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1. Intro
® Dangers of uniformity of view points
> (Janis, 1972; Moorehead, Ference, & Neck, 1991)
<>
® Diversity of view points (Chatman, Polzer, Barsade, & Neale, 1998;

Jackson, 1992)
» Brainstorming techniques(Diehl and Stroebe, 1987)
» Outsiders (Janis, 1982; Schweiger, Sandberg, & Ragan, 1986)
® Authentic Dissent

>
< (Nemeth, 1986; 1995; Volpato et al., 1990)
)
)
)
)
<>
° (Gruenfeld, 1995) Work Groups (DeDreu and De Vries, 1997;
Gryenfeld, Marorana, & Fan 1999; Nemeth and Staw, 1989)
>
<>
< (Levine, 1980; Schachter, 1951)
< (Turner and Pratkanis, 1997)
® Devil’s advocate
>
< 1587 5
>
<>
< Authentic Dissent
<>
° (Nemeth, Cornell, Rogers & Brown, 2001)



> Devil’s Advocate
<~ Control
<>

» Devil’s Advocate
> DA
< Authentic Dissent
Dissent

® DA
» Consistent
>
» Control

® Consistent DA

Inconsistent

Devil’s Advocate

» Consistent DA Authentic dissent

<>

<>

Naffrechoux, 1969; Mass and Clark, 1984)

® Authentic dissent

>
>
>
)
» Authentic dissent
» Authentic dissent
)

(1) The three DA conditions:
(a)
(b)

Courage(Nemeth and Chiles, 1998)
Consistency, confidence, commitment

Consistent DA
Consistent DA
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Authentic

(Moscovoci, Lage, &

(2) Given that the Authentic Minority and Consistent DA is the key contrast:

(&) Authentic
Control
(b) Authentic Minority
Control

Consistent DA

Consistent DA

(independent) (favorable)
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(c) Authentic Minority Consistent DA
Authentic Minority Consistent DA

2. Method
1.1. Participants
)
)
>
)
< 4 1 33 5
® Authentic Minority 6 ,
® DA ambiguous:6 ,
® DAconsistent 7
® DA inconsistent 7
® Control 6
1
<>
® Authentic Minority 18
® DA ambiguous:18
® DAconsistent 21
® DAinconsistent 21
® Control 24
7 1
< 94 18~40
1.2. Physical Setting
e 4
)
)

1.3. Case Materials
® Vacation-scheduling

> Marge

< pre-



» George or Annie

< pre- 90%
2% George or Annie

1.4. Design and Procedure

>
< Authentic Minority
< DA ambiguous
< DA consistent
< DA inconsistent
< Control

>
< 8
<>

B
< 8
< solution
)
<>
3. Results

<>

1. Dissenter

3. morale
<>
°

® Authentic Minority
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Sam, George and Annie

1.1. Differences between the three DA Conditions

&
® 3

inconsistent

Marge
Marge 8%  Sam

‘Sam’

Sam’
‘Marge’
‘Marge’
Dissenter
DA
Consistent DA Control

DA ambiguous DA consistent DA
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> (p 0.51
)
1.2. Reactions to the Dissenter
< 9 (principals components analysis)
( 2006 . 2
21(5))
e 2
> ‘likeability’
» ‘independence’
<>
® ’likeability’
> (F(2,45) =3.27,p < 0.05)
<>
Authentic Minority Control [ ]
(F(1,45) =2.76,p<0.1)
Consistent DA Control (F(1,45) =6.48,p<0.05
Consistent DA Authentic Minority (F(1,45) =0.86,NS)
® ’independence’
> (F(2,45) =6.20,p< 0.02)
<>
Authentic Minority Control (F(1,45) =9.05,p<0.01)
Consistent DA Control (F(1,45) =9.05,p<0.01)
Consistent DA Authentic Minority (F(L,45) =0.04,NS)
(Tablel )
1.3. Quantity and Quality of Solutions
< Quantity
°
> (F(2,54) =3.96,p<0.02)
<>
Authentic Minority Consistent DA (F(1,54) =6.13, p<0.02)
Authentic Minority Control (F(1,54) =6.05,p<0.02)
Consistent DA Control (F(1,54) =0.00,NS)
< Quality
° (r(87)=0.57 [creative /uncreative]
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> (F(252) =1.28,NS)
<>
) (r(87)=0.57
z
> (F(252) =2.88, p <0.06) (# )
<>
Authentic Minority Consistent DA (F(1,52) =4.84,p< 0.02)
Authentic Minority Control (F(1,52) =391, p<0.05)
Consistent DA Control (F(1,52) =0.03 NS)
(Table2 )
1.4. Morale and Perceptions of Group process
1.2.1. mood
< (principals components analysis)
e 2
» ‘angry/frustrated’
» ‘excited/stimulated’
<>
® ’angry/frustrated’
> (F(251) =4.49,p < 0.03)
<>
Consistent DA Control (F(1,51) =6.81,p<0.01
Authentic Minority Control (F(1,51) =4.27,p<0.03)
Consistent DA Authentic Minority (F(1,51) =0.07,NS)
® ’excited/stimulated’
>
< (F(2,51) =4.49,p < 0.02)
Authentic Minority Control (F(1,51) =4.58,p<0.02)
Consistent DA Control (F(1,51) =8.22,p<0.01)
Consistent DA Authentic Minority (F(1,51) = 0.46,NS)
(Table3 )
1.2.2. Group Process
< (principals components analysis)
e 3

»  ‘harmony’

> ‘stimulation’
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» ‘group conflict’
<>
® ’harmony’
> (F(251) =3.92,p<0.03)
<>
Authentic Minority Control (F(151) =7.63,p<0.01)
Consistent DA Control (F(1,51) = 2.96, p< 0.05)
Consistent DA Authentic Minority (F(1,51) =1.10,NS)
® ’stimulation’
> (F(251) =4.44,p<0.02)
<>
Authentic Minority Control (F(1,51) =4.14,p< 0.0
Consistent DA Control (F(1,51) =8.33, p< 0.0
Consistent DA Authentic Minority (F(1,51) =0.64,NS)
® ’group conflict’
> (F(2)51) =4.38,p<0.01)
<>
Authentic Minority Control (F(1,51) =6.77,p< 0.01)
Consistent DA Control (F(1,51) =6.17,p<0.01)
Consistent DA Authentic Minority (F(1,51) =0.02,NS)
(Tablel )
4. Discussion
< 3 DA
o -
< Authentic Minority Consistent DA Control
® Authentic Minority Consistent DA
> Control
> Control harmony conflict
> Control angry excited
> guantity quality
® Quantity
» Authentic Minority Consistent DA Control
solution N
» Consistent DA Control
® Quality
» Authentic Minority Consistent DA Control



solution
» Consistent DA Control
» Dislike
<>
1951)
<>
» Conflict
< Consistent DA conflict
< Consistent DA conflict
harmony

> Excitement
<~ Consistent DA excitement

»  Solution production

<~ Authentic Control
Consistant DA Control
harmony
role-playing

» creative solutions
> Divergent thinking
>

dislike
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harmony
solution
Dissent
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Table 1. Perceptions of the dissenter and group discussion
Authentic DA
minority consistent Control

I Dissenter:

Favorability 0.23,, 0.04, 0.76y
N 17 18 13
sD 0.83 1.02 0.65

Independence 0.21, 0.26, 0.71
N 17 18 13
SD 0.65 0.84 1.00

IT Group discussion:

Harmonious 0.42, 0.07, 049,
N 17 18 19
SD 1.09 0.94 0.96

Stimulating 0.10, 0.37, 0.56y
N 17 18 19
SD 0.77 0.89 1.19

Conflict 0.27, 0.17, 0.66y
N 17 18 19
SD 0.72 1.00 1.21

Note: Here and in Tables 2 and 3 Subscripts in common indicate that the differences are not
significant at the 0.05 level.

Table 2. Quantity and quality of solutions
Authentic DA
minority consistent Control

Number of Solutions 2.76, 1.86y 1.84y,

N 17 21 19

5D 1.15 1.24 0.96
Quality Solutions 271, 2.33, 2.37,

N 17 20 18

5D 0.62 0.72 0.95
Factor: number/qual. 0.92, 0.32, 0.22,,
(z scores)

N 17 20 18

5D 1.53 1.84 1.70
Table 3. Mood of participants

Authentic Consistent
Minority DA Control

Angry 9.06, 7.61, 4.89,

N 17 18 19

SD 5.66 4.38 3.54
Stimulated 10.76, 11.83, 7.42,

N 17 18 19

5D 4.80 4.26 4.88
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1 Dissenter

Nemeth, 1986; 1995; Volpato et al., 1990

Rogers & Brown, 2001

(1)

Devils Advocate

Authentic Dissent

harmony

role-playing

Devil’s Advocate role-playing

Nemeth, Cornell,

Authentic Dissent  (2)
3) Control 3

Devil’s Advocate

Devil’'s Advocate Control

cloning

10



