1
12

TOPIC 10  MULTIPROCESS THEORIES

A. PETTY AND CACIOPPO'S  ELAB. LIKELIHOOD MODEL (ELM)

[ORIGIN: DIST EFFECTS>>UNDER HIGH DIST WEAK QUAL EFFECT >>COG RESPONDING NOT ALWAYS STRONG]

1. KEY CONSTRUCTS:  MOTIV/ ABILITY/>>>CENTRAL/PERIPHERAL



CENTRAL CUES -WHAT'S A GOOD MESSAGE???



PERIPHERAL CUES-- 



MOTIVATIONAL CAUSES OF CENTRAL PROCESSING [rew-cost considerations = outcome involv; 

immediacy in time-space; implications for impt values =ego involv; counterattit, expertise; jazz]





[ENDURING/ RESISTANT/ EFFECTS BEHAVIOR]

2. PROTOTYPIC ELM STUDY:  PETTY, CACIOPPO & GOLDMAN 81 


MANIP  INVOLVEMENT/QUALITY/ CRED   RE: SENIOR COMPS

3.  ELM AND THE SPEED OF SPEECH RSCH


HISTORY:   MILLER, MARUYAMA,BEABER AND VALLONE 76


APPLE STREETER AND KRAUS 79  ELEC. COMPRESSION


MacLACHLAN   79


MOORE HASKNECHT AND KALAIERARI 1986


STUDY I:   RT STUDY


STUDY II:  COG CONTENT STUDY


STUDY III:   MESS. QUALITY STUDY


SMITH AND  SCHAFFER 91  


PRO ATTIT (UNDERAGE DRINKING OK)  SPEED HURTS


COUNTER ATTIT--SPEED HELPS  



4. RSCH ON THE ELM

REPITITION

NEED COG

TOPIC IMPTC--VESTED INTEREST (ISSUE INVOLVEMENT)

[NOT MUCH ON EGO INVOLV.]

DISTRACTION (OR TIME PRESSURE)

EXPERTISE  - WOOD, KALLGREN & PRIESTLER 85   HIGH ENVIRM. KNOWLEGE BIGGER GOOD/BAD SPLIT   MORE CA AND MORE CA>>>AC LINK   BUT  INVOLV. CONFOUND   BUT SEE JUST BELOW.

DIFFUSION OF RESPONSIBILITY --PETTY HARKINS AND WILLIAMS 1980

[WEAKER GOOD/BAD SPLIT ON AC AND THT LISTING ]

B. CHAIKEN AND EAGLY'S   HEURISTIC/SYSTEMATIC MODEL  (HSM)

1.HURISTICS ARE "RULES OF THUMB" FROM PAST EXPERIENCE.  THESE RULES VARY IN ACCESSIBILITY AND ARE ALMOST AUTOMATIC (BUT CAN BE RESISTED WITH SOME EFFORT).

2.  EG.'S::   LENGTH IS STRENTH;  WHAT IS BEAUTIFUL IS GOOD;  ALL THOSE PEOPLE CAN'T BE WRONG;   FACTS DON'T LIE; lots of facts [and arguments] are better than few facts  LIKEABLE PEOPLE CAN BE TRUSTED;  EXPERTS CAN BE RELIED ON;  CLASSY PEOPLE CAN BE TRUSTED; FUNNY PEOPLE ARE SMART'.  ETC.

3.WE PROCESS ACCORDING TO TWO RULES:   THE LAW OF LEAST EFFORT  AND  THE LAW OF SUFFICIENCY.   WE REQUIRE MORE SUFFICIENT EVIDENCE ON IMPT ISSUES.  THAT'S WHEN (AND WHY) WE GO BEYOND OUR HEURISTICS (IF WE HAVE THE CAPACITY).

4. WHICH HEURISTIC DO WE USE??? ACCESSIBLE

5. CAN USE HSM TO DISCOVER BEST VIEW;  PROTECT OLD VIEW;  PROTECT SE (EG. DISSONANCE).  LAST TWO INVOLVE BIASED PROCESSING.   

6/  RSCH STEMMING FROM THE HSM

6.a.  C  & E SAY ACCESSIBILITY CRUCIAL ::

  TV TENDS TO EMPHASIZE SOURCE.  THEY FIND SOURCE DIFFS {LIKE/DISLIKE} HAVE MORE IMPACT ON TV MESSAGES  C & E  83

S. PALLAK 83   USE VIVID COLOR PHOTOS OF PRETTY MALE SOURCE  TO UP ACCESS.  FADED ZEROX OF SAME DUDE FOR LOW ACCESS .  VIVID PHOTO>WEAKER GOOD/BAD EFFECT THAN FADED ZEROX PHOTO.  PLUS AC MORE RELATED TO SOURCE RATINGS [SOURCE ACCESSIBLE AND NOTICEABLE-PRETTY].  FADED ZEROX OF SAME GUY--BIGGER MESS QUAL. EFFECT AND AC MORE RELATED TO CA'S

ROSKOS-EWALDSON & FAZIO 92   HIGH ACCESS MANIP.= IN “STUDY 1”, Rate JACQUES COUSTEAU on several traits [trustworthy, sincere, honest, AND liking [once]. ALSO RATINGS OF 6 OTHER FILLER FOLKS .      OR LOW ACCESS = JUST RATE JACQUES ON LIKING[ONCE]. [THESE LOW ACCESS FOLKS RATED JANE FONDA MULTIPLE TIMES]. NEXT “STUDY” [RUN IMMED] BIGGER AGMNT WITH JACQUE'S PRO ENVIRNM. [ANTI AEOROSOL] MESSAGE IF HIGH ACCESS. [DEMAND??]

CHAIKEN ET AL 92.  DO YOU BELIEVE IN LENGTH= STRENGTH??  [NATURAL CHRONIC ACCESSIBILTY] . ASK PERSON  "THE MORE REASONS A PERSON HAS FOR SOME POINT OF VIEW, THE MORE LIKELY SHE IS CORRECT"  AGREE???

DAYS LATER HEAR ABOUT SENIOR COMPS  (I HAVE 2 REASONS VS I HAVE TEN REASONS FAVORING COMPS) [REALLY SIX REASONS IN MESSAGE].   CHRONIC AGREERS MORE AC IF SUPPOSEDLY 10.  PARTICULARLY TRUE IF AUD HAS JUST HEARD LENGTH/STRENGTH PROVERBS PRIMING THE HEURISTIC

 (THE MORE THE MERRIER; THE BIGGER THE BOAT- THE FARTHER IT FLOATS;  TWO HEADS ARE BETTER THAN ONE;   VS.  THERE ARE THREE KINDS OF PEOPLE--THOSE WHO CAN COUNT AND THOSE WHO CAN'T;; WHAT DO YOU CALL AN ISU STUDENT WITH HALF A BRAIN----GIFTED; ]

[UPSHOT:  ACCESS  SEEMS TO AFFECT USE OF HEURISTIC]

C.  OTHER HOT RESCH.  PEOPLE USE BOTH  HEURISTIC AND SYSTEMATIC IN COMBO TO UP CONFID. ...   [SYSTEMATIC INFO  USED MORE HEAVILY UNDER HIGH INVOLV UNLESS  IT IS INADEQUATE.]  

CHAIKEN & MAHESWARAN 1992  ANSWER MACHINE STUDY [hi involv-here/soon]

INFO ON NEW ANS. MACHINE= EITHER CLEARLY GOOD OR GOOD ON SOME IMPT TRAITS AND BAD ON OTHERS.    IF CONFLICTED INFO,   ATTIT BASED ON SOURCE OF MESSAGE  [CONSUMER REPORTS  OR KMART PROMO] BUT IF NO CONFLICT, THEN SOURCE EFFECT NIL.

[IF SYSTEMATIC INFO AMBIGUOUS OR QUESTIONABLE, USE HEURISTICS EVEN UNDER HIGH INV  
Can also use systematic with low involvement- [MAH. & CHAIKEN 91- LO INV. BUT UNRELIAB SOURCE INFO {CONTRAD. BY MESSAGE} –MORE PRODUCT RELATED THOUGHTS, GREATER RECALL, LOWER INITIAL CONFID [BELOW DESIRED CONFID] see p 21 table 3.]
WHITE AND CARLSTON  83 JPSP   TWO CHANNEL COCKTAIL PARTY

[RELY ON STEREOTYPE TIL ITS CONTRADICTED]

D.  INVOLV. AND PERSISTENCE  [SOME 5 STUDIES W 1 NCOG]

P,HAUGTVEDT HEESACKER & CACIOPPO 95  SENIOR COMPS [P & KRSNK P107]

          





HERE             THERE

X.  HIGH CRED+5 STRONG  ARGM.  

Y.  LOW CRED+5 WEAK ARGUM

IMMED AC HIGHER IN X AND Y.  BUT 14 DAYS LATER AC HIGHER ONLY FOR X IF HERE.   

E.  CENTRAL PROCESSING AND RESISTING COUNTER PROPAGANDA

[P AND KRSNK 110]  SOME 4 ELM STUDIES SUGGEST SUPPORT PLUS 2  FW.STUDIES  AND 5  MORE ON THINKING OF STRENGTHS AND WEAKNESSES OF YOUR POSITION>LESS AC [P&KR 109]

EG.  HAUGTVEDT AND PETTY 1992-FOOD ADDITIVE/NEED COG STUDY-EXPERT PRESENTS A GOOD MESSAGE ABOUT SAFTY OF COMMON FOOD ADDITIVE--FOLLOWED BY SOMEWHAT WEAKER ATTACK BY ANOTHER EXPERT.    FOCUS ON THE SOURCE ONLY, SHOULD GET SOME CHANGE.  BUT IF FOCUS ON MESSAGE QUALITY SHOULD GET LITTLE CHANGE WITH SECOND MESSAGE.  HIGH NEED COGGERS ARE MORE PERSISTANT.

PETTY,HAUGTVEDT, HEESACKER, AND C.  1995  SIMILAR DATA WHEN INVL MANIPULATED .   SENIOR COMPS HERE SOON FROM EXPERT (OR THERE).   ALL FOLKS PERSUADED SOME.  THEN SECOND WEAKER MESSAGE ANTI COMPS FROM EXPERT.  HIGHLY INVOLVED FOLK STICK WITH PRO COMPS ATTIT.  [CAUSED AND BOLSTERED BY THOUHGT]

[IF AC LIKELY DUE TO CENTRAL-IT IS MORE RESISTANT--EVEN WHEN SECOND MESSAGE IS STRONG-HAUGTVEDT AND WEGENER 94-NUCLEAR PLANTS.]

CENTRAL PROCESSING AND BEHAV.  

FOUR STUDIES ON INTENTION: EG/  P, C AND SCHUMANN 83  HIGH INVOLV.  (RAZOR WILL BE AVAIL HERE SOON) : BIGGER GOOD/BAD SPITS ON INTENTION TO BUY.

Lieppe and Elkin (1987): High involvment coupled with stronger good/bad message split regarding  both ac and more positively worded letters on the topic to the “central administration”. Indeed with low involvement: no good bad split. [no direct correl between attit and behavior reported]

Pieters and VerPlanken (1995) Rps asked how involved they are in an upcoming election and their voting prefernce.

A weak but positve relationship between measured involvement and the a/b link.

However: HIV risk studies [Gerrard, Gibbons and Bushman, 1996, Bengel, Belz-Merk & Farin, 1996, Fisher & Fisher, 1992] show low [high quality] message/b links regarding low risk [but costly] behavior even among those in high risk [vs low risk groups]. Indeed estimates of personal vulnerability were unrelated to A/b links as well.

[note: no bad message used/would good-bad split approach work better?]
To be sure high vuln. Leads to greater AC but not preventive behavior [Kalachman, Carey and johnson, 1996

Also when the behavior in question is less effortful or costly, then ELM predictions re A/B hold [e.g. Pieters and Verplanken, 1995. At issue here is level of self efficacy and actual competence when behavior is difficult, or effortful Fisher and Fisher, 1992]. 

BROWN 74.   HS.KIDS.  HOW MUCH DO YOU THINK ABOUT BREAKING KID LAWS-DRUGS, TRAFFIC, CURFEW, DRINKING, HOOKY ETC.  MORE THOUGHT  = BETTER ATT/BEH CONSIST. VIA SELF REPORT OF BEH [OUCH]

CACIOPPO, PETTY, KAO & RODRIGUIZ 85  HIGH NEED COGGERS SAY THEY VOTE FOR WHO THEY SAID THEY LIKE IN 84 PRES. RACE..     NO RANDOM ASSIGNM. SELF REPORT OF BEH. 

SHAVITT AND BROCK 86  THINK A LOT ABOUT THIS DETERGENT AD  (OR NOT) AND STATE ATTIT..   ONE WEEK LATER "THINKERS" MORE LIKELY TO TAKE THE FREE SAMPLE THEY SAID THAT THEY LIKED.   

E & C’S CLAIMS FOR THE HSM

It explains

 WHY we PREFER SYSTEMATIC or heuristic P. [Sufficiency]

Which heuristic used? [access, available and reliable]

It acknowledges:

multiple functions of message processing [impression-defensive-validity

slippery nature of what’s a peripheral cue and when [source]

either/ or central vs periph.

automaticity?? p 343
Attitude Function and message processing
Petty and Duane Wegener, 1998

Prior work and theory suggests that matching messge to function ups AC [snyder-debono 89]. But Why?? Biased evaluation of arguments—Lavine and Snyder 1996? Simple “cue based” acceptance [if it’s an image appeal I’ll accept it—ie. using the “function match” as a peripheral cue]—P & W p 229;  Such “matched” messages are more likely to selectively focus on valued arguments—rsb.  P & W suggest—closer attention—greater message elaboration [assuming ability/motivation are high]. IF so more AC only if good message used. 

Design: High/Low Self monitors: Image or Quality focus; Strong/weak message.  
Image or Quality focus in message [about shampoo, coat, toothpaste, shoes]. 

E.G. 
Weak strength- Image focus: “almost half of the test folks thought the shampoo made their hair look better [vs cleaned it well--quality] for a while.

Strong: “more than half of them …..for a long time. 

So Strong/weak X Image/quality X high low self monitoring. 

Study 1: Bigger good bad split when functions matched messages. Largley due to big drop when weak arguments used under high matching. Note a bit of a drop for high quality under high matching too [oops]. Graph figure 1.

Study 2: Replicates study 1 but only when folks are low need coggers [so no ceiling effects]. Here a perfect ELM spreading V pattern.  [hunch—P & W recognized imperfect pattern in study 1 and went fishing to improve it. see figure 2.   

Killeya & [blair] Johnson 1998 
Petty & Wegener 98 focus on matching message to Social adjustive vs Utilitarian motives of rps.
K & J explore how defensive processing might affect systematic processing.  [testing the C & E view that systematic processing can be defensive [protecting one’s initial attitude]. Espec likely with high involvement. 
Strategy: Instruct Rps to restrict their thoughts to positive or negative ones. So you KNOW when they are being defensive [negative].   
This also allows one to examine the impact of cognitive valence on AC using an apriori strategy [vs measuring the cogs post hoc –given problems raised by Miller and Baron 73].

They predict that a biased focus [either pos or neg] should weaken the impact of message quality. If you are neg you reject message even with strong message and visa versa. 
Study 1: Positive/undirected controls X message strength 

49 women-Sycracuse U.

Condom use [read computerized brochure for peer counseling—mark positive [or undirected] thoughts in margins [rated  re valence and put in ratio of positive thts/total. Also Meas of AC and message recall.

Some support: AC   Strong Argum positive = 7.85 



                             Undirected = 7.75 



      Weak argum  positive  =7.89 Ignore weakness




                   Undirected = 6.35

But low assoc betw AC and Cog responses.

 Study 2 manips Involvment X positive/undirected/neg X strength. Note addition of negative set.
Senior Comps

Hard copy booklets in large hall. List thts in margins.
Results: Neg instructions drop impact of weak arguments while pos instructions increase impact of weak message [across involvm]. Recalled thts index related to ac suggesting that all rp’s were systematically processing despite the absence of Good/Bad effects. [lowering possibility that neg instructions acted simply as a demand to assert neg attitudes]. Failure to find interaction with Involvment though raises questions about whether this is TRULY systematic processing. 
Figure 1 here:

Giner-Sorolla & Chaiken 1997
Does defensive processing have a sequential nature? Look first for a heuristic basis to reject message and only  engage in systematic processing if no basis for heuristic rejection can be found [Note: can pick from among heuristics].

Topic =Mandatory Essay exams in advanced courses [some hate it/some love it] : 

Students read about about opinion poll data that either supports/refutes their view. 

Then read 6 handwritten essays about mandatory essay exams [3 pro and 3 anti essays]. Attitude measure taken. Rating of Poll reliability; Tht listing measure

Results:  Regression analysis reveals that congenial heuristics lead to AC mediated by prior attitude and simple fact of whether person does better or worse on essays. However if heuristic is antagonistic; systematic processing takes place [More topic specific thts overall and ac mediated by these thts and rating of poll data reliability]. Plus, poll data rated as less reliable when it disagreed with rp initial attit.

Systematic processing and meta cognition: Is it my thoughts or my thoughts about my thoughts that counts?  
Petty, Tormala & Brinol, 02 [the Self Validation Hypothesis].
Correl between thts and attit are sig but only moderate in strength [r= .50 -.60].  ATTit could be affected by more than just thought content [valence X likelihood]; ie. By confidence we have in such thts.  Expect strong tht-attit link primarily when confid [a moderator variable] is high.
Confid: We might be uncertain about valence, likelihood, source cred, Or our own ability to judge competently [due to expertise, priming, effort expenditure, social corroboration [or contradiction]. 

Assumption: Assessing confidence takes capacity: Expect thts to relate to ATT primarily when Elab Likelihood is high [i.e ability plus motivation] and when confid is high.   

Note Confid attit come fast [Fazio etal.] are hard to change [Krosnick and Abelson, 1992]; predict behavior [fazio & Zanna, 1978]. 
But Petty is talking here about how confid thts produce confid attit .

Study 1: Senior comps message [here soon]. 2 strong 2 weak arguments. Rps told to attend closely [high elab] and list 4 thts re consequences. Rate each thts likelihood, valence [pos/neg or neutral], desireability & their confidence in tht. 
Regression shows that Valence ratio [# Pos minus # Neg thts divided by total (4) ] predicts attit only for those high in confid.  NOTE: NADA for likelihood/desireability ratings. OOPS for F and Adjen.  Also primarily for those with mostly neg thts [a la ratio]. PB &T say low n for those with pos thts [33%] hurts correl.
Study 2:  Repeat study 1 but Rps to write down only pos or only neg thts [to create more equal N with pos/neg reactions] ala Killeya and Johnson, 98. Generate 10 thts. Thts judged for quality here and below. 
Replicate results of study 1 for both those with pos and neg valence ratios. Thts relate to Attit most among highly confid rp’s. PLUS more confid thts>>>more confid attits. 

Note however: Higher qual thts [via judge] not related to confid here and below.
Petty et al

Study 3: Design--Strong/Weak senior comps message X Manip confidence using a “recall task” after hearing message and listing thts: In “second study” remember situations where you lacked [or had lots] confid. Now list confid of thts listed before and provide ATT. 
Use a Measure to divide rps regarding how much they self reported attention and amt of thought [low thinking –high thinking]

Presumed that with strong message>>lots positive thts

                               Weak message>>lots neg thts

Regression reveals that tht valence affects attit only when 
Rps report high levels of elab and when confide is high.

Petty Brinol and Tormala

Study 4. Replicates study 3 using Need Cog X Social Corrob X Strong/Weak

Valence ratio assoc with attit only when rps receive social corrob and report high need cog. In short rp’s need motivation to consider [& or develop] confidence level.  
Collapsing over all studies, Among high elaborators [all rps in study 1 & 2] if confident   r=.66 tht & attit; if not r=. 29.

Is confidence good: not always given that it has very weak relationship to quality or accuracy p 738.

Wanke Bless & Biller 1996 pspb

Yoked control study: German rps generate 3 or 7 arguments pro/con regarding using public transit. Yoked controls rps read each message.

Authors discuss imptc of subjective experience as well as content of thts affect ac.

How might Ease of thought generation affect attit and judgement??

1. Ease = Frequencey heuristic: If its easy there must be a lot around [therefore I should be confident about the reasons I generated.

2. Attribution: If its easy for me to generate pro argruments I must be in favor.
Writers are more affected by the pro [9.2] con [6.9] split if write only 3 arguments vs 7 pro [7.6] con [8.1] ns. {With  reversal}.     

Readers are more affected by pro [9.3]  con [7.6] split when read 7  vs 3  pro [7.4] vs  con [8] ns.
