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Sübjektif ve objektif mâna sistemlerinin şahıslararası iktilâflardaki 

nisbî ehemmiyetlerini ortaya_ çıkarmak üzere yapılan bu araştırmada, 

denekler bir kognitif vazifenin ihtiva ettiği ana mefhumlara ait tarif 

manalarını (denotative, objektif manalar) öğrenmek için bir talim dev

resinden geçirilmişlerdir. Aynı mefhumların her denek için ifade ettiği 

sübjektif (connotative) manalar bir Semantik Farklandırma testi vasıta-

siyle tesbit edilmiştir. Denekler çiftler halinde bir ihtilâf tecrübesine so

kulduktan sonra, her çifte mensup denekler arasındaki sübjektif ve ob

jektif mâna benzerliklerine veya ayrılıklarına gore dört grup meydana 

getirilmiş ve bunlar arasında mukayeseler yapılmıştır. Alınan neticelere 

göre, 1) denekler arasında tarif manalarından doğan farklar kognitif 

ihtilâfın ana kaynağını teşkil etmektedir; 2) ihtilâfın miktarı aynı za

manda sübjektif mâna sistemleri arasındaki farkların bir fonksiyonudur. 

İhtilâfa yol açan bir meselenin ana mefhumları üzerindeki sübjektif mâna 

faikları, ihtilâflı tarafları birbirinden uzaklaştırmakta, buna karşılık 

sübjektif mana benzerlikleri de onları birbirlerine-yaklaştırmaktadır. 

In an effort to study the relative effects of subjective and objective 

meaning systems upon interpersonal conflict, subjects were trained to 

learn specific denotations with regard to the conceptual elements of a 
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cognitive task. Connptative meanings of the same concepts for each 

subject were determined through use of a semantic differential. Af

ter being brought into a paired conflict situation, subjects were separa

ted pairwise into four groups on the basis of similarity or difference 

both in their denotative and connotative meaning systems. The results 

indicate 1) that differences in denotative meanings are a primary 

determinant of the amount of cognitive conflict; 2) that differences in 

amount of conflict are also a function of differences in connotations. 

Connotative differences concerning the main conceptual elements of a 

conflicting issue serve to pull the disputants apart while the connotative 

similarities tend to draw them together. 

This study investigates the effect of language upon interpersonal 
confl ict. The content of verbal communications between part ies t o a 
confl ict was analyzed in to i t s denotative and connotative meaning un i t s ; 
the relative effects of these di f ferent meaning systems on the course of 
interpersonal confl ict were then compared. 

The s tudy was carried out w i t h i n the research paradigm developed 
by Hammond (1965) for the study of interpersonal confl ict, or more 
precisely, f o r the s tudy of cognitive conf l ict between persons- Hammond's 
research paradigm is an extension of Brunswik ' s (1952, 1955) probab
ilistic funct ional ism. W i t h i n th is theoret ical f ramework, cognitive confl ict 
is a disagreement t h a t appears between persons as a resul t of di f ferent 
quasi-rat ional judgmenta l policies developed i n the face of an uncerta in 
environment. 

The customary way of reducing cognitive differences between, persons 
is, of course, t h r o u g h verbal communication. Indeed, language is v i r tua l l y 
the only means of resolving cognitive differences wh ich occur between two 
quasi-rat ional systems. B u t language itsel f is a quasirat ional system 
subject to the same uncertainties and ambiguit ies as quasi-rational cogni
t ive systems. I t is not surpr is ing therefore t h a t language has been found 
to be less than a who l l y effective tool f o r reducing cognitive differences, 
and, i n fact, may do as much t o increase differences as decrease them. 
Despite the central, -yet ambiguous, role o f language i n the reduct ion of 
cognitive differences between persons, the l inguist ic process i n conf l ict 
reduct ion has hard l y been studied. 

The present e f for t focuses on one aspect of the l inguist ic meaning 
system - the denotative - connotative dimension. This dimension was 
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chosen fo r study because the results of previous studies of cognitive 
conf l ict between pairs of persons w i t h i n the Hamond paradigm showed 
t h a t confl ict reduct ion was remarkably slow and ineff icient (Hammond, 
Todd, Wi lk ins , and Mitchel l , 1966; Rappoport, 1965, 1969; Summers, 1968; 
Todd, Hammond, and Wi lk ins , 1966). A cross-national study (Hammond, 
Eonaiuto, Faucheux, Moscovici, F roh l i ch , Joyce, and D i Majo, 1968), i n 
part icular , showed no t only ineffective reduct ion of cognitive differences, 
b u t an increase i n differences under circumstances where language was 
employed to reduce such differences. The general result o f the cross -
nat ional s tudy is depicted in F ig . 1 and led d irect ly to the specific hypothesis 
investigated in th is study-
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As may be seen i n F ig . 1, differences between persons f i r s t decrease 
and then increase. The general hypothesis offered to explain these results 
is t h a t i n the conf l ict reduct ion phase, denotative differences (differences 
i n objective, de f in i t ional meanings) are being reduced, b u t as t h a t process 
occurs, connotative differences (differences i n affective, subjective 
meanings) between the parties to the dispute are being discovered by them 
and thus the increased confl ict phase is produced. 

The a im of the present research, then, is to investigate the role of 
connotative differences i n an interpersonal confl ict s i tuat ion. I t is hypo
thesized t h a t whi le the verbal communication over the denotative, objec
t ive meanings of the words has a positive effect upon mutua l under
standing and, thereby, confl ict reduction, connotative dissimilar i t ies i n 
volv ing the same words between conf l ic t ing parties w i l l have a negative 
effect, and w i l l lead to an increase i n confl ict. 

M E T H O D 

The general research parad igm employed f o r s tudy ing cognitive 
confl ict is described i n detai l b y Hammond (1965). The method involves 
t w o stages: a t r a in ing stage i n wh ich two (or N ) subjects are t ra ined i n 
such a w a y tha t each learns to t h i n k d i f ferent ly about a set o f problems, 
and a conf l ict stage i n which the two (or N ) subjects .are brought together 
and a t tempt to arr ive at j o i n t decisions concerning the problems. The 
t r a in ing stage is employed i n order to al low the experimenter to arrange 
the cognitive differences between the subjects to f i t the requirements of 
the study. F o r example, the larger the differences i n t r a in ing the greater 
the subsequent cognitive confl ict. (Since t ra in ing means the establishment 
of denotative meanings f o r subjects, reference to denotative meaning sys
tems w i l l be made b y us ing the t e rm " t r a i n i n g " i n the rest of th i s paper.) 
A f t e r the Ss were t ra ined to learn w h a t the pr inc ipal concepts i n the task 
denote, connotative meanings of these concepts f o r each member of an 
experimental pa ir were determined by means of a Semantic Di f f e rent ia l 
test. Ss were then grouped according t o the difference o r s im i l a r i t y bet
ween bo th the i r denotative and connotative meaning systems, and com
parisons were made between groups f o r each of the response measures 
produced b y the conf l ict paradigm. 
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PROCEDURE 

The subjects appeared two at a t ime and were asked to part ic ipate 
i n an experiment on pol i t ica l decision-making. They were t o ld t h a t the 
purpose of the study was to investigate how people put pol i t ical facts 
together and how they reach a decision on the basis of these facts. The| 
preconf l ict t r a i n i n g task was to learn a specific fore ign pol icy by using 
the in fo rmat ion given. They were seperately t ra ined to predict " t h e fu ture 
level of democracy" i n various countries on the basis of present (a) "level 
of state contro l exerted over an ind i v idua l " and the present (b) "extent 
t o wh ich elections determine the government" (See. F ig . 2 ) . 
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F i g . 2. A n example of a card used in the t ra in ing and conflict tasks . 

The level of state control arid the prevalence of elections i n var ious 
f i c t i t i ous countries were presented on scales pr in ted on the face of each 
of a series of 60 cards. The variable to be predicted, level of democracy, 
was indicated on a scale on the back of each card. B o t h subjects were 
in formed t h a t the scale of state contro l was related i n a curvi l inear fashion 
to the cr i te r ion ( "Nei ther too l i t t l e state contro l nor too much is good" ) , 
whi le the scale of elections was related l inear ly to the cr i ter ion ("The 
more the electorate determines the government the b e t t e r " ) . (See F i g . 3 ) . 



30 E . G Ü N G Ö R 

Elections - 1 0 1 State Control 

F i g . 3. Re lat ions between each variable and the criterion 

Differential Training 

For one subject the var iable "state control " , had a correlation of ap
prox imate ly .95 w i t h " level of democratic ins t i tu t i ons " , whi le the corre
la t ion between the "e lect ion" variable and "level of democratic ins t i tu t i ons " 
was zero. F o r the other subject the reverse was t rue . A s a result, the sub
jects were t ra ined i n opposite ways, a l though they were not made aware 
o f th is . Fo r bo th subjects the re lat ion between the t w o in format ion scales 
and the cr i te r ion was less t h a n perfect. The mul t ip l e regression coefficient 
(R) between the two scales and c r i t e r ion was .95. Thus, i t was impossible 
f o r the subjects to get the correct answer on every t r i a l . The two predict ion 
scales were stat is t ica l ly independent of one another. The subjects were 
t ra ined to a cr i te r ion on 15 successive t r i a l s i n w h i c h the i r judgments cor
related a t least .75 w i t h the variable they were t ra ined to depend on and 
no t more t h a n .25 w i t h the variable they were t ra ined to ignore. (For de
tai ls , see Hammond, 1965.) ._ * 

D i f f e rent ia l t ra in ing , therefore, produced d i f ferent denotations f o r 
the concepts employed i n the task. Each subject learned t h a t var ious 
degrees of "elect ions" and "s ta te c on t r o l " denoted d i f ferent levels of "de
mocracy" . 



I N T E R P E R S O N A L C O N F L I C T 31 

Confl ict Situation 

A f t e r t r a i n i n g the subjects were brought together and in formed t h a t 
they were to make the same k ind of predictions they had made before. 
They were no t to ld t h a t they had received di f ferent t ra in ing . They were 
t o l d t h a t whereas the t r a in ing session had involved f i c t i t ious data, the 
new instances f o r wh i ch they were to make predictions were taken f r om 
the " r ea l w o r l d of na t i ons " and, therefore, the task would be a l i t t l e more 
d i f f i cu l t . Because of th i s greater complexity, they m i g h t not always agree 
i n the i r predictions, and whenever th is occured they were to discuss the 
mat te r w i t h one another u n t i l they could arrive at a decision acceptable 
to both. The subjects were? not in formed of the fact t h a t the conf l ict task 
was, i n fact, d i f f e rent f r o m the one they were t ra ined on ; t h a t i n the con
f l i c t s i tuat ion the two in fo rmat ion scales were equally correlated w i t h 
the cr i ter ion scale ( r = .67). (See F ig . 4.) 

F i g . 4. Differences in differential t ra in ing tasks and conflict tasks . 

A f t e r observing a card and before communicat ing w i t h one another, 
the subjects were t o l d to record the i r indiv idual predictions on the answer 
sheet prov ided; they were then to i n f o r m each other of the i r predictions, 
and then to ar r i ve a t a j o i n t predict ion. Fol lowing the j o i n t decision, they 
were to indicate secretly wha t they now thought the correct judgment 
was. They were then t o l d the " cor rec t " answer. The subjects made predic
t ions f o r twen ty "na t i ons " i n the confl ict s i tuat ion. 

Several measures provided by the research paradigm t o describe the 
dynamics of conf l ict are shown i n F ig . 5. 
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5 B a s i c data obtained on a single t r i a l in research paradigm. 

Similar Training 

Subjects who were classified under the "S imi lar T ra in ing (Similar 
Denotation) g r o u p " underwent the same procedure as did the d i f f erent ly 
t ra ined pairs except t h a t each member of a pa ir i n th i s group received the 
same t r a i n i n g ; they learned to depend on the same variable i n predict ing 
the value of the cr i ter ion. They were matched i n such a way t h a t ha l f of 
the 16 pairs receiving s imi lar t r a i n i n g were t ra ined t o depend on "state 
c on t r o l " variable whi le the other ha l f were t ra ined to depend on the "elec
t i ons " variable. 

Measuring Coiuiotative Differences 

The experimenter recorded the pr inc ipa l concepts used by the subjects 
dur ing the i r discussion to reach a j o i n t decision i n each confl ict t r i a l . The 
day a f ter the conf l ict session, Ss were brought back f o r the measurement 
of connotative differences, and they rated indiv idual ly the concepts they 
had used and argued about. 
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General connotations. The subjects ra ted an average of ten concepts 
on the four evaluative scales of Osgood's Semantic Di f ferent ia l test (Ja-
cobovitz, 1966). These concepts came out of the discussions between each 
pair and were recorded regardless of the i r frequency of occurence or the 
effect they each had on the j o in t answers. 

Specific connotations. A separate analysis of the d i f ferent ia l conno
tat ions of the concepts of "s tate control 1 ' and " free elections" were also 
made because of the i r cr i t i ca l role in the discussion. 

Grouping the Pairs 

The average differences i n connotative meanings (SD scores) between 
each member of a pa ir were calculated and rank-orderd. A median spl i t 
between low and h igh connotative difference scores was made. Ss were 
then assigned to the fo l lowing groups : (1) Simi lar Training-Simi lar Con
nota t ion group (ST./SC); (2) Simi lar T ra in ing - Di f f e rent Connotat ion 
group (ST/DC) ; (3) D i f f e rent T ra in ing - D i f f e rent Connotation group 
(DT/DC ) ; and (4) D i f f e rent T ra in ing - Simi lar Connotation group 
fDT/SC) . (See Table 1.) 

Table 1 

Pr inc ipal Design of the Exper iment 

D E N O T A T I O N S 

Sim. D i f f . 

D i f f . 8 8 16 

CONNOTAT IONS 

Sim. 8 8 16 

To ta l pairs of subjects 32 
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This procedure was used t o group the pairs separately bo th according 
to the general and the specific connotative differences. The range o f gene
r a l connotative differences was 1.61 out of the largest possible range of 
6.00 w i t h a median of 1.17, whi le the range and median fo r specific con
notat ive differences were 2.00 and .94. 

Measuring Cognitive Conf l ict 

One basic measure of conf l ict provided by the general research para
d igm is the absolute difference between the publ ic judgments made b y 
each subject a t the beginning of each confl ict t r i a l . Since each card pre
sents d i f ferent st imulus values and, therefore, evokes va ry ing amount of 
potent ia l confl ict, ra t i o of th i s expressed confl ict — S 2 | ) to the 
amount of confl ict wh ich could be expected to occur a t t h a t par t i cu lar t r i a l 
as a result of d i f f e rent ia l t r a i n i n g ( | T t — T 2 |) was also employed. T va
lues are calculated by developing a mult ip le regression equation f r o m sub
ject 's responses on the last 15 t r i a l s of the t r a i n i n g session. Thus, the de
rived measure of overt confl ict, 

O CJ 
1 indicates the amount of conf l ict T — T 

occuring at any t r i a l i n re la t ion t o the amount of conf l ict wh ich wou ld have 
occured i f each subject were to fo l low his t r a in ing exactly. 

Differences between Simi lar and Di f f e rent Connotat ion groups were 
f i r s t mesasured i n t e rms of as described above. This measure S i — S s 

T i — T k 

of overt confl ict, however, i s no t ent ire ly appropriate when comparing dif
ferent ly and s imi lar ly t ra ined pairs . F o r i n the case of s imi la r l y t ra ined 
pairs, the denominator is a lways a very smal l number (or zero) wh ich has 
the effect of reducing the ra t i o i n t o an absolute difference mea
sure ( | S t — S 21 ) . W h a t is needed here is a measure t h a t enables us t o 
ho ld the ant ic ipated conf l ict (T — T ) constant over t r i a l s so as t o evaluate 
the amount of departure f r o m i t . This was accomplished by subt rac t ing 
S — S f r o m the amount of predicted confl ict ( T — T ) , thus prov id ing 
I- (Tj T 2 ) — (S, — S 2 ) I ; 

RESULTS 

Establ ishment of Denotative Differences 

F igure 6 shows the differences between f ou r experimental groups 
w i t h respect to conf l ict reduct ion over blocks o f t r ia l s . Ss who had s imi lar 
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denotative meanings about the concepts of the task engaged i n less conf l ict 
than those who learned di f ferent denotations dur ing the t ra in ing . The large 
difference between Simi lar and Di f f e rent Tra in ing groups indicates the 
power o f the research paradigm i n establishing specific cognitive s t ruc
tures i n subjects. (See Table 2.) 

Table 2 

Analysis of variance of overt confl ict | (T—T) — (S—S) 

Source SS df MS E T F 

Tra in ing (B ) 488.28 1 488.281 1 109.2128 

Blocks (A ) 21.19 3 7.062 2 5.0962 

A b y B 54.46 3 18.152 2 13.0991 

E r r o r Terms 

Subj. w. groups (1) 134.13 30 4.471 

A x sub. w. groups (2) 124.72 90 1.386 

* p <^ .01 

** P < -05 

The effect of General and Specific Connotations 

Group comparisons on the basis of general connotative differences d id 
not result i n s igni f icant differences w i t h regard to confl ict reduct ion. This 
f ind ing led us to conclusion t h a t a great many of the concepts used and 
rated by the subjects were not suf f ic ient ly relevant to the discussion t o 
af fect the course of confl ict. The concepts "s ta te c on t r o l " and "elect ions" 
were, o f course, specifically related to the task and i t is the connotative 
differences w i t h respect t o these concepts t h a t were most l ike ly t o effect 
the interact ion between the Ss. Records of the discussions indicated t h a t 
these t w o concepts were indeed the concepts most f requent ly used d u r i n g 
the discussion (bo th w i t h i n each pair and across groups ) . 
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F i g . 6. Differences in overt conflict between S imi l a r and Different 
T r a i n i n g groups. 
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The results reported here, therefore, w i l l be based upon the compa
risons between pa i rs of subjects t h a t were assigned to f our experimental 
groups according to the i r connotative differences w i t h respect t o the con
cepts of "s ta te con t ro l " and "elections". Reducing the number of concepts 
to the most relevant ones also provided us w i t h a f i r m basis to compare 
the relative effects of denotative and connotative differences, because 
these were also the concepts f o r wh ich we had the measures of denotative 
meanings. 

Differences in the amount of overt conflict. A n analysis o f variance 
(Table 3) showed a s igni f icant difference i n confl ict [ (T—T) — (S—S) | 
between the t w o groups w i t h s imi lar t r a in ing over blocks of t r i a l s ; conf l ict 
s l i ght ly decreases i n the ST/SC group whereas confl ict i n the ST/DC group 
increases a f ter the f i r s t t en t r i a l s . (See F i g . 7.) 

F o r the d i f f e rent ly t ra ined groups there is a s igni f icant block effect 
which indicates a considerable decrease i n confl ict over blocks b o t h i n 
DT/DC and DT/SC groups (See Table 4 ) . 

Trends. W i t h the exception of ST/SC groups, a l l groups have trends 
s igni f icant ly d i f ferent f r o m zero. A s i t can be seen i n F i g . 7, the ST/SC 
group does not reduce conf l ic t ; i t shows a zero t r end over t r i a l s . Examina
t i o n of the absolute level of conf l ict makes i t clear t h a t there i s not) much 
confl ict to reduce when s imi lar meaning systems invo lv ing s imi lar denota
t ions and connotations are involved. 

ST/DC pairs, on the o ther hand, increase the i r conf l ict over the 20 
conf l ict t r ia l s . The l inear t r end of the curve di f fers f r o m zero ( F •= 26.97* 
p < .01). There is also a s igni f icant difference between l inear trends of 
the ST SC groups ( F •= 27.70, p < .01). 

Conf l ic t between d i f f e rent ly t ra ined Ss tends to decrease over blocks 
i n both DT/DC and DT/SC groups. However, s imi la r i t y i n connotations 
causes a charper decline i n the confl ict reduct ion curve i n the DT/SC group 
w i t h a s igni f icant l inear t r end f r o m zero (F •= 39.98, p < .01). The dif fe
rence of the l inear t r end f r o m zero i n DT/DC group also is s igni f icant 
( F = 10.32, p < . 0 5 ) . 

Co-vaaiation between Connotative Differences and Conflict 

I n order to examine more closely the re lat ion between amount of 
conf l ict and degree of connotative s imi lar i ty , the co-variation between 
these variables w i t h i n each of the f ou r groups was examined. 
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Table 3 

Analys is of variance of overt confl ict ] ( T — T ) — (S—S) j 
i n s imi lar denotation groups 

Source SS df MS E T - F 

Groups (B ) .00 1 .003 1 .0003 

Blocks (A ) 4.66 2 1.552 2 2.5484 

A by B 6.25 3 2.084 2 3.4230* 

E r r o r Terms 

Subj. w. groups (1) 132.07 14 9.433 

A x subj . w. groups (2) 25.57 42 .609 

* * p <^ .05 

Tabl e 4 

Analysis of variance of overt confl ict j (T—T) — (S—SJ 
i n di f ferent denotation groups 

Source SS df MS E T F 

Groups (B ) 6.63 1 6.631 1 2.1631 

Blocks (A ) 70.37 3 23.457 2 21.1004* 

A by B 5.81 3 1.936 2 1.7411 

E r r o r Terms 

Sub. w. .groups (1) 42.91 14 3.065 

A x subj . w . groups (2) 46.69 42 1.112 

* p < .01 
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Absolute difference scores | S—S | of every pair i n bo th the s imilar
l y and d i f f erent ly t ra ined groups were rank-ordered and sp l i t at the me
dian into low and h igh confl ict pairs. The same procedure was fol lowed 
w i t h respect to the connotative differences f o r each pair. A l l pairs were 
then assigned to the cells of 2 x 2 contingency tables according t o whether 
they were above or below the median on bo th variables. Results of Fisher's 
Exact Probabi l i ty test and the ph i coefficients f o r each case are shown i n 
Table. 5. 

Relations Between the Amoun t of Overt Confl ict 
and Connotative Differences 

D I F F E R E N T L Y T R A I N E D P A I R S S I M I L A R L Y T R A I N E D P A I R S 

C O N N O T A T I O N S 

L o w 

C O N F L I C T 

H i gh 

S im. Diff. S im . Diff. 

6 2 7 1 

2 6 1 7 

p = .064 p = .004 
0 .50 

Nr . of pairs •= 16 

= .75 

Nr . of pairs = 16 

The ph i coefficient for the similarly t ra ined pairs does no t reach 
stat ist ica l significance, a l though there is an obvious positive correlat ion. 
The same measure obtained f r o m di f ferent ly t ra ined pairs are signif icant 
at the p < .004. 

Fur the r analyses indicate the course of confl ict over t ime. I t w i l l be 
remembered t h a t examinat ion of earlier results suggested t h a t connotative 
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differences would lead to an increase i n the la t t e r ( last 10 t r ia ls ) p a r t of 
the conf l ict sequence. I n order t o examine th i s question, relat ions between 
conf l ict and connotations i n each group f o r the f i r s t and second halves of 
the conf l ict t r ia l s were analyzed. Results i n Table 6 clearly support the 
hypothesis t h a t d i f ferent ia l connotations lead to an increase i n confl ict 
dur ing the second ha l f of the 20 t r ia ls . 

Table 6 

Relations Between the Amount of Over t Confl ict 

and Connotative Differences i n the F i r s t 10 and 

Last 10 o f the Conf l ict Tr ia ls 

S I M I L A R L Y T R A I N E D F A I R S D I F F E R E N T L Y T R A I N E D P A I R S 

F i r s t 10 T r i a l s L a s t 10 T r i a l s F i r s t 10 T r i a l s L a s t 10 T r i a l s 

p = 30 

0 — 25 

p — .064 

0 = .50 

p « 0 

0 — 0 

p — .004 

0 — .75 

Number of Pairs <= 16 Number o f Pairs 16 

Covert confl ict. The difference between subjects' second, pr ivate de
cisions wh i ch were made a f te r reaching a j o i n t decision and no t revealed 
t o the other person was taken, as the measure of covert confl ict. I n order 
to get a measure comparable to the measure of overt confl ict the absolute 
difference between two judgments | S'—S' j is subtracted f r o m the 
amount of predicted confl ict on t h a t par t i cu lar t r i a l . 

The amount of covert confl ict, or disagreement remaining after ne
got iat ion, in each group is shown i n F i g . 8. The significance of the di f fe
rence between t r a i n i n g groups (Table 7) indicates a decrease i n covert 
conf l ict between d i f f erent ly t ra ined subjects. 
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F i g . S. Differences in covert conflict between groups, 
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Table 7 

Analysis of variance of covert confl ict | (T—T) — <S'-~S1 \ 

Source SS df MS E T : P 

Tra in ing (B) 488.28 1 488.281 1 102.042* 
Blocks (A ) 21.19 3 7.062 2 5.171* 
A by B 54.46 3 18.152 2 13.292* 

E r r o r Terms •; - .-

Subj. w. groups, XX)^ 133.98 28 4.785 

A x subj . w. groups (2) 114.71 84 1.366 

* p <^ ,01 

The results obtained i n the analysis of the re lat ion between connota
t ions and conf l ict at the covert level are approx imate ly the same as are 
those at the overt level (Table 8 ) ' w h i c h indicates t h a t d i f ferent ia l con
notations lead to an increase i n confl ict. 

Table 8 

Relations Between the Amount of Covert Conf l ict 
and Connotative Differences i n the F i r s t 10 and 

Las t 10 of the Conf l ict Tr ia ls 

S I M I L A R L Y T R A I N E D P A I R S D I F F E R E N T L Y T R A I N E D P A I R S 

F i r s t 10 T r i a l s .. Xiast 10 Tr i a l s . . F i r s t 10 .T r ia l s .. L a s t 10 T r i a l s 

p = 0 p — .004- P - o P = .064 

0 =- 0 0 •= .75 0 = 0 0 = .50 

Number of Pairs i = 16 Number of Pairs >= 16 
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• Cognitive change in l inear subjects. F i g . 9 
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F l g . 10. Cognitive change in non-l inear subjects, 
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Cognitive change. The difference between S's public decision and 
his second, pr ivate decision f o r a par t i cu lar t r i a l provides an index of his 
cognit ive change d u r i n g a given t r i a l . Since the difference S—S' indicates 
the extent to wh ich a subject's pr ivate decision is influenced between the 
subject 's public decision and the j o i n t answer (S-J) on t h a t t r i a l . I n short , 
the change f r o m public decision to pr ivate decision (S—S') is related to 
the pressure to change (S—J) on each t r i a l . 

The four experimental groups did not di f fer f r o m one another on th is 
measure. I t is impor tan t to note, however, ..that differences i n type of cog
ni t ive s tructures had an effect on the amount of cognitive change (See 
Figs. 9 & 10). Subjects who were t ra ined to learn a l inear re lat ion between 
the relevant cue and the cr i ter ion ( l inear funct ion- form) showed less 
change than those f o r whom,-the funct ional re lat ion between the relevant 
cue and the c r i t e r ion was curvi l inear (non-linear funct ion- fo rm) . 

Ind iv idua l adaptat ion to the confl ict task. The distance between a 
subject's public judgment and the correct answer (S—Y) for a par t i cu lar 
t r i a l indicates his degree of adaptation to the confl ict task i n wh ich the 
correct answer lies mid-way between two subjects' d i f ferent ia l t r a in ing . I n 
order to see how fa r the subject moved f r o m his t r a in ing "toward the cor
rect answer i n the j o i n t task, the difference between his judgment (S) and 
the correct answer (Y ) is expressed i n terms of the difference^between 
the judgment his t r a i n i n g wou ld lead h i m to make (T) and the correct 

answer Y, thus prov id ing the ra t i o ~ — • 

Figs. 11 and 12 show the increasing adaptat ion of non-linear subjects 
over t r ia l s as compared to the curves obtained f r o m the l inear subjects. 

DISCUSSION 

The results of the present s tudy con f i rm our hypothesis: connotative 
differences concerning the ma in conceptual elements of a conf l ict ing issue 
serve to pull-the disputants apar t while, the connotative s imi lar i t ies tend to 
d raw them together. 

A l t hough the correlations between amount of confl ict and degree of 
connotative s im i l a r i t y w i t h i n , groups. ,support . .ourmain hypothesis, di f fe
rences i n confl ict reduct ion between connotation groups were n o t statis
t i ca l ly signif icant. I t w i l l be remembered t h a t connotative s imi la r i t y or 
d iss imi lar i ty between subjects was determined according to the i r positions 
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F i g . 11. Adaptat ion to the new task. 
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on a set of rank-ordered difference scores obtained f r o m the Semantic 
Di f f e rent ia l test. The range of actual difference scores varied f r o m .38 to 
2.38 out of a largest possible difference of 6 scale units . Hence, the over
whe lming effect of denotative ( t ra in ing ) differences across groups was 
such as to supress the effect of smal l differences i n connotative meanings. 
Exper iments w i t h more heterogeneous groups, par t i cu lar ly w i t h subjects 
f r o m two di f ferent cultures w i l l be needed f o r f u r t h e r support of our f i n 
dings. 

One f ind ing wh ich conf irms some results of the earlier studies (Ham
mond and Summers, 1965; Sheets, 1968) i n cognitive conf l ict is the effect of 
funct ion f o r m on adaptation to new situations. Our l inear subjects who were 
t ra ined on a linear funct ion- form between a cue and the cr i te r ion were less 
adaptive to the changing s i tuat ion i n conf l ict task t h a n non-linear subjects. 
Since a curvi l inear funct ion- form is more complex than a l inear one and 
takes more t ime to learn dur ing the t ra in ing , l inear subjects can be said 
less advantageous i n adapt ing to the new task wh ich requires each subject 
t o learn bo th l inear and non-linear funct ion- forms. Di f f e rent ia l effect of the 
various funct ion-forms, on the other hand, can be a s t a r t ing point i n the 
invest igat ion of adaptabi l i ty i n simple and complex cognitive structures. 

I n summary, these results lead us t o the conclusion t h a t the role of 
verbal communication i n confl ict resolut ion should be re-assesed according 
t o the subjective aspects of meaning as wel l . "Agreement upon the def ini
t i ons " as an opening proposit ion of almost every debate may not be as ef
f ic ient a means to negotiate as i t has been expected so far . 

FOOTNOTES 

(1) The research reported here was conducted a t the Ins t i tu te of Be
hav iora l Science, Un ive rs i t y of Colorado, where the author was a v i s i t ing 
sholar under the sponsorship of the Fu lbr ight -Hays P rog ram dur ing the 
1966-68 academic years. Special appreciation is due Dr . Kenneth R. H a m 
mond for his valuable advice and help. 
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