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challenged these revisions and offer a possible resolution to the inconsis-
tencies between the theories. Finally, I present a recently proposed action-
based model of cognitive dissonance, which considers the possible adaptive
functions of the arousal and reduction of cognitive dissonance and which
suggests that dissonance theory is concerned with self-regulation and exec-
utive function.

THE ORIGINAL VERSION OF COGNITIVE
DISSONANCE THEORY

The original statement of cognitive dissonance theory (Festinger,
1957) held that cognitive discrepancy creates psychological discomfort that
motivates individuals to attempt to reduce or eliminate the discrepancy be-
tween cognitions. According to the theory, cognition is defined rather
broadly as an element of knowledge and, hence, attitudes, beliefs, and feel-
ings about oneself, others, or the environment are cognitions. Cognitions
can be relevant or irrelevant to each other, and if they are relevant, they can
be consonant or dissonant with one another. Cognitions are dissonant (i.e.,
discrepant) if one cognition does not logically or psychologically follow
from the other cognition, and they are consonant if one cognition follows
from the other. To determine the magnitude of dissonance, a cognition must
first be designated as a generative cognition (Beauvois & Joule, 1996). The
generative cognition is the cognition that serves as the standard with which
other relevant cognitions are judged to be consistent (consonant) or incon-
sistent (dissonant). The magnitude of dissonance is a function of the num-
ber of cognitions dissonant and consonant with the generative cognition,
with each cognition weighted for its importance. Cognitive discrepancies
can be reduced by adding consonant cognitions, subtracting dissonant cog-
nitions, reducing the importance of dissonant cognitions, increasing the im-
portance of consonant cognitions, or by using some combination of these
routes. Resistance to change of the cognitions will influence which route of
discrepancy reduction is used, with cognitions that are less resistant to
change being altered more readily than cognitions that are more resistant to
change. Resistance to change is based on the responsiveness of the cogni-
tion to reality and on the extent to which the cognition is consonant with
many other cognitions. Resistance to change of a behavioral cognitive ele-
ment depends on the extent of pain or loss that must be endured and the
satisfaction obtained from the behavior.

In his writing on dissonance theory, Festinger (1957) referred to disso-
nance in two ways: (1) as the way in which cognitions are related and (2)
and as the emotional-motivational state evoked by the existence of cogni-
tions that are in a dissonant relationship. To clarify the presentation of these
concepts, cognitive discrepancy will be used to refer to the dissonant relation
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between cognitions, and dissonance will be used to refer to the emotional-
motivational state evoked by cognitive discrepancy.

EXPERIMENTAL PARADIGMS

To facilitate the presentation of research, I briefly review the two ex-
perimental paradigms that have been most commonly used to test predic-

‘tions derived from dissonance theory. In each of these paradigms, the avail-

ability of the cognitions that serve to make the entire set of relevant
cognitions more or less discrepant is manipulated. In the induced-compliance
paradigm, participants are induced to act contrary to an attitude, and if they
are provided few consonant cognitions (few reasons or little justification)
for doing so, they are hypothesized to experience dissonance and be moti-
vated to reduce it. Changing one’s attitudes to be consistent with the be-
havior has served as the most often used measure of discrepancy reduction.
In one of the first induced-compliance experiments, Festinger and Carl-
smith (1959) paid participants either $1.00 (low justification) or $20 (high
justification) to tell a “fellow participant” (confederate) that dull and bor-
ing tasks were interesting and exciting. After participants told this to the
confederate, they were asked how interesting and enjoyable the tasks were.
As predicted, participants given little justification for performing the coun-
terattitudinal behavior rated the tasks as more interesting than did partici-
pants given much justification. In later research (Brehm & Cohen, 1962),
dissonance was manipulated using perceived choice, assuming that having
low choice to behave counterattitudinally is consonant with that behavior,
whereas having high choice is not. These experiments revealed that partic-
ipants who are given high choice, as opposed to low choice, to write coun-
terattitudinal essays changed their attitudes to be more consistent with their
behavior.

In the free-choice paradigm, participants are asked to choose between
two alternatives. After they choose, participants report their attitudes toward
the alternatives. The greater the number and importance of the positive as-
pects of the rejected alternative and the negative aspects of the chosen al-
ternative (i.e., dissonant cognitions) relative to the number and importance
of the negative aspects of the rejected alternative and the positive aspects of
the chosen altemnative (i.e., consonant cognitions), the greater should be
the dissonance. To reduce the dissonance, individuals enhance the value of
the chosen alternative and reduce the value of the rejected alternative.
Brehm (1956) found that women given a choice between two highly desir-
-able consumer products enhanced their ratings of the chosen product and
lowered their ratings of the rejected product, whereas women given a choice
between a highly desirable and a less desirable product did not.
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AN OVERVIEW OF SELF-BASED REVISIONS TO THE
ORIGINAL THEORY

Several revisions to the original theory of dissonance have been pro-
posed. Some of the most influential revisions have emphasized aspects of the
self as being responsible for effects produced in situations in which disso-
nance was ostensibly aroused. The following review will focus exclusively on
those self theories that have been explicitly concerned with dissonance
processes, although other self theories are concerned with similar motiva-
tional, emotional, and cognitive consequences of discrepancies between
cognitions (see Aronson, 1992, for a discussion).

Self-Consistency

Aronson (1968, 1969, 1992, 1999) has proposed that dissonance re-
sults when individuals behave in ways that are inconsistent with their ex-
pectancies or beliefs about themselves. Thus, Aronson (1968) proposed that
in the Festinger and Carlsmith (1959) experiment, dissonance was aroused
by the discrepancy between the cognition that one is honest and the cogni-
tion that one misled another person, rather than by the discrepancy between
the cognition that the task was dull and the cognition that one said that the
task was interesting. Aronson argued that instead of a general need for con-
sistency, individuals possess a specific need for self-consistency. Aronson
(1992) proposed that because most individuals have positive self-concepts
dissonance usually involves threats to self-conceptions of rationality (con:
sistent, stable, and predictable sense of self), competence, and morality.

Inan interesting new experimental paradigm created by self-consistency
theorists (Aronson, 1992; Aronson, Fried, & Stone, 1991; Dickerson
Thibodeau, Aronson, & Miller, 1992; Fried & Aronson, 1995; Stone'
Aronson, Crain, Winslow, & Fried, 1994), it has been found that dissonance'
can occur even when participants engage in proattitudinal behavior that has
positive consequences. For instance, Stone et al. (1994) had participants ei-
ther make a persuasive speech (to be presented to high school students)
about AIDS and safer sex in front of a video camera or develop a persuasive
message but not deliver the speech to-a video camera. The researchers also
manipulated the salience of participants’ past failures to use condoms (i.e
practice safe sex): Participants were either made aware of their past failure‘;
to use condoms by writing about instances where they had failed to do so, or
they were not made aware of their past failures. Stone et al. (1994) hypo'th—
esized that if participants made the proattitudinal speech and were then
made aware of their past failures to practice what they preached, they would

experience dissonance and would attempt to reduce their dissonance by
modifying their future behavior. Indeed, participants who were induced to
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feel hypocritical purchased more condoms than did participants in the other
conditions. These findings have been interpreted to indicate that an incon-
sistency between one’s behavior and one's self-concept is sufficient to create
dissonance.

Fried (1998) recently found that following hypocrisy induction, indi-
viduals would change their behaviors to match what they had advocated in
a public speech (favoring recycling) only if the reminders of past failures (to
recycle) were reported in private. When the reminders of the past failures
were reported publicly, individuals changed their attitudes away from their
public advocacy instead of changing their behavior to match their advocacy.
One interpretation of these results is that when individuals publicly re-
ported their failures to engage in recycling, the cognition about their past
failures to recycle became more resistant to change than did the cognition
that one had just said that individuals should recycle. Therefore, discrep-
ancy reduction was aimed at supporting the cognition about past failures to
recycle and, hence, individuals came to have more negative attitudes toward
recycling.

Self-Affirmation Theory

According to the self-affirmation theory revision (e.g., Spencer,
Josephs, & Steele, 1993; Steele, 1988; Steele & Liu, 1983; Steele, Spencer,
& Lynch, 1993), dissonance effects do not occur because of cognitive dis-
crepancy, but they occur because of the need to maintain an overall image of
self-integrity (i.e., moral and adaptive adequacy). Thus, when in situations
thought to evoke dissonance, individuals change their attitudes not because
of the aversiveness of cognitive discrepancy or even self-inconsistency but
because of their need to maintain a positive self-image. That is, freely be-
having counterattitudinally or making difficult decisions threatens a positive
self-image. According to self-affirmation theory, freely choosing to behave
counterattitudinally threatens a positive self-image because the individual re-
alizes he or she has chosen to engage in an action that may produce negative
consequences (“I chose to tell the other person that the boring tasks were in-
teresting”). Similarly, making a difficult decision threatens a positive self-
image because the negative consequences of the decision (i.e., positive as-
pects of the rejected decision alternative and negative aspects of the chosen
alternative) challenge the individual's competence as a decision maker.
When individuals behave in these ways, they are presumed to experience a
threat to their overall self-image and are therefore primarily motivated to af-
firm the global integrity of the self. Because of this, individuals may success-
fully reduce the self threat by affirming “an equally important, yet different,
aspect of the self-concept, without resolving the provoking threat [i.e., the
cognitive discrepancyl” (Steele, 1988, p. 268).
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Research on self-affirmation theory suggested that providing individuals
with an opportunity to affirm their global self-integrity reduces the attitude
change that typically occurs in the induced compliance paradigm (see Steele,
1988). Steele argued that these effects result because acting counterattitudi-
nally threatens self-integrity, and the attitude change that is typically ob-
served occurs to reduce this threat to self-integrity. Having individuals affirm
their self-worth will thus reduce the need to change attitudes. Thus, when in-
dividuals are given an opportunity to reflect on an important self-relevant
value (e.g., as a person who values aesthetics) unrelated to their recent coun-
terattitudinal behavior (e.g., writing that funding for treatment of chronic ill-
nesses and disabilities should have low priority), they do not show the typical
attitude change effect (Steele & Liu, 1983). -

Tesser and Cornell (1991) have extended this research by finding that
increasing the accessibility of positive self-evaluations (and not only self-
affirmations) decreased the discrepancy reduction (i.e., attitude change) in
an induced compliance experiment. Working from Tesser's (1988) self-
evaluation maintenance model, Tesser and Cornell (1991) found that in-
creasing the accessibility of positive self-evaluation by having individuals
bask in the reflected glory of a close other (i.e., they described a time when
they were outperformed by a close other on a personally unimportant task)
or by having individuals engage in positive social comparison (i.e., they de-
scribed a time when they outperformed another on a personally important
task) prior to freely choosing to behave counterattitudinally reduced atti-
tude change relative to a high-choice control condition. The research of

Tesser and Cornell (1991) extends the self-affirmation research, which has
been concerned only with intrapersonal processes, by showing that enhanc-
ing self-evaluation through interpersonal feedback can decrease discrepancy
reduction. Together with the research on self-affirmation theory, Tesser and
Cornell’s research emphasizes the importance of considering self processes.

THE ROLE OF SELF-ESTEEM IN DISSONANCE PROCESSES

Self-Consistency

One prediction that emerged from the self-consistency revision was
that individuals with positive self-concepts should respond with more disso-
nance when they behave in ways that have typically been used to evoke dis-
sonance, because the discrepancy between their positive self-conception

.and their knowledge of their behavior (e.g., lying to another person) is
greater for them than it is for individuals with negative self-concepts who
may have expected themselves to behave in these ways. For example, the
negative consequences of a decision (the negative aspects of the chosen and
the positive aspects of the rejected), which suggest that the person made an
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unwise decision, are inconsistent with a positive self-concept of w1§dom.Z
Gibbons, Eggleston, and Benthin (1997) have recently provided evxdeqc}e\
supporting this prediction. In their research, they four_\d that smokers? wit
high self-esteem who relapsed showed lowered perceptions of health r|§k as-
sociated with smoking and a greater decline in commitment to quitting
smoking, whereas smokers with low self-esteem did not. Moreover, the de-
cline in risk perception was related to maintenance of self-esteem fo'r those
who relapsed. These results support predictions derived from self—con.swtency
theory by showing that individuals with high self-esteem engaged in more
discrepancy reduction than did individuals with low self-esteem.

Self-Affirmation

In direct contrast to predictions derived from self-consistency theory, the
self-affirmation model predicts that individuals with high self-esteem would
be less likely than those with low self-esteem to engage in discrepancy reduc-
tion, because those with high self-esteem have more positive self-concepts
and self resources with which to affirm and repair their perception of self-
integrity. The self-consistency model predicts just the opposite, because the
actions often elicited in dissonance experiments are more discrepant from a
positive than from a negative self-concept. To test these competing predic-
tions, Steele et al. (1993}, using a free-choice paradigm, found that remind-
ing individuals of their self-esteem levels by having thém complete self-
esteem scales prior to their decision caused individuals with low self-esteem
to be more likely than individuals with high self-esteem to justify their de-
cision. Steele et al. (1993) concluded that these effects were opposite to ef-
fects predicted by the self-consistency model, but consistent with the sFlf-
affirmation model. It is important to note that justification of the decision
(i.e., change in evaluation of the decision alternatives) did not differ be-
tween individuals with high and low self-esteem in the condition in which
they were not reminded of their level of self-esteem, suggesting that neith.er
the self-consistency nor the self-affirmation model can adequately explain
the data.

The present discussion of the role of trait self-esteem in dissonance processes entails only global self-
esteem o self-expectancies, because most of the research on this issue has focused on or.\ly global self-
esteem. However, a consideration of self-esteem and self-expectancies for specific dm!\am.s (e.g., self-
expectancy for being compassionate) may assist in clarifying the research on the self in dissonance
processes. Moreover, although past dissonance research has treated self-esteer.n._s.elf-concept. and sglf
expectancies as synonyms of each other, it may be frugal to consider the possibility that they are differ-
ent constructs.
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An Attempt to Reconcile Self-Consistency and Self-Affirmation
Predictions

Stone (1999) recently conducted an experiment to further compare
the self-affirmation model to the self-consistency model. He noted that
making individuals more aware of their self-concept prior to the decision
(and arousal of dissonance) reverses the temporal processing sequence pro-
posed by the self-consistency model in which behavior-related cognitions
are brought into consciousness first and self-related cognitions are brought
into consciousness second and are used as standards by which the behavior
is evaluated. In other words, to provide the most appropriate test of the self-
consistency model, the self-concept should be made more accessible follow-
ing the dissonant action. For the self-affirmation model, the temporal se-
quence should not matter, because individuals with high self-esteem, who
have more positive self-views with which to reaffirm their self-integrity, will
be less likely to engage in discrepancy reduction than will individuals with
low self-esteem.

To empirically address these issues, Stone conducted a free-choice ex-
periment in which individuals with high or low self-esteem were reminded
of their self-esteem level (by completing a self-esteem scale) either before or
after they made a difficult decision. Paralleling results obtained by Steele et
al. (1993), Stone found that when reminded of their self-esteem before mak-
ing a decision, individuals with low self-esteem justified their decision more
than did individuals with high self-esteem. However, in marked contrast to
predictions derived from self-affirmation theory, Stone also found that when
reminded of their self-esteem after making a decision, individuals with low
self-esteem justified their decision less than did individuals with high self-
esteem. Stone argued that these latter results were consistent with self-
consistency theory, which would predict that the self-concept is compared
to the dissonance-producing behavior (e.g., the negative consequences of
the decision) after the behavior has occurred and not before the behavior
has occurred. Stone (1999) suggested that these results cast doubt on both
self-affirmation and self-consistency theories, and he proposed that both the

self-affirmation and self-consistency models are correct, but under different

conditions.
ADDITIONAL CHALLENGES TO THE SELF-BASED REVISIONS

Self-Consistency Model

The self-consistency version of dissonance theory (Aronson, 1992)
posits that dissonance effects emerge when the need to perceive oneself as
competent, moral, or rational is threatened. In essence, this self-consistency
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view is consistent with the original theory in its reliance on cognitive in-
consistency as the motivating force behind cognitive and behavioral effects.
However, it does narrow the scope of the original theory by limiting it to
self-concept violations. Moreover, this revision assumes that dissonance ef-
fects emerge after individuals access a metacognitive structure, the self (and
whether it is rational, moral, and competent), and compare their perception
or behavior to this metacognitive structure. The self-consistency version
eliminates the possibility that simple discrepancies between perceptions
(e.g., violations of the law of gravity) can cause dissonance effects. The self-
consistency version probably would have failed to generate and to explain
the interesting research by Lawrence and Festinger (1962), who found disso-
nance effects in white rats, which presumably do not possess a self-concept.?

In addition, as Brehm (1992) noted, results obtained in the hypocrisy
paradigm are not easily explained by the self-consistency revision. He
pointed out that there was no evidence supporting the idea that the self-
concept mediated the observed effects. Moreover, he noted that it was not
conceptually clear why the hypocrisy effects emerged only if one had first
tried to persuade others: “If the self-concept of being a decent person were
an anchor for determining what cognitions are consonant or dissonant, then
being reminded of one’s shortcomings should be a sufficient condition for
dissonance and its effects” (p. 315). But as the Stone et al. (1994) experi-
ment showed, dissonance-produced behavior change did not occur in the
remind-only condition but occurred only in the remind-plus-persuade con-
dition. Brehm (1992) further suggested that the results were more ade-
quately explained by the original theory of dissonance, because the effects
emerged from the discrepancy between the knowledge of recent behavior
and the knowledge of past behavior (see Wicklund & Brehm, 1976}, not
from the discrepancy between the self-concept and the knowledge of past
behavior.

Also at odds with the self-consistency revision are recent data obtained
in experiments used to assess affective responses to dissonance-arousing sit-
uations. Elliot and Devine (1994) found, in two induced-compliance exper-
iments, that individuals reported more discomfort but not more self-directed
negative affect (example items included “am dissatisfied with myself”, “feel
guilty”, and “am annoyed with myself”) after being given high choice to
write counterattitudinal essays. Harmon-Jones (in press-a) recently extended
these findings by observing that individuals reported increased discomfort
but not decreased state self-esteem (as measured by the State Self-Esteem

The dissonance theory explanation of results obtained by Lawrence and Festinger (1962) was criti-
cized by Amsel (1962, 1972) and Mowrer (1963), who explained the results using behavior theory.
Wicklund and Brehm (1976} argued that there was much overlap between dissonance theory and be-
havior theory when applied to the research conducted by Lawrence and Festinger (1962) using white
rats. Wicklund and Brehm (1976) further noted that behavior theory would not adequately explain re-
sults obtained in dissonance theory experiments using human participants.
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Scale; Heatherton & Polivy, 1991) after freely choosing to write counteratti-
tudinal essays that did not produce aversive consequences. If self-consistency
needs were driving the attitude change that occurred in both the Elliot and
Devine (1994) and Harmon-Jones (in press-a) experiments, then decreased
state self-esteem or increased self-directed negative affect should have re-
sulted, because individuals are assumed to have behaved in ways discrepant
from their positive self-conceptions. The data, however, are inconsistent
with this interpretation.

Of course, the self-concept and self-esteem may moderate dissonance
effects in a number of ways. First, the self-concept may moderate dissonance
effects by serving as the standard against which other cognitions are evalu-
ated as dissonant or consonant and by determining the degree to which
they are dissonant or consonant. This might occur when individuals with
positive self-concepts view deceiving others as more dissonant with their
self-concept than would individuals with negative self-concepts. Second,
the self may moderate dissonance effects by altering perceptions of the im-
portance of the involved cognitions, as when one is reminded of valued self-
relevant attributes (Simon, Greenberg, & Brehm, 1995). Third, the self
may alter dissonance effects by determining whether cognitions are relevant
to one another or by affecting the resistance to change of cognitions. Even
Festinger himself (Festinger & Freedman, 1964) acknowledged that the
self-concept may be a cognition against which other cognitions are com-
pared and thus may serve as a source of dissonance. The important point,
which is supported by research (e.g., Lawrence & Festinger, 1962; Steele et
al., 1993), is that reflecting on the self-concept is not necessary for disso-
nance to occur.

Self-Affirmation Model

The self-affirmation model of dissonance (Steele, 1988) predicts that
dissonance effects emerge because dissonance-producing situations threaten
the individual’s striving for moral and adaptive integrity. As such, the self-
affirmation model should predict that dissonance would cause increased self-
directed negative affect, a finding that did not emerge in the experiments of
Elliot and Devine (1994) and Harmon-Jones (in press-a), who found that

“The empirical refation between self-directed negative affect, as measured in Elliot and Devine's exper
iments (1994), and state self-esteem, as measured by Heatherton and Polivy's (1991) scale, is un-

known. Both scales, however, ask participants about feelings about themselves, and therefore may be
assessing the same Consrruct.
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discrepancy did produce increased discomfort but did not produce increased
self-directed negative affect.

In addition, as discussed by Thibodeau and Aronson (1992), self-
affirmation manipulations may reduce dissonance because reminders of val-
ued self-relevant attributes are cognitions that are consonant with the posi-
tive self-conceptions of most participants. In other words, the knowledge
that one is creative is a cognition consonant with a positive self-concept. As
Festinger (1957) discussed, one way in which dissonance can be reduced is
by adding consonant cognitions. With the addition of these consonant cog-
nitions (e.g., positive self-attributes) and hence decreased di.ssonancle. the
need to engage in cognitive discrepancy reduction (e.g., attitude change)
should be lessened. ;

In a challenge to the self-affirmation revision, research by Simon et al.
(1995) has shown that a typical self-affirmation manipulation (i.e., com-
pleting a scale reporting personally important values) causes individuals to
perceive their counterattitudinal behavior and preexisting attitudes as less
important, which reduces the likelihood of observing dissonance-related at-
titude change. In another experiment, Simon et al. (1995) found that mak-
ing an important but non-self-relevant issue salient without allowing for
self-affirmation caused reductions in the perceived importance of the coun-
terattitudinal behavior and preexisting attitude rather than attitude change
following freely choosing to write a counterattitudinal statement. Taken to-
gether, these results suggest that self-affirmation manipulations may exert
their effects on the dissonance process by reducing an individual’s percep-
tion of the importance of the cognition associated with the preexisting atti-
tude and counterattitudinal behavior. If this is so, and the data seem to
strongly support this view, then the original theory of dissonance can be
used to explain the effects generated by self-affirmation theory. Moreover,
self-affirmation theory does not adequately explain the findings obtained in
the latter-described experiment of Simon et al. (1995), whereas the ariginal
theory does. :

In addition, self-affirmation treatments may serve to simply increase
positive affect and thus reduce the negative affect produced by cognitive dis-
crepancy (see Tesser, Martin, & Cornell, 1996, for a discussion of this issue).
Such an effect would be consistent with the results of Rhodewalt and Comer
(1979), who found that an independent manipulation of emotion affected
the degree of attitude change in an induced compliance experiment, with
negative affect leading to more, and positive affect leading to less, attitude
change. By showing that increased positive affect decreases discrepancy re-
duction and that increased negative affect increases discrepancy reduction,
these findings provide an alternative explanation for the research findings
generated by self-affirmation theory. In addition, Kidd and Berkowitz (1976)
found that a positive mood induced by a humorous audiotape eliminated
behaviors that putatively resulted from the motivation to reduce cognitive
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discrepancy, and Steele, Southwick, and Critchlow (1981) found that con-
suming small amounts of alcohol, which induces positive affect, eliminated
discrepancy reduction in an induced compliance paradigm.’

Steele et al. (1993) attempted to rule out the mood alternative expla-
nation by manipulating non-self-relevant mood prior to having participants
make a difficult decision. Individuals in both the positive-mood and negative-
mood induction conditions engaged in discrepancy reduction. However, as
Steele et al. (1993) acknowledged, these findings could not rule out the
mood alternative explanation because they are null findings. Moreover, the
time between the mood induction and the arousal of dissonance was sub-
stantial, suggesting that the effects of the mood induction may have been di-
minished by the time dissonance was aroused. Supporting this speculation is
the fact that only a marginally significant effect was observed on the mood
manipulation check that was close in time to the decision.

Other evidence that has suggested that the self-affirmation model of
dissonance may not be fully adequate comes from research by Blanton,
Cooper, Skurnik, and Aronson (1997). In their induced compliance exper-
iment, individuals were assigned to conditions in which they reflected on a
positive aspect of the self that was either relevant (compassionate) or irrel-
evant (creative) to the counterattitudinal action (an essay that argued to re-
duce funding for services for students with disabilities). They replicated the
basic self-affirmation effect, finding that individuals who were provided with
positive personality feedback that was not relevant to the counterattitudinal
action (i.e., creative) changed their attitudes in the direction-of the behav-
ior less than did control-condition participants. More important, and in
contrast to self-affirmation theory, they found that when individuals were
provided positive personality feedback that was relevant to but inconsistent
with their counterattitudinal action (i.e., compassionate), participants
changed their attitudes in the direction of their behavior even more than
did control-condition participants. In a related experiment, Aronson,
Blanton, and Cooper (1995) found that individuals would avoid positive
personality-test feedback about their compassion after they had freely cho-
sen to behave in an uncompassionate manner.

5In the Rhodewalt and Comer (1979) experiment, emotion was manipulated during the writing of the
counterattitudinal essay by having individuals hold their faces to form either a smile, a frown, or a neu-
tral expression. Results revealed that these facial expressions successfully induced positive, negative,
and neutral affect, respectively. Rhodewalt and Comer (1979) suggested that because facial expressions
were posed during the writing of the essays, commitment to the position taken in the essay rather than
emotion may have caused the attitude effects. As compared to individuals who posed neutral expres-
sions, those who frowned may have taken their essays more seriously and been more committed to
them, whereas those who smiled may have taken their essays less seriously and been less committed to
them. These differences in commitment to the essay may have, in tumn, caused the differences in atti-
tude change. Whereas this explanation may cast doubt on mood modulation as an explanation of the-
artitude change effects, it does not easily account for the effects obtained by Kidd and Berkowitz
(1976) and Steele et al. (1981), because in these experiments, mood was manipulated after counterat-
titudinal behavior.
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The effects obtained by Blanton et al. (1997) could be inFerp!’eted in
original dissonance theory terms. Accordingly, the countera.ttltudmal be-
havior is the cognition most resistant to change, the conception of.oneself
as compassionate is dissonant with the cognition about the bebavnqr, ar.xd
thus the magnitude of dissonance is increased relative to a situation in
which the conception of oneself as compassionate is not made more acces-
sible. With increased dissonance, more attitude change should occur, and
that is what resulted. To continue, the conception of oneself as creative is a
cognition that is not relevant to the cognitions involved in the dissonant re-
lationship. Hence, it should have no effect on the magnitude of dissonance.
However, it may alter the amount of dissonance aroused because this cogni-
tion distracts one from the dissonance, reduces the importance of the rele-
vant cognitions (Simon et al., 1995), or decreases the negative affect asso-
ciated with the dissonance. .

Stone, Wiegand, Cooper, and Aronson (1997) recently provided fur-
ther evidence suggesting that the primary motive underlying dissonance re-
duction is the resolution of the specific cognitive discrepancy rather than
the restoration of the global moral and adaptive integrity of the entire self
system. When individuals were given a choice between engaging in cogni-
tive discrepancy reduction or self-affirmation following the arousal of disso-
nance, they were mote likely to choose cognitive discrepancy reduction. In
the experiment, an hypocrisy paradigm was used in which participants de-
livered a public speech advocating the use of condoms to prevent AIDS and
were then reminded of their failures to use condoms. Stone et al. (1997)
found that when given a choice between purchasing condoms, which would
reduce the specific discrepancy, and donating to a homeless project, which
would restore global self-worth, more participants chose to purchase con-
doms. In a second experiment using an hypocrisy paradigm in which partic-
ipants delivered a public speech advocating the importance of volunteering
to help homeless individuals and were then reminded of their failures to vol-
unteer, Stone et al. (1997) found that more participants chose to donate to
the homeless than to purchase condoms, even when participants had rated
that using condoms to prevent AIDS was more important to their global
self-worth than was donating to feed homeless individuals. Results from the
experiments also indicated that individuals were more likely to choose an
option that would restore global self-worth in conditions in which a suffi-

cient discrepancy was aroused (hypocrisy) than in comparison conditions.
These results suggest that individuals will choose to restore global self-worth
following a discrepant action if it is the only available option. However, if
given a choice, individuals opt for direct discrepancy reduction, suggesting
that avoiding discrepancy rather than restoring global self-worth is a more
prominent concemn for individuals in dissonance situations. Thus, the re-
sults from these experiments cast serious doubt on the self-affirmation ex-
planation of dissonance effects.
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Taken together, the results of recent research suggest that the self-
affirmation version of dissonance theory may not adequately account for all
_of the data generated by dissonance theory. Self-affirmation treatments may
exert their effects on discrepancy reduction by reducing the importance of
cognitions (Simon et al., 1995), by distracting individuals from the discrep-
ancy or dissonance, by adding cognitions consonant with the positive self-
concept (Thibodeau & Aronson, 1992), or by reducing the negative affec-
tive state produced by dissonance. But as was shown by Stone et al. (1997),
engaging in self-affirmations following dissonance-evoking behaviors seems
subordinate to resolving the specific discrepancy aroused by the behavior.

Reconciling Self-Consistency and Self-Affirmation Theories

Self-affirmational and self-consistency strivings are presumably present
in humans and may moderate reactions to sufficient cognitive discrepancies.
However, such moderating effects of other motives or needs do not call for
the abandonment of the original theory of dissonance for several reasons.
First, in neither the Steele et al. (1993) nor Stone (1999) experiments did
level of dispositional self-esteem moderate the amount of justification that
occurred in the control (no self-focus) condition. This effect is inconsistent
with both the self-consistency and self-affirmation models. These effects,
however, are consistent with failed attempts to find that self-reported dispo-
sitional self-esteem moderates dissonance effects (e.g., Malewski, 1962).
Other research on the relation between self-esteem and dissonance has
shown contradictory effects, with high self-esteem leading to more (Gerard,
Blevans, & Malcolm, 1964; Glass, 1964) and less (Steele et al., 1993; Stone,
1999) discrepancy reduction. Stone’s (1999) research suggests that the rela-
tionship between self-esteem level and dissonance reduction is complex and
may depend on when during the dissonance situation the self-concept is
made more accessible.

The self-image is flexible and may occasionally operate as a standard
for behavior, being the cognition generating the dissonance when behavior
fails to meet this standard, as self-consistency theory would contend.
Conversely, the self-image may occasionally operate as a resource, being able
to buffer dissonance-induced threats to the self, as self-affirmation theory
would contend. Factors such as the relevance (Blanton et al., 1997) and
timing (Stone, 1999) of the affirmation may influence whether the self will
serve as a standard or a resource {Aronson, Cohen, & Nail, 1999).

Is Dissonance a Theory of the Self?

Beauvois and Joule (1996, 1999) argued that dissonance theory is not
a self theory and reported evidence that would be difficult to explain in
terms of self-consistency or self-affirmation processes. They asserted that re-
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visions concerned with a moral self would not adequately explain the results
of the classic experiment by Festinger and Carlsmith (1959). They wrote,
“Contrary to what the versions based on the morally good self and centered
around the idea of lying would lead us to expect, dissonance can be increased
by a perfectly moral act: telling the truth” (Beauvois & Joule, 1999, p. 50).

According to Beauvois and Joule (1999; Joule & Girandola, 1995), in
the Festinger and Carlsmith (1959) experiment, participants engaged in two
behaviors that may have generated dissonance: (a) They performed the bor-
ing task (i.e., for most individuals, performing boring tasks is inconsistent
with their desires) and (b) they told a peer that the boring task was inter-
esting (i.e., they made a counterattitudinal statement). When participants
said that the task was interesting, a consonant cognition may have been
added, because saying the task is interesting is consistent with having per-
formed the task. Beauvois and Joule (1999), therefore, reasoned that the
participants in Festinger and Carlsmith's (1959) experiment may have ex-
perienced less dissonance than is possible in such a situation.

Beauvois and Joule further reasoned that participants who are merely
told about the boring nature of the task and do not perform it would experi-
ence even more dissonance as a result of saying that the task is interesting.
This effect would occur because the participants who actually performed the
task would experience less dissonance because they have one more consonant
cognition (“I said that the task is interesting”) than would participants who
did not perform the task. In contrast, saying that the task is boring is dissonant
with having performed the task. Hence, participants who say that the task is
boring should experience more dissonance than do participants who say that
the task is interesting. This analysis leads to the prediction that once partici-
pants have performed the boring task, those who say that the task is enjoyable
should evidence less dissonance than those who say that the task is boring.

In support of this analysis, Joule and Girandola (1995) found, in addi-
tion to replicating the results of Festinger and Carlsmith (1959), that par-
ticipants who performed the boring task and then said it was boring rated it
as more enjoyable than did participants who performed the task and said it
was enjoyable. Thus, Beauvois and Joule argued that the immorality of the
“lie” did not cause the attitude change effects obtained by Festinger and
Carlsmith (1959). Instead, the attitude change was caused by cognitive in-
consisténcy. These results strongly challenge the self-consistency and self-
affirmation revisions of the original theory of dissonance.

TOWARD A RESOLUTION OF THE REVISIONS OF
DISSONANCE THEORY

Results from research cast doubt on the self-consistency and self-
affirmation revisions of the theory of dissonance. These results suggest that
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dissonance effects emerge when one does not compare one's discrepant be-
havior to the metacognitive structure of self (Lawrence & Festinger, 1962),
and when discrepant actions do not produce increased self-directed negative
affect (Elliot & Devine, 1994) or decreased state self-esteem (Harmon-
Jones, in press-a). These findings, as well as others that were reviewed, sug-
gest that the revisions are not necessary. This is not to say that the revisions
have not uncovered important information. Indeed, research generated by
the revisions has shed light on conditions that intensify the magnitude of
dissonance, on alternative ways of reducing dissonance, and more.

Perhaps the best way to conceptualize the revisions is to incorporate
them into the original theory of dissonance rather than view them as com-
peting explanations. Such would be consistent with the goal of having a cu-
mulative social psychology (Aronson, 1992; Berkowitz & Devine, 1989).
Moreover, incorporation of these self-based revisions into the original theory
would be consistent with the scientific value for parsimony, which would at-
tempt to explain the behavior of humans and nonhumans using the same psy-
chological constructs and mechanisms. With regard to the self-consistency
revision, dissonance effects can be produced and may be intensified when in-
dividuals compare their negative behavior to their positive self-concept (or
vice versa), as the self-consistency revision posits. But this self-comparison is
not necessary to produce dissonance effects (Lawrence & Festinger, 1962;
Steele et al., 1993; Stone, 1999). With regard to the self-affirmation revi-
sion, focusing on positive self-conceptions may reduce dissonance effects by
decreasing the importance of the dissonant cognitions, distracting individu-
als from the dissonance or the discrepancy, or by reducing the negative af-
fective state produced by the cognitive discrepancy. But these self-affirmation
effects do not indicate that dissonance is not a theory about cognitive in-
consistency (e.g., Simon et al., 1995; Stone, 1999; Stone et al., 1997).

CLARIFYING THE ORIGINAL THEORY

Although the original theory can be used to explain results obtained
in experiments designed to test self-affirmation and self-consistency theo-
ries, the ability of the theory to predict and explain results could be en-
hanced with the specification and measurement of additional variables.

Level of Abstraction of Cognitions

First, the level of abstraction at which the cognitions are mentally rep-
resented may be critical in determining the antecedents and consequences
of the dissonance process. As others have proposed (e.g., Carver & Scheier,
1981; Vallacher & Wegner, 1985), cognitions, or elements of knowledge,
can range from being extremely concrete (e.g., “My index finger just pressed
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the e key”) to being extremely abstract (e.g., “1 am writing this article to as-
sist in fulfilling my need for self-esteem”). Lower level, concrete cognitions
might not necessarily involve self-conceptions, whereas higher level, more
abstract cognitions might (Carver & Scheier, 1981). However, discrepan-
cies between cognitions can occur at each level of abstraction and presum-
ably evoke dissonance. Thus, a simple discrepancy between an attitude to-
ward a bitter-tasting beverage and verbal behavior opposite to that attitude
(Harmon-Jones, Brehm, Greenberg, Simon, & Nelson, 1996), as well as a
discrepancy between the self-concept of honesty and then lying to another
person, may arouse dissonance (Aronson, 1992). The motivational, emo-
tional, and cognitive consequences of these types of discrepancies may vary
greatly but dissonance occurs nonetheless. Research examining the accessi-
bility, content, and importance of cognitions is sorely needed.

Routes of Dissonance Reduction

Second, consideration of alternative routes of dissonance reduction
need to be included in designing and interpreting dissonance experiments
(Hardyck & Kardush, 1968; Leippe & Eisenstadt, 1999). Without measures
of discrepancy reduction other than attitude change, it is difficult to conclude
that dissonance was not aroused, for it may have been aroused and reduced in
a manner other than attitude change. For instance, research has shown that
under certain conditions cognitive discrepancy will be reduced by reducing
the perceived strength of the counterattitudinal behavior (Scheier & Carver,
1980), by forgetting the discrepancy (Brehm & Cohen, 1962; Elkin &
Leippe, 1986), by finding external justifications for the behavior (Brock &
Buss, 1962; Stalder & Baron, 1998}, by nonverbally distancing oneself from
the behavior (Fleming & Rudman, 1993), by reducing the discrepancy. be-
tween cognitions by appealing to a superordinate cognition that explains the
discrepancy (Burris, Harmon-Jones, & Tarpley, 1997), by other types of cog-
nitive restructuring (Leippe & Eisenstadt, 1999), or by reducing the impor-
tance of the relevant cognitions (Simon et al., 1995). The research by Simon
et al. (1995) is a compelling example of a case where alternative routes of dis-
sonance reduction were induced by a manipulation of self-affirmation that
was intended to eliminate dissonance motivation. Simon et al. (1995) found
that typical self-affirmation manipulations caused individuals to reduce disso-
nance by reducing the perceived importance of the dissonant cognitions.
Without this assessment of alternative ways of reducing dissonance, one
might interpret the self-affirmation experiments in line with the theoretical
revision advanced by Steele (1988). However, with the assessment of alter-
native ways of reducing dissonance, Simon et al. (1995) interpreted their re-
sults as being inconsistent with self-affirmation theory but consistent with the
original version of dissonance theory—that is, one way to reduce dissonance
is to reduce the importance of dissonant cognitions (Festinger, 1957).
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The Role of Affect

Similarly, considerations of the role of the dissonance state in produc-
ing cognitive discrepancy reduction should be included in theory construc-
tion and experimental design. Recent research has shown that when atti-
tudes are extremely important to individuals, increases in reported negative
affect but no change in attitudes result from counterattitudinal behavior
(Devine, Tauer, Barron, Elliot, & Vance, 1999). Without this assessment of
negative affect and with only a measure of attitude change, it might have
been concluded that dissonance was not aroused in the individuals with ex-
tremely important attitudes, but this recent research suggests a different con-
clusion: Dissonance was aroused but was not reduced via attitude change.

Moreover, the research showing that independent manipulation of

positive affect or negative affect influences discrepancy reduction (e.g., Kidd
& Berkowitz, 1976; Rhodewalt & Comer, 1979; Steele et al., 1981) could be
said to contradict all revisions of dissonance theory. None of the revisions of
the theory has made an explicit distinction between a proximal and a distal
motive for reducing discrepancy and, as such, each revision posits only one
motivation to reduce discrepancy, whether it be self-affirmation or restora-
tion of self-consistency. When an independent manipulation of affect is
found to influence the magnitude of discrepancy reduction, it is not clear
that these changes in affect altered the participants’ feelings of self-worth or
their self-concept. In fact, it would not be parsimonious to posit that such
occurred. As Tesser et al. (1996) suggested, negative affect may drive self-
evaluation defenses in general. They also astutely noted that self-reported
negative affect may not reveal evidence of negative affect mediating self-
defenses (as in, e.g., Harmon-Jones et al., 1997; Steele et al., 1993), because
it may be that negative affect whose cause is unknown (as compared to
known) is more likely to evoke self-regulatory processes. Such would explain
why misattribution paradigms generally reveal evidence of negative affect
mediating defensive responses in dissonance and self-evaluation mainte-
nance paradigms, whereas self-reported affect fails to provide evidence of
negative affect mediating these defensive responses (Greenberg et al., 1992;
Harmon-Jones, in press-a; Harmon-Jones et al., 1997). In fact, the logic un-
derlying the use of the misattribution paradigm assumes that individuals are
not fully aware of the source of their affect, because if they were, they would
not be able to misattribute the affect of dissonance to another source, such
as a pill. Thus, other assessments of affect, such as physiological responses,
are needed in dissonance research (Harmon-Jones & Gerdjikov, 1999).

Proximal and Distal Motives for Discrepancy Reduction

An adequate theory of dissonance processes needs to be able to deal
with the evidence that suggests that negative affect mediates cognitive dis-
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crepancy reduction and, as such, should posit a proxi.mal motive and dls;:al
motive to discrepancy reduction. The proximal motive would be one that
would regulate the negative affective state of dissonance (emgtlon-focused
coping), and the distal motive would explain why the negative affect re-
sulted in response to cognitive discrepancy and what the negative affect mo-
tivated the organism to accomplish (problem-focused coping). Most current
models of dissonance processes posit different distal motives, such as main-
tenance of global self-integrity (Steele, 1988) or self-concept consistency
(Aronson, 1999). .

According to one recently developed model (Harmon-Jones, 1999, in
press-b), enhancing positive affect or reducing negative affect may decrease
the motivation and information-seeking that motivates cognitive work
aimed at resolving the cognitive discrepancy that would prevent one from
behaving effectively (Jones & Gerard, 1967). In other words, the enhanced
positive affect or reduced negative affect signals safety and decreases the
motivation to reduce cognitive discrepancy. According to the model, the or-
ganism is not striving for consistency but is motivated to avoid incons'!s-
tency among accessible cognitions because of the maladaptive effect dis-
crepant cognitions might have on action. Cognitive discrepancy creates
negative affect because discrepancy among cognitions undermines the re-
quirement for efficient and unconflicted action (Harmon-Jones et al.,
1996). When perceptions about the environment or about oneself are dis-
sonant, decisions cannot be implemented, and protective or facilitative ac-
tion may be impeded. Indeed, Ramachandran (1994, 1995) has advanced a
similar position in explaining the process by which the visual system im-
poses coherence. From the current perspective, the proximal motivation to
reduce cognitive discrepancy stems from the need to reduce negative affect,
whereas the distal motivation to reduce discrepancy stems from the require-
ment for effective action. When the maintenance of clear and certain
knowledge and thus the potential for effective action is threatened, negative
affect results, which prompts attempts at the restoration of cognitions sup-
portive of the action (i.e., discrepancy reduction).

Jones and Gerard (1967) held a similar position when they discussed
the concept of an unequivocal behavior orientation that, they argued, was
an adaptive strategy that forced individuals to bring their relevant cognitions
into harmony with each other. They argued that the unequivocal behavior
orientation “represents a commitment to action in the face of uncertainty.
Such a commitment involves the risks of acting inappropriately, but such
risks are assumed to be less grave on the average than the risks of hesitant or
conflicted action” (p. 185). They further posited that this process serves the

important function of preparing the organism for effective, unconflicted
action. But for action to be unconflicted, for it to occur at the proper
time and with the proper coordination, there must be a minimum of
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cognitive or evaluative confusion about the considerations involved.
When the time comes to act, the great advantage of having a set of co-
herent internally consistent dispositions is that the individual is not
forced to listen to the babble of competing inner forces. (p. 181)°

The action-based model concurs with the view that the primary focus
of dissonance reduction is the rationalization of behavior {Beauvois & Joule,
1996). Rationalization generally modifies cognitions other than the one
that is most resistant to change. However, according to the action-based
model, the cognition most resistant to change will not necessarily be recent
behavior or behavior in the present situation. At first glance, the present
model may appear to advance the position that recent behavior will be the
cognition most resistant to change. However, it must be remembered that
cognition is for action, and most, if not all, cognitions have behavioral im-
plications. If one possesses a cognition that has successfully guided one’s be-
havior for years in multiple situations (e.g., a religious belief), and then one
acts contrary to that belief, one will experience dissonance but will proba-
bly avoid engaging in belief change (e.g., Burris et al., 1997; Sherman &
Gorkin, 1980; see Harmon-Jones, 1999, for a review).

CONCLUSION

Self-consistency and self-affirmation theories have proposed alterna-
tive theoretical explanations for the original theory of cognitive dissonance.
Each revision has generated exciting research. However, recent research has
challenged these revisions and provided support for the original version of
the theory. The predictive, explanatory, and generative power of the theory
can be improved with further considerations of the level of abstraction of
the cognitions, routes of dissonance reduction, role of affect, and the proxi-
mal and distal motivations underlying dissonance processes. According to
the recently proposed action-based model of cognitive dissonance, the prox-

"Alt}umgl_\ the spirit of the Jones and Gerard (1967) model is in line with the present model, it is not
identical in focus. The Jones and Gerard model posits a psychological mechanism, the unequivocal be-
havioral orientation, that assists in decision making and thus should cause pre-decisional biased infor-
mation processing (e.g., spreadinig of decision alternatives). However, dissonance theorists {Brehm &
Cohen, 1962; Festinger, 1964) consider dissonance processes to be entirely post-decisional, and they
have suggested that pre-decisional processes are not partial or biased. Evidence for the impartiality
(Festinger, 1964) as well as partiality (Gerard, 1967; Mills & Ford, 1995} of pre-decisional processes
has been discovered. One possible resalution to.this debate is proposed by the present model. Whereas
dissonance theorists have defined commitment as an overt behavior resulting from a decision, the pre-
sent model does not gdvance such a claim. Dissonance theorists seem to have regarded commitment as
a categorical (behavior vs. no behavior) rather than continuous variable. By defining commitment as a
continuous variable and stating that commitment to a cognition can occur prior to overt hehavior, the
present model can account for both the seeming impartiality and partiality of pre-decisional process-
ing. Whether such is observed depends on the degree of commitment evoked in the situation prior to
the overt behavioral commitment.
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imal motivation underlying dissonance processes is the reduction of nega-
tive affect and the distal motivation is the production and maintenance of
cognitions that guide effective action. The action-based model of dis.so-
nance thus proposes that dissonance reduction serves the adaptive function
of assisting with the execution of effective action. When one considers dis-
sonance reduction in this light, it becomes evident that dissonance theory
is a theory concerned with self-regulation, and it thus becomes imperative
for current theorists concerned with self-regulation and executive function
to carefully consider the theory and research developed by dissonance re-
searchers over the past four decades.

REFERENCES

Amsel, A. (1962). Frustrative nonreward in partial reinforcement and discrimina-
tion learning: Some recent history and a theoretical extension. Psychological
Review, 69, 306-328.

Amsel, A. (1972). Behavioral habituation, counterconditioning, and a general the-
ory of persistence. In A. H. Black & W. F. Prokasy (Eds.), Classical conditioning
II: Current research and theory (pp. 409-426). New York: Appleton-Century-
Crofts. .

Aronson, E. (1968). Dissonance theory: Progress and problems. In R. P. Abelson, E.
Aronson, W. ). McGuire, T. M. Newcomb, M. J. Rosenberg, & P. H. Tannen-
baum (Eds.), Theories of cognitive consistency: A sourcebook (pp. 5-27). Chicago:
Rand McNally.

Aronson, E. (1969). The theory of cognitive dissonance: A current perspective. In
L. Berkowitz {Ed.), Advances in experimental social psychology (Vol. 4, pp. 1-34).
New York: Academic Press.

Aronson, E. (1992). The return of the repressed: Dissonance theory makes a come-
" back. Psychological Inquiry, 3, 303-311.

Aronson, E. (1999). Dissonance, hypocrisy, and the self concept. In E. Harmon-
Jones & ). Mills (Eds.), Cognitive dissonance: Progress on a pivotal theory in social
psychology (pp. 103-126). Washington, DC: American Psychological
Association. .

Aronson, E., Fried, C., & Stone, ]. (1991). Overcoming denial and increasing the
intention to use condoms through the induction of hypocrisy. American Journal
of Public Health, 81, 1636-1638.

Aronson, J., Blanton, H., Cooper, J. (1995). From dissonance to disidentification:
Selectivity in the self-affirmation process. Journal of Personality and Social
Psychology, 68, 986-996. ‘

Aronson, J., Cohen, G., & Nail, P. R. (1999). Self-affirmation theory: An update
and appraisal. In E. Harmon-Jones & ]. Mills (Eds.), Cognitive dissonance:
Progress on a pivotal theory in social psychology (pp. 127-147). Washington, DC:
American Psychological Association.

UPDATE ON COGNITIVE DISSONANCE THEORY 139



Beauvois, ). L., & Joule, R. V. (1996). A radical dissonance theory. London: Taylor
and Francis.

Beauvois, J. L., & Joule, R. V. (1999). A radical point of view on dissonance theory.
In E. Harmon-Jones & ). Mills (Eds.), Cognitive dissonance: Progress on a pivotal
theory in social psychology (pp. 43-70). Washington, DC: American Psycho-
logical Association.

Berkowitz, L., & Devine, P. G. (1989). Research traditions, analysis, and synthesis
in social psychological theories: The case of dissonance theory. Personality and
Social Psychology Bulletin, 15, 493-501. )

Blanton, H., Cooper, )., Skumik, 1., & Aronson, J. (1997). When bad things hap-
pen to good feedback: Exacerbating the need for self-justification with self-
affirmations. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 23, 684-692.

Brehm, ]. W. (1956). Postdecision changes in the desirability of alternatives. Journal
of Abnormal and Social Psychology, 52, 384-389.

Brehm, J. W. (1992). An unidentified theoretical object. Psychological Inquiry, 3,
314-315.

Brehn\;; { W., & Cohen, A. R. (1962). Explorations in cognitive dissonance. New York:

iley.

Brock, T. C., & Buss, A. H. (1962). Dissonance, aggression, and evaluation of pain.
Journal of Abnormal and Social P_sychology,' 65, 197-202.

Burris, C. T., Harmon-Jones, E., & Tarpley, W. R. (1997). “By faith alone™
Religious agitation and cognitive dissonance. Basic and Applied Social Psychol-
ogy, 19, 17-31.

Carver, C. S., & Scheier, M. E (1981). Attention and self-regulation: A control-theory
approach to human behavior. New York: Springer-Verlag.

Devine, P. G., Tauer, J. M., Barron, K. E., Elliot, A. }., & Vance, K. M. (1999).
Moving beyond attitude change in the study of dissonance-related processes.
InE. l-!armon-]ones & J. Mills (Eds.), Cognitive dissonance: Progress on a pivotal
theory in social psychology (pp. 297-323). Washington, DC: American Psycho-
logical Association.

Dicke'rson. C. A, Thibodeau, R., Aronson, E., & Miller, D. (1992). Using cogni-
tive dissonance to encourage water conservation. Journal of Applied Social Psy-
chology, 22, 841-854.

Elkin, R. A., & Leippe, M. R. (1986). Physiological arousal, dissonance, and atti-
tude change: Evidence for a dissonance-arousal link and a “don’t remind me”
effect. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 51, 55-65.

Elliot, A. J., & Devine, P. G. (1994). On the motivation nature of cognitive disso-
nance: Dissonance as psychological discomfort. Journal of Personality and Social
Psychology, 67, 382-394.

Festinger, L. (1957). A theory of cognitive dissonance. Evanston, IL: Row, Peterson.

Festinger, L. (1964). Conflict, decision, and dissonance. Stanford, CA: Stanford Uni-

versity Press.

Festinger, L., & Carlsmith, J. M. (1959). Cognitive consequences of forced compli-
ance. Journal of Abnormal and Social Psychology, 58, 203-210.

140 EDDIE HARMON-JONES

?——‘

Festinger, L., & Freedman, J. L. (1964). Dissonance reduction and moral values. In
P. Worchel & D. Byme (Eds.), Personality-change (pp. 220-243).

Fleming, ). H., & Rudman, L. A. (1993). Between a rock and a hard place: Self-
concept regulating and communicative propetties of distancing behaviors.
Joural of Personality and Social Psychology, 64, 44-59.

Fried, C. B. (1998). Hypocrisy and identification with transgressions: A case of un-
detected dissonance. Basic and Applied Social Psychology, 20, 145-154.

Fried, C. B., & Aronson, E. (1995). Hypocrisy, misattribution, and dissonance re-
duction. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 21, 925-933.

Gerard, H. B. (1967). Choice difficulty, dissonance and the decision sequence.
Journal of Personality, 35, 91-108.

Gerard, H. B., Blevans, S. A., & Malcolm, T. (1964). Self-evaluation and the eval-
uation of choice alternatives. Journal of Personality, 32, 395-410.

Gibbons, E X., Eggleston, T. J., & Benthin, A. C. (1997). Cognitive reactions to
smoking relapse: The reciprocal relation between dissonance and self-esteem.
Jounal of Personality and Social Psychology, 72, 184-195.

Glass, D. C. (1964). Changes in liking as a means of reducing cognitive discrepan-
cies between self-esteem and aggression. Journal of Persondlity, 32, 531-549.

Greenberg, J., Solomon, S., Pyszczynski, T., Rosenblatt, A., Burling, J., Lyon, D,,
Simon, L., & Pinel, E. (1992). Why do people need self-esteem? Converging
evidence that self-esteem serves an anxiety-buffering function. Journal of
Personality and Social Psychology, 63, 913-922. »

Hardyck, J. A., & Kardush, M. (1968). A modest modish model! for dissonance re-
duction. In R. P. Abelson, E. Aronson, W. T. McGuire, T. M. Newcomb, M. J.
Rosenberg, & P. H. Tannenbaum (Eds.), Theories of cognitive consistency: A
sourcebook (pp. 684-692). Chicago: Rand-McNally.

Harmon-Jones, E. (1999). Toward an understanding of the motivation underlying
dissonance processes: Is feeling personally responsible for the production of
aversive consequences necessary to cause dissonance effects? In E. Harmon-
Jones & ]. Mills (Eds.), Cognitive dissonance: Progress on a pivotal theory in social
psychology (pp. 71-99). Washington, DC: American Psychological Associ-
ation.

Harmon-Jones, E. {in press-a). Cognitive dissonance and experienced negative af-
fect: Evidence that dissonance increases experienced negative affect even in
the absence of aversive consequences. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin.

Harmon-Jones, E. (in press-b). A cognitive dissonance theory perspective on the
role of emotion in the maintenance and change of beliefs and attitudes. In N.
H. Frijda, A. R. S. Manstead, & S. Bem (Eds.), The effects of emotions upon the
formation and stvength of beliefs. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Harmon-Jones, E., Brehm, J. W., Greenberg, }., Simon, L., & Nelson, D. E. (1996).
Evidence that the production of aversive consequences is not necessary to cre-
ate cognitive dissonance. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 70, 5-16.

Harmon-Jones, E., & Gerdjikov, T. (1999). An examination of affective mediators of
dissonance effects. Unpublished manuscript. '

UPDATE ON COGNITIVE DISSONANCE THEORY 141






