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THE ROLES OF POLICY DIFFERENCES AND INCONSISTENCY IN POLICY CONFLICT1 

Brehmer, B. The roles of policy differences and 

inconsistency in policy conflict. Umeå Psycholo

gical Reports, No. 18, 1970. - Disagreement cau

sed by policy differences is shown to be a func

tion of two factors: the systematic differences 

between the policies and the consistency of these 

policies. The relative importance of the two fac

tors is studied in an illustrative experiment in

volving decision making under conditions of un

certainty. The results of the experiment indicate 

that in the beginning of the conflict period, 

most disagreement is caused by systematic diffe- . 

rences in policy. These differences are, however, 

rapidly reduced. At the same time, the consisten

cy of the policies decreases so that at the end 

of the conflict period, most of the disagreement 

is caused by lack of consistency in the policies. 

Due to this lack of consistency, the actual dif

ferences between the decisions made by the sub

jects are not very much reduced, despite the fact 

that the systematic differences between their po

licies have all but disappeared. 

Differences in policy are important sources of interpersonal conflict. 

Such differences cause persons to make different decisions frcm the 

same information, and to propose different solutions to the same pro

blem. Policy differences may therefore make cooperation difficult, or 

impossible, also in situations where the outcome is dependent on the 

appropriateness of a mutually agreed upon course of action, and where 

no person can make any gains at the expense of the other person (Ham

mond, 1965). Thus, policy conflicts do not necessarily involve conflict 

over ends, rather they involve conflict over means. This does not make 

them any less real or dangerous than conflicts based on motivational 

differences as can be seen from the religious wars of the past and the 

ideological struggles of the present. 
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It is the purpose of this study to investigate seme aspects of conflicts 

based on differences in policy. Specifically, the purpose is to discuss 

certain characteristics of policies, and how these characteristics may 

influence conflict.. Some of the problems raised in this discussion will 

then be investigated in an illustrative experiment. 

Sane characteristics of policies 

The term policy, as it is used in the present context, refers to the 

way in which a person integrates information from different sources in 

order to reach a decision. Thus, a policy is inductive; it is used to 

arrive at a prediction of a future state of affairs fron present infor

mation. 

Policies are acquired from the interaction with the environnent of words 

and things. The environment is, however, not perfectly predictable: it 

is uncertain (cf. Hammond, 1965). Not only do different persons have 

different opinions about what goes with what, but different events are 

the results of multiple, intersubstitutable causes (Brunswik, 1952). 

Therefore, it is usually not possible to extract more than statistical 

regularities between events, regardless of whether direct observation, 

or verbal descriptions fron other persons, are used as data. This is 

especially true of the social environment. In fact, it has been argued 

(Boulding, 1968; Popper, 1966) that the social environment is unpredict

able in principle, or, at best, predictable within wide margins of un

certainty. This is due to the fact that social systans change as a func

tion of the knowledge possessed by its inhabitants, the growth of which 

knowledge is, by definition, not predictable. 

Thus, policies with respect to society ("political ideologies") which 

are the policies that are likely to cause the most disastrous forms of 
conflict, will have to be formed in situations characterized by uncer

tainty. Experimental studies of policy formation under conditions of 

uncertainty indicate that although humans are able to learn to utilize 

the information available to them in an approximatively correct way, 

the resulting policies tend to be inconsistent (Peterson & Beach, 1967). 

That is, the decisions are not perfectly determined by the available in

formation, but some error is added in the process. This error introduces 
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uncertainty in the relation between the information and the decisions. 

In fact, it has been shown that the amount of uncertainty in the poli

cies of the subjects is a positive function of the amount of uncertain

ty in the task with which the policy is concerned; the higher the amount 

of uncertainty in the task, the higher the amount of uncertainty in the 

policy of the subjects (Dudycha & Naylor, 1966; Naylor & Clark, 1968). 

Thus, a policy evolving frcm the interaction with an uncertain environ

ment is likely to have irregularities as well as regularities. Both of 

these characteristics of policies will contribute to the disagreement 

between two persons holding different policies. 

Effects of consistency and policy differences on agreement 

The sources of information from which decisions are made as well as 

the decisions thenselves may have metric or nonmetric properties. This 

discussion, however, will be limited to the case when the sources of in

formation, as well as the decisions, have metric properties. Although 

techniques for the analysis of the nonmetric case exist (Björkman, 1967) 

these are of recent origin, and very little work has, so far, been done 

on this case. 

In the metric case, it is possible to describe the relation between the 

sources of information and the decisions by means of a multiple regres

sion equation, see Eq. 1. 

J = ß X  + ß X ,  + ß X  +  e  (1) 
il x c n n 

where 

J is the decision, 

ßl - ßn are the weights that the person gives to the X̂  - X sources of 

information when making a decision, and 

e is the error in the policy. 

Eq.l describes a policy in terms of a series of weights and an error 

term. The weights describe the regularities of the policy, the error 

term its irregularities. The error in the policy will cause the mul

tiple correlation between the decisions and the n sources of informa

tion to be less than unity. The size of the multiple correlation is, 



therefore, an index of the consistency of the policy. 

If two persons use the n sources of information in a linear way, the re

lation between their decisions will depend on the consistency of their 

policies, and the differences between their policies with respect to how 

they weight the various sources of information in the way expressed in 

Eq. 2. Eq. 2 is the "lens model'' equation, developed by Bursch, Hammond, 

and Hursch (196M-), which has been adapted to our problem. 

. *S1 + *S2 Ed ( 

A 2 2 U) 

where 

r̂  is the correlation between the decisions made by person SI and per

son S2, 

is the multiple correlation between the n sources of information 

and the decisions made by person SI, 

Rg2 is the multiple correlation between the n sources of information 

and the decisions made by person S2, 

and 

Zd is the sum over the n sources of information of the products 

(rX SI ~ rX S2̂  ̂  SI ~ S2̂  where rx SI ̂  mcraen* 
i i i i i 

relation between information source i and the inferences made by person 

SI, g2 is "the product moment correlation between source i and the 

judgments made by person S2, and 3̂  ĝ  g2 3116 "the beta weights. 
i "i 

r̂  in Eq. 1 is an index of agreement between the two persons. The mul

tiple correlation between the n sources of information and the inferen

ces made by each subject defines his consistency. If the parson is per

fectly consistent, that is, if there is no error in his policy, the mul

tiple correlation will reach unity. As can be seen frcm Eq. 2, the per
sons can reach perfect agreement (rA = 1.00) only if their policies are 

2 2 perfectly consistent (Rg  ̂= Rg2 = 1.00). If the policies are less than 

perfectly consistent, that is, if Rg-  ̂and/or are less than unity, 

r̂  cannot reach 1.00. 
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Ed is an index of the overall differences in policy with respect to how 

the sources of information are weighted. As soon as Ed is greater than 

zero, the persons will not always make the same decisions and the agree

ment will be less than perfect, that is, r̂  will not reach unity. 

2 2 
The two factors, consistency [Jr(Rg  ̂+ policy differences (£-Ed) 

can substitute for each other. Thus, the same level of agreement, r̂ 3 

can be reached by an infinite number of combinations of values on 
2 ? 
Fgl Fg2> arid £d. As is immediately apparent frcm Eq. 2, differences in 

decisions do not necessarily imply differences in policies. Disagreement 

can occur also when the persons have identical policies (Ed = .00), if 
2 2 

their policies are inconsistent and/or Rg2 <1.00). This constitutes 

a case of agreement in principle, but disagreement in fact. Obviously, 

the inconsistency may, from time to time, also cause two persons to ac

tually make the same decisions, although their policies are different, 

creating a case of disagreement in principle but agreement in fact. Thus, 

inconsistency serves to hide frcm the decision makers the real sources 

of their agreement or disagreement. 

Differences in how the sources of information are weighted are only one 

of the two possible kinds of differences between two policies. The se

cond kind of policy differences is differences in function form, i.e., 

in the form of the functions relating the decisions made by the persons 

to the values of the variables which constitute the sources of informa

tion. One person may, for instance, use a source in a linear way, while 

the other uses it nonlinearly, or, one person may use it in a positive 

linear way, while the other uses it in a negative linear way, and so on. 

The effects of policy differences with respect to function form on agree

ment are seen frcm Eq. 3, which is an adaptation of Tucker's (1964) mod

ification of the Hursch, et al. equation. 

r A*  ay«» +  c / -41  ( 3 )  

where 

rA' ̂Sl' anc* ̂ 32 ̂ ave same meaning as in Eq. 2 above, 

G is the correlation between the variance accounted for by a linear mul-
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tiple regression equation in the policy of person SI, and that acoounted 

for by such an equation in the response system of person S2, 

and 

C is the partial correlation between the variance unaccounted for by a 

linear multiple regression equation in the policy of person SI, and that 

unaccounted for by such an equation in the policy of person S2. 

In Eq. 3, 6 is an index of the similarity of the linear aspects of the 

policies of persons SI and S2. C is an index of the similarity of the 

nonlinear aspects of the two policies. As can be seen fron the equation, 

when there are nonlinear components in the policies of the one or the 

other person, perfect agreement can be reached only if the policies of 

the two persons are identical with respect to the linear and the nonlin

ear aspects, that is, only if C and G are 1.00 and Note that 

the linear multiple correlations between the n sources of information 

and the decisions no longer indicate the degree of consistency when 

there are nonlinear components in the policies. This is due to the fact 

that these correlations will depart fron unity, not only as a consequen

ce of inconsistency, but also as a consequence of nonlinearity. Consist

ency will, therefore, have to be estimated in other ways, e.g., by com

puting the multiple correlations after the relations between the deci

sions and the cues have been reduced to linear form. 

The above analysis discloses what might be called "the components of 

agreement". These components are consistency and policy differences. 

Policy differences may be analyzed in terms of weights given to the 

various sources of information by the policy makers, and in terms of the 

forms of the functions relating the decisions to the sources of informa

tion. However, Eq. 2 and 3 not only show what agreement could consist 

of, they also provide the means for an analysis of specific instances 

of agreement and disagreement to find its components. Thus, these equa

tions make it possible to find the causes of disagreement. This will 

be illustrated in the experiment reported below. 

An illustrative experiment 

Problem. The results fron studies on policy formation under conditions 

of uncertainty referred to above, lead us to expect that policies which 
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are acquired in the interaction with an uncertain environment will be 

inconsistent. One question raised by this is whether inconsistency Will 

be carried over to a situation in which two persons with different poli

cies must cooperate in order to solve cannon problems, and if the incon

sistency is carried over, what is its role in producing disagreement re

lative to that of the differences in policy? These problems are impor

tant since, according to our analysis, most policies will be inconsist

ent, and the measures needed to reduce conflict will not be the same if 

the conflict is caused by differences in policy as if it is caused by 

inconsistency. This experiment was performed to investigate these pro

blems. 

Method 

This experiment used the "lens model" cognitive conflict paradigm. This 

paradigmi has been described in detail by Hammond (1965). The experiment 

was conducted in two stages: a training stage, where two subjects wer« 

trained to utilize the same information in different ways, and a con

flict stage, where the two subjects were brought together to work on a 

series of problems. In the training stage, as well as in the conflict 

stage, probabilistic tasks were used, as demanded by the conception of 

the nature of the environment put forth above. 

Training stage 

The subjects appeared two at a time to participate in an experiment on 

political decision making. They were told that their task was to learn 

a policy for making decisions about the future level of democratic in

stitutions in a country frcm two sources of information: (1) the present 

level of state control over the individual, and (2) the extent to which 

government is determined by free elections. The amount of state control, 

as well as the extent to which government was determined by elections, 

was printed in the form of bar graphs on the face of each of a series 

of 60 cards. The criterion value, i.e., the level of democratic institu

tions, was printed on the back of each card. Each predictor variable 

could take on 10 different values, while the criterion variable had 20 

different levels. The subjects were informed that the relation between 

the elections variable and the level of democracy was a positive linear 

function ("the more elections, the higher the level of democracy") and 
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that the relation between the level of democracy and the amount of state 

control was nonlinear ("neither too much, nor too little, state control 

means that the level of democracy is high"). The relation between the 

state control variable and the criterion was an inverse U-shaped func

tion. For one subject in each pair, (the nonlinear subject) the state 

control variable had a correlation with the criterion variable of r = 

.98; while the correlation between the elections variable and the cri

terion was zero. For the other subject, (the linear subject) the condi

tions were reversed. The intercorrelation between the two predictor 

variables was approximately zero. Thus, the subjects were trained in 

opposite waysj although they were not told so. 

The subjects were trained to a criterion of having a correlation of 

.75 between their judgments and the cue that was relevant in their 

training material, and a correlation of 5. .25 between their judgments 

and the cue that was irrelevant. In fact, the subjects were generally 

better trained than what was required by the criterion. The mean corre

lation between the judgments and the relevant cue at the end of train

ing was .97 for the subjects trained to depend on the state control cue 

as well as for the subjects trained to depend on the elections cue. For 

the irrelevant cue, the correlation between judgments and cue values 

was -.08 for both types of subjects. The mean squared multiple correla

tion between cues and judgments was .95 for the subjects trained to 

depend on the elections cue and .94 for the subjects trained to depend 

on the state control cue. Thus, the training procedure was effective 

in establishing inconsistent policies. 

Conflict stage 

When the training stage had been completed, the subjects were brought 

together to work on a set of common problems .They were told that they 

were to make the same judgments as in the training stage. While the 

task used in the training stage had involved fictitious nations, they 

were told, the task now facing than was a sample of real nations. The 

task might therefore be somewhat harder than the training task. Con
sequently , the subjects might not agree in their judgments. If they 

made different judgments about a particular case, they were to discuss 

the matter until they were able to reach a joint judgment, acceptable 

to both of them. 
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The subjects were not informed that they had been differently trained, 

nor that the task now facing then was different frcm that used in the 

training stage. In the conflict task, the two predictor variables had 

the same correlation with the criterion variable (r = .67). The sub

jects made decisions for 20 different cases. 

Subjects. Eighty undergraduate psychology students from the University 

of Colorado participated in the experiment to fulfill a course require

ment. 

Results 

In this section we will first present the results with respect to sur

face conflict, that is, conflict as it is seen by the subjects. Then, 

the results frcm a correlational analysis, using Eq.2 and 3 above, 

will be presented. 

Surface conflict 

In the experimental situation, the subjects experience conflict through 

the fact that their judgments differ. To analyze this aspect of con

flict, the absolute differences between the judgments made by the two 

subjects, |Ŝ  - S2I was computed for every pair of subjects and trial. 

To make these differences comparable over trials and pairs of subjects, 

the obtained difference in judgments for every pair of subjects and 

trial was divided by the difference expected for that trial |T̂  - T̂ |. 

T̂  and T̂  were computed for each pair of subjects and trial from re

gression equations fitted to their responses for the last 15 trials in 
IS - S I the training stage. The resulting I 1 "21 ratios were subjected, to 
IT-L-TJ 

an arc tangent transformation to reduce tne influence of extrene ratios 

on the means. The data were then reduced to 10 blocks of 2 trials each, 

and analyzed by means of a trend analysis. The results of this analysis 

showed that there was a significant negative linear trend in the means 

(F 1/351 = 38.00, p < .01). As can be seen frcm Fig. 1, however, there 

is actually very little conflict reduction over the ten blocks of trials. 
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Ihus, the subjects experience very little reduction of the differences 

in their judgments. Note that the IS1 - ̂ 21 ratios are consistently 

IT1 - t2I 
less than unity, indicating that the subjects achieve a level of con

flict that is lcwa? than that expected on the basis of their training 

differences. Part of this reduction is, however, achieved in the very 

beginning of the conflict sequence, and the subsequent reduction is 

slow and irregular. These results are consistent with earlier findings 

obtained in studies of policy conflicts (Hanmond, Todd, Wilkins, & Mit

chell, 1966; Hanrnond, Bonai.uto, Faucheux, Mosoovici, Frölich, Joyce, & 

DiMajo, 1968; Rappoport, 1965; Todd, Hanmond, & Wilkins, 1966). 

Correlational analysis 

Agreement correlations. For the block of the last 15 trials in training, 

and the blocks of trials 1-10, and 11 - 20 in the conflict stage, the 

correlation between the judgments made by the two subjects was computed 
o 

for each pair. The correlation coefficients were transformed to Fisher"s 

Z and analyzed by means of a trend analysis, the results of which showed 

that there was a highly reliable positive trend in the means (F 1/78 = 

8949.16, p < .01). These results are illustrated in Fig. 2. 

As can be seen fron Fig. 2, there is a substantial increase in agree

ment, not only freni training to the first conflict block, but also frcm 

the first to the second conflict block. Although these results are con

sistent with those obtained with the ratio measure, the correlation mea

sure indicates a greater increase in agreement than the ratio measure. 

This is due to the fact that the latter measure uses absolute differen

ces. Thus fluctuations in the differences between the judgments do not 

cancel as they do when a correlation coefficient is ocmputed. 
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Fi p. 3. Systematic diff erences in policy with respect to weightings 

as a function of blocks of trials. 

The components of agreement 

Pol icy d if ferences. £ £d (see Eq. 2) shews how rauch the overall differ

ences in policy with respect to how the cues are weighted detract from 

agreement. \ Zd was computed for each pair for the last 15 trials in 

training and the two blocks of conflict trials. Before these computa

tions, the relations between the nonlinear cue and the decisions were 

reduced to linear form. Hie same transformation was used for all pairs. 

The transformation was chosen on the assumption that the subjects used 

the cue in the way described to them .in the instructions. Since the 

transformation reduced the nonlinear component of agreement (see Eq. 

3) to nonsignificant values for all pairs of subjects when the trans

formed data were analyzed by means of Eq. 3, it was considered appro

priate, The trend analysis performed on the Ed data indicated that 

there was a. significant negative linear trend in the means (F 1/78 = 

M-68.70, p < .01). Thus, the differences in policy are reduced in the 

interaction between the subjects. This result is illustrated in Fig. 3. 



-13-

1.00 

.60 

.25 

.00 
-10 
CONFLICT STAGE 

11-20 
TRAINING 

Fig. 2. Agreement correlations as a function of blocks of trials. 

lb further analyze the reduction of the differences in policy, the sub

jects' utilization of the two cues was computed as the product moment 

correlation between each cue and the judgments for each subject for the 

three blocks of trials used in the analysis of Ed. Before these com

putations, the relations between the judgments and the nonlinear cue 

were reduced to linear forai, using the transformation described above. 

The results are shown in Fig. 4. The correlation coefficients were 

transformed to Fisher's Z scores and two analyses of variance were per

formed. The first of these analyses compared the linear and the nonlin

ear subjects over the three blocks of trials with respect to their de

pendency on the cue that they had been trained to rely on. The results 

of this analysis indicated that there was a reliable change in cue de

pendencies over the three blocks of trials (F 2/144 = 135.97, p < .01). 

The nonlinear subjects changed more than the linear subjects (F 1/72 = 

3-1.12, p < .01). 
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Fig. 4. Cue dependencies as function of blocks of trials. 

The second analysis was performed on the dependencies on the cue that 

was irrelevant in training. In this analysis, the difference between 

the two types of subjects was only of borderline significance (F 1/72 = 

3.23, .05 < -jj < .10). The blocks effect was, however, significant 

(F 2/144 = 113.98, p < .01), indicating that there was a reliable in

crease in dependency on this cue. 

As can be seen fron Fig. 4, the decrease in the policy differences is 

mainly due to the change in dependency on the cue that the subjects 

have been trained to raly an. The nonlinear subjects change their poli

cy more than the linear subjects. Not only do they give up more of the 

dependency on the cue that they have been trained to rely on than the 



linear subjects do: they also learn to depend more on the cue that was 

irrelevant during training than the linear subjects. This conclusion 

receives further support from the analysis of the similarity of the two 

policies with respect to their linear and nonlinear aspects, i.e., with 
3 

respect to G and C in Eq. 3, as computed for the nontransformed data. 

The analysis of variance performed on these measures (after they had 

been transformed to Fisher's Z scores), revealed that G was reliably 

higher than C (F 1/36 = 27 .72, p < .01). That is, the similarity bet

ween the policies with respect to the linear aspects was higher than 

the similarity with respect to the nonlinear aspects. Furthermore, there 

was an increase in these measures from the first to the second conflict 

block (F 1/36 = 6.89, p < .05), but no interaction between measures and 

blocks. The increase in similarity with respect to the linear aspects, 

G, is, however, much more important for agreonent than the increase in 

similarity with respect to the nonlinear aspects, C. This is seen from 

the analysis comparing the contributions to agreement from (the 

contribution from the matching with respect to the linear aspects), 

with that fron c/l - ^Jl - (the contribution frcm the matching 

with respect to the nonlinear aspects). The analysis of variance per

formed on these measures revealed, not only a significant difference in 

contribution from these two factors (F 1/36 = 15.26, p < .01), and an 

increase over blocks (F 1/36 = 50.78, p < .01), but also a components 

of blocks interaction (F 1/36 = 8.45, p « .01). These results are illu

strated in Fig. 5. As can be seen frcm this figure, only with respect 

to the linear component is there an increase frcm the first conflict 

block to the second. This is confirmed by the tests for simple effects 

which showed that only for the second conflict block was there a signi

ficant difference between the two components (F 1/36 = 4-. 86, p < .05). 

Thus, the differences in policy with respect to cue weights are sharply 

reduced when the subjects interact. This is mainly due to the change in 

the policy of the nonlinear subjects, who give up more of the dependen

cy on the cue that they have been trained to rely on, and learn to de

pend more on the cue that was irrelevant in training, than the linear 

subjects. This leads to a greater increase in matching with respect to 

the linear aspects of the policies than with respect to the nonlinear 

aspects. 
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Consistency 

The consistency of the policies of the subjects is given by the mul

tiple correlation between their responses and the cue values (see Eq. 

1). These multiple correlations were computed after the relations 

between the nonlinear cue and the judgments had been reduced to lin

ear form, using the transformation described above. The multiple cor

relations were then squared and subjected to an analysis of variance 

which indicated that there was a significant change in consistency 

over blocks of trials (F 2/144 = 36. 67, p < .01), as well as a signi

ficant difference between linear and nonlinear subjects (F 1/72 -

10.00, p < .01). These results are illustrated in Fig. 6. 

As can be seen fron Fig. 6, consistency decreases over the three 

blocks of trials for both types of subjects, although more for the 

nonlinear than for the linear subjects. Thus, consistency contribu

tes less and less to agreement between the subjects (see Eq. 2). 

* Ö "SI "S2 

• Cv l̂v f̂g 

# 
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Fig. 6. Consistency as a function of blocks of trials. 

The fact that consistency and policy differences both decrease in the 

conflict stage means that the structure of the disagreement between 

the subjects changes as they interact. This is illustrated in Fig. 7, 

which displays the relative contributions of the two factors, incon

sistency (1 - 1/2 (R^ + R 2̂) and policy differences (1/2 Ed) to dis

agreement (1 - r^) as a function of blocks of trials. Using Eq. 2, 

the relative contribution of inconsistency to disagreement was com

puted as [(1 - 1/2 (R^ + Rg2)] / (1/2 (Ed) + [(1 - 1/2 (R^ + R 2̂)] . 

The contribution from, policy differences is simply 100 minus the con

tribution frcsn inconsistency, (see Eq, 2). 

As can be seen from Fig. 7, disagreement in the beginning of the con

flict stage is caused primarily by differences in policy. At the end 

of this stage, however, it is caused primarily by inconsistency. 
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Fig. 7. Relative con tribut ion s from inconsistency and policy differen

ces to disagreement as a function of blocks of trials. 

Discussion 

The results of this experiment show that the subjects are able to re

duce their policy differences to a considerable extent. At the same 

time, however, they also decrease the consistency of their policies. 

Consequently, the structure of their disagreement changes over the 

sequences of conflict trials: in the beginning of the conflict sequ

ence, conflict is caused mainly by the differences in policy, at the 

end, it is caused mainly by the lack of consistency in. the policies 

of the subjects (see Fig. 7). Thus, while the conflict in the begin

ning of the sequence is caused mainly by the policies that the sub

jects hold, at the end it is caused mainly by the policies that the 

subjects do not hold. 

The reduction in policy difffences and the decrease in consistency are 

related. The reduction of the differences in policy is, in part, caused 



by the fact that the subjects give up part of their dependency on the 

cue which they have been trained to depend on, without being able to 

learn to depend on the cue that had been irrelevant in training to a 

corresponding degrees thus causing the consistency of their policies, 

which is, essentially, the sum of their squared cue dependencies, to 

drop. This is clear frcm a conparison of the change in dependency on 

the trained cue with that for the cue that was irrelevant in training 

(see Fig. 4). This is particularly obvious with respect to the nonlin

ear subjects, who give up much more of their dependency on the cue that 

was relevant in training, and who also have a lower consistency, than 

the subjects trained to depend on the linear cue. 

Not all of the reduction in the policy differences is due to the de

crease in consistency, however. This can be seen from the fact that 

the similarity of the policies of the two subjects increase with res

pect to their linear as well as their nonlinear aspects. The increase 

in similarity with respect to the linear aspects is, however, much 

more important than the increase in similarity with respect to the non

linear aspects. This is seen from the analysis of the contributions to 

agreement frcm the similarity of the policies with respect to the lin

ear and nonlinear aspects. This is due to two things. First, the non

linear subjects change more than the linear subjects. Consequently, the 

amount of systematic nonlinearity in the policies of the subjects is 

lower than the amount of systematic linearity, which makes the contri

bution to agreement frcm matching of the linear aspects of the policies 

potentially more important than the countribut i on from matching of the 

policies with respect to the nonlinear aspects. Second, the matching 

of the linear aspects of the policies is, in fact, higher than the mat

ching with respect to the nonlinear aspects. These two factors work to

gether to produce the differential contribution to agreement frcm the 

matching of the policies with respect to their linear and nonlinear as

pects. 

These results suggest that when two persons hold policies which differ 

with respect to complexity, the person with the least ocnrolex policy 

(the linear subject in this case) is less susceptible to change than 

the person who holds a more complex policy (the nonlinear subject in 
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this case). One possible explanation for this finding might be that the 

nonlinear subjects have a much easier task than the linear subjects; 

learning a linear policy has been shown to be a much easier task than 

learning a nonlinear policy (Hanmond & Summers, 1965). (Remember that 

the nonlinear subjects have to learn a linear policy in the conflict 

stage, while the linear subjects have to learn a nonlinear policy.) 

Another possibility is that the subjects having a more complex policy 

are unable to explain their policies to the subjects with the simple 

policy, thus making it harder for the linear subjects to adapt to the 

nonlinear subjects than vice versa. 

The most important results, however, are those showing the role of in

consistency. Clearly, the inconsistency in the policies acquired in the 

training stage is carried over to the interactive stage. The interac

tion then increases the inconsistency, so that at the end of the con

flict stage, most of the disagreement between the subjects is, in fact, 

caused by this factor, while the systematic differences in policy have 

all but disappeared. The subjects, hcwever, have no way of knowing this. 

As shown by the measure of surface conflict, they experience very little 

reduction of conflict, despite the fact that the systematic differences 

between their policies are rapidly reduced. 

These results indicate that the nature of policy conflicts is different 

from what has been believed. For example, the interpretation by Hanmond, 

et al. (1968) (based on measures of surface conflict) that ".. .reduction 

of cognitive differences... is very slow..." (Hanmond, et al., p. 10) 

is not accurate. The cognitive differences, that is, the differences in 

policy, are rapidly reduced, but disagreement is not reduced. And the 

disagreement is all the subjects themselves can see. They can only see 

that they are not making th~ same judgments, but they cannot see why 

their1 judgments are different. Thus, the subjects do not taiow that their 

disagreement is due to inconsistency, rather than to systematic differ

ences in policy. Consequently, it is necessary to invent methods which 

make it possible to display to the subjects the real sources of their 
4-

disagreement. This is an effort in which we are now engaged. 
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tute of Behavioral Science, University of Colorado, Boulder. The 

report is a joint report from the Department of Psychology, Uni

versity of Umeå3 and the Institute of Behavioral Science, Univer

sity of Colorado. 

2 Since the linear and nonlinear subjects did not have the same cue 

values in the last 15 trials of the training, the agreement corre

lations could not be directly computed for this block, but was de-
2 rived for each pair by means of Eq. 2 fron the Rĝ , r̂  , and 

g. computed for each subject in the pair1. 2 

i -1 

3 Since the linear and nonlinear subjects did not have the same cue 

values in the last 15 trials of training, C and G could not be conn 

puted for this block. Therefore, only the values for the two con

flict blocks are analyzed. The values of G and C for the last train

ing block can, however, safely be assumed to be close to .00, as 

seen from the fact that the agreement correlation for this block 

is negligible (.006). 

4 This conclusion receives further support fron a recent study 

(Brehmer, unpublished data), which shows that the subjects in 

this kind of situation are unable to comunicate their policies 

in an accurate way. Most important, they seem to be unaware of 

the fact that their policies are inconsistent. 
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