Discuss the Elaboration Likelihood Model of Persuasion.

Attitudes and attitude change remain core topics of contemporary social psychology. Understanding the causes of human behaviour and attitudes is more interesting and diverse than ever with today’s fast-paced digital world, it allows us to gain insight into, own behaviour as well as the behaviour of others. An individual’s beliefs or attitudes and behaviour can change because of many factors. There are several theories that are helpful for understanding how attitudes are formed and how they can be changed. In the Cognitive Dissonance Theory, Festinger, (1957). like other cognitive theories it assumes that there is pressure to be consistent, it suggests, humans are sensitive to inconsistencies between attitude or belief and behaviour, when a person holds two thoughts that are inconsistent with one another, they often involve an inconsistency between a belief or opinion and a behaviour. Festinger summarized, dissonance is an arousing, uncomfortable tension state that motivates change. However, it is not brought about by cognitive inconsistency as such, but rather by the perception that one is responsible for bringing about an unwanted event. According to this theory, there is a tendency for individuals to seek consistency among their cognitions, (e.g. beliefs, opinions). When there is an inconsistency between attitudes or behaviors (dissonance), something must change to eliminate the dissonance. Another theory for understanding how attitudes are formed and changed is Hovland, Janis & Kelley, (1953). Learning theory, this assumes that attitudes are acquired in much the same way as other habits, people learn information and facts about different attitude objects, and they also learn the feelings and values associated with those facts, this approach assumes that a person’s attitudes are based on principles of reinforcement association, imitation, and punishment.
The Elaboration Likelihood Model of Persuasion, Petty & Cacioppo, (1986). Aims to understand the process of thinking an individual makes when given a persuasive message. In brief elaboration is seen as the process of linking information we want to remember to information that we already know. According to Simons, (1976). Persuasion is typically defined as the “human communication that is designed to influence others by modifying their beliefs, values or attitudes”. With persuasion becoming more apparent in our mass-media society, we find more advertisers than ever attempting to convince us that their product is better than that of others, or politicians trying to convince us that they deserve our vote more than that of other parties. In any communication situation the first thing to pay attention to is the communicator, some communicators are authoritative others maybe humorous. People are more persuaded by highly credible communicators than by those with low credibility. In an early study Hovland & Weiss, (1952). Participants heard communications on issues such as advisability of selling antihistamines without a prescription, each communication came from either a high-credibility source or a low-credibility source, communication attributed to high-credibility sources produced more attitude change than those from low-credibility sources. The study of persuasion and persuasive messages becomes critical if we want to understand political and social change in society.
The Elaboration Likelihood Model of Persuasion, Petty & Cacioppo, (1986), whose key variable is the amount of careful thought given to the persuasive argument, this model is used to explain thought and behaviour change in individuals. The Elaboration Likelihood Model proposes that when people receive a persuasive message they think about the arguments it makes, they do not necessarily think deeply or carefully about the arguments, as doing this requires considerable cognitive effort, people generally only expend cognitive effort if they are motivated by the issues and if the issues are important to them. 
The ELM’s method of persuasion follows two separate routes, which route is used depends largely on whether people expend a great deal or very little cognitive effort on the message in hand. When people have a high level of elaboration they think critically about the contents of a message, and are said to use, the central route. When people have a low level of elaboration and do not think critically about the contents of the message, and instead focus on other cues, they take a peripheral route. The central route has both the motivation and the ability to pay attention to the arguments in the communication. People digest the argument in a message, extract a point that meets their needs and sometimes even indulge in counter-arguments should they disagree with them. The peripheral route to persuasion does not pay attention to the arguments but instead can be swayed by surface characteristics or superficial cues, on this route to persuasion, people will often evaluate a communication by using simple-minded heuristics, when we act like cognitive misers. Chaiken, (1987). In some cases, people will change their attitude simply because they know the argument has majority support, Giner-Sorolla & Chaiken, (1997). 
The route an individual will take depends on whether one is willing and able to scrutinize the information contained in the message itself, now that there is this distinction between the central and peripheral routes we are able to understand why the persuasion process seems on some occasions logical and on others illogical, the process that is engaged depends on whether the recipients of persuasive message have the motivation and ability to take the central route or whether they rely on peripheral cues instead. The Yale Attitude Change Approach, Hovland, Janis & Kelley, (1953). is also used to explain attitude change in individuals, this approach suggests the key to understanding why people would attend to, and accept a persuasive message was to study the characteristics of the person presenting the message, the contents of the message, and the characteristics of the recipient of the message.
Chaiken, (1987). Suggests, in order to fully understand an individual’s attitude- change from persuasion you first need to distinguish between systematic processing and heuristic processing. Systematic processing much in the same way as the central route occurs when people scan and consider available arguments, according to Petty & Cacioppo, (1986). All messages are processed systematically, Chaiken argues that not all persuasive messages are processed systematically. People will sometimes employ cognitive heuristics to simplify the task of handling information. In instances where judgements are made on the reliability of the message individuals can resort to using mental shortcuts to make up their minds. Petty & Wegener, (1998). argued that individuals have a sufficiency threshold, heuristics will be used as long as they satisfy our need to be confident in the attitude we adopt, when an individual lacks sufficient confidence we resort to the systematic mode of processing. Brewer & Hupfeld, (2000). Also found in a mock juror situation, that when the evidence presented does not lead to a reasonable level of judgemental confidence, heuristic processing replaces systematic processing. The emphasis on the important role of cognition in how people handle persuasive messages has been extended to cover the mediating role of the recipients’ transient states, such as mood, Mackie & Worth, (1989). Have shown that being in a good mood alone may change the way in which an individual attends information. It is also suggested that the amount of emotion associated with the content of the message can influence the choice between processing methods. 
In summary, when an individual is motivated to attend to a message of persuasion and deal with it thoughtfully they will use the central route to process it, this is according to Petty & Cacioppo’s Elaboration likelihood model, however Chaiken’s Heuristic-systematic model believes that when attention is paid to a message of persuasion individuals process it systematically. When attention is reduced, Petty & Cacioppo argue that the Peripheral route is used or resort to heuristics, Chaiken, (1987).
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