The Dissonance Model in Post-Decision Product Evaluation
Author(s): Joel B. Cohen and Marvin E. Goldberg
Source: Journal of Marketing Research, Vol. 7, No. 3 (Aug., 1970), pp. 315-321
Published by: American Marketing Association
Stable URL: http://www.jstor.org/stable/3150288
Accessed: 30/10/2009 14:02
Your use of the JSTOR archive indicates your acceptance of JSTOR's Terms and Conditions of Use, available at
http://www.jstor.org/page/info/about/policies/terms.jsp. JSTOR's Terms and Conditions of Use provides, in part, that unless
you have obtained prior permission, you may not download an entire issue of a journal or multiple copies of articles, and you
may use content in the JSTOR archive only for your personal, non-commercial use.
Please contact the publisher regarding any further use of this work. Publisher contact information may be obtained at
http://www.jstor.org/action/showPublisher?publisherCode=ama.
Each copy of any part of a JSTOR transmission must contain the same copyright notice that appears on the screen or printed
page of such transmission.
JSTOR is a not-for-profit service that helps scholars, researchers, and students discover, use, and build upon a wide range of
content in a trusted digital archive. We use information technology and tools to increase productivity and facilitate new forms
of scholarship. For more information about JSTOR, please contact support@jstor.org.

American Marketing Association is collaborating with JSTOR to digitize, preserve and extend access to
Journal of Marketing Research.

http://www.jstor.org

JOELB. COHEN and MARVINE. GOLDBERG*

Post-decision cognitive reevaluation of instant coffee was primarily influenced by
confirmation-disconfirmationexperience with the product. Prior information resulting
from brand familiarity influenced the direction of post-decision reevaluation.
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sues, and events in a manner consistent with important
beliefs, especially following decisions in which psychological commitment and observable behavior combine
to increase personal involvement. In such cases the balance may turn more toward consistency than openness.
One's general preference for consonant (rather than
dissonant) cognitions to give order, stability, and consistency to his perception may thus assume more of the
qualities of a drive.
A vast amount of evidence testifies to the pervasiveness of attempts to avoid and reduce cognitive dissonance. Critics argue that the evidence has been gathered
largely in situations in which the value of openness and
flexibility (relative to consistency) is often quite low.
The controversy surrounding dissonance theory and the
increasing amount of contradictory evidence accumulated over the past few years (for recent reviews see [5,
8, 9]) have led to some disaffection with the theory [2,
5, 10].
Dissonance theory may not fit the role of a general
theory within which all consumer decision making can
be subsumed. The great enthusiasm, creativity, and
sheer productivity of dissonance researchers have helped
to oversell the theory to all too willing buyers. In part,
this is because of the relative frustration of cognitivelyoriented researchers to an absence of a general predictive model in any way comparable, for example, to that
of reinforcement-oriented stimulus-response theorists. It
has become increasingly clear that the dissonance model
will not serve this function.
On the other hand, a hostile over-reaction by those
who expected too much from the theory may be equally
unwise and nonobjective. Despite discrepant findings
and severe critics, dissonance theory does offer a parsimonious explanation for many otherwise disconnected
observations. If it can account for important aspects of
purchasing behavior, students of consumer behavior

INTRODUCTION
One of the most fundamental states of conflict in
human behavior which can be heightened by decision
making is that between the need for openness and flexibility, on the one hand, and structure and consistency on
the other. To what extent does one approach a situation
less than openly, guided by experience and expectations
and recognizing, identifying, and evaluating stimuli according to what one "knows" is there?
Coping with the environment demands a balance between accuracy and economy. Precise perception and
categorization, for all their value, are costly in time and
effort since the time needed to make any one response
may not only be crucial for its associated rewards and
punishments but also for coming to terms with all other
salient stimuli. Cognitive structures facilitate perception
and categorization of stimuli, but they may distort or
modify certain aspects of the situation. Ease of recognition and identification plus the fact that specific interpretations of many stimuli are socially learned and shared
add to the utility of a compromise between unbounded
flexibility and consistency.
As one becomes personally involved in an issue or
sees a direct relationship between his self concept and
an object or person, the exact nature of this compromise
may change. He may wish to interpret such objects, is* Joel B. Cohen is Associate Professor of Business Administration, University of Illinois, Urbana. Marvin E. Goldberg is
Assistant Professor of Business Administration, McGill University. This study was supported by a research grant from
the University of Illinois Research Board to the senior author. The authors express their gratitude to Harold H. Kassarjian for his valuable suggestions. An earlier version of this
paper was presented at the American Marketing Association
Consumer Behavior Research Workshop held at Ohio State
University, August 22-3, 1969.
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should identify those factors which increase its relevancy. An even more imposing task would be to combine dissonance theory with competing formulations
(such as stimulus-response learning theory) in a more
inclusive theory of the middle range.
Much of the research on dissonance theory has studied behavior in artificial and often trivial situations. For
example, subjects have been paid to participate in boring or tedious tasks, to lie to others, or to write essays
counter to commonly held positions, e.g., [1, 4, 11, 14].
In much of this research, the individual's prior experience, the relevance to him of the experimental task, and
what he does after the experiment are irrelevant to the
experimenter. For students of consumer behavior, however, these omissions are often of direct concern. Consumers' prior experience, perceived importance of decisions, and anticipation of product performance are all
factors which influence not only whether there will be a
cognitive reevaluation following a purchase, but, perhaps more importantly, what form it will take: decision
justification or outcome-based learning.
One criticism levelled against the theory of cognitive
dissonance is that the individual, rather than learning
from his mistakes, increases the likelihood of making
them again through justification and rationalization.
This study attempts to define and examine two factors
in consumer decision processes which should, in part,
determine the form of cognitive reevaluation (learning
vs. justification) expected: (1) prior information resulting from brand familiarity; and (2) the nature and quality of the post-purchase evidence.
METHODOLOGY
One hundred and twenty-eight subjects of both sexes
were allocated by quiz sections to the various experimental conditions. They were students in an introductory marketing course at the University of Illinois who
had signed up in 21 groups of up to 10 for a "new product research study" as part of the course requirement
that they participate in a marketing research study that
semester. They were told that the study was conducted
jointly by the marketing department and "one of the
country's outstanding marketing research firms."
The experiment was grouped into four stages: decision, immediate post-decision, nonconsumption, and
post-consumption, described below. The figure sum-

marizes the measures taken at each stage. Specific questions used are reported in the respective tables.
Decision Stage
Two-ounce jars of the four leading national brands
of instant coffee and 6-ounce jars of the unmarked test
brand were displayed. It was explained that the test
brand was presently available only in the 6-ounce size
and that we had been sent the 2-ounce size of the other
brands. Subjects were asked to select one jar as a gift.
This technique was used to generate a reasonable distribution between choices of the test brand and national
brands and to pose a dilemma likely to generate a workable amount of dissonance. Faced with such a decision,
the uncertain quality of the larger gift made some dissonance inevitable no matter which brand was selected.
Subjects were then told to carry their chosen brand with
them through the rest of the experiment, since they
would not be coming back to the room they were in.
Forty-eight subjects chose the test brand and 30 chose
one of the national brands. Prior information about the
chosen brand could not provide a filter through which
the former group could interpret subsequent information about their chosen brand. However, national
brands may have more stable and favorable initial
evaluations and hence be much more immune [6, 7] to
isolated and discrepant bits of information, especially
extremely discrepant information. Inconsistent information may be seen as less believable, sources as less trustworthy.
The study design also called for a manipulation of
ego-involvement in the process of decision making (distinct from involvement in the product, per se). Although
the data presented include involvement as one of the
sources of variation, a discussion of this variable may be
found elsewhere [3] and is not relevant to the focus of
this paper.
Subjects assigned to the no dissonance and control
conditions were not told about their selection of a gift
until the end of the experiment. It was not until all of
the experimental manipulations were carried out that
these groups selected a gift.
Immediate Post-Decision Stage
Subjects were assigned to high and low dissonance
groups to determine if the amount of dissonance led to

TAKENAT EACHSTAGE
MEASURES
Decision

1. Importance of decision (Table 1)
2. Brand choice

Immediate post-decision

Non-consumption

1. Expressed dissonance
(Table 1)
2. Purchase intention
(Table 3)

1. Brand preference
(Table 4)
2. Purchase intention
(Table 5)

Post-consumption
1. Brand preference (Table 7)
2. Purchase intention (Table 8)
3. Distortion of product attributes
(Table 9)
4. Gift selection (Table 10)

DISSONANCE
MODELIN POST-DECISION
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Table 1

Table 2

IMPORTANCEOF PURCHASE DECISIONa AND
EXPRESSEDDISSONANCEb

CONTROL GROUPS' RATINGS OF TEST COFFEEBY
7-POINT SEMANTICDIFFERENTIAL

Percent
High dissonance

High importance
Low importance
TOTAL
N

Percent

Low dissonance

60
40

17
83

100

100

43

35

x2 = 7.11 p < .01.
a Pre-selection
measure of importance:

Tasted bad
test coffee
(N = 26)

Bitter (1, 2)
Neutral (3-5)
Not bitter (6, 7)
Total

"Some people feel

that in buying instant coffee getting a certain brand is important. Others feel that it doesn't make a great deal of difference
which brand one buys. How do you feel about this?"
High importance: "Getting the brand I want is:
very important/
reasonably important.
Low importance: " Getting the brand I want is:
neither too important nor too unimportant/
reasonably unimportant/
very unimportant."
b Measure of dissonance: "When you compared your favorite

national brand with the test brand, were there features of the
gift you did not choose which (considering these by themselves)
might have led you to choose that gift?"
High dissonance: "Definitely, some aspects of the other
brand had a very positive appeal for
me."
"Possibly, some aspects of the other
brand had a small, but positive, appeal
for me."
Low dissonance: "Neither alternative had more than a
neutral appeal for me."
"Probably not, hardly any aspects of the
other brand had even a small positive
appeal for me."
"Definitely not, no aspect of the other
brand had any positive appeal for me."

differencesin post-decision brand evaluation. Ideally
this assignmentmight be made on the basis of the conflict among alternativesat the moment of decision. It
was felt, however, that forcing a person to report his
perceived conflict during the decision-makingprocess
would not only create a highly artificialsetting, but
would probably directly influence his effort, commitment, and subsequentdissonance.
The assignmentwas made on the basis of a postdecision reconstructionof each person'sprior state of
conflict.1Table 1 presentsthe questionused to generate
'This measure was made immediately after subjects announced their selections. Following a choice between alternatives, one tends to come to terms with post-decision regret
inherent in giving up benefits associated with unchosen alternatives. Opposing forces operating to produce regret, on the
one hand, and decision-justification(dissonance reduction) on
the other should roughly equalize shortly after the decision. Less
biased recall of one's pre-decision brand evaluation should be
possible at this point. Walster [12] who varied the time interval

Worthless (1, 2)
Neutral (3-5)
Valuable (6, 7)
Total
Sick (1, 2)
Neutral (3-5)
Healthy (6, 7)
Total
Bad (1, 2)
Neutral (3-5)
Good (6, 7)
Total
Poor quality (1, 2)
Neutral (3-5)
High quality (6, 7)
Total

Tasted good
test coffee
(N= 24)

42
27
31

25

100

100

35

61
4

8
92
0

100

100

23
77
0

13
70
17

100

100

17
58

65

21

31
4

21

100

100

31
69
0

21
62
17

100

100

58

subjects'expressedlevel of dissonanceand a comparison with a pre-decisionmeasure of perceivedproduct
importance.As expectedfrom prior studies, there is a
significantrelationshipbetween importanceand dissonance, providingsome evidencethat the expresseddissonance questionis valid.
Of the 78 subjectsaskedto select a brandas a gift, 43
expresseda high amountof dissonancefollowing their
choice; 35 expresseda low amount.Both groupswere
then asked to indicate the probabilitythat they would
buy eithertheirfavoritenationalbrandor the test brand.
Nonconsumption Stage

A comparativeevaluationof the non-tasteattributes
of the brandswas undertakenby the high, low, and no
dissonancegroups. This was describedas an "inspection test," a usual initial evaluationby the marketing
between choice and second rating of alternatives, provides supporting evidence. She found little spreading apart of chosen and
unchosen alternatives immediately after army recruits chose
occupational specialty assignments. Regret predominated with
a four-minute delay, and dissonancereduction thereafter. Regret
might very well be less a factor with a decision having fewer
personal implications,such as in the present study.
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Table 3

Table 5

IMMEDIATE
POST-SELECTION
RATINGa

NON-CONSUMPTION PURCHASEINTENTIONa

Source of variation

df

MS

F

Source of variation

Involvement (A)
Brand selected (B)
Dissonance (C)
AX B
AX C
BX C
AX BX C
Residual

1
1
1
1
1
1
1
70

1.44
27.59
.89
1.18
.51
1.11
.02
.78

1.85
35.51b
1.14
1.52
.66
1.43
.03

Brand selected (B)
Dissonance (C)
AX B
AX C
BX C

N

X

Selected a national brand
Selected the test brand

30
48

3.93
2.64

a "If your favorite national brand and the test brand were
priced the same for the 6 oz. size, which of these do you think
you would buy?" (Would buy other brand 1-------5 Would
buy selected brand)

bp < .001.

researchfirmof the non-tasteattributesof a food product. Those selectinga nationalbrandas a gift compared
it with the test brand.Those selectingthe test brandas
a gift were asked to compareit with their favoritenational brand;the no dissonancegroup performedthis
same comparison.
Subjectswere instructedto evaluate the appearance
and aromaof the two coffees in labelled beakers.The
intent, of course, was to provide a set of ambiguous
stimulito determineto what extentthe processof choosing a gift influencedperceptionand evaluationof the
chosen and unchosen alternatives.For this reason, the
Table 4
PREFERENCEa
NON-CONSUMPTION
Source of variation

df

MS

F

Involvement (A)

1

.13

.05

Brand selected (B)

1

.34

.14

Dissonance (C)
AX B
AX C

1
1
1

2.01
.00
.98

.80
.00
.39

B X C

1

8.22

3.28b

1
70

2.66
2.51

1.06

Selected a national brand

Selected test brand

High
dissonance

Low
dissonance

High
dissonance

Low
dissonance

N = 20
X = 6.18

N = 10
X = 5.13

N = 23
X = 5.33

N= 25
X = 5.69

a "On an overall basis which of the two brands you compared do you prefer?" (Prefer other brand 1----9 Prefer selected brand)

b p < .10.

(A)

A X B X C

Residual

Group

AX BX C
Residual

Involvement

df

MS

F

1

4.73

1.41

1
1
1
1
1

.29
2.97
4.05
3.19
2.59

.09
.88
1.21
.95
.77

1

.99

.30

70

3.35

a "If both brands were sold at the same
price for a 6 oz. size,
which brand would you probably buy?" (Would buy other
brand 1-----9 Would buy selected brand)

coffee in each of the beakers was exactly the same.
Questionsregardingbrandpreferenceand purchaseintentionswere then administeredto each of the subjects
in the threedissonanceconditions.
Post-Consumption Stage

Subjectswere next served a cup of each of the two
brandscomparedearlier.At this point, roughlyhalf the
subjectshad their choice of coffee confirmedor disconfirmedby alteringthe taste of the test coffeewith a poor
tasting additive.2
Table 2 providesa check on the adequacyof the disconfirmationprocedure.The 50 subjectsnot selectinga
gift (no dissonanceand control groups)rated this specially prepared coffee as somewhat more bitter and
reasonablylower in qualityand generalevaluationthan
the good test coffee. Thus the manipulationseems to
have succeeded in producinga believablybad coffee
aroundwhich to structuredisconfirmationexperiences.
All subjects were then given a final questionnaire.
Just before leaving the experimentsubjects were told
to leave the jars they had been carryingwith them and
take a fresh jar as a gift. The experimenterexplained
that they might as well take home a new-lookinggift.
As they filed by a table near the exit which containeda
largenumberof jars of each brand,theirchoice was recorded by an assistantstationed at a distance behind
the group.
RESULTS AND DISCUSSION
Immediate Post-Decision Stage

Table 3 revealsthat,in the absenceof any discrepant
informationor opportunityto selectivelycompare and
evaluate the brands, only the brand selected (national
2The fact that the confirmation-disconfirmationexperience
was manipulated by altering the taste only of the test brand is
important in that much greater variance in post-consumption
evaluation of the test brand is expected. Approximately half of
those choosing a test brand experienced much stronger disconfirmation than those choosing a national brand. Altering the
taste of the national brand might well have produced disbelief.
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Table 6
NON-CONSUMPTION
MEANSWITHCONTROL:
OF TREATMENT
RATINGS
COMPARISON

Treatment

Test brand-high dissonance
Test brand-low dissonance
Control
National

brand-low dissonance

National brand-high dissonance

Evaluation of test brand

N

Preference
(1)
tast
national
(9)

Purchase
intention
test (1)
national (9)

inferior (1)
superior (7)

23
25
36

4.70
4.32
5.22

5.22
4.36
5.81

3.78
4.32
3.75

4.74b
4.60b
3.83

4.30
4.44
4.19

10

5.20

5.50

4.60a

4.60b

4.40

20

6.15

6.15

4.20

4.15

4.25

bad (1)
good (7)

worthless (1)
valuable (7)

a

(Dunnett t) p < .05.
b (Dunnett t) p < .01.

or test) produced a significantlydifferentcomparative
rating. Those selecting a national brand rated their
choice higherthan those selectingthe test brand.Since
control subjects also rated nationalbrandshigher than
the test brand without tasting either one (Table 6) it
seems reasonableto assumethat this belief existedprior
to the experimentand was not materiallyalteredby the
choice process. Apparentlypriorinformationabout nationalbrandsenabledthose choosingone to rate it more
highlyrelativeto a new and unknownbrandthan those
choosingthe test brandcould rate their choice relative
to a nationalbrand.
Neither the main effect of dissonanceor situational
involvementnor any of the interactionsproved to be
significant. Since this rating was made immediately
after the self-reportof expresseddissonance,it is possible that the effect of statingthat "aspectsof the unchosen alternativehad a positive appeal"constrained
immediatechangesin the relativeratingsof the two alternatives.

subjectsto be more favorablydisposedtowardsthe test
brandthan the high dissonancesubjects.
The evidencesuggeststhat the dissonancemodel can
account,to some extent, for differentialbehaviorin the
case of nationalbrandsubjectsbut not for those selecting the test brand.Priorinformationon the well established nationalbrandswould seem to be an important
interactivevariable determiningthe form of cognitive
reevaluation.Cautionis neededin interpretingthese results since, for the most part, the experimentalgroups
do not differsignificantlyin their evaluationsfrom the
controlgroup.
The data presentedthus far illustratethe effects of
the firstvariable,priorinformationresultingfrombrand
familiarity.In the post-consumptionstage, the second
variable(natureand qualityof post-purchaseevidence)
is no longer ambiguous,but provides a definiteconfirmationor disconfirmation
experience.The first stage of
the experimentmay be roughlycomparedto a typical
post-decisionfirst stage in which the consumerhas lit-

Nonconsumption Stage

Subjectswent to a second room, where a different
experimenterconductednonconsumptionevaluationsof
the coffees. Preferenceratings are shown in Table 4.
The dissonance-brandselected interactionapproached
significance(p < .10). No other significantrelationshipswere found.The interactionindicatedthat the dissonancemodel correctlypredictedthe directionof preference ratings for the national brandsbut not for the
test brand.
No supportcan be given for the dissonancemodel on
the question of purchase intentions (Table 5). When
Dunnett'stest [13, p. 89] comparingall means with a
control was run (Table 6) there was a consistenttendency of high dissonancenationalbrand subjectsto be
strongerin praiseof theirown selection(columns1 and
2) and more criticalin theirevaluationof the test brand
(columns 3, 4, and 5) than low dissonance national
brandsubjects.Lookingat the same comparisonfor the
test brand subjects, in four of the five post-decision
evaluationstherewas a tendencyfor the low dissonance

Table 7
POST-CONSUMPTION
PREFERENCEa
Source of variation

MS

df

Confirmation-disconfirmation (A)
Brand selected (B)
Dissonance (C)

1
1
1

117.22
67.11
.00

A X B

1

.35

AX C

1

.29

B X C

1

9.55

1
70

.92
4.48

AX BX C
Residual

F
26.151l

14.97
.00
.08

.06
2.13

.20

Group

N

X

Selection was confirmed
Selection was disconfirmed

40
38

6.54
3.81

a "Now that you have completed the brand
comparison,
which of the two brands do you prefer?" (Prefer other brand
1-----9 Prefer selected brand)
bp < .001.
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Table 8
PURCHASEINTENTIONa
POST-CONSUMPTION
Source of variation

df

MS

F

Confirmation-disconfirmation (A)
Brand selected (B)
Dissonance (C)
AX B
AX C
BX C
AX BX C
Residual

1
1
1
1
1
1
1
70

110.52
87.04
.33
.45
1.48
14.00
1.50
3.95

27.95c
22.01
.08
.11
.37
3.54b
.38

Group
Selection was confirmed
Selection was disconfirmed
Selected
Selected
Selected
Selected

a national brand X high dissonance
a national brand X low dissonance
the test brand X high dissonance
the test brand X low dissonance

N

X

40
38

6.41
3.76

20
10
23
25

6.80
5.71
3.51
4.31

a "Which would you
probably buy if the national brand and
the test brand were sold at the same price for each size jar?"
(Would buy other brand 1-------9Would buy selected brand)

b p < .10.

Cp < .001.

tie definitive feedback from his decision. This kind of
situation is not conducive to learning or objective validation of behavior. It should be difficult to really evaluate the merits of the two products without meaningful
performance information. Prior to the actual use of the
product, the simplest and most gratifying course of action may be a positive reappraisal of one's decision.
The post-consumption stage of the experiment provided
an opportunity to measure behavior with respect to information clearly confirmational or disconfirmational
in nature.
Post-Consumption Stage
Would high dissonance subjects be motivated enough
to perceptually distort a clear disconfirmationof their selection, or would this be interactive with prior information based on brand familiarity? Tables 7 and 8 provide
evidence that significantly different evaluations of the
selected brand were a function of the confirmationdisconfirmation experience. If prior information regarding brands is a significant source of influence on the
form of dissonance reduction, then there should be a
significant interaction between brand selected and dissonance.3 This was not the case for preference ratings
(Table 7). However, the hypothesized factor did approach significance (p < .10) for purchase intention
(Table 8). In neither table, however, was there a significant main effect due to dissonance.
Results coded for an open-ended brand comparison
question (Table 9) give further evidence regarding subjects' treatment of brand attribute information. High
A significant main effect for brand selected is an artifact
of the previously discusseddisconfirmationmanipulation.

dissonance subjects, contrary to dissonance theory, did
not highlight positive attributes of the chosen brand and
negative attributes of the unchosen brand to a significantly greater degree than low dissonance subjects. In
fact, the direction of the results is opposite to the theory.
Perhaps the most telling data in support of the learning model are reported in Table 10. With the invitation
to take fresh jars on the way out, subjects had an opportunity to take any brand, and could not see their new
choices being recorded. Eighty percent of those whose
choices were confirmed reselected the same brand as
compared to 32% of those whose choices were disconfirmed. Of the 25 high dissonance subjects who reselected the same brand, only 32% did so following
disconfirmation. Chi-square analysis demonstrated the
significant relationship between brand switching and
disconfirmation. There was no significant relationship
between level of dissonance and brand switching.
CONCLUSIONS
The presence of a confirmation-disconfirmation experience appears to be the overwhelming factor in the
cognitive reevaluation process. Subjects reevaluated
positively when their choice was confirmed by the evidence and negatively when their choice was disconfirmed, a result suggested by learning theory.
It would be useful to categorize at least two postpurchase stages in a consumer decision model in terms
of the potential for learning at each stage. If there is a
reasonable time interval between purchase and product
use, the potential for outcome-based learning is likely
to be initially low. The probability of consistency-based
justification would be greatest in this interval. The extent of cognitive justification at this point, especially if
accompanied by increasing commitment (e.g., telling
others about the purchase), may interfere with more objective appraisal following product use. A more conclusive disconfirmation may then be required before the
buyer is willing to admit that the choice was not a good
one, and there may be a greater probability that the
mistake will be repeated.
Table 9
DISTORTIONOF PRODUCTATTRIBUTESa
High
dissonance

Low
dissonance

N

N

Percent

Percent

Comparison consonant
with brand selected
Comparison dissonant
with brand selected
Lack of distortion

13

30

17

50

11

26

7

21

19

44

10

29

Total

43

100

34

100

"In your own words compare the two brands you tasted
in this study."
a

X2 = 3.20, n.s.
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Table 10
GIFTSELECTION
POST-CONSUMPTION
Choice confirmeda
Low dissonance
High dissonanceb
N
Percent
N
Percent
Reselected original choice
Switched
a

b

17
5

77
23

15
3

83
17

Choice disconfirmed
Low dissonance
High dissonance
N
Percent
N
Percent
8
13

38
62

4
13

24
76

Confirmation-disconfirmation x2 = 18.58, p < .001.
High dissonance-low dissonance x2 = 1.17, n.s.

It might be a good idea to be skeptical of product
evaluations taken during the pre-consumption stage
(e.g., in supermarkets), especially pertaining to brands
or products the consumer has not previously used. With
little opportunity for the consumer's choice to be disconfirmed, one may be recording the full effect of cognitive justification. Follow-up studies with these same
people might also be biased by the increased commitment generated by the earlier response.
The amount of dissonance was an important source
of influence only as it interacted with brand selected,
leading to the belief that differential prior information
about brands must be taken into account in predicting
the kind of cognitive reevaluation that will take place.
This interaction seems reasonable since the impact of
the new information should be less in the presence of
considerable prior information. Viewed in this light,
one function of advertising and other pre-decision
sources of product information is probably to create a
standard for judging product attributes and performance.
This standard or baseline enables consumers to more
easily discard isolated, discrepant information about a
product obtained either through its direct use or from indirect sources.
These results were obtained for a product of probably minor importance for most people. Instant coffee
may well be representative in this respect of a broad
category of frequently purchased consumer non-durables. It should be noted, however, that the desire to
positively reappraise one's product choice is likely to be
an increasing function of ego-related product importance. For this reason one should be careful in generalizing the results of this study to products believed to be
highly ego-involving.
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