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ABSTRACT i>K
\Fo 1~f1ve undergraduates discussed a moral issue

with a confedera ho'}ad the sdme opinion ‘(no controversy) or

{ opposite opinion ontroversy). Subjects in the controversy
conditions discussed within dither a cooperative cr a competitive
context. Subjects in‘the controversy conditions indicated|more
conceptnal conflict or uncertainty, erngaged in more L
information-seeking behavior, and were more accurate in taking the.
cognitive perspective of the confederate than were subjects in _the .
no-controversy°conditions. These results support Piagetts and T
Kohlberg's views of the role of controversy in perspective-taking and
cognitive development and Berlyne's theory of ccnceptual conflict and
.epistemic curiosity. Subjects in .the colpetitive-context Fonditions
experienced more uncertainty, engaged in more.infcrmation-seeking
behavior, and were more accurate in co nitive perspective+taking-“than-
.vere suhjects in the- cooperative-contextpsondition. Subjects in the

" competitive-context condition also experienced more cog tive )
dissonance, derogated the confederate and the confeder 's position
-and arquments to a greater ‘extent, and.indicated grea'te :

closed-sindedness in'responding to the- confederate and the
confederate's argnlents. (Author) <
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. . ’ :\. Abstract : ) (
r Forty—five undergradnates *discussed a moral issue with a confederate z

who had the sdme opinion (no controversy) or opposite dpinion (contro-

. - . (Y - -

versy). Subjects in the controversy conditions discussed withir either

s

a cooperative or a competitive context. Subjects in the controversy \

condft}ons indicated more conceptual conflict or-uncertainty, engaged

* . - *

3 0~' . 3 / .
in mére information seeking behavior, and were more accurate in taking
, ;

] ~

the cognitive perspective of the confederate.than were subjects in
- ’ 4

"the no-controwersy.condition. These
. w -

-

results support Piaget's and

“

- I . . . . . N
Kohlberg's views of the rolg of contreversy in perspective-taking and

.‘cognitive deveiopment and Berlyne's theory of conceptugl conflict and
4 : .t s P - e
ep¥stemic curiosity. Suljects/ in the competitige-context*conditions

.

. . .

experienced more uncertainty, engaged in more information-seekingy | B

, . . .

benavior, and were more accurate in cognitive perspective-taking than
- [ . .. ' ..
were subjects in the cooperative-context condi.tion-., 'Subjécts 'in the '

.
v

competitive—context condition also expetlenoed mo;\\cognitive dissonancé

13 ¥

r

{ and arguments

derogated the confederate and . the confederate s poS1ti

,\

s ks
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', been demonstrated to relate tq cognitive development, moral reasoning,
. . I ' '

~r y

' Controversy & Perspective-Taking
o "2

! |
Controversy Within a Cooperative or Competitive Context and Cognitive ..
. o : ) Fl '

: férspective—Taking

The purpose of this'study is to determine the effects of inter- ]

N ’ - . - ,
personal controversy within akcooperative or a‘compeg}tive context on

. -

_the arousal of intrapersonal conceptual conflict and information seeking,

and the resulting increasedgaccuracy~of cognitive‘perspective-taking.
- ' < -
Cognitive pefSpective-taéing, the‘understanding of the coghitive organiza-~

Ytion being used to structure a person's knowledge and reasoning, has
ng ! 1 1ing,

° '4
self-esteem, sotia}] intelligence, cooperatgon, communication effective-

ness, problem-solving, and conflict resolution (Asch,.l952; Falk & )
Johnson, 1977; Flavell, 1968; Johnson, 1971, B975a, l975h, 1977; Kohlberg,

l969, Mead 1934; Piaget, 1948, 1950 Rogers, 1951) It is one of the

" most important psychological competencies each person\needs to develop.

Cognitive development theorists KFlavell, 1963; Kohlberg, 1969; Piaget,

1948, 195Q) have argued(that it is repeated interpersonal controVersies
(discussions or diSputes in which opposing opinions clash) that promote

‘the ability to take'accuratély the cogni!ive perspective of others.

- »

Tj svold & Johnson (1977) provide evidence that discussions with

s

v .
ontroversy, compared to those withoyt, result in increased accuracy»

.of cognitive perspective-taking But the processes mediating such an. -’

effect énd the conditions under yhich it occurs have ‘not been empirically }

hnd 4 ' n [ S N ‘
.- determined. - : iﬁ . . ‘ ‘ ! .

.
v
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Almost all the reseéroh on pérspective—taiing has 'focugsed on document-

~ °

, Y ’ -
. ing its consequences, ignoring the mediating processes and the situational

.

variables affecting the accurscy with which a person takes’the perspective

The‘mediating process examined in this stufly is based’ on the
/¢ . . .

Berlyne states ‘thdt receiving new

4

information®which does not fit with what one already knows or believes , -
¢ . .

of others.

theorizing of’ Berlyne (1963, 1965).

'

. - .. \
creatés conceptual conflict (or subjettive uncertainty) which, in turn,

creates.epistemic curiogsity or the search for additional information. -
N . N r/

Within a controverég, the awareness that another person disagrees with *

1

4 ! s ' .
one's conclusions and reasoning creates an internal‘incompatibility of

ideas or an uncertainty as to which idea should be believed.

~

This . °

uncertainty w#ll promote a search for additional information which will

£y

result in increased accuracy of cognitive perspective-taking.” While
ﬁhis _Process geéms theoreticallyﬂvalid, there is a need for empirical’

. R ' . ? i
@support. ' ' - . ) '

N

+
‘ Berlyne and the cognitive/developmental theorists Qbsume that the

«
.

increaséd accuracy-of perspective-taking will result in a coghitive

.

restructuring to resolve the conceptual conflict.

,\

-

It is possible,
P {

however, that under certain conditions a person 8 conclusions and

reasoning will be closed-mindedly adhered to, despite an’ increased )

undertandingﬁpf the opponent's cogniti‘e perspective. Under such

"

the person derogates both the cognitive perspective of ‘the opponent

N

\~‘1

-~

-

-

.conditions a?&issonance reductiog prOcess Wwould be expected in whioh

b [

)

and the opponent himself ps the source - of the incompatible information.,

o -

Since a competitive context, compared to a cooperative one, has been*

. ‘ /
' Controversy & Perspective-Taking

-
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¢ ' . . . - 4;. . A
i .

shown to increase defensive adherence to~one's own point of‘yiew' 4

(Deutsch, 1973; Johnson, 1971, 19%4; Sherif, 1966), it may be hypothe-

e within a competitive context -
L N - .

' .

sized that when controversy takes plac

L subjects will rgspénd in a more closed-minded way, report greater

' ) ' ‘

. e . . . ) . '
feelingz:of dissonance, and derogate the cognitive perspective ‘of the

opponent and the opponent himself to a greater extent than will subjects
' : ! . . N .
involved in a controversy within a cooperative context or in a dis-

cussion containing no contrdversy.
® . . . . -

: . " The context in which the controversy occurs can’also,be‘ﬁypoJ ' <
o LA . . . . ) .r’
f?b . ’ N v . . (
‘ sthesized to affect the accuracy .of cognitive perspective-taking. Blake -

[

and Mouton (1961) found. that greater"iaé and misunderstanding occufred ‘

. in domprehending another person's arguments and perspective™n a com~ ) .

7

pgtiti%e context éompared to a coopexaﬁive one, and much of the.research i
by.Deutsch~(197§3, Sherif (1966), and Johpsbn(197i) indicates that

i
the more coTéetitive the situatidn, the.lees accurate comprehension'of =~ . ‘J
;ach other's\%rgumeﬁts will be. Thus, it is expected.that while con-
troversy will promote greééer accuracy-bf cognitive pefspective-takiné ’ y
. ‘o - , - .
' than will the absence of ‘controversy, the effgct wl%i be greater within ’

.

~
~ .
¥ - . =

a ecooperative than a competitive context. v
<

Method =~ . L L. N
‘ - - . . .

Subjects and Design

- L4

Forty-five male and female undergraduates were recruited from courses’ ¢

. at The Penns&ly;nia State University to participate in this /Study. They -

-5
. . . , LN
were randomly assigned to conditions, fifteem in each qpndition. They

*

Y . AN -

. Y r
U * ' [ > LN .
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N

. , .

\ . ,
T ' ' © 5
. . \
N

were given course credit for participating in the-study and the .

] . . c .
opportunity to participate im a lottery to,receive fifteén dollars. The .

v
. \
)

hypotheses dmplied the creation of three conditions: No contrdversy,
. . . . - ’

. controversy within g cooperative context, and controversy within ) v
' ‘4 - ® g

» ~

N . competitive context. The t-test was used to compare differentes among -
these conditions. .. . ?r . -. - .

. . Independent Variable i S 7

’

The three conditions included in this study are controversy within

a cooperative context, controversy within a competitive context, and no @
~ ¢ :

. L 4 ’ * ‘d - ‘-
Q\ controversy. No-controversy was operationally defingd as a trained con-

-

federate faking the sgme position as the subject as to how a moral
. ’ - $
dilemma taker from, the Defining Issues,Test (Rest, 1972) should be -

;esolﬁed. Controversy within a cooperative context was operatiomalized

by having a trained confederate taking the dpposite position’ from

. .
! .

the éubject as‘to how the moral dilemma should be resolved; undef the

. ihstructions that the nugbef of chances to win the fifteen dollars-

[

‘received for particiéating in the experiment depended-on‘the subject

and the. confederate agreeing on a mutual position 3atisfactory to
g Y o~ *
. both. Controversy within a competitive confext was Operationally»

(Y
» -

- ~
defined as a trained confederate taking_ the opposite position fpoﬂ'the‘

subject'as.tg how thé moral dilémma should be ‘resolved, under the

i instructions that the nufiber of chances the subject received to win

> the lottery depended on whether’ the mutua#l positior agreed upon con-

tained more of the subject's‘ideds t®an the confederate's. ’

-

]
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. The Defining Issues Test Consists of a series of moral dilemmas to
. " 7 .

. . \ ‘ . ’ i ’ “ “u
Controversy & Perspéctive—Taking

6

. -

Dependent Variables - L o §

T2 ' K

There axrg, four sefs of dependent variables included in ‘the study. ¢

-

The first/pair dealt with accuracy‘of cdgnitiﬁe perspective-taking. The
figst\operational measure consisted-of having subjects indicate how
Cl e . . N |

. { ' 3 .
the confedﬁrate would reason ‘on another moral dilemma taken.from the'

Defining Issues Test by pickrng from the 11st of twelve arguments the

four the confederate would most likely use to support his position.

.

which a respondent'indicates what the-person caught in the dilehma should

L '
do and then indicates from a list of arguments which ones are most

s . . ,
important }n‘d&ciding what theé person caught in the dilemma should do.
The argunients are base o/ Kohlberg's (1969) stages of moral develop-

e

ment. %bch stage of moral development has a different underlying

cognitive structure which is.used to reach a decision as to how a L
moral dilemma-should be resolved.. The trained confederate consistently

présented argunents based on a cognitive structure chgracterized'by

wanting to maintain social order through fespect fér authority, rules, =

> lays, and the status qup (Stage Four in KohlbergTs hiergrchy). Staée
PR 4 .

-

Feur arguments were used because it was expected that Subjects could

(a) potentially understand this reasoning and (b) find it credible

‘s rd — N

that a fellow student was using this Yeasoning. On the moral dilemma

S - - , ~

presented to the subjecﬁs to‘measure their ability to understand the
t ot

perspective of the confederate, four of the twelve arguments were

characterized by wanting to paintain social order. To the extent that
- - -

R . N -
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7 N
P ‘? . the subjéct was able to identify these four arguments’ as being the ' _:
: ) . 5
\ ones thé confederéte'would\gfe to reach'a‘decisiog as‘ZO‘hoz'thé;;?ral
dilemmé should be resolved, the.subjegt was consigered to understand the  *
cognitive perspective of the confederate. h !

.

~ The secqnd~me;sure of cognitive perspectiv®-taking accuracy consisted

’ {

- .
of giving the subjects a one-paragraph description of each of Kohlberg's

stages two through six, and asking the subjects to indicate thé sfag%

4

reflecting the tybe of reasoning the confederate’ used during the discussion.

f‘To the extent t?ftjgpbjeats choose stage four theyifere considered to have

accurately taken the confederate's cognitive perspective. .

- i -

The.sécond pair of dependent variables’are degfee:bf conceptual con-

L ]

Uncertainty was

flict or ﬁncertainty and infermation-seeking behavior.
. i e

. ’ .
measureéd by two 7-point items in the post-experimental qé%ftionnaire,

‘. one foéusing or the degree to which the subjects felt informed by the

. -
-

.- confederatqlsigreseﬁtation of her posi;ion\?éd supporting argumbnts, and

3 the other fqégéiﬁg on the é;EEee to which the sdbjects believed_théy

: . . )
understood the confederate's arguments. Subjects' responses to the

-~
.

two quéstions were added together and then divided by two. Subjeqts' \

. who believed that the coﬁfederate's presentation was “uninformative and

believed that they did not understand the,confederate's afguments were
assumed to be highly certain of their initial position and to6 be

' experiepcing little conceptual -conflict. The measure of -information-

Y
s

} .8 /
seeking behavior was the number oquuestions the subjects asked of the

. ' confederate, concerning the confederate's position and argumeupé.

I'd

"/ l ’ i ) f ’ . /

o P —— i~ A = - S ) e W i P e -
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.The third set of dependent variables consisted of experienced

dissonance and derogation of the confederate and her arguments.
. ! .
Experienced dissonance was measured by four semantic-differential

! f v

Y
- ]

items on the post-experimental uestionnaire on which the subJects .
o A N

. A -

indicated on 7-point scales thei% degrée of tenseness, worry, uncomfgrt-

ableness,- and ‘funpleasantness. Derogation of the confedérﬁte was

) ) - measured by a question on the post-experimental questionnaire on which
. - L3 4
the subjects indicated thetir 1iking for the gtonfederate. ‘Derogation

éf the confederate's arguments was measured by analyzing the incorrects

/

attributions made on the.measure of identifying the stage of reasoning'
underlfing the confederate's arguments. " Rest (1973) established that

qsubjects prefer to see themseiyes as using‘higher stages of moral
' s . . 2 Y * ' ~ v '
* - reasoning.  The lower the stage of rea§oning incorrectly attributed

" to the confederate, therefore, the greater the derogationlof'the' >
confederate's arguments. Since the confederate used stage four
. arguments, the attribution of stage two or three rkasoning to the

confederate's arguments, compared to attributing stage five or six

| ‘ . .
. ~ . ¥ . .

reasoning, was assumed to indicate d%rogation, o

, ' The final set of dependent variables focused on subjects' ooen—

mindedness’ in respotding®tothe confederate's position and arguments. '+ *

On the postfefperimental questionnaire subjects' indicated on 7-point )

scales their willingness to make concessions to- the' confederate's
. position and arguments during the -discussion, the perceived agreement °
* S . .
between their arguments . and the confederate's arguments, the extent to

¢ 4 . v

whixh they listened with an open mind to the confederate's arguments,

L
v




< -
‘ them with an open mind. ‘ o v , .

. Procedure . o
— - [
. . . N * : '
. L .

The experiment was. conducted in four phases: ' jefich subject individually

decided what course of action should be taken in a7'ora1 dilemma, prepared ’

' . ! .
for a discussion about the moral dilemma with a parkner, discussed the ,

o
session. During the first phase the subjects wér escorted to separate

rooms and asked to réad.a moral dilemma and to}d cide what course of

.- ) 5
action should be 'taken by the person caught-inxv e dilemma. The moral “
/ . . :
dilemma 1nvolved a doctor deciding whether ory ot to give .a woman a . p
~ ./‘ . \ ]
/ .

drug to ease her great pa1n eVen though the
more quickly. After each subJe&t 1ndicateé, position, the experimenter

. returned to the rooms to- learn what cburseﬂ%f action each subject had T
- ) ’ e ’ . ) Co
decided the doctor should take. .

To'begin the second phage the experimenter escorted a confederate

=

(posing as another subJect) into. the room and indi%ated that the subject PR

At

‘and the confederate had reached the same opinion as ‘to what the doctor ~
‘ P *
should do. The experimenter informed the subject that there was another
—

. ‘ > .

pair of subjects participating in_the eyperiment, and that during the
e “ - [

next‘phase one membe S f each'pair would participate in a discussion

about the fmoral issue. In the no-contfbversx,condition éach subjedt

, ) was venbally told and given written instructions Istating that the other o .
. . I e
RPN
pair of subjects had the same position as the subject did, and that N ;r
. : . T

* s

. -
- . - . -~
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L

the subiect could‘win.up.to five_chances in the lottery if a‘nutually‘

acceptable agreement was reached in the discussion with the person from
h A3 . . . -

the other pair. In the cooperativelcontext,condition each subject . ‘ < -
. . o ]
was.verbally told and given written instructions stating that the other

-

pair of subjects had the opposing position as td how the doctor should*
: . -

Yy

*behave, and that the subject gould gain up to five chances in the lottery .
if a mutually acceptabLe agreement was reached in’ the discussion with
the person from the other pair that incorporated the best arguments from N
- ] v 7

both sides. : In-the competitive-context condition .eaéh subject was

verbally informed and given written instructions stating that the dther - R
palr of subjects had taken the opposing position asyto what the doctor ‘
- -\ . » h
should do, ,and that tite subject could gain up to five charices in the

3 . ’ -
lottery by convincing the person from the other spair that the subject's
- - s . * »

position was the right one and getting the other person-to agree fully.

" with-the subject s posit . The emphasis in this condition was on .

nning the discussion and avoiding losing. Each subject was also

U ] .
. .

.

given the following set of written instructions:
L

The research in which you aré to participatesstudies three tvpeS‘

) W— . . I
of behaviors: (1) the group planning'0f a common position, (%) the.

. L d

behavior of group representatives who meet with each other toadiscuss < ‘
" an isgue, and (3) the group evaluation of any joint statement “made by

these representatives. The research session is divided into three\\\

A s

corrasponding parts which are outlined below..

Part 1: You; group has 10 *hinutes to develop'your~§roup's -

(¢ -~ N N .

.position. You should prepare yourself and your partner as well as

.,




L]

-

'
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.. . 1.

ssible fpr the meeting with the representative from the other group

:_ This can be done by (l) summarizing the most important’ points, 2) -~
arriving at any new arguments you can that support your group 's -
position, and (3) giving each other any advice you have about ‘the

meeting with‘the representat%ve frof the other group. Near the end
of this part one person will.b:'chosen by chance to represent the
group in the discussion, while the otherAperson-will observe and

- :

evaluate the discussions

. A briefing sheet has been givén,to you to facilitate your prepara-

tion for the intergroup "discussion in a short amountsofatime:

.. ¢

. <
Part 2: This part will last up to 20 minutes. The reBQegentative

LY

- from each group will meet to discuss the issue. The meeting’ will have

the following procedure° (1) each person presents his pbsition and

\
the arguments that support his.position in about two minutes: (2) the

.

discussants then discuss freely for the rest of the first twelve-
‘minutes; (3) the experimenter will have each person complete a short

questionnaire; (4) the representatives will then have anothet eight
minutés in which to try to write a joint statement.

., ’

Part 3: During this part ydu will méet with your partmer to

discuss any joint statement reached with the representative from the

Y

>

other group. The observer will¢share hiS'evaluation of the ggpre- :

e

-

sentative s performance in the discussion. '
In the second phase a briefing sheet was also given £o the subject’r

and the. confederate outlining several, arguments (represéhting all of
Kohlberg's stages except for the first) to help them prepare for the
- .

P - -

Ve »

a
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»~ /

discussion with a member af the other pair. At the’end of the second e ) . |

12 .

phase the subject and the confederate completed a short questionnaire .
. L3
measuring their.commitment to their positlon and their personal invblvement
H .‘ o - - *
in the moral dilemma. The experimenter then conducteéd a drawing in which
- & - e

the subject was chosen to represent thé pair in the discussion with' the -

representative from the other group. The subject was informedfthat the \\_
. : . /

confederate would be observing‘the discussion and evaluating Tthe subject's
) B . ) .

. .

n »

performance on how weli/;he inter-group ‘discussion went.

-During the secand ‘phase the confederate's role was to ensure that

- ~
»

the subject understood the instructions, was prepared for the intergroup
. \ .
, discussion, was committed to the group‘s position, and was personally

involved in the dilemma and"situation. The confederate did not suggest any

* [) . .
arguments that were not on the briefing sheet, but encouraged the subject

, to develop and use new+arguments and to discard any arguments on ‘the

briefing, sheet the subject did not believé in. - - : .,

»”

In the third phase the confederates exchanged"rooms and each was intro- ‘

A . .‘\ hd v -
duced as the representative from the other group. , The subject was instructed

by the'experimenter to present-his:position first. After tweIVe minutes,

3y
the experimenter . réentered the room, separated the subject and the con-
3 .

o]

@ " ¢

ifederate, and administered the post-e*perimental questionnaire, This

: 5 ‘
ended the experiment and the subjects were then'fully debriefed, thanked, '

-and given course credit for participating in the study After.all ) )

subjects had been run, a public drawing was held to determine which Subject

-t

won the lottery of fifteen dollars. .

'
. . v
v ~ A ’ »
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4 L .
. In the third phase the confederate's role was to present a detailed

M L

script based on a reasoning process emphasizing maintaining sécial qrd;r

~

through respect for éuthority, rules, and the status quo (stage four in

.

-Kohlberg's theory).- They discussed the dilemma ir a standard, nonexeited

manner. In their opening presentation, they mentioned four major argu-

ments.

E
-

In the free discussion period, they elaboraged on their arguments in a
. )

" standard way whenever the subject requested that ‘they do so.

¢

Confederates
Six female undergraduates were used as confederates. They were given

t - 4 -
15 hours of training in how to induce subject commitment and involvement in

" the experimental situation and in how to present two &étailéd seripts (one

~

pro and one con) concerning the_mgfal dilemma discussed in a standard s,
M 2 .

.7 > N "
manner. All confederates were trained to 'say the same thing using

.

similar language, sygtax, and length, excépt for the differences required
! ‘ r

by the operationalizafions of the independent variables. The confederates
L

'

were observed piloting four subjects each to ensure their competence in

- ,
fulfilling the confederate's role. - Each confederate was used in all
; . ; .- *
three ¢onditions. . yi

Induction Checks C -
. 7 ,

P L
The results of the induction checks given at the end of the second .

?

_ phasé indicate that -all subjects were committed to their-position and wete
. — .

personally in€QIVed'in the moral dilemma. There were no significant

r e - '

differences among conditions on-thesg measures and, therefore, the méans Tt

k4
<
\

are not.presented, ' .

4

¢
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. _Results . .,
N The results in Table 1 indicate %hat.subjects in-both the cooperative A
N .

and ‘competitive controversy conditions are more accurate in predicting the

arguments that thq opponent woqia use in another moral dilemma an& in

4

; 1dentifying the stage of morallreasoning repreqfnted by ‘the opponenfTég
/ h

. i 1 )
arguments than are subjects in the no-controversy condition. Subjects in

s .

the competitive-context condition, furthermore, were more accurate in

bre@icting the arguments the opponent would use in anogyer moral dilemma , -

¥

. than were the subjects in the cooperative:controversy bonditioni

_ . A second pair of dependent~variab1es focﬁses on the subjects' feel-

. L
r ¢ * .

\'ings of uncertainty and the‘qumbér of questions they asked their opponent. ' oD

From Table'l it may'be SQSn that the subjects in the codperatiye—contéxt

>

. condition feel less certain than do subjeéts in the no-controversy ,con-
dition, whiie subjects in the competitivé-context condition feel less

-

certain than do subjects in either the cooperative-context or no-controversy (
R .

« conditions, and they ask more questions than do the subjects in the no-

.

controversy condition. oo
v
. 4 : .
AY [ ' *

. The third set of dependent'variébles deal with the subjectsg' feelings

. 5

of dissonance and their efforts to reduce their dissonanqé. The daéé in ~
Table i:indgcate éhaF'subjects in the competitive~context éonqitibn feel
C mo?éjghcomfortable,Atense, worried, and unpleasant than do subjects in
the ;ther two conditions. [Jh& stage of reasoning attribyted tq.the
"

opponent's'argpmentg by subjects who incorrectly identified the opponent's

stage varies systematically, with subjects in the Eompetitivelcqngext

R ¢
. . -~ T
“ ,
. v . N vt .
5 W

' 3
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v,

and the sub- ' -
N 4

-~ arguments than d0‘the subjects in the other two conditio

Jects in(the\cooperative—context condition attributing a somewhat

. H IR ,

. 2
lower stage of reasoning than did the subjec%s in the no—contrdéersy

condition. Subjects in the competitive-context condition like tlie

.
.

opponent 1ess~than‘no subjects in the other two conditionms. jz L
ihe fourth set of dependent variables focuses on the subjects' open- ' .

mindedness in responding to the opponent s arguments.  From Tahie.l it

L emiraey of
[

pay be seen that subjects in the competitive-context condition are less

willing to make concessions than are subjects in.the cooperative-context '

. .

‘ - \J Y
or the no- controversy conditions, and perceive 1ess agreement between *

themselves and thedir opponent than do subjects in the other two condi-

» & [ -

-

tions. Subjects in the cooperative—contexf condition perceive less

v agreement between themseives and their opponent than do the subjects
o in the no—controversy condition. _Subjects in the competitive-context
: condition see themselves and their opponent as.being more closed—minded |

N

in listening to each other than did the subjects ifh‘the othér two.

conditions. ’ - _ A . .

.
©

/ . Discussion

- £

—

- One onthe most important aspects,of socjal interaction and cognitive

functioning is' accurately viewing’situ ions and problems from" the perspec-,

‘.
w . v a
LI N

tive of others as well as from one's own perspective. Cognitive developu
mental theorists have posited that it is through repeated interperSOnal ) -
"\ -+ . ) ';‘ -
-controversies that the ability to takeé the perspectivé™of others is

. . . .
N . o
. S

17 - ', ~ -
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°

acquired, and the results of this stndﬁbSuppont such a contention: Sub-

’

,e

.

jects in the two controversy conditions were more accuraté in taking the

-, “ cognitive perspective of the opponent than were subjects in the no-
/\. - ) ” : . .’
controyersy condition. . ‘

-

) The findings of this study also suppért Berlyne's notfonms. that \

z{pentroversy leads to conceptual conflict or uncertainty. Both controversy

» -
4

- 3
_conditions resulted in greaterkfeelings of_uncertainty than did the no-
controversy condition, and controversy within a competitive context created

* greater feelings of unce}tainty than did controversy within a cooperative

context, as well as more information seeking‘behavior and more accuracy

'
»

X .
in taking the cognitive perspective\of the opponent. These findings,

_héwever, do not mean that controversy will be more productive within a

competitive conptext. "A&thongh Berlyne and the cognitive developmental

thedrists seem to assume that the greater the conceptual conflict, the

qgreater.the'information—seeking behavior, the greater the accuracy of f¥ T

- .o R A gk
A.;r

N ¢
cognitive perspective-taking and, consequently, the more the reorganiza-.

- tion within a person's cognitive structures, the results of this study o

do not support such an assumption. When controversy occurs within a
. *
competitive context a closed-minded orientation is created in which
:( . ° “
people compatatively feel unwilling to make concessions to the opponent s

» -

viewpoint, perceive a high level of.disagteement between theméelves ‘and

their opponent, view themselves as being closed-minded -in ligtening to
~

. their opponent, and view their opponent as listening closed-min edly.
Thus an important modification of Berlyne's andﬁthe cognitive de lop-
mental theorists' theories are that increased accuracy of petspective-

o taking may not always result in cognitive reotganization, within a com-:-

Q .

x
N -~ *
&

: T 2

e ?

. e
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petitive ¢ontext the increased understanding resulting from cohtroversy

!
-

may tend to be ignored for a defensive adherence tc one's own position.

The implications of this study are that it is when controversy occurs

within a cooperative context that the increased accuracy of cognitive
perspective—taking might be expected to be utilized in reformulating

one's perspective and reasoning process.

—

The results of this study also have important implications for the

current theorizing on the effects of a cooperative and competitive context

on communication. While the results of much of the research on communica-

L]

. ; . .
tion within conflict situations indicates that a competitive context
N . -

would result in distortion and misunderstanding of the opponent's cogiitive
»
perspective, the opposite was fournd in this study. There was a tendency
Iy g .

for subjects in the competitive-context condition to bé more accurate in

cognitive perspective-taking than were the 'subjects in the cooperative-

A

context condition. There are two possible explanations for this finding.
The first is tha? perhaps there’'was no conceptual conflict: aroused in

» . N
the previous research studies and, therefore, no information seeking and
.of ’

¢

increased understanding.. The second is that competitive-contexts may™
' ‘ » .

afcht the incorporation of the opponent's arguments but not the comﬁre-

hengion of them. The results indicating a comgarativeli.closed-minded.
orientation by subjéhts in the®competitive-context condition imply the

latter explanation may be valid. Such an implication is supported by

/

‘ Roketich & .Vidulich's (1960) finding that closed-minded subjects did

v

not differ from open minded‘subjectg in ability to analyze problems so

»

that both groups of subjects accufately comprehended the information -
- . « ’_ ; e *
g
. W

e

/ -
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neededtx;solvé thqproblembEing worked on; but the closed-minded subjects i ) .o
iwﬂwere less a@le to synthesize the results of their analyses inf; their
cognitive structures to derive the correct solutionms. Y el

. ’ \
Dissonance theory (Festinger, 1957) would predict that in a discussion
. . .

A
incoming information that challenges one's position would be derogated,

.

along with its ‘source, in an attempt to resolve any uncertainty created ' .

.By the iqcoming information. The results of this study support such a

Y

contention. Subjeéts in the competitive-controversy condition, compared
¢ ’

SN

with subjects in the other two conditions, reported greater feelings of ¥
uncegpainty and diséonanée, and they derogated both the opponent and éhe -

quality of the'opponent's arguments and perspective.. Taken together,

thése'results imply that when controversy occurs within a competitive
context dissonance will be experienced, resulting in attempts to resolve “}
3

it by discounting the oppchent and the opponent's position. When'_
. ' '
controversy takes place within a cooperative context, however, such

*

processes will tend not to occur.

»

Although conflict theorists Such as Deutsch (1973) and Johnson &

Johnson (1975) continually emphasize the potential positive gonsequences

&

of conflict, there is little evidence actually demonstrating that con- - , =
- v &,. '
flict can result in’ constructive outcomes. The results of this study do

,,,providé evidence to support their claims. . L

*

There are several impoxtant implications fo¥“education of the fesulss . &
fy '

of this study. First, to promote students' learning as well as their : «.

social and'intelieqpual d%yelopment, teachers ma& wish, to encourage con-

troversies among students as a usual aspect of instructional situationms.

o , P

o o
LY v
>
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Such cdﬁtr?versies will tend to create concepgﬁai conflict ﬁithin stu- ‘
dents, increase their information seekingégehavior, and result in . “‘
. ' .
increased accuracy of‘cognitive perspfctive—taking:- If 1earnipg apd .

change im cognitive structures are desired, the controversies should

.

probably take place within a c00perativé context. Tpus'cgoperative Co

learning groups might be advisable whenever controversy arises. Teachers a

may expect controversies within a-competitive context to tend to promote

v
.

-a closed-minded orientation and a dissonance reduction process that in ‘ -

4 i d

] N
all likelihood tend to impair learning. In order to create controvarriés

.

that result in meaningful learning, furthermore, -teachers may wish to

ensure that cooperative arning groups .are hezgrugeneops in the sense -« _ / ~*

o <
that students with diffdrent cognitive perspectives and reasoning .
~ N . € . . .

-

processes are included in each gtoup. ° g T
f o

~
N
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Table
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) é;éeriénce
.\\. ‘ Cooperative Competitive &o
. Variable Controversy ‘ Controversy -Controversy ° F—Valuesalﬂ
Accuracy éf Reasoning 1.73 2.53 1.07 .pébp
) Identification ' e Coop
N ‘ Comp
Accuracy of Stage 0.40 0.60 0.00 Coop
Id;ntification Comp
: Subgective Certainty 4.93 3.07 - 5.80 Coop
¢ J Coop
/. ) N ‘ ;,bomp
Numser of Questjons 3.§3~‘ 4,53 2.73 Co;p
Asked
_Dissonance Experieéced 5.48 +4.18 ‘ 5.25 . ‘Coop
: o T , .
, R ) Comp
Incorgg;t'Stage' 5.22 3.67 ’ 5.73 » Coop
Identified ’ > . Coop
| . . A " Comp
. Liking forCOther ¢ 5.53 . 4.13' ‘ ;.94 ”}- boop
) . ' CoﬁP
Willingness to Makgﬁ 4.87 3.67 5.0 . Coop .
Concessions . ’ Com;
: - ) -
\ v . |

vS.

-

vs. No, 1.71%

vs. Comp, 1.87%

No, 3.97%k%

vs. No, %pr**

vs. No, 4. 58%kk%

vs. No, 1.70%

. Comp, 3.79%%%
. No, 5.59kkx

. No, 2.77%%%

vs. Cémp, 2.93%*% .

-

vs. No, 2.47k*

vs. No, df=22, 1,76%

vs. Comp, df=13, 2,45%% -

vs. No, df=19, &4.94%x% )

vs. Comp, 2,63%%

vs. No, 3,4 1kk%
- c

V8. Cgmp, 1.65b

v8. No, 3.04%*%

’
-

“ * -

»

el
Ll
o A

)‘Mﬁﬁf‘ / -

J
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Subject
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Table 1 (continued} ) i
Cooperétive ”Compegitive ' No .
Variable Contiovers& Controversy Controversy . t-Values? )
Perceivéd Agreetent 3.53 1.27 6.80 ’Coop vs.-No,'7358***
With Oth;r ) Coop vs. Comé, 5.43%%%
. Comp vs. No, 34.75;**
own dpen-mn_de&ness C6.27 5.34 6.40 Coop vs. C:o'mp, Lok '
Listening to.Other ) | Comp vs. No, 2.42%%*
‘pther!s Open-Minded- 6.01 2.40 ) 6.47 Coap vs. Comp, 6,42%**

- A
Comp vs. No, 8.39%%*

agf

"

R , _
= 28 unless 3therwise noted

#p < ,10; **p < .05; ***p < .01l b < .12

.t
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. Footnote ) .
Al 1 , ,\ ‘ ‘ .
Several txtests were used to compare the hypothesized differences

»

among the conditionms. Since this procedure increases, the probability

. }
of type I error, the reader may want to use a more stringent .01
AN
significance level to evaluate the results. .
@
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