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Abstract

This paper offers a conceptual analysis of the ohyosof “sociocognitive conflict”
(Doise & Mugny, 1984) in an educational contexaaonsideration for managing
cultural diversification. Understood in developrtaiterature (e.g. Doise & Mugny,
1984; Druyan & Levin, 1996; Perret-Clermont, 1980dge 1989) sociocognitive
conflict is the result of a contradiction or misctabetween the cognitive operations an
individual applies to a situation and the sociamal' conventions that contextualise the
situation. Cultural diversification entails inceédg exposure to different sociocultural
conventions and practices. Within the educaticoatext, the classroom is especially
conducive to sociocognitive conflict. This is besa diverse sociocultural conventions
embedded in pedagogy and curriculum content mestuely frequently with the
developmentally sensitive cognitive operationsndiividual learners. Given the
evidence that sociocognitive conflicts can fadiétar debilitate development (Tudge,
1989), the dynamics of sociocognitive conflict eaisiportant questions in educational
contexts: What are the key dynamics that affedibsognitive conflict as a positive or
negative influence on development? What pedagogicategies can help manage
sociocognitive conflict to facilitate developmemid increasing cultural diversification?
Is cognitive development always a desirable outcofre®ciocognitive conflict?

In this paper, | identify some of the dynamics sunding sociocognitive
conflicts that may affect developmental trajectem@enid cultural diversification. | also
identify and provide examples of three complemegnstnategies for positively managing
sociocognitive conflict in the classroom. Thesdude, (i)Metacognitive strategiethat
engage students directly with the cognitive operetineeded to coordinate otherwise
opposing binaries arising through cultural divecsifion, (ii) Experiential strategiethat
engage students with self-representations of “thert, and (iii)Integrative strategies
that provide opportunities for collaborative prahlsolving through interaction between
diverse cultural perspectives. Collectively, thesategies aim to facilitate development
in response to increasing cultural diversification.

Introduction

Educational commitment to cultural inclusion iseaponse to the increasing cultural
diversification of Australian society. Diversifidan through increased migratign
advances in communication technologies, and thdteed embedding of liberal

! | use the term “sociocultural” interchangeablytwite “socio” in “sociocognitive”. The assumptiisn
that there is a direct relationship between théasaonventions of a group and the group’s culture
(interrelated beliefs, practices, values, ritukiggwledge etcetera).

2 As evidenced by post-1996-7 migration trends regabby the Australian Bureau of Statistics (200%).1
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academic discourse on multiculturalism in curricalihcontribute to a tangible encounter
between individual students and diverse culturglencontext of schooling.
Diversification of any form engages a cognitive elepmental dimension: “In order for
teachers to be able to implement the principleuttiucal inclusion in their classroom,
they need to have general sociocultural knowledgeitachild and adolescent
development” (Zeichner, 1992, p.9). Understandably technologically accelerated
increase in cultural diversification has seen themergenceof an interdisciplinary
exchange and synthesis between culture and cogriBianer, 1999; Voiskounsky
1998). Indicatively, Voiskounsky writes, “Globamputer networks give a kind of
universal access to new ways of communication agaditon. At the same time the
representatives of diverse cultures have speaificie-related patterns of cognitive and
communicative behavior” (1998, p.101). The fiefctolture and cognition asks with a
new relevancy — what cognitive operations, schegmesstructures are embedded in the
cultures that meet in the classroom? How do thekares interact with each other in
cognitive and epistemic terms? How does the deuedomind of the school-aged child
and adolescent accommodate or assimilate suchstizr These questions warrant
attention in educational contexts where diverseuces with complex social conventions
meet with individual's developing cognitive opeoats to produce a sociocognitive
conflict.

There is much interest in the potentially facilitateffect of cultural
diversification on cognitivelevelopment (Kogler, 2008). Koglerrites, “In order to
provide the highest quality education for todayiglents, we need to understand
especially the ways in which multicultural coursepport cognitive, and not just moral
or social, development in students” (2008, Bhwever, poorly managed
sociocognitive conflict caused by cultudhVersification can have adverse effects. In a
school context, studies on cultural diversificataord school violence (Cartledge &
Johnson, 1997; Jordan, 2002) reveal some of thgedsiof poorly managed
diversification. In part, individuals without tleegnitive resources to coordinate or
accommodate the ontological and epistemologicalptexities of a meeting of cultures
may respond with the only available tools they hawichotomising and dualistic
tendencies that engage the cultural other as atttoeself. | wish to bring attention to
cognitive considerations in the management of calltdiversification. Specifically, |
wish to highlight the existence of sociocognitianfticts arising from cultural
diversification — this, in order to better informamagement strategies in the context of
culturally diverse schooling.

Sociocognitive Conflict

The term “sociocognitive conflict” was popularisegiDoise and Mugny (1984) in their
studies of the effect of peer group involvementrawhvidual Piagetian operations.
Defined within a structural-developmental paradigm:

. .. sociocognitive conflict is a source of dis#tiquium. It is disequilibrium that is at once Ihot
social and cognitive. It is cognitive disequililom in that the cognitive system is unable to
integrate simultaneously its own responses ancethbethers within a single coherent whole. It

% | use ‘re-emergence’ to recognise the early reitimgnof interaction between culture and cognition
evident in the theory of Piaget (1928/1971), Vygpt&l934/1978), and Luria (1976).
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cannot account for others and itself at the same.tilt is social disequilibrium since this is not
simply cognitive disagreement. It involves reladetween individuals for which this conflict
poses a social problenDdgise & Mugny,1984, p. 160)
Studies of sociocognitive conflict have focusedratividual to peer interactions (e.g.
Druyan & Levin, 1996; Perret-Clermont, 1980) andiwdual to expert or authority
figure interactions (e.g. Saljo & Wyndhamm, 1990).

In part, this paper is a conceptual applicatiothefauthor’'s empirical research
into the educational implications of developmentgiamics related to fundamentalisms
(Adam, 2003) and the sociocognitive conflict expeded by some individuals in the
cultural contexts of religious fundamentalisms @00The research engaged Helmut
Reich’s sociocognitive question in the contextwidamentalist cultures:

Has an individual only those characteristics otgrats of behaviour, A, that were generic to the

group to which he or she had been assigned Or, B, could an individual develop outside that

range according to his or her own dynamic of irat@lities and outer stimuli? (2002, p. 150).
However, the question applies to all cultures exténg with individual cognition — what
is the cost of development “outside that [culturaljge™? Development “outside the
range of the group” can be a socially and/or cogglif costly process. Indigenous
academic, Martin Nakata, acknowledges the difficaftnegotiating dual cultural
identities:

The choice becomes one between silence or laygmgghlves open to challenge from the more

authoritative elements of the corpus or the mordident speakers in their tutorial group ... Itis

often the case that Indigenous learners are uedettid confined by both the accepted or orthodox

Western and Indigenous interpretations of theireeigmce ... But they cannot easily forge a

deeper understanding without being called intoratignt with one position of the other ... Thus it

is difficult to work through the inherent tensioofsthe everyday world. (2007, p.222)

Are educational institutions and educators wellipged to facilitate the working through
of these tensions? Nakata continues, “Currentlyfegsional preparation is inadequate
in terms of equipping graduates to work the reléedements of two knowledge systems
together in the interests of better practice” (200222). There are many dimensions
involved in the meeting of cultures in an indivitisdife-world (Streib 2001). The
cognitive dimension is one that needs more attentiespecially in the context of
childhood and adolescent schooling. Cultural diffeation in the classroom poses some
individuals a sociocognitive challenge when the@adtural conventions of their own
culture and the dualistic tendencies of childhood adolescent cognition make it
difficult to accommodate diverse perspectives. Galeulation of cost when the
sociocultural and the cognitive collide provokedifficult question concerning the
imperative status and directionality of developmefiwhich way is up?” (Gruber, 1986).
This is an especially important question to conside classroom context where cultural
diversification presents sociocognitive conflicetween individual students and their
peer group and individual students and their teache

Figure 1 represents two related types of sociotivgneconflict giving rise to four
characteristic outcomes or dynamics. Conflict Arigure 1 represents a sociocognitive
conflict in which the individual’s cognitive envinment is unable to differentiate and
accommodate contents that are differentiated aconamodated in their sociocultural
environment. There are two common outcomes reptegén Figure 1 for this type of
sociocognitive conflict. Outcome 1 is a debilitettiof development through sociocultural
change. The individual resists or arrests cogaitigvelopment when the cost of
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cognitive development is greater than the perceoasd of sociocultural capitulation.
Here, in order to resolve internal dissonancejrtiridual seeks an alternative
sociocultural environment that is more compatibitihtheir cognitive environment.
While this may result in the resolution of interdésonance for the individual, it may
require a sustained conflict with their former satiltural environment.

< Outcome 3 (Facilitation) |:| |:| |:| |:| Outcome 1 (Debilitation) >

A ‘ ‘ . Sociowltural Environmer AN ‘ ‘ Co
A ‘ ‘ ! i Cognitive Environment A ' ‘ .
< Outcome 4 (Debilitation) |:| |:| |:| |:| Outcome 2 (Facilitation) >

Figure 1.Types and Outcomes of Sociocognitive Conflict:ttBo shapes represent
undifferentiated contents. Solid shapes represéfetehtiated contents.

The culturalisation of this response produces @ fof “fundamentalism” which
reinforces a dualistic and oppositional mode oégatisation to assimilate rather than
accommodate diverse “others”. In a school settigyoutcome could be reflected by an
individual’s attraction to a subculture that reirted a dualistic enmity with other
subcultures and the dominant culture. OutcomeaXfégilitation of development through
cognitive change or accommodation. Here, the iddad generates new operations to
coordinate new perspectives presented by the breattare (Ames & Murray, 1982).
However, if the individual perceives their previayserations to be embedded in a
culture — accommodation may involve the short tegjaction of that culture with all of
the social and emotional costs this rejection imes! This dynamic is represented in
Conflict B.

Conflict B in Figure 1 represents a sociocognitieaflict in which the
individual’s cognitive environment is able to diféatiate contents that are not
differentiated in their sociocultural environmenthere are two common outcomes
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represented in Figure 1 for this type of socioctigaiconflict. Outcome 3 is a
facilitation of development through socioculturbboge. Here, the individual resolves
internal dissonance caused by a cognitively repressilture by seeking an alternative
sociocultural environment that sponsors and fatég their development. Outcome 4 is
a debilitation of development where an individwestricts or compartmentalises their
cognitive operations in order to find better conighty with their sociocultural
environment.

Which way isup?

Are the outcomes that facilitate cognitive develeptimore valuable” than the
outcomes that debilitate or compartmentalise cogndevelopment? Gruber’'s (1986)
guestion of development, “which way is up?”, isi@portant consideration for educators
in culturally diverse environments. It is espdgiahportant to consider given that many
teachers in an Australian context will have beeancatkd at the intersection or point of
transition between a modernist Western scientdi@digm and a postmodernist liberal
paradigm. The culturally diverse classroom in\t¥iest is a microcosm for the
intersection of modernism with its developmentataiaties and postmodernism with its
celebration of cultural diversity. Though it istaoously difficult to capture the referent
of these terms, the modernist paradigm lauded ¢keldpment of individual and cultural
scientific thought at the expense of some cultdirarsity, while the postmodern
paradigm lauded individual and cultural diversityhe expense of the development of
scientific thought. French philosopher, Bruno luatavrites eloquently of a “war of the
worlds” (2002) that is arguably manifested in irdiral sociocognitive conflicts. Of
modernist optimism he writes:

There was always the hope that differences of opireven violent conflicts, could be eased or
alleviated if only one focused a little more orstbnifying and pacifying nature and a little less o
the divergent, contradictory and subjective repreeons humans had of it . . . modernisation
compelled one to mourn the passing of all one’swdlil pretensions, one’s motley cosmologies,
of all the many ways of life with their rich ritigal‘'Let us wipe our tears’, the modernists liked to
declare, ‘let us become adults; humanity is leatiekind its myth-imbued childhood and is
stepping into the harsh reality of Science, Teacbgwl and the Market. It's a pity but that is the
way it is: you can either choose to cling to yoivedse cultures, but conflicts will not cease, or,
alternatively, you can accept unity and the shaping common world. (2002, § 3)

The postmodern argument against or beyond moderishits developmental
imperative raises the nature of the truth that slerelopmental progress is seen to
reveal:

For if nature has the immediate advantage of imparinification, it also has the serious
drawback of being fundamentally devoid of meanidgjective facts in their harsh reality can
neither be smelled, nor tasted, nor can they peoaity truly human signification. The modernists
themselves were fully aware of this, and even askedged it with a sort of malicious joy. The
great scientific discoveries, they were glad towdk a shudder, are incessantly wrenching us
from our little village and hurling us into thedtitening, infinite spaces of a frozen cosmos whose
centre we no longer occupy. (Latour 2002, 1 6)

For Latour, the postmodern return to diversity giiles to escape the criticism that
meaning is closely related to the sense that os@teess to reality:

You possess meaning, perhaps, but you no longer freality, or else you have it merely in the
symbolic, subjective, collective form of mere reggptations. You have the right to have a culture,
but all others likewise have this right, and alltetes are valued equally . . . In this combinaidn
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respect and complete indifference, we may recoghiséypocrite condescendence of cultural

relativism . .. No one wants to be just toleraaagimore. No one can bear to be just one culture

“among others”. Reality is now once again becontivgissue at stake (2002, { 8-11).
Collectively, these passages reveal the diffictdted by teachers who are at once given
the task of encouraging cognitive development &edask of valuing sociocultural
diversity — sometimes they clash. An understandingis clash is the first step in its
management.

My suggestion is that sociocognitive conflict canuseful if it is managed,
devastating if it is mismanaged, and likely to hemanaged if it is not recognised.
Here, it is important to differentiate conflict negement and conflict resolution.
Management suggests that conflict is inevitableiaagtricably linked to growth.
Resolution suggests that conflict can be ‘solvddévelopment is a process that requires
conflict. It is unrealistic and perhaps not evesithble to envisage development without
conflict or adversity in diversity. Developmentgdtimism characterises cross-cultural
educational literature. The following extract fr@nscience education perspective is
illustrative of the aims of culturally diverse edation:

Although educators obviously differ in their persgpee, there is no doubt that the creation of

culturally responsive science curriculum has powénfiplications for students for at least three

reasons. The first is that a student might corad®ivdevelop all of the common skills and
understandings while working from and enhancingaditional knowledge base. The second is
that acquisition of the common ground, regardidéssute, is a significant accomplishment. And
the third is that exploration of a topic throughltiple knowledge systems can only enrich

perspective and create thoughtful dialog. (StepH2030, p.10)

It is possible to affirm these three reasons fdtucally responsive curriculum as
objectives. However, the meeting of objectivesinexs a process that recognises and
manages the obstacles that stand in its way. Yowmhaged, the meeting of multiple
knowledge systems, far from enriching perspectigas,impoverish perspectives and
cause a retreat from dialogue into the social aqphitive security of the familiar.
Dialogue is, “the co-creation of new meaning thtoungutual understanding and
reciprocal communications between two or more esitfRoberts, 2002, p.6). “New
meaning” can threaten “old meaning” that is inexbly embedded in cultural discourse.
The meeting of cultures is a transformative prodegshe transformation is not always
equal, or mutually enriching, at least in the shemn. In the context of Indigenous
Knowledge, Nakata questions:

But what happens, or what do we need to consideenvindigenous Knowledge is brought into

relation with the disciplines in the academy? Heitt differences, Indigenous Knowledge systems

and Western Scientific ones are considered so idipas to be ‘incommensurable’ (Verran,

2005) or ‘irreconcilable’ (Russell, 2005) on cospgital, epistemological and ontological

grounds. In our arguments to include such knowdadglisciplinary content in Indigenous higher

education, how these differences frame possiblenstahding and misunderstanding at the

surface levels of aspects of Indigenous Knowledggires some attention. (2007, p.183)
Sociocognitive conflict is one product or form bétmeeting of the “incommensurable”
or “irreconcilable” aspects of diverse cultures.

It is somewhat controversial to suggest that sontteires and subcultures are
more or less developed than others. This is psrhapause the metaphor of
development is quite value-laden in a Western oceiltiiat has historically associated the
formalisation of scientific thought with progresRepresentative of developmental
analyses of culture is BarneStages of Thought: The Coevolution of Religiousugho
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and Scienc€2000). Barnes uses a Piagetian framework to talteral development
arguing that, “there is a lot of evidence thatuds do develop certain thought styles or
cognitive methods in an identifiable, albeit sommets uneven, sequence” (2000, p. 7),
and that “A culture may maintain a simpler easigiesof thought as its dominant style
for many centuries or even millennia, even if sanaividuals go beyond the culture’s
general achievement” (2000, p. 17). However, lexigely aware of the dangers of
using a developmental framework to analyse culture:

Any theory of cultural development nominates soypes$ of culture for the role of the less

developed and others for the more developed. Itifial development is supposed to parallel

individual development, then the cultures callestldeveloped are being compared to children.
This is a dangerous continuation of colonialistadies that have caused much suffering. (2000,

pp. 6-7)
It is difficult but possible to separate the engafireality of cultural development from
its value-laden connotations by disambiguating @dtam simplicity and complexity.

A person who places high value on relative simpliand closeness to nature may judge that it is

regressive rather than progressive to move fronplgirmounting to higher math, or from

traditional kin relations to Confucian social ordd€ut the pattern of development may well exist,

whether any of us find it valuable or not. (Bar26€0, p. 10)
It is tempting to wonder whether the ability to aegie “reality from value” or “is from
ought” is indicative of development. If it is, théhere is reason to suggest that
development moves from simplicity to complexityatpostformal negotiation between
the two. This trajectory is supported by reseancipostformal development” (Sinnott
1981, 1984, 1989). What does this direction ofetigyment mean for the management
of sociocognitive conflict? The direction of dempinent implies two things; first,
inasmuch as different structuring tendencies argeelthed and embraced by proximal
cultures, there will be sociocognitive conflictcead, as development enables the
postformal recapitulation of earlier structures atdes, development can be encouraged
as a means of managing sociocognitive conflict.

Sociocognitive Conflict in the Classroom

As key professionals at the intersection of culamd cognition, teachers have an
important role in recognising and managing sociodog conflict experienced through
cultural diversification. In many cases, sociodtige conflict results in negligible
growth pains related to cognitive development. siaer the following example from
The Art of Teaching Primary Scien@@907) concerning children’s developing concepts
of the moon. The text recognises that “As chilts@onceptual knowledge becomes
more sophisticated, their explanations of eventeime more complex” (Hickey, 2007,

p. 46). For example, an early unsophisticatedrople concept of the moon may be that
“the moon is made of cheese” (p. 47). Hickey nthes such a concept may be
reinforced in cultural discourse, for example, véh@Nallace and Gromit visit the moon
and itis made of chees&{p. 47). A simple sociocognitive conflict couldsz through

the meeting of a teacher’s knowledge that the meomade of basalts and a child’s
knowledge that the moon is made of cheese. Rkikgps safe to say that a child’s social-

* “Wallace and Gromit” is a popular animation witimailti-layered appeal to different ages. In thisege
alluded to, Wallace invents a rocket to take hithesmoon. On landing he takes a bite of the ntoon
confirm that it is indeed made of cheese.
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emotional commitment to Wallace and Gromit will ihet shattered by a transition of
ideas consistent with the increasing sophisticadioth complexity of cognitive
development. Though, as Hickey notes:

Most teachers will agree that you should help c¢hitdrecognise when their ideas do not match

current views, but just saying ‘You are wrong’ i igood teaching practice. It is more productive

to help to help children revise their ideas. (p. 48
In these cases, healthy sociocognitive confliai$et® cognitive development without
significantly compromising sociocultural meaning.the case of the cheese moon, the
reconceptualisation of Wallace and Gromit as statiger than science disturbs far fewer
sociocultural conventions than the reconceptuatisaif a sacred scripture or
cosmology. In the case of the persistent liteatili; of the cheese moon, it is easy to
agree with Hickey that “most teachers will agres tyou should help children recognise
when their ideas do not match current views” (p.48pt all cases are so clear cut. Not
all sociocognitive conflicts are as innocuous.

Consider the instance of a child with the cultkradwledge that the Prophet
Muhammad split the moon in two and put it back tbgeagain, or that the moon was
created ex nihilo less than 10,000 years’ agiothat the moon is a man who waxes fat by
devouring the spirits of those who break tribaldaiulley, 1996) or wanes when his
disgruntled wives cut him with their axes (Nor@2907). In these instances, it is more
problematic to assume that a teactesuldhelp such children to see that their ideas do
not match current Western scientific views. Thedesof meaning are complex and the
stakes of sociocognitive conflict for the individaae high. One-dimensional deference
to the position that such views of the moon araalsly “wrong” and “inferior” is little
more developed than the one-dimensional literadinaif the views themselves. Cultural
diversification increases the encounters betweéinreuand cognition. The encounter is
problematised by a Western Scientific claim, histdly rooted in the enlightenment and
ideologically wedded to modernism, that it représéne most advanced stage of
cognitiveand cultural development.

Much has been written on the intersection of inda@es knowledge and Western
scientific discourse in education (e.g. Nakata 2@007). Indigenous academics such as
Martin Nakata acknowledge the tension that can é&etveen the two:

Indigenous academics, therefore, operate in adefdmtween the expectations of academic and

indigenous communities that both informs and camsérthe development of an Indigenous

academic community . . . when we stray into peeiwntellectualisms or activity that does not at
first sighting appear to have a direct relatiomaonmunity interests, we can be called into
question by our communities as to the relevanaaiofvork and whether we are leaving
community interests behind and becoming too imntkisevays and thinking of the ‘White

world’. (2004, p. 2)

My suggestion is that this tension is a manifestatf a more basic sociocognitive
conflict that is intensified by cultural diversifiton. My concern is that children and
adolescents in a school environment experienceiasitension or sociocognitive
conflict but lack the cognitive, pedagogical, sgaad cultural support to engage
conflict productively. Their reactions fall shaftsolutions and too often see the

® The Qur'an refers to this act in several versekiiing Surah 54:1-2, “The Hour has approached thed
moon split. But whenever they see a sign, they &uvay and say, ‘This is evident magic™.
® A belief derived from a literal interpretation Genesis and popularised in Christian creationism.
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violence, depression, and escapism through sulestngese, which accompany a failure
to successfully accommodate “the other” withoutrigone’s self.

Strategies for M anaging Sociocognitive Conflict

Positive developmental outcomes from cultural diiferation are not guaranteed - they
must be fostered, facilitated, nurtured, and madadédentify and provide examples of
three complementary strategiexeriential metacognitiveandintegrative for
managing sociocognitive conflict in the classro@uollectively, these strategies
represent an attempt to recognise and manage Vietogdeentally facilitative and
debilitative potential of cultural diversification.

Experiential Strategies

Experiential strategieengage students with self-representations ofdther”. These
strategies by no means avoids conflict and may eeere to clarify points of conflict.
However, encounters with self-representations efatfnier can help to negate conflicts
over mis-representations generated in the absdremfaepresentation. In
developmental terms, experiential strategies tatdithe development of perspective
taking (Selman and Byrne 1974, Selman 1976). Heamaged sociocognitive conflict
facilitates a move from subjective (I see you)et-seflective (I see you seeing me) to
mutual perspective taking (I see you seeing mg/sagand beyond. It seems reasonable
to assume on the basis of even the loosest age®kgionship that school-aged
children and adolescents are prone to see the, etiteout seeing the other see them.
Accordingly, experiential strategies do not memghce culturally diverse others in
proximity — that is to provoke conflict — rathengly encourage listening to the self-
representation of the other in order to developammmplex perspective-taking (I see
you seeing yourself, | see me seeing myself). rnmeta-analysis of developmental
theory, Marchand writes:
According to various authors (cf. Kramer, 1983, @:9%bouvie-Vief, 1980), the relativistic
conception of knowledge develops during adolescandeyoung adulthood, thanks to the
growing expansion of social space which confrontgexts with (1) different points of view and
different values ( Kramer, 1989); (2) with the asgtion of roles which, at times, can be difficult
to reconcile; and (3) with the choice of one di@mtiamong many possible ones ( Labouvie-Vief,
1980; Kramer, 1983). (2001, 1 16)
Cultural diversification in the classroom represehis “growing expansion of social
space”. Facilitated development in the face ofucal diversification is represented by
Outcome 2 in Figure 1 — it leads to increased céipab for differentiation amid
diversity and a complex coordination of diversifihe desired effect of this development
is to humanise the intentions of the other anddatben the boundaries of the self.

It is problematic that these cognitive developmamid their desired effect can be
obfuscated by the contents of culture because soit@es are structured to protect and
perpetuate very simple perspective-taking. Incibretext of religious development Oser
and Gmunder claim, “Cultural development can hangpesponsor the construction of
individual stages while, simultaneously, shapirg¢hntent of the stages” (1991, p. 94).
The difficult task of the teacher is to facilitatevelopment through the sociocognitive
conflict that occurs when one culture experiencexleer. Experiential strategies offer
genuine encounters of the other in managed envieatsn However, management
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involves recognising and offering a range of cdgaiind social solutions to
sociocognitive conflict and an understanding ofrthensequences.

Metacognitive Strategies

Metacognitive strategiesngage students directly with the cognitive operetineeded to
coordinate otherwise opposing binaries arisingughocultural diversification. | suggest
that it is necessary for educators to actively sposome conceptual tools and learning
experiences to help students manage rather th@aidése “irreconcilable” dimensions
of diverse cultures in the classroom. Metacogaistrategies highlight and offer
alternatives to the dualistic, absolutist, and diomous structuring tendencies (Perry,
1970, 1981; Baxter Magolda, 1992) that charactetislehood and adolescent
epistemologies.

One example of a metacognitive approach could devert teaching of Reich’s
model of relational and contextual reasoning (RCRP2). Consider the multiple
cultural perspectives and explanations that competeculturally diverse classroom. In
Reich’s terms, “the issue is to ‘coordinate’ twonoore ‘rivalling’ descriptions,
explanations, models, theories or interpretatid@902, p. 15). Reich uses a ground-
shift figure (Figure 2) to explain RCR:

To see simultaneously three faces of a given caibernpatible, the wish to see simultaneously
(without mirrors) more than three faces is incorifpatwith reality. The meaning of
noncompatible can be illustrated by answering thestjon ‘How many full three-dimensional
cubes are there? (2002, p. 44).

Figure 2 ‘Figure-ground’ Shift of the Number of Cubes (Fr&keich 2002, p. 44).

The answer to this question distinguishes earlyctiring tendencies from RCR.

Most people will answer “six”, and, when the figusgurned on its head, “seven”. The figure
having stayed the same, applying formal binarygstielian) logic would conclude that one of the
answers must be wrong, and proceed to determinghvamie. In contrast, RCR logic will confirm
that “six” is correct in one context, and “seven’another context. (2002, p. 44)
Metacognitive strategies employ such lessons tenekthe range of cognitive tools
available to resolve a sociocognitive conflict. almeeting of cultures RCR adds the
cognitive tool of “complementarity” to the existingol of “binary dualism” to
conceptualise the meeting. It does not repladeeacbnstruction but it places tools in
cognitive proximity should students wish to usenthe resolve the apparent conflicts of

10
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cultural difference. The remaining strategy integs experiential strategies and
metacognitive strategies to facilitate development.

Integrative Strategies

Integrative strategieprovide opportunities for collaborative problenivaag through
interaction between diverse cultural perspectivaesegrative strategies create situations
where students actively choose from a range ofit@griools to engage conflicts arising
from cultural diversity. In a school context irdetive strategies can take the form of
debates, forums, discussion groups, scenario &skiera. Such strategies bring the
problems of diversification into collective consegmess. Students are given and
construct a language of awareness to engage theepre that diversification brings. For
example, consider the recent controversy over éeriwg of theHijab in English,

French, and Australian schools. Though the outcohtlee issue (wearing or not
wearing) is a binary issue in a given school contguite different developmental
operations can inform “the same” outcome. “Theeaoutcome informed by different
developmental operations is akin to the identiqa of two icebergs of vastly different
mass — one will sink ships, one will not. The dam to allow or disallow the wearing of
Hijab can at once be reasoned by the most egocehtaiistic absolutism or the most
inter-subjective multi-perspective relativism. Tia¢ionale for a developmental approach
to sociocognitive conflict is that the former bafsisa decision will do more long-term
damage than the latter. Integrative strategiegigeostudents with the opportunity to
engage such conflicts arising through cultural diifeeation with sufficient cognitive
tools.

Conclusion

| have sought to bring attention to the existemmkdynamics of sociocognitive conflict
amid cultural diversification. Two types of cortliwere identified giving rise to four
outcomes or dynamics of sociocogitive conflict.b@eiand abstract as these dynamics
appear, their manifestations can be individuallg enlturally devastating, if
misunderstood and mismanaged. To reite@igler's hope for quality education, “we
need to understand especially the ways in whichicultural courses support cognitive,
and not just moral or social, development in stislef2008, 1 3). Conversely, we need
to understand that culturally diverse environmeais create cognitive, social, and moral
crises and conflicts if teachers neglect the dgarakntal dynamics of diversification.
Collectively, theExperiential] Metacognitive andintegrativestrategies outlined in the
previous section contribute to the management lbdiral diversification in educational
contexts. The revisitation of sociocognitive castfin the context of schooling is one
contribution to the management of inevitable caltwliversification in the shrinking
village of the 21 Century.

References
Australian Bureau of Statistics (2007). Migrati®fermanent additions to Australia’s

population Australian Social Trends 200Zanberra, ABS. Available from
http://www.abs.gov.au/AUSSTATS/abs@.nsf/Latestpotsli®28AF7A0CB6F96

11



ADAO08077 Sociocognitive Conflict and Cultural Diversificaiti

9FCA25732C00207852?0pendocument

Adam, R. J. (2003Fundamentalism and structural development: A con@@synthesis
and discussion of implications for religious educatMasters thesis, James
Cook University, 2003). Available from http://eptstjcu.edu.au/13/

Adam, R. J. (2008 cognitive developmental analysis of apostasy fi&igious
fundamentalism@octoral dissertation, University of Queens|a?@d)8).
Available from http://espace.library.ug.edu.au/vig®:131309

Baxter Magolda, M. B. (1992Knowing and reasoning in college: Gender-related
patterns in students’ intellectual developmé&dn Francisco: Jossey Bass.

Bruner, J. (1999). Foreword. In A. Saito (EBartlett, culture and cognitior(pp. Xii-
xvi). London: Routledge.

Cartledge, G. and Johnson, C.A. (1997). Schookwnic¢ and cultural sensitivity. In J.C.
Conoley, and A. P. Goldstein (EdsSchool violence intervention: A practical
handbookpp.441-482). London: The Guilford Press.

Doise, W. and Mugny, G. (1984). The social develeptof the intellect. (trans. by A. St
James-Emler & N. Emler)nternational Series in Experimental Social
Psychology(Vol. 10). Oxford: Pergamon Press.

Druyan S. and Levin, L. (1996). The differentiahtrdoution of field-dependent-
independent cognitive styles to socio-cognitivasiction in promoting scientific
reasoninginternational Journal of Behaviour Developmeh®, 831-850

Gruber, H.E. (1986). Which way is up? A developraéqgtiestion. In R. A. Mines, and
K. S. Kitchener (Eds.Adult cognitive development: Methods and mo(®is
112-133) New York: Praeger Scientific.

Hickey, R. (2007). Understanding how children leserence. In D. Vaille and V. Grady
(Eds.), The art of teaching primary scien@ep. 43-61). Crows Nest, NSW: Allen
& Unwin.

Hulley, C.E. (1996)Dreamtime MoonReed Books, Chatswood, NSW.

Jordan, K. (2002). School violence among culturdilserse populations. In L.A. Rapp-
Paglici, A.R. Roberts, and J.S. Wodarski (Edd4gndbook of violencgp.326-
342). New York: John Wiley and Sons.

Kogler, H. H. (2008 New arguments for diversifying the curriculum: Adeig
students' cognitive developmeRetrieved April 24, 2008, from
http://www.diversityweb.org/Digest/Sm99/curriculurtml

Kramer, D.A. (1983). Postformal operations? A needurther conceptualization.
Human Developmen?6, 91-105.

Kramer, D.A. (1990). Conceptualizing wisdom: thenacy of affect-cognition
relations. In R. Sternberg (EdV)jisdom: Its nature, origins and developménq.
279-309). Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Labouvie-Vief, G. (1980). Beyond formal operatiobses and limits of pure logic in
lifespan developmenHuman Developmen®3, 114-146.

Latour, B. (2002).The war of the worlds: What about peac&icago: Prickly Paradigm
Press. Retrieved April 3, 2005, from
http://www.btgjapan.org/catalysts/bruno.html

Luria, A.R. (1976)Cognitive development: Its cultural and social fdations
Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press.

Marchland, H. (2001). Some reflections On postfdrimaught,The Genetic

12



ADAO08077 Sociocognitive Conflict and Cultural Diversificaiti

Epistemologist29:3. Retrieved May 4, 2008, from
http://lwww.tiac.net/~commons/Some%20Reflections%2020Postformal%20T
hought.html

Nakata, M. (2004). Indigenous Australian studied laigher educatior2004 Biennial
AIATSIS Wentworth LecturBetrieved May 2, 2008, from
http://lwww.aiatsis.gov.au/lbry/dig_prgm/wentwortB&2185 a.pdf

Nakata, M. (2007)Disciplining the savages - savaging the disciplir@anberra:
Aboriginal Studies Press.

Norris, R.P. (2007). Searching for the astronomghudriginal AustraliangConference
Proceedings CSIRO Australia Telescdpp.1-4). Retrieved April 22, 2008, from
http://lwww.atnf.csiro.au/people/rnorris/paperd/adf

Perret-Clermont. A.N. (1980%ocial interaction and cognitive development irdrien.
Academic Press, London.

Perry, W. G. (1970)orms of intellectual and ethical development ia tiollege years:
A schemeNew York: Holt, Rinehart and Winston.

Perry, W. G. (1981). Cognitive and ethical growthe making of meaning. In A.
Chickering (Ed.);The modern American collegep. 76-116). San Francisco:
Jossey-Bass.

Piaget, J. (1971)he child's conception of the worldrans. by J. Tomlinson &

A. Tomlinson). London: Routledge & Kegan Paul. (Oradiwork published
1928)

Reich, K. H. (2002)Developing the horizons of the mind: Relational andtextual
reasoning and the resolution of cognitive confl€ambridge, UK: Cambridge
University Press.

Roberts, N. C. (2002). Calls for dialogue. In N.Roberts (Ed.)The transformative
power of dialogudpp. 3-24). Oxford, UK: Elsevier Science.

Russell, L. (2005). Indigenous knowledge and tlohiges: Accessing hidden history and
understandings. In M. Nakata & M. Langton (Ed&ystralian Indigenous
knowledge and librarieKingston, ACT: Australian Academic & Research
Libraries, Australian Library and Information Assatton.

Saljo, R. and Wyndhamm, J. (1990). Problem sohagdemic performance and
situated learning. A study of joint cognitive adipin the formal settingBritish
Journal of Educational Psycholog§0, 245-254.

Selman, R. (1976). Social-cognitive understandanguide to educational and clinical
practice. In T. Lickona (Ed.Moral development and behaviour: Theory,
research, and social issuedlew York: Holt, Rinehart & Winston.

Selman, R. and Byrne, D. (1974). A structural-depeiental analysis of levels of role
taking in middle childhoodChild Development45), 803-806.

Sinnott, J. D. (1981). The theory of relativitymeetatheory for developmertiuman
Development24, 293-311.

Sinnott, J. D. (1984). Postformal reasoning: THatrastic stage. In M. L. Commons, F.
A. Richards & C. Armon (Eds.Beyond formal operation®p. 298-325). New
York: Praeger.

Sinnott, J. D. (1989) Adult differences in use o§fformal operations. In M. L.
Commons, J. D. Sinnott, F. A. Richards & C. Arn{&xs.),Beyond formal
operations ll(pp. 239-278). Westport: Praeger.

13



ADAO08077 Sociocognitive Conflict and Cultural Diversificaiti

Stephens, S. (2000Handbook for culturally responsive science curnioal Fairbanks,
AK: Alaska Native Knowledge Network.

Streib, H. (2001). Faith development theory reewitThe religious styles
perspectiveThe International Journal for the Psychology ofigeh, 11(3), 143-
158.

Tudge, J. (1989). When collaboration leads to regjom: Some negative consequences of
socio-cognitive conflictEuropean Journal of Social Psycholog®(2), 123-138.

Verran, H. (2005). Knowledge traditions of AborigirAustralians: Questions and
answers arising from a databasing project. Dnalfliphed byMaking Collective
Memory with ComputersSchool of Australian Indigenous Knowledge System
Charles Darwin University, Darwin, Northern Terrigo Retrieved May 1, 2008,
from http://www.cdu.ed.au/centres/ilk/pdf/knowledgedatabasing.pdf

Voiskounsky, A. F. (1998). Internet: Cultural digggy and unification. In C. Ess and F.
Sudweeks (Edsproceedings Cultural Attitudes Towards Communicatad
Technology '9§pp.100-115). University of Sydney. Retrieved Agf, 2008,
from http://www.it. murdoch.edu.au/~sudweeks/cat#e8807_voiskounsky.pdf

Vygotsky, L. S. (1978)Mind in society: The development of higher psyafjickd
processesged. By M. Cole, V. John-Steiner, S. Scribner &6uberman).
Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press. (Origimadrk published 1934)

Zeichner, K. M. (1992)Educating teachers for cultural diversitgpecial Report,
National Centre for Research on Teacher Learniegriéved April 20, 2008,
from http://ncrtl. msu.edu/http/sreports/sr293.pdf

14



