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ABSTRACT 

We often avoid talking to people who disagree with us, missing potentially valuable learning opportunities. Across four 
preregistered studies, we examined children’s (6–11 years) and adults’ interest in learning from disagreement and whether it can 
be increased. In Study 1, we confirmed that children (6–11 years, N = 99, Canada) and adults ( N = 100, USA and Canada) preferred 
to learn from those who agreed rather than disagreed with them across belief domains. In contrast, when asked what others 
should do, children (7–11 years, N = 83) and adults ( N = 100) more often endorsed disagreement to increase learning, revealing 
a self-other gap. Studies 3 and 4 tested two interventions aimed at increasing interest in learning from disagreement. In Study 
3, explicitly teaching participants (96 children, 6–11 years; 100 adults) about the benefits of disagreement for learning reduced 
agreement seeking, particularly among older children and adults. In Study 4, asking participants (31 children, 10–11 years; 72 adults) 
to consider what others should do before making their own choices also reduced agreement seeking. To learn from disagreement, 
we cannot avoid it. We provide two means of increasing children’s and adults’ interest in learning from disagreement by making 
epistemic benefits more salient. 
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 Introduction 

e live in a society where disagreement is common, yet we
arely seek it out. Though disagreement can be challenging,
oth epistemically and socially, it offers valuable opportunities
o reflect on our knowledge and beliefs. Gaining new perspec-
ives or encountering unconsidered arguments can lead to the
ealization that our evidence is limited or biased, prompting us
o seek additional information and update our beliefs. Despite
n emerging understanding of these benefits when reasoning
bout other people (Ransom et al. 2025 ), children and adults
end to interact with, and seek information from, like-minded
ndividuals who share their norms, beliefs, and affiliations rather
han engage with people who disagree with them (Blakey et al.
021 ; Chalik et al. 2022 ; Hart et al. 2009 ; Mercier and Sperber 2011 ;
ickerson 1998 ; Smaldino and Velilla 2025 ; Stanovich et al. 2013 ).
his is an open access article under the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution-NonC
rovided the original work is properly cited, the use is non-commercial and no modificat
2026 The Author(s). Developmental Science published by John Wiley & Sons Ltd. 
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One reason for this discrepancy may be that when reasoning
about disagreement for others, people naturally adopt a more
reflective stance that makes epistemic benefits easier to see
(Grossmann et al. 2021 ). When deciding for themselves, however,
the interpersonal challenges of engaging with a disagreeing other
may become more psychologically immediate, overshadowing
those same benefits. We test this hypothesis across four studies.
We first replicate the self-other gap in seeking out disagreeing
others, then test two interventions designed to increase the
salience of epistemic benefits to see whether doing so shifts
children’s and adults’ willingness to engage with someone who
disagrees with them. 

Recognizing the value of disagreement requires a sophisticated
understanding of when and why people hold different views. This
understanding is acquired across childhood, yet even by age 5,
ommercial-NoDerivs License, which permits use and distribution in any medium, 
ions or adaptations are made. 
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Summary 
∙ Children and adults prefer learning from people who 
agree with them, despite recommending that others seek 
disagreement. 

∙ Explicitly teaching about the benefits of disagreement 
increased interest in seeking out opposing viewpoints. 

∙ Considering what others should do before making their 
own choice, increased participants’ engagement with 
disagreement. 

∙ Self-distancing through third-person reasoning helped 
both adults and children aged 10–11 prioritize epistemic 
benefits over social costs. 
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hildren hold nuanced views about when people are likely to
isagree and about when disagreement is appropriate or expected
Banerjee et al. 2007 ; Danniels and Perlman 2021 ; Heiphetz et al.
013 ; Wainryb et al. 2004 ). For example, they judge disagreements
s more acceptable for ambiguous situations or matters of
ersonal preference, than for moral questions. Five-year-olds also
ifferentiate contexts where only one person can be correct from
hose where multiple perspectives may be equally valid, placing
ore weight on factual testimony than on personal opinions.
hat is, they understand that evidence constrains disagreement:
ontradictory claims cannot both be correct when there is decisive
vidence (Confer et al. 2024 ; Yang et al. 2023 ). Despite this
nderstanding, the ability to suspend judgments when faced with
nconclusive evidence develops gradually between ages 5 and 9.
s they get older, children are increasingly likely to maintain
heir initial belief when their own evidence is stronger, adopt
nother’s belief when their evidence is weaker, and acknowledge
hat either of two conflicting claims could be valid when evidence
s equally strong or absent (Langenhoff et al. 2023 ; Yang et al.
023 ). It is also later in childhood—by 7 to 8 years—that
hildren begin acknowledging that an ambiguous phenomenon
an be interpreted differently by different people (Carpendale
nd Chandler 1996 ), an insight that helps them identify reasons
ehind individuals’ opposing beliefs and resolve disagreements
y integrating alternative perspectives (Amemiya et al. 2021 ). 

et even children who understand when disagreement is accept-
ble may not appreciate what can be learned from it. Disagree-
ent has significant benefits, including reducing overconfidence
nd encouraging exploration in children aged 4 to 6 years
Langenhoff et al. 2024 ), and promoting critical thinking in
dolescents and adults (Kuhn 2019 ; Mercier and Sperber 2011 ).
owever, there has been limited focus on children’s reasoning
bout the epistemic value of disagreement. We know little about
hen and how children begin to recognize these benefits, or
hat factors shape their interest in engaging with disagreement.
ecent work has begun to examine children’s and adults’ reason-
ng about what others should do when navigating disagreement
cross belief domains (Ransom et al. 2025 ). Participants were
sked to choose whether a protagonist should talk to a person
ho agrees or disagrees with them across four belief domains.
dults chose the person with a different view for ambiguous
ituations and personal preferences significantly above chance.
hildren aged 4 to 8 did not, but did choose the person with a
of 13
different view more often in these domains than they did when
the topic concerned factual knowledge or moral questions. While
younger and older children endorsed learning from disagreement
at similar rates, only children aged 7 to 8 years were able to
articulate why doing so is helpful, recognizing that disagreement
reveals the limits of our knowledge. 

Previous research asked children to reason about what someone
else should do in a third-person context. Whether this reason-
ing extends to first-person contexts remains an open question,
particularly when the same paradigm is used and children’s own
beliefs are directly at stake. On the one hand, a large literature on
children and adults has found that they tend to avoid information
that contradicts their beliefs, preferring to seek confirming over
conflicting information (Blakey et al. 2021 ; Chalik et al. 2022 ; Hart
et al. 2009 ; Mercier and Sperber 2011 ; Nickerson 1998 ; Özkan and
Ronfard 2026 ; Santhanagopalan et al. 2025 ; Smaldino and Velilla
2025 ), suggesting that they might show less interest in engaging
with disagreement when reasoning about themselves than when
indicating what others should do. On the other hand, children’s
responses in first- and third-person contexts sometimes align,
particularly when children are reasoning about evidence-based
beliefs and beliefs they are uncertain about. For instance, when
facing disagreement, children aged 6 are more likely to revise
their own beliefs about factual matters than personal opinions
(Banerjee et al. 2007 )—a pattern mirroring their reasoning about
what other people should do (Heiphetz and Young 2017 ; Wainryb
et al. 2004 ). In sum, it is currently unclear whether a self-other
gap exists when choosing to seek disagreement to learn more. 

1.1 The Present Research 

In four preregistered studies, we examined children’s and adults’
interest in seeking out disagreement for the purpose of learning.
In Study 1, we examined children’s (6–11 years) and adults’ inter-
est in talking to someone who disagreed with their beliefs across
four domains: factual knowledge, moral questions, personal
preferences, and ambiguous situations. In Study 2, we compared
choices participants made for themselves in the first-person
context to choices participants made for someone else across the
same four domains in a third-person context (Ransom et al. 2025 ).

Finding that participants were more likely to endorse talking to
someone with a different belief when reasoning about someone
else than about themselves, we tested two interventions designed
to increase children’s and adults’ interest in seeking disagreement
for learning by increasing the salience of epistemic benefits.
In Study 3, we explicitly taught participants (6–11 years and
adults) about the benefits of disagreement for learning before
asking them to decide whether to talk to someone who agreed or
disagreed with them. In Study 4, we encouraged reflection on the
benefits of disagreement in a less explicit intervention. We asked
children (10–11 years) and adults to consider what someone else
should do before making their own decisions—asking them to
complete the third-person trials before the first-person trials. We
hypothesized that third-person reflection might prime epistemic
thinking before the first-person decision (Grossmann et al. 2021 ).
In Studies 1 and 3, we also asked participants to explain some of
their choices to better understand how recognizing the benefits
of disagreement for learning develops between ages 6 and 11. 
Developmental Science, 2026
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 Study 1 

.1 Method 

.1.1 Participants 

he final sample consisted of 99 children aged 6–11 years ( Mage
 9.08 years, SD = 1.74 years; 50 females, 49 males), and 100
dults ( Mage = 38.57 years, SD = 11.95 years, range 18 – 70 years;
9 females, 49 males, 2 gender non-conforming). Five additional
hildren were excluded due to task interference ( n = 3) or
echnical issues ( n = 2), and two additional adults were excluded
or failing attention checks. 

hildren were ethnically diverse, with 94% of caregivers pro-
iding information: 38% White, 29% Asian, 9% Black, 1% Latin
merican, 23% identified as mixed, and 1% as other. Regarding
aregiver education (97% reported), 14% of children had caregivers
ho did not attend university, 24% had one caregiver who did, and
3% had two caregivers with university education. Annual pre-tax
ousehold income was reported for 66% of participants; among
hose who responded, 8% reported earning less than $50,000
AD, 15% between $50,000 and $100,000 CAD, 17% between
100,000 and $140,000 CAD, and 60% over $140,000 CAD. For
omparison, the median after-tax income for Canadian families
n 2023 was $74,200 CAD (Statistics Canada 2025 ). 

he adult sample was also ethnically diverse, with 98% of
articipants providing information: 56% were White, 16% Asian,
5% Black, 7% identified as mixed, and 6% as other. 

ll children were recruited from the Greater Toronto Area (urban
nd suburban) and participated via Zoom with an experimenter.
dults from the US and Canada were recruited via Prolific and
articipated independently. 

ll studies were approved by the University of Toronto’s Research
thics Board (#37434) and conform to recognized ethical stan-
ards. Adult participants and children’s parents provided written
nformed consent, while children provided verbal assent. 

.1.2 Stimuli and Procedure 

ll participants completed the same first-person perspective
rials. Participants were told that they would be asked about
heir thoughts on different topics. To make the statements in
he vignettes more believable, participants were also told that
hildren had previously answered the same questions. 

n each trial, participants indicated which of two statements
hey believed, before watching a vignette of two children: one
ho agreed and one who disagreed with their belief. Participants
ere then asked who they would talk to if they wanted to learn
ore—the agreeing child or the disagreeing child (Figure 1A ).
elief domain was manipulated across 16 trials (four per domain):
) factual knowledge (e.g., germs are very small vs. very big), 2)
oral questions (e.g., it is not okay vs. it is okay to hit people),
) personal preferences (e.g., oranges vs. apples are the tastiest
ruit), and 4) ambiguous situations (e.g., the purple rock vs. the
range rock is heaviest). We used the same beliefs as Ransom
evelopmental Science, 2026
et al. ( 2025 ), see Table S2 . After the last trial for each domain,
participants were asked to explain their choice (explanations are
analyzed in Study 3). 

Trial order was randomized, with half of the trials featuring
male and half female children. The child on the left was always
introduced first. The side of the typical belief (factual and moral)
and whether it matched the child’s belief were counterbalanced
across trials. 

Participants also completed two interpretative theory of mind
tasks: the integrating perspectives paradigm (Amemiya et al.
2021 ) and the ambiguous referential communication paradigm
(Carpendale and Chandler 1996 ). These measures are analyzed
in a separate paper. 

2.1.3 Data Analysis 

All analyses were performed using R (R Core Team 2024 ), with
generalized linear mixed effects models (GLMMs) fit using lme4
(Bates et al. 2015 ). p -values < 0.05 were considered statistically
significant. We maintained ‘maximal’ random effects structures
where possible, following Barr et al. ( 2013 ). Post hoc pairwise
comparisons were made using emmeans (Lenth et al. 2019 ). We
assessed the effect of the predictors of interest via likelihood ratio
tests comparing the full model with a null model lacking the pre-
dictor variables. Odds ratios (ORs) and 95% confidence intervals
(CIs) are reported throughout for comparisons of interest. 

2.2 Results 

Trials in which participants held atypical beliefs were excluded.
This affected a small proportion of trials: for children we excluded
11 factual trials (2.8%) and 19 moral trials (4.8%), and for adults we
excluded 10 factual trials (2.5%) and 25 moral trials (6.3%). 

We fit two binomial GLMMs for participants’ choice of whom to
talk to (disagreeing child 1, agreeing child 0), with fixed effects of
age group, domain (factual, moral, preference, ambiguous), and
their interaction, with a random intercept of participant ID to
account for repeated observations. The first model only included
children, with age groups: 6–7 years, 8–9 years, and 10–11 years.
A model using continuous age in place of age groups is included
in the supplementary materials . The second model included both
children and adults, with age groups: younger children (6–9 years,
combining the two younger groups from the first model, as there
were no differences between them), older children (10–11 years),
and adults. 

2.2.1 Children 

The model was significantly better than the null equivalent,
χ2 (11) = 66.35, p < 0.001, though showed no interaction between
age group and domain, χ2 (6) = 4.86, p = 0.561. A simplified
model without the interaction did not show a difference in model
fit, χ2 (6) = 4.92, p = 0.555, and revealed significant effects of
age, χ2 (2) = 24.15, p < 0.001, and domain, χ2 (3) = 34.84, p
< 0.001 (Figure 2 ). Post hoc analyses showed that the oldest
3 of 13
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FIGURE 1 Illustrative examples of a preference domain trial in A) a first-person trial and B) a third-person trial. 

FIGURE 2 Predicted probability of choosing the disagreeing child in each domain in the first-person perspective, split by age group. Error bars 
represent 95% confidence intervals. 
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hildren (10–11 years) were significantly more likely to choose
he disagreeing child than 6–7 years (OR = 24.38, CI = [5.13,
15.79], p < 0.001) and 8–9 years (OR = 7.27, CI [1.61, 32.89],
 = 0.006), with no significant difference between the younger
ge groups ( p = 0.183). Children were significantly less likely to
hoose the disagreeing child in the factual domain compared to
ll other domains (ORs = 0.24–0.52, p ≤ 0.040), and in the moral
ompared to the ambiguous domain (OR = 0.46, CI [0.26, 0.84], p
 0.005). 

.2.2 Adults and Children 

he model fit significantly better than the null, χ2 (11) = 131.98, p
 0.001, with no interaction between age group and domain, χ2 (6)
 10.80, p = 0.095. The simplified model without the interaction
id not differ significantly, χ2 (6) = 10.94, p = 0.090, and revealed
ignificant main effects of age group, χ2 (2) = 29.22, p < 0.001
nd domain, χ2 (3) = 84.32, p < 0.001. Post hoc comparisons
howed that younger children were less likely to choose the
isagreeing child than older children (OR = 0.08, CI [0.02, 0.27],
 < 0.001) and adults (OR = 0.16, CI [0.06, 0.41], p < 0.001), with
o significant difference between older children and adults ( p =
.326). Participants were also less likely to choose the disagreeing
hild in the factual domain compared to all other domains (ORs
 0.25–0.46, p < 0.001), and less often in the preference compared
o the ambiguous domain (OR = 0.55, CI [0.38, 0.80], p < 0.001). 

.3 Discussion 

hen choosing whether to learn from someone who agreed
r disagreed with them, both children and adults preferred
greement. Younger children (6–9 years) in particular rarely
ought out disagreement. While the strength of this preference
aried across domains, the preference for agreement was found
n all of them. 

s outlined in the introduction, previous work has shown that
oth children and adults endorse learning from disagreement
hen reasoning about what someone else should do (Ransom
t al. 2025 ), at least when the topic relates to a personal preference
r ambiguous situations. In Study 2, we directly compared
irst-person and third-person responses across age groups and
omains to examine this self-other gap more closely. 

 Study 2 

.1 Method 

.1.1 Participants 

.1.1.1 Third-Person Perspective. The final sample of
hildren consisted of 83 children aged 7–11 years ( Mage = 9.16
ears, SD = 1.60 years; 41 females, 42 males). Data for 50 younger
hildren aged 7–8 years, and 100 adults were obtained from an
SF repository (Ransom et al. 2024 , Ransom et al. 2025 ). To
nsure that age groups were comparable across studies, we tested
n additional 33 older children aged 10–11 years ( Mage = 10.99
ears, SD = 0.61 years; 16 females, 17 males). 
evelopmental Science, 2026
The additionally recruited older children were ethnically diverse
(100% reported): 27% White, 30% Asian, 9% Black, 30% identified
as mixed, and 3% as other. Regarding caregiver education (100%
reported), 21% of children had one caregiver who attended uni-
versity, and 79% had two caregivers who did. Annual household
income was reported for 76% of participants. Among those who
responded, 12% reported earning between $50,000 and $100,000
CAD, 40% between $100,000 and $140,000 CAD, and 48% over
$140,000 CAD. 

3.1.1.2 First-Person Perspective. First-person perspective
data were drawn from Study 1, comprising 33 younger children
aged 7–8 years and 34 older children aged 10–11 years. ( Mage =
9.57 years, SD = 1.63 years; 34 females, 33 males), and 100 adults. 

3.1.2 Stimuli and Procedure 

The procedure for the third-person perspective trials followed
Ransom et al. 2025 ; Study 1). In each trial, participants watched
a vignette featuring a protagonist who held a belief about a topic,
and two other children: one who agreed and one who disagreed
with the protagonist. Participants were told that the protagonist
wanted to learn more about the topic and were asked whom the
protagonist should talk to—the agreeing child or the disagreeing
child (Figure 1B ). The same beliefs and domains were used as in
Study 1 (see Table S2 ). 

Trial order was randomized, with half of the trials featuring
male and half female children. The child on the left was always
introduced first. The side of the typical belief (factual and moral)
and whether it matched the child’s belief were counterbalanced
across trials. 

3.2 Results 

To compare how children’s and adults’ choice of the disagreeing
child differed in the first-person compared to the third-person
perspective across belief domains, we fit a binomial GLMM with
fixed effects of age group (younger children: 7–8 years, older chil-
dren: 10–11 years, adults), belief domain (factual, moral, prefer-
ence, ambiguous), perspective (first-person, third-person), and all
possible interactions, with a random intercept of participant ID. 

The model fit significantly better than the null, χ2 (23) = 871.48, p
< 0.001, but did not show a three-way interaction, χ2 (6) = 5.76, p
= 0.450. Comparison with a simplified model including all two-
w ay inter actions showed no significant difference in model fit,
χ2 (6) = 5.84, p = 0.441. The simplified model revealed significant
two-way interactions between domain and perspective, χ2 (3) =
193.05, p < 0.001, and domain and age group, χ2 (6) = 26.02, p <
0.001 (Figure 3 ). Post hoc comparisons showed that participants
were significantly less likely to choose the disagreeing child in
the first-person than third-person context in all domains (ORs =
0.06–0.46, p ≤ 0.009) except the moral domain (OR = 0.66, CI
[0.37, 1.17], p = 0.154). Adults and older children—but not younger
children—were less likely to choose the disagreeing child in the
factual than the moral domain (ORs = 0.35–0.52, p ≤ 0.026),
and adults and younger children were less likely to choose the
disagreeing child in the preference compared to the ambiguous
domain (ORs = 0.52–0.60, p ≤ 0.018). 
5 of 13
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FIGURE 3 Predicted probability of choosing the disagreeing child in each domain in the first-person perspective (Study 1) and third-person 
perspective (Study 2), split by age group. Error bars represent 95% confidence intervals. 
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.3 Discussion 

ompared to reasoning about what someone else should do,
articipants were less likely to endorse learning from disagree-
ent when reasoning about themselves, except in the moral
omain. This difference was most pronounced in the preference
nd ambiguous domains. 

he contrast between reasoning about oneself and about others
uggests that reasoning about someone else may have served
s a form of self-distancing, allowing participants to appreciate
he epistemic benefits of disagreement without also weighing
hese against potential social costs, such as confrontation or
xclusion that may be more salient when reasoning about
hemselves. This raises the question of whether making the
pistemic benefits of disagreement more salient could increase
heir interest in engaging with it. If participants have some
ppreciation of these benefits but are failing to weigh them
gainst social costs, then explicitly highlighting those benefits
efore participants make their choice might increase interest
n seeking disagreement. In Study 3, we tested this directly
ith an intervention that explained the value of learning
rom conflicting views before participants chose whom to talk
o. 

 Study 3 

.1 Method 

.1.1 Participants 

he final sample consisted of 96 children aged 6–11 years ( Mage
 8.97 years, SD = 1.72 years; 54 females, 42 males), and 100
dults ( Mage = 36.45 years, SD = 12.6 years, range 18 – 70 years;
0 females, 50 males). Three additional children were excluded
of 13

 C
rea
due to task interference ( n = 1), technical issues ( n = 1), or
participation in Study 1 ( n = 1). Two additional adults were
excluded for failing attention checks. All children were recruited
from the Greater Toronto Area and participated via Zoom with an
experimenter. Adults from the US and Canada were recruited via
Prolific and participated independently. 

Children were ethnically diverse, with 94% of caregivers pro-
viding information: 36% White, 28% Asian, 4% Black, 2% Latin
American, 1% Middle Eastern, 28% identified as mixed, and 1%
as other. Regarding caregiver education (97% reported), 15% of
children had caregivers who did not attend university, 28% had
one caregiver who did, and 57% had two caregivers with university
education. Annual household income was reported for 73% of
participants. Among those who responded, 3% reported earning
less than $50,000 CAD, 17% between $50,000 and $100,000 CAD,
24% between $100,000 and $140,000 CAD, and 56% over $140,000
CAD. 

The adult sample was also ethnically diverse, with 98% of
participants providing information: 60% were White, 15% Asian,
11% Black, 7% identified as mixed, and 6% as other. 

4.1.2 Stimuli and Procedure 

Participants began by watching a video-based intervention which
explained that people sometimes think the same things and
sometimes think differently. It emphasized the potential value
of learning from conflicting views and gave an example of the
benefits of such learning (see supplementary materials for the
full script). Following the intervention, participants completed
the same first-person trials as Study 1, with two additional trials
per domain, resulting in 24 across four domains (6 per domain).
After the final trial for each domain, participants explained their
choice. 
Developmental Science, 2026
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FIGURE 4 Predicted probability of choosing the disagreeing child in each domain in the first-person perspective without an intervention (Study 
1) and following an intervention (Study 3), split by age group. Error bars represent 95% confidence intervals. 
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.2 Results 

rials in which participants held atypical beliefs were excluded:
or children we excluded 9 factual trials (1.6%) and 11 moral trials
1.9%), and for adults we excluded 16 factual trials (2.7%), and 46
oral trials (7.7%). 

e fit the same two GLMMs as in Study 1, one including only
hildren and one including both children and adults. The results
eplicated the earlier pattern: younger children (6–9 years) were
ess likely to choose the disagreeing partner than older children
10–11 years) and adults, and disagreement was chosen more often
n the preference and ambiguous domains than in the factual and
oral domains. Full results are in supplementary materials . 

.2.1 No Intervention vs. Intervention 

o assess the impact of the intervention we compared choices
f the disagreeing child in Study 1 (No intervention) and Study
 (Intervention). We fit a binomial GLMM for with fixed effects
f age group (6–9 years, 10–11 years, adults), domain, and study
Study 1: No intervention, Study 3: Intervention), and all possible
nteractions, with a random intercept of participant ID. The
odel was significantly better than the null, χ2 (23) = 574.77, p <
.001, revealing a significant three-way interaction between age
roup, domain, and study, χ2 (6) = 16.01, p = 0.014 (Figure 4 ). All
ge groups were more likely to choose the disagreeing child, in
ll domains, when they had received the intervention. Averaged
cross domains, adults’ choices increased from 0.35 to 0.62 (0.28
ncrease), older children’s from 0.44 to 0.59 (0.15 increase), and
ounger children’s from 0.17 to 0.27 (0.10 increase). Post hoc
omparisons indicated that this difference was significant for all
ge groups in the factual (ORs = 3.80–5.25, p ≤ 0.007) and moral
omains (ORs = 3.16–3.39, p ≤ 0.038). In the preference domain, it
as significant for younger children (OR = 4.11; CIs [1.63, 10.41], p
 0.003) and adults (OR = 7.47; CI [5.26, 10.61], p < 0.001), but not
evelopmental Science, 2026
older children ( p = 0.233). In the ambiguous domain, only adults
showed a significant effect (OR = 5.39, CI [3.81, 7.62], p < 0.001). 

4.2.2 Explanations in Studies 1 and 3 

We examined the explanations participants gave for their choices
in the last trial in each domain in Studies 1 (No intervention)
and 3 (Intervention). These explanations were coded based on
three main themes: 1) correct explanations, related to what the
participant thought to be true about the world (e.g., “It is a
fact that dinosaurs are not alive now, so the other girl must be
misinformed”), 2) alternate perspective explanations, referring to
the value of considering a different perspective to one’s own (e.g.,
“I think I should talk to her because she might have new informa-
tion I don’t have and can provide me with another perspective”),
and 3) similarity explanations, focused on perceived similarities
between the participants and their choice (e.g., “Because we have
the same beliefs”). In total, 17.5% of explanations were excluded
from analyses: 5.5% were coded as fitting multiple categories (5.7%
of factual, 7% of moral, 4.1% of preference, and 5.1% of ambiguous
explanations), and a further 12% were excluded because they
did not fit any category (8.1% of factual, 8.6% of moral, 14.6%
of preference, and 16.8% of ambiguous explanations). To assess
interrater reliability, three researchers each coded the same 25%
of adults’ explanations. Agreement—assessed using Fleiss kappa
(Koo and Li 2016 )—demonstrated very good agreement (kappa =
0.82). For this subset the codes from one coder were retained for
analyses, while the remaining explanations were divided between
the coders. 

To test whether explanation type varied by study or age group,
we fit a repeated-measures multinomial model using the mclogit
package (Elff 2022 ). Explanation type was the dependent variable,
with study (No intervention, Intervention) and age group (6–7
years, 8–9 years, 10–11 years, adults), and their interaction as pre-
dictors, with a random intercept of participant ID to account for
7 of 13
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FIGURE 5 Proportion of each explanation type provided by each age group in Study 1 (No intervention) and Study 3 (Intervention). Values 
represent the number of explanations. 
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epeated observations. Model fit was evaluated using BIC values,
ith lower values indicating better fit (Neath and Cavanaugh
012 ). Figure 5 shows the distribution of explanation types across
tudies and age groups. An additional model including domain as
 predictor is provided in the supplementary materials . 

he model provided a better fit (BIC = 2218.29) than the null
BIC = 2263.20) and indicated a significant two-way interaction
etween study and age group. Post hoc comparisons showed an
ge-related shift from correct to alternate perspective explana-
ions that was stronger in Study 3. Compared to Study 1, adults
nd 6–7 years were more likely to provide alternate perspectives
xplanations in Study 3 ( p ≤ 0.046), while 10–11 years and adults
ere less likely to provide correct explanations ( p ≤ 0.009). Only
dults were less likely to mention similarity ( p < 0.001). 

n Study 1, children aged 6–7 years were more likely to provide
orrect explanations ( p ≤ 0.038) and less likely to provide
lternate perspective explanations ( p ≤ 0.004) than all other
roups. Children aged 8–9 years were less likely to give alternate
erspective explanations than 10–11 years ( p = 0.002) but not
dults ( p = 0.253), with no difference from either group in correct
xplanations ( p ≤ 0.004). There were no significant differences
etween 10–11 years and adults ( p ≥ 0.078). In Study 3, children
ged 6–7 and 8–9 years were more likely to give correct and
ess likely to give alternate perspective explanations than 10–11
ears and adults ( p < 0.001). No differences between 6–7 and 8–9
ears ( p ≥ 0.732), or 10–11 years and adults ( p ≥ 0.290). Similarity
xplanations showed minimal age-related differences. See Table
3 for full comparisons. 

.3 Discussion 

xplicitly teaching participants about the epistemic benefits of
isagreement increased their interest in seeking it out. Older
hildren (10–11 years) and adults not only chose disagreement
ore often, they preferred it. Although younger children
6–9 years) engaged with disagreement 60% more than in
of 13
Study 1, they continued to prefer agreement. These changes in
participants’ choice of whom to talk to were also reflected in their
explanations, with those who received the intervention referring
to the benefits of alternative perspectives more frequently than
those who did not. There was also an age-related shift away from
correctness-based explanations toward highlighting alternative
perspectives in both studies. 

Together these results suggest that even a brief explicit interven-
tion can increase interest in learning from disagreement by mak-
ing its epistemic value salient. Younger children’s continued pref-
erence for agreement raises the possibility that the effectiveness
of such interventions may be limited by children’s pre-existing
understanding of the epistemic benefits of disagreement. In Study
1, younger children (6 − 9 years) rarely justified their decisions by
appealing to those benefits. Children may need to first grasp why
disagreement is valuable before reminding them of those benefits
increases their motivation to seek out disagreement. 

To examine whether a less explicit intervention would produce
similar increases in seeking disagreement, Study 4 prompted
older children and adults to reflect on the epistemic benefits
without explicitly highlighting them. Participants first considered
what someone else should do before reasoning about themselves.
Based on past work with adults (Grossmann et al. 2021 ), we
expected this self-distancing to make the epistemic benefits of
disagreement more salient before participants chose for them-
selves. We therefore focused on older children (10–11 years), who,
unlike younger children, can already articulate why disagreement
is epistemically valuable. 

5 Study 4 

5.1 Method 

5.1.1 Participants 

The final sample consisted of 72 adults ( Mage = 35.36 years, SD
= 10.4 years; 37 females, 35 males) and 31 10- and 11-year-old
Developmental Science, 2026
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hildren ( Mage = 11.14 years, SD = 0.58 years; 16 females, 15
ales). One additional child was tested but excluded due to
echnical issues. Sample sizes were determined by power analyses
onducted in G*Power (Faul et al. 2007 ) aiming for a power of
.80, based on the observed effect size in Study 1. All children
ere recruited from the Greater Toronto Area and participated
ia Zoom with an experimenter. Adults from the US and Canada
ere recruited via Prolific and participated independently. 

hildren were ethnically diverse, with 90% of caregivers provid-
ng information: 36% White, 39% Asian, 4% Black, 4% Middle
astern, 14% identified as mixed, and 4% as other. Regarding care-
iver education (100% reported), 3% of children had caregivers
ho did not attend university, 23% had one caregiver who did,
nd 74% had two caregivers with university education. Annual
ousehold income was reported for 90% of participants. Among
hose who responded, 11% reported earning less than $50,000
AD, 18% between $50,000 and $100,000 CAD, 21% between
100,000 and $140,000 CAD, and 50% over $140,000 CAD. 

he adult sample was also ethnically diverse, with 96% of
articipants providing information: 59% were White, 13% Asian,
9% Black, 7% identified as mixed, and 1% as other. 

.1.2 Stimuli and Procedure 

alf of the adults completed the first-person perspective trials
efore the third-person perspective trials, while the remaining
dults and all children completed the third-person trials then the
irst-person trials. The trials used within each perspective were
he same as Study 1 (first-person) and Study 2 (third-person),
xcept participants were not asked to explain any of their choices.

.2 Results 

rials where participants’ own beliefs were atypical (adults: 2
0.3%) factual, 11 (3%) moral; children: 1 (0.4%) factual, 2 (0.8%)
oral) were excluded. 

.2.1 Adults 

e fit a binomial GLMM to investigate whether adults’ choice
disagreeing child 1, agreeing child 0) varied depending on the
rder in which they experienced the first-person and third-person
rials. The model included fixed effects of domain, perspective
nd perspective order, and their interactions, with by-participant
andom slopes for domain and perspective. The model was
ignificantly better than null, χ2 (15) = 129.49, p < 0.001, and
evealed a significant three-way interaction between domain,
erspective, and order of perspectives, χ2 (3) = 9.17, p = 0.027
Figure 6 ). Post hoc comparisons showed that when participants
ompleted the first-person trials before the third-person trials,
hey were significantly less likely to choose the disagreeing child
n the first-person trials in both the preference (OR = 0.09, CI
0.03, 0.21], p < 0.001) and ambiguous (OR = 0.18, CI [0.08, 0.42],
 < 0.001) domains. However, when participants completed the
hird-person trials before the first-person trials, there were no
ignificant differences between perspectives in their likelihood to
hoose the disagreeing child (ORs = 0.37–1.52, p ≥ 0.063). 
evelopmental Science, 2026
5.2.2 Children 

We fit a similar GLMM for children aged 10–11years, without
order of perspectives predictor, and with a random intercept
of participant ID. The model was a significantly better fit than
the null, χ2 (7) = 171.61, p < 0.001), and revealed a significant
two-way interaction between domain and perspective, χ2 (3) =
8.21, p = 0.042, see Figure 7 . Post hoc comparisons showed
no significant differences between first-person and third-person
trials in any domain ( p ≥ 0.065). Children were more likely to
choose the disagreeing child in the preference and ambiguous
domains than in the factual and moral domains (ORs = 0.04–
0.20, p < 0.001). In the factual and moral domains, participants
chose the disagreeing child in the first-person than in the third-
person trials, whereas the opposite pattern was observed in the
preference and ambiguous domains, these differences were not
significant, though likely underlie the significant interaction. 

5.3 Discussion 

Asking participants to consider what someone else should do
before reasoning about themselves increased their interest in
seeking disagreement, similar to Study 3. Both older children (10–
11 years) and adults who completed the third-person task first
were just as likely to engage with disagreement themselves as
they were to endorse that someone else should. Eliminating the
difference between first- and third-person perspectives observed
in Study 2. By contrast, adults who reasoned about themselves
first replicated the pattern of results in Studies 1 (first-person) and
2 (third-person), being more likely to endorse that others should
learn from disagreement than to seek it for themselves. 

6 General Discussion 

To harness the epistemic benefits of disagreement, people must be
willing to engage with those who disagree with them. Across four
preregistered studies, we established that children (particularly
younger children aged 6 to 9) and adults preferred to engage
with someone who agreed with them, rather than someone
who disagreed, in a learning context. This occurred despite the
relatively trivial nature of the topics we selected, and is consistent
with adult work using more consequential and personally mean-
ingful topics (Taber and Lodge 2006 ), as well as confirmation
bias work that finds preferences for seeking confirming over
conflicting information (Nickerson 1998 ; Özkan and Ronfard
2026 ; Stanovich et al. 2013 ) and information avoidance (Chalik
et al. 2022 ; Santhanagopalan et al. 2025 ). Crucially, using the same
paradigm, we found that children and adults were less interested
in engaging with disagreement when reasoning about themselves
than when reasoning about what someone else should do. 

Why were participants less interested in seeking out disagreement
for themselves than for others? One might argue that children
did not recognize the value of disagreement. Indeed, research in
third-person contexts suggests that children aged 7 to 8 are just
beginning to express such understanding in their explanations
(Ransom et al. 2025 ). However, this cannot explain why adults
also preferred agreement, nor why both children and adults
endorsed seeking disagreement more often when reasoning about
others. This pattern suggests that the social costs of disagreement
9 of 13
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FIGURE 6 Predicted probability of adults choosing the disagreeing child across belief domains and perspectives, split by within-subjects trial 
order. Error bars represent 95% confidence intervals. 

FIGURE 7 Predicted probability of children (10–11 years) choosing 
the disagreeing child across belief domains and perspectives (within- 
subjects). Error bars represent 95% confidence intervals. 
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ay be more salient when reasoning about oneself than about
thers. We return to this possibility below. 

ne alternative interpretation is that the preference for agree-
ent might reflect a simple preference for similarity rather
han the proposed epistemic and social factors. Similarity likely
nfluenced participants’ choices to some degree, given that both
hildren and adults tend to prefer interacting with like-minded
thers (Chalik et al. 2022 ; Hart et al. 2009 ). However, similarity
lone cannot account for the pattern we observed. Similarity
as one of the categories that emerged from participants’ expla-
ations, but these references were relatively rare, and young
hildren were more likely to refer to correctness than to similarity.
ogether, these findings suggest that the preference for agreement
0 of 13
and the self-other difference reflect decreased salience of the
epistemic benefits of disagreement and increased salience of the
interpersonal costs of engaging with it themselves. 

Asking about who someone else should choose in the third-
person trials may have functioned as a form of self-distancing,
allowing participants to consider the epistemic benefits of a con-
flicting view without requiring them to weigh these against social
costs. By contrast, asking participants who they would choose
in the first-person trials may have highlighted the potential
interpersonal costs of disagreement—such as confrontation or
social exclusion—more than epistemic benefits. Self-distancing
exercises have been shown to foster and increase intellectual
humility over time in adults (Grossmann et al. 2021 ; Kross and
Grossmann 2012 ; Porter 2025 ). Intellectual humility requires both
recognizing the limitations of one’s own knowledge and valuing
others’ perspectives (Musholt et al. 2026 ; Blakey and Ronfard
under review ). If social costs overshadow epistemic benefits when
deciding for oneself whether to engage with others who disagree,
then interventions that make epistemic benefits more salient—
either through explicit teaching or through self-distancing—
might shift this balance. Accordingly, we assessed whether
we could increase interest in engaging with disagreement by
explicitly teaching about the learning benefits of disagreement
(Study 3) and prompting self-distancing through third-person
reasoning (Study 4). 

Explicitly teaching or reminding participants about the benefits of
talking to someone with a different belief increased their interest
in doing so across all age groups. This effect was strongest in
adults, who were more interested in seeking disagreement across
domains after the intervention, with more selective increases
for younger and older children. Following the intervention,
adults and older children preferred disagreement. An alternative
interpretation is that these changes reflect a desire to follow
the “instructions” given in the intervention rather than genuine
recognition of the epistemic benefits of disagreement. However,
the results are not fully consistent with this account. If a desire
Developmental Science, 2026
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o follow instructions were driving the effect, we might expect
ore consistent increases across ages and domains. Instead,
ounger children showed smaller increases and effects varied
ystematically by domain. Importantly, the intervention also
hanged the reasons participants gave for their choices, with
articipants referring to the benefits of different views more often
n Study 3 than Study 1. Notably, despite being explicitly told
bout the epistemic value of conflicting perspectives, younger
hildren continued to focus on correctness when reasoning about
heir choices. This provides additional evidence that appreciat-
ng others’ perspectives—and the epistemic understanding this
equires—continues to develop in later childhood (Amemiya
t al. 2021 ). It also suggests that reminders about the epistemic
enefits of disagreement may be most effective for children who
lready possess this understanding. 

n Study 4 we examined whether a less explicit intervention,
rompting self-distancing through third-person reasoning, would
roduce a similar effect in adults and older children. Encour-
ging reflection on the epistemic benefits of disagreement by
aving participants reason about someone else before themselves,
ithout explicitly describing those benefits, eliminated the self-
ther gap for both older children and adults. Those who reasoned
bout others first were just as likely to engage with disagreement
hemselves as they endorsed others should be. This helps to dispel
he suggestion that participants in Study 3 were simply following
nstructions rather than genuinely recognizing the epistemic
enefits of disagreement, as a similar pattern emerged even when
hose benefits were not explicitly highlighted. As noted above,
easoning about someone else first may have activated a self-
istancing process, fostering a reflective mindset that persisted
hen participants subsequently considered their own choices. By
mplication, self-distancing may be an effective intervention for
mproving children and adults’ intellectual humility and interest
n learning from others (see Grossmann et al. 2021 , for work with
dults). 

cross studies, participants were more interested in seeking
isagreement when the topic concerned personal preferences and
mbiguous situations than when it concerned factual knowledge
r moral questions. This pattern is consistent with previous
indings in third-person contexts (Ransom et al. 2025 ) and
rior work showing that people view disagreement as more
cceptable when questions lack clear answers (Wainryb et al.
004 ) or decisive evidence is absent (Yang et al. 2023 ). This
aises an important question about when it is appropriate or
ational to seek out disagreement for learning. Children and
dults in our studies treated factual and moral domains as less
ppropriate contexts for seeking disagreement. However, even
n the factual domain, engaging with disagreement can have
pistemic value, not necessarily because the conflicting view is
orrect, but because it can highlight the limits of one’s own
nowledge, reveal where the different view has come from, or
dentify the kinds of evidence needed to address a question. At the
ame time, not all disagreement warrants engagement or belief
evision; the credibility and expertise of the disagreeing party
atters, as does the context in which the disagreement occurs
Morris et al. 2026 ). 

ngaging with disagreement can be cognitively beneficial (Kuhn
019 ; Langenhoff et al. 2025 ). Children and adults show some
evelopmental Science, 2026
awareness of these benefits but appear to be held back by the
potential social costs of disagreement. Their interest in learning
from disagreement was lower when reasoning about their own
beliefs than about what someone else should do. Two brief
interventions—explicitly teaching the benefits of disagreement
and prompting self-distancing—increased interest in engaging
with disagreement in older children and adults. Understanding
how interest in disagreement develops, and how it can be
fostered, may help reduce barriers to social learning and foster
greater openness to engaging with those who think differently. 
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OSF ( https://doi.org/10.17605/OSF.IO/FTZ4H ). 
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