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Abstract
The present study examines individuals’ thinking during and after reading controversial
historical accounts and the possible contribution of epistemic beliefs, emotions, and prior-
knowledge in this context. Young adults (n = 39) were asked to read two accounts about a
recent war in their country, an own-side account – from a historian of their ethnic group –
and an other-side account – from a historian from the adversary ethnic group. Participants
were asked to think-aloud and report their emotions during reading. After reading,
participants were asked to write a summary. Results showed that participants exhibited
my-side bias during reading and writing, while there were also interesting individual
differences in epistemic beliefs and prior knowledge. Participants with evaluativist
epistemic beliefs were less likely to show my-side bias in the writing task. Epistemic
beliefs, along with prior knowledge and the emotion of anger, predicted also low-
epistemic processing during reading of other-side text. The paper concludes with a
discussion of the educational implications in promoting critical thinking about contro-
versial issues in history.
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Introduction

Promoting critical thinkers is perhaps one of the most important goals of education. Demo-
cratic societies need citizens who critically evaluate information to make decisions with an
open-mind orientation, away from the burden of prejudice and bias (Baron 2019). Engagement
in critical evaluation is fundamental not only for decision making but also for learning. Yet,
research shows that the majority of individuals do not engage in critical evaluation of
information they read, even though they show sufficient text comprehension skills
(Diakidoy et al. 2015). Engagement in critical evaluation and reflection, we would claim,
involves using the beliefs that one holds about a topic as an object of examination rather than
as the filter for interpreting information. In the former, reflection on one’s own beliefs involves
first a conscious awareness of the beliefs one holds and a dissociation from those beliefs in
order to examine them in the light of new evidence – a process which has the potential to lead
to belief change (Murphy and Alexander 2016; Iordanou 2016a). In the latter, employment of
one’s beliefs to interpret new evidence might lead to biases. Using one’s beliefs as the criterion
for judging what is “true” or “right”, precludes any possibility of belief change. There is
accumulative evidence showing that individuals are particularly prone to think with their
beliefs rather than about their beliefs leading to phenomena such as my-side bias, a term
proposed to describe people’s tendency to favor egocentric, one-sided thinking rather than
thinking considering multiple perspectives (Baron 1995). This phenomenon is even more
concerning in light of findings showing that my-side bias is independent of cognitive ability,
educational level and age (Stanovich and Stanovich 2010).

In the present work we aim to gain a deeper understanding about the process of engagement
in critical evaluation of information that includes my-side bias. We are particularly interested
in examining whether and how individuals engage in critical evaluation when they read
different accounts about a controversial issue, that is, an issue for which there are strong
beliefs in favor of one or another account (Zembylas and Kambani 2012). We focus partic-
ularly on the domain of history, for which limited empirical research exists. In particular, the
research that exists so far shows that individuals are prone to biases when reading (Putnam
et al. 2018; Zaromb et al. 2018) or writing (De La Paz and Felton 2010; Goldberg et al. 2011)
about a historical issue. Our interest is to gain insights on how individuals process contradic-
tory historical accounts. In other words, our focus is not merely on whether contradictory
historical accounts are processed differently by different (ethnic) groups; rather, we are
interested in uncovering the mechanisms with which individuals process such contradictory
information. For this purpose, we examined thinking during reading of multiple texts using
think aloud protocols and after reading, in a writing task. We also factored in the possible role
of epistemic beliefs and prior knowledge. We use the term “prior knowledge” when
referencing to the information that individuals have in their possession about a particular
topic, irrespective of whether individuals accept this information or not, and we use the term
“belief”, when referencing to all that one accepts as or wants to be true (Murphy and Mason
2006). Finally, given that historical topics are often emotionally-charged, the role of emotions
during reading is also examined.

Cognitive and motivational biases in thinking of controversial issues

Research on critical evaluation of controversial issues suggests that this kind of critical
evaluation may pose serious challenges. Individuals tend to show my-side bias, a favoritism
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towards egocentric, one-cause explanation of an event that is consistent with their views or
beliefs (Baron 1995). They view their own subjective interpretation of a situation as the right
one, and are more eager to see the effects of biases in others but not in themselves, known as
‘bias blind spot’ (Pronin et al. 2002). In reading, research shows that individuals’ text
comprehension is biased by prior beliefs, as it is evident by having a stronger representation
of belief consistent information and weaker representation of belief inconsistent information
after reading information on a controversial topic, known as the “text-belief consistency effect”
(Maier and Richter 2014). In the case of social-scientific controversies, readers’ text compre-
hension is affected by both readers’ beliefs and their level of association with the social group
that shares or does not share the same beliefs (Maier et al. 2018b). In writing, research shows
that when individuals write argumentative essays on a controversial issue they tend to write
one-sided arguments, that is, they present only reasons supporting the position that they
favoured (Iordanou et al. 2019a; Kuhn et al. 2016). Construction of two-sided arguments, that
is, arguments addressing alternative positions, is rare (Kuhn et al. 2008), although it is
considered as an evidence of skilled argumentation (Walton 1989).

These egocentric biases in thinking in favor of one’s self and own position are independent
of individuals’ cognitive ability (Stanovich and West 2008) and are stronger when participants
have high emotional conviction on the issue. Participants with high emotional investment on a
topic rate opposing arguments as weaker than do participants with low emotional investment
on the issue, known as the disconfirmation bias (Edwards and Smith 1996), and engage in
different cognitive processing (Maier et al. 2018a). For example, research findings show that
readers spend longer time reading belief- inconsistent information, probably because a defen-
sive mechanism is triggered and they need time to consider how to counterargue the belief-
inconsistent information (Edwards and Smith 1996). Eye tracking data show that readers with
strong beliefs although spend more time during initial reading for inconsistent information,
noticing the belief inconsistency, they ignore the inconsistent information during information
processing (Maier et al. 2018a). Presumably, readers try to protect their beliefs by either
ignoring or devaluating belief-inconsistent information. McCrudden and Sparks (2014) found
that task instructions – encouraging readers to focus on the merit of both sides of an issue –
may reduce belief-motivated reasoning to some readers, yet leaving open the question of why
some individuals who received the same instructions still exhibit biases in their reasoning
during reading. These research findings highlight that our understanding of cognitive and
motivational biases in reasoning is far from complete.

In the domain of history, in particular, research shows that students read historical texts as
though they convey meaning in a straightforward way, rather than engage in critical exami-
nation of what they read as historians do (Wineburg 1991). At the same time, individuals
exhibit an ethnocentric bias or narcissism, showing favoritism to their own nation (Putnam
et al. 2018; Zaromb et al. 2018). Further, the expression of strong emotions in history is related
to biases in historical reasoning, as reflected in bias use of sources and limitations in
argumentative dialogue (Goldberg and Schwarz 2016).

Emotions and thinking

Several theoretical models propose that emotions influence thinking and learning (Barzilai and
Chinn 2018; List and Alexander 2017; Muis et al. 2018). Relevant to the present study is the
Cognitive Affective Engagement Model (CAEM) of multiple-source use (List and Alexander
2017), which proposes that thinking during reading of multiple texts is affected by both
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individuals’ skills but also their affective engagement, involving their interest and attitudes.
Engagement in deep-processing, which is connected with what the researchers call ‘critical
analytic default stance’, requires both evaluative skills and affective engagement. According to
the CAEM model, strong affective engagement which is the case when students hold strong
attitudes about a topic, what the researchers call “affectively engaged default stance”, is likely
to lead to superficial processing of attitude-consistent information and to ignoring or
dismissing of attitude inconsistent information.

Findings on the role of emotions in cognitive processing are mixed (Goldberg and Schwarz
2016). On the one hand, some research findings show that emotions may impede or facilitate
cognitive processing depending on the type of emotion. For example, D’Mello et al. (2014)
found that participants who experienced the emotion of confusion, which was triggered by
presenting participants with contradictions, had better learning gains compared to participants
who did not experience confusion. Burbridge et al. (2005) found that participants who
discussed emotionally negatively charged topics, had more reference errors in their speech,
an increased heart rate, and an impeded performance on the Stroop task – a measure of
cognitive control–, than when they discussed positive or neutral topics.

On the other hand, other research findings show that high emotional arousal is not
associated with better cognitive processing (e.g. an argument that is stronger); it only enhances
the belief that cognitive processing is better (e.g. an argument that is more persuasive), what is
termed an ‘illusion of argument justification’ (Fisher and Keil 2014). Other research findings
show that more complex thinking is associated with lesser affect and holding less extreme
position on an issue (Kuhn and Iordanou in press). Consistent with this line of research, Mason
et al. (2018) found that emotion regulation was related to better integration of information in
reading multiple texts on a controversial topic, while high emotional arousal negatively
predicted integration of information suggesting that high emotional arousal may impede
cognitive processing of complex cognitive tasks.

Research on teaching and learning history, in particular, suggests that emotions play an
important role, yet there is an open debate whether and how emotions should be fostered,
especially positive ones, or be avoided all together (Goldberg and Schwarz 2016). This
research has important implications, not only at the pedagogical level, but also at the social
and political level, because fostering particular emotions in schools can be manipulated for
political and ideological purposes, especially in conflict-affected societies (Zembylas 2015).

Relevant to the present study, we examine the effect of emotions on cognitive processing of
historical accounts by asking participants to read different accounts on an emotionally-charged
historical topic and by asking them to report aloud their emotions in the context of a think-
aloud process while reading (“think aloud emotions”). Participants emotions were also
assessed using a self-report questionnaire (“questionnaire emotions”1). Besides emotions, we
are also interested in the possible role of individuals’ epistemic beliefs on cognitive processing.

Epistemic cognition and thinking

Beliefs about knowledge and knowing influence learning (see Greene et al. 2016) and thinking
(Kuhn 1991; Kuhn 2019). Murphy and Alexander (2013) suggested that beliefs about a field

1 We used the terms “questionnaire emotions” and “think aloud emotions” to differentiate between emotions
reported in writing, in the context of filling out a questionnaire, and emotions reported verbally, during reading,
when participants were asked to think aloud, respectively.
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can potentially have greater consequences on students’ learning than ideas about constructs
within a field. Epistemic beliefs are particularly important for understanding and learning
complex issues, for which there are different – often contradictory exploratory accounts –
which need to be reconciled (Kuhn 2019). Our knowledge on individuals’ epistemic beliefs in
the domain of history and how those beliefs might affect cognitive processing is very limited
and based mainly on inferences rather than direct empirical evidence (VanSledright and
Maggioni 2016). The limited evidence that exists supports a developmental progression of
epistemic beliefs, ranging from a view that there is a direct correspondence between a
historical account and reality, to a view that historical accounts are constructed by historians
and reflect author’s bias, to a view that historical accounts can be judged with criteria to
determine if accounts can serve as evidence. This progression of views maps well to the
developmental stages of Absolutists, Multiplists and Evaluativists proposed by Kuhn et al.’s
(2000) theory of epistemic development (VanSledright and Maggioni 2016). In this context,
epistemic cognition progresses from the absolutist level, to the multiplist level and then to the
evaluativist level (Kuhn et al. 2000). In the absolutist level, the objective dimension of
knowing dominates. Knowledge is conceived as an objective, external entity, which is
knowable with certainty. In the multiplist level, knowledge is no longer considered an object
that is located in the external world, but a product of the human mind which is located in one’s
self. At the multiplist level, the uncertain and subjective nature of knowledge come to the
foreground and dominates one’s view of knowledge. At the evaluativist level, a balance is
achieved between the objective and subjective dimensions of knowledge. Constructivist
epistemic cognition involves the coordination of the subjective and objective dimensions of
knowledge. Through evaluation, the position that is better supported by argument and
evidence would be declared as the position that has more merits compared to alternative
positions (Kuhn et al. 2000).

Epistemic beliefs influence the cognitive strategies that individuals engage in when reading
historical accounts, thereby also influencing the conclusions that they draw from historical
accounts and ultimately their learning in history. For example, Ioannou and Iordanou (2019)
examined the learning strategies that elementary school students employed when reading a
historical account. The results of that study showed a relation between students’ epistemic
beliefs and the learning strategies they employed in history. In particular, students who were
profiled as Evaluativists in history engaged in more effective learning strategies and exhibited
better text comprehension compared to students who were profiled as Absolutists. Similar
results were observed by Iordanou et al. (2019b) who examined how students engaged in
epistemic processing, focusing particularly on how they process evidence during reading of a
history and a science text. Results showed that participants who exhibited evaluativist episte-
mic beliefs and high prior knowledge engaged in more high-level epistemic judgments (i.e.,
evaluations using the epistemic standard of scientific research) than participants who held
either multiplist or absolutist epistemic beliefs.

The present study

Although the aforementioned studies are informative as to the role of emotions and beliefs on
multiple text comprehension processing and outcomes, our understanding of how individuals
process controversial historical accounts that are of relevance to them and for which they may
hold strong beliefs and emotions, remains limited. Understanding these processes and out-
comes is important given the abundance of information and misinformation that individuals

Examining my-side bias during and after reading controversial historical...



are exposed to in our post-truth era, making individuals more prone to racism, xenophobia and
nationalism (Engle 2018).

In the present study, we examined individuals’ thinking during and after reading contro-
versial historical accounts, including an account which was consistent with their beliefs, from a
historian of their ethnic group – ‘own-side account’– and an account which was inconsistent
with their beliefs on the issue, from a historian from the adversary group – ‘other-side
account’. In this context, we also examined the effects of epistemic beliefs and emotions
(evoked during reading), while also taking into account individual differences in prior
knowledge.

The research questions and hypotheses of the study were the following:

1 To what extent do individuals differentially process own-sided and the other-sided ac-
counts of a controversial topic?

We hypothesized that individuals would exhibit my-side bias when reading the two historical
accounts (Stanovich and West 2008).

2. To what extent do epistemic beliefs, prior knowledge and emotions predict thinking –
cognitive processing – when reading historical accounts of a controversial topic?

We hypothesized that individuals who hold strong emotions, especially negative ones, would
engage in superficial cognitive processing (Burbridge et al. 2005; List and Alexander 2017).
Regarding the role of epistemic beliefs, we hypothesized that individuals with mature episte-
mic beliefs would exhibit less bias during reading of the historical texts (Kuhn 2001, 2019;
Iordanou 2016b). Finally, regarding the role of prior knowledge, we hypothesized that
individuals with high prior knowledge would exhibit cognitive processing of better quality
(Iordanou et al. 2019b).

3. Is there a relationship between epistemic beliefs and my-side bias, as this was reflected
in individuals’ ability to construct a two-sided report about controversial historical
accounts?

We hypothesized that individuals with mature epistemic beliefs would exhibit less bias during
writing a report about the texts (Kuhn 2001, Kuhn 2019; Iordanou 2016b).

The context of the present investigation is Cyprus, an ethnically divided society.
Participants read about a fundamental historical event that happened in 1974, and led
to the ongoing ethnic division of their country. In particular, participants were Greek-
Cypriots who read an account from a historian from their ethnic group, a Greek-
Cypriot historian, as well as an account from a historian from the adversary ethnic
group, a Turkish-Cypriot historian. Previous research has shown that within each
community there are strongly held narratives about what happened in 1974; for
example, the Greek-Cypriots talk about the ‘Turkish invasion of 1974’ whereas
Turkish-Cypriots call it a ‘peace operation’ (Papadakis 2008). Previous research has
also shown that this historical event is an emotionally-charged and controversial issue
for Cyprus, that is, participants within each ethnic community hold strong beliefs and
emotions in favor of one or another side of the story (Zembylas et al. 2016; Zembylas
and Kambani 2012).
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Method

Participants

Thirty-nine young adults (MAge = 24.22, SD = 9.27) participated in individual interviews. All
participants were from the same ethnic group, Greek-Cypriots, who lived in Cyprus. Partic-
ipants (23 were females) were a convenience sample. Most of the participants (n = 25) were
undergraduate students, majoring in Engineering (n = 6), Journalism (n = 5), Psychology (n =
4), Primary Education (n = 3), Culinary Arts (n = 2), Accounting (n = 2), Literature (n = 1),
Interior Design (n = 1) and Hospitality and Tourism (n = 1). Three of our participants were
seniors in high school and 11, who were high school graduates, were working.

Materials

Epistemic beliefs To assess participants’ epistemic beliefs the Livia problem instrument
(Iordanou 2016b; Iordanou et al. 2019b; Kuhn et al. 2008; Zavala and Kuhn 2017) was used.
The Livia problem presented two contradictory accounts from two historians regarding the
fictitious Fifth Livia war, between North and South Livia. One account was from a North
Livian historian, and the other was from a South Livian historian. The participants were then
asked to answer three questions about their understanding of the discrepancies between the
accounts. Participants were asked about the rightness of the accounts (Can one historian be
more right than the other?) and the certainty of knowledge (Could anyone ever be certain about
what happened in the Fifth Livia war? and What would help us become more certain?) The
first two questions received Yes/No responses while the third one was an open-ended question.

History texts Two texts, representing the two opposing perspectives, were used for the think-
aloud procedure. Texts were taken from the History 10th grade textbooks of each of the two
ethnic groups. The ‘own-side’ text was from the Greek-Cypriot history textbook, which is used
in the schools of the ethnic group of the participants, whereas the ‘other-side’ text was from the
Turkish-Cypriot history textbook, which is also used in the schools of the other ethnic group.
Both texts were biased in favour of a particular ethnic group. For example, the Turkish Cypriot
text described the event as a ‘peace operation’ where Turkey intervene to establish peace in
Cyprus, whereas the Greek Cypriot text described the event as an ‘invasion’ which resulted in
many Greek Cypriot refugees.

The text from the other ethnic group was translated in English by a native Turkish-
Cypriot speaker and then to Greek by another researcher. The later translation was back
translated to English by an independent researcher to ensure that the meaning has not
changed in translations. All the researchers that were involved in the translation of the texts
were blind to the objectives of the study. The two texts were of comparable length; the ‘own-
side’ text was 320 words and the ‘other-side’ text was 309 words. Each sentence was
presented in a different flash card, in order to control what the participants read. The order
of presentation of the two texts was counterbalanced across participants. Participants were
instructed to read aloud each sentence and think aloud. The instructions were the following:
“I want you to read the sentence on each card out loud and talk aloud about your thoughts
and feelings. Tell me everything that you are thinking –whatever comes to your mind – even
if it is not relevant. Think about each sentence carefully, and make sure you understand what
you read. Once you have turned to a new card, you will not be allowed to look back at any of
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the previous cards.” If the participant did not respond in the first few seconds after reading
the sentence aloud, or indicated that s/he was having difficulty talking aloud, the interviewer
used the following prompt “What are you thinking or feeling about what you just read?”.
The texts were presented to participants as extracts from history textbooks. The first
sentence in each text included information about the source of the text – Book title, Author,
date, pages of the extract.

Prior knowledge To assess participants’ prior knowledge participants were asked to answer
an open-ended question that asked them to write what they knew about the historical event that
was discussed in the history texts.

“Questionnaire emotions” Participants’ emotions, particularly’ emotions about individuals
from the other ethnic group were assessed using a six-item, 5-point Likert Scale questionnaire,
from “strongly disagree” to “strongly agree”, developed by Zembylas et al. (2011). The
questionnaire included statements such as “I dislike Turkish-Cypriots” and “I respect Turk-
ish-Cypriots” (see Table 1).

My-side bias in written report Participants’my-side bias was assessed by asking participants
to write a summary of the two controversial historical texts that they read. The instructions
were the following “Write a summary of the two texts you just read”.

Procedure

Participants engaged in an individual session, which lasted about one hour. During this
session they answered an open-ended question to assess their prior knowledge and the
Livia problem (Kuhn et al. 2008) to assess their epistemic beliefs. Participants were then
asked to read two conflicting accounts about a controversial issue, in a counterbalanced
order, one from a textbook from their own side (Greek-Cypriot side) and the other from a
textbook from the other side (Turkish-Cypriot side). Participants’ cognitive processing
and emotions were evaluated during reading using the think-aloud technique. After
reading each sentence in the text, participants were asked to report their thoughts and
emotions, which were recorded. Participants’ my-side bias in written report was evalu-
ated using a written task that asked participants to write a summary about the two texts.
Finally, participants’ emotions about the individuals from the adversary ethnic group,
were measured using a self-report questionnaire (Zembylas et al. 2011).

Table 1 Questions used to assess participants’ emotions towards the other ethnic group

To what degree do the below apply to you personally?
1. I trust Turkish-Cypriots
2. I respect Turkish-Cypriots
3. I consider Turkish-Cypriots to be equal to Greek-Cypriots
4. I avoid Turkish-Cypriots
5. I dislike Turkish-Cypriots
6. I feel sorry for Turkish-Cypriots
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Coding schemes

Prior knowledge Participants’ responses to the open-ended question were coded based
on the number of events that participants provided to address the question of reporting on
the events that took place in their country during a historical event (1974 war). Partic-
ipants received a score of 0 if they did not report any event and 1 point for each new
event they reported. Random selection of 30% of students’ responses were rescored by
an independent rater, resulting in a 95% agreement. Disagreements were resolved
through discussion.

Cognitive strategies employed during reading Participants’ think-aloud protocols were
transcribed, with 522 mean number of words in the transcribed protocol (M = 512 for the
own-side text and M = 532 for the other-side text) and segmented into idea units. Each
idea unit was coded for cognitive and meta-cognitive processes during reading, following
Kendeou and van den Broek (2007) and Iordanou et al. (2019b) coding schemes, which
have been developed following the grounded theory approach (see Table 2). The coding
scheme included coherence-based processing, non-coherence based processing, and
meta-cognitive processing (which involved meta-comprehension and epistemic process-
ing). Epistemic processing was further coded as either high or low epistemic processing
(Iordanou et al. 2019b). Specifically, statements that included a judgment of the content
of the text accompanied by a justification based on criteria to support that judgment were
coded as high epistemic statements, whereas statements that included judgments without
any justification were coded as low epistemic processing statements. The latter case
usually manifested as simple disagreement statements (e.g. I disagree with this). Each
idea unit received only one code. Inter-rater reliability, based on 30% of the data, was
90%. Disagreements were resolved through discussion. A research assistant scored the
rest of the transcripts.

In addition, participants’ emotions during the think-aloud process were recorded. We have
reviewed the think-aloud protocols and identified the emotions that participants reported. We
noted only emotions that were explicitly expressed by the participants (e.g. I feel sad; I am
proud; I am disappointed; I am happy). Table 4 shows all the “think aloud emotions” that were
expressed by the participants during reading, for each text.

Epistemic beliefs Each participant’s response to the Livia problem was coded using the
coding scheme that was developed by Kuhn et al. (2008) and used also by Iordanou et al.
(2019b). Participants were classified as holding absolutist epistemic beliefs if they
responded that one view could be more right than the other and certainty was empirically
possible via direct observation of data or by asking a historian or could be possible if we
could overcome some practical limitations (e.g. asking an eyewitness). Participants were
classified as holding multiplist epistemic beliefs if they reported that one view could not
be more right than the other and certainty was not possible because of the subjective
nature of human knowing. Finally, participants were classified as holding evaluativist
epistemic beliefs if they reported that one view could be more right than the other and
certainty was not possible, but it could be approachable through investigation, analysis
and interpretation of evidence. Two coders, blind to the identity of the participants coded
all responses. Percentage agreement between the two coders was 89%. Disagreements
were resolved through discussion.
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Table 2 Think-aloud coding scheme

Coherence-based processing
Connecting inferences involve explaining the contents of the

current sentence by connecting its
meaning with the immediately
preceding sentence.

Text:
“In the morning (July 20, 1974) at

5:30 am, the Turkish Armed
Forces landed [in Cyprus] off
Yavuz Çıkarma Plajı beach, to
restore order, and bring back the
peace and rights of the Turkish
Cypriots.”

Think Aloud:
“It mentions again that the main

reason they invaded the island was
to protect the Turkish Cypriots who
for some reason, after being
mistreated as reported by Greek
Cypriots…” (reference to
information presented in the
immediately preceding sentence)

Reinstatement inferences when readers attempt to provide an
explanation for the current sentence
on the basis of prior text
information that was not in the
immediately preceding sentence.

Text: “The casualties amounted to
2850 people, mostly civilians,
cold-blooded by the Turkish in-
vaders.”

Think aloud:
“This is where the Turkish side itself

reveals its intentions, because while
appearing in peaceful intentions,
there are still thousands who were
killed and were civilians. That is,
female children and civilians, not
just the army.”

(reference to prior text “The shipwreck
of the Geneva Conference
subsequently revealed Turkey’s
real intentions, which on 14 August
1974 launched a new offensive
against Cyprus and completed its
expansionist objectives, conquering
36.4% of the Cypriot territory with
weapons.”)

Elaborative inferences when readers attempt to explain the
contents of the current sentence on
the basis of background
knowledge.

Text: “Prime Minister Bulent Ecevit,
the “prime minister of the
invasion”, as he was then known,
gave the green light to the Attila
hordes, citing the terms of the
Guarantee Treaties and the
argument for the protection of the
Turkish Cypriots.

Think aloud:
“Here it seems that the Turkish army

is taking advantage of the provision
of the Zurich-London Treaty for
immediate intervention and seems
to be the right time to intervene on
the island. …”

Predictive inferences anticipating what will occur next in
the text. Inconsistent or Invalida:
The statement that the reader just
made is not relevant to the text, the

Text (a sentence that occur after the
sentence that the reader just read
and was thinking aloud about:
“1619 individuals are missing,
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My-side Bias Participants’ written summaries were coded as two-sided, if they included
information from both texts, consistent with the instructions which explicitly asked them to

Table 2 (continued)

reader may have a misconception,
made a mistake, or may have
misread.

Consistent or Valid: The statement the
reader just made is somehow
relevant to the text.

while twenty thousand Greek
Cypriots remained trapped in
occupied Cyprus.”

Think Aloud:
“There are many (Greek Cypriots) that

we don’t know what happened to
them (after the war).

Non-Coherence based Processing
Associations refer to concepts from background

knowledge that were brought to
mind by the text. Giving examples,
visualizations.

Think Aloud:
“According to some sources, either

valid or invalid, there is evidence
that the island was partitioned long
before the invasion and (there
were) maps and Turkey’s main
intention was to conquer a part of
Cyprus rather than the whole
(island) for military bases since it
has a very good geographical loca-
tion.”

Paraphrases when readers put the current sentence
or part of the current sentence into
their own words.

Text: “The Turkish invasion began on
Saturday dawn”

Think Aloud:
“They caught them while they were

sleeping.”
Text repetitions verbatim reiterations of the current

sentences.
Text: “At the Nicosia Airport area and

elsewhere, despite apparent
Turkish arrogance, ELDYK and
National Guard forces fought
fierce battles against the invaders.”

Think Aloud:
“The Greeks, together with the

Cypriots, tried to resist the Turks
and the Turkish Cypriots in the
Nicosia camp.”

Belief based statements Belief-based statements for own side
and against other side.

“I want all the Turks to die.”

Meta-cognitive Processing
Meta-Comprehension:
Metacognitive comments
on the process of reading
comprehension

When readers reflect on their
understanding with the text.

When readers reflect on their lack of
understanding of text information.

When there is a lack of prior
knowledge with the text.

“I don’t know about the subject. I
haven’t read anywhere…”

Epistemic processing of text
content

High Epistemic processing

When readers evaluate the content of
the text, judging the opinion
expressed in the text.

The judgment is accompanied with a
justification based on criteria (e.g.
scientific methodology).

“This is not reliable. This is Turkish’s
points of view.”

Low Epistemic processing Judgment, usually in the form of
disagreement, without any
justification.

“I disagree with this.”

a There were no cases of Invalid Predictive inferences
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provide a summary of both texts, or as one-sided if they included information from only one
text. A random selection of 30% summaries were independently scored by another researcher,
resulting in an overall 92% agreement. Disagreements were resolved through discussion. The
first author scored the rest of the participants’ summaries.

Results

Preliminary analysis

Overall, (Greek-Cypriot; GCs) participants expressed positive emotions towards individuals of
the other ethnic group (Turkish-Cypriots; TCs), in their responses in the emotions’ question-
naire. With a mean score of 2.71 (SD = .86) in the likert-point scale with a 5-point range, they
showed that they hold relatively positive emotions towards TCs, such as respect and trust.

In contrast, the emotions reported during reading using the think-aloud method were mostly
negative (e.g., sad and angry; see Table 4) for both the other-side text and the own-side text.
The mean percentage of the emotion of being angry reported was 17% (SD = .34) when
reading the other-side text and 15% (SD = .30) when reading the own-side text. The mean
percentage of the emotion of being sad reported was 17% (SD = .36) for the other-side text and
24% (SD = .34) for the own-side text.

Regarding participants’ epistemic beliefs, nine of the participants exhibited evaluativist
epistemic beliefs, while the remaining 30 participants exhibited either absolutist or multiplist
epistemic beliefs (26 were Absolutists, 2 were Multiplists and 2 exhibited a Mix Absolutist-
Multiplist profile). Participants’ responses in the prior knowledge test ranged from 6 to 28
events, with a mean of 15.03 (SD = 6.13). All the events that participants provided to address
the question of what happened in Cyprus in 1974 were consistent with the view shared by their
ethnic group, the Greek-Cypriot side. None of the respondents provided an alternative
interpretation regarding the event (e.g. the causes of the war).

In the Written Summary, only 28% of the participants included information from both texts
– two-sided report. The majority of the participants, 72% provided a summary only of the
Greek-Cypriot historian’s text, which was consistent with their prior knowledge – one-sided
report, despite the fact that they had been explicitly instructed to provide a summary of both
texts. The participants who included information from both texts reported the two alternative
explanations separately as two different interpretations.

Table 3 Proportions (and standard deviations) of coherence, non-coherence and meta-level statements during
think-aloud reading of own-side and other-side texts

Coherence-
based

Non-
Coherence
based

Meta-level statements:
Meta-Comprehension

Meta-level statements: Low
epistemic processing

No
statement

Other-Side
Text

.55 (.20) .15 (.13) .08 (.12) .22 (.16) .02 (.07)

Own-side
text

.71 (.19) .18 (.18) .01 (.03) .003 (.02) .09 (.16)

Iordanou K. et al.



Cognitive processing of own-side text and other-side text

To examine to what extent individuals differentially process own-sided and the other-sided
accounts (Research Question 1), a repeated measures MANOVA was performed on four
dependent variables (DVs): Coherence, non-coherence, meta-comprehension and epistemic
statements reported during think-aloud when reading each text (Table 3). With the Pillai’s
Trace criterion, the combined DVs were significantly affected by the text type, F(4, 34) =
18.404, p < .001, partial η2 = .684. There were significant text type differences in epistemic
processing, F(1, 37) = 54.471, p < .001, partial η2 = .596. Although a quarter of the statements
reported when reading the other-side text were low epistemic statements, M = .22 (SD = .16),
when reading the own-side text participants engaged in almost no epistemic processing,
M = .003 (SD = .02). Significant text type differences were also observed in the meta-compre-
hension processing, F(1, 37) = 11.738, p = .002, partial η2 = .241. As was the case with
epistemic processing, participants engaged in more meta-comprehension processing when
reading the other-side text, M = .08 (SE = .12), than when reading the own-side text, M = .01
(SD = .03). Finally, significant text type differences were observed in coherence statements,
F(1, 37) = 35.026, p < .001, partial η2 = .486. Participants engaged in less coherence-based
processing when reading the own-side text, M = .55 (SD = .20), than when reading the other-
side text M = .71 (SD = .19). There were no significant text differences for non-coherence
statements, F(1, 37) = 1.659, p = .206, partial η2 = .043.

Epistemic beliefs, prior knowledge and “think aloud” emotions as predictors
of cognitive processing

For “think aloud” emotions, we evaluated overall prevalence (Table 4) and used in subsequent
analyses the most prevalent emotions reported – anger and sadness (M > .15). Bivariate
correlations between epistemic beliefs, prior knowledge, “think aloud” emotions, coherence-
based, non-coherence-based, meta comprehension and epistemic processing during reading of
the own-side text and the other-side text are presented in Table 5.

As seen in Table 5, the analysis showed a relation between epistemic processing of the other-
side text with epistemic beliefs, prior knowledge and the “think aloud” emotion of anger. A
relation was also observed between coherence-based processing of the other-side text, the “think
aloud” emotion of sadness and prior-knowledge. To examine to what extent epistemic beliefs,
prior knowledge and “think aloud” emotions predict cognitive processing when reading historical
accounts about a controversial topic (Research Question 2), we investigated further, with multiple
regression analysis, the relationships that were observed in the correlational analysis.

A standard multiple regression was performed between epistemic processing during other-side
text as the dependent variable and epistemic beliefs, prior knowledge, and the “think aloud emotion”
of anger as independent variables. Table 6 displays the correlations between the variables, the
unstandardized regression coefficients (b) and intercept, the standardized regression coefficients (β),
R2 and adjustedR2. R for regressionwas significantly different from zero,F(3, 31) = 5.934, p= .003,
with R2 at .37 with a 95% confidence interval ranging from 0.140 to 0.589. The adjusted R2 value of
.30 indicates that a third of the variability in epistemic processing is predicted by epistemic
perspective, the “think aloud” emotion of anger and prior knowledge. The size and direction of
the relationships suggests that more epistemic processing was exhibited by individuals with
evaluativist epistemic perspective and those expressing more anger during reading.
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A standard multiple regression was also performed with coherence-based processing during
reading of other-side text as the dependent variable and the “think aloud” emotion of sadness
and prior-knowledge as the independent variables. R for regression was significantly different
from zero, F(2, 37) = 12.902, p < .001, with R2 at .424 with a 95% confidence interval ranging
from 0.205 to 0.643. The adjusted R2 value of .391 indicates that 39% of the variability in
coherence-based processing was predicted by the “think aloud” emotion of sadness and prior-
knowledge. Both the “think aloud” emotion of sadness and prior knowledge, as seen in
Table 7, were significant predictors in the model. The direction of the relationship suggests
that more coherence-based processing was exhibited by individuals who expressed more
sadness during reading and had more prior-knowledge.

Epistemic beliefs and my-side bias in written summary reports

To examine whether epistemic beliefs related to my-side bias in the written summaries (Research
Question 3), we conducted a chi-square test of independence. In particular, we examined whether
individuals’ epistemic perspective (Evaluativists, Non-Evaluativists) and my-side bias (one-sided
report vs. two-sided report) were independent of one another. A chi-square test of independence
showed a significant relation (χ2 (1) = 4.508, 4.059, p= .044). Participants holding evaluativist
epistemic beliefs were more likely to write two-sided reports than participants holding absolutist or
multiplist epistemic beliefs. In other words, participants with less mature epistemic beliefs – holding
either absolutist or multiplist epistemic beliefs – were more likely to exhibit my-side bias in their
written reports, writing a summary of only the text of the historian from their ethnic group, than
participants with more mature, evaluativist, epistemic beliefs.

Table 6 Multiple regression of epistemic perspective, “think aloud” emotion of anger and prior knowledge on
epistemic processing of the other side text

b SE(b) β

Epistemic perspective .123* .055 .321
Anger .152* .070 .325
Prior knowledge −.007 .004 −.253

R2 = .37
Adjusted R2 = .30
R = .60

*p < .05

Table 7 Multiple regression of prior knowledge and “think aloud” emotion of sadness on coherence-based
processing of the other side text

b SE(b) β

Sadness .258* .082 .405
Prior Knowledge .019** .005 .495

R2 = .42
Adjusted R2 = .39
R = .65

*p < .05

**p < .001

Iordanou K. et al.



Discussion

The objectives of the present study were to examine individuals’ thinking when reading
controversial historical accounts and the possible contribution of epistemic beliefs, emotions
and prior-knowledge. In addition, we aimed to examine if there was a relationship between
epistemic beliefs and my-side bias in the summary reports participants constructed after
reading two controversial accounts.

Starting with our first research question, namely whether individuals’ cognitive processing
differed when reading an own-side account which was consistent with their beliefs – from a
historian of their ethnic group, Greek-Cypriot historian – versus an other-side account which
was not consistent with their beliefs – from a historian from another ethnic group, Turkish-
Cypriot historian – on a controversial issue, our findings suggest an affirmative answer.
Participants engaged in coherence-based processing, but they did not engage in any kind of
reflective thinking when they were reading the own-side account. In contrast, participants
engaged in meta-comprehension and low epistemic processing, mainly by stating their dis-
agreement, when they were reading the other-side account. When asked to write a summary of
the two accounts, the majority of the participants reported only their own-side position, from
the own-side text, while only one third of them made reference to both texts – own-side and
other-side texts –, writing two-sided repots and showing less my-side bias. In an effort to gain
an understanding of the factors that might have contributed to writing a two-sided report by
some participants (our third research question), additional analyses highlighted the role of
epistemic beliefs. Our findings regarding the factors that affected cognitive processing (our
second research question) during reading highlighted the role of epistemic beliefs and the
“think aloud” emotions of anger and sadness. Epistemic beliefs, along with prior knowledge
and the “think aloud” emotion of anger expressed during reading, explained engagement in
low-level meta-level processing, while the “think aloud” emotion of sadness and prior
knowledge explained engagement in coherence-based processing during reading of the
other-side text. Our results show that text processing during reading is a complex process,
which involves the interplay of different factors, such as emotions, epistemic beliefs, prior
knowledge, and biases; these factors affect text processing and ultimately learning from texts.
The present study contributes to the literature in several respects which are discussed below.

Overall, the findings of the present study are in line with the cognitive and motivation biases
reported in the reasoning literature. Bias was observed both in argument production – as it was
evident in participants’ responses in the prior knowledge test and the summary reports – and in
argument evaluation, during reading – as it was revealed by the think-aloud methodology. The
findings of the cognitive processing of information during reading are consistent with the discon-
firmation bias (Edwards and Smith 1996) and other empirical findings showing that individuals tend
to engage in superficial processing of belief-consistent information, without engaging in critical
evaluation of the information, while they tend to examine belief-inconsistent information to a greater
extent and try to refute them (Maier et al. 2018a; McCrudden and Sparks 2014; Pronin et al. 2002;
Voss et al. 1993). The finding that participants did not engage in any kind of evaluative examination
when reading the position that was consistent with their prior beliefs is also consistent with my-side
bias (Baron 1995). This is also in line with findings of previous research showing biases in
individuals’ reasoning in history, in favour of their own ethnic group (Goldberg and Schwarz
2016; Putnam et al. 2018; Zaromb et al. 2018). Notably in the written task, even though participants
were explicitly asked to write a summary about the two texts they read – own- and other-side texts –
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the majority of the participants based their reports only on one text, the own-side text which was
consistent with their beliefs.

This finding can be explained by a belief protection mechanism, according to which
individuals purposefully ignore belief-inconsistent arguments that might challenge their prior
beliefs (McCrudden and Sparks 2014). Another possible explanation might be that most
individuals fail to take into consideration multiple perspectives at the same time (Wansink
et al. 2018). In particular, they do not conceptualize multiple contributing causes as necessary
to account for most phenomena, nor are they likely to take multiple considerations into account
in making judgments of a non-causal nature (Kuhn and Iordanou in press).

Evaluating claims against one’s prior knowledge, especially if one’s beliefs are aligned with
the views of the international community and international law, does not necessarily imply
biased thinking. However, one would expect to see evidence of reflective thinking when
processing historical accounts. For example, participants could have reflected on the fact that
the own-side account presented losses of their ethnic group only (e.g. refugees), however none
of them did. In the writing task, one would expect participants to be able to provide a summary
of the other-side report, even though they disagree with this view. The majority of the
individuals, however, totally ignored the other side account, even though they were clearly
asked to summarize the two texts. It is the omission of the ‘other’ perspective which we
conceive as evidence of bias. Given that the behaviour exhibited was consistent among
participants (i.e. those who wrote one-sided reports, all included a summary of their own side
account only, with none of them including a summary of the other-side account, and disap-
proval comments were only expressed when reading the other-side account), it is likely that the
roots of participants’ beliefs lie at the cultural level. The behaviour observed in the current study
is consistent with the mechanism of naïve realism from cultural cognition, according to which
individuals show the disposition to view their own cultural group’s beliefs as the product of
“objective” assessment and the adversary cultural group’s beliefs as the product of bias (Kahan
and Braman 2006). Ignoring other’s side view on a controversial historical event, as was
observed in present study, is a matter of concern in an ethnically divided society which seeks
to promote peace in the society (Zembylas 2015).

Yet, our findings demonstrate that epistemic beliefs can mitigate, to some degree, the
tendency to dismiss belief-inconsistent information as it was evident more clearly in the
writing task, where individuals with evaluativist epistemic beliefs were more likely to include
information both from the own-side and other-side texts than individuals with a multiplist or an
absolutist epistemic beliefs. This finding provides further support to theories which support
that epistemic beliefs support reasoning (Kuhn, 1991; Iordanou 2016b) and particularly the
reconciliation of contradictory exploratory accounts about complex issues (Kuhn 2019). Our
finding, highlighting the role of epistemic beliefs in writing two-sided reports, is consistent
with previous empirical findings (Mason and Scirica 2006; Baytelman et al. 2020; Iordanou
2016b). Yet, the present study extends the literature by showing firstly that advanced epistemic
beliefs are related with two-sided thinking not only in the context of neutral, usually scientific
issues, but also in an emotionally-charged controversial historical issue, where individuals are
more likely to exhibit biases. Secondly, a point which is relevant to the point made earlier but
worth mentioning, is that individuals with evaluativist epistemic beliefs incorporated informa-
tion not only from multiple “neutral” texts, but they did so with a text which included
information that was not consistent with their initial beliefs on the issue.

The interpretation of our findings regarding the cognitive processing that took place during
reading of the other-side text is not straightforward. Participants engaged to some extent to
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evaluation of the information when reading the other-side account, yet this evaluation was of
low-quality, in the form of expression of unjustified disagreement. The epistemic processing
was most likely to take place among participants who hold evaluativist epistemic beliefs, low
prior-knowledge and those who reported that were angry while reading. We discuss next the
contribution of each one of these variables in cognitive processing of information.

The relation between epistemic processing during reading and epistemic beliefs is consistent with
previous findings showing that epistemic beliefs predict thinking in neutral topics (Iordanou et al.
2019b). Comparing though our findings with the findings of other studies employed similar
methodology (e.g. Iordanou et al. 2019b) – where even younger participants engaged in better
reflective thinking –we infer that participants’ emotional investment on the topic in the present study
might have impeded the cognitive processing that they engaged in, suggesting that high negative
affect on a topic is not related with better thinking (Edwards and Smith 1996; Fisher and Keil 2014;
Kuhn and Iordanou in press;Maier et al. 2018a;Mason et al. 2018). This interpretation is in linewith
the Cognitive Affective Engagement Model’s “affectively engaged default stance” (List and
Alexander 2017), which refers to students who exhibit strong affective engagement but not the
skills necessary to engage in evaluation and integration of information when approaching multiple
text tasks. The present study shows that the emotion of anger was related to superficial cognitive
processing during reading of multiple texts. A more positive interpretation of this finding is that
engagement in some evaluative activity, even of a low quality – of just expressing a simple
disagreement judgment, rather than providing justifications based on criteria – might be an
antecedent of a more skilful evaluation ability. Recent models of epistemic cognition (Barzilai
and Chinn 2018; Iordanou 2016a) proposed that the evaluation skill and the standards of evaluation
follow a developmental progression. Only future research can answer the question of whether
individuals, more likely individuals with evaluativist epistemic beliefs, who showed low epistemic
processing in reading controversial historical accounts can develop their evaluation skills, and under
which conditions.

Regarding the role of emotions in cognitive processing, the results suggest that the affective
component should be taken into account when examining multiple source processing, as
proposed in the Cognitive and Affective Engagement Model (List and Alexander 2017). For
interpreting the relation observed between anger, in particular, and low epistemic processing,
there are competing explanations depending on how low-epistemic processing is viewed. One
explanation is that anger had motivated participants to engage in some type of evaluation, even
of a low quality. According to Bendixen (2010) emotional engagement, including political
anger, is a requirement for reasoning in socio-political issues. An alternative explanation is that
anger impeded short-term high level cognitive processing. The relation observed between
anger and low-level epistemic processing, particularly in the form of expressing disagreement,
might suggest that angry subjects were more prone to biases. The disagreements exhibited can
be interpreted as a tendency to refute the belief-inconsistent information according to the
disconfirmation bias (Edwards and Smith 1996) in order to protect their beliefs (Maier et al.
2018a; McCrudden and Sparks 2014; Pronin et al. 2002; Voss et al., 1993).

Noteworthy this tendency for disconfirmation of belief inconsistent information was more likely
to take place when the emotion of anger was reported but not when the emotion of sadness was
reported. In contrast, the emotion of sadness, which is a more passive emotion compared to anger,
predicted coherence-based processing, but not advanced reflective processing. This finding is
consistent with the findings of Bodenhausen et al. (1994) who found that anger had very different
effects from sadness in evaluations of social information. In that study anger, but not sadness, was
related with greater reliance on heuristic cues in social judgment. Anger, which is associated with
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increased activation in the cerebral activity (Foster and Harrison 2002), might be more disruptive to
cognitive processing than sadness. It remains for future research to delineate the relation between
emotion and cognitive processing in historical controversial issues, getting a richer understanding of
both the cognitive processing and the emotions that individuals experience when dealing with
historical controversial topics. For example, retrospective interviews can be used to get a better
understanding of the nature of the disagreements that were exhibited during cognitive processing –
i.e. was it a simple disapproval of the opposing position or some developing evaluation ability?
Similarly, future research can analyse deeper the emotions that were reported, examining for
example what has triggered a particular emotion – i.e. Has the anger been triggered by the content
of the message or the messenger (e.g. being an out-of-group member)? Nevertheless, our findings
have important implications for future research examining the relation between emotion and
cognition. Our finding that participants’ momentary emotions, expressed during reading using the
think-aloud methodology, differed from the topic emotions that they self-reported in a paper-and-
pencil instrument after reading, but the former predicted the cognitive processing that individuals
engaged in during reading, suggests that future research should pay closer attention to momentary
emotions.

Finally, the relation between prior knowledge and coherence-based processing is consistent
with evidence in previous research (Bohn-Gettler and Kendeou 2014). Prior knowledge enables
participants to integrate text information and generate inferences in an effort to build a coherent
situationmodel during reading (Kendeou andO'Brien 2016). In this context, knowledge about the
historical events described in the texts was particularly important in helping participants negotiate
the reading task effectively and engage in coherence-building processes. These processes man-
ifested as connecting, reinstating, elaborative, and predictive inferences.

Some limitations of the present study that need to be considered is the sample size and the
fact that the participants of the study were volunteers. Without random sampling, the possi-
bility of self-selection bias remains a threat. Further research is recommended for replicating
our findings, using a representative sample, and for getting a fuller understanding of text
processing of controversial historical issues and the factors that affect this processing.

The findings from this study have nevertheless important educational implications. There is
a general consensus that the development of evaluative skills should be a top priority for
education, especially for citizenship education (Bendixen 2010), but also for social studies and
history (Bermudez 2015). The findings of the present study, showing a relation between
advanced epistemic beliefs and the ability to construct a two-sided report on a controversial
topic, suggest that investing in promoting individuals’ epistemic cognition might be a prom-
ising pathway for reducing my-side bias when thinking about a controversial historical issue.
Educators should invest in efforts aiming to promote students’ epistemic cognition, such as
engaging students in dialogic activities on controversial issues which research shows to be
promising for promoting students’ epistemic cognition (Iordanou 2016b).

For consideringmultiple perspectives on a historical issue it is important for the individuals to be
exposed to different views and multiple interpretations of a historical event. Although none of our
participants considered an alternative interpretation of the historical event before reading the texts,
after reading an authentic text giving an alternative perspective, from an out of group historian, some
participants did include this alternative perspective of the historical event that they read in the reports
that they wrote. This finding is in line with recent research findings showing that individuals’
learning and reasoning in history was improved after direct or indirect engagement with alternative
interpretations (De La Paz and Felton 2010; Goldberg et al. 2011). For example individuals showed
improvements in their reasoning skills after reading different sources and engaging in scaffolding
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activities (De La Paz and Felton 2010), group discussion (Goldberg et al. 2011) or reading a
refutation text, which addressed and refuted individuals’misconceptions explicitly based on factual
information rather on bias (Donovan et al. 2018). A recent study comparing direct with indirect
engagementwith alternative views for a physical science topic showed that direct engagement, in the
form of discussing with individuals who genuinely support an opposing view, is more fruitful for
promoting individuals’ reasoning skills than indirect engagement – reading and discussing an
alternative view with peers who do not support an opposing view from one’s own view
(Iordanou and Kuhn 2020). Of course, further research is required to explore the effects of direct
engagement in controversial historical issues. Nevertheless, our findings confirm that it is important
in teaching a historical issue to use multiple sources which approach an issue from different, even
controversial, perspectives (Nordgren and Johansson 2015; Stradling 2003; Wansink et al. 2018).

Finally, the biases and limitations exhibited in individuals’ thinking, particularly the absence of
deep reflective thinking on a historical controversial issue which has consequences on individuals’
development and the future of their country is amatter of concern. Development occurs in the ability
to comprehend and reflect on belief-inconsistent but also belief-consistent views (Moshman 2005).
The limitations exhibited in individuals’ historical thinking in particular, suggest that psychologists
and educators need to pay closer attention on critical thinking on historical controversies. Future
research needs to explore ways of supporting individuals’ critical thinking skills on controversial
emotionally-charged historical open issues of “real” life. Previous research showed that by engaging
young adolescents over an extended period in discussionswith peers holding opposing positions can
be beneficial for supporting the development of young adolescents two-sided thinking on the issue
(Iordanou et al. 2019a; Iordanou and Kuhn 2020). Whether a comparable result is achievable in
examining issues in which they may have considerable affective investment, such as controversial
historical issues, is a well worth investigating question.
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