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Introduction
[bookmark: _GoBack]Cognitive dissonance refers to an uncomfortable psychological situation whereby there is conflict in an individual’s attitude, behavior, and beliefs (Berger & Sanchi, 2017). People are faced with decision-making situations in their daily lives, and it is expected that the decisions made are in line with an individual’s beliefs and attitudes about the circumstances that they are facing. However, sometimes the conclusions arrived at might not agree with an individual’s view or perceptions, and this is what is referred to as cognitive dissonance. For example, if an individual portrays himself or herself as being philanthropic, and the individual is asked to donate and fails to do so, that might be caused by cognitive dissonance because the individual’s self-image as a philanthropist does not agree to the individual’s behavior of not donating. 
The concept of cognitive dissonance was first established by Leon Festinger in 1957 as he was trying to investigate the communication of rumors. In his review of the literature, Festinger stumbled upon a study that had puzzling results. The study recorded rumors after an earthquake in India that was felt by a large area but affected a small part of India. The people outside the damaged area spread rumors about the impending danger. Festinger argued that the talks led the people outside the destruction area to believe that they were in danger even though they had no apparent reason to feel that way.
How cognitive dissonance affects attitude change
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Olive, Milland & Martinie (2013) notes that attitudes are psychological tendencies in which individuals express them by displaying the extent of favor or disfavor about a particular subject and they further recognize that attitudes are the most distinct aspect of social psychology. This section discusses the effects of dissonance on attitude and the challenges experienced in attitude change research.
A study by Gil, Ros & Martinie (2017) concluded that induction of dissonance affects attitude change. In their research, Gil et al. administered different tests, and one of them was asking the participants in the study to produce a counter-attitudinal essay after allocation of none, high and low resources for writing the essay. Before asking the question, the participants were exposed to video clips that induced mood (negative, positive and neutral). The researcher observed that in negative mood condition, systematic processing was evoked and in a positive atmosphere, heuristic processing was elicited. The third observation was that there was a change in attitude when individuals in the state of high dissonance got exposed to a negative mood. However, there was no change in view when the same individuals in high dissonance state were exposed to a neutral or positive atmosphere. It was also noteworthy that when participants got induced to high dissonance, the method of information processing that was measured by the number of resources allocated for the writing the essay changed the participant’s attitudes. Therefore, the study results indicated how attitude changed with the induction of high and low dissonance. 
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To change an individual’s attitude, a researcher or one ought to induce cognitive dissonance. However, in cognitive dissonance and attitude change research, attitude change is mostly forced to comply with procedures which indicates a shift in the original position to a moderate one rather than from a more general perspective to change in attitude. As Olive et al. (2013) note, there is a challenge in assessing the participants’ attitudes because, in most circumstances, their attitudes get measured after the experiment which makes conclusions to be incorrect because the original perceptions of the subject are not known. On the other hand, assessing the individual’s attitude before the experiment may cause resistance to change. Therefore, the researchers recommend that dissonance research should develop tools to measure how attitudes change during trials. 
Dissonance reduction strategies
The main reasons for dissonance reduction are to bring back balance. Life presents various circumstances that require decision making and every time people encounter such situations; there is a possibility of dissonance. Research on dissonance has provided a set of techniques that can be used to reduce it and this section will discuss those recommended guidelines as outlined by McGrath (2017).
Attitude change
McGrath (2017) asserts that attitude change as a technique for dissonance reduction has been a standard method for researchers and she links the reason for this technique being widely used to Festinger’s and Carlsmith’s research in 1959; attitude change was the dependent variable in their study. Dissonance is inducted and measured using interlinked series of scales. Change in perception is a reliable measure of psychological conflict that needs exploration to increase the knowledge base of this dependent variable. However, it is worth noting that examining attitude change alone gives minimal information about the participants and consequently little information about how the individuals will handle exposure to dissonant experiences.
Forgetting and distractions
A focus on attitude change overshadowed how individuals could minimize the negative arousal from dissonant circumstances. Even in daily life, sometimes distractions help us get away from a particular thought. Researchers recognized that after inducing dissonance, participants could easily divert their attention by getting distracted or forgetting. On the other hand, providing participants with opportunities for attitude change can prove to be an inefficient strategy because it reminds the participants of their dissonance. However, McGrath (2017) notes there is usually no decline in psychological conflict when participants are exposed to opportunities for attitude change but declined when participants are left to forget about their dissonance.
Self-affirmation and trivialization
According to McGrath (2017), Festinger suggested trivialization as a strategy for dissonance reduction but never got investigated until four decades later. Experiments by researchers found that participants preferred using the first mode as a dissonance reduction strategy unless their attitude was made relevant or they were presented with an ignorable issue frame which elaborates that the participants were likely to ignore the relevance of their behaviors instead of changing their attitudes. Self-affirmation occurs when the values of the participant are made relevant, and trivialization is the process by which self-affirmation reduces dissonance. In summary, if a participant’s sense of self gets reaffirmed, the relevance of the inconsistency is diminished, and it does not further arouse psychological conflict. 
Denial of responsibility
Responsibility is necessary for one to experience dissonance and researchers have suggested it as a measure of conflict over the years. Experiments performed indicate that participants chose responsibility denial as a method of dissonance reduction as one of the first choices presented in the trials (McGrath, 2017). The participants indicated that there was a reduction in dissonance when they denied responsibility for their behavior. 
Changing behavior 
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McGrath (2017) acknowledges that there is little research done on the behavior change as a dissonance reduction strategy with a focus on attitude change. In other circumstances, behavior change can be resistance. She also notes that recent studies that are using dissonance mechanisms for behavior change are very promising. However, behavioral options for 
the reduction presented to participants are sometimes the only options which consequently conveys limited information on whether behavior change reduces dissonance.
Act rationalization
Act rationalization is an approach beyond behavior change. The main idea behind act rationalization is to check whether there is consistency in action in comparison to previous problematic behavior. McGrath (2017) describes an experiment whereby when participants are not presented presented with the opportunity to rationalize their behavior cognitively, smokers who decided to stop smoking for short periods are likely to sign up for more abstinence period. Agreeing to an extended abstinence timeframe makes the previous agreement less problematic and, in the process, reduces dissonance. 
Conclusion
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In conclusion, cognitive dissonance is experienced more often than we can even recognize. From a social psychological perspective, it is vital that people live by their attitudes and beliefs about various aspects of life because it helps build better relationships and provides us with opportunities to make the right decisions. However, to achieve balance in cognitive dissonance, it requires consistency which is usually not possible every time. Therefore, it has prompted research by scholars to help individuals maintain that balance through performing experiments to establish techniques that can be used to improve consistency in action in different circumstances. However, it is essential to point out that in cognitive dissonance research, there is a broad knowledge base that needs exploration and the methods for measuring attitudes need to be integrated to provide more information about dissonance reduction.
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