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Undergraduates expressed their attitudes about a product after being exposed to
a magazine ad under conditions of either high or low product involvement. The
ad contained either strong or weak arguments for the product and featured either
prominent sports celebrities or average citizens as endorsers. The manipulation
of argument quality had a greater impact on attitudes under high than low involve-
ment, but the manipulation of product endorser had a greater impact under low
than high involvement. These resuits are consistent with the view that there are
two relatively distinct routes to persuasion.

ver the past three decades, a large number of studies

have examined how consumers’ evaluations of issues,
candidates, and products are affected by media advertise-
ments. Research on the methods by which consumers’ at-
titudes are formed and changed has accelerated at a pace
such that Kassarjian and Kassarjian were led to the conclu-
sion that ‘‘attitudes clearly have become the central focus
of consumer behavior research’’ (1979, p. 3). Not only are
there a large number of empirical studies on consumer at-
titude formation and change, but there are aiso a large num-
ber of different theories of persuasion vying for the attention
of the discipline (see Engel and Blackwell 1982; Kassarjian
1982).

In our recent reviews of the many approaches to attitude
change employed in social and consumer psychology, we
have suggested that—even though the different theories of
persuasion possess different terminologies, postulates, un-
derlying motives, and particular ‘‘effects’’ that they spe-
cialize in explaining-—these theories emphasize one of two
distinct routes to attitude change (Petty and Cacioppo 1981,
1983). One, called the central route, views attitude change
as resulting from a person’s diligent consideration of in-
formation that s/he feels is central to the true merits of a
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particular attitudinal position. The theoretical approaches
following this route emphasize factors such as (1) the cog-
nitive justification of attitude discrepant behavior (Cum-
mings and Venkatesan 1976; Festinger 1957); (2) the com-
prehension, learning, and retention of issue- or product-
relevant information (Bettman 1979; Hovland, Janis, and
Kelly 1953; McGuire 1976); (3) the nature of a person’s
idiosyncratic cognitive responses to external communica-
tions (Cacioppo and Petty 1980a; Greenwald 1968; Petty,
Ostrom, and Brock 1981; Wright 1980); and (4) the manner
in which a person combines and integrates issue- or prod-
uct-relevant beliefs into an overall evaluative reaction
(Ajzen and Fishbein 1980; Lutz and Bettman 1977; Trout-
man and Shanteau 1976). Attitude changes induced via the
central route are postulated to be relatively enduring and
predictive of behavior (Cialdini, Petty, and Cacioppo 1981;
Petty and Cacioppo 1980).

A second group of theoretical approaches to persuasion
emphasizes a more peripheral route to attitude change.
Attitude changes that occur via the peripheral route do not
occur because an individual has personally considered the
pros and cons of the issue, but because the attitude issue
or object is associated with positive or negative cues—or
because the person makes a simple inference about the
merits of the advocated position based on various simple
cues in the persuasion context. For example, rather than
diligently considering the issue-relevant arguments, a per-
son may accept an advocacy simply because it was pre-
sented during a pleasant lunch or because the source is an
expert. Similarly, a person may reject an advocacy simply
because the position presented appears to be too extreme.
These cues (e.g., good food, expert sources, extreme po-
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