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Assael 1987). Recently, significant progress has been made

in roducing the level of uncertainty by impreving koth the
descripticn of the involwement concept and by providing nesw
methods of measurement {Laurent & Kapferer 19%4; 19¢5:;
198€). Poten%ially, this new approach to invelwvement ccould
rrovide a peowerful Adiagnestic +t201 ts 3s3ist <in tha
marketecer's understanding of the csnsuner - produzt
r2l3aticnship.

This raper sets out to examine the utilisty oSf twa

involvement concept as 2 mediator in behavicural =research
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and, in tke light of Laursnt & Rapfer

work, identifies future research directiscns.

The ©Notion of Involvement: 1It's Origins Development and

Definition.

The involvement concept was first <iscussed in s3ocial
psychology (Sherif and Cantril 1947) an3 subsequently
introduced intc th2 consumer behaviour £iszld by Zrugman in
his seminal work during 1965. In it's broadest sanse, the
term is wused in the conzumer behaviour fiezld to describe
3

{Heward & <Sheth 1969) and the axtent to which 2an =sbkiact,

)



idea or purchase is tied to the central value system of the
individual (Ostrom & Brock 1968). Since these early works,
the notion has been develecped and researched 1in many
differing fields with the result that definition and
redefinition has tended to form the corner-stone 1in many
instances. This problem of definition has been well
highlighted .in the literature (see Lastovicka and Gardener
(1979); Muncy and Hunt (1984) Assael (1987) ) as, indeed,

has the task of involvement measurement (Zaichkowsky (1985);

Rapferer & Laurent 1924;). Whilst it is not our purpose in
this paper to re-open the definition argument, some
reference to the issues may be useful. Our review of the

literature suggests that a single definition is no longer a
realistic objective {an argument supported by Muncy and
Hunt (1984); £Kapferer & Laurent 1985). 1In £fact, Muncy and
Hunt, identify five definiticns of involvement that have
been used in empirical research and which seem indigenous to
buying behaviour thecry. However, confusion still Aarises
because of the overlap in these definitions and the
difficulty of defining the relevant dimensions of product
involvement and how they interact (Traylor 1981). This 1is
illustrated in figure 1 which shows the implied interacticns
that emerge as a result of Muncy & Hunt's definitions. It is

worth noting that much involvement research uses Ego-



Figure 1. Interaction of Involvement Definitions
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definition, which, it is argued
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Involvement as the basis

underlies (and often grprzcedes) *the other definiticns.

all-embracing ccncerpt {(viz Zaichkewsky 19988) -oull k]

misleading recause of the undoubtad influence which nsn-=2g2
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Kapferar and Laurent challenge not only ¢

involvament but also the dimesasicnality of the construct.
They argue that if involvement is regarded as a
unidimensiocnal construct (Zaichkowsky 198%5), rmarksteer's

will only gain a narrow insight into associated ==-nsumer

behavicur. Instead, they posit the idea of an "Involwvement
Profile"” which is a more helistic description of
involvement recause it is multidimensional. The authors

identify £five antecedent facets cf involvement (shewn in
table 1) derived from both the literature and interviews
with advertising and marketing managers. In most of their
experimental survey work, Rapferer & Laurent ars able to
show discriminant and trait validity for each of the £ivs
antecedent facets and are, thus, abla *to confirm  tha
proposed dimensionality of the involvement construct.
invclvzment profile system has been used by the ressearchers

as the basis for defining classes of involvement 1986)



which, we believe, provide significant opportunities f

future empirical research.

Table 1. The Antecedent Facets of Involvement

1. Interest
Centrality, ego-importance of the product class

2. Pleasure
Hedonic or rewarding value of the product class

3. Sign
Perceived sign value cf the product class

4. Risk Importance
Perceived importance of the negative conseguenc
of a mispurchase

5. Risk Probability
Subjective probability of making a mispurchase

(After Rapferer and Laurent {198

Another factor which may also have a significant impact
the value of involvement theory will be in establishi

the position, or the pivotal point, at which behaviJ

. . . . . \
becomes characteristic of either high or low involvemern

The Hupfer & Gardner study (1971) was able to demonstrs

that almost all consumer non-durables can bz regarded as 1

involvement. However, it has also been implied in ctth
studies that some consumer non-durables exhibkit hi
involvement characteristics. The reason for this appare

discrepancy is most certainly connected with problem



definition and, more specifically, with researchers
coenfusing ego involwvement, commitment and product
importance. The multidimensional view of involvement

proposed by Kapferer and Laurent helps s0lve these precblems
in two ways. Firstly, by removing the need for a high /
low <classification arnd, seccendly, by 1linkin specific
antecedent facets of involvement with specific behavioural

characteriztics.

Involvement as a Mediating Conduit.

The Dependent Variables of Involvement.

The involvement concept is a causal or motivating wariable
which is considered to have a consequential influence upon
ccnsumer purchasing and communication behaviour. There are

four main areas of this causal relationship that have Leen

investigated in detail. These ares the effect of involvement
on the consumer decision making process (and hence the
praedictive ability of attitude models), the 1level of
information search, the size of an evoked szet and brand

loyalty. Logically, the wultimate ainm in developing the
involvement concept must be to provide a diagnostic model
frem which appropriate marketing and advertising strategies

can be determined (see page 1).



In this section of the paper, we review the progress t
has Dbeen made in establishing the wvalidity cf ¢he assu
relationships between involvement and behaviou
characteristics. Hewever, 12 majcr prsoblem that haz come
light during the review rrocess is the phenomena

'circular mis-usage' (£irst highlighted by Xapferer

Laurent). That 1is, the propensity of researchers

H

operaticnally define involvement by it's proposed =ffeo
(the amount of consumers information search is a conm
measure) . Thus, a type of involvement relativity has aris
measure and effect become the same variable, leaving
reliable basis for measugement. Despite this limitation,
believe that much <can be learned €from this invelwvarn
research in delineating new areas for empirical study wh

not only overcome the circular mis-usage problem but wh

can also be validated.

Involvement, Cognitive Structures and Attitude Modelli

The Empirical Foundations.

|
Involvement is widely cited in the marketing literature a

mediator of consumer decisicn making. For instance Eng
Blackwell & Miniard (1986) suggest that involwvement is

pivotal concept that mediates between betwsen 1imi



problem solving (for low involvement) and extended proble
solving ({(in high involve~ent situations). Assael (1987)

invckes the notion of consumer involvement as a key
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discriminator of consumer tshaviour throughout much o0f his
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book. An example of this are his four cla

consumer Dbehavicur based upon levels of involvemant and

trand sensitivity (p. 90). A unique consumer decision
procass is suggestz=d fcr gach cf thesge
fcur classes. In a similar wvein, the precposition of

hierarchical structures for dacision making (based upon an
involvement continuum) have been derived from Ray's work
{1973). The familiar Cognitive - Conative - Affectiva
Structure for low involvement purchasing and the Cognitive -
Affective - Conative structure for high involvement products
are loosely based upon his empirical findings. As a rasult
of this seminal work it is now a widely held view that
attitude formation occurs post-purchase for low involvement
and pre- purchase for high involvement (viz Assael 1987y .
However, Ray's initial work on these structures has now been
questioned by De ruicker (1979) because his original
analysis 1is vulnerable to the criticism about using poclad
information to imply information processing styles of +the
individual. In fact, De Bruicker argues the data can cnly be

considered as tzntative evidence that individuals actually



do process information according to the tzanets of Lcow

involvement theory. Further analysis of Ray's idzas and *he

suggested dissconance-attribution hierarchy has been
undertaken by Lastovicka and Gardener (1978). This piece of

work examines <cognitive structures amongst purchasers of

th

S -
wioy

compact cars; the consumer group being split acceor

rh

their level of involvement with the product. The measure 2

(ih

involvemznt wused here was based on the scaling procedur
developed by Sherif et al (1967): {1965). The work was able
to show a tentative correlation between the inwvoclwexant
index and the level cf decision process ccmplexity but was
unable to demonstrate validity of the cognitive strucktures
proposed in their hypctheses. However, this does nst
necessarily suggest that theoretically-derived decision
making structures are erroneous; Ehrenberg (1928) and East
(1990} both point out the inherent Jdifficultiess in *+ha
verification of behavicur models because of the overlap in

concepts and the paucity of agrecsd methods for mesasursmant.

Moschios and KRorgaonkar (1982) have had more success in
illustrating a relationship between involvement and sost-
purchase product evaluation. Using dissonance theory as a
research framework, they hypothesise that for high

involvement products there 1is 3 positive relationship



between expectations and cerformance evaluations;

conversely, for lew  inwelwvemsnt preoducts
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relaticnship applies. Their work ccnfirms that the lawval of

a.

(=)

invclvement acts as a mcderating variab

Involvement and Reasoned Action Theory

a of

1)

A further area for discussion within %this general ar
decision processing is the exteant to which consumer
involvement affects the predictive ability of the Ex+tended
Fishbein model (darived f£rom the Theory of Reasoned Action).
Compared with other decision models, the Extended Fishbein
Model provides a theoretical structure which is more easy
to test empirically. <Consequently, the model has been the
subject of much empirical research in a number of diffzrent
product areas (see Ajzen & Fishbein {1982); <Sheppard,
Hartwick & Warhaw (1988) ). Since reasoned action theory
assumes attitude formation pre-purchase, it is at vwvariance
with the low involvement hierarchy models. Howevar, many
researchers have applied reasoned action theory ¢tc low
involvement purchases with some lavel c¢f success f(ag. Aizen
& Fishbein 1980; Miniard, Obermiller & Page 1982). In 1
theoratical sense reasonzd acticn theory does not appesar +to
provids an appropriate paradigm for low invclvenmant

purchasing behaviour. However, research to test *this



assumption 1is relatively scarce. One giece of work that

v

attempts to explores the wvalidity of the mcdel in  this

situatizsn i3 the Beatty and Fahkle study (1988). In +this
research, the authors test the relationship betwesn branid

commitment in the scft drinks market with the predictive
ability of both the low involvement hierarchy mcdsl and ths
Extended Fishbein Model. Since the results of the study were

largely incenclusive,the relationship 3till remains unclear.

Considering ¢the 1low involvement nature of *hs product (a
soft drink) it 1is perhaps not surprising that thabitual

purchasing (rather than attitude formation) was found to
characteristise the respondent's behaviour. The rasul*s =ay
have been more illuminating had a nmul+tidimensicnal prcsfils
cf involvement been used (rather than the surrogats of krand

commitment) and the models tested across a number of

L

iff2rent prcduct fields.

Involvement and Brand Loyalty

In considering the relaticnship between brand loyalty 2and

consumer involvement, one again encounters the problem of

-
nlcs

on. The notion that ego involvement leads ¢to

.

e

def
cemmitment and brand loyalty is a belief held by many

researchers (Petty, Cacicppo & Schumann 1983; Assaesl 19387).



Also stemming from this belief is the idea that there is a
direct relationship betwesn 2w involwvemen*t and low Lrand

lty. Whilst ego involvement is usually a rreraguisits =¥
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commitment, we woculd argus *that brand lcyalty, branid
commitment and ego involvement can generally be regardad 23

phenomena. For instance, repeat purchass behaviou
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can exist independently of either ego-involvamaznt =

0

ommitment (as the rasult of habit). Traylor (1921) =b
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hat brand commitment may be an indicator of brand lecyalty
but not vice versa. If one accepts the premise‘that there is
a direct link between commitment and lcoyalty, then
Traylor's work is able to shed scme 1light on the

involvement-loyalty relationship through the surrcgate =f

commitment. The results showed no direct relatisaship
between product involvement and commitment. Traylor
concludes; "that for some individuals precduct inwvolvermant

and brand commitment seem completely unrelatad".

Park Assael and Chaiy (1987) highlight a fur*+her dimension

of the involvement-commitment relationship through their
work on product trialabilty. They ckserved a d2s3ire by the

involved consumer for firsthand experience of the brand

L
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r it imposed. In this work
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bacause 9f the subjective wval
they test whether croduct trial =mediat=d in the

relationship between a high lavel cf zcnsumer inwvolwemant



and the behavioural characteristics of purchase. They were
able to confirm that this was the case. In ddition, they
discovered that the number of favcured brands was highest
when respondents were highly involved with products amenable

-
-

trial. This €finding is at wvariance with thz2 noticn that

Q

Yigh involvement i3 relatad to high unibrand loyalty.

In an extensive study, Kapferer and Laurent {1994} attsmpt

ble 1)

0

to r2late their system of involvement profiles (s32e ¢
to purchasing characteristics. Using survey data gzathered
£rom 800 resgcendents across 2C product fields they found a
rositive relationship between interest in a product and
repeat purchase. However, 3 negative relaticnship was found
to exist between the pleasure-value facet and rzreat
purchase. Other facets o0f their involvement procfile, zuch as

sign, d4id not consistently affect repeat purchase behavicur.
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Although this work gives considerabl
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that there is a relationship between involvement an
loyalty, it should be noted that a self-report apprcach was
adcpted to assess the extent of repeat purchasing. The
authors acknowledge that survey data of this kind is nct +hea
most reliable method of repeat purchase data <olleaction.

Panel data would have provided a more accurates measur:s since

-
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tates a sequential reccrding cf the actual
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purchases made.



Consumer Involvement and Marketing Strategy.

Given the rather confused view of involwvement that amerges

ct

3 perhaps surprising %2 fiad that

(28

m the literature, it
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H
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strategies based on involvenment are widely opresented in
marketing texts. For example, Assael (1997} offars

strategies designed tc bestcw low invelwvement preducts with
high involwvsment status (pp.102 - 107). Since there is nct
vet a wide consensus on how to measure involvement {(or to
test the wvalidity of such a measurz), it 4ces szzer rather
premature to be suggesting strategies based cn thesretical
abstracticns. In recognitisn of this proklem, Rapferer and
Laurent (1985) have used cluster analysis t:c identify *+en
categories (or segments) based on the invelvenment
characteristics ¢f 800 respondents (using their involwement
profile approach). his empirical werk is of cznsidesrable
importance because of the more holistic naturz of the
involvement measure provided by their <consumsr profiless.

However, further work is needed before the propossd ssgments
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btecome valuable for stratsgy development because of th
to extend their research to different ccun*ries and acrzcss a

wider product range.



Conclusion

Involvement has come to be regarded as an irportan*t ccncept
with marketing theorists since it provides a <conceptual

framework *to articulate the consumer-product re2laticaship.
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Yowevar, attempts at empirical verification cf +h
as 3 nmedizteor in the gpurchase decision have bezn
FTour other criticisms can also be levelled at the literature

rea. Firstly, the area of low involvemsnt purchase
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tezhavicur has been largely ignored by researchers because of
the assumed unpredictability of low involwement behaviour
(Assael 1987). Secondly, arguments about definitions seem to
have precduc=d nmutually exclusive rather than complimentary
research. Thirdly, problems in measurement technigues have
reduce the wvalue of nuch of the empirical ressarch 5 a2
rather qualitative level. Finally, given the rather confused
view 0of involvement that emerges frcm the literaturs, we are
cf the belief that marketing strategies based on the level

of consumer involvement may be premature.

There is sufficient gualitative evidence in the literature

to show the existence of links between 3iawvolwverent and

selectad behavioural characteristics (see figure 2).
Ycwever, what 1s now urgsntly required is guantitative

researc! tc pave the way %tcward an integrated involwvement



Figure 2. Involvement and Marketing Strategy
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theory. The way forward now seems clzarer since Fapfersr and
Laurent have provided both an empirical dafini+ieon and a

uantitative measure of invelwveresnt which has been AQderived

q

from =xtensive empirical research. Since the rm=asurament of
brand loyalty has now been firmly established by Ehrznberg
{1928} and multiattribute modelling technigues have
been refined through empirizcal research, it seems an

appropriats Zunction to attempt to corbine these separate

aspects of behavioural research in an integrated study of
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involvement 2and 1its dependent <wariables. In

track both attitudinal and purchasing data, we would propose

using a lcongitudinal research design based upcn a consumer
panel with measurements mads acrocss a nutber of different

.
glds.
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product £
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