Chapter 6: Attitudes and Attitude Change

	· Differentiate between different types of attitudes
· Explain when attitudes predict behavior
· Recognize how people, advertisements, etc. can attempt to change our attitudes and/or behavior
· Describe cognitive dissonance and predict when and how people might try to reduce it


Attitudes are very important. Because everything we do reflects our attitudes. 

The Nature and Origins of Attitudes
Attitudes: are evaluations people make about a person, object, or idea. Attitudes can be positive, negative or mixed (ambivalence).
·  Attitudes are made up of three components:
· affective – emotional reactions toward the attitude object 
· cognitive – consisting of thoughts and beliefs about the attitude object 
· behavioral – actions or behaviour towards the attitude object 
· Attitudes are not necessarily made up of these three components equally though, varies depending on the attitude 
· Sometimes a single source is the primary one, e.g. attitude towards spiders is primarily affective & attitude towards cameras are cognitive
· People are not just neutral observers of the world; we are always evaluating what we see around us.
· Attitudes always have a target – they represent evaluative judgements of something 
· “He’s got a bad attitude” phrase wouldn’t be used by social psychologist because it doesn’t have a specific target. A social psychologist would say “He has an unfavorable attitude towards other people” 

Where do attitudes come from?
Affectively based attitudes are ones that stem from our feelings and emotions rather than objective. 
· Affective attitude tends to be about politics, sex, and religion 
· e.g. when people vote for a political candidate, they often base their vote upon how they feel about the candidate and how they feel about the political party rather than the actual policies and evaluations the party is proposing.

Affectively based attitudes usually stem from people’s values, such as morals and religious beliefs. E.g. topics like abortion, premarital sex, and the death penalty. 
· These attitudes have 3 things in common:
· They are not based off rational examination
· They are not logical
· Persuasive arguments won’t change your affective attitude 
· Since they are linked to people’s values, so trying to change affective attitudes challenges those values 

Cognitively based attitudes are based of a person’s belief about the properties of an attitude object. 
· This component is more objective, for example, if you were figuring out your attitude towards a car, this component would look at fuel efficiency
· This attitude examines the pros and cons of an object. 

Behavioral based attitudes are based of observations of how the person behaves toward an attitude object. Recall that one of the ways we learn about our self is through observing our own behavior (self-perception theory; chapter 5, knowing ourselves by observing our own behaviour). This attitude relates to that. We observe our past behavior regarding this thing and decide how we feel about it. For example, if we are unsure how we feel about working out, we look back and notice that we do it a lot by our own choice and therefore we have a positive attitude towards it. We would say that this attitude is based more on observations of behaviour over cognition or affect.
· Experimentally (OWL)
· 1) get people to behave in a favorable manner towards a target
· 2) get people to behave in an unfavorable manner towards a target 
· 3) measure everyone’s attitudes toward the target 
· important to randomly assign people to their condition so the grups will be similar in their initial attitudes toward the target 
· if people are told to act favourably later report more positive attitudes than people who are told to act unfavourably, this supports self-perception theory 
· but it’s not easy to get people to act against their existing attitude, which is needed if random assignment is used 
· study: flashed for 1/20th of a second a message on screen, this is too short a time for people to process the info. Participants told that they could subliminally process the statement, then to hit yes or no to support or not support it. But since they couldn’t process the statement, their yes/no responses were random. Then 50% were told they supported the idea & 50% were told they opposed it. They we all asked to consciously report their opinions. 
· Results: participants who were told that their past behaviour indicated support (i.e. they pressed yes), rated more favorably 
· Participants based their attitudes toward comprehensive exams on behavioural info (i.e. info if they behaved in support or opposition by pressing yes/no) 

When attitudes towards a group (homosexuals) are negative, it typically has cognitive basis. This makes sense because if you hate a group of people, you want to have a good logical reason to explain to people why you don’t like a certain group of people. (I asked her in class if it is possible to have an affective basis for you hatred but present a cognitive basis and she said that is what it likely is).

When attitudes are positive towards a group of people, it usually has affective basis. This would be like saying I love fraternities because they make me feel like I belong and make me feel welcome.

Explicit Vs. Implicit Attitudes 
Attitudes can exist at two levels after they have formed, explicit or implicit. 
· Explicit attitudes are ones we are consciously aware of and can easily express.
· Rooted more in people’s more recent experiences  
· Implicit attitudes are ones that are involuntary, uncontrollable and sometimes unconscious. 
· Rooted more in people’s childhood experiences.
· The two tend to be positively correlated when they’re asked to reflect on feelings about an attitude object (e.g. how they feel about Pepsi or Coke) & are not related when asked to focus on cognitions about the attitude object (e.g. list reasons why they prefer Pepsi over Coke)

Measuring attitudes OWL 
· most common approach to measuring attitudes is self-report 
· ask respondents to rate their evaluations 
· self-report is for explicit attitudes 
· implicit attitudes are automatic and potentially unconscious 
· implicit association task (IAT) commonly used 

Implicit Association Test (IAT): test to measure implicit attitudes 
· Task is to categorize words or pictures on a computer
· Block 1 – learn the concepts, pairing buttons with concept.
· Block 2 – learning the attributes
· Block 3 – concept-attribute pairing #1
· Block 4 – learning new location of the concepts
· Block 5 – concept-attribute pairing #2
Results are based on reaction time difference between blocks 3 and 5. What is happening is you are saying whether the person is quicker to attribute object #1 with the pleasant adjective versus object #2 with the pleasant adjective.

The Name letter Task
· Also measure implicit attitudes – on a scale
· You show people letters and ask them how they feel it looks aesthetically
· You can get their initials, partner’s initials, or mom’s initials because those will probably generate a response and you can see how they feel about them.
· High response for own initials  high self esteem
· High response for partner’s initials  romantic satisfaction
As you can imagine this can generate inaccurate results because you can’t actually know for fact who the test subject is thinking of, they may be thinking of other people whom share the same initials with the romantic partner maybe.

Why Do We Evaluate? OWL
· Textbook says attitudes are related to our values, but what about the function of attitudes?
· Two functions of attitudes 
· 1) Object appraisal function 
· the most universal function of attitudes
· attitudes let’s us judge immediately whether a target is good/bad 
· e.g. we approach puppies & avoid snakes. This behaviour is a reflection of our attitudes towards puppies and snakes
· This initial orientation leads us to approach positive targets and avoid negative targets which minimizes our pain & maximizes rewards
· 2) Value-expressive function 
· both these functions of attitudes can be served by an attitude 
· bottom line: attitudes are useful – humans have evolved to form attitudes because these evaluative responses increases the chances of survival 


When do Attitudes Predict Behaviour? 
· Stark contrast between attitude and behaviour sometimes 
· E.g. White guy and his Chinese friends’ staying at hotel study
· Only hotel one refused to serve Chinese 
· Only one said in writing that they would serve Chinese later in writing 
· Not a controlled study. The people that wrote back might not have been the same people that served them. Also people’s attitudes might have changed 
· Conclusion: people’s attitudes are poor predictors of their behaviour 

Some conditions produce strong relation between attitudes and behaviours OWL
· 1) nature of the attitude (especially its strength)
· 2) nature of the behaviour (i.e. controllability) 
· 3) compatibility of the attitude and behaviour measures 
· i.e. both attitude and behaviour must be measured at a board level or both must be measured at a specific level 
· 4) personality variables 
· some people tend to behave in accordance wsith their attitudes more than other people 
· i.e. some people exhibit higher attitude-behaviour consistency in all domains that other ppl 
· the dimension that has been show to predict attitude-behaviour consistency best is self-monitoring 
· self-monitoring is a disposition that represents the extent ot which people rely on external or internal cutes to guide behaviour 
· high self-monitors shape their behaviour to fit the situation 
· for example, they may conform to norms or to other people’s expectations even when they personally disagree with those norms or individuals.
· Low self-monitors, on the other hand, decide how to behave based on internal factors, such as attitudes and values, rather than external guidelines.  
· low self-monitors will show stronger attitude-behaviour consistency than high self-monitors
· shown in study of religious attitudes. Religious attitudes predicted religious behaviors more strongly for low self-monitors than high self-monitors 
· Low self-monitors are more accessible than high self-monitors. Meaning that low self-monitors were able to report their attitudes faster than high self-monitors. This is b/c low self-monitors think about their attitudes more than high-self monitors; this explains why their attitudes guide behaviour more than high self-monitors.

The Theory of Planned Behaviour
The theory of planned behavior suggests that the best predictors of someone’s behavior are the person’s intention. 
· Intention is determined by three things: 
· 1) specific attitude towards the specific behavior
· 2) subjective norms
· 3) perceived behavioral control
 
read diagram & caption
[image: ]

1) Specific attitudes
Only specific attitudes towards the behavior can be a good predictor of the behavior. For example, instead of asking a woman how she feels about birth control pills to predict whether she will use them in the near future, you should ask her how she feels about using birth control pills in the next 6 months. Specificity is important.
[image: ]

2) Subjective Norms
Subjective norm = their beliefs about how the people they care about will view the behaviour. For example, if I think my friends will judge me negatively if I fight this person, then I will likely not fight this person.

3) Perceived behavioral control
This talks about how easy it is to engage in the behavior in question. If people think that the behavior is difficult, they will likely not develop a strong intention to engage in it. 

Asking people about these three determinants increases the ability to predict whether they will engage in the behavior.
Theory of planned behaviour and culture 
· Predicted that
· specific attitudes  predict behaviour more in individualistic cultures
· subjective norms  predict behaviour more in collectivist cultures 
· Results 
· Specific attitudes were better predictor in individualistic cultures
· Subjective norms actually did not influence one culture more than the other 
· Conclusion: even people in individualistic countries are affected by how we think important people in our lives view our behaviour   

Safe sex and the theory of planned behavior
· This is one area that people’s specific attitudes are often inconsistent with their behaviour 
· Subjective norms 
· If we think our sexual partner will react negatively to condom use, we are less likely to use a condom 
· Perceived behavioural control 
· Condoms might seem easy to use but the more difficulty you have buying condoms (b/c embarrassment) or bringing up the topic with your partner, the less likely you are to use them 
· Behavioural intentions 
· Influenced by mood, self-esteem, alcohol intoxication 
· In summary, even the most positive attitude about condom use do not guarantee that people will practice safer sex 
· The theory of planned behaviour suggests that other variables have to be taken into account (i.e. subjective norms, perceived behavioral control, and behavioral intentions)

Again, to emphasize this important point: attitude is not enough to predict behavior, we must also look at subjective norms, perceived behavioral control, and behavioral intentions.



Attitude Change

As we mentioned before, attitude does not necessarily predict behavior, yet people will try to change our attitude to influence our behavior (i.e. advertising). 
· Persuasive communication is a medium of communication that advocates a particular side of an issue.

Yale Attitude Change Approach –  effectiveness of the persuasive communication depends on “who says what to whom”
· This was a study of the conditions under which people are most likely to change their attitudes in response to persuasive messages 
· 
This approach states that there are three things that are important when trying to persuade people:
· Who: the source of communication 
· Credible, trustworthy, likeable, attractive speakers = more persuasive 
· What: the nature of the communication
· More persuasive if: 
· argument is two sided (present the other side’s view and refute it)
· seemingly not designed to persuade 
· argue after the opposing side if there’s a delay after both arguments after which ppl make up their minds
· people are influenced by your argument more bc recency effect 
· argue before the opposing side if there is a delay between arguments and ppl make up their minds right after the second argument 
· people are influenced by your argument more bc of the primacy effect 
· Whom: Nature of the audience
· Are they distracted
· Are they smart or not
· What is their self-esteem level
· Moderate self-esteem leveled people are easiest to persuade because they are in the middle and usually undecided. Their attitude is the wobbliest.
· Age (18-25 years of age easiest to persuade)
[bookmark: _GoBack]Although the YACA has been important in identifying the determinants of effect persuasion, it has not been clear which aspects are more important that others. 

Heuristic-systematic persuasion model and Elaboration likelihood model specifies when people will be more influenced by the contents of the speech (Systematic processing/central route) and when they will be more influenced by more superficial characteristics (Heuristic processing/peripheral route) 
· There are both pretty much the same thing, just with different lingo and terms used.

· ELM = cognitive process of attitude change 
· Contrast to dissonance theory (motivational process of attitude change) 

Systematic processing/Central route to persuasion
This is when the audience is actually interested in the contents of the speech and is analyzing it.

	Heuristic processing/Peripheral route to persuasion
This is when the audience is not interested in the contents of the communication and is instead interested in more superficial stuff. For example, how long the speech is and how attractive or how much of an expert the presenter is
	
*both these ways can change people’s attitudes*

What determines which of the two routes people take? Motivation and able to pay attention/understand to the facts.
If people have the motivation and the ability to pay attention to the facts (e.g. if nothing is distracting them & content is understandable) they are more likely to take the central route to persuasion/systematic processing approach. 
On the other hand, if the audience is tired, lazy, distracted or bored, they are more likely to take the peripheral route to persuasion/heuristic processing approach.

When under cognitive load or when the audience has a positive perception of a brand, the audience is more likely to take the peripheral route to persuasion. 

Audiences who take the central route to persuasion approach are more likely to have long lasting attitude change. People who carefully listen to the arguments and analyze it are more likely to maintain this attitude over time, behave more consistently with the attitude and are more resistant to counter-persuasion.
· People that are influenced by the peripheral route have a temporary attitude change & are more susceptible to counter-persuasion.

Another factor that can influence attitude change (OWL) 
· Need for cognition 
· i.e. how much people enjoy and engage thinking and reflecting 
· People with high need for cognition enjoy thinking & therefore engage in systematic processing more often than people who are low need for cognition. Thus, argument strength will have more influence on people who are high need for cognition.
· Study about need for cognition 
· Everyone completed a need for cognition scale and was classified as high or low cognition 
· The half of each classification read strong arguments and the other half read weak arguments 
· Result: people that were high need for cognition were affected by argument strength more than participants that were low need for cognition 
· i.e. message contained strong arguments, participants who were high in need for cognition were more favourable towards tuition raise (a counter attitudinal position for uni students) 
· individual differences in need for cognition is associated with the tendency to process the message carefully 


Fear and attitude change
Many PSAs will try to use fear-arousing communication to get people to change their attitudes regarding harmful habits (i.e. smoking), because one way to get people’s attention is to scare them. Inducing fear to change attitude only works when the audience is motivated to pay attention and process the argument.

Fear arousing can change attitudes if done correctly.
· Use enough fear to get people’s attention and to motivate them, but not too much fear that they will tune out or become defensive/deny the threat 
· Include specific recommendations about what the person can do so they can avoid a similar fate. People will be reassured that paying close attention to the message can help them reduce fear. 
· E.g. fear inducing movie about lung cancer is enough to scare people, but people were likely to tune out the message since it didn’t provide specific info to quit smoking 
· People who watched the movie and read a pamphlet with steps to reduce lung cancer  much more likely to reduce smoking 
· E.g. OWL Study on high & low fear with strong & weak arguments 
· Participants in the high fear condition rated the strong argument much more positively than the weak argument 
· Low fear condition rated strong/weak versions similarly 
· Thus, people in high fear conditions pay closer attention to the message than people in low fear condition
· So in this case, high fear did not distract participants or reduce their attention to the message; but rather the opposite. Probably because high fear condition was scared about teeth filling & was inclined to pay attention to video on dental health 
· Including some humor can be effective in changing attitudes/intentions in those that are most threatened by the fear-producing messages   

Advertising and Attitude Change
Advertising is simply nothing other than an attempt to change our attitude towards a product. Most people think ads work on everyone else but not them (recall over overconfidence bias – people have too much confidence in the accuracy of their judgments; we are not as correct as we think we are). 


Tailoring Ads to People’s Attitudes 
People react best to ads that match their attitude type 
· For people with cognitively based attitudes  use rational arguments in your advertisements 
· E.g. attitude toward “utilitarian” products are usually cognitively based  (coffee or air conditioner)
· For people with affectively based attitudes towards  use emotion to change attitude 
· E.g. attitude toward “social identity” products (e.g. perfume and greeting cards are usually affectively based)

Another study shows that people high in need for cognition are more persuaded by rational arguments and people high in need for affect are more persuaded by affectively based messages.

Culture and Advertising
Western cultures (individualistic) respond better to ads that stress independence and Eastern Asians (collectivist) respond better to ads that stress interdependence.

Subliminal messages are define as words or images that are not consciously perceived but supposedly influence people’s judgments and behavior. There is no evidence that suggests subliminal messages work in advertising. Subliminal messages used in everyday life do not seem to have influence on people’s behaviors. Although, subliminal messages have been shown to work in laboratory settings that are difficult to achieve in real life. For example, you can subliminally prime people with products and alter their behavior.

Advertisements work best when we are consciously aware of them.

Resisting Persuasive Messages

Attitude inoculation is the process by which you make people less susceptible to attempts trying to change their attitude by exposing them to small doses of arguments against their position. Think about it kind of like a vaccine, you expose a small amount of the disease (e.g. weak argument) to someone so they build immunity to it and when the real full-blown disease (e.g. stronger argument) hits, you are more likely to be able to fight it (i.e. resist attitude change). This technique is actually sometimes used with children to teach them to resist peer pressure. For example, you role-play with children and try to get them to smoke and teach them how to resist it so that when in real life someone is actually trying to persuade them, they know how to respond. This reduces the likelihood they will smoke later in life. Also, if people are asked to generate arguments supporting their attitude, they are less likely to be persuaded by messages that are against their point of view.  

One reason product placement is successful is that people do not realize that someone is trying to influence their attitudes and behavior; and are therefore less likely to form counter-arguments. 
People usually fast fwd through commercials now so advertisers put the products during the show.  Children are especially vulnerable to product placement; e.g. more positive attitude towards smoking after having seen a movie with smoking. Several studies though have showed that if you warn people about attempts to change their attitudes they will become less susceptible to it. For example, telling children before going to a movie that they are about to encounter several attempts to change their attitude. Also, if people are forewarned that something they’re watching is sponsored by a brand, people rate the brand and show more negatively.
· E.g. think of beauty gurus on Youtube that do #ads, you hate this 

Reactance theory (OWL) – a model proposing that humans innately resist threats to their freedom. Whenever our freedom to behave in a certain way is threatened (e.g. grounded by parents) a motivational state called “reactance” is aroused, which makes us want to resist the threat. 
· People don’t like others telling them what to think so they often reject influence attempts because of reactance. 
· Censorship – a domain of reactance theory 
· reactance theory predicts a “boomerang effect”, that people are motivated to resist censorship 
· Does attractiveness (likeability) of the censor influence people’s reactions to censorship? 
· No, participants show a boomerang effect irrespective of censor likability 
· People in the “censored” group, i.e. groups that were not allowed to hear the message about how police should never be allowed on university campuses, stated agreement  i.e. they adopted the “forbidden” position due to reactance! 
· These data suggest that censorship might backfire, leading people to adopt attitudes that are consistent with the forbidden position. It’s counterproductive to control people’s attitudes by limiting their access to info because humans don’t like when they’re controlled or their freedom is restricted. 

Cognitive Dissonance – motivational process of attitude change 
Sometimes our own behaviour prompts us to change our attitude.
Cognitive dissonance is a feeling of discomfort that arises when you realize that your behavior does not match your attitudes. This typically happens when we do something we feel was immoral. For example, smoking cigs. You are likely to experience dissonance because you know that this behaviour can produce a painful, early death. Cognitive dissonance produces discomfort that we are motivated to change. There are three ways to reduce dissonance:
· Change behavior to be more in line with the dissonant cognition
· Quit smoking 
· Change cognition to be more in line with the behavior
· Tell self that data linking cigs to cancer is inconclusive  
· Add new cognitions
· This will usually be something ridiculous that does not make sense
· E.g. (incorrectly) believing that filters trap most of the harmful chemicals 
· E.g. focusing on a vivid exception, Sam 90y/o smoked a pack a day since 1980
· E.g. smoking is worthwhile b/c it’s relaxing which actually improves health
· This shows just how far people are willing to go to reduce dissonance.

How to test/apply cognitive dissonance (OWL) 
· Induced compliance paradigm (counter-attitudinal behavior) 
· Get people to behave in a manner that is inconsistent with their attitudes 
· E.g. someone is coaxed to write an essay that goes against their opinions 
· Source of dissonance = inconsistency between internal belief and external behaviour 
· E.g. There is a person we would really like to date, but we don’t ask him or her out because we are unsure how to do so [result: we decide that we’re not attracted to the person]
· E.g. We tell a co-worker that she deserved a promotion even though we really think that she did not [result: we decide that maybe she did deserve it]
· Effort justification paradigm 
· capitalizes on the fact that people want to believe that their efforts have been well justified
· e.g. feels bad if they spent a lot of money uselessly
· to feel better, people rationalize their efforts by deciding that their goals were important or that they’d benefited in unexpected ways from their investment
· e.g. We participate in a long walk to raise money for a charity but then read a story in the newspaper reporting that the charity has engaged in some questionable financial management [result: we think about the exercise we got during the walk]
· e.g. On a first date, we take someone to a very expensive restaurant but discover that this person has nothing in common with us at all [result: we decide that the food was really delicious]
· Free choice paradigm (post decision dissonance) 
· a choice between alternatives almost always arouses some dissonance, especially when it is a difficult choice between equally attractive options 
· this happens because the rejected choice has some pros and the accepted choice has some cons 
· e.g. We decide to purchase a less expensive clone rather than a name brand computer; dissonance is aroused by the knowledge that the name brand computer might be more reliable than the clone [result: we think about how we will spend the money we saved]
· e.g. We choose an elective course in history rather than physiology because we think we’ll get a better mark in the history course; dissonance is aroused by the fact that we think we'd enjoy the physiology course more [result: we convince ourselves that the physiology course would probably be boring]
· Hypocrisy paradigm (textbook notes on this below) 
·  In this paradigm, people are asked to make a public statement of support for a worthwhile cause or issue and are then reminded that they themselves do not always follow their own advice. 
· E.g. asked to give a speech in front of a camera about eating healthy foods.  After speech is completed, asked to complete a questionnaire that makes salient the fact that you don’t always eat healthy foods.  
· combination of having made a public statement and realizing one’s imperfections makes people feel like hypocrites, which is a form of dissonance. 
· How do people reduce dissonance in the hypocrisy paradigm?  By deciding that they will start to behave consistently with their public statement from now on!

Post decision dissonance is dissonance they we will inevitably experience after every single decision we make. How do we recover from this dissonance? We make the choice we made seem much better than it actually is and make the choice we didn’t go for seem a lot worse than it actually is.

The more permanent a decision is, the more dissonance discomfort we will experience & the more our need to reduce it is. For example, when the decision is more long term, such as choosing between which of two universities to attend. Our need to reduce dissonance then is much higher than when choosing to go out tonight or study. This is because the choice of university is way harder to back out of and you are stuck with that decision you made for a much longer time.

Dissonance reduction after engaging in a difficult decision that tests our morals can actually change our system of values. Using cheating as an example, we will experience dissonance whether we choose to do it or not. Now if we choose to cheat, the easiest path to take to make our self feel better is to become more lenient about cheating. That is, convince ourselves that cheating is not that bad and no one gets harmed by you cheating. This is not just a rationalization; rather it’s a change in your stance on cheating long term. An experiment showed that children who cheated were more lenient toward cheating than ones who did not. This change in values works both ways, if you choose not to cheat, you actually start to develop a hardening on the attitude towards cheating on exams and will become more against it.

Dissonance and the Brain
Reasoning areas of the brain shut down when people are confronted with dissonance information. Then when the dissonance is resolved, areas of the brain associated with pleasure & happiness are activated. It is like the same activity that addicts activate when they get a fix!

Justification of Effort
Refers to the tendency for people to increase their liking for something that they worked hard to attain. This shows that there is a link between dissonance and effort. People who put more effort into something are more likely to experience dissonance if that thing does not turn out to be what they had hoped for. In that case, people convince themselves that what they worked hard for is worth it and that it is much better than it really is. For example if I work 2 weeks to try and get a position, then I get it and its not that great, I’ll experience dissonance and resolve it by convincing myself that it is better than it really is.

So if a person goes through an effortful experience to attain something, it will become more attractive to them. This is related to team hazing. 

Internal Vs. External Justification
External justification is a person’s reason for dissonant behavior that resides outside the individual. 
For example, if your friend asks you to come to his shitty performance and asks you his opinion. What do you say? He seems happy and excited, so you tell him it was great. Do you experience dissonance? No because you externally justified your white lie because you care about your friend. 

Internal justification is when a person reduces dissonance by changing something about him self. What if your truthful opinion will be the reason your friend quits school to perform full time? If you say it was great, this is a big lie, you experience dissonance. You will try to internally justify it by changing your attitude or behaviour, e.g. you will find reason that maybe his performance was good.

Counter-attitudinal advocacy occurs when we express an opinion or attitude that counters our private beliefs or feelings
· This is how saying becomes believing. When we do this with little external justification, we start to believe the lie we told. 
· If we can’t find external justification, we find or create internal justification
· Study gave $20 or $1 for people to lie about their level of interest of a task to the next participant 
· $20 group – large external justification – reported they were not interested
· this group had sufficient external justification, so they didn’t need to internally justify their lie 
· $1 group – small external justification – reported they were v interested 
· this group did not have sufficient external justification, so they internally justified their lie 

Using Counter-Attitudinal Advocacy to Tackle Social Problems 
· Get people to endorse a policy favoring a minority community and then their attitudes become more positive towards that community 
· White people had to write an essay endorsing a policy to double the funds for black students, they felt strong dissonance, which was mitigated by changing their attitude towards the policy and black people! 
· Aversive racists (i.e. IAT showed they’re racist) had to write an essay on why equality is important and then report two occasions where they reacted negatively to Asian students 
· This created feelings of hypocrisy, called “induction of hypocrisy” and thus dissonance
· The gave Asian students more funding than control group, thus they started to behave consistently with their stance in the essay
· Induction of hypocrisy 
· Effective in promoting condom use by causing dissonance via hypocrisy (make a speech on condom use & then something brings to light their failure to always use condoms)
· Also works on body dissatisfaction & road rage & works on young children 
· Especially effective on people with high self-esteem 

Punishment
The best way to punish someone with intent to change their behavior is to punish then mildly. The process by which the bully changes their behavior is because of insufficient punishment. Punishing people too severely gives them external justification as to why they stopped engaging in the negative behavior; this could be that they are scared to get suspended so they will still engage in the behavior when they know they cannot get caught. But if the punishment is mild, external justification is insufficient, so the the person starts to change their attitude. 
By punishing them mildly, just enough for them to stop the behavior. This does not allow them to find external justification for their behavior and thus result to looking for internal justification, which will in turn, change their belief. For example, they might start thinking that they don’t actually like to bully because they cannot find an external reason for why they stopped since the punishment was not severe.

The aftermath of bad deeds: What do we do when we treat someone badly?
Surprisingly, we actually begin to hate that person more and convince ourselves that that person is not good. This is done to make ourselves feel better about what we did. We actually convince ourselves that we did not like that person we just behave cruelly towards and that they are a bad person. Another thing we do is dehumanize the victim because it is easier to be cruel towards sub-humans than humans (i.e. prison torturing).

Rationalization trap
This is called a trap because by engaging in reduction of dissonance, we can cause a chain of self-justification events therefore we will be engaging in more and more immoral stuff (against our beliefs). That is because every time we reduce our dissonance by self-justification we are slightly becoming more and more lenient towards the behavior in question. This means we are more likely to do it again. It is like a spiral hence the “trap” in the name.

Self-affirmation can counteract the realization trap. Self-affirmation theory states that we can reduce the impact of dissonance arousing threat to self-concept by focus on competence in another unrelated area. Let’s say Abdullah engaged in a cruel behavior. Before he begins to reduce dissonance by self-justification, if he can step back and self-affirm, he will not engage in self-justification. So, he can step back and say to himself (something unrelated but shows his competence), “I am a smart person, I help people, and I donate all the time.” If he can do this then he will admit his fault that what he did was cruel but that he is capable of doing much better.

· What is important here is that before the onset of dissonance, a person has the opportunity to self affirm. 
· Studies show that people with higher self-esteem are more capable of resisting cheating than people with lower self esteem. Also a temporary boost in self esteem inoculates people from cheating too. 
· Reminding people of their morals may reverse the realization trap too 

Dissonance, Self-affirmation and Culture 
· Eastern Asians do not show dissonance reduction for themselves typically
· They do show dissonance reduction for their friends (study where they chose a plate for their friends then were asked to re-evaluate the order of the plates, they ranked what they chose for their friend higher the second time).
· Americans did not show this effect 
· For individualistic cultures, self-affirming independent values reduced the need for dissonance reduction.
· For collectivist cultures, self-affirming interdependent values (i.e. family values) reduced the need for dissonance reduction.
· For bicultural people (e.g. Chinese but living in Canada), both self-affirming independent and interdependent values reduce the need for dissonance reduction 

Solar Temple revisited 
· Why did this mass suicide happen? Because of a great deal of cognitive dissonance 
· when people make an important decision and invest heavily in that decision, they have a strong need to justify their actions and commitment (Justification effort) 
· The members of the Solar temple cult sacrifice a lot (friends, money, females were sexually exploited); these sacrifices increase their commitment to the cult 

Concluding thought (OWL) 
· Drinking alcohol = a domain where uni students’ attitude don’t correspond with behaviour 
· Why? Because students have inaccurate beliefs about other students attitudes in this domain 
· Student think that their campus attitude towards drinking is more favourable than it actually is & more favourable that their own view  encourages people to drink more 
· Misconception occurs b/c no one talked openly about their negative attitude towards drinking, ppl are dishonest b/c they’re scared others will disagree w them  results in illusion of consensus 
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FIGURE 6.1

The Theory of Planned
Behaviour

According to this theory, the best
predictors of people’s behaviours
are their behavioural intentions.
The best predictors of their inten-
tions are their attitudes toward the
specific behaviour, their subjective
norms, and their perceived control
of the behaviour.

(Adapted from Ajzen & Fishbein, 1980)

specific atitude toward the behaviour, not
their general attitude
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Different groups of women were asked about their attitudes toward birth control. The
more specifc the question, the better it precicted their actual use of birth control.

Attitude Measure Attitude Behaviour Correlation
Attitude toward birth control 008
Attitude toward birth control pills 032
Attitude toward using birth control pills 053

Attitude toward using birth control pills during the next two years  0.57




