliefs exceeds the influence of
social beliefs on social reality (Brattesani et al., 1984; Jussim,
1989; West & Anderson, 1976; Williams. 1976). And even the
strongest self-fi | Ifilling effects found by Berman (1979) were
relatively modest.

This does not mean that strong constructivist claims are
wrong; perhaps researchers have not looked in the right places
for such strong | flects. There is currently only limited evidence
regarding whether seif-fulfilling prophecy effects accumulate
over periods longer than | year. For example, if every year one
set of students |were the beneficiaries of positive expectancy
effects and another set were victims of negative expectancy ef-
fects, huge self-fulfilling prophecy effects would occur over sev-
eral years. Rist’s (1970) study of the treatment received by a
group of childr(%n in kindergarten through second grade hints
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at such an accumulative process, but the study has so many
limitations that it must be viewed only as suggestive.

1 know of only two other studies that have addressed the issue
of accumulation of expectancy effects. Both a field experiment
(Rosenthal & Jacobson. 1968) and naturalistic research (West &
Anderson, [976) showed that rather than accumulating, self-
fulfilling prophecies dissipated from the Ist year to the 2nd
year. Clearly, however, whether self-fulfilling prophecy effects
accumulate over periods longer than | year remains an inade-
quately addressed empirical question.

Seif-fulfilling prophecies and perceptual biases also may oc-
cur to large extents in contexts other than the classroom. The
minimal naturalistic evidence on this issue represents a limita-
tion to psychologists’ understanding of when social perception
creates social reality and a challenge for those arguing that such
effects are quite large. Perhaps the effects are quite large; re-
searchers will never know, though, until they investigate ways
in which naturally occurring social perception creates and re-
flects reality among husbands and wives. parents and children,
friends, clinicians and patients, employers and employees,
coaches and athletes, and so on.

Of course, the possibility that conditions exist under which
huge self-fulfilling prophecies and biases occur provides no
empirical evidence that such conditions actually exist. An ab-
sence of evidence is not a basis for supporting a strong construc-
tivist position. Some of the grander claims regarding the power
of belief to create social reality may be true, but there is
currently little evidence of such powerful effects occurring
under naturalistic conditions. Experimental research has iden-
tified a host of errors and biases and has convincingly shown
that if erroneous, social perception sometimes creates social
reality. It is at least possible, however, that accuracy character-
izes naturally occurring social perception to a greater extent
than once believed.
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