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Chapter 7

Attitude Change

Richard E. Petty and Pablo Brifiol

Persuasion plays an essential role in everyday social life. We use the term per-
suasion to refer to any procedure with the potential to change someone’s mind.
Although persuasion can be used to change many things siich as a person’s
specific beliefs (e.g., eating vegetables is good for your health), the most com-
mon target of persuasion is a person's attitudes. Attitudes refer to general evalu-
ations individuals have regarding people (including yourself), places, objects,
and issues. Attitudes ‘can be assessed in many ways and are accorded special

' status because of their presumed influence on people’s choices and actions (e.g.,

attitude change mediates the impact of belief change on behavior change). That
is, all else being equal, when making choices people will decide to buy the prod-
uct they like the most, attend the university they evaluate most favorably, and -
vote for the candidate they approve of most strongly. :

In the typical situation in which persuasion is possible, a person or a group
of people (i.e., the recipient) receives a communication (i.e., the message) from
another individual or group (i.e., the source) in a particular setting (i.e., the
context). The success of a persuasive attempt depends in part on whether the
attitudes of the recipients are modified in the desired: direction. Designing
appropriate strategies for attitude change depends on understanding the basic
mechanisms underlying persuasion. Therefore, the primary goal of this chapter
is to explain the psychological processes that are responsible for attitude change
and provide-an overview of the main theories and research findings from social -
psychology. : o SR ‘
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Implicit versus Explicit Attitudes

After a long tradition of assessing the impact of persuasion treatn;en;s on Zt:;
tudes using people’s responses to self-report m.easures (eg.Is .fast 00 goothat
bad?), more recent work has also assessed attitude cl}ange with mcilas.uresS nat
tap into people’s more automatic or gut-level evaluations. Such technique ‘
often referred to as implicit measures, whereas assessments that tap a pers?.n's
more deliberative and acknowledged evaluations are referred to as explicit
meai;::; implicit measures can be important' because these measures dlo n;)r:
always reveal the same evaluations as explicnt‘ self—rep'or.ts. Ff)r exam;; e,t =
explicit measure could reveal that a person claims t‘o dislike cigarettes bul an
implicit measure might show a more favorable reaction (e:g., stronger assoizllalt
tions between cigarettes and positive words than ne.gatn_/e' wo'r<‘is). Implici
measures can be useful because they often bypass soc1al'des1rab1hty. conf:e(rins
and have been shown to predict spontaneous information processing, juc gl-
ment, and behavior (see Wittenbrink & Schwarz, 2007; Petty, Fazio, & an;)l R
2009b, for reviews). In contrast, deliberative attitude mea51.1res are e;pea );
. important in predicting behaviors that also are undertaken with somed egree (;
thought (e.g., Dovidio, Kawakami, ]ohnson,. Johnson, & Ho?/v*ax , (11-937 .
Because implicit and explicit measures of attitudes are useful in predic 1n;§
behavior separately (e.g., Greenwald, Poehlman, -Uhlmax.m., & Banaji, 2(:109
and in combination (e.g., Brifiol, Petty, & Wheeler, 200?), it is useful to un er-
stand how each is modified by various persuasion techmque.s. Before turning to
research on attitude change, we will provide a brief discussion of our assqcx;lp-
tions regarding attitude structure because it is un;)ortgnt f01: unci:lrstanhmgt
some of the consequences of attitude change that w111 be described roug :l)ud
this chapter (see Fabrigar & Wegener, Chapter 6, this volume, for an extende
discussion of attitiide structure).

Attitude Structure: The Meta-ngnitive Model

In addition to associating attitude objects with gfeneral evaluativ.e su.rrlxmhane.:s
(e.g., good/bad), people sometimes develop an zft?lt.ude structure'u‘x whic th:(;
tude objects are separately linked to both positivity and negat1v1ttylf1 (see °
Cacioppo, Gardner, & Berntson, 1997). Furthermore, v‘le assun.le dat peqspof
can tag these evaluations as valid or invalid, or hfld with varying ejlre; .

confidence. Our framework for understanding attitude structure is called the
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Meta-Cognitive Model (MCM; Petty & Brifiol, 2006a; Petty, Brifiol, & DeMarree,
2007). For many attitude objects, one evaluation is dominant and is seen as
valid. This evaluation would come to mind on encountering the attitude object,
though the speed at which this occurs can vary (e.g., see Bargh, Chaiken,.
Govender, & Pratto, 1992; Fazio et al,, 1986). However, sometimes a person
considers both positive and negative evaluations to be valid; this person’s atti-
tude is best described as being explicitly ambivalent because both positive and
negative associations come to mind and are endorsed (e.g., de Liver, van der
Plight, & Wigboldus, 2007). At other times, however, people might have two
opposite accessible evaluations come to mind, but one is seen as valid and the
other is rejected. A denied evaluation can be a past attitude (e.g., I used to like
smoking, but now I find it to be disgusting) or an association that was never
endorsed but is nonetheless salient due to the person’s culture (e.g., from the
mass media). One example of the latter is when a person has automatic negative
associations to a minority group but recognizes consciously that these associa-
tions are inaccurate (e.g., Devine, 198g).

When one evaluation that comes to mind is accepted but the other is
rejected, the MCM refers to the attitude structure as one of implicit ambivalence
(Petty & Briiiol, 2009). At the conscious level, people do not report any ambiv-
alence because they accept one evaluation (e.g., cigarettes are bad) but not the
other (e.g., cigarettes are good). However, in cases of implicit ambivalence,
despite the fact that one evaluation is negated (i.e., the idea that “cigarettes are
good” is tagged as “wrong”), both positive and negative evaluations might come
to mind spontaneously in the presence of the attitude object. To the extent that
the invalidity or “wrong” tag is not retrieved, the person might find him or
herself reaching for a cigarette! This conflict at the level of automatic associa-
tions can produce some discomfort even though the person does not explicitly
endorse opposite evaluations of the same attitude object (Rydell, McConnell, &
Mackie, 2008). In one study, for example, when people who had changed their
attitudes from negative to positive were given a chance to process information
about the attitude object, they engaged in more scrutiny of this information -
than people who were always positive. That is, even though the individuals who
had changed their attitudes clearly rejected their old.attitude at the explicit
level, they still acted as if they were somewhat ambivalent by engaging in more
processing of attitude-relevant information (see Petty, Tormala, Brifiol, & Jarvis,
2006). . : :

- The MCM holds that automatic evaluative associations only determine
explicit self-reports of attitudes to the extent that people endorse these associa-
tions. On the other hand, automatic evaluative associations, whether endorsed
ornot, ean affect implicit attitude measures (see also Gawronski & Bodenhausen,
2006). That is, the perceived validity tags tend not to influence implicit measures
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until these tags become so well learned that that are automatically activated (see
Maddux, Barden, Brewer, & Petty, 2005).

Classic Processes of Persuasion

With our definitions of attitudes and persuasion in mind, we can now turn to
the classic approaches to understanding attitude change. The earliest stu.dies
were guided by relatively simple questions (e.g., is an appeal to the emotu.)ns
more effective than an appeal to reason?). When the science of persuasion
began a century ago, researchers tended to focus on-just one outcome for any
variable (e.g., positive emotions should always increase persuasion) and only
one process by which any variable had its effect (see Petty, 1997). As data accu-
mulated, however, researchers began to recognize that any one variable did not
always have the same effect on persuasion (e.g., sometimes positive emotions
could decrease persuasion), and each variable could affect attitudes by more
than one process. Furthermore, the fact that some attitude changes tended .to be
relatively durable and impactful (e.g., guiding behavior), but other attitude
changes wererathertransitoryandinconsequential, waspuzzling. Contemporary
theories of persuasion, such as the Elaboration Likelihood Model (EITM; Petty
& Cacioppo, 1986), the Heuristic-Systematic Model (HSM; Chaiken, Liberman,
& Eagly, 1989), and the unimodel (Kruglanski & Thompson, 1999) were ‘gene'r-
ated to articulate multiple ways in which variables could affect attitudes in dif-
ferent situations (see Petty & Brifiol, 2008, for an historical overview). Before
turning to contemporary theories, it is useful to briefly review some of the
classic approaches that focused on single processes of persuasion.

Learning and Reception Theories

A prominent early approach to persuasion assumed that the same learning
principles that applied to learning how to avoid touchinga hot stove were zjlso
involved in learning whether to like or dislike something new. Thus, at the sim-
plest level, it was proposed that merely associating some object, person, or issue
with something else about which you already felt positively or negatively could
make the previously neutral object take on the same evaluation (e.g., Staats &
Staats, 1958). We discuss this classical candztzomng process in more detail later
in the chapter.

. Perhaps the most mﬂuentlal learmng approach stemmed from - Carl
Hovland’s attempt to apply verbal learning principles to persuasion during
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World War II (Hovland, Janis, & Kelley, 1953). The core assumption of this
approach was that effective influence required a sequence of steps leading to
absorption of the content of a message (e.g., exposure, attention, comprehen-
sion, learning, retention; see McGuire, 1985). Once the relevant information
was learned, people were assumed to yield to it. Thus, the core aspect of persua-
sion was providing incentives (e.g., an attractive source) to get people to learn
the material in a communication so that they would be persuaded by it. In one
important variation of this approach proposed by McGuire (1968), the recep-
tion phase (e.g., attention, learning) was separated from the yielding phase
because several variables could have opposite effects on each step. For example,
the intelligence of the message recipient is related positively to learning pro-
cesses (more intelligence makes it easier to learn), but negatively to yielding
(more intelligence makes it less likely to yield to what is learned). The joint
action of reception and yielding processes implies that people of moderate
intelligence should be easier to persuade than people of low or high intelligence
because moderate intelligence maximizes the impact of reception and yielding
on persuasion (see Rhodes & Wood, 1992, for a review).

Self-Persuasion Approaches

Despite how sensible the message learning approach seemed, the accumulated
evidence showed that message learning could occur in the absence of attitude
change and that attitudes could change without learning the specific informa-
tion in the communication (Petty & Cacioppo, 1981). The cognitive response
approach (Greenwald, 1968; Petty, Ostrom, & Brock, 1981) was developed to
account for this. In contrast to the message learning view; the cognitive response
approach proposes that persuasion depends on the thoughts people generate to
messages rather than learning the message per se. Thus, appeals that elicit pri-
marily favorable thoughts toward a particular recommendation produce agree-
ment (e.g., “if that new laundry detergent makes my clothes smell fresh, I'll be
more popular”), whereas appeals that elicit mostly unfavorable thoughts toward
the recommendation are ineffective in achieving attitude change—regardless of
the amount of message learning, :

A persorts thoughts in the absence of any explicit message can also produce
attitude change. The persuasive effect of self-generated messages was shown in
early research on role-playing. For example, in one study, individuals who
generated arguments through playing a role (e.g., convincing a friend to quit
smoking) were more turned off to cigarettes than those who received the same
information passively (Elms, 1966; see also, Janis & King, 1954; Greenwald &
Albert, 1968; Huesmann, Eron, Klein, Brice, & Fischer, 1983; Watts, 1967).
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In addition to generating messages, other work has shown that people
can be persuaded when they try to remember past behaviors, imagine future
behaviors, explain some behavior, or merely think about an event. For example,
people who are asked to imagine hypothetical events come to believe that these
events have a higher likelihood of occurring than before they thought about
them (e.g., Anderson, 1983; Anderson, Lepper, & Ross, 1983; Sherman,
Cialdini, Schwartzman, & Reynolds, 1985). Similarly, Tesser and his colleagues
showed that merely thinking about an attitude object without being told what
to think about it can lead to attitude change. In one study, thinking about a
person who did something nice led that person to be evaluated more favorably
than when distracted from thinking, whereas thinking about a person who was
insulting led to more negative evaluations than when distracted (see Tesser,
Martin, & Mendolia, 1995). Similar effects have been observed in studies of
self-presentation where people generate information about themselves (e.g.,

Baumeister, 1982; Tice, 1992; Wicklund & Gollwitzer, 1982).

Meta-Cognition

The self-persuasion approaches just mentioned focus on the initial or primary
thoughts individuals have about attitude objects. Recent research suggests that
people not only have thoughts, but they can have thoughts about their thoughts,
or meta-cognition (Petty, Brifiol, Tormala, & Wegener, 2007). One feature of
thoughts that has proven to be useful is the confidence with which people hold
their thoughts. That is, two people can have the same favorable thought about

the message (e.g., “the proposed tax increase should help our schools”), butone -

person can have considerably more confidence in the validity of that thought
than another person. According to self-validation theory (Petty, Brifiol, &
Tormala, 2002), people should rely on their thoughts more when they have
confidence rather than doubt in those thoughts. In support of this idea, Petty et
al. (2002) found that when the thoughts in response o0 a message were primar-
ily favorable, increasing confidence in their validity increased persuasion, but
increasing doubt in their validity decreased persuasion. When the thoughts to
a message were mostly unfavorable, however, increasing confidence reduced
persuasion, but undermining confidence increased persuasion.

An early demonstration of the importance of meta-cognition for persua-
sion came from research on what is called the ease of retrieval effect. In a classic
study, Schwarz and colleagues (1991) asked participants to rate their own asser-
tiveness after recalling 6 verss 12 examples of their own assertive behavior.
They found that people viewed themselves. as more assertive after retrieving
just 6 rather than 12 examples. This result-was initially surprising because-a
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straightforward application of the self-persuasion approach would h:
f;s:d :hat pecl))ple generating 12 instances of assertiveness would hav:‘;zc:;egti
fa selves to be more assertive than those generating 6 i
thing other than the mere content of the thothghts genirjt::i?lcs:;:: s?meci
a .role. SFhwarz and colleagues reasoned that people also considered thp o
with which the thoughts could be retrieved from memory. : s
1 Why Wodd.ease matter? One possibility suggested by Schwarz and col-
eagues (1991) is based on the availability heuristic (Tversky & Kah
1974). That is, the easier it is to generate information in favor of 'sonllleetrlnu'a;l ’
:}elg;):lztolx;\;n Zs;;rtlve}?i}sls.), }tlhe more supportive information people assumi
mu . ough this heuristic explanation
have hmxted.ability to think, more recentxvl:ork has s;::tsefietl;lsaet Vvil}izr; PeOP}e
are engaged in thoughtful judgments, ease affects attitudes by affectin; tlf: Ophe
confidence. Thus, when people have an easy time generating thou htf th e
more conﬁdQent in them and use them more than when they haf’/,e a dieﬂz,caurli
;me generating them (Tormala, Petty, & Brifiol, 2002; Tormala, Falces, Brifiol
Petty, 2007). To date, numerous studies have appeared showin the’ i ’
tance of perceived ease across various issues, and measurés, inclugjng u‘:;l;‘)c;

measures (Ga Onskl & B lllla 1, 2005 € wal 99 4.
Wr Ode se: 005;
) 2 ; see SCh Iz, 1 8, 2004, for

Motivational Approaches

Ttl:e appn;)aches just reviewed tend to have in common the idea that attitude
change is based on the positive and negati i i

: gative beliefs and emotions th

ciated .with an attitude obj i e belies and

ject and the perceived validity of these beli
emotions. That is, each attitude object i i i ot
hat is, ject is associated with salient informatio

and people either add up (Fishbein & Ajzen, 1981) or average (Anderson; 198 il)’

- this information, either deliberatively or automatically (see Betsch, Plessner, &

fic;lll?lht;s, ‘2?04), to afrive at their attitudes. People are sometimes rather impar-

el ::d ; :rn'i tl:lrfzxe'n_l:\txon-proces.sing activity, carefully assessing whatever is pre-

sented for e m Tits or attempting to generate information on both sides of an
P. o her tlmes,. however, people are rather biased in their assessment.

a“., ;;suas.lon thc'aot‘lsts have;examined a number of motives that lead people
7y from impartial information processing. Sometimes people want to achi
%vpzmcular answer rather objectively weighing all possibilities (Kruglau(l:sk‘i3 ‘;ec
o :s 1:;:;;:321?; ::Z ;1:;“:; in mgr; detail later, perhaps the most studied

ng m € need for cognitive consistency as-evi i
:lessotltr:_ger;s é 1957);theory of (fognitive dissonance. However, otlcl};r mo‘gs:;l tcalill
1as information processing such as a desire to be free and independent or

223



BASIC PROCESSES

to belong to a group (see Brifiol & Petty, 2005, for a discussion). When motives
bias thinking; people actively try to generate favorable or unfavorable thoughts.
Biased thinking does not require a specific motive, however, as some variables
can bias thinking outside of conscious intentions such as when a good mood
makes positive thoughts spring to mind (Forgas, 1995; Petty et al,, 1993).

Fundamental Processes Underlying Attitude Change

Now that we have described some general orientations to persuasion, we turn
to the fundamental processes underlying attitude change. Attitudes are some-
times changed by relatively low thought mechanisms (e.g., conditioning),
although at other times they are changed with a great deal of thinking (e.g., role
-playing). Sometimes the thinking is relatively objective and sometimes it is
biased by various motives that are present. Notably, the research on persuasion
shows that variables such as using an attractive source or putting people in a
good mood sometimes have a positive effect on persuasion and sometimes the
effect is negative. To understand these complexities, contemporary multipro-
cess theories of persuasion were developed. We use one of these theories—the
elaboration likelihood model (Petty & Cacioppo, 1986)—to organize the
literature.

Elaboration Likelihood Model (ELM) of Persuasion

The ELM (Petty & Cacioppo, 1981, 1986) was developed in an attempt to inte-
grate the literature on persuasion by proposing that there was a limited set of
core processes by which variables could affect attitudes, and that these pro-
cesses required’ different amounts of thought. Thoughtful persuasion was
referred to as following the central route, whereas low-thought persuasion was
said to follow the peripheral route. A common finding in ELM research is that
the attitudes of people-who are motivated and able to think about a message are
influenced by their own thoughts following an assessment of the merits of the
appeal, but when they are relatively unmotivated to think, attitudes are influ-
enced by their reaction to simple cues in the persuasion setting (see Petty &
Wegener, 1998, for a review). ) _ . .
‘The ELM is an early example of what became an explosion of dual process
(see Chaiken & Trope, 1999) and dual system (see Deutsch & Strack, 2006)
theories that distinguished thoughtful (deliberative) from nonthoughtful (gut;
experiential, snap) judgments. According to the ELM, the extent of thinking is
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important not only because it determines the route to persuasion and the pro-
cess by which a variable affects attitudes, but also because more thoughtful per-
suasion tends to be more persistent over time, resistant to change, and predictive
of behavior than is persuasion produced by low-thought processes (Petty,
Haugtvedt, & Smith, 1995). In the remainder of this section we outline the ways
in which the ELM specifies that the many source, message, recipient, and con-
text variables can affect the extent of persuasion. We will review each of the five
roles that variables can serve in the persuasion process. That is, variables can
affect (1) the amount of thinking that takes place, (2) the direction (favorable of
unfavorable) of the thinking, (3) structural properties of the thoughts gener-
ated, or serve as (4) persuasive arguments for the merits of a proposal, or (5) as
simple cues to desirability. We will describe some of the variables that operate
in each of these ways.

Amount of Thinking

One of the most fundamental things that a variable can do to influence atti-
tudes is affect the amount of thinking about a communication (Petty, Ostrom,
& Brock, 1981). We will review some key variables that affect the extent of
thinking. ' .

Motivation to Think Perhaps the most important determinant of a person’s
motivation to process a message is its perceived personal relevance. Whenever
the message can be linked to some aspect of the message recipient’s “self)” it
becomes more personally relevant and more likely to be processed. Linking the
message to almost any aspect of the self, such as a person’s values, goals, out-
comes, and identities, can enhance self-relevance and processing (Blankenship
& Wegener, 2008; Fleming & Petty, 2000; Petty & Cacioppo, 1990). In one early.
demonstration of this, Petty and Cacioppo (1979a) told undergraduates that
their university was considering a proposal for comprehensive examinations in
their major area as a requirement for graduation. The proposal was said to be
under consideration for next year (high relevance) or 10 years in the future
(low relevance). The students then received a message on the topic containing

- either strong (cogent) or weak (specious) arguments. The key result was that

enhancing the relevance of the issue led the students to think more about the
arguments that were presented. As depicted in Figure 7.1, when the arguments
were strong, increasing relevance led to more persuasion as enhanced thinking
ledpeople to realize the merits of the arguments. When the arguments were
weak, increasing relevanceled to reduced persuasion as‘enhanced thinking led
peoplete:see the flaws in the message. In another study showing the power of
linking a message to the self, Burnkrant and Unnava (1989) found that simply
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FIGURE 7.1. Personal relevance can increase or decrease persuasion by enhancing
message processing. Means represent standardized attitude scores (adapted from
Petty & Cacioppo, 1979a).

changing the pronouns in a message from the third person (e.g., “on€” or “he
and she”) to the second person (i.e., “you”) was sufficient to increase personal
involvement and message processing. ' .

Other ways that have been shown to motivate more thinking when it ordi-
narily would not have occurred include making people individually acco'u'nt-
able for message evaluation (Petty, Harkins, & Williams, 1980), summarizing
the key arguments as questions rather than as assertions (Howard, 1990; Petty,
Cacioppo, & Heesacker, 1981; Swasy & Munch 1985), having the message pre-
sented by multiple sources rather than just one (Harkins & Petty, 1981), and
inducing some sense of doubt or uncertainty regarding the message S1%ch as
when the proposal is surprising or-unexpected (Baker & Petty, 1994; Ziegler,
Diehl, & Ruther, 2002). In each case, motivating more thinking led attitudes to
be more affected by the quality of the arguments in the message.

Because evaluative conflict is typically experienced as uncomfortable
(e.g., Abelson & Ronsenberg, 1958; Higgins, 1987; Newcomb, 1968; Osgood &
Tannenbaum, 1955), people attempt to reduce it. Perhaps the most comon
approach to dealing with feelings of inconsistency is enhanced informa.tlon
processing (e.g., Abelson et al,, 1968; Aronson, 1969; Festinger, 1957; Heider,

. 1958; Hass, Katz, Rizzo, Bailey, & Moore, 1992; Maio, Bell, & Esses,_ 1.996;
Nordgren, van Harreveld, & van der Pligt 2006). By considering addfthnal
information, individuals presumably hope to.gain enough information to
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resolve or minimize the inconsistency (e.g., Hinze, 2001; Jonas, Diehl, &
Bromer, 1997). Or, in a more biased way, they might seek out and think about
information that supports their dominant reaction to an issue rather than their
subordinate one (Clark, Wegener, & Fabrigar, 2008). As mentioned earlier, the
ambivalence that enhances information processing can be explicit or implicit
(Brifiol et al., 2006; Petty et al., 2006).

Before closing, it is important to note that in addition to the situational
factors described, there are also individual differences in people’s motivation to
thinkabout persuasive communications. Some people like to engage in thought-
ful cognitive activities, but others do not. The former are described as being
high in need for cognition (NC) whereas the latter are low in this trait (Cacioppo
& Petty, 1982). Individuals high in NC tend to form attitudes on the basis of an
effortful analysis of the quality of the relevant information in the persuasive
proposal, whereas people low in NC tend to be more reliant on simple cues
(although this pattern can be reversed in some circumstances; See, Petty &
Evans, 2009 see Cacioppo, Petty, Feinstein, & Jarvis, 1996; Petty, Brifiol, Loersch,
& McCaslin, 2009, for reviews).

Ability to Think Having the necessary motivation to process a message is
not sufficient for the central route to occur. People must also be able to process
it. For example, a complex or long message might require more than one expo-
sure for maximal processing, even if the recipient was highly motivated to think
about it (Cacioppo & Petty, 1989; Ratneshwar & Chaiken, 1991). Of course,
repetition is just one variable that can exert an impact on a persor's ability to
think. For example, if a message is accompanied by distraction (Petty, Wells, &
Brock, 1976) or if the speaker talks too fast (Brifiol & Petty, 2003; Smith &
Shaffer, 1995), thinking about the message will be disrupted, leading people to
fail to distinguish strong from weak arguments.

Just as there are individual differences in motivation to think about mes-
sages, there are also individual differences in ability to think. For example, as
general knowledge about a topic increases, people become more able to think
about issue-relevant information (Wood, Rhodes, & Biek, 1995), particularly if
the knowledge is accessible (e.g., Brucks, Armstrong, & Goldberg, 1988).

Direction or Valence of Thinking

When motivation and ability to-think are high, people will engage in careful
thought. In such situations, the quality or cogency of the information presented
will be an important determinant of whether the thoughts generated are largely
favorable orunfavorable. With cogent arguments, thoughts will be predominantly
favorable, and with specious arguments, thoughts will be largely unfavorable.!
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However, as noted earlier, a person’s thoughts can also' be bias‘ed by factors 0}1t—
side of the message itself. Some factors in the persuasion setfing, such as being
in a positive mood or having the message presented by an e.xpert source, car;
increase the likelihood that positive thoughts or favorable interpretations o
information are generated (e.g., DeSteno, Petty, Wegener, & Rucl.ce'r, 2000; Peftty
et al, 1993). Other factors, such as being the target of an explicit per;uasm;
attempt, can increase the likelihood that counierargumg .occ.urs ( ett);t &
Cacioppo, 1979b). This could be why “overheard” communications are 'o
more influential than explicit persuasion attempts (e.g., Walster & Festmgelr,
1962). In general, biasing influences tend to be more unpa.ctful Yvhen peo};:;
are already thinking about the message and the message itself is somew!
ambiguous in its quality (Chaiken & Maheswaran, 1994).. . N
Any time a message takes a position opposed Fo an existing attitude, peop
are likely to be biased against it—wanting to rfz]ect 1t.. And Yvhen 2 r?essagef
takes a position in favor of your attitudes, you 1.1ke1y w111 be biased in favor o
jt—wanting to accept it. Similarly, if a message is percelv'ed as count.er. t? your
outcomes, or values, or identities, you will be biased fa\gamstvlt, but 1f.xt is [})ler—
ceived to be supportive, you will be biased in favor of it. As noted earh:;, when
a message is framed as simply relevant to the sel.f (our outcomes, values, or
identities), the amount of information processing is affected because the. n:les—
sage is seen as more persorially relevant. But when a message takes a paftlc :rr1
position (pro or con) with respect t(; the self, the valénce of the processing ¢
& Cacioppo, 19990). .
. ali\f;:ttievc:zitiittz Biases APE noted earlier, a wide variety of mf)tives have been
studied in the persuasion context. For example, consistent with the Tio?f ::ef
psychological reactance (Brehm, '1966), telling people.that the}f. mus ci eure ve
something motivates them to restore freedom by adop‘tmg a posmf)n count
that advocated. But telling people that they cannot believe something motivates
them to accept what is advocated (see Wicklund, 1974).. ‘ o
As noted earlier, perhaps the most studied motive in the‘ persuasx.m hterac-1
ture is the need to maintain consistency amongattitudes, beliefs, emotions, and
behaviors (Festinger, 1957; Heider, 1958; Kiesler, 19715 Rose:rfberg', 1960), aI;
the most prominent consistency theory is the theory of cognitive dtssonar:ce: n
Festinger's (1954) original formulation of dissonancie theory, two elerr{en S 'mrz
cognitive system (e.g., a beliefand an attitude; an attitude and a behaworzi:;et
said to be consonant if one followed from the other (e.g., Ivgted .for Can lidate
X; She has the same positions that I do on the major. issues) and dissonant if one

belief implied the opposite of the other (e.g., I voted for Candidate X; His polit--

ical party is opposed to mine). Festinger proposed that the psychological sta.te
of dissonance was aversive and that people would be motivated to reduce it.
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One of the more interesting dissonance situations occurs when a person's
behavior is brought into conflict with his or her attitudes or beliefs. For exam-
ple, one common way of producing dissonance in the laboratory is by inducing
a person to write an essay that is inconsistent with the person’s attitude under

 high choice conditions and with little incentive (e.g., Zanna & Cooper, 1974).
Because behavior is usually difficult to undo, dissonance can be reduced by
changing beliefs and attitudes to bring them into line with the behavior.
Dissonance can result in a reanalysis of the reasons why a person engaged in a
certain behavior or made a certain choice, and cause a person to rethink (ratio-
nalize) the merits of an attitude object. The end result of this effortful but biased
cognitive activity can be a change in attitude toward the object.?

In perhaps the most famous dissonance experiment, undergraduates were .
induced to engage in the quite boring task of turning pegs on a board (Festinger
& Carlsmith, 1959). Following this, some of the students were told that the
experimenter’s assistant was absent today and they were asked to take his place
and try to convince a waiting participant that the peg turning task was actually
quite interesting and exciting. Some of these students were informed that they
would be paid $1 for assuming this role and others were told that the pay was
$20 (worth about $8 and $160 in 2010). After agreeing to serve as the accom-
plice and tatking to the waiting student, all participants reported to a psychol-
ogy department secretary who gave them a presumably standard department
survey that asked how interesting they found the experimental task to.be. As
expected by dissonance theory, the participants who received $1 rated the task
as more interesting than those who received $20. This result was expected _
because the $1 participants had insufficient justification for their behavior,
whereas the $20 participants had sufficient justification. Thus, the former par-
ticipants experienced cognitive dissonance and felt a need to justify. their
actions (i.e., they convinced themselves that the task really was interesting).

The focus of subsequent research has been on understanding the precise
cause of the tension that sometimes -accompanies counterattitudinal action.
Various theorists have. questioned Festinger’s view that inconsistencyper se
produces tension in people or that inconsistency reduction is the motive behind
attitude change. Some theorists argue that people must believe that they have
freely chosen to bring about some foreseeable negative consequence for them-
selves: or-other people (e.g., Cooper & Fazio, 1984; Scher & Cooper, 1989).
Other theorists argue that the inconsistency must involve a critical aspect of
ourself or a threat to our positive self-concept (e.g., Aronson, 1968; Greenwald
& Ronis; 1978; Steele, 1988; Tesser, 1988). Of course, bringing about negative
consequences for other people is inconsistent with most people’s views of them- -
selves as-caring individuals. If people are provided with social support for their
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actions (Stroebe & Diehl, 1988) or are given an opportunity .to restore or bols.ter
their self-esteem in some other manner (Tesser, 2001), dlssonance-re;iucmg
attitude change is less likely (for a review, see Sherman & C(.)hen, 2006).

In fact, a strategy of bolstering the esteem of the persuasion target can serve
as a general avenue to undermine resistance to persuasion (Knowles & Llnx},
2004). That is, one means that has been promulgate.d to c‘lecrease a person’s
resistance to change is to provide some self-affirmation prior t? an att.ackmg
message. Self-affirmation theory (Steele, 19}88) hold‘s th.at affirming-an ugsgr—
tant aspect of the self prior to receipt of a counterattitudinal message can ﬂ?r
the self against the threat imposed by the message and thereby mc.reaseh e
jikelihood that participants will respond to the message favorably (e.g., Cohen,

teele, 2000). ‘

Arozsbczz;y&BSiases Altho)ugh most studies of bias in persuasio.n contexts fall in
the motivational category, ability factors can also produce b.xas. For exa.rn;:ile,
people who possess accessible attitudes bolstered. by .con31derable attitu ;—
congruent knowledge are better able to defend their attitudes than those who
have inaccessible attitudes or attitudes with a minimal underlying f?unflanon
(Fazio & Williams, 1986; Wood 1982). For some variables, a cox.nblflatlon c.)f
motivational and ability factors could be at work. For example, beu.lg in a posi-
tive mood might make it easier for positive thoughts to come to mind (a.n z::l;
ity bias; Bower, 1981), but might also motivate people to want to stay in thaf
positive state by generating positive thoughts (e.g., Wegener & Petty, 1994).

Meta-Cognitive Processes

In addition to affecting the amount of thinking and the direction of the thougk.xts,
variables can also have an impact on attitudes by affecting what people thmk
about their thoughts (Petty, Brifiol, Tormala, & Wegener, 2007). We describe
f these meta-cognitive factors next.

som;;ectancy— Valueglllllfodel Two key aspects of thoughts are the ?xpecta.ncy
(i.e., likelihood) and value (i.e., desirability) of consequences considered m a
thought. In Fishbein and Ajzers (1975; 1981) expectancy—valfte formulat;:)n,
for example, if a person has a thought in response to an ad\’r’ertlsement sud] as;
“using this new detergent will make my clothes smell‘ frefl.l, the key a.spects oh
the thought relevant for attitude change are the desu‘ab}hty of smelling frfes
and the likelihood that the new detergent will produce this outcome. Accord;ng
to this framework, a.persuasive message will be effective‘t‘o the extent that it
prodﬁces a change in either the likelihood or the desirability c0fnponen;ﬁ>f a
consequence that is linked to the attitude object (e.g., Johnson, Smith-McLallen,
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Killeya, & Levin, 2004; see Fabrigar & Wegener, Chapter 6, this volume for
further discussion).

Self-Validation Theory Whatever likelihood or desirability is provided for
each consequence considered, the thoughts themselves can vary in the confi-
dence with which they are held. For example, if a person thinks that getting his
or her clothes clean is highly desirable and the likelihood of this occurring is
quite high, but these judgments are not held with much certainty, they will not
have as much impact on the person’s evaluation of the product as if they were
confidently held. In addition to thought certainty being affected by the likeli-
hood and desirability certainties (Petty et al, 2002), as we describe next, it is
also affected by numerous other situational and individual factors. Earlier in this
chapter we explained how the ease of generation of thoughts could affect their
perceived validity (Tormala et al.,, 2002, 2007), but there are many others.

Other variables that affect perceived validity of thoughts include simple
bodily movements. For example, in one study (Brifiol & Petty, 2003), under-
graduates were asked to move their heads up and down (nodding in a vertical
manner) or from side to side (shaking in a horizontal manner) while listening
to a message containing strong or weak arguments on the topic of carrying
magnetic ID cards around campus. Earlier research had indicated that nodding
the head was associated with more favorable attitudes than shaking (Wells &
Petty, 1980). One possibility is that nodding imparts a sense of validity to what
we are thinking and shaking imparts some doubt. According to this frame-
work, whether nodding is good or bad for persuasion should depend on what
people are thinking. Indeed, students who were exposed to a strong message
and were generating favorable thoughts showed more persuasion when nod-
ding than shaking. In contrast, students listening to a weak message who were

generating mostly negative thoughts showed less persuasion when nodding
than shaking. This is because the nodding validated whatever thoughts the
students were having, increasing their impact on attitudes. :

Many other variables have been shown to affect perceptions of thought
validity and thereby attitudes. For example, research has shown that thought
confidence is higher when after generating thoughts in response to a persuasive

. message people learn that the message was generated by an expert versus a

nonexpert source. Thought confidence is also increased if people are made to
feel happy, powerful, or they are self-affirmed after message processing (see
Brifiol & Petty, 2009a). In each case, using a confidence ‘manipulation after
thought generation caused people to rely more on their thoughts such that
when thoughts were primarily positive, increased confidence was associated
with more persuasion, but when thoughts were primarily negative, increased
confidence was associated with less persuasion. o
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In the domain of explicit attitudes, confidence in thoughts has been found
to be an especially potent determinant of judgment when the amount of think-
ing at the time of attitude formation or change is relatively high. It is also useful
to consider the extent of thinking permitted during response to the attitude
measure. In general, if attitudes are not well formed or practiced at the time of
attitude measurement, an implicit measure is unlikely to reflect thought confi-
dence effects (Gawronski & Bodenhausen, 2006). However, if the attitude is
well formed and practiced at the time of attitude measurement (i.e., people
have already considered the confidence in their thoughts in developing their
attitudes), the implicit attitude measure is likely to reflect the same factors as
the explicit measure (see Brifiol, Petty, & McCaslin, 2009).

Flexible Correction Processes Just as enhanced confidence in thoughts
leads to greater reliance on them, increased doubt leads people to discard their
thoughts. Sometimes, people might be so doubtful of their thoughts that they
think the opposite is true. In such cases, doubt can lead to reversed effects with
positive thoughts leading to less positive attitudes than negative thoughts. If
people have doubt in-their thoughts because they fear that their thoughts might
have stemmed from some biasing factor in the situation (e.g., an attractive
source) or some prejudice they have, they could attempt to explicitly correct for
their biased thoughts in accord with the mechanism specified by the Flexible
Correction Model (FCM; see Wegener & Petty, 1997, for a review). That is,
people might estimate the magnitude and direction of the perceived biasing
effect on their judgments and attempt to correct for it. To'the extent that they
correct too much, reverse effects of variables can be obtained (Petty & Wegener,

1993; Wegener & Petty, 1995; Wilson & Brekke, 1994). For example, in one
study (Petty, Wegener, & White, 1998), when people became aware that a lik-
able source might be biasing their attitudes, they became more favorable toward
the proposal when it was endorsed by a distikable source. Such explicit correc-
tions typically require relatively high degrees of thinking. However, if certain
corrections are practiced repeatedly, they can become less effortful and even
automatic (e.g., Glaser & Banaji, 1999; Maddux et al,, 2005).

Serving as Arguments

According to the ELM, when the amount of thinking in a persuasion situation
is-high, people assess the relevance of all of the information available. That is,
people examine source, message, recipient, and contextual and internally gen-
erated information as possible arguments for favoring or disfavoring the atti-
tude object. Interestingly, variables that serve as simple cues when the likelihood
of thinking is low can be processed as arguments when thinking is high.
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For example, when thinking is low, an attractive source, as a simple cue, would
enhance the favorability of attitudes toward almost any advocacy because all
that matters when thinking is low is the positive valence of the source. Under
high thinking conditions, however, message recipients scrutinize the merits of
the information presented so that an attractive source would enhance attitude
favorability if it was relevant to the advocacy (e.g., a beauty product), but not
when it was irrelevant (e.g., a home loan; see Kruglanéki et al., 2005; Miniard,
Bhatla, Lord, Dickson, & Unnava, 1991). Of course, what information serves as

a cogent argument can vary with individuals and with situations (see Petty &
Wegener, 1998).

Serving as Cues

The final role for variables is the most basic-—serving as a simple cue. According
to the ELM, under low thinking conditions, attitudes are influenced by a variety
of low effort processes such as mere association or reliance on simple heuristics
and inferences. This is important because it suggests that attitude change does
not always require effortful evaluation of the information presented. Next, we
briefly describe some of the psychological processes that can produce attitude
change with relatively little (if any) effortful thinking.

Attribution Theory In an influential paper introducing self-perception
theory, Bem (1965) suggested that when people have no special knowledge of
their own internal states, they simply infer their attitudes in a manner similar to
how they infer the attitudes of others [e.g., “if I (she) walked a mile to Target, I
(she) must like that store”]. During much of the 1970s, self-perception theory
was thotght to provide an alternative account of dissonance effects (Bem,
1972). Subsequent research indicated, however, that both dissonance and self-
perception processes can operate, but in different domains. In particular, the
underlying “discomfort from - inconsistency leading to biased processing”
mechanism of dissonance theory operates when a person engages in attitude-
discrepant action that is unacceptable to a person whereas self-perception pro-
cesses are more likely when a person engages in attitude-discrepant but more
agreeable behavior (Fazio, Zanna, & Cooper, 1977). Self-perception theory also
accounts for some unique attitudinal phenomena. For example, the overjustifi-
cation effect occurs when people come to dislike a previously liked behavior
when they are provided with more than sufficient reward for engaging in it
(e.g., Lepper, Greene, & Nisbett, 1973; see Deci, 1995).

~ Use of Persuasion Heuristics - The term heuristics refers to simple rules or
shortcuts that people can use to simplify decision making (Shah & Oppenheimer,
2008). The Heuristic/Systematic model of persuasion (HSM represents an

233



BASIC PROCESSES

explicit attempt to use heuristics to explain why certain variables such as source
expertise or message length have their impact (Chaiken, 1987; Chaiken et al,
1989). That is, the HSM proposes that in contrast to “systematic” (central route)
processes, many source, message, and other cues are evaluated by means of
simple schemas or cognitive heuristics that people have learned on the basis of
past experience and observation.

According to the HSM, the likelihood of careful processing increases when-
ever confidence in our attitude drops below the desired level (the- “sufficiency
threshold”). Whenever actual and desired confidence are equal, heuristic
processing is more likely. For example, because of prior personal experience,
people could base their acceptance of a message on the number of arguments
contained in it by invoking the heuristic “the more arguments, the more valid-
ity” (a length implies strength heuristic; Petty & Cacioppo, 19843; Wood,
Kallgren, & Preisler, 1985). For the most part, the HSM makes predictions that
are similar to the ELM, though the language and specific mechanisms of each
theory are a bit different (see Eagly & Chaiken, 1993; Petty & Wegener, 1998,
for further discussion).

Conditioning The attribution and heuristic models focus on simple cogni-
tive inferences that can modify attitudes. Other approaches emphasize the role
of relatively simple association processes. One of the most direct ways of asso-
ciating affect with attitude objects is through classical conditioning. In brief,
conditioning occurs when an initially neutral stimulus such as an unfamiliar
shape (the conditioned stimulus; CS) is associated with another stimulus such
as electric shock (the unconditioned stimulus; UCS) that is connected directly
or through prior learning to some response such as feeling bad (the uncondi-
tioned response; UCR). By pairing the UCS with the CS many times, the CS
becomes able to elicit a conditioned response (CR) that is similar to the UCR.
Over the past several decades, a wide variety of conditioning stimuli have been
used to create positive or negative attitudes including unpleasant odors and
temperatures, harsh sounds, pleasant pictures, and elating and depressing films
(e.g.» Gouaux, 1971; Staats, Staats, & Crawford, 1962; Stuart, Shimp, & Engle,

1987). People have been found to be especially susceptible to conditioning
effects when the likelihood of thinking is rather low. (Cacioppo, Marshall-
Goodell, Tassinary, & Petty, 1992; see also, Shimp, Stuart, & Engle, 1991). -

Theorists have suggested that classical conditioning applied to- attitudes
might actually be a somewhat different phenomenon more appropriately called
evaluative conditioning (Martin & Levey, 1978). This is because the conditioned
attitudes do not follow the same properties as do the behaviors examined in
typical classical conditioning paradigms (e.g.,. the conditioning of a salivary
response in dogs). In classical conditioning, the phenomenon works best when
there is some awareness of the paring of the CS and UCS so that the UCS comes
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to signal the appearance of the CS. In evaluative conditioning, this contingency
awareness is not necessary. Perhaps because of this, the conditioned response in
evaluative conditioning tends not to be extinguished when the UCS is no longer
presented, unlike classical conditioning (see De Houwer, Thomas, & Baeyens,
2001, for a review). -

If the mechanism of attitude change is not classical conditioning, then what
is it? One possibility suggested recently by Jones, Fazio, and Olson (2009) is that
evaluative conditioning occurs because of misattribution of the feelings elicited
by the UCS to the CS. In a series of studies in which the UCS (pleasant or
unpleasant pictures) and CS (Pokémon cartoon characters) were presented
simultaneously over many trials, Jones et al. (2009) showed that the easier it
was to confuse the source of the affect, the greater the conditioning effect. For
example, when the UCS and CS were presented spatially close together, condi-
tioning was greater than when the stimuli were further apart. This research
suggests that evaluative conditioning might be reliant on relatively simple mis-
attribution inferences similar to the self—petception and heuristic inferences
described earlier.

Mere Exposure The mere exposure effect occurs when attitudes toward
stimuli become more favorable as a consequence of their mere repeated presen-
tation without any need to pair the stimuli with other positive stimuli as in
evaluative conditioning (Zajonc, 1968). In one representative study, Kunst-
Wilson and Zajonc (1980) presented people with.a series of polygon images
and found that even when these images could not be consciously recognized,
the more frequently they were presented, the more they were liked. This effect
has been demonstrated with a wide variety of stimuli such as foreign words,
photographs, music, ideographs, and nonsense syllables (see Bornstein, 1989,
for a review). Moreover, it has been shown that mere exposure can affect mood,
and that this mood can spread to other, related stimuli that were not even
presented (Monahan, Murphy, & Zajonc, 2000).

Perhaps the most accepted explanation of this effect today rehes on the
notion of perceptual fluency. Much research suggests that previous or repeated
exposure to stimuli can make those stimuli easier to process, and that this flu-
ency enhances subsequent liking. Specifically, the feeling of ease of processing
isthought to be misattributed to a positive evaluation of the stimulus (Bornstein,
1989; Bornstgin & D'Agostino, 1992; Jacoby, Kelley, Brown, & Jasechko, 1989),
at-least when people perceive fluency as something.good (Brifiol, Petty, &
Tormala, 2006). The fluency process is most likely to occur when the repeated
stimuli-are not thought about much (e.g., are presented very quickly or are
meaningless; see Bornstein, 1989). When the repeated stimuli already have some
meaning, or elicit an initial dominant response in one direction or another,
repeated exposure can accentuate that dominant response (Brickman, Redfield,

235



BASIC PROCESSES

Harrison, & Crandall, 1971). Re:peatedly presenting negative information, for
instance, can make that information seem more negative (Cacioppo & Petty,
1989; Grush, 1976). One possible reason for these polarization effects is that
our positive assessments of positive information might seem more valid or
plausible as exposure increases, as do our negative assessments of negative
information (Kruglanski, Freund, & Bar-Tal, 1996).

Implicit Change through Automatic Processes Although the research just
described on simple mechanisms of attitude change has assessed change using
explicit attitude measures, these same mechanisms are capable of affecting
implicit measures of attitudes. For example, in one study, Dijksterhuis (2004)
found that automatic evaluations of the self were affected by subliminal evalua-
tive conditioning trials in which the word “I” was repeatedly associated with
positive or negative trait terms (see also Baccus, Baldwin, & Packer, 2004; Olson
& Fazio, 2001; Petty et al., 2006; Walther, 2002).

Perhaps the domain in which researchers have examined implicit changes
from seemingly simple processes the most is prejudice (see Bodenhausen &
Richeson, Chapter 10, this volume). For example, automatic evaluations of
blacks have been shown to be affected by exposure to admired black individuals
(e.g., Dasgupta & Greenwald, 2001; Dasgupta & Rivera, 2008). Although some
studies likely involve invoking a different attitude object rather than attitude
change (e.g., the manipulation makes the subtype of a black professional salient
and this subtype is evaluated; see Barden, Maddux, Petty, & Brewer 2004), there
are a sufficient number of studies in which it is clear that automatic evaluations
of the same attitude object are being modified to conclude that automatic atti-
tudes can be changed by simple associative processes requiring little elaborative
thinking (for other illustrations, see Petty & Brifiol, in press).

The Influence of Communication Vanables
on Persuasion

In addition to specifying the general mechanisms of persuasion just reviewed,
the ELM postulates that any communication variable (i.e., whether source,
message, recipient, or context) influences attitudes by affecting one of these key
processes. Because of the very long list of persuasion variables that have been
studied and the thousands of published studies, our review of variables is meant
to be illustrative of how understanding the basic mechanisms of persuasion is
useful in analyzing any possible variable of i interest, even 1f it has never previ-
ously been studied: :
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Source Factors

Consider first the multiple processes by which source factors, such as expertise,
attractiveness, race, or gender, can have an impact on persuasion. When the
likelihood of thinking was low (e.g., low personal relevance topic), source fac-
tors have influenced attitudes by serving as a peripheral cue, affecting implicit
(Forehand & Perkins, 2005; McConnell, Rydell, Strain, & Mackie, 2008) as well
as explicit attitudes (Petty; Cacioppo, & Goldman, 1981; Chaiken, 1980) in the
same direction as their valence.

When the likelihood of thinking is set to be very high (e.g., high personal
relevance of the message topic), source factors have taken on other roles. For
example, if a source factor is relevant to the merits of a message, it can serve as
a persuasive argument.. Thus, an attractive endorser can provide persuasive
visual evidence for the effectiveness of a beauty product (Petty & Cacioppo,
1984b). Another role that sources can play under high thinking conditions is
biasing information processing. For example, Chaiken and Maheswaran (1994)
found that when recipients under high thinking conditions received an ambig-
uous message (i.e., not clearly strong or weaky), sources high in expertise led to
more favorable thoughts about the message and thus more favorable attitudes
than did sources of low expertise. Under high elaboration conditions, source
factors have also been shown to influence persuasion by affecting the confidence
people have in the validity of their thoughts. As noted earlier, this effect is most
likely to occur when the source information follows rather than precedes the
persuasive message (Tormala, Brifiol, & Petty, 2007).

If the likelihood of thinking is not set to be very high or low by other variables
then source factors such as expertise and attractiveness have affected how much
thinking people did about the message (e.g., DeBono & Harnish, 1988; Moore,
Hausknecht, & Thamodaran, 1986; Puckett, Petty, Cacioppo; & Fisher; 1983). For
exampla.Pﬁester and Petty (1995) demonstrated that if source expertise is high;
people process messages more carefully when they.come from a source whose
trustworthiness is in doubt than from a clearly trustworthy source, If trustworthi-
ness is high, however, then people are more likely to process a message from an
expert source than from a source who lacks expertise (FHeesacker, Petty, & Cacioppo,
1983; see, Brifiol & Petty, 2009b; foran extended review of source factors).

Message Factors

Message’vaniz_zbles can also serve in multiple roles. For example, think about the
number-of arguments that a pérsuasive message contains. This variable serves
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as a simple peripheral cue when people are either unmotivated or unable to
think about the information (Petty & Cacioppo, 1984a). That is, people can
simply count the arguments in a message and agree more with the advocacy as
more information is presented, regardiess of the cogency of that information.
When motivation and ability to think are high, however, the informational
items in a message are not simply counted, but instead the information is pro-
cessed for its quality. Thus, under low thinking conditions when the number of
arguments in a message serves as a cue, adding weak reasons in support of a
position enhances persuasion, but when the informational items in a message
are processed as arguments, adding weak reasons reduces persuasion (Alba &
Marmorstein, 1987; Friedrich, Fetherstonhaugh, Casey, & Gallagher, 1996;
Petty & Cacioppo, 1984a). :

The mere number of arguments is only one of the many message factors
that can influence persuasion by serving in different roles in different situa- .
tions. Other variables include whether the message emphasizes affect or cogni-
tion, is complex or not, matches the recipients’ characteristics in some way, and
argues in favor or against previous views (see Petty & Wegener, 1998). Finally,
we note that as was the case with source factors, implicit measures are also
affected by message factors (see Petty & Brifiol, 2010).

Recipient Factors

There ate many recipient variables that are relevant for persuasion, ranging
from motives such as the need for cognition (Cacioppo & Petty, 1982), abilities
such as intelligence (McGuire, 1968), and individual differences in personality
such as self-monitoring (Snyder & DeBono, 198s; see Brifiol & Petty, 2005, for
a review). Perhaps the recipient factor that has been studied most extensively,
however, is a transitory one—the emotions the target of persuasion is experi-
encing at the time of persuasion. In accord with the ELM,; prior research has
shown that a person’s emotions can serve in all of the roles for variables that we
have summarized (see Petty et.al., 2003, Brifiol, Petty, & Rucker, 2006, for
reviews). : : . e N : .

Most simply, when thinking is constrained to be low (e.g;, distractions pres-
ent), emotions tend to serve as simple associative cues and produce evaluations
consistent with their valence (e.g., Petty et al,, 1993). When thinking is high,
however, emotions serve in other roles. First, emotions can be evaluated as
evidence (e.g., negative emotions such as sadness or fear can lead to positive
evaluations of a movie if these are the intended states; e.g., see Martin, 2000).
Also, when thinking is high, emotions can bias the ongoing thoughts (e.g., pos-
itive consequences seem more likely when people are in a happy than sad state;
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e.g. DeSteno et al,, 2000). The bias is emotion specific. For example, in one
study (DeSteno et al., 2004), participants made to feel sad were more persuaded
by a message pointing to sad consequences of a proposal rather than angry ones
whereas those participants made to feel angry were more persﬁaded by a
message pointing to angering consequences than sad ones. This is because the
consequences seem more likely when the consequence matches rather than
mismatches the emotional state. :

If an emotion is induced after people have finished thinking about the
message, then emotions can affect confidence in our thoughts (Brifiol, Petty, &
B.arden, 2007) because of the certainty appraisals associated with specific exr;o-
tions. Because emotions such as happiness and anger are associated with. cer-
tainty, these would validate thoughts, whereas emotions such as sadness would
c1:eate doubt in thoughts and lead to less use of them (Tiedens & Linton, 2001).
Finally, when the likelihood of thinking is net constrained to be high or low,
emotions can affect the extent of thinking. Either happiness or sadness coulci
lead to more thinking depending on whether the emotion signals a problem to
besolved (Schwarz, Bless, & Bohner, 1991), conveysa sense of uncertainty (Tiedens
& Linton, 2001), or invokes a motive to manage on€’s emotions by thinking
(ergener & Petty, 1994). As was the case with the other variables we have
rew?wed, recent research has revealed that the emotions experienced by a person
can influence implicit measures of attitudes (e.g., Sassenberg & Wieber, 2005).

Consequences of Different Persuasion Processes
for Explicit Measures ’

.Now that we have articulated the various mechanisms by which variables can
Impact persuasion, we turn to the final issue of why we should care about pro-
cess. Knowing something about the process can indicate whether the attitude
change that is produced will be consequential or not. Sometimes a high and a
low thought process can result in the same attitude, such as when being in a
good mood produces a favorable attitude by serving as a simple associative cue
under low thinking but biasing the thoughts generated under high thinking
(l"etty etal, 1993). According to the ELM, attitudes formed or changed through
high thinking processes are more persistent, resistant to change, and predictive
of behavior than attitudes changed via low thinking processes. There-are both
-structural and meta-cognitive reasons for this. First, as thinking increases dur-
ing attitude change, people should acquire more support for their attitudes
(kpowledge) and their attitudes should become more accessible. Furthermore

people should become more confident in' their views. Each of these factor;
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would increase the likelihood that attitudes would be consequential (see Petty
et al,, 1995, for a review).

Attitude Persistence and Resistance

When attitude changes are based on extensive issue-relevant thinking, they
tend to persist (endure). For example, research has shown that encoma@g
self-generation of arguments (e.g., Elms, 1966; Watts, 1967), using ir.ltsrestmg
or involving communication topics (Ronis et al, 1977), leading recipients to

believe that they might have to explain or justify their attitudes to other people °

(e.g., Boninger et al., 1990; Chaiken, 1980), and having them evaluate a mes-
sage during its receipt rather than afterward (Mackie, 1987) are all assocxz-xte.d
with increased persistence of attitude change. Also, people who characterlstf—
cally enjoy thinking (high need for cognition) show greater persistence of atti-
tude change than people who do not (e.g., Haugtvedt & Petty 1992; Wegener
et al,, 2006; see, Petty et al., 2009 for a review).

Resistance refers to the extent to which an attitude change is capable of sur-
viving an attack from contrary information. Although attitude persistence and
resistance tend to co-occur, their potential independence is shown in McGuire's
(1964) classic work on cultural truisms. Truisms such as “you should brush
your teeth after every meal” tend to last forever if not challenged, but are sur-
prisingly susceptible to influence when attacked because people have no prac-
tice in defending them. In his work on inoculation theory, McGuire (1964)
demonstrated that two kinds of bolstering can be effective in facilitating resis-
tance. One relies on providing individuals with a supportive defense of their
attitudes (e.g., see Ross, McFarland, Conway, & Zanna, 1983) and a second pro-
vides a mild attack and refutation of it (the inoculation). Just as people can be
made more resistant to a disease by giving them a mild form of it, people can be
made more resistant to discrepant messages by inoculating their initial atti-
tudes (see Petty, Tormala, & Rucker, 2004).

Prediction of Behavior

Once a person’s att1tude has changed, behavmr cha.nge requires that the persons
new attitudes rather than the old attitudes or previous habits guide action. If a
new attitude is based on high thought, it is likely to be highly accessible and
comie to mind automatically in-the presence of the attitude object. Therefore, it
will be available to guide behavior even if people do not think much before act-
ing (see Fazio, 1990, 1995). However, even if people.do engage in some thought,
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attitudes based on high thinking are still more likely to guide behavior because
these attitudes are held with more certainty and people are more willing to act
on attitudes in which they have confidence (e.g., Barden & Petty, 2008; Brown,
1974; Cacioppo, Petty, Kao, & Rodriguez, 1986; Leippe & Elkin, 1987).

Of course, behavior is determined by more than individuals’ attitudes even
if those attitudes are based on high thought. The theory of reasoned action
(Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975) highlights social norms (what others think you should
do) as an important determinant of behavior, and the theory of planned behav-
ior (Ajzen, 1991) points to 4 person's sense of self-efficacy or competence to
perform the behavior (see Ajzen & Fishbein, 2005). These theories make it clear
that although attitude change can be an important first step, it might still be
insufficient to produce the desired behavioral responses even if appropriate
new attitudes were formed by the central route.

Certainty: Strength without More Thinking

We noted earlier that when attitudes change as a result of high thinking pro-
cesses, they are likely to be held with greater certainty than when they are
changed to the same extent by low thinking processes. Certainty generally
refers to a sense of validity concerning our attitudes (Gross, Holtz, & Miller,
1995) and is an important construct because it can cause attitude strength. That
is, attitudes held with greater certainty are more resistant to change (e.g., Kiesler,
1971), persistent in the absence of a persuasive attack (Bassili, 1 996), and more
predictive of behavior (Fazio & Zanna, 1978) than attitudes about which there
is doubt.

Initial conceptualizations of attitude certainty tended to assume that cer-
tainty sprang solely from structural features of attitudes such as having atti-
tudes based on more issue-relevant knowledge, direct experience, or thought
(e.g., Fazio & Zanna, 1981). And, indeed, structural factors can play an impor-
tant role in determining attitude certainty. However, recent research has exam-
ined how people sometimes infer greater certainty in the absence of any
structural differences. Notably, people can even come to infer greater certainty
in their attitudes if they are merely led to believe that they have done much
thinking about the attitude object even if they have not (Barden & Petty, 2008).
Of greatest importance is that the certainty that comes from simple inferences
rather than structural differences can also cause the attitudes to be more conse-
quential (Rucker, Petty, & Brifiol, 2008; Tormala & Petty, 2002). Consistent
with the meta-cognitive. model of attitude structure (Petty et al,, 2007), it
appears-that attaching a sense of validity or certainty to our attitudes by what-
ever means can have long-term implications. .
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Attitude Change Today

In this review we have argued that persuasion can be understood by breaking
the processes responsible for attitude change into a finite set. These processes
relate to some of the classic topics of persuasion (e.g., credibility, emotion), and
explain how any one variable can produce opposite outcomes, and how the
same outcome can be produced by different processes. We emphasized that
understanding the underlying mechanisms of persuasion is important because
different processes are associated with different consequences.

Contemporary research has begun to examine the consequences of delib-
erative and automatic persuasion processes not only for explicit but also for
implicit attitude measures. For example, attitude change processes that require
thinking deeply about the attitude object are likely to result in attitude repre-
sentations that are well integrated and connected with other relevant material
in memory (see, e.g., McGuire, 1981; Tesser, 1978). High thought attitude
change can also spill over and influence related attitudes such as when attempt-
ing to change attitudes on abortion leads to changes on the issue of contracep-
tion (e.g., Crano & Chen, 1998). Such effects on related attitudes have been
especially prevalent in the literature on minority influence whereby the minor-
ity does not produce change on the focal issue but does on a related topic (see
Moscovici, Mucchi-Faina, & Maass, 1994; Mugny & Perez, 1991). It turns out
that implicit measures can also be useful in mapping the interconnections
among aftitudes. For example, in one study, when a message was aimed at
changing attitudes toward the color green, automatic attitudes toward a prod-
uct associated with this color (Heineken beer) were also changed (see Horcajo,
Petty, & Brifiol, 2009). Research on changing automatic attitudes and under-
standing their relationship to more deliberative attitudes is likely to increase.
One other area that is likely to see an exponential increase in interest concerns
how persuasion processes can be mapped with new brain imaging techniques
(e.g., see Cunningham, Packer, Kesek, & Van Bavel, 2009) Such measures are
likely to add to our knowledge of persuasion just as prior measurement
techniques have each led to substantial progress in the field.

Footnotes

1. Although there is relatively little research’on what makes an argument cogent or
specious; among the factors that contribute are whether the argument presents a conse-
quence that is good or bad for the target and whether this consequence is seen as likely
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or unlikely, important or unimportant, unique or already known (see Petty & Wegener,
1993).

2. In contrast to dissonance theory, balance theory (Heider, 1958) states that inconsis-
tency pressures sometimes lead to attitude change by a simple inference process rather
than because of a reanalysis of the merits of the attitude object. This theory states that
balance occurs when people agree with people they like or disagree with people that they
dislike and can account for why a person would come to like a candidate more after he or
she is endorsed by a favored celebrity (i.e., to restore balance; see Insko 1984, for an
extended discussion). A related formulation, congruity theory, states that attitudes toward
both source and object change to restore “congruity” (Osgood & Tannenbaum, 1955).

3. There are still other approaches to understanding dissonance that might be of
interest to readers (e.g., the self-standards model: Stone & Cooper, 2001; the action-based
model: Harmon-Jones & Harmon-Jones, 2008; the model of ambivalence-induced
discomfort: van Harreveld, van der Pligt, & de Liver, 2009; see Cooper, 2007; Harmon-
Jones & Mills, 1999, for reviews).

Suggestions for Further Reading

Brifiol, P, & Petty, R. E. (2009). Persuasion: Insights from the self-validation hypothesis.
In M. P. Zanna (Ed.), Advances in experimental social psychology (Vol. 41, pp. 69-118).
New York: Elsevier.

Cooper, J. (2007). Cognitive dissonarnce: 50 years of a classic theory. London: Sage.

Eagly, A. H., & Chaiken, S. (1993). The psychology of attitudes. Fort Worth, TX: Harcourt,
Brace, Jovanovich.

Maio, G., &Haddock, G. (2009). The psychology of attitudes and attitude change. London:
Sage Publications.

Petty, R. E., & Wegener, D. T. (1999). The Elaboration Likelihood Model: Current status
and controversies. In S. Chaiken & Y. Trope (Eds.), Dual process theories in social
psychology (pp. 41~72). New York: Guilford Press.

References

Abelson, R. P, Aronson, E., McGuire, W. J., Newcomb, T. M., Rosenberg, M. J., &

Tannenbaum, P. H. (1968). Theories of cognitive consistency: A sourcebook. Chicago:
Rand McNally.

Abelson, R. P, & Rosenberg, M. J. (1958). Symbolic psycho-logic: A model of attitudinal
cognition. Behavioral Science, 3, 1~13.

243



BASIC PROCESSES

Ajzen, 1. (1991). The theory of planned behavior. Organizational Behavior and Human
Decision Processes, 50, 179—211.

Ajzen, L, & Fishbein, M. (2005). The influence of attitudes on behavior. In D. Albarracin,
B. T. Johnson, & M. P. Zanna (Eds ), The handbook of attitudes (pp. 173-221).
Mahwah, NJ: Erilbaum.

" Alba, . W,, & Marmorstein, H. (1987). The effects of frequency knowledge on consumer
decision making. Journal of Consumer Research, 13, 411-454.

Anderson, C. A. (1983). Imagination and expectation: The effect of imagining behav-
ioral scripts on personal intentions. Psychological Bulletin; 93, 30-56.

Anderson, C. A., Lepper, M. R., & Ross, R. (1983): Perseverance of social theories: The
role of explanation in the persistence of discredited information. Journal of Personality
and.Social Psychology, 39, 1037-1049.

Anderson, N. (1981). fntegration theory applied to cognitive responses and attitudes. In
R. E. Petty, T. Ostrom, & T. Brock (Eds.), Cognitive responses in persuasion (pp. 361~397).
Hillsdale, NJ: Erlbaum.

Aronson, E. (1968). Dissonance theory: Progress and problems. In R. P. Abelson,
E. Aronson, W. J. McGuire, T. M. Newcomb, M. J. Rosenberg, & P. H. Tannenbaum (Eds.),
Theories of cognitive consistency: A sourcebook (pp. 5-27). Chicago: Rand McNally.

Aronson, E. (1969). Cognitive dissonance: A current perspective. In L. Berkowitz (Ed.),
Advances in experimental social psychology (Vol. 4, pp. 1~34). New York: Academic Press.

Baccus, J. R., Baldwin, M. W., & Packer, D. J. (2004). Increasing implicit self-esteem
through classical conditioning. Psychological Science, 15, 498—502.

Baker, S. M., & Petty, R. E. (1994). Majority and minority influence: Source-position
imbalance as a determinant of message scrutiny. Journal of Personality and Social
Psychology, 67, 5-19.

Barden, J., Maddux, W. W, Petty, R. E., & Brewer, M. B. (2004). Contextual moderation

- of racial bias: The impact of social roles on controlled and automatically.activated
attitudes. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 87, 5-22.
Barden, J., & Petty, R. E. (2008). The mere perception of elaboration creates attitude
i certainty: Exploring the thoughtfulness heuristic. Journal of Personality and Social
Psychology, 95, 489~509.

Bargh, ]. A., Chaiken, S., Govender, R., & Pratto, E (1992). The generality of the
automatic attitude activation effect. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 62,
893-913.

Bassili, J. N. (1996). Meta-judgmental versus operative indices of psychologlcal proper-
ties: The case of measures of attitude strength. Journal of Personality and Social
Psychology, 71, 637-653.

Baumeister, R. E (1982). A self—presentatlonal view of social phenomena. Psychological

Bulletin, 91, 3-26.
Bem, D.J. (1965). An experimental analysis of self-persuasmn Journal of Experimental
Social Psychology, 1, 199-218.

244

Attitude Change

Bem, D.J. (1972). Self-perception theory. In L. Berkowitz (Ed.), Advances in Experimental
Sacial Psychology (Vol. 6, pp. 1-62). New York: Academic Press.

Betsch, T., Plessner, H., & Schallies, E. (2004). The value-account model of attitude
formation. In G. R. Maio & G. Haddock (Eds.), Contemporary perspectives on the
psychology of attitudes (pp. 252~273). Hove: Psychology Press.

Blankenship, K. L., & Wegener, D. T. (2008). Opening the mind to close it: Considering
a message in light of important values increases message processing and later resis-
tance to change. journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 94, 196-213.

Boninger, D. S, Brock, T, C., Cook, T. D., Gruder, C. L., & Romer, D. (1990). Discovery
of reliable attitude change persistence resulting from a transmitter turning set.
Psychological Science, 1, 268-271.

Bornstein, R. E (1989). Exposure and affect: Overview and meta-analysis of research,
1968-1987. Psychological Bulletin, 106, 265-289.

Bornstein, R. E, & D'Agostino, P. R. (1992). Stimulus recognition and the mere exposure
effect. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 63, 545-552.

Bower, G. H. (1981). Mood and memory. American Psychologist, 36, 129148,

Brehm, J. W. (1966). A theory of psychological reactance. New York: Academic Press.

Brickman, P, Redfield, J., Harrison, A. A., & Crandall, R. (1972). Drive and pre-disposition
as factors in the attitudinal effects of mere exposure. Journal of Experimental Social
Psychology, 8, 31-44.

Brifiol, P, & Petty, R. E (2003). Overt head movements and persuasion: A self-validation
analysis. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 84, 1123=1139.

Brifiol, P,, & Petty, R. E. (2005). Individual differences in persuasion. In D, Albarracin,
B. T. Johnson, & M. P. Zanna (Eds.), The handbook of attitudes and attitude change
(pp. 575—616). Hillsdale, NJ: Erlbaum.

Brifiol, P, & Petty, R. E. (2008). Embodied persuasion: Fundamental processes by which
bodily responses can impact attitudes. In G. R. Semin & E. R. Smith (Eds.),
Embodiment grounding: Social, cognitive, affective, and neuroscientific approaches
(pp. 184-207). Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press.

Brifiol, P, & Petty, R. E. (2009a). Persuasiori: Insights from the self-validation hypothe-
sis. In M. P. Zanna (Ed.), Advances in experimental social psychology (Vol. 41,
Pp- 69-118). New York: Elsevier.

Brifiol, P, & Petty; R. E. (2009b). Source factors in persuasion: A self-validation approach.
European Review of Social Psychology, 20, 49-96.

Brifiol, P, Petty, R. E., & Barden, J. (2007). Happiness versus sadness as a determinant of
thought confidence in persuasion: A self-validation analysis. Journal of Personality
and Social Psychology, 93, 711-727.

Brifiol, P, Petty, R. E., & McCaslin, M. J. (2009). Changing attitudes on lmpllat versus
explicit measures: What is the difference? In R. E. Petty, R. H. Fazio, & P. Brifiol (Eds.),

Attitudes: Inszghts from the new implicit measures (pp. 285~ ~326). New York: Psychology
Press.

245



BASIC PROCESSES

Brifiol, P, Petty, R. E., & Rucker, D. D. (2006). The role of meta-cognitive processes in
emotional intelligence. Psicothema, 18, 2_6—3 3.

Brifol, P, Petty, R. E., & Tormala, Z. L. (2004). The self-validation of cognitive responses
to advertisements. Journal of Consumer Research, 30, 559-573.

Brifiol, P, Petty, R. E., & Tormala, Z. L. (2006). The malleable meaning of subjective ease.
Psychological Science, 17, 200-206.

Brifiol, P, Petty, R. E., & Wheeler, S. C. (2006). Discrepancies between exphctt and
implicit self-concepts: Consequences for information processing. Journal of
Personality and Social Psychology, 91, 154-170.

Brown, D. (1974). Adolescent attitudes and lawful behavior. Public Opinion Quarterly,
38, 98-106.

Brucks, M., Armstrong, G. M., & Goldberg, M. E. (1988). Children’s use of cognitive
defenses against television advertising: A cognitive response approach. Journal of
Consumer Research, 14, 471-482.

Burnkrant, R. E., & Unnava, R. (1989). Self-referencing: A strategy for increasing
processing of message content. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, - 15,
628-638.

Cacioppo, . T., Gardner, W. L., & Berntson, G. G. (1997). Beyond bipolar conceptualiza-
tions and measures: The case of attitudes and evaluative space. Personality and Social
Psychology Review, 1, 3-25.

Cacioppo, J. T, Marshall-Goodell, B. S., Tassinary, L. G., & Petty, R. E. (1992).

Rudimentary determinants of attitudes: Classical conditioning is more effective when

prior knowledge about the attitude stimulus is low than high. Journal of. Expenmental
Social Psychology, 28, 207-233.

Cacioppo, J. T., & Petty, R. E. (1982). The need for cognition. ]ournal of Personality and
Social Psychology, 42, 116-131.

Cacioppo, J. ‘T, & Petty, R. E. (1989). Effects of message repetition on- argument
processing, recall, ‘and persuasion. Basic and Applied Social Psychalogy, 10,
3-12.

Cacioppo, J. T; Petty, R. E., Femstem,] &Iams,W B.G. (1996) Dispositional differ-
ences in cognitive motivation: The life and times of individuals varying in need for
cognition. Psychological Bulletin, 119, 197-253.

Cacioppo, J. T, Petty, R. E., Kao, C., & Rodriguez, R. (1986). Central and penpherall

routes to persuasion: An individual difference perspective. Journal of Personaltty and
. Social-Psychology, 51, 1032-1043. ‘
Chaiken, S.-(1980). Heuristic versus systematic information processing in the use of
source versus message quest in persuasion. Journal of Personality and Social
Psychology, 39, 752~766. : ;
Chaiken, S. (1987). The heuristic model of persuasion. In M. P. Zanna, T Olson, »
-C. P. Herman (Eds.), Social influence: -The Ontario.symposium -(Vol.-5, pp. 3=39).
Hillsdale, NJ: Erlbaum.

246

Attitude Change

Chaiken, S., Liberman, A., & Eagly, A. H. (1989). Heuristic and systematic processing
within and beyond the persuasion context. In J. S. Uleman & J. A. Bargh (Eds.),
Unintended thought (pp. 212~252). New York: Guilford Press.

Chaiken, S., & Maheswaran, D. (1994). Heuristic processing can bias systematic pro-
cessing: Effects of source credibility, argument ambiguity, and task importance on
attitude judgment. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 66, 460~473.

Chaiken, S., & Trope, Y. (Eds.) (1999). Dual process theories in social psychology.
New York: Guilford Press.

Clark, J. K., Wegener, D:T, & Fabrigar, L. R. (2008). Attitudinal ambivalence and message-
based persuasion: Motivated processing of proattitudinal information and avoidance of
counterattitudinal information. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 34, 565-577.

Cohen, G., Aronson, J., & Steele, C. (2000). When beliefs yield to evidence: Reducing
biased evaluation by affirming the self. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 26,
11511164, .

Cooper, J. (2007). Cognitive dissonance: 50 years of a classic theory. London: Sage.

Cooper, I, & Fazio, R. H. (1984). A new look at dissonance theory. In L. Berkowitz (Ed.),
Advances in Experimental social Psychology (Vol. 17). New York: Academic Press.

Crano, W. D, & Chen, X. (1998). The leniency contract and persistence of majority and
minority influence. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 6, 1437-1450.

Cunningham, W. A., Packer, D. J., Kesek, A., & Van Bavel, J. J. (2009). Implicit measure-
ment of attitudes: A physiological approach. In R. E. Petty, R. H. Fazio, & P. Brifiol
(Eds.), Attitudes: Insights from the new implicit measures (pp. 485-512). New York:
Psychology Press.

Dasgupta, N., & Greenwald, A. G. (2001). On the malleability of automatic attitudes:
Combating automatic prejudice with images of admired and disliked individuals.
Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 81, 800-814.

Dasgupta, N., & Rivera, L. M. (2008). When social context matters: The .influence of
long-term contact and short-term exposure to admired outgroup members on
implicit attitudes and behavioral intentions. Social Cognition, 26, 112-123.

DeBono, K. G., & Harnish, R. J. (1988). Source expertise, source attractiveness, and
processing or persuasive information: A functional approach. Journal of Personality
and Social Psychology, 55, 541-546.

Deci, E.'L. (1995). Why we do what we do. New York: Putnam.

De Houwer, J. (2009). Comparing measures of attitudes at the functional and procedural
level: Analysis and implications. In R. E. Petty, R. H. Fazio, & P. Brifiol (Eds.), Attitudes:
Insights from the new implicit measures (pp. 361-390). New York: Psychology Press.

De Houwer, J., Thomas, S., & Baeyens, E (2001). Associative learning of likes and dis-
likes: A review of 25 years of research on human evaluative conditioning, Psychological

- Bulletin, 127, 853-869. )

de Liver, %, van der Pligt, ], & Wigboldus, D. (2007). Positive and negative associations

underlying ambivalent attitudes. Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 43, 319-326.

247



BASIC PROCESSES

DeSteno, D., Petty, R. E., Rucker, D. D., Wegener, D. T., & Braverman, J. (2004). Discrete
emotions and persuasion: The role of emotion-induced expectancies. Journal of
Personality and Social Psychology, 86, 43~56.

DeSteno, D., Petty, R. E., Wegener, D. T., & Rucker, D. D. (2000). Beyond valence in the
perception of likelihood: The role of emotion specificity. Journal of Personality and
Social Psychology, 78, 397-416.

Deutsch, R., & Strack, E. (2006). Duality models in social psychology: From dual pro-
cesses to interacting systems. Psychological Inquiry, 17, 166-172.

Devine, . G. (1989). Stereotypes and prejudice: Their automatic and controlled compo-
nents. Journal of Personality-and Social Psychology, 56, 5-18. v

Dijksterhuis, A. (2004). I like myself but I don't-know why: Enhancing implicit
self- esteem by subliminal evaluative condmonmg Journal of Personality and Social
Psychology, 86, 345-355.

Dovidio, J., Kawakami, K., Johnson, C., Johnson, B., & Howard, A. (1997). The nature of
prejudice: Automatic and controlled processes. Journal of Experxmental Social
Psychology, 33, 510-540.

Eagly A. H., & Chaiken, S. (1993). The psychologyofat‘tttudes ‘Fort Worth, TX: Harcourt,
Brace, Jovanovich.

Elms, A. C. (1966). Influence of fantasy ablhty on attitude change through role playing.
Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 4, 36-43.

Fazio, R. H. (1990). Multiple processes by which attitudes guide behavior: The MODE
model as an integrative framework. In M. Zanna (Ed.), Advances in expenmental
social psycholagy (Vol. 23, pp. 75-109). San Diego, CA: Academic Press.

Fazio, R. H. (1995). Attitudes as object-evaluation associations: Determinants, conse-~
quences, and correlates of attitude accessibility. In R. E. Petty & J. A. Krosnick (Eds.),
Attitude strength: Antecedents and consequences (pp- 247-283). Hlllsdale, NIJ:
Erlbaum.

Fazio, R. H., & Olson, M. (2003). Imphcxt measures in social cognition research: Their
meaning and uses. Annual Review of Psychology, 54, 297-327.

Fazio, R. H., Sanbonmatsu, D. M., Powell, M. C.,, & Kardes, E R. (1986). On the
- -automatic activation of attitudes. Journal of Personality and Soaal Psychology, 50,
229-238.

Fazio, R. H., & Williams, C. J. (1986). Attitude accessibility as a moderator of the
attitude-perception and attitude-behavior relations: An investigation of the 1984
presidential election. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 51, 505-514.

Fazio, R. H., & Zanna, M. P. (1978). ‘Attitudinal qualities relating to the strength of
the atutude—behawor relatlonshlp Iournul of Ex}:erzmentul Social Psychology, 14
398-408."

Fazio, R. H., & Zanna, M. P. (1981). Direct experience and attitude-behavior ‘consis-
tency. Advances in Expenmental Social Psycholog, 14, 161-202. :

248

Attitude Change

Fazio, R. H., Zanna, M. P, & Cooper, J. (1977). Dissonance and self-perception: An
integrative view of each theory’s proper domain of application. Journal of Experimental
Social Psychology, 13, 464~479.

Festinger, L. (1954). A theory of social comparison processes. Human Relations, 7,
117-140.

Festinger, L. (1957). A theory of cognitive dissonance. Stanford, CA: Stanford University
Press. :

Festinger, L., & Carlsmith, J. M. (1959). Cognitive consequences of forced compliance.
Journal of Abnormal and Social Psychology, 58, 203-210.

Fishbein, M., & Ajzen, I. (1975). Belief, attitude, intention, and behavior. Reading, MA:
Addison-Wesley.

. Fishbein, M., & Ajzen, L. (1981). Acceptance, yielding and impact: Cogmtwe processes

in persuasion. In R. E. Petty, T. M. Ostrom, and T. C. Brock (Eds.), Cognitive responses
in persuasion (pp. 339-359). Hillsdale, NJ: Exlbaum.

Fleming, M. A, & Petty, R. E. (2000). Identity and persuasion: An elaboration likelihood
approach. In D. ). Terry & M. A. Hogg (Eds.), Attitudes, behavior, and social context:
The role of norms and group membership (pp. 171-199). Mahwah, NJ: Erlbaum.

Forehand, M. R., & Perkins, A. (2005). Implicit assimilation and explicit contrast: A set/
reset model of response to celebrity voiceovers. Journal of Consumer Research, 32,
435-441.

Forgas, ]. P. (1995). Mood and judgment: The Affect Infusion Model (AIM). Psychological
Bulletin, 117, 39-66.

Friedrich, J., Fetherstonhaugh, D., Casey, S., & Gallagher, D. (1996). Argument integra-
tion and attitude change: Suppression effects in the integration of one-sided
arguments that vary in persuasiveness. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 22,

- 179-191.

Gawronski, B., & Bodenhausen, G. V. (2005). Accessibility effects on implicit social cog-
nition: The role of knowledge activation and retrieval experiences. Journal of
Personality and Social Psychology, 89, 672-685.

Gawronski, B., & Bodenhausen, V. (2006). Associative and propositional processes in
evaluation: An integrative review of implicit and explicit attitude change. Psychological

. Bulletin, 132, 692~731.

Glaser, J., & Banaji, M. R. (1999). When fair is foul and foul is fair: Reverse
priming in automatic evaluation. ]ournal of Personality and Social Psychology, 77,
669-687.

Gouaux, C. {(1971). Induced affective states and interpersonal attraction. Journal of

.. Personality and Social Psychology, 29, 37-43.

" Greenwald, A. G. (1968). Cognitive learning, cognitive response to persuasion, and atti-

tude change. In A. Greenwald, T. Brock, & T. Ostrom (Eds.), Psychological founda-
tions of attitudes. New York: Academic Press.

249



BASIC PROCESSES

Greenwald, A. G., & Albert, R. D. (1968). Acceptance and recall of improvised argu-
ments. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 8, 31-34.

Greenwald, A. G., Poehlman, T. A., Uhlmann, E. L., & Banaji, M. R. (2009). Understanding
and using the Implicit Association Test: III. Meta-analysis of predictive validity.
Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 97, 17-41.

Greenwald, A. G., & Ronis, D. L. (1978). Twenty years of cognitive dissonance: Case
study of the evolution of a theory. Psychological Review, 85, 53-57.

Gross, S. R., Holtz, R., & Miller, N. (1995). Attitude certainty. In R. E. Petty &
1. A. Krosnick (Eds.), Attitude strength: Antecedents and consequences (pp. 215-245).
Hillsdale, NJ: Erlbaum.

Grush, J. E. (1976). Attitude formation and mere exposure phenomena: A non-artificial
explanation of empirical findings. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 33,
281-290.

Hiinze, M. (2001). Ambivalence, conflict, and decision making: Attitudes and feelings in

Germany towards NATO’s military intervention in the Kosovo war. European Journal -

of Social Psychology, 31, 693-706.

Harkins, S. G., & Petty, R. E. (1981). The effects of source magnification of cognitive
effort on attitudes: An information processing view. Journal of Personality and Social
Psychology, 40, 401-413. .

Harmon-Jones, E., & Harmon-Jones, C. (2008). Actlon-based model of dissonance:
A review of behavioral, anterior cingulate and prefrontal cortical mechanisms. Social
and Personality Psychology Compass, 2/3, 1518~1538.

Harmon-Jones, E., & Mills, J. S. (Eds.) (1999). Cognitive dissonance: Progress on a
pivotal theory in social psychology. Washington, DC: American Psychological
Association.

Hass, R. G., Katz, L, Rizzo, N., Bailey, J., & Moore, J. (1992). When racial ambivalence
evokes negative affect using a disguised measure of feelings. Personality and Social
Psychology Bulletin, 18, 786~797. .

Haugtvedt, C. P, & Petty, R. E. (1992). Personahty and persuasion: Need for cognition
moderates the persistence and resistance of attitude changes. Journal of Personality
and Social Psychology, 63, 308-319.

Heesacker, M. H., Petty, R. E., & Cacioppo, . T. (1983). Field dependence and attitude
change: Source credibility can alter persuasion by affecting message-relevant think-
ing. Journal of Personality, 51, 653-666.

Heider, F. (1958). The psychology of interpersonal relations. New York: Wiley.

'Higgins, E. T. (1987). Self-discrepancy: A theory relatmg self and. affect. Psychological
Review, 94, 319-340.

Horcajo, J., Petty, R. E., & Briiiol, P. (2009). The @_fects of minority influence on mdtrect
-'automatic evaluations. Unpublished manuscript.

Hovland, C. L, Janis, L. L., & Kelley, H. H. (1953): Communication. and persuasion:
Psychological studies of opinion change. New Haven, CT: Yale University Press.

250

Attitude Change

Howard, D.J. (1990). Rhetorical question effects on message processing and persuasion:
The role of information availability and the elicitation of judgment. Journal of
Expenmental Social Psychology, 26, 217~239.

Huesmann, L. R., Eron, L. D., Klein, R., Brice, P, & Fischer, P. (1983). Mitigating the
imitation of aggressive behaviors by changing children’s attitudes about media vio-
lence. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 44, 899-910.

Jacoby, L. L., Kelley, C. M., Brown, J., & Jasechkao, J. (1989). Becoming famous overnight:
Limits on the ability to avoid unconscious influences of the past. Journal ofPersonalzty
and Social Psychology, 56, 326-338.

Janis, I. L., & King, B. T. (1954). The influence of role-playing on opinion change. Journal
of Abnormal and Social Psychology, 49, 211~218.

Johnson, B.-T., Smith-McLallen, A., Killeya, L. A., & Levin, K. D. (2004). Truth or
consequences: Overcoming resistance to persuasion with positive thinking. In
E.S. Knowles & . A. Linn (Eds.), Resistance and persuasion. Mahwah, NJ: Erlbaum.

Jomas, K., Diehl, M., & Bromer, P. (1997). Effects of attitudinal ambivalence on informa-
tion processing and attitude-intention consistency. Journal of Experimental Social
Psychology, 33, 190-210.

Jones, C. R., Fazio, R. H., & Olson, M. A. (2009). Implicit misattribution as a mechanism
underlying evaluative conditioning. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 96,
933-948.

Kelman, H. C., & Hovland, C. L (1953). “Reinstatement” of the communicator in delayed
measurement of opinion change. Journal of Abnormal and Social Psychology, 48,
327-335.

Kiesler, C.A. (1971). The psychology of commitment: Experiments linking behavior to
beliefs. New York: Academic Press.

Knowles, E. 5., & Linn, J. A. (Eds.) (2004). Resistance and persuasion. Mahwah, NJ: Erlbaum.,

Kruglanski, A. W,, Freund, T., & Bar-Tal, D. (1996). Motivational effects in the mere-
exposure paradigm. European Journal of Social Psychology, 26, 479-499.

Kruglanski, A. W, Raviv, A., Bar-Tal, D, Raviv, A., Sharvit, K, Ellis, S., Bar, R,
Pierro, A., & Mannetti, L. (2005). Says who? Epistemic authority effects in social
judgment. Il M. P. Zanna (Ed.), Advances in experimental social psychology (Vol. 37,
PP- 346-392). San Diego, CA: Academic Press.

Kruglanski, A. W., & Thompson, E. P. (1999). Persuasion by a single route: A view from
the unimodel. Psychological Inquiry, 10, 83-110.

Kruglanski, A.W,, & Webster, D.M., (1996). Motivated closmg of the mind: Seizing and
Freezing. Psychological Review, 103, 263-283.

Kunst-Wilson, W. R., & Zajonc, R. B. (1980). Affective discrimination of stimuli that
cannot be recognized. Science, 207, 557-558.

Leippe, M. R., & Elkin, R. A, (1987). When motives clash: Issue mvolvement and
response involvement as determinants of persuasion. Journal ofPersonalzty and Social
Psychology, 52, 269-278.

251



BASIC PROCESSES

Lepper, M. R., Greene, D., & Nisbett, R. E. (1973). Undermining children’s intrinsic
interest with extrinsic reward: A test of the “over justification” hypothesis. Journal of
Experimental Social Psychology, 28, 129-137.

Mackie, D. M. (1987). Systematic and nonsystematic processing of majority and minority
persuasive communications. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 53, 41-52.
Maddux, W. W, Barden, J., Brewer, M. B., & Petty, R. E. (2005). Saying no to negativity:
The effects of context and motivation to control prejudice on automatic evaluative

responses. Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 41, 19-35.

Maio, G. R., Bell, D. E., & Esses, V. M. (1996). Ambivalence and persuasion: The process-
ing of messages about immigrant groups. Journal of Experimental Social Psychology,
32,513-536.

Martin, D. G., & Levey, A. B. (1978). Evaluative conditioning. Advances in Behavior
Research and Therapy, 1, 57-102.

Martin, L. L. (2000). Moods do not convey information: Moods in context do. In
J. P. Forgas (Ed.), Feeling and thinking: The role of affect in social cognition
(pp- 153-177). Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press. .

McConnell, A. R., Rydell, R. J., Strain, L. M., & Mackie, D. M. (2008). Forming implicit
and explicit attitudes toward individuals: Social group association cues. Journal of
Personality and Social Psychology, 94, 792-807.

McGuire, W. J. (1964). Inducing resistance to persuasion: Some contemporary
approaches. In L. Berkowitz (Ed.), Advances in experimental social psychology (Vol. 1,
pp. 191-229). New York: Academic Press.

McGuire, W. J. (1968). Personality and aftitude change: An mformatwn-processmg
theory. In A. G. Greenwald, T. C. Brock, & T. M. Ostrom (Eds.), Psychological founda-
tions of attitudes (pp. 171-196). New York: Academic Press.

McGuire, W. J. (1981). The probabilogical model of cognitive structure and -attitude
change. In R. E. Petty; T. M. Ostrom, & T. C. Brock (Eds.), Cognitive» responses in
persuasion (pp. 291~307). Hillsdale, NJ: Erlbaum.

McGuire, W. J. (1985). Attitudes and attitude change. In G. Lindzey & E. Aronson (Eds.),
Handbook of social psychology (3rd-ed., Vol. 2, pp. 233~346). New York: Random House.

Miniard, P, Bhatla, S., Lord, K.R.; Dickson, P. R., & Unnava. H. R. (1991). Picture-based
persuasion processes and the moderatmg role of involvement. ]ournal of Consumer
Research, 18, 92~107. :

Monahan, J. L., Murphy, S. T., &Zajonc,R B. (2000). Subliminal mere exposure: Specific,
general, and diffuse effects. Psychological Science, 11, 462-466.

Moore, D. L., Hausknecht, D., & Thamodaran, K. (1986). Time pressure, response
opportunity, and persuasion. Journal of Consumer Research, 13, 85-99.

Moscovici, S., Mucchi-Faina, A., & Maass, A. (1994). Minority: mﬂuence Chlcago, IL:
- Nelson-Hall Publishers.

Mugny, G., & Perez, J. A. (1991). The social psychology of minority mﬂuence Ca.mbndge,
-UK: Cambridge University Press.

252

Attitude Change

Newcomb, T. M. (1968). Interpersonal balance. In R. Abelson et al. (Eds.), Theories of
cognitive consistency: A sourcebook. Chicago: Rand McNally.

Nordgren, L. R, van Harreveld, E, & van der Pligt, J. (2006). Ambivalence, discomfort,
and motivated information processing. Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 42,
252—258.

Olson, M. A., Fazio, R. H. (2001). Implicit attitude formation through classical condi-
tioning. Psychological Science, 12, 413-417.

Osgood, C. E., & Tannenbaum, P. H. (1955). The principle of congruity in the prediction
of attitude change. Psychological Review 62, 42~55.

Petty, R, E. (1997). The evolution of theory and research in social psychology: From
single to multiple effect and process models. In C. McGarty & S. A. Haslam (Eds.),
The message of social psychology: Perspectives on mind in society (pp. 268~2g90). Oxford,
UK: Blackwell Publishers, Ltd. )

Petty, R. E., & Brifiol, P. (2006a). Understanding social judgment: Multiple systems and
processes. Psychological Inquiry, 17, 217-223.

Petty, R. E., & Brifiol, P. (2006b). A meta-cognitive approach to “implicit” and “explicit”
evaluations: Comment on Gawronski and Bodenhausen (2006) Psychological
Bulletin, 132, 740-744.

Petty, R. E., & Brifiol, P (2008). Persuasion: From single to multiple to meta-cognitive
processes; Perspectives on Psychological Science, 3, 137-147.

Petty, R. E.,. & Brifiol, P. (2009). Implicit ambivalence: A meta-cognitive approach. In
R. E. Petty, R. H. Fazio, & P. Brifiol (Eds.), Attitudes: Insights from the new implicit
measures (pp. 119~161). New York: Psychology Press.

Petty, R. E,, & Brifiol, P. (2010). Attitude structure and change: Implications for implicit
measures. In B. Gawronski & B. K. Payne (Eds.), Handbook of implicit social cognition:
Measurement, theory, and applications. New York: Guilford Press.

Petty, R. E., Brifiol, P.,, & DeMarree, K. G. (2007). The meta-cognitive model (MCM) of
attitudes: Implications for attitude measurement, change, and - strength. Social
Cognition, 25, 657-686. :

Petty, R. E., Brifiol, P,, Loersch, C., & McCaslin, M. J. (2009). The need for cognition. In
M. R. Leary & R. H. Hoyle (Eds.), Handbaok of individual dg[ferences in social behav-
-ior (pp. 318-329). New York: Guilford Press.

Petty R. E,, Brifiol, P, & Tormala, Z. L. (2002). Thought confidence as a determinant of
- persuasion: The self-validation hypothesis. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology,
82, 722741,

Petty, R. E., Brifiol, P, Tormala., Z. L & Wegener, D. T. (2007). The role of meta—cogmhon
in social judgment. In E. T. Higgins & A. W. Kruglanski (Eds.), Social psychology:
A handbook of basic principles (2nd-ed., pp. 254~284). New York: Guilford Press.

Petty, R. E., & Cacioppo, J. T. (1979a). Issue-involvement can increase or decrease per-
suasion by enhancing message—relevant cognitive responses. Journal of Personalzly
and Social Psychology; 37, 1915-1926. :

253



BASIC PROCESSES

Petty; R. E., & Cacioppo, J. T. (1979b). Effects of forewarning of persuasive intent on cogni-
tive responses and persuasion. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 5, 173-176.

Petty, R. E., & Cacioppo, J. T. (1981). Attitudes and persuasion: Classics and contempo-
rary approaches. Dubuque, IA: Win C. Brown.

Petty, R. E., & Cacioppo, J. T. (1984a). The effects of involvement on responses to argu-
ment quantity and quality: Central and peripheral routes to persuasion. Journal of
Personality and Social Psychology, 46, 69-81.

Petty, R. E., & Cacioppo, J. T. (1984b). Source: factors and the elaboration likelihood
model of persuasion. Advances in Consumer Research, 11, 668-672.

Petty, R. E., & Cacioppo, J. T. (1986). Communication and persuasion: Central and
peripheral routes to attitude change. New York: Springer-Verlag.

Petty, R. E., & Cacioppo, J. T. (1990). Involvement and persuasion: Tradition versus inte-
gration, Psychological Bulletin, 107, 367-374.

Petty, R. E., Cacioppo, ]. T., & Goldman, R. {1981). Personal involvement as a determi-
nant of argument-based persuasion. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 41,
847-855. -

Petty, R. E., Cacioppo, J. T., & Heesacker, M. (1981). The use of rhetorical questions in
persuasion: A cognitive response analysis. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology,
40, 432—440. :

Petty, R. E., Fazio, R. H., & Brifiol, P, (2009a). The new implicit measures: An overview.
In R. E. Petty, R. H. Fazio, & P. Brifiol (Eds.), Attitudes: Insights from the new implicit
measures (pp. 3—-18). New York: Psychology Press.

Petty, R. E., Fazio, R. H., & Brifiol, P."(Eds.) (2009b). Attitudes: Insights from.the new
implicit measures. New York: Psychology Press.

Petty, R. E., Harkins, S. G., & Williams, K. D. (1980). The effects of group dxffusmn of
cognitive effort on attitudes: An information processmg view. Journal of Personaltty
and Social Psychology, 38, 81-92.

Petty, R. E., Haugtvedt, C., & Smith, S. M. (1995) Elaboration as a determinant of
attitude strength: Creating attitudes that are persistent, resistant, and predictive of
behavior. In R. E. Petty & J. A. Krosnick (Eds.), Attitude strength: Antecedents. and
consequences (pp. 93~130). Mahwah, NJ: Erlbaum.

Petty, R. E, Ostrom, T. M., & Brock, T. C. (1981) Cogmtwe tesponses in persuastan
" Hillsdale, NJ: Erlbaum.

Petty, R. E., Schumann, D. W, Rlchman,S A, &Strathman,A.) (1993) Positive mood
and persuasion: Different roles for affect under high and low elaboration conditions.
- Journal of Personality.and Social Psychology, 64, 5-20.

Petty, R. E., Tormala, Z. L., Brifiol, P, & Jarvis, W. B..G. (2006). Imphclt ambivalence
from attitude change: An exploration of the PAST model. Iournal of. Personallty and
Social Psychology, 90, 21-41.

Petty, R. E., Tormala, Z. L., & Rucker, D D. (2004) Reswtmg persuasion by counterargu-
ing: An attitude strength perspective. In J. T. Jost, M. R. Banaji, & D. A. Prentice

254

Attitude Change

(Eds.), Perspectivism in social psychology: The yin and yang of scientific progress
(pp- 37-51). Washington, DC: American Psychological Association.

Petty, R. E., & Wegener, D. T. (1993). Flexible correction processes in social jildgment:
Correcting for context-induced contrast. Journal of Experimental Social Psychology,
29, 137-165.

Petty, R. E., & Wegener, D. T. (1998). Attitude change: Multiple roles for persuasion
variables. In D. Gilbert, S. Fiske, & G. Lindzey (Eds.), The handbook of social psychol-
ogy (ath ed., Vol. 1, pp. 323-390). New York: McGraw-Hill.

Petty, R. E., Wegener, D..T., & White, P. (1998). Flexible correction processes in social
judgment: Implications for persuasion. Social Cognition, 16, 93-113.

Petty, R. E., Wells, G. L., & Brock, T. C. (1976). Distraction can enhance or reduce yield-
ingto propaganda: Thought disruption versus effort justification. Journal of Personality
and Social Psychology, 34, 874~884.

Priester, J. M., & Petty, R. E. (1995). Source attributions and persuasion: Perceived hon-
esty as a determinant of message scrutiny. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin,
21, 637-654.

Puckett, J. M., Petty, R. E., Cacioppo, J. T., & Fisher, D. L. (1983). The relative impact of
age and attractiveness stereotypes on persuasion. Journal of Gerontology, 38, 340-343.

Raden, D. (1989). Are scores on conventional attitude scales confounded with other
measures of attitude strength? Findings from the General Social Survey. Psychological
Reports, 64, 1247-1252.

Ratneshwar, S., & Chaiken, S. (1991). Comprehension’s role in persuasion: The case of
its moderating effect on the persuasive impact of source cues. Journal of Consumer
Psychology, 18, 52-62.

Rhodes, N., & Wood, W, (1992). Self-esteem and intelligence affect influenciability: The
mediating role of message reception. Psychological Bulletin, 111, 156-171.

Ronis, D. L., Baumgardner, M. H., Leippe, M. R., Cacioppo, ). T., & Greenwald, A. G.
(1977). In search of reliable persuasion effects: I. A computer-controlled procedure
for studding persuasion. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 35, 548-569:

Rosenberg, M. J. (1960). An analysis of affective-cognitive consistency. In C. I, Hovland,
& M. J. Rosenberg (Eds.), Attitude organization and change: An analysis of consistency
among attitude components (pp. 15-64). New Haven, CT: Yale University Press.

Ross, M., McFarland, C., Conway, M., & Zanna, M. P. (1983).. Reciprocal relation
between attitudes and behavior recall: Committing people to newly formed attitudes.
Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 45, 257~263.

Rucker, D. D, Petty, R. E., & Brifiol, P. (2008). What's in a frame anyway? A meta-cognitive
analysis of the impact of one versus two sided message -framing on attitude certainty.
Journal of Consumer Psychology, 18, 137-149.

Rydell, R. J., McConnell, A. R., & Mackie, D. M. (2008). Consequences of discrepant
explicit_and implicit attitudes: Cognitive dissonance and increased information
processing. Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 44, 1526-1532.

255



BASIC PROCESSES

Sassenberg, K., & Wieber, E. (2005). Don't ignore the other half: The impact of ingroup
identification on implicit measures of prejudice. European Journal of Social Psychology,
35,621-632.

Scher, S. J., & Cooper, J. (1989). Motivational basis of dissonance: The singular role
of behavioural consequences. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 56,
899-906.

Schwarz, N. (1998). Accessible content and accessibility experiences: The interplay of
declarative and experiential information in judgment. Personality and Social
Psychology Review, 2, 87~99.

Schwarz, N. (2004). Meta-cognitive experiences in consumer judgment and decijsion
making. Journal of Consumer Psychology, 14, 332-348.

Schwarz, N., Bless, H., & Bohner, G. (1991). Mood and persuasion: Affective status
influence the processing of persuasive communications. In M. Zanna (Ed.), Advances
in experimental social psychology (Vol. 24, pp. 161~197). San Diego, CA: Academic
Press.

Schwarz, N., Bless, H., Strack, E, Klumpp, G., Rittenauer-Schatka, H., & Simons, A.
(1991). Ease of retrieval as information: Another look at the availability heuristic.
Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 61, 195-202.

See, Y. H. M., Petty, R. E., & Evans, L. M. (2009). The impact of perceived message com-
plexity and need for cognition on information processing and attitudes. Journal of
Research in Personality, 43, 880-889..

Shah, A. K., & Oppenheimer, D. M. (2008). Heuristics made easy: An effort reduction
framework. Psychological Bulletin, 134(2); 207~222.

Sherman, D. K., & Cohen, G. L. (2006). The psychology of self-defense: Self-affirmation
theory. In L. M. P. Zanna (Ed.), Advances in experimental social psychology (Vol. 38,
Pp. 183-242). San Diego, CA: Academic Press.

Sherman, . J., Cialdini, R. B., Schwartzman, D. E, &Reynolds,K D. (1985) Imagining
can heighten or lower the perceived likelihood of contracting a.disease: The mediat-
ing effect of ease of imagery. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 16,-405-418.

Shimp, T. A., Stuart, W. W,, & Engle, R. W. (1991). A program of classical conditioning
experiments testing variations in the conditioned stimulus and context. Journal of
Consumer Research, 18, 1-12. -

‘Smith, 8. M., & Shaffer, D. R. (1995). Speed of speech and persuasion: Evidence for mul-
tiple effects. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 21, 1051~1060.

Snyder, M., & DeBono, K. G. (1985). Appeals to image and claims about quality:
Understanding the- psychology of advertising.. Journal of Personality and Social
- Psychology, 49, 586-597.

Staats, A. W, & Staats, C. (1958). Attitudes established by class1cal condmomng Journal
of Abnormal and Social Psychology, 67, 159-167.

Staats, A. W,, Staats, A. W,, Crawford, H. L. (1962). First-order condltlonmg Journal of
Abnormal and Social Psychology, 57, 37-40.

256

Attitude Change

Steele, C. M. (1988). The psychology of self-affirmation: Sustaining the integrity of the
self. In L. Berkowitz (Ed.), Advances in experimental social psychology (Vol. 21,
pp. 261-302). New York: Academic Press.

Stone, J., & Coopet, J. (2001). A self-standards model of cognitive dissonance. Journal of
Experimental Social Psychology, 37, 228-243.

Stroebe, W., & Diehl, M. (1988). When social support fails: Supporter characteristics in com-
pliance-induced attitude change. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 14, 136-144.

Stuart, E. W, Shimp, T. A,, & Engle, R. W. (1987). Classical conditioning of consumer
attitudes: Four experiments in an advertising context. Journal of Consumer Research,
14, 334-349.

Swasy, J. L., & Munch, J. M. (1985). Examining the target of receiver elaborations:
Rhetorical question effects on source processing and persuasion. Journal of Consumer
Research, 11, 877-886.

Tesser, A. (1978). Self-generated attitude change. In L. Berkowitz (Ed.), Advances in
experimental social psychology (Vol. 11, pp. 289-338). New York: Academic Press.
Tesser, A. (1988). Toward a self-evaluation maintenance model of social behavior. In
L. Berkowitz (Ed.), Advances in experimental social psychology (Vol. 21, pp. 181-227).

New York: Academic Press.

Tesser, A. (2001). On the plasticity of self-defense. Current Directions in Psychological
Science, 10, 66-69.

Tesser, A., Martin, L., & Mendolia, M. (1995). The impact of thought on attitude extrem-
ity and attitude-behavior consistency. (pp. 73-92). In R. E. Petty & J. A. Krosnick
(Eds.), Attitude strength: Antecedents and consequences. Mahwah, NJ: Erlbaum
Associates.

Tice, D. M. (1992). Self-concept change and self-presentation: The looking glass self is
also a magnifying glass. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 63, 435-451.

Tiedens, L. Z., & Linton, S. (2001). Judgment under emotional certainty and uncer-
tainty: The effects of specific emotions on information processing. Journal of
Personality and Social Psychology, 81, 973-988.

Tormala, Z. L., Brifiol, P, & Petty, R. E. (2007). Multiple roles for source credibility under
high elaboration: It’s all in the timing, Social Cognition, 25, 536~552.

Tormala, Z. L., Falces, C., Brifiol, P, & Petty, R. E. (2007). Ease of retrieval effects in

social judgment: The role of unrequested cognitions. Journal of Personality and Social
Psychology; 93, 143-157.

Tormala, Z.L., & Petty, R.E. (2002). What doesn’t kill me makes me stronger: The effects
of resisting persuasion on attitude certainty. Journal of Personality . and Social
Psychology, 83, 1298-1313..

Tormala, Z. L., Petty, R. E., & Briiiol, P. (2002). Ease of retrieval effects in persuasion:
A self-validation analysis. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin; 28, 1700-1712.
Tversky, A., & Kahneman, D. (1974). Judgment under uncertainty: Heuristics and

biases. Science, 185, 1124-1130.

257



BASIC PROCESSES

van Harreveld, E, van der Pligt, J., & de Liver, Y. N. (2009). The agony of ambivalence
and ways to resolve it: Introducing the MAID model. Personality and Social Psychology
Review, 13, 45—61.

Walster, E., & Festinger, L. (1962). The effectiveness of “overheard” persuasive commu-
nications. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 65, 395~402.

Walther, E. (2002). Guilty by mere association: Evaluative conditioning and the spread-
ing attitude effect. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 82, 919-934-

Watts, W. A. (1967). Relative persistence of opinion change induced by active compared
to passive participation. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 5, 4-15.

Wegener, D. T., & Petty, R. E. (1994). Mood management across affective states: The
hedonic contingency hypothesis. Journal of Personahty and Social Psychology, 66,
1034-1048.

Wegener, D. T, & Petty, R. E. (1995). Flexible correction processes in social judgment:
The role of naive theories in corrections for perceived bias. Journal of Personality and
Social Psychology, 68, 36-51.

Wegener, D. T., & Petty, R. E. (1997). The flexible correction model: The role of naive
theories of bias in bias correction. In M. P. Zanna (Ed.), Advances in experimental
social psychology (Vol. 29, pp. 141-208). Mahwah, NJ: Eribaum.

Wells, G. L., & Petty, R. E. (1980). The effects of overt head movements on persuasion:
Compatibility and incompatibility of résponses. Basic and Applied Social Psychology,
1,219-230. :

Wicklund, R. A. (1974). Freedom and reactance. Hillsdale, NJ: Erlbaum.

Wicklund, R. A., & Gollwitzer, P. M. (1982). Symbolic self-completion. Hillsdale, NJ:
Erlbaum.

Wilson, T, D., & Brekke, N. (1994). Mental contamination and mental correction:
Unwanted influences on judgments and evaluations. Psychological Bulletin, 116,
117-142.

Wittenbrink, B., & Schwarz, N. (Eds.). (2007). Implicit measures of attitudes. New York:
Guilford Press.

Wood, W. (1982). Retrieval of attitude relevant information from memory: Effects on
susceptibility to persuasion and on intrinsic motivation. Journal of Personality and
Social Psychology, 42, 798-810.

Wood, W. W, Kallgren, C. A., & Preisler, R. M. (1985) Access to attitude relevant infor-
mation in memory as a determinant of persuasion: The role of message attributes.
Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 21, 73-85

. Wood, W,, Rhodes, N., & Biek; M. (1995). Working knowledge and attitude strength: An
information processing analysis. In R. E. Petty & J. A. Krosnick (Eds.), Attitude
strength: Antecedents and consequences. Hillsdale, NJ: Erlbaum.

Zajonc, R. B. (1968). Attitudinal effects of mere exposure. Journal of Personality and
Social Psychology, 9, 1-27. -

258

Attitude Change

Zanna, M. P, & Cooper, J. (1974). Dissonance and the pill: An attribution approach to
studying the arousal properties of dissonance. Journal of Personality and Social
Psychology, 29, 703~709.

Ziegler, R., Diehl, M., & Ruther, A. (2002). Multiple source characteristics and persua-

sion: Source inconsistency as a determinant of message scrutiny. Personality and
Social Psychology Bulletin, 28, 496-508.

259



