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ABSTRACT

The Elaboration Likelihood Model (ELM) is a model of information processing and persuasion. Ever since its
introduction in the 1980's, ELM has been frequently cited by scholars from both cognitive/socia psychology and consumer
research. This paper reviews the application of ELM to consumer research over the past decade, with the focus on studies
conducted in advertising contexts, effects on brand evaluations, specification of processing mechanisms, and findings that
seem to extend or contradict the model. A body of literature is discussed in three domains: antecedents, processes, and
processing cues. A brief interpretation for the review and future directions for research are presented.
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[. Introduction

Since the 1950s researchers have been devel oping theo-
riesto describe, understand, and predict consumers’ attitudinal
responses to advertising (Cohen, 1990). Much effort has been
devoted to the study of brand attitude and memory formation
processes under varying levels of consumer interest. Building
onthepioneeringworksof Lavidgeand Steiner (1961), Krugman
(1965), and Ray (1973), several integrative models of infor-
mation processing and persuasion have been proposed. These
include the Elaboration Likelihood Model (ELM) (Petty and
Cacioppo, 1983, 1986), the Message Response Involvement
Modd (Batraand Ray, 1985, 1986), and Information Process-
ing Intensity (Greenwald and Leavitt, 1984). Among these
models, ELM seems to be the most popular and most cited
one in both cognitive/social psychology and consumer re-
search over the past decade.

The purpose of this paper is to review the application
of ELM to consumer research. Emphasis will be placed on
the following aspects: (1) studies conducted in advertising
contexts, (2) effects on brand evaluations rather than on choice
or behavior, (3) specification of processing mechanisms, and
(4) findings that not only confirm the model but also extend
it or seem to contradict it. With these criteriain mind, this

review begins with an overview of ELM and then discusses
its application in three domains: antecedents, processes, and
processing cues. A brief conclusion follows.

Il. Elaboration Likelihood Model

The elaboration likelihood model of persuasion is a
theory about the processes responsible for yielding to a per-
suasive communication and the strength of the attitudes that
result from those processes. In an advertising context, the mo-
del holds that the process responsible for ad effectivenessis
one of two relatively distinct routes to persuasion. Thefirst,
known asthe* central route,” involveseffortful cognitive activ-
ity, whereby individuals focus their attention on message rele-
vant ad information, and draw on prior experience and knowl-
edge to assess and elaborate on presented information. When
elaboration likelihood is high, the favorability of cognitive
responses generated in reaction to the ad influencesthe valence
of attitudes. Support arguments enhance attitude favorability,
while counter arguments reduce attitude favorability.

Two types of processing may occur when elaboration
likelihood is high. Objective processing occurs when the
individual is motivated and able to scrutinize the message for
its “true” or central merits. Biased processing occurs when
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the individual possesses a strong prior opinion regarding the
messagetopic (e.g., brandloyal or highly dissatisfied consumers)
and, hence, responds to message arguments with attitude
consistent cognition instead of scrutinizing the message for
its quality. If the message is consistent with prior attitudes,
the individual will elicit support arguments, while counter
argumentswill be dicited if the message is counter attitudinal.

The other route to persuasion isknown asthe “ peripherd
route.” When elaboration likelihood is low, individuals do
not think much about message content; instead, they use non-
content elements associated with the message (i.e., periphera
cues) as a basis for attitude formation. Peripheral cues can
be the number of message arguments, source characteristics
(e.g., likahility, expertise, attractiveness), music, affective reac-
tions generated by the ad etc. Noncognitive processes such
as classica conditioning or mere exposure are thought to ex-
plain the process by which peripherd cuesinfluence attitudes.

Whether an individual will follow the centra or periph-
era route to persuasion is determined by the likelihood of
elaboration, which, in turn, is influenced by the individua’s
motivation and ability to process. Petty and Cacioppo (1986)
define motivation and ability in terms of their antecedents.
Some antecedents are situational factors, whereas others are
individual factors. Some variables influence the extent of
information processing, whereas others tend to influence the
direction of thinking (i.e., objective or biased processing).
Factors that enhance processing motivation include percelved
personal relevance, need for cognition, increased number of
message sources, and personal responsibility for evaluating
themessage. Likewise, factorsthat enhance processing ability
includelow levelsof externd distraction, acontrollable message

pace, message repetition, and high message comprehensibility.
[ll. Processing Antecedents

Ever since ELM, was introduced, much of the work in
consumer research has focused on processing antecedents or
factorsthat can influence the motivation and ability to process
ad messages. In addition to those identified by ELM (e.g.,
message repetition, prior knowledge etc.), factors that are
specific to an advertising context (e.g., media type) and the
effects of combining factors have also been explored.

1. Message Repetition

Oneof themost important variablesinfluencing aperson’'s
ability to processissue-relevant argumentsis messagerepetition.
Moderate message repetition provides more opportunities for
argument scrutiny, which will lead to afavorable brand attitude
aslong as the arguments are strong and tedium is not induced
(Batra and Ray, 1986; Cox and Cox, 1988; Rethans et al.,
1986). Anand and Sternthal (1990) demonstrated that even
high levels of repetition can enhance, rather than diminish,
brand attitude when messages are extremely easy to process.

In a brand extension context, Lane (2000) found that ad
repetition increases not only elaboration and usage intentions,
but also amore positive evaluation of incongruent extensions.

Other reports emphasized how the effects of repetition
are not the same for al elements of attitude. Wearout can
occur for affective evaluation of the ad itself without occurring
for the cognitive components of attitudes (Hughes, 1992).
Even when it fails to enhance the evauative component of
advertising, ad repetition can increase attitude accessihility,
attitude confidence, and attitude-behavior-consistency (Berger,
1992; Berger and Mitchell, 1989). Partial ad repetition (i.e,
adsfor the same brand with the same theme but varied execu-
tions) has been shown to improve brand memory and persua-
sion (Schumann et al., 1990; Unnava and Burnkrant, 1991a).
It should be noted that repetition can also induce favorable
judgments without stimulating message elaboration by en-
hancing the perception of familiarity (Hawkins and Hoch,
1992).

2. Prior Knowledge

It has been well documented that people become more
ableto think about issue-relevant information when they have
more prior knowledge (Albaand Hutchinson, 1987). Knowl-
edge isonly effective, however, when it is accessible (Brucks
et al., 1988). When knowledgeislow or inaccessible, people
rely on simple cues (Burke et al., 1988). Knowledge may
also interact with the mode of information presentation. For
more knowledgeabl e consumers, the attraction effect decreases
when information is presented numericaly but increaseswhen
information is presented verbally (Sen, 1998). In addition,
when prior knowledge is low, the search effort will increase
when issue involvement is high (Lee et al., 1999).

Prior knowledge can also influence the way people pro-
cessinformation. Experts (those with more product knowledge)
tend to engage in more detailed processing when thereis an
incongruity between the headline and the body copy of ames-
sage (Sujan, 1985). Experts are also more likely to process
a message in detail when given only attribute information,
while novices are more likely to do so when given benefit
information (Walker et al., 1987; Maheswaran and Sternthal,
1990). Expertsdaborate on messagesin an evaluative manner,
whereasnovicestendto processmessagesmoreliterdly (Mahes-
waran and Sternthal, 1990).

3. Sdf-Referencing

Severd studies have shown that consumers have grester
elaboration on information when they relate the information
to themselves and to their own experience (Burnkrant and
Unnava, 1989, 1995). It has been argued that self-referencing
leads to an increase in salf-related thoughts, provides linkage
between product information and memory, and thus facilitates
elaboration of product information. Krishnamurthy and Sujan
(1999) demonstrated that self-related thoughts about the past
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can enhance brand attitudes and intentions when ads contain
littleinformation, while salf thoughts about the future enhances
brand attitude when ads provide detailed information. The
elaboration effect of self-referencing is also moderated by
consumer’ smotivation to attend to the ad. When ad recipients

moativationislow, salf-referencing has no effect on elaboration
or persuasion (Meyers-Levy and Peracchio, 1995).

4. Arousal

There is ample evidence that arousal, regardless of its
antecedents, impairs working memory capacity (Humphreys
and Revelle, 1984). All things being equal, arousal, by re-
ducing processing capacity, increases the influence of periph-
eral cues and decreases the influence of central arguments
(Sanbonmatsu and Kardes, 1988). Pham (1996) showed that
arousal could also lead consumers to focus on information
whichisleast demanding but most diagnostic, i.e., to rely on
central arguments for making product evaluations. However,
J. Wirtz and colleagues (Wirtz and Bateson, 1999; Mattilaand
Wirtz, 2000) found that arousal alone does not influence
postpurchase evaluation and consumer satisfaction. These
contradictory findings might be dueto the nature of the objects
being evaluated (product vs. service).

5. Media Type

Thereis growing research interest in the differences that
exist in message processing among alternative advertising
media. Print adshavelimited opportunity toinfluenceuninvolv-
ed or passive audience members because reading print adsis
ardatively demanding cognitive task (Greenwald and L eavitt,
1984). Inbroadcast advertising (i.e,, radioand TV advertising),
however, verbal information is spoken or presented in multiple
sensory modes and, thus, can influence consumers who are
not actively seeking exposure to the ad message (Edell and
Keller, 1989). Buchholz and Smith (1991) further found
interaction between broadcast media type and consumer in-
volvement. For highly involved consumers, radio commer-
cias offer more opportunity to generate self-related elabora
tion than TV; for lessinvolved consumers, the visua stimuli
in TV commercias draw more attention and lead to more
learning of brands and ad points. Recently, interactive media
(e.g., the Web) have attracted more and more attention from
academic researchers. Interestingly, as exciting as Web sites
appear to be, advertisers perceive the Web arational, cognitive
medium, not effective for stimulating emotions (Leong et al.,
1998). Bezjian-Avery et al. (1998) indicated that interactive
mediamay interrupt the persuasion process for visud-oriented
consumers. The research on interactive mediais fairly new,
and issues such as the effectiveness of interactive media vs.
traditional media, the persuasion process of interactive media,
and suitable formats and contents of interactive advertising
still await exploration.

6. Combining Variables

There is growing evidence that a confluence of factors
determines the nature of information processing. For example,
the use of rhetorical questions can increase message thinking
when motivation to process the messageislow, but will disrupt
normal processing when motivation increases (Petty et al.,
1981) or when rhetorica questions precede the message (Ho-
ward, 1990). Message repetition can increase thinking when
the message is relatively difficult to process, but not when it
iseasy (Batraand Ray, 1986). When combined with rhetorical
questions, salf-referencing will decrease persuasion instead of
enhancing it (Burnkrant and Unnava, 1995). These findings
may be explained by a two-factor theory in which exposure
to a communication leads initialy to a period of habituation
in which thoughts consistent with the advocacy are generated.
However, further elaboration may deplete message-consi stent
thoughts, leading to the onset of tedium and an increase in
counter arguments (Anand and Sternthal, 1990).

IV. Process
1. Elaboration

In ELM, the term “elaboration” refers to the extent to
which people think about issue-relevant arguments contained
in persuasive messages. Research has identified at least two
types of issue-relevant thinking. One type of elaboration,
known as item-specific processing, focuses on the distinctive
or unique features of each ad claim. The other type, called
relational processing, focuses on similarities or shared themes
that link various ad claims. Both types of elaboration appear
to enhance recall of ad claims. Product judgments are more
favorable when both types of processing co-occur (Malaviya
et al., 1996), but they seem to be more sensitiveto item-specific
elaboration (Meyers-Levy, 1991). Maaviyaet al. (1999) adso
showed that item-specific processing isreduced in a cluttered
advertising context, in which case the effects of ad repetition
are mainly mediated by relational processing. Similarly,
consumers may engage in either “piecemeal processing,”
evaluating each ad claim separately, or “category-based
processing,” in which consumers think about the level of
congruity between ad claims and their product category ex-
pectations (Sujan, 1985; Meyers-Levy and Tybout, 1989).
Piecemeal processing leads to more product-related thoughts
than category-based processing does (Sujan, 1985) and to a
more favorable product evaluation when ad claims are mod-
erately incongruent with product category expectations(Meyers-
Levy and Tybout, 1989).

2. Interaction between Central and Peripheral Pro-
cessing

A general assumption of ELM is that a tradeoff exists
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between central and peripheral processing. As argument
scrutiny increases, “central cues’ becomes more important
determinants of persuasion, and peripheral cues become less
important determinants. However, Eagly and Chaiken (1993)
assert that both modes of processing can co-occur. While the
judgmental effect of periphera (or heuristic) cuesis often at-
tenuated by central (or systematic) processing (e.g., Ratneshwar
and Chaiken (1991) and MacKenzie and Spreng (1992)), the
expectations generated by heuristic processing of an expertise
Cue can hias systematic processing if the messageisambiguous
(Chaiken and Maheswaran, 1994). Meanwhile, heuristic pro-
cessing can exert an independent effect on judgment when
systematic processing does not produce incongruent conclu-
sions (Chaiken and Maheswaran, 1994).

Apparently more empirical evidence on the interaction
between the two processing modes is guaranteed.

V. Processing Cues
1. Central and Peripheral Cues
A. Content of Ad Claims

Researchers have focused on the distinction between
fact-based messages and feeling-based claims. Factua mes-
sages (or “informational ads’) (Puto and Wells, 1984) contain
logical, objectively verifiable descriptions of tangible product
features, whilefeding-based claims (or “transformational ads’)
are subjective, emotional, and often associated with drama
(Wells, 1989). Factual messages are considered more believ-
able (Ford et al., 1990), more persuasive to those with high
need for cognition (Venkatraman et al., 1990). They prompt
more cognitive responses and inferences from experts by
serving as better memory retrieval cues (Gardial and Biehal,
1991). Because of diminished arousal, factual messages may
decrease the viewing time of ads (Olney et al., 1991).

Feeling-based claims, on the other hand, evoke an em-
pathic identification with the characters and situations in the
ad. Thefeding dlicited by the ad ismoreimportant than factual
clamsin predicting attitudinal effects (Burke and Edell, 1989).
These claims might be effective when cognitive resources are
limited (Deighton et al., 1989).

B. Comparative Advertising Claims

One important feature of comparative ad claimsistheir
ability to encourage a particular point of reference during
encoding of brand information. Since externd reference points
can enhance consumers’ ability to process and understand in-
formation (Moorman, 1990), consumers who lack the knowl-
edge necessary to understand some information may benefit
from the bench marks provided by reference information.
Comparative ads can also increase consumers motivation to
process message arguments (Droge, 1989; Pechmann and

Esteban, 1994) becausethey generategreater perceived message
relevance and attention (Pechmann and Stewart, 1990). A
recent meta-analysis conducted by Grewal et al. (1997) con-
firms that comparative ads are more effective in generating
attention, message and brand awareness, ahigher level of mes-
sage processing, favorable brand attitudes, and higher purchase
intentions. The finding that comparative ads lead to more
persist brand attitudes suggests that the processing of com-
parative ads follows a central route (Chattopadhyay, 1998).

The persuasion effect of comparative claims is moder-
ated by several factors. For example, the persuasion effect
of comparative claims decreases as consumers’ involvement
increases (Pechmann and Esteban, 1994). Pechmann and Rat-
neshwar (1991) showed that brand familiarity and attribute
typicality moderate the categorization and inferentia pro-
cesses dicited by comparative ads. Rose et al. (1993) argued
that the diminished persuasion effect may reveal failure of the
dependent measures to capture the unique impression effects
elicited by comparative advertising.

C.Picturesin Print Ads

Mitchell (1986) documented that pictures in print ads
can influence brand attitudes directly by generating brand
beliefs or indirectly by working through the consumer’s at-
titudetoward the advertisement. Thereisevidencethat pictures
are processed smilarly to verbal informationin that both gener-
ate the same types of inferences (Smith, 1991). Relevant pic-
tures (i.e., pictures that convey product-relevant information)
canincreaseissue-relevant elaboration (Childers and Houston,
1984; Unnavaand Burnkrant, 1991b) and have agreater impact
on brand attitudes as involvement increases (Miniard et al.,
1991; Scott, 1994). Irrelevant pictures operate more like pe-
ripheral cues by evoking imagery (Maclnnisand Price, 1987),
affective responses (Stuart et al., 1987), or judgments about
the pictures’ appropriateness (Miniard et al., 1991). The
influence of both relevant and irrelevant pictures seemsto be
heuristic or peripherd for low-involved consumers, while for
high-involved viewers, relevant pictures can aso prompt pro-
duct-irrelevant thoughts which may undermine the persuasion
effect (Peracchio and Meyers-Levy, 1997). Furthermore, ads
with more pictures are evaluated more favorably by low-
involved viewers, but the number of picturesin an ad does
not influence brand attitude (Singh et al., 2000).

D.Camera Angle

Despite the sizable body of research on the effects of
pictures in ads, only a few researchers have examined how
the camera angle used to portray the product in an ad can
influence consumers' processing and judgment. Kraft (1987)
found that when an item was photographed from alow camera
angle such that the viewer would seem to be looking up at
it, the object was judged more positively than when a high
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camera angle was employed. Meyers-Levy and Peracchio
(1992) replicated this finding in an advertising context and
suggested that such camera angle effects are likely to emerge
when viewers motivation to process ad information is either
low or moderate rather than high. The effect of pictoria dis-
tance was examined by Artz et al. (1993). Adsthat contain
pictures providing adistant perspective were preferred to those
containing pictures with a close-up perspective, and thisdis-
tance effect is moderated by the viewer’s sociability (greater
effect for solitary viewersthan for socia viewers). Inaddition,
pictures providing a distant perspective appear to facilitate
processing and elaboration on the ad. The effect of pictorial
distance seems to have an indirect effect on brand attitudes
through the viewer’s attitude toward the ad.

2. Multiple Roles of Positive Affect

According to ELM, when thelikelihood of issue-relevant
thinking is low, a person’s mood will serve largely as a pe-
riphera cue, providing meaning to the attitude object by means
of a simple association process. Some recent research has
suggested that more positive affect leads to more positive
thoughts about information in the message or serves as a per-
ipherd cue (e.g., Mathur and Chattopadhyay (1991) and Swin-
yard (1993)). Asthelikelihood of €aboration increases, mood
has been shown to have an impact on the extent of argu-ment
elaboration. In particular, peoplein a positive mood state are
less likely to process message arguments than people in a
neutral or negative mood (Batra and Stayman, 1990; Worth
and Mackie, 1987).

Several mechanisms have been proposed to explain why
positive affect reduces message processing. The “cognitive
capacity” view was based on studies suggesting that positive
affect can lead to an increase in positive material available
in memory, an effect that can lead to reduced capacity for
processing incoming information (Mackieet al., 1992). Support
for this reasoning comes from the finding that positive affect
only reduced the influence of argument strength when thetime
of exposure to the information was limited. Since when time
was not limited a capacity constraint would not have an effect,
it can be argued that positive affect influences message pro-
ng by reducing the cognitive capacity available for pro-
cessing (Mackie and Worth, 1989).

A second line of research has proposed that positive
affect reduces message elaboration by reducing the “motiva
tion” to process. The suggestion isthat people who are fedling
good may be motivated to maintain their good feelings and
to avoid processing messages since thismay disrupt their posi-
tive fedings (Howard and Barry, 1994; Smith and Shaffer,
1991).

When elaboration likelihood is high, ELM holds that
positive affect can influence attitude by influencing the way
information is processed. Petty et al. (1993) found that under
high mativation conditions, theinfluence of positive affect was

mediated by thoughts. They suggest that positive affect in-
fluences thoughts about ambiguous arguments in a positive
direction due to the availability of positive information in
memory. Anocther study also showed that positive affect can
increase message processing when the message is not mood
threatening (Wegener et al., 1995). In an advertising context,
Stayman (1994) found that in high involvement situations
positiveaffect subjectshad moredifferentially va enced thoughts
and that they interpreted ambiguous attributes as more impor-
tant than controls. Barone et al. (2000) even found that when
elaboration likelihood was not constrained to be extremely
high or low, positive affect induces cognitive thoughts which
medi ate the persuasion process. Further research on theinter-
play between positive affect and systematic processing would
be worthwhile.

3. Multiple Roles of Source Expertise

Source expertise, like other source variables, such as
source creditability and source attractiveness, have typically
been associated with the peripheral route to persuasion. When
motivation and/or ability to process a message are low, source
expertise appears to act as smple acceptance or rejection cues
(i.e., periphera cues) but seems to be relatively unimportant
when both motivation and ability to process information are
high.

When elaboration likelihood is moderate, people may
rely on source expertise to determine the amount of thinking
devoted to the message. Specifically, an expert source may
enhance message processing because it often makeslittle sense
to waste time thinking about a message from someone who
does not know very much (Heesacker et al., 1983). Supporting
evidence was provided by a study examining three levels of
elaboration (Moore et al., 1986). This study found that an
expert endorser had greater influence on attitudes than argu-
ment quality when an advertisement was presented at a very
rapid pace (low elaboration likelihood) but had less impact
when the message was presented at a normal pace (high
elaboration likelihood). When the message was presented at
a moderately fast pace and processing was possible but
challenging, the expert source induced more thinking than the
non-expert. Another study found a strong casual relationship
between source expertise, brand beliefs (thoughts), and brand
attitude under both high and low involvement, suggesting that
the source expertise was processed more asacentral persuasion
cue (Homer and Kahle, 1991). Chaiken and Maheswaran
(1994) also demonstrated that when argument is ambiguous,
source expertise can affect the valence of message-relevant
thoughtswhen elaboration likelihood ishigh. However, amore
recent study (Zhang and Buda, 1999) showed that consumers
with low need for cognition have the |east favorable responses
to an ad with a non-expert source, afinding that is consistent
with the peripheral cue notion. To sum up, source expertise
is treated as a peripheral cue in general, but it can influence
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issue-relevant thinking when elaboration likelihood is high in
responseto certain kinds of messages (e.g., weak or ambiguous
arguments).

4. Processing Goals

The above discussion of the multiple roles variables can
play in the persuasion process confirms the notion that any
persuasion variable can influence attitudes in different ways
(Petty and Cacioppo, 1986). Some studies have identified that
processing goal can provide a basis for predicting a priori
whether avariablewill serveasamessageargument or periphera
cues. For example, Hastak and Olson (1989) pointed out that
for those viewers with a brand evaluation goal, brand-related
cognitive thoughts are the primary mediators of brand attitude;
for those viewers with an ad evaluation goal, brand- and ad-
related thoughts contribute equally to their brand attitudes.
Kédler (1991) found that processing goa caninfluencethetype
of information being encoded and retrieved. The product
judgements of consumers who have a brand evaluation goal
when the process an ad respond more positively to a brand
claim cue; for consumers with an ad evaluation goal, brand
evaluations depend more on ad execution cues. Shavitt et al.
(1994) suggested that the goal of processing can decide the
relevance of a cue. Source attractiveness was found to in-
fluence brand attitudes under high but not low involvement
when the processing goal wasto cresteagood socia impression.
Mediation analysis showed that when processing goal was
relevant to public image, the effect of source attractiveness
occurred through a more centra route. Similarly, Gurhan-
Canli and Maheswaran (2000) demonstrated that whether
country-of-origin information is relevant to product evalua-
tions depends on the processing goal. Only when the pro-
cessing goal is to evaluate the country of origin is country
information likely to affect product judgements.

5. Attitude Toward the Ad

Considerable research has demonstrated that attitudes
toward the ad (Aad) can mediate the process of brand attitude
formation (Batra and Ray, 1986; Lutz, 1985; MacKenzie et
al., 1986). The “dua-mediation model” (MacKenzie et al.,
1986) suggested that Aad has both a direct effect on brand
attitude (Ab) and an indirect effect via response to message
arguments, i.e., brand cognition (Ch). A metaranalysis of 47
data studies offered further support for thismodel (Brown and
Stayman, 1992).

The considerable body of evidence concerning Aad
effectson Ab has generated interest in the conditions necessary
for such effects. Some studiesfound that Aad effects decreased
when motivation to processincreased (MacK enzie and Spreng,
1992) or predominated in low involvement situations (Droge,
1989), suggesting that Aad operatesasaperipherd cueinbrand
attitude formation. However, recent research has shown that

Aad influences brand attitudes under both high and low in-
volvement conditions (Homer, 1990; MacKenzie and L utz,
1989; Mitchell, 1986; Muehling et al., 1991; Park and Y oung,
1986).

Since Aad is a certain kind of consumer attitude, re-
searchers have hypothesi zed that the formation of Aad follows
atwo-route process. Aad can be decomposed into cognitive
evaluations of the ad and affective reactions to the ad (Burton
and Lichtenstein, 1988; Miniard et al., 1990; Celuch and Sla
ma, 1995). The cognitive component is derived from elabo-
ration of ad claims (central cues), and the affective component
is the result of evaluation of the ad’s execution (peripheral
cues). Such decomposition impliesthat Aad isajoint effect
of central and peripherd processing, and there is some direct
evidence supporting this hypothesis (Lord et al., 1995). In
a study which intended to extend the dua-medi-ation model,
Coulter and his colleagues (Coulter, 1998; Coulter and Punj,
1999) found that ad emotiond responsesinteracted with viewing
contexts, thus influencing Aad. More research is needed to
explore how the two routes of Aad formation influence Aad
effects on brand attitude.

VI. Conclusion
1. Current Status

It has been more than a decade since the Elaboration
Likelihood Model was introduced. Clearly, this model has
generated awealth of empirical research in consumer psychol-
ogy, especidly in studieson advertisng. Many of these studies
have applied the framework of ELM to explain advertising
effectiveness and have found confirming evidence, while other
studies have refined the framework by identifying conditions
and contexts under which the processes of persuasion would
follow. In general, ELM contributes to consumer research
(or specifically, advertising research) in at least two ways.
First, by dividing the persuasion processes into central and
periphera routes, ELM points out the possibility that attitudes
which appear to be identical can be quite different in their
formation process. The emphasis on the “ persuasion process’
rather than the “persuasion outcome” is consistent with the
stream of consumer research that has taken the information
processing perspective and has inspired numerous studies on
consumer cognitive processes, advertising message el aboration,
and evaluation heuristics (Petty et al., 1994). Second, ELM
views motivation and ability asthe determinants of persuasion
routes, a notion that is compatible with the research on in-
volvement that has been conducted in the field of consumer
behavior. ELM provides auseful framework which consumer
researchers can use to integrate past findings on involvement
and to systematically further examineits effect on brand eval-
uation. Thetopic of low-involvement persuasion, for example,
has captured much attention (e.g., Miniard et al. (1991) and
Sengupta et al. (1997)).
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2. Future Research Directions

Researchers have explored the complexity of variables
and interaction between variables to supplement ELM. Pro-
ng antecedents (or factors that influence antecedents) and
the potential roles of ad execution cues (e.g., ad claims, pictoria
stimuli, source characteristics, etc.) seem to have attracted the
greatest attention from consumer researchers. This paper has
identified at least two directions that ELM-related research
has recently followed. Firdt, to answer to the call for “greater
appreciation for the view that any one variable is capable of
multiple roles in the persuasion process’ (Petty et al., 1994),
more and more studies have examined the multiple roles of
variables such as positive affect, source expertise, pictures,
and even music in ads (e.g., Maclnnis and Park (1991)). It
seems that there are no “absolute’ central or peripheral cues,
and that the role a variable serves in the persuasion process
may depend more on the processing situation.  Second, cor-
responding to the multiple roles of variables, researchers have
noticed that the two routes of persuasion can interact with each
other. One process can dominate when the two processesyield
highly contradictory information, but both can occur concur-
rently when they yield consistent information (Chaiken and
Maheswaran, 1994). “Cue diagnosticity” has been suggested
to explain the interaction between central and periphera pro-
cesses (Aaker and Maheswaran, 1997; Pham, 1996), but much
work needsto bedone. Apparently it isaresearch issueworth
exploring.

One important assertion of ELM is that attitudes (or
brand evauations) can be quite different in terms of temporal
persistence, resistance, and their ability to predict behavior.
Specifically, if consumers form attitudes in the central pro-
cessing manner, then their attitude will last longer, be more
resistant to counterarguments, and yield higher attitude-behav-
ior consistency. However, this review has shown that most
consumer studies have detailed the nature of elaboration and
the types and levels of processing while the effects of per-
Suasion routes on attitude persistence and resistance have been
largely neglected. Although attempts have been made to pro-
vide anintegrative framework of information processing based
on advertisements (e.g., Maclnnis and Jaworski (1989)), more
empirical tests are needed to gain a better understanding of
consumer information processing of advertisements.
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