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* taking the cognitive perspective of the confederate than .were :
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support Piaget's and Kohlberg®s views of the role of controversy in
perspective-taking and cognitive development and Berlyne's theory of/
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controversy condition alsd experienced more internal distress,
derogat€d the confederate and the confederate's position and .
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condition. (Author) ' .

: . . .
‘ A\\\\\;r¢xxa:¢¢ : ") » .
A AR R KRR R A R R AR R R AR KAk R AR KR

* Reproductions supplied by EDRS are the best.tHat can be made *
* from the original documen¥. *
A AR AR AR R R AR AR A R K o R o o ok Ao ook o Rk ol ok ok Rk kR




) Lt N ’c e b . . . K P
L oot § ' » !,
. ‘ . . . :
\D : ' . < - v f ’ A . *
. . [ ¢ N ?
S s . . .
N Lo © .
. D o . R . N
| N -
Laan | . . . ) t
(= ~ ’ -
. > '
| ¢
. . > . . Lo~ o " ~
. Controversy, Defensiveness, and
vy ) . i ' .
‘- . . Cognitive PerSpective).—Taking .
N . + .o
. ! \ o S
2 h N & - ) )
‘ . ™ . ! ’ ; iy T
S . A
f P , : : -Dean TjoSvold. :
v ¢ . v'-._.' !» v " . et PR S
, -Pennsylvanii State University. T e .
4 ' ’," - LJ / 7 .
- . ) _ . . . ,
. _ David W. Joknsen’-. - . ...
' ’ ‘. LY e
University.of Minnesota S : s .
. S v o -
" 1 . . 4 ;.
. . “ - - ‘: . b, : L - o
. . . . o , . | B
, S ‘Iﬁwurence J. Fabrey . ‘\
. ) - LR \ )
RN ‘ -,
. Pennsylvania State University - .
. - | -
: - s - . L.
. 2 ) - ¥ s ‘ - e
. -PERMISSION TO, REPRODUCE THI ) . C
Y U.S.DEPARTMENT OF HEALTN,
MATERIAL HAS BEEN GRANTED 8 EDUCATION & WELFARE : -
NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF —_— . C_\\/‘.
. . BDUCATION .
° — - THIS DOCUMENT HAS BEEN REPR®.
D Ti0svy /J DUCED EXACTLY AS RECEIVED FROM '
* —7 4 THE FEISO\?‘RORGANIZATIONORJGIN- .
TO THE EDUCATIONAL RESOURCES Kl ATING IT. POINTS OF VIEW OR??:;%NES BN
STATED DO NOT NECESSARIL ..
" INFORMATION CENTER [ERIC) AND SENT OFFICIAL NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF
USERS OF THE ERIC SYSTEM. EDUCATION POSITION OR POLICY.
ld
"o ] . . -
AY . -
* o\ B P ' : N -
‘ a ] . . _ v
o Per presented at thg Américan Psychological Association Annual Meeting,
* " Toronto, Canada, 1978. ST
¥ -
ol ’ , !
o ’ /
/. - .
v .
v " 2
. V.J '

O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



s ‘ L L ) . . ’- { . Cea )
. . ; S, N !
. » A ' 4 a" . R VY :
P P A Rl »
) . i . . oo ' .

4 o N X a). . . ')a /
o R oo ( . " Controversy -and Defensiveness
. N . . “ . ) . . ., .‘ ‘_ 5:" L l,_, . ' . ‘
. i ,:J . : ?’, ’ . o's - / ) 2 S ) N .
;- '. Lo "_‘v,,’ S ? '. «' - N - ® . ! - ) : .d . 0 Y
& i S ' L SR - '
' . The Effects of Gontrovérsy and Defensiveness
. - . v o?/éognitive Perspective-Taktng s o ~
R R \J . S "
L A P - . ) Co K PO _
! BSychologists have stressed the significance of Perspective-tgking '
-, . v, it Q '_' s - FR ’ ’ .

Vo o

for cogn%give anz social development and for social interaction. Piaget

(1948 l9§0aand ohlberg (1969) have argued_that learning .to take the -
Py ,/, 4 ’
perspécbive.of others is required for advanced levels of thought and .

y o

moral,reasoning Taking the perspeétive of others is thought to be, ’
) . ) \ . e ) i , [
.a basis for thﬁhdevelopment of “the self—concept (Mead 1934), the ideal b

™
9

self—image (Leahy and Huard 1976), and the ability Eb cooperate (Johnson

l" /. R [N

19753, 1975b; Mead, lQ}&) Perspective taking has been found to increase - ° v;

. P

the effectiveness of-commuﬁication (Flavell 1968), thérapy (Rogers 1951),

group problem—sqlving (Falk and thnson J577), and conflict resolutio
\(Johnson, 1971). Research has'co;éeutrate& on the definition and measure- ]
ment of the‘ability of perspecéivgitaking (ifg., Bf&ke* l97l Chandler and )
Greenspan, 1972 Kurdeck and Rot gbn 197? G&berg and D;cherty, l976), the’ s
= Ty

' determination of its egrrelates~with'motal thought and social behavior'

(e g, Johnson(’l975a Selman,; 1976; Zahn—Waxler Radke—Yarrow,‘and Brady— ‘

o -

) Smith 1977), and the documentation of its consequences on social intér- .
Q -

action (e.g., Johnson l97l) Little research has explored ‘the situational

variables that affekt the accuracy-of perspective—taking or its mediating T
‘- P :

processes (Flavell 1974) This study investigates the effects of inter-

©

N o
personal conflict of ideas, w1th high and ldY levels of defensiveness, on “
b

'.rousal of intrapersonal conceptual conflict information seekfng;‘ahd .
i S N L

"i1the accuracy of cognitive perspectlve—taking.
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l)‘ .
4 ‘ : —
,
| : G
. 8 N . -
. ‘ . .
v "
i - ‘ - .
. .




- ¥
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& Perspectiv —takingxis understanding'anoﬁher's affective,

-

“cognitive,ﬂand vislial reactions to the preséht‘situation ﬂBorke,
\“1971; Flavell,,1§74; Johnson,ri975a).‘ In a recent reyiew,”Shantz

(1925) suggested khat there are several types of perspectivertaking"

<

\i ;and that they should be distinguished by the kind of reaction that
) v - +

is understood. Cognitive perspective—taking is know g the :

. : / {
organi;\d pattern of thought that is being used to structure the other's

. <Ki _
\~» knowledge and reasoning. In. cognitive developmentalist terms cogni—

tive perspective-taking is identifyingﬂthe stage or strucfure of the

v'. l‘
¢other s reasoning (Kohlberg, 1969) ‘

Cognitive developmentalists (Kgplbergz 1969 3P1aget 1948,

'A'ﬂ

1950) have proposed that involvement inZEBpeaxedncontroversy (a
y /— - - ’ .
discussion in”whicq opposing opin;gns'tlash) promotes the develop-

o

- ] . » 3
ment of the ability to take accurately the cognitive perspective
' il Y ’ . ? ‘ e

’ -

of others: They assume that‘congroveney creates the incentives |,
' . a ¢ 1' . .
PEEERES "4

*for understanding the structurelof anothir's thought. T e findings

B from several studies (Blatt» 1969 Jensen and’ Larmy 1970 Maitland

] °

‘and Goldman, 1974; Milld! and Browqell 1975 Silverman arid Geirlnger,

.

1973; Silverman and Stone, 1972 Smedslund, 1961) that 1nterpersonal

Bl

Y

discussions, assumed to- contain aontroversy, result in cegnitive

N B . AN ’ o o

and moral development provide indi éct support for th1s dynamic. R

- 4 3 . -

Tjosuold .and Johnson (1977) brov1de direct evidence that contro—f
- T 4

= . versy, comﬁared to discussiqniﬂbﬁthout controversy, caﬁ 1ncrease(~
) - ¢ + N
1 accuracy of cggnitive perspective taking However, the: processes

B

2
bhaq, m.ediate t,ﬁis relationship and the condltlons under wh1ch this )
o _ . . .

« @ . (e R e, . T v )
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rel&tionship is strongest -need to be explored.

One - formulation of the process mediating the relationship
. ) .

- between involvement in a controversy and accurate cognitive perdpec-

7tive-taking may be derived from Berlyne's (1963; 1965) work on

1 ° L] .

;‘conceptual.conflict. Involvement in a confrontation with a person

a

whose’ ideas oppose one's own may create feelings of uncertainty

3 A\ :
as to whether one's, original ideas or the opponent's ideas are

3
a

torrect:..Sugh.an internal incompatibility of ideas motivates a
Q .

search for additionalhinforﬁétion‘in order to resolve one's un-

» § . N .
certainty{ One's search fér additiomal information includes an

examination of the opponent's ifleas, fesulting in.increased under-
- It v B . e

v LA 7

L}
. -~ '

is a cognitive restructuring of one%s idgas
' v~ ¥

o w

stardding of the opﬁonéhtfs s9gn1t1ve perqugtive.@ The' final result
1% p ] ke - .

B .
which ‘may or may not

. . e . : ¢
incorporate aspects of the oprnénqgs‘position. o -

-
(‘S — A
.

The above formulation agsumes that contrqﬁérsydis managed in
‘ : - e C

»

L1

a constructive rather than a destructive way. ‘Ah{fmportanﬂ aspect

Controversy and Defensiveness

of constructive management of controversy is the ability to disagree X

- ¢

with the opponent's ideas while confirming the opponent's persg23}

- ¢

competence. DP®sagreeing gitb other people whiie impiting that
) , - Yo - X
N ¥

’ 4 ‘ - i ! ) '
they are incompetent tends to increase their ‘commitment to their

~ LERY - > -

B

own ideas ani;f%ef; rejection of the othe;'s ideaé (Brown, 1968,
N \ -

‘v

?josvold, 1 Q). Thus it may, be hypoghesizedﬁthat cdntrover?y ‘

that inc des confirmatioq of  the oppongnt's competence, as com-

: : A . <Ay
’»pgred with a discussion that includes confirmation but ‘no contro-
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..includes communication of the opponent's incompetence, results in

- greater accuracy of cognitive perspective- tak1ng, less jinternal: )

Lndependeg_ Variabfes

J subject as to hcw the principal shouid act and«fhdicating thég;\

N

. S ‘ Contravarsy and Defensiveness1

) 5
' . ~ - .

» ‘ ' : .

. versy, promotes gréater subjective feelings of uncertainty, greater

search for information, and more accurate perspective-taking. 1It-

may also be hypothesized that. controversy that includes confirm

. 7 * «on

tion of the opponent's com etence,” compared with controversy that
P P pared 3y

N

9

distress, and morq,open-mindedness ﬁoward the opponent and the

opponent's ideas. - R ‘ e
~ 4 \ ) ’ . S
' Method
Subjects ' ’ ‘ . .
Forty-five‘male and female undergraduates, recruired from
. s - . . . 3

3 N . R i Y

courses at The Pennsylvania State University to participate in .,

this study, were randomly assigned to the thrae conditions, 15 S
- : . SR % ;_\— -

in each’condition. They receivedICourse credit for their.. - ‘
- . v [ 2 - . 3

‘e

-

participation.

v

t

@
&
S

. . . - ‘ . s
'b\.‘ ' ;".',1 ] - 1vv v o ’ (9:
L i : X r . N . LE

The three conditions created in th1s sfudy were ' no- contrp4£rsy s

with confirmation,'controversy with confirmabiOn, and‘controVersy
@ “w . *

with drsconfirmation. All sublhcts read a mﬁral dllemma taken from
< o ~ '

the Defining Issues Test (Rest 1974) and(indicated their opinlon[ %

~as to whether the pr1nc1pa1 should or, should not stop4g/student

A k3 '“ - -/——/ - .
. ' ; l 7
L/Inewspaper. No-controversy with cqnflrmation was operat15ha11zed
v il o 2 R A N
‘ as'having a tra1ned confederate argqe the same ?pinlon as the' i I,
- . £ ‘ . "

. DL Lo
Vi K . o
"the sub3ect~was pensonally competent.i Cont#oversy w1th1conf£rmation
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" was operationalized as having the confederate take the opposite

opinion from the subject .as to how the Ancipai should act and

»

N\
T indicating that the subject was per ot\a\i,y competent. Contso.versz
3
- ) N
. with discohfirmation was 6pera(idnally d 5 ed as ‘f’_ﬁra{nEd confed-

S
.erate taking the opposite opinion.ffrom

;;,\ .
e@t ‘as to how the

)E '7 ; '
act ‘and indicating;)e?a‘ e subject was personally .

principal shoul

" ~

Ve incompeten-t'; “The no controverﬁ%ﬁnﬁixx};e}:sy 1nduction thus involved

\

' . "Othe agre:ement or disagréeme?t eAth’e content of the positions of

. o
v

v' N

,,. ' tﬂ subject and confederafel. No éttémpt) was made to vary or measure
W

Sw .3heir agreement or di.sagreement _as to t'he structu/e/ of» their reason-
- 13

j \ ing behind their opinion. .,ii‘he random,assignm/ent of subjects to
-

Lo
,\ conditions was expecte% to dist\cibx. auy difference between the

) C ’

. ¢
o subject and oonfede'rate aﬁ to their stage of reasoning across the -

- SR S - o

v ._ k o -

: %ondition;;y« o S ‘ .

. " Y Y e ¥ —

e ,;? Dependent Var’tables vl , B . ' |
/@ o i There .are four sets of dependent var1ab1es 1nc1uded 1n the

;}Jt‘ddy.}] The first p\air dealt. with accuracy of-cognitive perspective-
W A

: tak'in‘g. The first operational measure consist;ed of having subjects

. * -

.indilcate how the confederate would reason on two other moral dilemmas

taken from the'D“efining Issues Test by picking from the list of twelve
arguments!the ffour" the confederate would most likely use to support

C~

. his pog'ition. Thé Defining Issues Test consists of. a series of

moral dilemmas tﬁ‘which a respondent indicates what . the perspn

5 'Y

? caught in the dilemma should do and then indicates® from a 1ist

_‘/ -~

' . of ;arguments”which ones are most important in deciding what the person.
/——" 1é - / ,

-

L “ .~ . " “ — o
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ts
caught in the dilemma should do. Tj, arguﬂ‘en ire b&sed on
- . ) s E M )
Kohlberg's (1969) stages of moral.de".,elapmef‘t ach ;\agg of moral

ve
development has a different underlyin‘g cognifi stmeture which

\ is used to reach a decision ‘as to hoy hmofal ula be ~

1
"resolved. The trained confederate c0n316tent > presehted rgu{nents -

based on a cognitive structure characterized by % anting to mgintaiﬂ
fules, 1 /
social order through respect for autpg,ity? aws, {nd the

rchy) * Stage

status quo (Stage Four in Kohlberg'g hier? Four argu-

-

ments were used because it was expecteq ¢hat o Jects‘ °°u1d'
(a) potentially understand this r;asc,nmg and b, fing it credible
that a fellow student was using thig reag,oﬂingi On the firét moral
dilemma presented to the subjects tgo measVTe theipability‘ to under—

- of
stand the ﬂrspective of the confeder,te, fout the e 1ye argu-

ntain '"social

b et
ments were characterized by wanting ¢o sl °rder on

! . Cha acter
the second dilemma, three arguments. were § 12ed To the

o these
extent that the subject was .able to idenéify S€Ven arguments

.
Te
to ach a

as being the ones the confederate wou]_d us€ decjgion as
the

to how the moral dllemma should be I‘QSOIVed’ Slflbject was con-

: . . ve of
sidered to‘understand the cognitive perspecti the Copfederate.

give”

i ‘i q
The s&cond measure of cognitive perspe® klng Ac oyracy

consisted of giving the Subjects a one_paragrap descrlpti of each

sking the s“b

: ‘'of Kohlberg's stages two through Six, apd 2 jects tOo ~

oni .
‘indicate the stage reflecting the type of refs M8 the copfederate

R

. t 3
used during the discussion. To the extent tha ’ ubJects choose

- . , tel
stage four they were considered to haye \accufa y takey th

/

I

e
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o S ~ contTo¥erg, and Defen§1{/énes§
. . u . :
. . ( : .
. ; 8 4 , 2
. er ) . ' - |
“ Confedérate‘s cognitive P SPthive : . / 1 %

. of '
The Second dependent Variable is degree Conceptual conflict
v T , .

ot
or UnCertainty.° unceftainty Was m Sured by w? 7sp i ¢ items in

the POst-experlmen§al queSEionnai one fE)CUSing.Qn the degree to

d
WhiCh ehe subjeCts felt mfol‘med b he COnfe eratgvs presentation

and t

of her  Position and supfortlng Qrguments’ he Othey focusing

. t
-~ on.the degree ‘to Whlc.h the St“dents believed hey Ungarpstood the

. F s.t
conf_ederat-evs arglmlents' Snbjectsy.response ° the two questions

were addeq together and Fhen‘ .di"ided py EWO S“bjects w'ho believed
. , | . oinf .
that the Confederate's Pfesentat. L gas unin °rmat1\,e and believed

N
. o ments
- that ‘they’ undef5t°ﬂg the nfeder cd's’ argy Were assumed to be

- orlgln “ird expe
. st111 certain-of their al Position l‘lencmg 1ittle
r R ) , - kY
COﬂCepthal confllct- ‘ .

is
teq of experienced

) ' nd; ns
The- third set Of depe Ent Variables co
}

fede :
internay dlstfess and derogatl°n of the cont rat and her arguments.

J W tlc
measured man d
Internal distress was by four ser fferentlal jtems

-

. : al questy which ¢ 3
~on the post_experimeﬂt L lohnaire‘dh he Sub ects indi

g their d enseneSs

‘ . ) * e t -
cated op 7-point scal egree OF > wgrry,,uncow

.

©

. fortablep,gs, and unpleasantness‘ Derogation of Ehe'Confederate,
.was meagyred bY 7-point q’uestion‘ oln the Post-eXperimental euestion-

7 paire that asked the subjﬁ?ts to 3 dicate their likihg ¢or the
Confederate and extent they Wlshed O(meet the C0nf Cderate soclally'
Derogatibn of the confedeé‘/ s arguﬂle“ts was measured by the num-

- : . je ‘ <, wel® Crits '
" ber ofu.Statemepts the SUbJ Cts made tha‘t' we ltlcal'of t‘he con-

’
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federate's position and arguments.

The final set of dependent variables focused on subjects’ open- h
N .

. , -
mindedness in respohding to the confederate's position and argumengf.
On the post-experimental questionnaire, subjects indicated on 7-point

scales the extent they;felt they had learned in the discussion, .

gr " -, -
their perceﬁVed agreement between their arguments and the confederate's

’

arguments, their interest in hearing more of the confederate's argu-

’

ments, and the extent they perc ij:j)the confederate as listening - -

to.them with an open ‘mind.
. ' b
Procedure ’ - ) -
& a ' ’

_The experiment was conducted in four phases: each subject f‘

r . . * . ‘ v
individually decided what course of action should be taken in a- .,
moral dilemma, prepared for a discussion about the moral dilemma \
with a partner, discussed the moral dilemma with a person from

another group, and was‘debriefed. Two subjgcts\and two confederates
« ‘ 7~ *
(posing as subjects) were schedgled at each session. During the

first phase the subjects were escorted to separate rooms and asked

to read a moral dilemma and to decide what” course of action should

~ be taken by the person eaught in the dilemma. The moral dilemma

.y

.involved a principal deeiding whether or not to allow a student .

f

' - ’ .
newspaper to continue though it had caused considerable parental

reaction. After each subject indicated a position, the experimenter
returned to the rooms to learn what course of action each subject

had decided the principal should take.v i
, oo :

" 10




~

. ' '+ Controwersy and Defensiveness
Y .. | P . 10 ( -

To begin the second phase the experimenter escorted a con-

-

federate (posing as ancther subject) into the room and indicated
that the subject and the confederate had reached the Same opinion
.as to what the primcipal should ‘do. The experimenter informed
the subject that there was another pairlof subjects participating
in the experiment, and thattduring the next phase one member of

each pair would participate” in a discussion about the moral issue.’

’

In the no-controversy condition each subject was verbally ‘told and

. . : Y
given written instructions stating that the other pair of subjects

had the same.position as the subject did and that sthe subject should

.

try to write a joint statement in the discussion with the person

o

s . . -
from the other pair. 1In the controversy conditions each subject

was verbally told and given written instructions stating that the
other pair of subjects had the oppos1ng position as to how the

pr1nc1pa1 should behave, and that the subject should try to write

a joint statement in the dgscussion with the person from the other
pair. Each subjeet was also given the following,set of written

instructions: l ’

rs

The research in which you are to participate studies

»

three types of behaviors: (1) the grodp planning of a

*

common position, (2) the. behavior of group representatives .

who méet with each other to discuss an issue, and

+

(3) the group evaluation of any joint statement made by .
these representatives. The research session is divided

into three corresponding parts which are outlined below. .

.

4

11

-
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§

Part 1: Your group tas 10 uinutes to develop your
group's position1 lYou should urepare<youfse1f and your -
partner as well as possible for the meeting with the
representative from the other group.’ This can be done

. . s .

by (1) summarizing the @oet important points, (2).ar-: T
riving 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 representative from

the other group. ‘ T L . ,@

A briefing sheet has been given to you to facilitate
. : % ) .
your preparation for the intergroup discussion in a short

amount of time.

‘Part 2: This part will~1ast about 35 minutes.
Discussants from each group will meet to discuss the issue.
The meeﬂihg will have the follewing procedure: (1) each
person gerbally presents his position and the arguments

7
that support his position in about three minutes;

(%} e:in-discussant will complete a short questionnaire;

(3) thefdiscussants then discuss freely for the rest of

“the phase via written messages; (45 the persons will comi
plete a questionnaire; (5) the discussants will then hawe five

<

minutes to write a joint statemeént. e

Part 3: During this part you will meet with your

partner to discuss any joint statement reached with the

v
°

12
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© "giscussant from the other group.” ) ) p

1
. e

In the éecong pﬁase a b;aéfing sheet was also giveﬁ'tg_thg
subjec£ and the confederate outlining sebéral arguments (rgpresenting
all of.Kohlberg's stages except for the first) to help t%em~prepére"
for the discussion with a member of the other pair. At the end
of the second phase the subject and thevcénfederate completed a
shortvquestionnaire measuring their commitment-to their position

and their personal involvement in the moral dilemma.

During Ehe second phase the conféderafe's roie was to ensure
that.the subject understood the instructions, was éfepared for the
intergroup discussion, was committed to the group's position, and
was personally involved in the dilemma and situation. The confed-
erate did not suggeét any arguments that were nét on the)Lriefing
sheet, but encOuréged the subject to devélop and use new arguments

and to diécard any arguments on the briefing sheet thi/iybjECt

-

did not believe in. *J

’

In the third Rhgggithe two confederates exchanged réoms, and
eaph was intréduced as a representative from the other group.. As
instructed, the subject verbally summarized his position in three
minutes or so, and the confederate followed. They then completed
a questionnaire that asked them to rate each other's personal
competence. In the confirm controversy gﬁﬂ confirm no-controversy
conditions, the.confederafe indicated that she perceived the other

s

as a competent person who was doing a capable job or presenting

13
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his views. In the disconfirm controversy condition, the confed-

eraté indicated that she perceived the other as personally incom-

’

petent and doing an incapable job presenting his views. These

-

questionnaires were exchanged without prior announcement. This

) 4
procedure was adopted so that the subjects would believe that the

questionnaire represented the confederate'y/true opinions rather

than an attempt to manipulate him. In the pilot study,\gﬁ%jects

had indicated that they did not expect the exchange of questiénnaires

and- thought the questionnaires represented the other's true/views.

\
»

¥ .
After the subject and confederate read each other's questionnaires,
they were instructed to carry out the rest of the discussion via
written messages. After twenty-five minutes, the experimenter

reentered the room, separated the subject and the confed!rate,

and administered the_post—experimental questi&ﬁhaire. This ended
e - ‘ N ,
the experiment, and the subjects were then fully debriefed,

thanked, and given course credit for participating in the study.

v :
Written messages were used in phase 3 to help standardize. the
confederate's behavior. These written records also provide an
accurate account offéhe subjects' interactions. As in previous o
studies, subjects seem to adapt quickly to this limitation

(Tjosvold and Kastelic, 1976). Two coders independently identified

the messapes that were critical of the confederate's position.
g P

. N

The proportion of agreements between the raters in this analysis

was equal to .96. Their agréed upon ratings were used.

»

14
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*  1n the third phase confederate's role was to present a

detailed script baéed a reasoning process emphasizing maintaining

v social order through respect for authority, rules, and the status J’\\\

quo (stage four in Kohlberg's theory). They discussed the dilemma

in a standard, qénexcited manner. In their opening presentation,
. ': . \ . . A .
they mentioned three major arguments, 1In the free discussion period,
! . .

they elabd:ated on their arguments in a standard way whenever the
/
/ :
subject requested that they do so.
/ .

)

Confederates

Eight female undergraduates were used as confederates. They
were given 15 hours of training in how to induce subject commitment

fénd involvement in the experimental situation and in how to present

two detailed scripts (one pro and one con) concerning the moral
dilemma djiscussed in a standard manner, All confederates were ‘

trained to say'the same thing using similar language, syntax, and
'y ' '
length, except for the differences required by the operationali-

Ay
zations of the independent variables, The confederates were observed

piloting six subjects each to ensuge their competence in fulfilling
=

the confederate's role. Each confederate was used in all three

conditions, .

Induction Checks ' |

AN

_The results of the induction checks given at the end of the
second phase indicate that all subjects were committed to their

position and were personally involved in the moral dilemma. There

15
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re no significant differences among’conditifns on these measures

nd, therefore, the means are not presented. .

o . Results - ‘ '
: v R
To test the hypotheses, subjects vere placed in a controversy

-

1
1
Y

and either experienced a confirmation or disconfirmation or were
pléﬁed in no controversy éna werévcopfirmedf To check on the
eéfecfiveness of the éontro&érsy condition, subjeéts rated the
extent they believed their position was similar to the 6ther group
on a 7-point scale at the end of phase42:add before the discussfon.
As expected, subjects Q3.31) in the no cohtroversy rated that
their position was more ®¥¥milar than did subjects (M = 5.93) in the
controversy condigions, Y contrast, t (42) = 5.52, 2@<'.01. After
! -
phase three, subjects indicated on two 7-point qﬂestions the extent
the other perceived them as an effective discussant and personally
competent. *As e;pected, subjects (M'= 2.43) in the disconfirm
condition indicated that the other thought they were less effective
’ and competent than’did subjects (M = 5.13) in the confirm contro-
Qersy and confirm no-controversy conditions, |y contrast, t (42) =

6.59,'2 < .01. Therefore, it can be concluded that the inductions

necessary to test the hypqtheses were successful.
*

The results (summarized in Table 1) gené}ally support thé”‘

hypothesis that persons.in controversy who experience confirmation
! ] : ‘ ‘
are more accurate perspective-takers and have greater feelings of

uncertainty than those who experience confirmation in a discussion

16
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without controversy, Subjects in the disconfirm controversy condition -

\ -
-

more acgurately identified-the stage of the other's reasoning,

- ¥ -

indicated that they were more uncertain, and perceived more disagree~

ment with the other than subjects in the copfirm controversy .

condition.

.

The second hypothesis is thagfggnfirm controversy provokes

more accurate cognitive pepépectii%—taking,‘less'internal distress,
, . % .
and more‘open-mindedness toward -the oppopnient and his perspective

s

than disconfirm controversy. Results support’part of this”hypothésis
and suggest a revision of it. Unexpectedly, subjects inﬁthg‘disé,
confirm controversy more accurately identified the other'é.reason-

ing than did subjects in. the confirm controversy. Moreover, sub-
L°Y . . ‘ . ’

jects in the disconfirm controversy indicated gfeater,feelings of _

subjective uncertainty than did subjects in the confirm controversys -
- " ."

Other results are consistent with the hypothesis. Subjects in the

disconfirm controversy indicated that they felt more uncomfortable,

o

tense, worried, and yunpleasant than did subjects in the confirm

controversy condition. Subjects in the disconfirm controversy also

. .

demonstrated more derogation of thé other in that they indicated -

greatef)dislike, were less willing to meet the othar sgocially, and

' sent more messages critical of the other's arguments than dia sub-

jects in the confirm controversy. Moreover, subjects in the dis-

17 .
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. .
'confirm conttoversl/indicated closéd-mindedness toward the other' S, v
. 1Ay 1« 50 . - . .

-presengation. They expreSSEd less - interest in hearing more
- r . \.
’ argum&nts, believed their position was more in. disagreement yith
: ?,the other s, perceived the pther as more closed-minded, and rated
\ - ’ L] ’

thaE they 1earqed less from the discussion than did subjects in the )
") ' NN 4 € - . . . ' .

- -
\ . ©

confirm controversy condition. - R . . i
14 ) N
s . . . bo. - ? .
. ' ké
S R Discussion ) . -
\, . —_— ¥ o -
‘Accurately understanding the cognitive perspective of others is

, . P . o7
thought to be central to cognitive and social development and to

) . . o
-effective social interattion. Results support-,the argument of the
4 L]

'foggzitive developmen alists that 1nvolvement in repeated inter-
pe

J "

onal controversies promotes the development of the(ability toZ‘

understand accurately others' cognrtive,perSpectives and suggest

~

the process mediating such-a relationship., Involvement in a con-

1

" troversy that contains con£irmation of the opponent's competence,
R ¥

compared with a discussion laéking any disagreement but containing

confirmation of the opponent s competence, resulteﬂ 1n less
- .
perceived agfeement, greater feelings of subjective uncertalnty, *

and more accurate cognitive perspective-taking. 'mmpfications
of‘these'findings are that the relationship between‘involvement ) -
in a controversy and accuracy ofbcognitive perspective-tahing is
mediated by experiencing conceptnal conflict and resolving it

through obtaining more information. .These findings also support

Berylne's (1963, 1965) theorizing concerning conceptual conflict,
) s »
18 -
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" are managed theismeunt of defens;yeness generated i_

' Superfic1a11y these findings present an interesting paradok that

n

. to, the_bppodent's\position, and personal’ value of4the contrové;sy

-

" to meet w1th/the opponent soc1a11yv vere, 1ess critical of the

® . T . v §

¥ K
. . R A ) ’

L) " .
Controversy and Defensivenéss
- : » < <d ! ! !

. 4

.. While the cognitive de\['elopment theorists a.‘ @"clyne. do. not -7

n’ -~ A
discuss the consttbltive}ess with,which interpeuonal» cohtroversi'é/\——

o,

the opponen;
can be expecéé&»to influence theﬁ?aézin which coépept al cod%gicts :” -

are, resolvedg(Johnson 1971, 1977; Igosvold 1974) The findings . :
\. . : . “’-"“’. ’

- of this study indicate that 1nvolvement in a controversy contain- '
. . ;, o

1ng confirmation of the opponent s competence, companed with . ;}

a [ N ¢'

inVolvement in a controversy ¢ontaining 1nferences to the opbonent s

*m e

ipcompetence reSUlts in more perceived agreem nt,qless subi}ctiVe LT
uncertainty, and 1ess accurate éognitive perspective taking.
TN

the more defensiveness generated in a: controversy, ths more; accurate-
; s .
the cognitive perspective taking resultihg. Yet ;he findings con-

cerning internal;distress, att1tudes,toward the "opponent, openhess

. o B
¥ . d P

N v S S “ y o T . ’
suggest ?:égdestructive‘consequences offdefensive'ess. Subjects

\.
b d

1n g\e cohtroversy- cogfirm condition compared dith éubJects ip

L3
kH

xperienced leds’ internaf"
i,( [ "

distress, liked the‘opponent bette nd indicated a strong wish

e “ N .

-the d%ntroverSy disconfirm cond1t on,

\ ‘. ‘ -~ . ’”

opponent s ideas and were more interested inahearing‘%ore of the

3
. -

opponent's ideas, perceived the opponent as being'more open-minded
/ . . 7
and believed that they learned more from being exposed to opposing

- " N

e
ideas. These findings imply that]the greater one's defensiveness,‘ ~

Ay “,1

the more’ one will reject the opponent and the opponent's”cognitive .

- 19° ' SN
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oyn 1, asoninéi' Mogglgenerallyﬂ these fzndings suégest that the Jt

3
o

uheorie§ of Berlyne and Piaget can be developed by examlning the . -

&

.
& o

N

role o£ the interpersonal context of a person s 1ntrapersona& con~

ceétual:conflict. Ry \*i;f -

s 4 X" Evidegce from this study support the contention of several con~ 15“6
@t 1\ *
flict nhebrists (e g “im, Depfgzh‘<i973) that controversy can have
,positive consequences ) dhy qf the negative effects then associated
> .

®

s

ap o : P s
with coﬂtrowetsy——eug., inte&n&l distress, derogation of the other's-

\~ R

position, increased sociakl® diSt&nce-—were found not to be related ,
‘ . I adiie
KM
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: \\\in Summaey/;evidenCe from this study supports//he arguments of
b

» \ > ]
the cognitive devetopmentalists and Berlyne that confrontat{on \\\\
‘. .

_with an opﬁosing*opinion promotes undetstanding of the structure

of the opponent's reasoning. The experience offdisconfirmation~

.
Ly,

of personal effectiveness in controversy, compared to coa{irmation

in contrgversy~ may result’ in mo¥é accurate cognitive perspective- ~
% .
taking, moye internal distress, and-greater rejection of the other .
L v )
arild the other"s reasoning. Thé results when taken together sug-
. . - “

gest that controversy with confirmation, compared to controversy

N "

with disconfirmation/or no controversy with confirmation, promotes

-~ ..

both accuracy offperspective taking and- an open-minded considera-

¢

.'tion_of that pergpective. . .
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Table 1

Conparison of Means ou Dependent Meagyres

/

No Confirm Discopfirm 1
Variable ControVeT8Y  Controversy  Coptroversy e s, df = 8
/v \
Accuracy of | r
Stage Identification e 53 734 C(;nfi SNy L.
Accuracy of ”/// |
Reasoning Identificatioy 1,80 2.40 4,10 confs w Vs, UK o 316+
o to .
Subjective Upcertalaty 53 4,07 5,47 (e Y8y '
SRL Lo 00 m vs, 3y 360 9,47 &
| Confirm isconfifm' 2
Interna] Distress \ .33 2,50 3,48 | s, 2.86
: | | 2 ¢ r gonf* i&Qonfirﬂ’
Liking for Other 5,47 5,45 3.00 Confi 8, 01&Q - " 5,29k
) on
- Willingness to Meet \
Soctally 5,13 5,59 6t N 231
‘ n
Criticism of
Other's Pogition 0.0 0.40 2,33 confi 1aQ firm: 3,53 *x
. | S | on
Interest in Hearing \ | :
More Arg%mengs 3,93 q 5,27 .93 Confirm s, Disqo 1By .33 ¥
Perceived Agreement 13 353 > No
reetved 4 : 2.40 .Confirm 15, 5.1 9k
. oo Sontire
Other's Qpen-nindedness ’ ‘ . D SRR
s Oper-siadedn 5,87 50 19 o May g,
s Subjective Learning - 0.3 5.00 3.0 confs? v DisQ fir9 3,00
. e ‘ Sonfirky
0 |
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