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The initial (conformity) explanation of multiple source effects is consistent
with the view that the mere number of other people advocating a position serves
as a simple peripheral cue as to the validity of the advocacy. The second (infor-
mation processing) interpretation, however, is more consistent with the view that
the attitude changes induced by multiple sources follow the central route to
persuasion (Harkins & Petty, 1983). The ELM, of course, suggests that both of
these processes may operate in different situations. When the elaboration like-
lihood is very low (such as when personal relevance is low or distraction is high),
people will be unmotivated to evaluate the issue-relevant information presented
and may use the number of people who support the issue as a simple cue as to the
worth of the proposal. When the elaboration likelihood is moderate, people may
use the number of sources advocating a position as an indication of whether the
message is worth considering. Finally, when the elaboration likelihood is very
high, message recipients will undertake a deliberate assessment of the message
arguments and the number of endorsers will have little further value as a motivat-
or of thought or as a simple acceptance cue. No experiment to date, however, has
examined the impact of the number of sources across the full elaboration like-
lihood continuum. !3

Factors associated with the message source, of course, are not the only
variables that can both serve as cues and affect message processing. Message
variables can likewise serve in both roles. We have already discussed how the
number of arguments could serve as a simple cue when personal relevance was
low, but affect information processing when personal relevance was high (Petty
& Cacioppo, 1984a). Similarly, recipient and context variables may serve in
muitiple roles. For example, we have shown that the physical posture of a
message recipient can affect the extent of elaboration under moderate involve-
ment conditions. In one study (Petty, Wells, Heesacker, Brock, & Cacioppo,
1983), people who were reclining comfortably during message exposure showed
greater attitudinal differentiation of strong from weak message arguments than
people who were standing (see Box 6, Fig. 8). If subjects were presented with a
message they were unmotivated or unable to elaborate, however, then posture (or
other factors related to comfort during message exposure) might serve as simple
positive or negative affective cues (e.g., Griffit & Veitch, 1971).

Importantly, even though the ELLM holds open the possibility that variables
can affect agreement either by having an impact on information processing or by
serving as simple cues, the ELM specifies, in a general manner at least, the
conditions under which each process is likely to operate. Thus, a whole list of
source (e.g., credibility, attractiveness, number of sources), message (e.g.,

13Qur analysis of multiple sources assumes that all sources are advocating the same position.
When conflicting positions are advocated by different numbers of people (as in minority influence),
the situation becomes more complex (see Maass & Clark, 1984). '
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number of arguments, use of rhetoricals, discrepancy), audience (e.g., recipient '
posture, presence of hecklers, false physiological feedback), and other variables

may affect attitudes by modifying information processing under certain condi-

tions (e.g., ambiguous personal relevance), but affect attitudes by serving as

simple cues in other contexts (e.g., low prior knowledge).

X. Summary and Conclusions

At the most general level, we have outlined two basic routes to persuasion.
One route is based on the thoughtful (though sometimes biased) consideration of
arguments central to the issue, whereas the other is based on affective associa-
tions or simple inferences tied to peripheral cues in the persuasion context. When
variables in the persuasion situation render the elaboration likelihood high, the
first kind of persuasion occurs (central route). When variables in the persuasion
situation render the elaboration likelihood low, the second kind of persuasion
occurs (peripheral route). Importantly, there are different consequences of the
two routes to persuasion. Attitude changes via the central route appear to be more
persistent, resistant, and predictive of behavior than changes induced via the
peripheral route.

In the body of this article we have discussed a wide variety of variables that
proved instrumental in affecting the elaboration likelihood, and thus the route to
persuasion. In fact, one of the basic postulates of the Elaboration Likelihood
Model, that variables may affect persuasion by increasing or decreasing scrutiny
of message arguments, was highly useful in accounting for the effects of a
seemingly diverse list of variables (see Figs. 3 and 8). The effects of these
variables had been explained with many different theoretical accounts in the
accumulated persuasion literature. The ELM was successful in tying the effects
of these variables to one underlying process. We have also seen that many
different variables could serve as peripheral cues, affecting persuasion without
issue-relevant thinking. Finally, we saw that some variables were capable of
serving in multiple roles, enhancing or reducing thinking in some contexts, and
serving as simple acceptance or rejection cues in others.

We began this article by noting that reviewers of the attitude change liter-
ature have been disappointed with the many conflicting effects observed, even
for ostensibly simple variables. For example, manipulations of source expertise
have sometimes increased persuasion, sometimes have had no effect, and have
sometimes decreased persuasion. Similarly, studies testing different theories
have sometimes found the theory to be useful in predicting attitude change, and
at other times have found the theory to be unpredictive. For example, self-
perception processes appear to operate under some conditions, but not others.
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The Elaboration Likelihood Model attempts to place these many conflicting
results and theories under one conceptual umbrella by specifying the major
processes underlying persuasion and indicating how many of the traditionally
studied variables and theories relate to these basic processes. Thus, we have seen

"that a seemingly simple variable like source credibility actually is capable of
affecting persuasion in rather complex ways. The ELM, however, elucidates the
conditions under which these different effects are likely to operate. Similarly, we
have seen that a theoretical process such as self-perception, which emphasizes a
simple inference based on behavioral cues, is likely to operate when the elabora-
tion likelihood is relatively low but not when the elaboration likelihood is very
high.

We believe that perhaps the greatest strength of the Elaboration Likelihood
Model is that it specifies the major ways in which variables can have an impact
on persuasion, and it points to the major consequences of these different media-
tional processes. In one sense, the ELM is rather simple. It indicates that vari-
ables can affect persuasion in a limited number of ways: A variable can serve as a
persuasive argument, serve as a peripheral cue, or affect argument scrutiny in
either a relatively objective or a relatively biased manner. In confining the
mediational processes of persuasion to just these possibilities, the ELM provides
a simplifying and organizing framework that may be applied to many of the
traditionally studied source, message, recipient, and context variablés. The pos-
tulates of the ELM do not ultimately indicate why certain arguments are strong or
weak, why certain variables serve as cues, or why certain variables affect infor-
mation processing. Instead, the ELM limits the mediational processes of persua-
sion to a finite set, and specifies, in a general way at least, the conditions under
which each mediational process is likely to occur and the consequences of these
processes. In doing this, the ELM may prove useful in providing a guiding set of
postulates from which to interpret previous work, and in suggesting new hypoth-
eses to be explored in future research.
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