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one does not support (Festinger & Carlsmith, 1959), or a countermotivation-
al behavior (e.g., eating grasshoppers; Zimbardo, Weisenberg, Firestone, &
Levy, 1965). In the majority of studies, the reduction of dissonance operates
through an attitudinal change.

Induction of Dissonance by Hypocrisy

At the beginning of the 1990s, Aronson and his colleagues (Aronson,
Fried, & Stone, 1991) developed a new paradigm for inducing dissonance:
the hypocrisy-induction procedure. Instead of arousing dissonance by lead-
ing people to do something they do not believe, dissonance is aroused by
getting people to advocate positions they support but do not always live up
to (Fried, 1998). Concretely, an individual is induced to encourage other
people to perform certain worthwhile behaviors. Then he is reminded that
his own behavior has not always been consistent with those goals. In other
words, this person is confronted with the following inconsistency: what he
has done in the recent past and what he is advocating right now.

The three initial studies on hypocrisy (Aronson, et al., 1991; Dickerson,
Thibodeau, Aronson, & Miller, 1992; Stone, Aronson, Crain, Winslow, &
Fried, 1994) used the same basic design, manipulating advocacy (or no ad-
vocacy) and recall or no recall of past failures. Aronson, ef a/. (1991) and
Stone, et al. (1994) applied the hypocrisy-induction procedure to condom
use, Participants advocated the systematic use of condoms. They were led 1o
believe their speeches would be used in an AIDS education program. In the
hypocrisy condition, participants were also asked to list at what times they
themselves had failed to use condoms. These participants indicated an in-
crease in behavioral intentions to use condoms (Aronson, ef al., 1991) and
later actually bought more condoms (Stone, ef a/., 1994) than did partici-
pants who made only public advocacies or participants who only recalled
their past nonuse of condoms. In a conceptual replication, Dickerson, et al.
(1992) evaluated the efficiency of the hypocrisy-induction paradigm by test-
ing it in a different situation (e.g.. water conservation), in which the authors
could get a direct behavioral measure of the dependent variable. Hypocrisy
was induced by asking participants to sign a flyer promoting water conserva-
tion and then answer a questionnaire they believed would help a water con-
servation program. The aim of this questionnaire was to make them aware of
their own poor water conservation. The results showed that these partici-
pants later took shorter showers than participants in the control condition.

More recently, Fried and Aronson (1995) and Fried (1998) applied the
hypocrisy-induction procedure to recycling behaviors. For example, Fried
and Aronson (1995) showed that hypocrisy-induced participants were more
inclined to help a recycling organization than controls. They also demon-
strated that a misattribution context (Zanna & Cooper, 1974) reduced the
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effect of the hypocrisy induction on subsequent behavior. This effect of mis-
attribution suggests that induced hypocrisy is actually a form of dissonance
arousal.

In all these experiments, it was shown that the recall of personal trans-
gressions (Stone, Weigand, Cooper, & Aronson, 1997) is a necessary condi-
tion to arouse dissonance. We wanted to test whether the quantity and the
nature of these transgressions could affect the outcome (behavioral change).
It was hypothesized that more serious transgressions would lead to greater
dissonance and that greater behavioral change than would more harmless
transgressions. Also, recalling four transgressions should arouse more disso-
nance than recalling one transgression. From Festinger’s perspective, each re-
called transgression has the status of a dissonant cognition, so adding disso-
nant cognitions should increase the total amount of dissonance.

METHOD

Hypocrisy was induced using the standard procedure: advocacy and re-
call of past salient transgressions. All the participants advocated sate driving
and were asked to recall times when they had failed to drive carefully. Sa-
lience of past transgressions was manipulated yielding a two-way design: 2
(number of recalled transgressions: 1, 4) x 2 (transgression severity: Harm-
less, Serious).

Morcover, two contiol groups were used. In the target-behavior only
condition, target behavior was proposed directly. In the advocacy control
condition, participants only advocated driving safety.

Participants

Men and women (N=135), students from the University of Provence
(France), were recruited individually; participation was restricted to those
who had driver’s licenses. Fifteen participants were dropped from the analy-
sis; of these, five were dropped before participation because they refused to
write the advocacy, and three were dropped because they expressed suspi-
cion. Seven were excluded after revealing that they had not driven since they
had obtained their driver’s licenses.

Material

In a pretest, 40 students were asked to assess 39 infractions of the r_mr
way code. They had to indicate on a 9-point Likert-type scale how serious
each infraction was, from 1: Not at all serious to 9: Absolutely serious. Four
infractions were assessed as Not all serious: eating while driving (M=2.0;
SD=1.2), not stopping when a traffic light is yellow (M=2.1; SD=0.8), us-
ing the horn to greet a friend (M=1.6; SD=0.7), and wearing shoes which
are not adapted to driving (M=2.0; SD=1.2).” Four infractions were per-

*The overall items correspond to French rules of the road.
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ceived as Absolutely serious: not fastening safety belts (M=4.5; SD=0.9)

not respecting stopping distance (M=4.0; SD=1.0), drunk driving (M=4.4:
SD=0.9), and not obeying a stop sign (M=4.5; SD=0.7). h

Procedure

4

Pronormative advocacy—The procedure for public advocacy was identi-
cal to those used in Aronson, ef al. (1991). As soon as the participant en-
tered the lab, the experimenter introduced himself as a member of a road-
safety association. All participants were told they would be helping to devel-
op a road-safety prevention program. To do so, the experimenter explained
that part of their participation would involve advocating the importance of
respecting driving rules.

To ensure that participants were freely choosing to write the advocacy
(Fointiat & Grosbras, 2007), the experimenter continued as follows: “I will
understand if you don’t want to argue such a position . . . it’s up to you ...”
Then, the participants wrote an essay on a sheet of paper.

Salience of transgression(s).—After writing their statements, participants
were randomly assigned to one of the four experimental conditions. They
were given forms on which they were asked to describe all the times in the
recent past when they had broken the driving rules. Groups of participants
were asked to recall four Harmless or Serious transgressions or one Harmless'
or Serious transgression. These forms were constructed on the basis of the
pretest. Participants in the four different conditions had to complete a ques-
tionnaire, as shown in Appendix 1.

In the One-serious transgression condition, the infractions A and B
were drunk driving and nonrespect of stopping distance. In the Four-serious
transgressions condition, two more infractions were added, infraction C, not
stopping when traffic light is yellow, and infraction D, wearing shoes which
are not adapted to driving. In the One-harmless transgression condition, in-
fractions A and B were eating while driving and using the horn. In the
Four-harmless transgressions condition, two more infractions were added,
infraction C, not fastening the safety belt, and infraction D, not obeying a
stop sign.

At the same time participants were given the questionnaire, the experi-
menter informed the participants they were free to complete the question-
naire or not: “Feel free to do it or not...it's up to you...” (Fointiat &
Grosbras, 2007).

Dependent Measures

All participants received the main dependent measure: volunteering in a
road-safety association. Each of them received a form asking if they were
willing to deliver handbills to promote safe driving. The form allowed par-
ticipants to respond as follows: “No, I do not have time right now to help”
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or “Yes, I would be willing to distribute handbills. 1 agree to distribute ___
« 50 handbills,” The experimenter stressed that participants mroc_.n_ Aoncn.
teer only the number of handbills they were genuinely willing to distribute.
Participants were then asked to write their local mmn__.w%. and phone :E.awnm..
They were told they would be contacted by the association volunteer coordi-
nator. As soon as this measure was completed, participants were thanked for
their participation and debriefed.

Resurrs

First of all, none of the participants exhibited difficulty recalling past
transgressions. Moreover, no difference in response patterns was observed
between the men and women who took part in this experiment. .ﬂ:.a.. the
data presented in Table 1 have been aggregated. m.,cnrm:ﬂo_.a. none of the
participants refused to recall their past transgressions (transgression ques-
tionnaire), Table 1 presents the results based on the percentage of partici-
pants who volunteered and the number of handbills they agreed to distrib-

ute,
TABLE 1

NUMBER OF VOLUNTEERS BY SERIOUSNESS OF RECALLED TRANSGRESSIONS
AND NuMBER OF TRANSGRESSIONS (115 =20)

Controls Hypocrisy Condition: Transgressions
Target-  Advocacy Serious Harmless
behavior 1 4 1 4
No. Volunteers 2 5 8 9 5 14
No. Handbills 150 90 150 72 160 125

Note—First row is the number of volunteers for handbill distribution in each condition.
Second row is the mean number of handbills that volunteers agreed to distribute.

Rate of Volunteering .

When presented directly, the target behavior appears to be mom%, since
only 2 of the 20 participants volunteered compared to 36 of 80 in the over-
all experimental conditions (Yates’ correction X iio=6.90, p<.01, b= .m@...?
seems that the hypocrisy-induction procedure is fruitful to promote behavio-
ral intentions, although the results show that the difference between all ex-
perimental conditions (36/80) and the advocacy-only non&ﬂo.u (5/20) was
not significant (1, ., =2.65, p<.10, ¢=.16). A log-linear analysis 2 (quantity
of recalled transgressions: 1, 4) X 2 (transgression severity: Harmless, Serious)
using volunteering as a dependent variable (Logit model) showed an .nmmnnﬁ
of number of transgressions (' ,=53.10, p=.02, 9=.25). A nonsignificant
interaction between the number of transgressions and severity .Om transgres-
sions was observed (x’,,,=5.32, p=.06, 6=.26). However, this effect was
due to the Four-harmless transgressions condition. A 2-by-2 comparison
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showed that this group differed significantly from the One-serious
3.64, p=.05, 6=.30) and One-harmless (x’,,,=8.12, p=.004, = 45)
tions. No difference was observed among these three latter groups.

volunteering for a road-safety association could help the participants to
reduce their feelings of guilt. This was only observed when the recalled trans-
..ﬁﬁ.&,o:m involved harmless consequences. When the transgressions were seri-
ous, the effect disappeared. In the serious transgressions conditions, no dif-
ference was observed for the number of transgressions. Guilt interpretation
cannot explain this result.
~ Reactance (Brehm, 1966) could account for the lack of volunteering in
the Four-serious transgressions condition. It seems plausible that this manip-
wlation may have been too heavy-handed. It is conceivable that participants
may have felt that the experimenter was trying to shame them, to make
them feel guilty so that they would volunteer. Thus, participants may have
been motivated not to reduce the dissonance, but to restore their feelings of
freedom and, thus, refused to volunteer.
~ One can consider that recalling several serious transgressions threatens
the self-concept. In that case, no behavioral change is observed, supposedly
because it is easier to choose denial (Aronson, 1999).
~ Finally, it is conceivable that recalling four serious transgressions could
arouse dissonance, but at the same time inhibits its reduction. Fried (1998)
“Hawed that when it is difficult for participants to envision correcting past
ansgressions (1., when the participants were identified with their transgres-
.ions), they reduced the dissonance by changing their attitude. The lack o».
hypocrisy-induction effect does not mean there was no dissonance arousal,
The better way to test this assumption would be to offer different means of
dissonance reduction: behavioral change, attitudinal change, and trivialization
ceive that recalling one transgression, however serious it is, would not be (Simon, Greenberg, & Brehm, 1995). If attitudinal change is observed when
: participants recalled four serious transgressions, it might be concluded that
these participants are experiencing dissonance; thus the interpretations in
terms of guilt, reactance, or denial might be rejected. Using a dissonance
thermometer (Elliot & Devine, 1994) could be useful to assess the psycholog-
ical discomfort after the recall of the first serious transgression, after the sec-
ond serious transgression, etc. If participants recalling four serious transgres-
sions reported psychological discomfort, it could suggest that dissonance was
The hypocrisy-induction procedure seems to be especially efficient when
the situation per se is socially desirable (Stone, et al., 1997). The driving be-
haviors belong to this category; the induction-hypocrisy paradigm could be a
useful tool to promote behaviors high in social desirability.
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Discussion
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