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There are many different attitudes a person can display, some being very nice and helpful, some being rather mean and destructive. But what is it that causes people’s attitudes? What encourages and persuades people to help or make decisions? What is it that controls people’s attitudes towards people and situations? What is the cause of attitude changes? This essay will be looking at the many different explanations to answer that question. 
So first, what is an attitude? It can be described as a person’s attitude towards some, usually a person, an object or a place (Eagly & Chaiken, 1993; Petty & Cacioppo, 1986). These could be emotional reactions, or a person’s thoughts or belief towards something. Depending on what that feelings towards the person or object is, it can alter their behaviour towards it. And, what exactly is “attitude change”? As described in the Oxford Dictionary of Psychology (Colman, 2015), attitude change is described as “the process whereby attitudes, towards a person, object or issue becomes more or less favourable, usually as a consequence of persuasion.”
Attitudes could generate from several things, and there are many different explanations behind the cause of attitude change. It could be genetic (Tesser, 1993), perhaps a certain type of attitude runs in the family. (Martin et al, 1986) concluded that even when raised in separate homes, identical twins shared more attitudes than fraternal twins. From a cognitive perspective, they would base attitude change on one’s ability to weigh out the pros and cons, or the ability to find the easiest and quickest solution. Conditioning attitudes would suggest things such as the smell of a certain food you enjoyed as a child. Being around that scent may make you feel calmer and care-free. Also looking at a childhood perspective, a child’s attitude towards people may be hugely influenced by the way their parents treat others, as well as other adult figures (Bandura, 1986), based on racism, religion, class or intelligence. Attitude could simply just be based on an individual’s behaviour. People’s attitudes can also change when talking to someone of a powerful or authoritative background. These types of people have a natural higher ability to persuade people due to their job title. There are many different explanations as to why people’s attitudes can change.
Another theory describing how people’s attitudes change is The Elaboration Likelihood Model (ELM) (Petty and Cacioppo, 1986). The aim of this model was to explain different ways of processing stimuli, why they’re used and looking at their outcomes to attitude change. 

In Psychology it is important to understand the formation and change of attitudes. One such theory of attitude changes as mentioned previously, is The Elaboration Likelihood Model (Petty and Cacioppo, 1986). The ELM helps to give us an understanding of the consequences of attitude change and explains the journey in the brain to make attitude changes; source, message, recipient, channel and context variables. The ELM looks at the different routes to persuasion. There is the central route (thoughtful) and the peripheral route (non-thoughtful). Each route has four stages to go through. First, being the elaboration, whether it’s high or low. Second, the route, being either central or peripheral. Third is information processing, this can be careful or not-careful. And finally, the attitude change, which with central depends on the argument quality, and with peripheral depends on the presence of persuasive cues. It is believed that the more thoughtful the change, the higher the chance of the attitude persisting.
The central route involves more cognitive activity, where the message recipient looks at knowledge and prior experience in the brain, and then uses that observation to then analyse and evaluate all the information presented in the given scenario. By using the central route, the individual is thinking about the message, and actively considering whether to generate a favourable and/ or unfavourable response to the scenario. The individual must possess a sufficient level of motivation during this time, and the ability to thoroughly think about the information provided, for this activity to successfully occur. Different variables can influence how an individual perceives the information and thinks about it, whether the message is perceived to be relevant (Petty and Cacioppo, 1979b) or whether the person is rather trivial and enjoys thinking (Cacioppo, Petty, and Morris, 1983). Other factors that can alter how successful the activity can occur would be the person’s ability to think about the message. This could vary depending on possible distractions (Petty, Wells, and Brock, 1976), or the individual’s level of knowledge and capability to understand the communication (Wood, Kallgren, & Priesler, 1985). If the individual is both motivated and has the capacity to properly evaluate the information, then the result of this carefully processed activity should result in a clear, accessible and enunciated attitude.
The Peripheral route very much contrasts to the Central route. This route will often use simpler cues to make decisions that use less thought and analysing. Usually when it comes to persuasion, the route will either draw out an affective state (such as happiness) that becomes associated with the advocated position (as in classical-conditioning; Staats & Staats, 1958), or trigger a rather simple heuristic that a person can use to judge the quality of the message. Often, by using the Peripheral route decisions can be made based on the title of the person giving the information. For example, if an expert dietician told you a certain food was bad for your body, we would initially believe them as “they know better”. So, people are sometimes easily led with information depending where the source comes from. Because of this, it also means that the Peripheral approach to persuasion can usually be much more effective.
A study (Petty, Cacioppo, & Goldman, 1981) was conducted to put the two routes to the test to see how effective they were. A group of college students were presented with four different persuasive messages, each only varying on the content being weak or strong, and the professional standard of the person it was delivered by. The four different messages were: (a) a message by an expert source with strong arguments and points, (b) a message by an expert source with weak arguments and points, (c) a message by a non-expert source with strong arguments and points or, (d) a message by a non-expert source with weak arguments and points. All messages were clear and understandable with no distractions present, allowing the participants to have time to think about the messages. Some of the students were led to believe that their participation would help improve the university regulation within the next year, adding motivation. The remaining students were led to believe that their participation wouldn’t have effect on the university for several years, deducting motivation. For the students that the message was now relevant to, it was shown that they followed the central route to persuasion and listened to the actual content of the messages. The students that lacked motivation followed the peripheral route, not really paying attention to the messages but rather the expertise of the person delivering the message. 
Another study (Allison, Davis, Webb & Shor, 2017) was conducted to use the ELM to see how entrepreneurs persuaded people to fund them in crowd-funding. 383 entrepreneurs each seeking funding for individual projects were used in the study. Regarding the central route, it was important to funders the specifics of the entrepreneur and the product, knowing all information of the project. Looking at the peripheral route, the funders were bought over by things such as a positive tone in explaining the reasons for funding or when the project was described as “a dream” by the entrepreneur. The results ultimately varied on things such as the education of the entrepreneur, the experience of previous funding from the funder, the quality/ingredient branding, usefulness/interconnections, portrayal of dream, adopted group identity and positive narrative tone. 
The ELM is a largely influential theory in marketing communication research (Szczepanski, 2006). And although it has been a popular theory for more than 30 years, it has also received a lot of criticism, mainly in four major research areas; the descriptive nature of the model, continuum questions, the issue of multi-channel processing and the analysis of the different variables which mediate elaboration likelihood. Despite the criticisms, this model remains to be a powerful model that is still very much used to this day. Especially when it comes to marketing and advertisement. The model could perhaps be replicated in a future study, by someone not associated with the original project. Future opportunities exist for researchers to attempt to replicate this study in modern day standards.
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