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Millions of dollars are spent each year in attempts to persuade 
people to visit recreation and tourist attractions in the United States. 
Once the visitors arrive, more money is spent to persuade them to take 
care of the environment, follow rules and engage in safe, nondestructive 
behaviors. These persuasion attempts typically involve providing 
people with information via the mass media, mailed or on-site brochures 
and pamphlets, signs or face-to-face contact. The success of such 
informational efforts depends in part on: (a) whether the attitudes of the 
recipients are modified in the desired direction (e.g., do people become 
more favorable toward visiting the scenic rivers of West Virginia and 
less favorable toward littering in state parks?), and (b) whether these 
attitudes in turn influence pcoples' behaviors (e.g., do pcople actually 
visit West Virginia's rivers and dispose of their trash properly?). 

Our goal in this chapter is to present an overview of psychological 
approaches to social influence, and to outline in some detail a general 
framework for understanding the processes responsible for attitude 
change. This framework is called the Elaboration Likelihood Model of 
persuasion (Petty and Cacioppo 198 1, 1986b). 
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Marmontein 1987, Petty and Cacioppo 1984a). the length of the 
arguments (Wood et al. 1985). the number of other people thought to 
endorse the position (Axsom et al. 1987). and others. 

The ELM holds that as the Likelihood of elaboration is increased, 
whether or not thinking about the arguments proceeds in a relatively 
objective or a more biased fashion, the perceived quality of the issue- 
relevant arguments presented becomes a more important determinant of 
persuasion. As the elaboration likelihood is decreased, however, 
peripheral cues become more important. In short, when the elaboration 
likelihood is high, the central route to persuasion dominatcs, but when 
the elaboration likelihood is low, the peripheral route takes precedence. 

As we have noted, the accumulated research on persuasion points 
to many variables that can be employed to either increase ordecrease the 
amount of thinking about a persuasive message. Although we have 
focused on motivational and ability variables that can be modified by 
external means (e.g., including rhetorical questions in a message en- 
hances motivation to think about the arguments), other determinants of 
motivation and ability to process a message are dispositional (e.g., 
"people high in 'need for cognition' tend to chronically engage in and 
enjoy thinking," Cacioppo and Petty 1982). 

Multiple Roles for Variubles in the Eluboration Likelihood Model 
One of the most important features of the ELM is its premise that 

any one variable can affect persuasion by serving in different roles in 
different situations. That is, a variable can serve as a peripheral cue in 
some contexts, affect the motivation or ability to think about the 
message in other situations, and influence the nature of the thoughts that 
come to mind in still other domains. For example, in separate studies, 
the attractiveness of a message source has (a) served as a simple 
peripheral cue when it was irrelevant to evaluating the merits of an 
attitude object and subjects were not motivated to process the issue- 
relevant arguments; (b) served as a message argument when it was 
relevant to evaluating the merits of the attitude object and the elabora- 
tion likelihood was high; and (c) affected the extent of thinking about the 
message arguments presented when the elaboration likelihood was 
moderate (see Petty, Kasmer, Haugtvedt and Cacioppo 1987, for 
discussion). 

If any one variable can influence persuasion by several means, it 
becomes critical to identify the general conditions under which the 
variable acts in each of the different roles. The ELM holds that when 

Elaboration L lke l lhd  Model 87 

the elaboration l ike l ihd  is high (such as when perceived personal 
relevance and knowledge are high, the message is easy to understand. 
no distractions are present, and so on), people typically h o w  that they 

' 

want and are able to evaluate the merits of the arguments presented, and 
they do so. Variables in the persuasion setting are likely to have litlle 
direct impact on evaluations by serving as simple peripheral cues in 
these situations. Instead, when the elaboration likelihood is high, a 
variable may serve as an argument if it is relevant to the merits of the 
issue, or the variable may determine the nature of the ongoing inforrna- 
tion processing activity (i.e., is the processing relatively objective or 
biased?). 

On the other hand, when the elaboration likelihood is low (e.g., 
low personal relevance or knowledge, complex message, many distrac- 
tions, and so on), people know that they do not want or are not able to 
evaluate the merits of the arguments presented, or they do not even 
consider exerting effort to process the message. If any evaluation is 
formed under these conditions, it is likely to result from relatively 
simple associations or inferences based on salient cues. 

When the elaboration likelihood is moderate (e.g., uncertain 
personal relevance, moderate knowledge, moderate complexity, and so 
on), people may be uncertain as to whether or not the message warrants 
or needs scrutiny and whether or not they are capable of providing this 
analysis. In these situations they may examine the persuasion context 
for indications (e.g., is the source credible?) of whether or not they are 
interested in or should process the message. A few examples should 
help to clarify the multiple roles that a variable can have in different 
situations. 

Multiple roles for source factors. First, consider the multiple 
processes by which source factors (e.g., expertise, attractiveness) can 
have an impact on persuasion (see Petty and Cacioppo 1984~). Some 
research has found that when the elaboration likelihood was low, source 
factors such as expertise and attractiveness served as simple positive 
cues, enhancing attitudes regardless of argument quality. However, 
when the elaboration likelihood was high, source factors did not serve 
as simple cues. Instead, attitudes were determined primarily by the 
nature of the arguments presented (Chaiken 1980, Petty, Cacioppo and 
Goldman 1981). Finally, in two separate experiments in which the 
elaboration likelihood was not manipulated but was held constant at a 
moderate level, the source factors of expertise and attractiveness deter- 
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mincd how much thinking subjects did about thc arguments presented 
(Hccsackcr et al., 1983, Puckctt ct al. 1983). That is, attractive and 
expcrt sourccs Icd to morc persuasion when the arguments wcre strong, 
but to lcss persuasion whcn thc arguments were weak. 

Intcrcstingly, the sclf-monitoring scale (see Snyder 1987) has 
bccn uscd recently to distinguish people who tend to think more about 
what experts havc to say (i.e., low self-monitors) from those who are 
mom interestcd in what attractive sources have to say (i.e., high self- 
monitors; DcBono and Harnish 1988, DeBono and Telesca 1990). In 
any case, thc accumulated research has shownclearly that source factors 
arc capable of serving in different roles. 

Only onc study to datc has examined the effects of a source factor 
across thrce distinct levels ofelaboration likelihood. This study (Moon: 
ct al. 1986, Expcrimcnt 3) providcd support for the ELMcontcntion that 
variables can scrvc in different roles in different situations. Specifi- 
cally, Moore ct al. manipulated the likelihood of message elaboration by 
varying thc speed of a radio advertisement for a product. In addition to 
thc spccd of the announcement, the credibility of the product cndorscrs 
and thc quality of the arguments for the product were also varied. This 
experiment revealed that when the advertisement was presented at a 
very rapid pace so that it was difficult to process (i.e., low elaboration 
likclihood), pcople wcre grcatly influenced by the credibility of the 
product endorser, but thc quality of the arguments for the product had 
little effcct. Whcn the mcssagc was prcscntcd at anormal pacc and was 
casy to process (i.e., high elaboration likelihood), the quality of the 
argumcnts in the ad made a difference, but the credibility of the endorser 
was rcduced in importance compared to the fast message conditions. 
Finally, whcn thc mcssage was presented at a moderately fast pacc and 
processing was possible but challenging, the expertise of the endorser 
dctcrmincd how much message processing occumd--the expert source 
induced more thinking than the mnexpen(see Petty, Kasmer, Haugtvcdt 
and Cacioppo 1987, for furthcr discussion). 

Multiple roles for message factors. Message factors have also 
becn shown to serve in multiple mles in different situations. For 
example, in a rccent study the effect of a direct advertisement for an 
unknown product was contrasted with an advertisement that compared 
the new product to a wcll-established one (Pechrnan and Estaban 1990). 
Unlike a direct message that simply providcs support for its position 
(e.g., You should visit Wicwac park because...), an upward comparison 
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message suggests that the critical issue or product is similar to one that 1 
is already seen as desirable (e.g., You should visit Wicwac park, similar i 
to Yellowstone, because...). In ordcr to examine the multiple roles for 
this message variable. direct and upward comparison ads containing 
either strong or weak arguments were presented following instructions 
and procedures designed to elicit either a relatively low motivation to 
pmcess the critical ad (the target ad was embedded in a magazine format 
and subjects were instructed to read the magazine as they normally 
would), or moderate motivation to process (the target ad was embedded 
in a magazine format, but subjects werc instructed to pay special 
attention to the critical ad), or high motivation to think (subjects were 
simply handed the target ad and were told to lead it carefully). Effec- 
tiveness of the ads was assesscd by asking subjccts to rate their 
intentions to purchase the product. 

When the low motivation procedure was used, the upward com- 
parison ad produced more favorable intentions than the direct ad, but 
strong argumcnts did not produce more favorable intcntions than weak 
oncs. That is. , der the low elaboration likclihood conditions, the 
comparison with the wcll known product served as a simplc peripheral 
cue, and argument processing was minimal. When the high motivation 
to process conditions were examined, the opposite resulted. That is, 
under the high elaboration likelihood conditions, the strong arguments 
produced more favorable intentions than the weak oncs, but the upward 
comparison was completely ineffective as a cue for producing more 
favorable intentions. Finally, whcn thc moderatc motivation conditions 
were analyzed, the use of an upward comparison ad was found to 
enhance processing of the message arguments. That is, when the 
upward comparison ad employed strong argumcnts, it led to more 
persuasion than ihe direct ad, but w hcn the upward comparison ad used 
weak arguments, it produced less persuasion than the direct ad. 

The results of the Pechrnan and Estaban (1990) study are compa- 
rable to the effects observed by Moore ct al. (1986) who employed very 
different experimental operations. When motivation or ability to 
process the message arguments was low, sourcc credibility and upward 
comparison claims served as simple cues. When motivation and ability 
to think about the argumcnts were high, edibility and upward com- 
parison were unimportant as simplc cues. Instead, whether the argu- 
ments were strong or weak was the primary determinant of persuasion. 
Finally, when motivation and ability to process werc moderate, people 
evaluated the arguments only when i t  seemcd worthwhile to do SCF- 
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domains, however, translating new attitudes into new behaviors is 
complex even if the person has the desire to act on the attitude. In some 
recreation and tourism situations attitudes change, though an important 
first step, may still be insufficient to produce the desired bchavioral 
responses. People may also need to acquire new skills and self- 
perceptions that allow newly acquired attitudes and intentions to be 
translated into action. Furthermore, once an attitude has yielded new 
behavior, this new behavior may not persist in the absence of incentives. 
Bandura's (1 977, 1986) social-cognitive theory provides a framework 
to understand these processes. 

Like the central route to persuasion and Theory of Reasoned 
Action described above, the social-cognitive theory perspective views 
voluntary bchavior as determined in part by the personal consequences 
that a person anticipates from various courses of action. These conse- 
quences (rewards and punishments) may be anticipated because of prior 
personal experience or the observed experiences of others, or they may 
be expected simply as a rcsult of cognitive reasoning processes. 

According to Bandura, producing behavior change may require 
that a person learns new actions or skills or new sequences of already 
acquired actions. Learning of new skills may occur via direct experi- 
ence or by observing the behavior patterns of others (modeling). The 
most effectivemodels arc those people who arc most similar to the target 
of influence or people with whom the target identifies or admires. An 
important aspect of Bandura's framework is the idea that people do not 
always bchave optimally, even though they know the "correct" behav- 
ion and have positive attitudes abu t  these behaviors. That is, people 
are not always motivated to translate their acquired skills into action. 

One particularly important cognitive determinant of whether 
people's skills are put into action concerns people's assessments of their 
own capabilities or their judgments of self-efficacy or competence 
(Bandura 1982). Judgments of self-efficacy are important because 
abundant research indicates that the higher the level of perceived 
efficacy, the more likely people are to persist in a new behavior that has 
been learned. Of the various ways to influence self-efficacy, providing 
guided practice and specific skills training are particularly powerful 
techniques. 

IMPLICATIONS OF SOCIAL INFLUENCE MODELS 

Allhough considerable work has shown that it is possible to 
change people's knowledp, we have argued that knowledge acquisi- 
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tion does not invariably rcsult in attitude and behavior change. Our brief 
review of basic theory and research on persuasion emphasizes that 
information will succeed in producing enduring changes in attitudes and 
behavior only if people are motivated and able to process the informa- 
tion, and if this processing results in favorablecognitive and/oraffective 
reactions. Furthermore, once attitudes have changed, implementing 
changes in behavior may require learning new skills and perceptions of 
self-efficacy. Thus, current work on attitude and behavior change may 
help account for some unsuccessll translations of knowledge and/or 
attitudes into behaviors. First, the knowledge acqu id  may have 
appeared irrelevant to the recipients, or may have led to unfavorable 
rather than favorable reactions. Second, even if appropriate attitude 
changes were induced, the changes may have been based on simple 
peripheral cues rather than on elaborative processing of the message. 
Third, even if attitude changes occumd via the central route, the people 
influenced may have lacked the necessary skills or self-confidence to 
translate their new attitudes into action. 

Perhaps the three most important issues raised in our review are: 
(1) although some attitudes are based on a careful reasoning process in 
which externally provided information is relatcd to oneself and inte- 
grated into a coherent belief structure (central route), other anitudes are 
formed as a result of relatively simple cues in the persuasion environ- 
ment (peripheral route); (2) any one variable (e.g., source credibility) 
may be capable of inducing persuasion by either the central or the 
peripheral route indifferent situations; and (3) although both central and 
peripheral route processes can lead to attitudes similar in their valence 
(how favorable or unfavorable they are), the manner of attitude change 
bears important consequences. 

If the goal of a persuasion-based program is to produce long 
lasting changes in attitudes with behavioral consequences (e-g., atti- 
tudes about fire safety in parks), the central route to persuasion appears 
to be the preferred influence strategy. If the goal is immediate on-site 
formationofa new attitude,even i f i t  is ephemeral (e.g., attitudes toward 
one park trail over another), the peripheral route may prove acceptable. 

Influence via the central route requires that the recipient of the 
new information have the motivation and ability to process it. As noted 
previously, one of the most important determinants of motivation to 
think about a message is the perceived personal relevance of that 
message. When personal relevance is high, people an: motivated to 
scrutinize the information presented and integrate i t  with their existing 
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