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Discuss the Elaboration Likelihood Model of persuasion
Persuasion is the act or attempt to change or alternate an opinion about a certain subject or matter. McGuire (1968, cited in Chaiken, 1980) states that persuasion based research is ‘assumed that source, message, and audience variables affect opinion change to the extent that they influence either message reception … or yielding to what is received.’ Supporting the overall understanding that persuasion is based on changing an individual or audience’s opinion. Successful persuasion of an individual consequently brings about an attitude change in their changed opinion. Attitude can be a key factor in bringing about successful persuasion to an individual. With the implication of persuasion cues can be effective in the use of advertisements to influence the public about a particular viewpoint or opinion. Leventhal, Watts & Pagano (1967) found a high correlation of negative emotion in response to a ‘high-fear film’ based on the dangers smoking. Supporting the effectiveness of persuasion and attitude change in advertisements as they effectively discouraged participants from smoking due to the severity of fear they experienced during the film.
One model that attempts to support the effectiveness of persuasion and attitude change comes from the Yale Attitude Change approach (Hovland, Janis and Kelley, 1953) Which outlines that persuasion is based on three external factors made by the communicator. The first is based on where the source of the information originates from, for example, an expert in a field of study may be more influential than someone who may have just came out of college in a less professional setting (Hovland & Weiss, 1951). Another factor mentioned is what the source of information being presented is actually about. If we find the information interesting or important to us we are more likely to pay attention to it. Finally, the people which the presentation is being presented to is also important. Information about politics is likely to go other children’s heads however it may be incredibly prevalent to undecided voters. Research into this area of study has found that when an audience is distracted they are more likely to be persuaded by information presented to them (Albarracin & Wyer, 2001). However, one evaluative weakness of this model is that it is considered to be reductionist, this is because it simplifies external stimulus down to three factors where it can be considered more complex to bring about persuasion. For example, it does not explain how people can be persuaded when they have strong counterarguments against a particular opinion.

[bookmark: _GoBack]Another model that can be used to explain persuasion is the Elaboration Likelihood Model (Petty & Cacioppo, 1986). The Elaboration Likelihood Model (ELM) explains that we have a different level of processing depending on the level of attention we give to a persuasive message. For example, if a person gives a high level of attention to a discussion, the information is considered to be highly elaborated and takes the central route. Within the central route, information processed is dependent on careful analysis and logical, rational thinking of the information presented to us. Depending on the quality of the argument presented to us, we are more likely to conform to an attitude if the argument presented to us is considered quality and reasonable. This model therefore can support the research by Hovland and Weiss (1951) as credible speakers who argue and debate with logical and information based arguments are more likely to be successful in bringing about an attitude change within an audience. On the other hand, if a persuasive message is not given a large amount of attention, then the elaboration is considered to be low and therefore will take the alternate peripheral route. The peripheral route takes the information processed based on emotional stimuli that come about the information presented and heuristics. Attitude change is possible under this route is possible, however it is based more on the presence of persuasive cues rather than the quality of the argument. Qualter (1962) supports the concept of persuasive cues by historical reference to Adolf Hitler, stating that his effectiveness politically was based on his use of propaganda, speeches were “carefully planned theatrical productions in which settings, lighting, background music, and the timing of entrances were devised to maximise the emotional fervor of an audience”. This supports the model as emotional stimulation would allow more people to be influenced by his political movements by the production of peripheral cues as opposed to quality of his speeches.
There are several pieces of evaluative points that can be given about this model however. For example, the model fails to explain why we use central and peripheral routes illogically in many circumstances. For example, Kassin, Fein & Markus (2010) state it is illogical for “Juries may base their verdicts on evidence or a defendant’s appearance, and why consumers may base their purchases their on marketing reports or product images”. This challenges the theory as it is reductionist in explaining levels of elaboration as there are circumstances where it would seem natural for us to use the opposite route compared to what we use. Furthermore, other writers have noted there are additional variables that can increase the elaboration in persuasive messages (Bryant & Oliver, 2009). One example is if arguments or persuasive information are presented as either questions or assertions. Supporting research has shown that individuals are more likely to elaborate on information if it is presented as a question in comparison to an assertion (Howard & Burnkrant, 1990). Therefore, the model is unclear as it shows the model as two mutually exclusive groups instead of a level of elaboration which could then flow into either route. This is a weakness of the model as the concept of high and low elaboration can be considered unclear, and the model can not be sublimated into every situation. On the contrary, the ELM is considered to be a dual-processing model of persuasion and attitude change, as there are two different routes which can explain attitude change within persuasion (J. Kitchen, E. Schultz, McColl & Pals, 2014). This can be considered as a strength compared to older models, such as the Yale Attitude Change approach which is unable to explain processing on multiple levels. For example, in advertisement campaigns, we are subject to receiving information from both the central route and peripheral route, we may find the subject of information interesting, which we will internally evaluate using the central route. Furthermore, we will experience the emotional stimuli of the advertisement, such as comedy or fear, supporting using the peripheral route. Therefore, the model can be considered an improvement to single-processing models.
There are several implications that can be taken from this research into this model, the most prominent is the success of advertisers in selling their wares and goods. A great deal of research into this area is how can advertisers successfully bring about an attitude change from citizens to their product or advertisements. For example, research based on anti-smoking might use fear cues or communications in order to scare people into not smoking, as they could now be fearful of new information presented to them (e.g. the dangers and costs of smoking). Research has shown that advertisements based on ELM on school children is an effective strategy in preventing smoking initiation, with implications that advertisements could be more effective on a larger scale of broadcasting (Flynn, Bunn, Connolly & Dorwaldt, 2011) Another implication of research is propaganda and political advertising, previously noted research from Qualter (1962) found peripheral stimuli in presentation of Hitler’s speeches as he used emotions within research to boost the persuasive power in his political goals. This can be further applied to today’s political campaigns as effective production of propaganda based campaigns can allow for politicians to be far more influential in their speeches.
To conclude, Elaboration Likelihood Model can be considered to be a massively influential dual-processing theory explaining persuasion and attitude change when presented with a persuasive cue (J. Kitchen, Kerr, E. Schultz, McColl & Pals, 2014). The concept of the model has several implications, stretching across commercials, e-commerce, propaganda and fear campaigns. The model is able to explain persuasion over high and low elaboration of information processing, and can also explain how we develop an attitude change based on the level of attention we give. However, the theory lacks a variable level of elaboration, as the model is categorised into two mutually exclusive groups (Howard & Burnkrant, 1990) therefore it lacks explaining a variable level of elaboration compared to just simply high or low. Furthermore, an assumption of the ELM (Petty & Cacioppo, 1986) is that when persuasion is based along the central route, attitude change is more susceptible to counter-persuasion from other parties, resulting in a longer-lasting attitude change, and the peripheral route is only used until a greater level of elaboration is used. However, attitude change based on peripheral routes can last a life time if never challenged or argued, and a stronger quality argument can easily triumph over a previous argument in the central routes. Overall, the model is more successful in explaining persuasion and attitude change due to it explaining multiple variables unlike older single-channel models. However, it simplifies its understanding down to two sperate levels of elaboration, which is unable to explain circumstances when both routes are used simultaneously.
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