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The Art of Persuasion: The Early Years

The study of persuasion and rhetoric dates back to the time of the ancient Greeks. In those
times, persuasion was seen as the instrument by which debates could be resolved, indi-
viduals could be educated, and ideas could be communicated to an audience. Given that
persuasion was such a vital aspect of Greek society, understanding the factors responsible
for social influence was crucial. Recognizing this, Aristotle, one of the great thinkers of
the time, provided a theory that specified what a speaker needed to know in order to un-
derstand how to persuade others. Aristotle reasoned that to be successful at persuasion,
one had to understand characteristics of the source (ethos), the message (logos), and the
emotions of the audience (pathos; Aristotle, 1954). For example, Aristotle remarked that
if a source were well respected, it would be easier to persuade others of his views than if
he was not well respected.

In the 2,400 years that have passed since the time of the ancient Greeks, the art of
persuasion has become an even more integral part of society. Persuasion has become the
chief tool by which important legislation gets passed, products get sold, and parents influ-
ence their children. Furthermore, it is Aristotle’s ideas that provided the foundation for
much of the early work on persuasion in the twentieth century. Nowhere is this more evi-
dent than in the work and theorizing of Carl Hovland and his colleagues who began as-
sessing the effects of variables related to the source, the message, and the audience on the
impact of persuasive attempts (Hovland, Janis, & Kelley, 1953; Hovland, Lumsdaine, &
Sheffield, 1949; Hovland & Weiss, 1951). Early research in persuasion was guided by the
belief that any given variable, for example, source credibility, had a single and unitary
effect on persuasion: A variable was thought either to enhance the success of a persuasive
attempt or reduce it. Furthermore, there was an assumption that there was one mechanism
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by which the effect was produced, for example, source credibility enhar}‘cc.ad pers;lfasit’)‘n bg
increasing learning of the message. In essence, this researchffollom?d a “single :aSie:'t‘ (z:::e .
i ” standi i t of variables on pers
“single process” approach to understanding the impac . .
Pett)g; lg97). Thus, the goal of this research was to determine wh;;dthe single effect of a
’ ; i i iable worked.
variable was and what the process was by which this varial vO ]
Initial endeavors following this approach appeared promising. For.exampk:i, follouv:_
ing Aristotle’s notion of ethos, researchers found that credible sources increase pc;rs d
sion (Hovland & Weiss, 1951). Following Aristotle’s concept .of logos, researchers oun]l
that increasing the number of arguments in favor of a position increased theli)vefa
amount of persuasion (Calder, Insko, Yandell, 1974). Fm.ally, rese.archers fo :lwmtg
Aristotle’s concept of pathos found that placing the audience in a negative emotlo: stt.a :
reduced persuasion (Zanna, Kiesler, & Pilkonis, 1970). Furthcrmore., the resc?arc ers “?d
the effects of these variables to single processes. For example, negative emotion was sal
to reduce persuasion because of classical conditioning (Staats & Staats, 1958).. ble had
Although some early research was consistent with the idea that a variable had a
single effect on persuasion via one mechanism, the single-effect and s!ngle-proce's;d ap;
proach soon became untenable. Research on persuasion began to experience a ;;enbc on
chaos and turmoil because subsequent resegrch findings contradl.ctmg e.arly results begz(x) ;
to appear in the literature. For example, subsequent research on mclreajmg the tnux:t m: o
i id not always lead to greater
ents in a message found that more arguments di lwa : ;
;gaTge (Norman l97%’)). Subsequent research on source credibility :.;‘md negative emotl9ns
found that sometimes highly credible sources could be asso.cmted w1.th reduced gzrsua;;(:g
(e.g., Sternthal, Dholakia, & Leavitt, 1978) and that negative .emouons could be use: °
in;r;ase persuasion (Rogers, 1983). Uncovering different findings I}Td research;:lrs t(:: ([::l(l)lsd
i i iables worked. Even when researchers could
tulate different processes by which the variab :
aug::,e on the single effect that was to be observed, they often dlsagreefi on the procesl(si bg);
which the effect came about (e.g., was it dissonance or self—perc.epuon?; Gr.eenwaff t
Ronis, 1978). This state of affairs crippled the approach of searchl:gdfor th;i(siu:rg“];eet l:3acn
’ . . . S
i ariable and its single process. However, conﬂlctmg inding !
‘s)ifn? lgw::st‘rloy this approach: They placed the entire field of amtud.e change ina §tate o;
conlf)u)slion (e.g., Himmelfarb & Eagly, 1974). This left the state of attitude research in nee
of a resolution of these apparent contradictions. .
The Elaboration Likelihood Model (ELM) (Petty & Cagoppp, 1981, 1986;)1) wz:(s)
developed to explain and organize past conflicts in the persuasion llteratu.re asfw;, lz:s :
uide new research. The goal of this chapter is to provndg an updefstandmg of t cf asic
tgenets of the ELM as a framework for understanding and investigating the Fffec(;s of dp;:;
i icati i lates of the ELM are reviewed, an
sive communications. To this end, the key po§tu : : ev
zltliz;ity of the model for resolving conflicting findings in the htf:arature and guiding resteart;:
is highlighted. Furthermore, misconceptions, misinterpretations, and challenges to
model are considered and addressed.

Overview of the Elaboration Likelihood Model.!

As articulated in more detail shortly, the ELM outlines a ﬁl'lite number of ways in lwhlch
variables can impact judgments, and it specifies when variables take on these roles, as

—~y

Chapter 5 » The Elaboration Likelihood Model of Persuasion 67

well as the consequences resulting from these different roles. That is, the ELM is a theory
about the processes underlying changes in attitudes, the variables that induce these pro-
cesses, and the strength of the judgments resulting from these processes. Unlike the
single-process and single-effect approaches described earlier, the ELM does not hold that
a given variable has only a single effect on persuasion or influences persuasion by only
one process. Instead, the ELM posits that any one variable can influence attitudes in a
number of different ways. The same variable, depending on the role it plays, can act either
to increase or decrease persuasion. Furthermore, whether the variable serves to increase or
decrease persuasion, it can do so through several different mechanisms.

At the core of the ELM is the elaboration continuum. The elaboration continuum is
based on a person’s motivation and ability to think about and assess the qualities of the
issue-relevant information available in the persuasion context. When both motivation and
ability to think are high, individuals are inclined to scrutinize carefully all issue-relevant
information stemming from the source, message, context, and themselves (e.g., their emo-
tions) in an attempt to make an accurate judgment about the merits of the issue (called the
central route to persuasion). However, when either motivation to process is low (e.g., if
personal relevance is low) or ability to process is hindered (e.g., if a person is distracted)
attitudes can be changed by one or more of a family of relatively low-effort processes
(called the peripheral route to persuasion). :

Thus, the ELM posits that for the sake of simplicity, persuasion can be thought of as

following one of two routes to persuasion: central and peripheral. More specifically, in
their pure form the two routes to attitude change correspond to anchoring points on an
elaboration continuum. The central route entails attitude change that requires much effort
and thought to reach a decision. For example, carefully scrutinizing the merits of the sub-
stantive information in a message and integrating one’s thoughts into a coherent position
are prototypical actions based on the central route to persuasion. The second route, the
peripheral route, entails attitude change that occurs primarily when elaboration is low, and
it can involve thought processes that are quantitatively or qualitatively different from the
high-elaboration central route. For example, a low-elaboration processor might carefully
scrutinize only the first argument or two rather than all of them (quantitative difference in
processing) or might process all of the arguments by counting them rather than scrutiniz-
ing them for merit (qualitative difference; see Petty, Wheeler, & Bizer, 1999). What these
two processors have in common is the relatively low amount of thought involved in atti-
tude change. The ELM specifies that whether attitude change occurs by the central or the
peripheral route has important implications for the strength of the resulting attitude. That
is, attitude changes brought about through high-elaboration processes tend to be more per-
sistent, resistant, and predictive of behavior than changes brought about because of low
elaboration processes (Petty, Haugtvedt, & Smith, 1995). This issue is discussed further
later in this chapter. Of course, since elaboration is a continuum, attitude change is some-
times brought about by a medium amount of thought (rather than very high or low
amounts) and can be determined by some combination of central and peripheral route
processes.

A key idea of the ELM is that multiple persuasion processes operate along the
elaboration continuum, and different persuasion processes require different amounts of
thought. That is, the ELM recognizes that attitude change is influenced by a variety of
specific processes such as cognitive responses (Greenwald, 1968; Peity, Ostrom, & Brock,
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1981), integration of beliefs (Fishbein & Ajzen, 1981), self-perception (e.g., Bem, 1972),
classical conditioning (e.g., Staats & Staats, 1958), reliance on heuristics (e.g., Chaiken,
1987), and cognitive dissonance (e.g., Festinger & Carlsmith, 1959). Some of these pro-.
cesses are more likely to influence attitudes at low levels of elaboration (e.g., classical
conditioning), others require some minimal amount of thinking (e.g., self-perception), and
still others are more likely to influence attitudes at high levels of elaboration (e.8., cogni-
tive responses).

In short, the ELM is a multiprocess theory of persuasion that views persuasion pro-
cesses as falling along an elaboration continuum. When attitudes change as a result of
relatively high amounts of issue-relevant elaboration, people are said to follow the central
route, but when attitudes change as a result of relatively low amounts of issue-relevant
elaboration, they are said to follow the peripheral route. Whether persuasion occurs
through the central or peripheral route is determined by a person’s motivation and ability
to think about the issue-relevant information available. A schematic representation of the
ELM is depicted in figure 5.1. Having provided the basic outline of the model, we now
discuss its specific postulates.

Postulates of the Elaboration Likelihood Model

Petty and Cacioppo (1986b) presented the ELM in seven postulates (see also Petty &
Wegener, 1999). We do not present the full formal postulates here, only the gist. That is,
we explain the essence of the postulates, along with a sampling of research relevant to
each.

Postulate 1: The Correciness Postulate

The first postulate of the ELM states that people are motivated to hold what they believe
to be “correct” attitudes. Correct attitudes need to be correct, not necessarily logically but
in the sense of an individual's subjective appraisal. Correct attitudes are helpful because
they often allow people to gain rewards and avoid punishments by approaching helpful
objects and avoiding dangerous ones. Holding correct attitudes is important if people want
to act on their attitudes.

People can determine which attitude is most correct in a number of ways. When
motivation and ability to think are high (such as when the issue is an important one), per-
haps the most obvious way for a person to gain confidence in the correctness of one’s
view is to consider carefully all of the issue-relevant information available. However, if
either motivation or ability to think is low, one might attain sufficient confidence, for ex-
ample, by simply relying on an expert source. If the issue is important but there is insuffi-
cient time for processing right now, the person might tag the issue for later scrutiny (see
Petty, Jarvis, & Evans, 1996).

The assumption that people want to be correct does not imply that people cannot be
biased in their assessment of evidence, however. In fact, being certain that one is correct
and wanting to maintain one’s correct attitude can lead to defensive processing of contrary
information (Petty & Wegener, 1998). The first postulate of the ELM merely assumes that
people are rarely explicitly motivated to be biased. Rather than explicitly being motivated
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Postulate 2: The Elaboration Continuum Postulate

The second postulate states that the amount of mental processing (i.e., elaboration) in
which a person engages regarding a message varies along a continuum. As stated earlier,
at one end of the continuum, the person engages in no thought whatsoever about the issue-
relevant information available in the persuasion context. Conversely, at the other end of
the continuum, the person engages in extensive elaboration of all information available.
Because a continuum exists between extreme and zero elaboration, people can engage in
any middling degree of thinking about a persuasive communication. .

The elaboration continuum is a quantitative dimension. For example, two different
people may be elaborating on an advertisement for a mutual fund. One person may be
evaluating the message because he is considering where to invest his entire life’s savings;
the other may be evaluating the message because she is considering where to invest a $50
check. The two people may both be using the arguments in the message to determine if the
fund is a wise investment, but one may be evaluating the message more carefully or evalu-
ating more information than the other. In such a case, although both people are engaging
in the same qualitative process (i.e., thinking about issue-relevant information), they may
be exhibiting quantitative differences in the extent of processing (cf. Friedrich, Fether-
stonhaugh, Casey, & Gallagher, 1996). These quantitative differences in the amount of
thought can lead to differences in the strength of the attitudes formed.

It is also possible that people may engage in different qualitative processes along the
elaboration continuum. Returning to the above example, the individual who is carefully
evaluating the message may use the quality of the arguments as the primary determinant
of whether to invest in a particular fund. However, the individual who is not carefully
evaluating the message may use the mere number of arguments rather than their quality to
decide whether or not to invest her money in the fund. For example, if there are nine argu-
ments in favor of the fund, the individual may conclude that since there are so many argu-

ments, the fund must be good. Here, the two potential investors are processing the
information in a different way both qualitatively and quantitatively. One person is
effortfully assessing the merit of the arguments, whereas the other is using the less
cognitively demanding strategy of counting the arguments. This might lead the potential
investors to reach very different conclusions. For instance, if the nine arguments are all
specious, the person processing the information by the counting mechanism should be
more persuaded by nine weak arguments than by three strong arguments for the fund.
Conversely, the person who is evaluating the merits of the arguments should be less per-
suaded by nine weak rather than by three strong arguments (see Petty & Cacioppo,
1984b). Thus, at different levels of elaboration, the same processes may be operating in
varying degrees (a quantitative difference), or entirely different processes may be operat-
ing (qualitative difference).

Returning to the elaboration continuum, what determines where on the continuum
the message recipient will fall? As noted earlier, when a person has a high degree of moti-
vation and ability to elaborate carefully on the message arguments, processing will be fur-
ther toward the central end of the continuum. When the person lacks either motivation or
ability, the processing will be closer to the peripheral end. Consider an advertisement with
a long list of arguments detailing the merits of a particular type of car. Whether people pay
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clos; atFention to and elaborate on those arguments has much to do with the degree of
motl:vauon they ‘have to d9 so. For example, if a person is in the market for a new car, he
or she may be highly motivated to scrutinize carefully and think about the relevant in;”or-

. Next, c0n§lder an article about a new antihistamine in a medical journal. If a doctor
; :spizzz syt::rs In medical school and understands medical jargon, he or she has the ability
€ arguments in the article carefully. However, regardless of motivati
first-year undergraduate student likely lacks the abilit H § process e
medical jargon. This undergraduate will therefore be mor); ;K(:];d:)r::i;gt f: ?hg rOC: Slsl [hai
route to Pemua§1on. Whereas personal relevance serves as a motivational variall);e l;')netil
f:xample mvolvn{lg the new car, knowledge of medical jargon serves as an ability varj !:ule
in the example involving the antihistamine, A lack of either motivation or agil't ] 'lt;
move pe.op!e toward the low end of the elaboration continuum. v
It is Important to point out that the distinction between high and low elaborati

should not be viewed as a distinction between “good” versus “bad” persuasion. F i
amplf’., the use of the peripheral route can be an adaptive, necessary tool in peo] le.’s : very-
fiay lives. When motivation or capacity is low, one might forgo decision makf; — V;f'yl;
is no't always possible—or postpone it until conditions foster it (Petty et al 19gQ6wI i
also important to note that thinking does not ens n gt
can.be biased l.)y various contextual factors. For example, when people are spend; 1
of time on active thought, their assessment of arguments is biased by theirp::lool:ilg ates
(e.g., DeSteno, Petty, Wegener, & Rucker, 2000; Wegener, Petty, & Klein, 1994) sates

Postulate 3: The Multiple-Roles Postulate

, when
as cu - i
such as.classical conditioning and use of decisione;e(::rils[;?cus[ (t((?)hl:i‘l:/erel]albggg;mn processes
F{nally, if the elaboration likelihood is set at a high level by o,ther va;'iab]es in th
persuasion context (e.g., high personal relevance, high knowledge, few distraction ) vart,
ables tend to serve in yet additional roles and lead to persuasion Lf,lrough high—elabso,rz:,tz'm-
processes. For example, when people are actively thinking, the variable can be roces:):il
2?, ztllr: alxjiu??ent or can bias l.he ongoing informalion-processing activity. Thus, d[::pendi::g
on ¢ gf 1w : ;good of elaboration in any context, variables can influence attitudes in a multj-
ider As an e)‘(ample of a variable s§rving in mnjlltiple roles depending on context, con-
a person’s mood state. Depending on the situation, mood can serve in a variety of
roles specified by the ELM. First, a person’s mood can serve as a determinant of the ex)t,ent
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of elaboration when thinking is not already constrained to be high or low by other vari-
ables. Based on the Hedonic Contingency Model (Wegener & Petty, 1994) which holds
that people in a positive mood are especially motivated to maintain this state, Wegener,
Petty, and Smith (1995) hypothesized that being in a positive mood should enhance mes-
sage elaboration relative to a sad mood if the message recipient believed that processing
the message was likely to make people feel happy. Conversely, being in a positive mood
should lead to less elaboration than a sad mood if an individual believed that processing
the message would be likely to make people feel negative. To test this idea, Wegener and
colleagues (1995) told some individuals that processing an upcoming message would be a
generally positive or a negative experience. In actuality, everyone received the same mes-
sage. When happy people expected processing the message (0 be uplifting, they processed
the message more carefully than did people in a sad mood. However, when people ex-
pected processing the message to be unpleasant, happy individuals did not process the
message as carefully as did individuals in a sad mood (see also Schwarz, Bless, & Bohner,
1991).
According to the ELM, when the likelihood of elaboration is low, mood can serve as
a simple cue to decide whether or not to accept a message. This could be the result of a
number of processes such as classical conditioning (Razran, 1940) or mood misattribution
(Schwarz & Clore, 1983). In the case of mood misattribution, people mistakenly infer
their attitude from their mood (e.g., “If I feel good, I must like it”). When the likelihood of
elaboration is high, however, mood can serve as an argument (Martin, Abend, Sedikides,
& Green, 1997) or bias the ongoing thoughts (Petty et al., 1993).

Research by Petty, Schumann, Richman, and Strathman (1993) provided an illustra-
tion of the multiple roles for mood under high- and low-thought conditions. In one study,
Petty and colleagues had participants view a series of commercials, one of which con-
tained an advertisement for a pen. Some participants were led to believe that they would
get to selectapenasa gift at the end of the study (high-elaboration likelihood), whereas
others were led to expect they would select an alternative gift (low-elaboration likeli-
hood). The critical ad for the pen as well as other commercials was placed within a televi-
sion program that invoked either a positive mood in the participants or invoked no mood.
In both high- and low-elaboration conditions, participants rated the advertised pen more

favorably when placed in the context of the television program that had invoked a positive

mood.
Although the attitudinal effects of mood were the same in the high- and low-
quite different. Using path analyses,

elaboration condition, the underlying processes were
Petty and his colleagues (1993) showed that, whereas mood had a direct effect on attitudes
in the low-elaboration condition, the effect of mood on attitudes in the high-elaboration

condition was mediated by the valence of thoughts generated. That is, being in a positive
mood biased the type of thoughts people generated under high elaboration. Here, mood
was not used as a simple cue; instead, mood influenced the valence of thoughts that were
generated, and these thoughts in turn influenced attitudes (see Petty, Desteno, & Rucker,
2001, and Petty, Fabrigar, & Wegener, in press, for further discussion of the role of mood
at different levels of elaboration). In addition to the work on emotions noted above, a vari-
ety of source, message, and recipient factors have also been shown to work in multiple

.
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ways in different situations (see Petty
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& Williams, 1980), the expectation of having to discuss the message with someone else
(Chaiken, 1980), presentation of the message in an unexpected format (Smith & Petty,
1996), and presentation of a message on a topic about which people feel ambivalent
(Maio, Bell, & Esses, 1996).

Postulate 5: The Biased-Processing Postulate

Variables not only affect the amount of thinking that takes place but can also influence the
nature of the thought process. Thus, the fifth postulate of the ELM deals with biased pro-
cessing. Some variables affect a person’s motivation to generate certain kinds of thoughts,
whereas other variables affect a person’s ability to generate certain kinds of thoughts.

Consider, for example, a situation in which a person has just purchased a new com-
puter. She likely holds a positive attitude toward that computer and probably wants to
maintain that positive attitude because it would be dissonance-arousing to believe that
one’s choice was incorrect (see Harmon-Jones & Mills, 1999, for a recent review of disso-
nance work). If she reads a Consumer Reports article shortly after purchasing her new
computer, it is not likely that she will process the article in an objective manner. Because
the person wants to hold a positive attitude, she will be motivated to think positive
thoughts about the message. She will try to see any arguments presented in regard to the
computer she purchased in the most favorable light possible.

Other variables can induce a desire to reject the message. For example, forewarning
people of a speaker’s persuasive intent can motivate counterarguing and resistance to the
message (Petty & Cacioppo, 1979). Ability factors can also be important in producing re-
sistance. For example, negative emotional states might make negative thoughts and ideas
more readily accessible (Bower, 1981; Forgas, 1995). On the other hand, having a great
deal of knowledge in support of one’s attitude might make it easier to counterargue mes-
sages against one’s viewpoint (Wood et al., 1985).

Often, people are not aware of the biases that influence their information processing.
However, in some cases people may become aware of a bias that they consider inappropri-
ate and attempt to correct for it (see Petty & Wegener, 1993; Wilson & Brekke, 1994). For
example, in one study Petty, Wegener, and White (1998) gave students a persuasive mes-
sage in favor of a policy requiring senior comprehensive exams that came from a source
that either praised the students’ school (likable source) or disparaged the students’ school

(unlikable source). In addition, half of the participants were told that the exam policy was
for their own university (high relevance) and half were told the exam was for another uni-
versity (low relevance). Finally, half of the participants were told not to let their personal
opinion of the speaker influence their evaluation of the message. Petty et al. (1998) found
that when participants were not cautioned about using their personal opinion of the
speaker to evaluate the message, and the issue was low in personal relevance, they were
significantly more persuaded by the likable source than by the unlikable source. However,
low-involvement participants who were cautioned about using their opinion of the source
to form their evaluation were equally persuaded by both the likable and unlikable source.
That is, they corrected for the source bias. When the issue was high in personal relevance
and participants were not cautioned about the possible source bias, attitudes were not in-
fluenced by the source (since, as expected by the ELM, under high-relevance conditions
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acteristics. Evidence that attitudes formed under high elaboration are stronger than those ing close attention to, lead; .
. . . . , lead i .
formed under low elaboration has been found in several studies (e.g., Cacioppo, Petty, * sage. If the message argur;:ﬁttso:r: ;?:;r;as‘;:n the amount of elat.>oratlon given to the mes-
Kao, & Rodriguez, 1986; Chaiken, 1980; Haugtvedt & Petty, 1992; see Petty, Haugtvedt, be more persuaded than those who are sz;yi :gsel iiﬁ?t;::ly ?ttendu.ng to the message should
. . . ention to it.
& Smith, 1995, for review and analysis). Sage arguments are weak, those carefully attending to the mess:gle s;f(’)t:)lzv;zrj;il;h genlles_
ess

so P  relative to low-credibili
urces, high-credibility sources would be less persuasive when the arguments ar:l:’vl;:ky

Pl.ltti{lg ItA'll Together: Resolving Conflicting but more persuasive when the arguments seo rouasive
Findings with the ELM 1983). & (Heesacker, Petty, & Cacioppo,

As stated at the outset of this chapter, the ELM was developed in part to organize and

explain apparent contradictions in the persuasion literature. Having reviewed the elabora- can bias the processing of message arguments wh ikeli

tion continuum and the multiple roles postulates, readers may already have a good grasp can determine the extent of thinkinggwhen th:, lile(ZIill:f)é:( el;h(}),(-)d (-)f [h.' nking is high, and

of how this is accomplished. Still, an illustration is worthwhile. Consider the effects of The ELM allows specific predictions regarding when credi(;nt inking is '};)l constrained,
€ sources will lead to more,

source credibility. Recall that early research found that credible sources typically in- equal, or less persuasion th i Ay .

creased persuasion (Hovland & We)ilss, 1951), whereas later research found tzgt this was g o7 ourees of questionable credibility. It is also significant that
not always the case (Sternthal et al., 1978). Using the ELM as a framework, one can de-
rive specific predictions regarding when a credible source is likely to lead to more, less, or
equal persuasion relative to a source of questionable credibility. Consider a situation in
which a person is given a message containing either weak or strong arguments and pre- In addition to resolvin icti i :

sented either by a sgource with higgh credibility or by one with low credibility. How might i § conflicting findings regarding the outcomes produced and
the credibility of the source impact persuasion? This depends on the amount of elaboration
involved.

First, consider the situation in which elaboration is low due to lack of effort or abil- some attitudes lasted over time, resisted change, and predicted behavi
ity. In this case, the individual will not devote much effort to processing issue-relevant attitudes of the same valence did not. Thus, the EI:M is :l: usefutl:f on whereas (.)t‘her
information and will instead rely on simple cues to decide whether to accept the message apparent inconsistencies in the literature and for explorin, ]ramework for reconciling
or not. In particular, a high-credibility source may be used as a cue to trust and accept the P g novel hypotheses.
message, whereas a low-credibility source may be used as a cue to mistrust the message
and reject it. Thus, when elaboration is low, the credibility of the source may serve as a Confusions and Misinterpretations of the EL
peripheral cue invoking a persuasion heuristic (i.e., “experts can be trusted”), leading to e M
more or less persuasion in the absence of much issue-relevant thinking. As a result, re- Although the EL . . . .
gardless of argument quality, people may have less favorable attitudes when the message iteratufe and cori:l?:sp:gv:ednt eaf: ]a":]Sr:;Sll Vfl: g contradictory findings in the persuasion
is presented by a low-credibility source than by a high-credibility source (e.g., Petty, escaped some criticism. On the oné hand criticiﬁetv}:z:k f.or gu1dmg research,' it has not
Cacioppo, & Go‘ldman, .198]'). . . o or a mismatch between theory and data cf;n be us:eful in t? 0“nls to loglcal' flaws in a theo.ry
Now consider a situation in which elaboration is high and, as a result, people are some cases, for putting a theory to rest. On the othor & 1xing or _advancmg.a theory or, in
motivated to process the arguments of a message. In this example, the credibility of the understandings can lead researchers to.re'ec( 00 e(ri_ fand, criticism that arises from mis-
source may be relatively unimportant as a cue for deciding whether to accept or reject the ily. Several criticisms of the ELM base(; on r.modn ya Sm,'SfaC[Ory theory unnecessar-
message. Instead, if the quality of the arguments is unambiguous, only the substance made. Below, we address some of the more & I.mlSlfn erstanding qf the theory have been
should matter and source expertise is likely to have little impact (Petty, Cacioppo, & ore salient areas of confusion or misinterpretation,
Goldman, 1981). However, if the arguments are ambiguous and open to multiple interpre- .
tations, expertise might bias the interpretation of the arguments, leading to more favorable Single- versus Multichannel I nformation Processing
interpretations of the arguments when expertise is high (e.g., he must have meant this) In one of the earlies sl . ]
rather than low (Chaiken & Maheswaran, 1994). o Boster, 1987) sugg:::egut:?tl(:l?éngils!tdt(l)]eCst:z:) ?c;cus Uff[(suff‘ 1986 S[iﬂ." 199.4 ; Stff &
Finally, consider a situation in which elaboration is moderate. In this situation, process information. Stiff argued that the éLM deoi rat!e] y reflect th.e way in which people
learning that the source is credible may cause people to decide the message is worth pay- tion processors, capable of processing only peri;ﬁ::::l c‘:xr::[;s, as single-channel informa-
message arguments, even
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though prior research seemed to indicate that humans are capable of parallel information
processing (e.g., Kahneman, 1973).
The assumption that the ELM does not allow for dual-channel (or parallel) informa-"

tion processing is simply wrong. Although early presentations of the ELM (Petty &

Cacioppo, 1981, 1986a, 1986b) did not comment explicitly on the distinction between

single versus parallel processing, the ELM never portrayed information processing as pro-
hibiting parallel processing. This misunderstanding arose from Stiff’s (1986) apparent
view that because some ELLM research has shown that argument quality had an impact on
attitudes under high-processing conditions whereas source attractiveness did not (e.g.,
Petty, Cacioppo, & Schumann, 1983), people could process only arguments, but not
sources, under high-elaboration conditions. In stark contrast to this assumption, the ELM
holds that people process as much information as possible (including source and message
factors) under high-elaboration conditions. This information can be processed either seri-
ally or in parallel. Just because information is processed, however, does not mean that it
will affect attitudes. Thus, people might be cognizant of the mere number of arguments or
the attractiveness of the message source under high-processing conditions but still might
not view this information as a valid basis for attitude inference (Petty, Kasmer, Haugtvedt,
& Cacippo, 1987, Petty & Wegener, 1999).

Thus, as articulated in our discussion of the trade-off postulate of the ELM, it is not
the case that people process only peripheral cues when elaboration likelihood is low and
only central arguments when elaboration likelihood is high. Rather, both types of infor-
mation may be processed. The trade-off postulate addresses the impact of central and pe-
ripheral processes on attitudes (see Petty et al., 1987, for further commentary on this

criticism).

Confusion over Source Versus Message Factors

Perhaps the most common misunderstanding of the ELM can be traced to the multiple-
roles postulate—the idea that any one variable is capable of influencing attitudes by dif-
ferent means in different situations. Several researchers (e.g., Stiff, 1986; Kruglanski &
Thompson, 1999) have mistakenly viewed the ELM as classifying all message variables
(e.g., number of arguments, argument quality) as arguments influencing attitudes under
the central route and all nonmessage variables (e.g., source credibility, a person’s mood)
as peripheral cues influencing attitudes only under the peripheral route. This has led re-
searchers to claim that the theory cannot explain results of studies in which nonmessage
factors (such as source credibility) influenced attitudes under high-elaboration conditions,
or where message factors influence attitudes under low elaboration conditions (Kruglanski
& Thompson, 1999).

However, as explained in the multiple-roles postulate, the ELM holds that the same
variable can serve in different roles, depending on the extent of thinking. For example,
early ELM research showed that the attractiveness of the message source could serve as a
simple cue and influence attitudes by a heuristic process when thinking is low, but the
same manipulation could influence attitudes under high-elaboration conditions if analysis
of the variable as an argument provided cogent evidence for the merits of the attitude ob-
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ject (e.g., an attractive spokes i
: person for a shampoo might provide cogent vi i
:or the le:ffectlveness of the product; Petty & Cacioppo, 1984a). Furthgermo;:uétllstfjlsnmm;y
s:zss;r]c hshomed that source variables could serve in multiple roles, so too'éid earl;a:ey
Show that message variables could be processed in istic 1 c
. a heuristic manne i
a more central manner (evaluating quality; Petty & Cacioppo, 1984b). 'I'husr (si)(:ll;g:nrgn)e(s)r

sage, recipient, and contextual variables can influence attitudes under high,

erate levels of elaboration, but the underlyi i i
, ying mechanism
1999; Petty et al., 1999, for further discussion). willvary (see Pety & Wegener,

Misu.nderstandings of the Use of Argument
Quality as a Methodological Tool

':/'he;(e are several. confusions regarding the use of argument quality (i.e., strong ve
( hzzngmesszggs?f;nlrgesearch-testing predictions made by the ELM Sor’ne resegarclrlz‘::
eau utf, 1993; O’Keefe, 1990) have criticized :
, the ELM for manipulatj
:f:l;erd strong versus weak arguments without specifying the underlying factorI; thaltnlfl:koe-
gument strong or weak. These criticisms fail to recognize that ELM studies use argu-~

i;:]acr:-zl of figure 5.2, it suggests that the variable is serving as a simple cue as the variable
ases persuasion regardless of argument quality. O, i
. - On the other hand, if i
duces the pattern in the bottom 52 it ariable s et
. panel of figure 5.2, it suggests that th i i i
to influence the extent of information ing activit, ciy, Wegocer, upnong
Priester & Cactonmer 1ou processing activity (see Petty, Wegener, Fabrigar,
o ica?d:,eli researc.:hers have assumeq that argument quality is defined strictly in terms of
2 quality or in terms of how likely an attitude object is to possess some attribute

Ajzen, 1981).

Assertions That the ELM Is Not Falsifiable

tsoo;t::; lr:isnez;lchers hl;alve argued that the ELM’s multiple-roles hypothesis “allows the ELM
possible outcomes of an experimental study” (Suiff &

More recently, Stiff (1994) remarked: “Unti Y pec e P
ently, : “Until the ELM specifie iori iti

under which important stimulus variables P g a periphoms ordons

whi reflect central processing, a peri

ort . able , & peripheral cue,

both, it will remain Impossible to falsify (p. 188). As discussed earlier, the ﬁ)ultiple-:olgz
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Attitude

5 Strong Arguments
Weak Arguments ‘
4 /

2 Low High
Varlable Level
Expected effects when a variable serves as a positive
peripheral cue
5 Strong Arguments
4

g
<3
Weak Arguments

2 Low High
Varlable Level
Expected effects when a variable serves to enhance
information

FIGURE 5.2 Argument Quality Versus Quantity with High or
Low Involvement

i i this
hesis is necessary to understand fully the dyflamlcls f’f persuasnont.h :{E:;/:z; oy
zzl::):la::ldoes not make the ELM devoid of a priori p;;:dlcnons. :: ftz:lc:, orediotons for &
i ifferent roles. For example, A
SPCCiﬁ?S noed VT::lll:fs:etzl::d?tgl;gfea(:lg:ferent levels of elaboration were discussed ear-
person & mof)ldbaln research supports these predictions (see also Pet.ty et al., 2002). bt an
et ot ?1 ELM postulates multiple roles for variable.s, it does not say ” Z
N zd at any time. Thus, contrary to Stiff’s claim, the ELM does 0rond .
ml’e o be‘ a‘?sumre arding when a given variable (e.g., source attractiveness, m ) bas
Pim predlcumtl'studis by different processes. For example, the ELM holds tha.t vairsl ples
“re more ik o fluence attitudes by biasing processing when the elab(?ratllm: ﬂff’:gct
and ivo ‘}keb’ ltlo l:'listic when elaboration is low, and that they are more tikely oderate
o ah' el‘-("n when it is not already constrained to be hlgh or low (m;) e
ﬂ:ebznil'[:n‘))f’lt'h::etl"orge the ELM could be falsified, for example, if a variable produc
elaboration). X
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greater bias to the ongoing information processing under low- than under high-elaboration
conditions, or if simple heuristics (e.g., “more is better”) had a larger impact under high
than low elaboration conditions,

Restricted Range of Topics

Some researchers (O’Keefe, 1990; Stiff, 1994) have criticized the ELM for relying on a
limited number of message topics and message arguments, Specifically, they assert that
research on the ELM is confined to message topics involving comprehensive exams and
tuition increases. They further contend that a reliance on such a small number of topics
challenges the generalizability of the ELM. We agree that confining message topics to
comprehensive exams and tuition increases, while not damaging the validity of the theory,
could limit its generalizability. However, this criticism reflects a lack of appreciation of
the broader literature on the ELM rather than the topics used in some of the most widely
cited studies.

While it is true that initial research on the ELM involved studies using the topics of
comprehensive exams (e.g., Petty & Cacioppo, 1984a, 1984b; Petty, Cacioppo, & Gold-
man, 1981; Puckett, Petty, Cacioppo, & Fisher, 1983) and tuition increases (e.g.,
Cacioppo, Petty, & Morris, 1983), subsequent research has used a variety of diverse top-
ics. A cursory review of the literature reveals experiments testing and confirming hypoth-
eses of the ELM using topics such as condom use (Helweg-Larsen & Howell, 2000), the
city sales tax (Desteno et al., 2001), the foster care system (Petty et al., 1993, experiment
2; Wegener, Petty, & Smith, experiment 1), nuclear power (Fabrigar, Priester, Petty, &
Wegener, 1998, exp. I; Haugtvedt & Wegener, 1994), vegetarianism (Fabrigar et al.,
1998, exp. 2), and environmental conservation (Wood, Kallgren, & Priesler, 1985).

In addition to these social issues, research using the ELM framework has also been
conducted with a variety of advertising messages for goods and services such as answer-
ing machines (Haugtvedt & Petty, 1992), bicycles (Haugtvedt & Strathman, 1990), cam-
eras (Laczniak & Carlson, 1989), detergent (Shavitt & Brock, 1986), low-alcohol beer
(Andrews & Shimp, 1990), food additives (Haugtvedt & Petty, 1992), pens (Petty et al.,
1993, experiment 1), restaurants (Shavitt, Swan, Lowery, & Wanke, 1994), shampoo
(Petty & Wegener, 1998), and vitamins (Smith & Petty, 1996),

The above research represents only a scant number of the diverse topics that have
been studied under the framework of the ELM. Consequently, upon examination of the
breadth of the literature on the ELM, it is clear that the ELM generalizes to multiple topics
beyond senior comprehensive exams and tuition increases.

Replacing the ELM with a Single-Process

Model of Persuasion

Perhaps the most ambitious critique of the ELM—and other multiprocess models of social
judgment—comes from Kruglanski and Thompson (1999), who argued that a single route
to persuasion was a more parsimonious way to account for the various persuasion findings
generated by the ELM (and the related Heuristic-Systematic Model: Chaiken, Liberman,
& Eagly, 1989). In proposing their unimodel, Kruglanski and Thompson (1999) argued
that there are no qualitative differences between the two routes to persuasion. Instead, all
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that is necessary to account for persuasion is the elaboration continuum that ranges from
minimal processing on one end to maximal processing on the other. The central and pe-
ripheral routes to persuasion are then solely a function of depth or extent of processing,
and no qualitatively different processes operate along this continuum as specified by the
ELM.

To make this point, Kruglanski and Thompson (1999) proposed that both cues and
arguments could be conceptualized as types of “evidence.” In this conceptualization, all
forms of evidence can fit into Kruglanski’s Lay Epistemic Theory (LET; Kruglanksi,
1989) in which evidence, when considered with its paired relevance, leads to attitude
charige. According to Kruglanski and Thompson, because both arguments and cues can be
considered as “evidence,” there is no need or theoretical rationale to differentiate them.

At first glance, the unimodel may seem attractive due to its parsimony. On the other
hand, if it is useful to distinguish two or more qualitatively different processes of persua-
sion, the unimodel, though parsimonious, would not be accurate. As should be clear from
our presentation earlier, the ELM highlights a continuum based on the extent of careful
examination of the relevant evidence (the elaboration continuum). In fact, a considerable
amount of persuasion results can be accounted for with just this continuum. However, in
contrast to the unimodel, the ELM holds that different persuasion processes operate along
this continuum and that some of these processes are qualitatively different from each
other. Many variables can be viewed as “eyidence,” but how a person processes this evi-
dence is what determines the effect that the variable has on persuasion. For example, an

attractive source can be input to the heuristic “if she likes it, so do 1,” in which case any-
thing that the attractive source endorses will be more persuasive (peripheral route). Alter-
natively, the attractive source can be evaluated as an argument so that the attractive source
is persuasive when attractiveness is relevant and cogent (e.g., “if his hair looks great from
using that shampoo, it must be a good product, so I'll buy it too”) but is unpersuasive
when irrelevant (e.g., “her hair is nice but what does that have to do with this refrigera-
tor?”). Or to return to an example we used earlier, evaluating the arguments in a message
by simply counting them (i.e., using the arguments as a numerical heuristic) versus care-
fully scrutinizing those arguments for merit can lead to different persuasion outcomes
(Petty & Cacioppo, 1984b). Though Kruglanski and Thompson (1999) may contend that
there is no interesting qualitative difference between counting and scrutinizing messages,
proponents of the ELM argue that counting and elaborating are more than simple opposite
ends of a quantitative continuum; they are two distinct, qualitatively different processes
that can produce fundamentally different outcomes when applied to the same evidence.
Furthermore, the ELM holds that there are other qualitatively different psychological pro-
cesses (e.g., dissonance versus self-perception) that are of interest in understanding per-
suasion (Petty & Cacioppo, 1986a). The ELM specifically postulates that many of these
processes operate at different points along the elaboration continuum and require different
amounts of cognitive effort (i.e., a quantitative difference). But the difference in cognitive
effort is not the only difference among these processes. Because of their qualitative
differences, these processes often specify different mediators and moderators of persua-
sion effects (e.g., dissonance focuses on the presence of aversive arousal, whereas self-
perception does not). This richness and predictive power is lost by focusing solely on
quantitative differences in amount of thought. In sum, because of its accommodation of

F SR v

t

Chapter 5 » The Elaboration Likelihood Model of Persuasion 83

;m quahtgtive and quantitative differences in
.M rémains a more satisfactory
unimode].

persuasion processes, we believ
: . ¢ that the
model for accounting for persuasion effects than the

Directions for Future Research

So far we have explai
. plained the ELM and addressed vari i
regarding the model. Before concluding this chapte: Ve turm 10 8 dhsenien e ave arsen

ront direstions o ot we turn to a discussion of some
asion researc mm “the
- h that have stemmed from an appreciation of the

Self-Validation Processes

The postulate of the ELM that has received the I
one posulat ! . €east research attention to date i
e e;:; l:il: if;l; co:(')relct amtude§. This pos.tulate has been used in two waylss. t:frsttiri:
i l;:]e p:he engage 1.n greater information processing in certain circu;n-
detormine ey do ol tlzrs. 'F‘hat is, beFause careful scrutiny is often a good way to
to be comaey mocines ‘; E::p e will engage in more effortful scrutiny when it is important
& Fangtvedt. 1900 oo \:’r;lessage has. high consequences for the self (Petty, Cacioppo
e apovedt, cOnl;)etiny, 'eeler, & BIZCI',. 2000). Second, this postulate implies that il;
the defaut goal - Cgo rr:xonves (e.g., consistency, reactance, impression management)
e, ect and to attempt to process messages in a relatively objective:
Ciﬁcaﬁ{ec.cnt research has suggested another conse
)i i i
ammde}; (:e :::;Z ctl(;'cumst;mces' pe(?ple will reflect on the validity of their thoughts and
xampe, e tals se fjvaltdamfn p.rocesses; Petty, Brifiol, & Tormala 2002). For
message,and re‘ec;::(cj 'l,o gttt{ude valtdarfon. consider a person who has just,pmces;ed a
oage and re :, ) am: .d ecause th.e atutuc{e survived an attack, the person might gain
chowed it s ai :r 3}. In fact, in a series of studies, Tormala and Petty (in priss)
dence thy gan n . Furlhermre, i enhanced sonfdenc g e 1 0% Confi
& ain ir €, confidence led people to illi
act l(;: Ot;lleelr r::;nﬁ:j s’l(')t:rl:s;.amtude validation processes can i::re§se att?fu:::();fr::tl:g
they hove i ey o etimes {eﬂect on the validity of the individual thoughts lhi;l
honghrwmaesponse I : p;rsuamve message. For example, in a series of studies on
- genera(e,mou : lsd, etty, and Brifiol (in press), showed that the easier it was for
o they o et f, ! ;)n a message, th.e more confidence they had in them, and the
ome pece e in forming their attitudes. In particular, these investigat(;rs made
i gjneratmg favorable thoughts to a message was easy, because their
foel hat puome f(::/ y t;/lo favorable thoughts to the arguments. Others were made to
lso Seponeratin g lggc;l;a “fhthoyghts was difficult because eight were requested (see
more confidence in‘these t.hougfl?s lz:n“d/a:v::::)r(rx:;eg::era“:i f?ivt())ratﬁle e pcople had
: rsuade € m i
gzlrtler:la(:;ecc(l)llfgtcult to generate the thoughts. Conversely, whenypeopleci‘f:lltg ?t t:/:: :’heﬂ .
erarguments to the message because only two were requested theyas\z]e::

quence of the correctness motive, Spe-
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less persuaded than when they felt it was hard to generate counterarguments. Thus, re-
search on self-validation processes suggests that another role for variables in persuasion
settings is that they can help people assess the validity of their thoughts and attitudes. Nu-
merous variables may influence attitudes and attitude strength in this way (e.g., people
may be more confident in their favorable thoughts if they were generated in response to a
source of high rather than low credibility).

Consequences of Objective Versus Biased Thinking

The ELM makes an important distinction between processing that is relatively objective
versus that which is biased. Understanding whether a variable (e.g., source credibility,
mood) is enhancing objective processing or imparting a bias to the processing is important
for understanding both the valence of thoughts produced and the ultimate persuasion out-
come. Recently, Rucker and Petty (2002) have discussed some implications of biased ver-
sus objective processing for the strength of the attitudes resulting from persuasion.
In an initial series of studies on this issue, Rucker and Petty (2002) compared situ-
ations in which individuals were instructed to process a message in a relatively objec-
tive manner (try to generate thoughts) or in a biased manner (try to generate negative
thoughts). These participants were exposed to a message favoring a brand of aspirin that
contained very strong arguments. Although both the objective and biased groups showed
equivalent attitude change to these strong arguments, and equivalent amounts of cognitive
effort in processing the message, individuals who had focused on finding fault with the
message reported more certainty in their changed attitudes. Furthermore, the attitudes of
individuals who had tried but failed to find fault were more predictive of subsequent be-
havioral intentions toward the aspirin. Rucker and Petty (2002) argued that people who
tried to find fault but failed were more cognizant of the fact that the aspirin had no faults
than were people who simply processed the message objectively. The latter group was
cognizant mostly of the favorable aspects of the aspirin. Subsequent analyses confirmed
that perceptions about the lack of negative features of the aspirin mediated the increased
certainty in the changed attitudes. This research shows that qualitatively different ap-
proaches to processing the message can lead to differences in attitude strength even when
the extent of message elaboration appears to be constant.

Conclusion

This chapter began by noting the chaos in attitude and persuasion research reflected by
numerous conflicting findings in the literature and then focused on explaining how the
ELM can organize past inconsistent findings in a manner that allows researchers to predict
when a variable might have a given effect, and when a particular process responsible for
that effect might occur. Furthermore, the chapter has provided representative examples of
research based on the ELM framework throughout. Finally, in addition to stressing the
utility of the model in explaining past conundrums in the literature, this chapter has fo-
cused on clarifying misconceptions about the ELM and pointing to directions for future
research. In particular, recent work on people’s assessment of the validity of their thoughts
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and attitudes has provided new me i i
2 ans by which variables can affect i
ing thought confidence) and attitude strength (by affecting attitude cﬁen;'?:il:rsxlc(:; (B sffece

Notes
1. Although not discussed in this
chapter, other models of i ial j
. persuasion and
g :;;:OE?(:},?;M l?hare: a number' of the features of the ELM. A discussion of L::scéalmjzgeglm'embremve o
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