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Physical Attractiveness of the

Celebrity Endorser:

A Social Adaptation Perspective

LYNN R. KAHLE
PAMELA M. HOMER*

Three factors were manipulated in an advertisement for disposable razors:
celebrity-source physical attractiveness, celebrity-source likability, and participant
product involvement. Attitudes and purchase intentions changed due to celebrity-
source attractiveness, and the results were interpreted as supporting social
adaptation theory.

P etty, Cacioppo, and Schumann (1983) have pro-
posed a two-process model of response to adver-
tising stimuli, which they refer to as the Elaboration
Likelihood (EL) theory (cf. Petty and Cacioppo 1981).
Under conditions of high involvement, where elabo-
ration is likely, attitude change travels through a
“central route” in which a person exercises “‘diligent
consideration of information that s/he feels is central
to the true merits of a particular attitudinal position”
(p. 135). However, under conditions of low involve-
ment, and therefore low elaboration likelihood, attitude
change travels through a “peripheral route” in which
various simple cues associated with the issue, object,
or context exert optimal influence. Chaiken (1980)
has proposed a similar theory.

Petty et al. tested their theory through a laboratory
study in which they factorially manipulated involve-
ment, celebrity status, and argument quality in sim-
ulated advertisements for “Edge disposable razors.”
The results were interpreted as supporting their theory
that under conditions of high involvement, arguments
but not celebrities influenced attitudes, whereas under
conditions of low involvement, celebrities but not
arguments influenced attitudes. This pattern of results
was taken as evidence supporting the theory because
evaluation of argument quality is a central route
process. Based on unreported preliminary testing they
found ‘‘that for most people, the celebrity status of
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the endorsers was irrelevant to an evaluation of the
true merits of a disposable razor, but that because the
celebrity endorsers were liked more than the average
citizens, they could still serve as a positive peripheral
cue” (p. 138). Thus, the fact that students liked the
celebrities more than they liked the average Califor-
nians in the study was assumed to be irrelevant or
peripheral to the decision to like or buy Edge razors.
On a measure of behavioral intentions the involvement
X arguments interaction emerged, but no effect was
obtained for celebrity status.

SOCIAL ADAPTATION THEORY

Social Adaptation (SA) theory (Kahle 1984; Kahle
and Timmer 1983), a neo-Piagetian account of atti-
tudes, values, and other social cognitions, implies that
the adaptive significance of information will determine
its impact. Information based on salience may be
processed, but its influence may be based on usefulness
for adaptation (cf. Lynch and Srull 1982). If at some
point the perceiver decides that a particular source of
information has ceased to facilitate adaptation, s/he
will proceed to a new source of information.

For readers of a magazine advertisement, this point
may be reached quite quickly (Runyon 1984). With
low-involvement products, for example, many con-
sumers may only glance at an advertisement for a
second or two before moving to the next source of
information, since the advertisement is not advancing
adaptation. If this hypothesis is true, the information
obtained in that second or two will be the only
information to have an impact. Name of the product
and the visual impression of the celebrity may be all
the information conveyed: the arguments in the copy,
whether strong or weak, cannot influence the con-

© JOURNAL OF CONSUMER RESEARCH e Vol. 11 @ March 1985



PHYSICAL ATTRACTIVENESS

sumer. In high-involvement advertisements, on the
other hand, the consumer may spend a considerable
amount or time reading the copy, and the probative
aspects of the verbal copy may exert more influence
than the visual impression. Although some evidence
supports SA theory (e.g., Kahle, Kulka, and Klingel
1980; Kahle and Timmer 1983), this precise line of
reasoning has not yet been verified.

SA theory differs from the EL theory espoused by
Petty, Cacioppo, and Schumann because it implies
that information is processed in fundamentally the
same way for both high and low involvement; however,
information processing ends more quickly for low
involvement products. In EL theory only the positivity
or augmentation of information matters for low in-
volvement attitude change; in SA theory the type and
quality of information is also important.

The matchup hypothesis of celebrity selection (For-
kan 1980; Hawkins, Best, and Coney 1983) fits well
with SA theory. In the matchup hypothesis, the mes-
sage conveyed by the image of the celebrity and the
message about the product ought to converge in
effective advertisements. Examples of well-matched
celebrities and products include Dorothy Hamill for
Short & Sassy, Joe Namath for Brut, and Karl Malden
for American Express. Each of these campaigns has a
good matchup between celebrity image and product
image from the perspective of the target market, and
each has received high effectiveness scores (Hawkins,
Best, and Coney 1983). The matchup hypothesis im-
plies that visual imagery conveys information over
and above the information contained in explicit verbal
arguments (Rossiter and Percy 1980).

The Petty et al. study may have unwittingly matched
celebrity with product. Razors are used to enhance
physical attractiveness; hence, a well-matched adver-
tisement ought to feature someone who is physically
attractive: seeing a razor advertisement with an at-
tractive, clean shaven athlete may have conveyed
information about the quality and benefits of the
product to the viewer. Petty et al. picked “well-liked
golf (male) and tennis (female) celebrities™ (1983, p.
139). It is possible that these young, athletic people
may also have been more physically attractive to
Missouri college students than the ‘“‘average looking
people” who were ‘“middle-aged and characterized as
coming from California” (p. 139). Because Petty et
al. did not assess the physical attractiveness of their
sources to their subjects at that time, we cannot know
how attractive each source was.

One irony of the claim that likability enhances
celebrity effectiveness is that a current campaign for
disposable razors features a celebrity, John McEnroe,
who seems to antagonize people but who seems athletic
and physically attractive. The company whose product
he endorses continues to employ this possibly unlikable
celebrity, although for different (but correlated) reasons
than those advanced here. The company retains him
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because his image implies wealth and concern for
protection of self-interest, two attributes the company
wants consumers to associate with the consumption
of disposable razors. Our assumption here is that this
celebrity gains effectiveness from his physical attrac-
tiveness; his likability is not relevant. Thus, we concur
with Petty et al. that likability is peripheral to dispos-
able razors, but we do not know whether the frequently
observed correlation between likability and physical
attractiveness (e.g., Horai, Naccari, and Fatoullah
1974) complicates the interpretation of the Edge razor
study.

PHYSICAL ATTRACTIVENESS

Physical attractiveness has been an important topic
of research in social science (Bersheid and Walster
1974)—including attitude change research. Most stud-
ies have shown that a physically attractive source
facilitates attitude change (Baker and Gilbert 1977;
Caballero and Price 1984; Chaiken 1979; Horai et al.
1974; Joseph 1982; Kulka and Kessler 1978; Mills
and Aronson 1965; Mills and Harvey 1972; Petty and
Cacioppo 1980). But not all research has found that
physical attractiveness increases attitude change.
Cooper, Darley, and Henderson (1974) conducted a
dissonance study in which deviant-appearing sources
were more effective sources of persuasion about income
tax. Maddox and Rogers (1980) studied impression
formation and attitudes toward sleep in a factorial
study of expertise, presence of arguments, and source
physical attractiveness. Their manipulation of presence
of arguments and expertise (professor of psychology
versus professor of music) influenced attitude ratings,
but physical attractiveness did not.

HYPOTHESES

In the present study we manipulated three fac-
tors—celebrity-source physical attractiveness, ce-
lebrity-source likability, and participant product in-
volvement—and then measured attitude and purchase
intention. At this point we may venture several pre-
dictions based on EL theory:

H1: Likability and involvement should interact
such that likability influences attitudes only
under low involvement.

H2: Attractiveness should interact with involve-
ment. If attractiveness provides central in-
formation it should only influence attitudes
under high involvement. If it is a peripheral
cue, like likability, then it should only influ-
ence attitudes under low involvement (cf.
Petty and Cacioppo 1980).

The prediction of SA theory and the matchup hypoth-
esis is a main effect for attractiveness because it
provides the most product-relevant information here.
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PRELIMINARY STUDY

A group of 43 students enrolled in an undergraduate
course in consumer behavior used a nine-point scale
(9 = high) to rate a list of celebrities on physical
attractiveness, likability, and familiarity. Only names—
no pictures—were utilized for this phase of the re-
search. The overall medians for physical attractiveness,
likability, and familiarity means were, respectively,
4.80, 5.24, and 6.81. Consistent with the possibility
that Petty et al.’s celebrities were both attractive and
likable, all male golfers and female tennis players who
were above the group median on likability were also
above the median on attractiveness. The attractiveness
mean was 6.03 for likable female tennis stars and for
likable male golfers, the attractiveness mean was 6.06.
John McEnroe had a below average likability rating
of 3.74 and an above average attractiveness rating
of 5.64.

For our experimental advertisements we selected
from among celebrities who ranked above the median
in familiarity those who best fit the quadrants defined
by higher versus lower likability and higher versus
lower attractiveness. The attractive and likable celebri-
ties, according to our survey respondents, were Robert
Redford and Jaclyn Smith. The attractive but unlikable
celebrities were Bo Derek and John Travolta. Woody
Allen and Jean Stapleton were the unattractive but
likable celebrities, and the unattractive and unlikable
celebrities were Howard Cosell and Billy Jean King.
Table 1 summarizes how the subjects ranked these
celebrities who were chosen for the experimental ad-
vertisement conditions. These rankings reflect the
views of the students who participated in the survey,
not necessarily the views of the authors, and could
easily vary from one population of respondents to
another.

METHOD
Subjects

A total of 200 men and women, enrolled in under-
graduate sections of consumer behavior, volunteered
to participate in this study. Subjects sat apart from
one another but participated simultaneously in groups
of about 20. All experimental conditions were run
simultaneously. Subjects were assigned randomly to
one of two levels of these conditions: involvement,
attractiveness, and likability of celebrity.

Procedure

The procedure followed that of Petty et al. (1983)
as closely as possible. Subjects read one booklet, which
included the independent variables, and completed a
second booklet, which included the dependent vari-
ables. The first booklet began with a page explaining
that the study was concerned with the evaluation of
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TABLE 1

MEAN FROM PRELIMINARY STUDY FOR LIKABILITY AND
ATTRACTIVENESS OF CELEBRITIES

Attractiveness
Higher Lower
Lik- Attrac- Lik- Attrac-
ability tiveness ability tiveness
Higher likability
male 7.47 7.97 6.44 3.44
female 6.84 8.06 6.60 3.80
Lower likability
male 4.55 5.62 2.97 2.34
female 4.87 7.44 4.91 3.62

magazine advertisements. That page also included the
first part of the involvement manipulation (described
below). The booklet included eleven real magazine
advertisements and one bogus advertisement, which
was the sixth out of the twelve in the booklet. The
instructions told subjects to read through the booklet
at their own pace and to raise their hands when
finished. Afterward, they completed the dependent
variable booklets and were debriefed. Finally, all par-
ticipants received a free disposable razor.

The stimulus materials also duplicated those of
Petty et al. as closely as possible: the same ‘“‘Edge
Disposable Razors” were described with the same
weak arguments. But although the positioning state-
ment (“Get the Edge Difference!””) was identical, the
headline changed, because Petty et al.’s headlines
(“Professional Athletes Agree” and ‘‘Bakersfield, Cal-
ifornia Agrees”) were part of their “peripheral cue”
manipulations, which we manipulated differently. Our
headlines proclaimed, ‘“Celebrities Agree.”

Independent Variables

Attractiveness and Likability. Pictures of the ce-
lebrities picked on the basis of the preliminary study
adorned each advertisement. A male and female,
matched in attractiveness and likability, smiled from
each version, and celebrity names always appeared
beneath celebrity pictures. Pictures did not differ in
how clean-shaven the faces of any models were, and
no legs or bodies were depicted (although one could
argue that, in some instances, the primary attributes
for physical attractiveness existed some distance below
the cerebrum).

Involvement. We manipulated involvement in two
places in the booklet, following Petty et al. First, from
the cover page of the booklet, participants learned
that they would receive a free gift of either a disposable
razor (higher involvement) or toothpaste (lower in-
volvement). (A toothpaste advertisement did appear
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in the booklet.) In addition, the page that introduced
the disposable razor advertisement promised that the
razor would soon be test-marketed either throughout
the West, including the reader’s own town (higher
involvement), or on the East Coast (lower involve-
ment).

Dependent Measures

First, participants were asked to recall the products
and brands that they had seen in the initial booklet.
Then they attempted to recognize the brands they had
seen from among seven brands in each product cate-
gory. After answering questions about a legitimate
advertisement, participants faced a series of questions
about Edge razors. The wording of these questions
about purchase intention, attitudes (3 questions), recall,
and manipulations followed Petty et al. as closely as
possible.

The intention question asked: “How likely is it that
you will purchase an Edge disposable razor the next
time that you need a product of this type?” There
were four reply categories: not buy, might buy, prob-
ably buy, and definitely buy. The attitude question
read: “Rate your overall impression of the Edge prod-
uct on the 3 scales below.” Three semantic differential-
like scales followed, ranging from —4 (bad, unsatisfac-
tory, unfavorable) to +4 (good, satisfactory, favorable).
A constant of 5 was added to each scale before
entering the data into a computer, in order to eliminate
negative numbers. Participants then recalled attributes
of the razors, indicated where test marketing would
occur, described the anticipated free gift, and stated
whether they recognized the celebrities. The manipu-
laton check items sought information on 11-point
scales judging the celebrities on attractiveness and
likability and judging the arguments on persuasiveness
and reason strength.

The final part of the questionnaire was a funnel-
type, post-experimental questionnaire (Page and Kahle
1976) designed to assess awareness of experimental
demand characteristics. No subjects were eliminated
from the analyses because of responses to this ques-
tionnaire, which implies that the design was sufficiently
complex and the cover sufficiently convincing.

RESULTS
Manipulation Checks

Two questions were used to check for effectiveness
of the involvement manipulation. When asked where
Edge razors would be test marketed, 67 percent of the
participants correctly recalled the place in both high
and low involvement conditions. When asked about
a promised gift, 84 percent of the participants in the
high involvement condition remembered that they
would receive a free razor, and 87 percent of the low
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involvement participants recalled a promise of tooth-
paste. (Only 5 percent recalled the opposite of what
they had been promised.) These percentages are rela-
tively comparable to the 78 percent who correctly
recalled the toothpaste promise and the 92.5 per-
cent who correctly recalled the razor promise in Petty
et al.

We also checked the effectiveness of the celebrity
manipulation. Overall, 90 percent of the participants
claimed to recognize the celebrities, and this percentage
did not vary significantly across conditions. This per-
centage varies by only 4 percent from what Petty et
al. report. Table 2 summarizes the significant results
for respondents’ ratings of each dependent variable.
On the attractiveness question, respondents rated the
attractive (M = 4.65) and likable (M = 5.93) celebrities
as more attractive than the unattractive (M = 8.21)
and unlikable (M = 6.91) celebrities on an 11-point
scale, where high scores indicated unattractiveness.
On the likability question, respondents found the
likable celebrities (M = 6.94) and the attractive ce-
lebrities (M = 6.38) more likable than the unliked (M
= 4.54) and unattractive celebrities (A4 = 5.13) on an
11-point scale, where high scores indicated liking. In
the case of both attractiveness and likability, the
strongest effect was for the manipulated variable;
however, the two constructs were not entirely inde-
pendent, since the correlation between the two manip-
ulation check items was —0.44 (with one of the two
items worded negatively), which differs from 0, p
< 0.05.

Attitudes and Purchase Intentions

We summed the three attitude questions and ob-
tained an index with a coefficient alpha of 0.96. The
ANOVA, summarized in Table 2, showed only one
significant difference on this crucial measure: a main
effect for attractiveness. Participants who saw an en-
dorsement by an attractive celebrity liked the Edge
product more (M = 14.02) than participants who saw
an unattractive source (M = 12.16). The likability
difference was not significant (M = 13.02 vs. 13.12),
but the sex X involvement interaction revealed that
in low-involvement conditions the difference between
men (M = 11.81) and women (M = 14.47) was mar-
ginally greater than the male (M = 13.54)—female
(M = 12.68) difference among high-involvement con-
ditions.

The item assessing behavioral intentions revealed a
main effect for attractiveness and a weaker but signif-
icant effect for likability. Participants were more likely
to intend to purchase after exposure to an attractive
(M = 1.68) than an unattractive (M = 1.38) celebrity.
Contrary to balance theory’s prediction, people were
less likely to intend to purchase an Edge after exposure
to a likable (M = 1.41) than an unlikable (M = 1.64)
celebrity. A marginal sex difference implied that
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TABLE 2
SIGNIFICANT RESULTS FROM ANOVA ANALYSES

Rated variable F Value df Significance
Results of manipulation checks
Attractiveness
Attractiveness 10161 1,196 p < 0.001
Likability 8.03 1,196 p <0.05
Likability
Attractiveness 1298 1,197 p<0.05
Likability 46.97 1,197 p < 0.001
Strength of reasons
Likability 801 1,197 p < 0.01
Sex X Involvement 6.08 1,197 p <0.05
Results of attitudes and intentions
Attitudes
Attractiveness 521 1,196 p < 0.025
Sex X Involvement 349 1,196 p <0.07
Behavioral intentions
Attractiveness 846 1,196 p < 0.005
Likability 514 1,196 p<0.05
Sex X Involvement 3.00 1,196 p <0.10
Results of memory tests
Brand recall for razor
Attractiveness 849 1,199 p <0.01
Brand recall for toothpaste
, Attractiveness 634 1,199 p <0.05
Product recall for razor
Likability 585 1,199 p<0.05
Involvement 3.38 1,199 p <0.07
Product recall for toothpaste
Involvement 9.33 1,199 p < 0.005
Sex X Attractiveness 554 1,199 p<0.05
Attractiveness X Involvement 508 1,199 p <0.05
Total number of brands recalled
Sex 6.10 1,199 p < 0.05
Total number of products recalled
Sex 449 1199 p<0.05
Recognition of razor brand
Likability 723 1,198 p < 0.01
Involvement X Attractiveness 3.54 1,198 p < 0.07
Sex X Attractiveness 386 1,198 p = 0.05
Recognition of toothpaste brand
Likability 493 1,198 p <0.05
Recognition of all brands
Sex 6.16 1,198 p < 0.05
Recall of razor arguments
Attractiveness 6.14 1,196 p < 0.05
Likability 454 1,196 p<0.05
Sex X Likability 448 1,196 p <0.05
Likability X Sex X Involvement 793 1,196 p < 0.01

women (M = 1.64) were more likely to report that
they intended to buy an Edge than were men (M
= 1.45).

The correlation between intention and attitude was
0.46. Petty et al. separated this correlation between
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high and low involvement groups, arguing that a
significant difference supported their position. In this
study the high involvement correlation was 0.51 and
the low involvement correlation was 0.42. Both differ
from 0, p < 0.001, but the two do not differ signifi-
cantly from one another.

Recall and Recognition

Participants listed all brands and products they had
seen and later identified the brands they had seen.
Following the procedure described by Petty et al. we
analyzed all data with ANOVAs, as summarized in
Table 2.

Brand recall for Edge was higher for participants
exposed to an attractive than an unattractive celebrity,
and recall of the razor product was greater with a
likable than an unlikable celebrity. Highly involved
subjects tended to recall the product more. Attractive
celebrities were associated with greater product recall,
but not at a significant level. On the Edge recognition
measures, people who saw unlikable celebrities per-
formed better. Women recognized Edge more with
attractive sources, and uninvolved people recognized
Edge somewhat less often when it was paired with
unattractive celebrities.

For the toothpaste brand, an unattractive celebrity
in the razor advertisement created less recall than for
the other groups. Product recognition was far better
for low than high-involvement subjects; however, two
interactions were also significant for toothpaste recall.
For males, the unattractive source in the razor adver-
tisement was related to less recall of the toothpaste,
and for low-involvement subjects, recall was less with
an unattractive source. Low involvement here refers
to the razor advertisement, which implies high in-
volvement with the toothpaste advertisement (i.e.,
expectation of a toothpaste gift). Women recognized
the toothpaste brand better with a likable celebrity in
the razor advertisement. For all brands, in all adver-
tisements, women (A = 10.50) recognized more brands
than men (M = 9.92). For the total of all brands
recalled, women (M = 6.98) recalled more than men
(M = 6.17). Women (M = 8.44) also recalled more
products than men (M = 7.79).

Ability to recall arguments from the Edge advertise-
ment varied as a result of several influences. Partici-
pants recalled more with an attractive source (M
= 1.89) than with an unattractive source (M = 1.41).
Male participants recalled more arguments with unlik-
able (M = 1.85) than likable (M = 1.45) sources. More
precisely, under conditions of high involvement, men
recalled more arguments with an unlikable source (M
= 2.48) than with a likable source (M = 1.26), whereas
involved women recalled more arguments with a
likable source (M = 2.27) than with an unlikable
source (M = 1.56).
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DISCUSSION

On the crucial attitude dependent variable, only the
attractiveness difference attained significance at the
0.05 level. This finding fits the matchup hypothesis
and social adaptation predictions because of the
source’s informational value. The same effect for
attractiveness was also observed on the behavioral
intention measure.

This complete replication of the celebrity effect on
attitudes of the Petty et al. study in the attractive
celebrity condition alone implies that the earlier Edge
razor study may have confounded likability and at-
tractiveness. The manipulation of likability may also
have been a manipulation of attractiveness, suggesting
that the informational value of attractiveness may
have traveled through the central rather than the
peripheral route. If one assumes that the pictures were
processed more quickly than the arguments but were
less probative, one need not assume separate processes
or routes to explain the results of the earlier Edge
razor study. The effect of lack of involvement was to
terminate processing more quickly.

Petty and Cacioppo (1980) have also studied physical
attractiveness and involvement, although they manip-
ulated argument strength rather than likability as the
third factor. They, too, found a main effect for attrac-
tiveness and no attractiveness X involvement inter-
action. They had hypothesized that attractiveness was
a peripheral cue for shampoo, the topic of their study,
but they concluded, “‘in retrospect, it may have been
that how the models looked was viewed as a relevant
persuasive argument for some subjects” (p. 78). This
explanation, however, still does not account for the
lack of interaction between attractiveness and involve-
ment. In EL theory one must assume that attractive-
ness is both central information and a peripheral cue
(Cacioppo, Petty, and Stoltenberg 1984) in order to
explain the Petty and Cacioppo (1980) study or the
present study, because high versus low involvement
implies different processing strategies. Furthermore,
one must assume that the impact of attractiveness as
central information in high-involvement conditions
has the same magnitude as the impact of attractiveness
as a peripheral cue in low-involvement conditions.
This assumption must apply to both studies, where
the effectiveness of the attractiveness manipulation
differed. The SA assumption that attractiveness pro-
vides information seems more parsimonious, although
parsimony is not the only relevant criterion here.

Like Petty et al. we found that involvement enhances
recall of product. But while they found that it also
enhances recall of brand, we found that brand recall
is enhanced by source attractiveness. They found no
effects on argument recall, but we found a strong
effect for attractiveness as well as a complex interaction
of likability, involvement, and sex. We know from
these studies, as well as others (e.g., Chaiken 1980),
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that involvement often improves memory, but it is as
yet unclear exactly how this occurs. It likewise appears
that an attractive source enhances memory. This find-
ing contradicts Kelman’s (1961) view that the effect
of attractiveness on attitudes is mediated by identifi-
cation rather than by learning arguments; that is, that
attractiveness influences persuasion because people
identify with attractive sources. Overall, we share
Petty et al.’s skepticism toward memory-based mea-
sures in attitude research. The results across studies
are often complex and seemingly contradictory.

Physical attractiveness of a celebrity may often be
central in attitude-change contexts. In the present
study with weak arguments the message of physical
attractiveness transcends involvement level as a con-
tributor to attitude change. Physical attractiveness
may affect attitude change at several different places
in the attitude-change process. Sometimes an attractive
model may lure readers into an advertisement, in
effect increasing the ad’s involvement by transforming
it into a source of information about that adaptive
topic, sexuality. To the extent that a physically attrac-
tive model exudes sensuality, he or she may also
increase arousal and thus have a catalytic effect on
information processing. Attribution theorists (Dienst-
bier 1978; Valins 1966) have long known that arousal
alters information processing. Likewise, conformity
or identification could foster an attractiveness effect
in attitude-change research.

None of these processes, however, provides a com-
pelling explanation for the results of this study, where
the sensual aspects were downplayed and the attrac-
tiveness manipulation altered recall of arguments
and brand. A more probable explanation invokes the
matchup hypothesis and the SA theory that physical
attractiveness is a source of information. If a stunningly
attractive person claims to use a beauty product, that
product may be assumed to be an element of the
beauty formula. The attractiveness information is
conveyed more quickly than other information, even
if it is not highly probative. In an examination of the
few studies where physical attractiveness failed to
change attitudes, it can be seen that physical attrac-
tiveness was divorced from the topic. Certainly income
tax has little to do with physical attractiveness, and
physical attractiveness probably is not an important
element in a communication about sleep.

One reviewer questioned the use of the term attitude
change rather than formation to describe the present
study and the Petty et al. study. Because presumably
none of the subjects had an initial attitude toward
fictitious Edge razors, this observation is accurate
from a logical perspective. However, respondents will
often answer attitudinal questions about fictions (Kahle
(1984); hence, from an empirical perspective, change
may be an adequate term. We assume that all subjects
have had similar attitudes prior to being randomly
assigned to experimental conditions; this implies that
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the postexperimental differences must reflect differ-
ential changes from something. While ‘“change” from
a nonexistent or neutral attitude may be easier to
obtain than change from a well-established attitude,
the process of change would not differ in a manner
relevant to our study. Therefore, we believe that our
conclusions are valid for attitude change from a “zero
point” (attitude formation) and from a ‘“‘nonzero
point” (attitude change).

For a variety of philosophical reasons, the present
study cannot be viewed as a crucial test of SA vs. EL
theories. Both theories predict an infinite number of
empirical results, and this study only examined one
of them. Both theories probably have more points of
agreement than disagreement. For example, both agree
that information is important for high involvement
decisions. Both theories agree that sources and con-
sequences of influence may differ in higher and lower
involvement. Furthermore, at this point in the history
of knowledge about attitudes, a healthy tolerance of
divergent conceptualizations has merit.

CONCLUSION

This study showed that the involvement effect pre-
viously demonstrated for advertisements of disposable
razors may be quite sensitive to variation. The phe-
nomenon disappeared in this study and was replaced
with an effect for physical attractiveness. These results
more closely approximate the hypotheses of social
adaptation theory and the matchup hypothesis. The
results also jibe with Aristotle’s observation: “Beauty
is a greater recommendation than any letter of intro-
duction.”

[Received August 1984. Revised November 1984.]
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