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DISSONANCE COGNITIVE
(FESTINGER, 1957)

Cognition X Cognition non X
« Je suis pour la protection de « Je ne recycle pas mes
I’environnement » déchetsy

Eveil de la dissonance
cognitive
(état de tension)

Réduction de la dissonance



DISSONANCE VICARIANTE
(NORTON ET AL., 2003)

Quand un individu observe un membre de son groupe agir de
maniére inconsistante avec ses propres attitudes (Norton et al., 2003)

C’est important de protéger
I’environnement, mais je ne le
fait pas toujours...



A model of vicarious dissonance (Jaubert et al., 2020)
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At individual
level :
- actis less
aversive
- reduce
uncertainty

At group level :
- Increase in group
cohesiveness

Consequence of
vicarious dissonance
reduction




OBJECTIFS

Quelle est la force de I'effet de la DV sur les affects, les jugements
d'hypocrisie, les attitudes et les comportements ?

Quelle est la taille estimée de l'effet ?

Quels sont les facteurs importants qui moderent I'effet de la DV sur
I'affect, les jugements d'hypocrisie, le changement d'attitude ou de
comportement ?




OBJECTIFS

Déterminer |'efficacité des interventions de DV et mettre en évidence les
conditions dans lesquelles elles fonctionnent le mieux (Cooper et al,,

2009)

Examiner un ensemble d'études dérivées de conceptions de recherche
similaires avec des résultats qui peuvent étre configurés comme des tailles
d'effet standardisées (Borenstein et al., 201 |)




METHODE
(YEUNG & AL., 2020)

Articles Included (n = 10)
15 independent samples e 103 effect sizes ® Total N = 1402




RESULTATS

Table I.Studies included in the
Meta-analysis

Notes. N: number of studies.
STD: students. N-STD: no
students. IH: Induced Hypocrisy.
|C: Induced Compliance. FC: Free
Choice

Study

Barden et al. (2005)
Barden et al. (2013)

Blackman et al.
(2016)

Focella et al. (2016)

Gaffney et al.
(2012)

Herak et al. (2018)

Jaubert et al.
(2020a)

Jaubert et al.
(2020b)

Monin et al. (2004)

N

2

2

Country

USA

USA
USA
USA
USA

FR

FR

FR

USA

Sample
Pop

STD

STD
N-STD
STD
STD

STD

STD

STD

STD

Publi

YES

YES

YES

YES

YES

YES

NO

NO

YES

Paradigm

IH

IH
IC & FC

IH

FC

IC

IC



Author(s), Year, and Study #

Sample size

Observed [95% Cl]

Barden et al. (2005) /1 /1 137 . 0.24 [0.03, 0.51]
Barden et al. (2005) /3 / 1 53 | . | 1.12[0.62, 1.61]
Baren et al. (2013)/2 /1 146 —a— 0.83[0.57,1.10]
Baren et al. (2013)/3 /1 51 A 0.24 [-0.19, 0.67]
Blackman et al. (2016)/1/1 144 f—— 0.56 [ 0.28, 0.85]
Blackman et al. (2016)/2/1 84 P 0.57[0.19, 0.94]
Blackman et al. (2016) /3 /1 60 t i 0.65 [-0.06, 1.37]
Focella et al. (2016) /1 /1 161 |—"'—| 0.09 [-0.18, 0.36]
Focella et al. (2016) /2 /1 68 f | 0.27 [-0.20, 0.74]
Gaffney et al. (2012) /1/1 78 e 0.62[0.29, 0.96]
Herak et al. (2018)/1/1 149 I‘—I—| 0.22 [-0.02, 0.46]
Jaubert et al. (2020a) / 1/1 80 —a— 0.57[0.25, 0.89]
Jaubert et al. (2020b) /1 /1 120 I"—._i 0.19 [-0.07, 0.44]
Monin et al. (2004) /1 /1 48 p————q 0.54[0.08, 1.00]
Monin et al. (2004) /2 /1 23 { -0.00 [-0.65, 0.65]
RE Model e 0.44[0.29

[ I I I 1

-2 -0.5 1 25 4

Vicarious dissonance main effect

Figure |. The forest
plot of included effects
sizes of vicarious
dissonance on DV

g de Hedge = 0.44,
95%IC [0.29 ; 0.58]



DV Nicudes  Taille d’effet Force

COMPARAISON Psychologie sociale (Schifer & 847 d=0230
DE TAILLES Schwars, 2019)

Faible-moyen

D’EFFETS

Dissonance vicariante |5 g =044 Faible-moyen
Tableau 2. Comparaison des Dissonance personnelle — ,
tailles d’effets relatives au Soumission induite (Kenwort et 31 d =0.8l Elevé
phénomene(s) de psychologie al., 2011)

sociale, dissonance vicariante et

dissonance personnelle . ,
Dissonance personnelle —

Notes. Neudes : nombre d’études Paradigme du choix (Kenwort et 18 d=0.59 Moyen
inclues dans la méta-analyse. d: d al, 201 1)

de Cohen. g: Hedges’ g.

r: coefficient de corrélation.

Dissonance personnelle-

Hypocrisy induite (Priolo et al., 38 r=0.35 Moyen
2018)




EFFECT SIZE

ACCORDING TO DV thL g CLIb Cl.ub  signif
THE TYPE OF VD (study)
Personal discomfort 68 (1) 0.27 -0.20 0.74 NO
Table 3. Effect size according to Hypocrysy judgment 387 (4) 0.75 0.57 0.93 YES
the type of dependent variable
gx;tji}f:iggfc 331 (5) 034 0.14 053  YES
Notes. N (study): number of P
articipant (number of study). i
i y) tA:;'itc”de towardthe 474 046 008 074  YES
ci.ib: confidence interval
lowerboundary. Attitude toward the
ci.ub: confidence interval observed Sl =078 U2 LA =

upperboundary.




Author(s), Year, and Study #

Sample size

Observed [95% Cl]

Barden et al. (2005)/1/1 137 l“—.—{ 0.24 [-0.03, 0.51]
Barden et al. (2005) /3 /1 53 f - { 1.12[0.62, 1.61]
Baren et al. (2013)/2/1 146 —a— 0.83[0.57,1.10]
Baren et al. (2013)/3 /1 51 l—‘—'—l 0.24 [-0.19, 0.67]
Blackman et al. (2016)/1/1 144 f—— 0.56 [ 0.28, 0.85]
Blackman et al. (2016)/2/1 84 e 0.57[0.19, 0.94]
Blackman et al. (2016) /3 /1 60 i 0.65 [-0.06, 1.37]
Focella et al. (2016)/1/1 161 |_"'_| 0.09 [-0.18, 0.36]
Focella et al. (2016)/2/1 68 | 0.27 [-0.20, 0.74]
Gaffney et al. (2012) /1/1 78 e 0.62[0.29, 0.96]
Herak et al. (2018) /1 /1 149 |‘—l—| 0.22 [-0.02, 0.46]
Jaubert et al. (2020a)/1/1 80 —a— 0.57[0.25, 0.89]
Jaubert et al. (2020b) / 1/1 120 I_'_.—i 0.19 [-0.07, 0.44]
Monin et al. (2004) /1 /1 48 P 0.54[0.08, 1.00]
Monin et al. (2004) /2 /1 23 } i -0.00 [-0.65, 0.65]
RE Model i 0.44[0.29

[ I I I 1

-2 -05 1 s 4

Vicarious dissonance main effect

g de Hedge = 0.44,
95%IC [0.29 ; 0.58]

L'heterogeneite
associée a cette
taille d’effet :
Q (15)=37.12,
p=<.001 ;
2=61.71%
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ANALYSE DE LA SYMETRIE
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Moderators N (study) g Cllb Cl.ub signif

Ingroup 1014 (12) 054 030 0.78 YES

M O D E RATO RS Group Outgroup 275 (3) 0.48 0.07 0.89 YES

Membership
Diff p-valeur = 0.81

Table 4. Effect size according to

Author(s), Year, and Study # Sample size Observed [95% CI]
the moderators
Barden et al. (2005)/1/1 137 H—— 0.24 [-0.03, 0.51]
Barden et al. (2006)/3/1 53 i 1.12[0.62, 161]
Notes. N (Study)' number Of Baren et al. (2013)/2/1 146 e 1.48[ 1.1, 1.85]
.
o o b f d Baren et al. (2013)/3/1 51 e 0.25[:0.32,0.82]
participant (number of study).
y Blackman et al. (2016)/1/1 144 —a— 0.56 [ 0.28, 0.85]
g: Hedges’ g.
Blackman et al. (2016)/2/1 84 e 0.57[0.19, 0.94]

Ci.ib: confidence interval Blackman et al. (2016) /3 /1 60 | 0.65 [-0.06, 1.37]
I Owe rb O u n d a rY' Focella et al. (2016)/2/ 1 68 [ — 0.27 [0.20, 0.74]

. . . Jaubert et al. (2020a) /1/1 80 - 0.57[0.25,0.89]
ci.ub: confidence interval
Jaubert et al_ (2020b) /1/1 120 [ — 0.19[-0.07, 0.44]
upperboundary.
Monin et al. (2004)/1/1 48 e 0.54[0.08, 1.00]
Monin et al. (2004) /2/1 23 | — | -0.00 [-0.65, 0.65]
RE Model il 0.54[0.30, 0.78]

T T T T 1
2 075 05 175 3
Moderator Group Membership - Ingroup




MODERATORS

Table 4. Effect size according to
the moderators

Notes. N (study): number of
participant (number of study).
g: Hedges’ g.

ci.ib: confidence interval
lowerboundary.

ci.ub: confidence interval
upperboundary.

Moderators

Ingroup
Group Outgroup
Membership

Diff

N (study) g

1014 (12)  0.54

275 (3) 0.48

ClL.Ib

0.30

0.07

Cl.ub signif

0.78  YES

089  YES

p-valeur = 0.81

RRRRRRR

ooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooo



MODERATORS

Table 4. Effect size according to
the moderators

Notes. N (study): number of
participant (number of study).
g: Hedges’ g.

ci.ib: confidence interval
lowerboundary.

ci.ub: confidence interval
upperboundary.

Moderators

Group
Membership

Choice

Ingroup

Outgroup

Diff

High

Low

Diff

N (study)

1014 (12)

275 (3)

1174 (13)

228 (2)

0.54

0.48

0.42

0.50

Cllb Cl.ub signif

0.30

0.07

0.25

0.06

0.78 YES

089 YES

p-valeur = 0.81

0.58 YES
094 YES
p-valeur = 0.30



Moderators N (study) g Clilb Cl.ub signif

MODERATORS
USA 1053 (12) 047 030 0.65 YES
Eariy FR 349 (3) 030 0.09 052 YES
Table 4. Effect size according to Diff p-valeur = 0.22
the moderators
Induced 499 (6) 043 025 06l YES
compliance
Notes. N (study): number of Induced
participant (number of study). naucee 694 (7) 047 020 074 YES
g: Hedges’ g. Type of hypocrisy
ci.ib: confidence interval paradigm
lowerboundary. Free choice 60 (1) 065 -006 137 NO
ci.ub: confidence interval
upperboundary. .
Diff p-valeur = 0.65 et 0.56




Moderators N (study) g Cllb Club signif

MODERATORS Tuition 80 (1) 055 023 088 YES
increase
Parental 71 (2) 032 -020 084 NO
acces
Sunscreen
Table 4. Effect size according to o 229 (2) 013 -0.10 037 NO
the moderators e
Paslie n:"'m"me 278 (3) 045 0.6 074 YES
Notes. N (study): number of
participant (number of study). Road safety 197 (2) 0.56 -0.02 .14 YES
g: Hedges’ g.
ci.ib: confidence interval Objects
|owerboundary. choice 60 (l) 0.65 -0.06 .37 NO
ci.ub: confidence interval
upperboundary. Diff p-valeur no significant




CONCLUSION

Résultats preliminaires

Effet estimeé de la dissonance vicariante g=0.44, avec un effet sur les
attitudes et le changement d’attitude

Reflexion sur I'absence d’effet de certains moderateurs
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