Measuring the Involvement Construct*

JUDITH LYNNE ZAICHKOWSKY **

A bipolar adjective scale, the Personal Involvement Inventory (Pil), was developed
to capture the concept of involvement for products. The scale successfully met
standards for internal reliability, reliability over time, content validity, criterion-related
validity, and construct validity. Tests of construct validity demonstrated that the
scores were positively related to perceived differences among brands, brand pref-
erences, interest in gathering information about the product category, and comparison
of product attributes among brands.

esearchers of consumer behavior have historically

developed a number of complex theories in the
attempt to explain and predict the behavior of the con-
sumer (e.g., Bettman 1979; Engel, Kollat, and Blackwell
1978; Howard and Sheth 1969). These theories propose
that consumers actively search for and use information
to make ix:?prmed choices. This implies that the con-
sumer is an intelligent, rational, thinking, and problem-
solving organism, who stores and evaluates sensory in-
puts to make a reasoned decision (Markin and Naray-
ana 1975).

However, a great deal of consumer behavior does not
involve exténsive search for information or a compre-
hensive evdluation of the choice alternatives, even for
the purchase of major items (Olshavsky and Granbois
1979). The! average consumer makes dozens of mun-
dane decisions each day, few of which may be of im-
portance. For such decisions, it may be inappropriate
to assume an active information processor (Kassarjian
1978, 1981). This idea has led theorists to view con-
sumer behavior in terms of a two-fold dichotomy: low
involvement consumer behavior and high involvement
consumer behavior (Engel and Blackwell 1982).

THE PROBLEM

Although researchers agree that the study of low ver-
sus high involvement states is interesting and important,
there is currently little agreement about how to best
define, and hence measure, the construct of involve-
ment (Cohen 1983). The reasons for the diverse defi-
nitions and measures of involvement are perhaps due
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to the different applications of the term “involvement.”
The literature suggests that a person can be involved
with advertisements (Krugman 1962, 1965, 1967,
1977), with products (Howard and Sheth 1969; Hupfer
and Gardner 1971), or with purchase decisions (Clarke
and Belk 1978). Involvement with these different objects
leads to different responses. For example, involvement
with ads leads one to give more counterarguments to
the ad (Wright 1974). Involvement with products has
been hypothesized to lead to greater perception of at-
tribute differences, perception of greater product im-
portance, and greater commitment to brand choice
(Howard and Sheth 1969). Involvement with purchases
leads one to search for more information and spend
more time searching for the right selection (Clarke and
Belk 1978). Therefore, each area might have its own
idiosyncratic result of the state of being involved with
the object.

Researchers generally use the resulting behaviors as
indicators of the level of involvement. Previous research
has examined involvement with advertisements via a
five-point scale that measures the degree of attention
to the ad (Wright 1973, 1974). Involvement with prod-
ucts has been measured by several methods: rank-or-
dering products (Sheth and Venkatesen 1968), rating a
series of products on an eight-point concentric scale as
to their importance in the subject’s life (Hupfer and
Gardner 1971), asking how important it is to get a par-
ticular brand (Cohen and Goldberg 1970), or finding
the total times that subjects report “don’t know” for a
series of brands (Ray 1973). On a broader level, in-
volvement has been measured by administering Likert
statements that were thought to tap the underlying con-
cept—e.g., the product means a lot to me, it matters to
me, or the product is important to me (Lastovicka and
Gardner 1978a; Traylor 1981).

These diverse measures pose several problems for re-
searchers. If conflicting results are obtained, we do not
know if the discrepancy is due to different measures or
to different behaviors. Second, many scales are single-
item measures and may not capture the total involve-
ment concept. Finally, single-item measures have low
reliability, and current multiple-item measures have not

© JOURNAL OF CONSUMER RESEARCH ® Vol. 12 @ December 1985

Copvriaht © 2001 All Riaghts Reserved



342

been tested for internal reliability, stability, or validity.
Hence a standardized, general, valid, and multiple-item
measure of involvement should be useful.

BACKGROUND AND CRITERIA
FOR MEASURING INVOLVEMENT

A measure of involvement-—independent of the be-
havior that results from involvement—would allow the
researcher to use the same measure across various re-
search studies. This measure should also be sensitive to
the proposed areas that affect a person’s involvement
level. These areas might be classified into three cate-
gories (Bloch and Richins 1983; Houston and Roths-
child 1978):

1. Personal—inherent interests, values, or needs that
motivate one toward the object

2. Physical—characteristics of the object that cause dif-
ferentiation and increase interest

3. Situational—something that temporarily increases
relevance or interest toward the object

In Houston and Rothschild’s (1978) framework, differ-
ent situations and different people are two factors that
lead to various levels of involvement. Houston and
Rothschild integrate physical characteristics of the
product as part of the situational factor. Coinciding with
Bloch and Richins (1983), the present article separates
the physical from the situational and allows the same
physical object to be subjected to different levels of in-
volvement given different situations.

The evidence for the three factors—physical, per-
sonal, or situational—that influence the consumer’s
level of involvement or response to products, advertis-
ing, and purchase decisions is found in the literature.
For example, Wright (1974) found that variation in the
type of media—print versus audio—influenced the re-
sponse given to the same message (physical). Lastovicka
and Gardner (1978a) demonstrated that the same prod-
uct has different involvement levels across people (per-
sonal), and Clarke and Belk (1978) demonstrated that
different purchase situations for the same products
cause differences in search and evaluation or raise the
level of involvement (situational). Based on this prior
reasoning, a measure of involvement might be devel-
oped that would pick up differences across people, ob-
jects, and situations.

Different types of scales were pretested before select-
1ng a measurement approach that seemed to be gener-
alizable across all product categories. First, a series of
vignettes was developed to represent involvement. The
vignettes were similar to scenarios found in Lastovicka
and Gardner (1978b). Problems arose with developing
enough generalizable scenarios for a reliable scale. Lik-
ert scale items proposed a problem because items that
seemed to be appropriate for frequently purchased
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goods did not seem to apply to durable goods and vice
versa.

The most effective and generalizable type of scale ap-
peared to be a semantic differential type (Osgood, Suci,
and Tannenbaum 1957). The Semantic Differential
consists of a series of bipolar items, each measured on
a seven-point rating scale. It is easy to administer and
score, takes only a few minutes to complete, and is ap-
plicable to a wide array of objects. The descriptors or
phrases easily relate across product categories and can
be appropriate to other domains, such as purchase de-
cisions or advertisements. (However, the main focus of
this article and scale development is involvement with
products.) The steps taken to develop the measure were:

1. Define the construct to be measured.
2. Generate items that pertain to the construct.

3. Judge the content validity of generated items (item
reduction).

4. Determine the internal reliability of items judged to
have content validity (item reduction).

5. Determine the stability of internally reliable items
over time (item reduction).

6. Measure the content validity of the 20 selected items
as a whole.

7. Measure the criterion-related validity, which is the
ability of the scale to discriminate among different
products for the same people and different situations
for the same product and same people.

8. Test the construct validity or theoretical value of the
scale by gathering data and testing whether the scale
discriminates on self-reported behavior.

DEFINING THE CONSTRUCT

This article will adopt the general view of involve-
ment that focuses on personal relevance (Greenwald
and Leavitt 1984; Krugman 1967; Mitchell 1979;
Rothschild 1984). In the advertising domain, involve-
ment is manipulated by making the ad “relevant:” the
receiver is personally affected, and hence motivated, to
respond to the ad (e.g., Petty and Cacciopo 1981). In
product class research, the concern is with the relevance
of the product to the needs and values of the consumer.
In purchase decision research, the concern is that the
decision is relevant, and hence that the consumer will
be motivated to make a careful purchase decision (e.g.,
Clarke and Belk 1978). Although each is a different do-
main of research, in general, high involvement means
personal relevance (Greenwald and Leavitt 1984).

In this study, the definition of involvement used for
the purposes of scale development was:

A person’s perceived relevance of the object based on
inherent needs, values, and interests.

This definition recognized past definitions of involve-
ment (e.g., Engel and Blackwell 1982; Krugman 1967,
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Mitchell 1979). Judging from previous writings, this
definition may be applied to advertisements, products,
or purchase decisions. Early work by Krugman (1962,
1967) in advertising focused on personal connections.
Wright (1974) defined involvement with advertising as
the receiver’s perception of the relevancy of the ad con-
tent to some pending problem. In the area of product
class involvement, Howard and Sheth (1969) used the
terms importance of purchase and involvement inter-
changeably; they defined involvement in terms of a
person’s, needs or values. Hupfer and Gardner (1971)
defined involvement as a general level of interest in or
concern'about an issue without reference to a specific
position, Finally, Houston and Rothschild (1978) re-
ferred toiresponse involvement and defined it as a func-
tion of enduring involvement or a need derived from a
value in the individual’s hierarchy of needs.

ITEM GENERATION AND
CONTENT VALIDITY

A semantic differential scale was to be developed
based on the earlier definition of involvement. Thus, a
list of 168 word pairs was generated to represent this
concept of involvement. Examples of those pairs are
important-unimportant, interested—uninterested, and
exciting-unexciting. The first step was to judge the pro-
posed items for content validity—how well the chosen
items represent the defined concept. Content validity
of the 168 word pairs was tested in two phases: (1) initial
deletion lof poor word pairs, and (2) finer judging of the
more appropriate word pairs.

Three lexpert judges (senior Ph.D. candidates in con-
sumer behavior) were given this study’s definition of
involvement and instructed to rate the 168 word pairs
three times: first, replacing the word “object” in the
definition with “product;” second, replacing the word
““object” with “advertisement;” and third, replacing the
word “object” with “purchase decision.” Each word
pair was'rated on the following scale: (1) clearly rep-
resentative of involvement, (2) somewhat representative
of involvement, and (3) not representative of involve-
ment. Word pairs that were not rated as representative
of involvement for any advertisement, purchase deci-
sion, or product were dropped. Examples of deleted
word pairs are adequate-inadequate, controversial-
noncontroversial, and naive-sophisticated.

Word pairs that were dropped included traditional
measures of attitudes used in the psychology and mar-
keting literature. Word pairs such as good-bad, pleas-
ant-unpleasant, nice-awful, and like-dislike (e.g.,
Loken 1984; Mitchell and Olson 1981) were judged to
be unrepresentative of involvement. The judges decided
that other word pairs, such as valuable-worthless and
appealin‘f—unappealing would remain, as they seemed
to measure involvement. Items at the low end of the
bipolar scale that represent the low end of involvement
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were generally not negative-—as they would be if mea-
suring attitudes—but rather were “who cares” descrip-
tors, e.g., unimportant, unexciting, doesn’t matter, or
of no concern.

Five new judges then rated the remaining 43 word
pairs using the same procedure. Only 23 items were
consistently rated as representing the involvement con-
struct (80 percent agreement over products, purchase
decisions, and advertisements for each word pair). This
meant that at least 12 of the possible 15 judgments for
each word pair (five judges over three objects) had to
be rated as representative of the involvement construct.
Agreement across judges and within each area for the
23 word pairs was as follows: advertisements, 84 per-
cent; products, 87 percent; and purchase decisions, 77
percent,.

Twenty-three was assumed to be too low a number
of items with which to start data collection (French and
Michael 1966; Nunnally 1978). Thus, seven additional
items were added to the item pool to raise the initial
number to 30 (five of these seven were eventually
dropped). For example, trivial-grand (45 percent
agreement) was changed to trivial-fundamental, and
inspiring-discouraging (55 percent agreement) was
changed to inspiring—uninspiring and returned to the
list. Therefore, a thirty-item scale emerged from the
content validity phase that trained and knowledgeable
judges agreed measured involvement over three do-
mains: products, advertisements, and purchase deci-
sions. However, this study focused on, and further val-
idation procedures were carried out on, involvement
with products.

INTERNAL SCALE RELIABILITY

The next task was to administer the 30 items as a
scale over different product categories to measure the
internal consistency or inter-item correlation. Two
product classes—watches and athletic shoes—were se-
lected because they were thought to be used by the sub-
jects. One hundred and fifty-two undergraduate psy-
chology students completed the scale during class time.
Approximately half of the subjects filled out the scale
pertaining to athletic shoes and the other half filled out
the scale pertaining to watches. The results show that
for both product categories, 26 bipolar items had an
item-to-total score correlation of 0.50 or more, and a
Cronbach alpha level of 0.95.

Six adjective pairs with relatively low item-to-total
correlations were dropped; interestingly, most of these
adjective pairs had been returned earlier to the item
pool. Factor analyses, using varimax rotation with
squared multiple correlations in the diagnonals for fac-
tor extraction, were carried out over both products to
check if the items selected for deletion loaded onto one
particular dimension or were amorphous across factors.
For both watches and athletic shoes, one factor ex-
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plained the major variation in the data, accounting for
70.3 percent and 69.3 percent of the common variance,
respectively (eigenvalues 13.3 and 13.2). Watches had
two more factors, accounting for 11.6 percent and 5.6
percent of the common variance (eigenvalues 2.2 and
1.1), and athletic shoes had three more factors, ac-
counting for 11.7 percent, 5.9 percent, and 5.7 percent
of the common variance (eigenvalues 2.2, 1.2, and 1.1).

The results of the factor analyses showed that the
items selected for deletion did not load together on any
unique factor across either product category. Since the
first factor accounts for approximately 70 percent of
the variance, and none of the remaining items had a
loading of zero or less on that first dimension, the scale
development continued on the assumption of a simple
linear combination of the individual items (Comrey
1973). The assumption is that no individual item is suf-
ficient, and that it is the scale taken as a whole that
tends to measure the involvement construct (Nunnally
1978).

TEST-RETEST RELIABILITY

Test-retest reliability of the remaining 24 items was
examined over two new subject samples and four new
product categories. Sixty-eight psychology students ini-
tially rated calculators and mouthwash. Forty-five MBA
students rated breakfast cereals and red wine. The order
of the products was counterbalanced—half of the sub-
jects in each group rated one product category first, and
the other half rated the other product category first.
The scales were administered during class time and took
about five minutes to complete.

Three weeks later the scales were administered over
the same product categories to the same subjects. Thir-
teen psychology students and 19 MBA subjects were
lost to attrition; thus, 55 psychology students and 26
MBA students were used to measure test-retest reli-
ability. The average Pearson correlation between Time
1 and Time 2 on the 24 items was 0.90. Individual item-
to-item correlations ranged from 0.31 to 0.93. Four ad-
ditional items with average test-retest correlations below
0.60 were deleted. The resulting twenty-item involve-
ment score test-retest correlations for each product were
as follows: calculators, r = 0.88; mouthwash, r = 0.89;
breakfast cereals, r = 0.88; and red wine, r = 0.93. These
product categories were also tested for internal scale
reliability. The Cronbach alpha ranged from 0.95 to
0.97 over the four products.

Therefore, a twenty-item scale emerged from the in-
ternal reliability and stability phases of scale develop-
ment for products. Twenty items allowed an adequate
sampling of the possible items that represent involve-
ment with products and yet was long enough to ensure
a high level of reliability.! On a practical level, the scale

!Although the current analyses do not suggest what the reliability
is for subsets of the scale items, the case may be that a smaller number
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fits neatly on one page and only takes a few moments
to complete. The scale was then counterbalanced so
that ten random items were reverse scored. Since each
bipolar item was rated on a seven-point scale, the total
possible score ranged from a low of 20 to a high of 140.
The scale was named the Personal Involvement Inven-
tory (PII) and is listed in Appendix A.

SECOND CONTENT VALIDITY

A second measure of content validity was obtained
from the open-ended responses of 45 MBA students
over three product categories: 35mm cameras, red wine,
and breakfast cereals. After completing the scales for
each product, subjects answered the following open-
ended question:

Now we would like you to state, in your own words, why
you rated each product category as you did.

Subjects were then divided into three groups—high,
medium, or low—for each product class according to
their scale scores.2 Examples of the open-ended respon-
ses appear in the Exhibit.

Two expert judges (senior Ph.D. candidates in con-
sumer behavior) blind to the scale scores evaluated the
total set of open-ended responses. For each product
category, the judges sorted the comments into three
groups indicative of low involvement, medium in-
volvement, and high involvement with the product cat-
egory, based on how well the responses represented in-
volvement, as defined earlier.

Interjudge reliability on the classification of the re-
sponses was 80 percent agreement for 35mm cameras,
84 percent agreement for red wines, and 80 percent
agreement for breakfast cereals. Classifications on which
the two expert judges did not agree were then given to

of items would be almost as reliable as the 20 items. The problem of
reducing the scale to fewer items lies in deciding which items to select
as subsets, since individual items differed in their reliability across
product categories. A subset of items that may approach the reliability
of the 20 items for one product may not approach the same reliability
for another product. This variation is evident in that the test-retest
total score correlation ranged from 0.88 to 0.93 over products, and
test-retest for the 20 individual items ranged from 0.44 t0 0.93 over
various products. The twenty-item measure should outperform any
subset of the scale; besides, decreasing the number of items would
not really make the scale any easier to administer, but may serve to
decrease the domain of items judged as being representative of in-
volvement and also lower the reliability of the scale. Researchers who
may use this scale are warned not to haphazardly reduce the number
of items.

2The classification of subjects into low, medium, and high scores
was based on an overall distribution developed over 13 product cat-
egories (Table 3) and several hundred subjects. All scores were tab-
ulated on the PII scale range presented in the Figure. Subjects whose
PII scores fell into the bottom 25 percent of the overall distribution
were classified as having low involvement with the product. Subjects
whose PII scores fell into the middle 50 percent of the distribution
were classified as having medium involvement, and subjects whose
PII scores were in the top 25 percent of the distribution were classified
as having high involvement with the product. For development of
this classification scheme see Appendix B.
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EXHIBIT
OPEN-ENDED RESPONSES ON CONTENT VALIDITY

35mm Cameras

1. High involvement for cameras (score greater than 110).

a. Subject 1. Cameras are important, but not essential. They
provide a creative and historical outlet for me.

b. Subject 12. Cameras interest me and are an important hobby
to me.

2. Low invailvement for cameras (scores less than 70).

a. Subject 17. Because | never use 35mm cameras and am not
extrefely interested in them.

b. Subject 37. it's a nice product to have but not a high priority.
| have several but as | recall, none of the purchases was an
“involved’’ purchase.

Red Wine

1. High inv¢|vement for red wine (score greater than 110).

a. Subject 22. Red wine adds a lot to the appropriate meals.
b. Subject 6. | have always wanted to know more about wines
and enjoy it when people | know teach me about them.

2. Low involvement for red wine (score less than 70).

a. Subjéct 20. I'm not interested in wines nor do 1 particularly
appreciate the mystique that surrounds wines, in general.
b. Subject 36. OK for socials and getting drunk.

Breakfast cereals

1. High involvement for breakfast cereals (score greater than 110).

a. Subject 27. | eat cereal, healthy efficient ““wake up America."”
Cereal is good for you.
b. Subject 8. Because they are diet foods.

2. Low involvement for breakfast cereals (score less than 70).

a. Subject 3. | think breakfast cereals are a sham. | only eat
grapénuts. It infuriates me to see breakfast cereals
advertised to be eaten with toast, juice, etc. What's the use,
jaw exercise? | refuse to buy cereal for my child.

b. Subject 31. | eat cereal for convenience; it is easy and fast. |
have no interest in them nor am | fascinated with them.

a third judge to classify. The categories of responses, as
grouped by the scale scores, were compared to the cat-
egories of responses as grouped by the expert judges.
The results are presented in Table 1. These data indicate
a significant relationship between the scale scores and
the open-ended responses from the subjects, thus adding
an additional modicum of support to the validity of the
scale.

CRITERION-RELATED VALIDITY

Criterion-related validity is demonstrated by com-
paring the scores from the developed instrument with
one or more external variables that provide a direct
measure of the characteristic in question (French and
Michael 1966). The external variable selected as a cri-
terion was the simple ordering or classification of prod-
ucts into low or high involvement categories.

Twenty-one products classified in other studies as
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TABLE 1

RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN THE SCALE SCORES AND
THE OPEN-ENDED RESPONSES

Collapsed for
Judges’ ratings Chi-square
Scale
scores Low Medium High (Total) Low Medium High
35 mm Cameras®

Low 7 1 0 (8) 11 13 7
Medium 4 12 7 (23) 0 4 10
High 0 4 10 (14)

(Total) 11) (17) (17)  (45)

Red wine®
Low 12 1 0 (13) 12 1 0
Medium 8 9 8 (25) 8 10 14
High 0 1 6 ()
(Total) (20) (eh))] (14) (45)
Breakfast cereals®
Low 19 3 0 (22) 19 3 0
Medium 9 9 1 (19) 9 1 3
High 0 2 2 @

(Tota)  (28) (14 @ 49

*x2=10.4,0f = 2,p <0.01.

®x2=17.0df =2 p <0.001.

¢x2=11.2,df =2,p <0.01.
NOTE' As more than 20 percent of the expected cell frequencies dropped below 5, either
the low or high row was collapsed mto the medium row to compute the statistic. i

having either high or low involvement (Bowen and
Chaffee 1974; Hupfer and Gardner 1971; Lastovicka
and Gardner 1978a; Traylor 1981) wére presented to a
group of 68 undergraduate psychology students. As in
Hupfer and Gardner (1971), subjects rated each product
on an eight-point scale: extremely unimportant in my
life (1) to extremely important in my life (8).

From these 21 products, four were selected for mea-
surement: bubble bath (mean (X) = 2.35); facial tissue
(X = 5.25); jeans (X = 6.6); and automobiles (X = 7.9).
Bubble bath was previously selected as a low involve-
ment product, and jeans a high involvement product
by Clarke and Belk (1978). Facial tissue was previously
identified as a low involvement product, and automo-
biles as a high involvement product by Lastovicka and
Gardner (1978a).

The twenty-item involvement scale (PII) was admin-
istered for each of the four product categories to a fresh
sample of 47 undergraduate psychology students during
class time. The PII mean scores and standard deviations
for each product were as follows: bubble bath X = 69,
s = 38 (Males X = 55, Females X = 74); facial tissue X
=87, s = 26; jeans X = 99, s = 21; and automobiles X
=122,s=19.

A repeated measures analyses of variance showed an
overall significant difference among the product means
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(F(3, 138) = 39.9, p < 0.001). Furthermore, each mean
was found to be significantly different from each of the
others (p < 0.01). These results are in agreement with
previous studies that have stated that facial tissue and
bubble bath have lower involvement levels than jeans
and automobiles.

CONSTRUCT VALIDITY

Studies of construct validity check the theory under-
lying the test (French and Michael 1966). Three steps
are involved in construct validity. First, from the in-
volvement literature, propositions are made about the
behavior of people with high and low scores. Second,
data is gathered to test if the scale discriminates on be-
havior, and third, an inference is made as to whether
the theory is adequate to explain the data collected.

Theoretical Propositions of Involvement

Various propositions about differences in low and
high involvement behavior were selected after reviewing
theoretical papers by several authors (e.g., Belk 1981;
Bowen and Chaffee 1974; Lastovicka 1979; Lastovicka
and Gardner 1978b; Mitchell 1979; Robertson 1976;
Tyebjee 1979). Generally, there seems to be some
agreement on what constitutes the differences between
having high or low involvement in a product class. Un-
der the low involvement condition, researchers propose:

1. A relative lack of active information seeking about
brands

2. Little comparison among product attributes
3. Perception of similarity among different brands
4. No special preference for a particular brand

Based on these various theoretical propositions, the
following specific statements were developed and then
administered to subjects with the PII over various
product categories:

1. I would be interested in reading information about
how the product is made.

2. I'would be interested in reading the Consumer Reports
article about this product category.

3. 1 have compared product characteristics among
brands of this product.

4. 1 think there are a great deal of differences among
brands of this product.

5. I have a most preferred brand of this product.

These statements were rated on a seven-point scale from
strongly disagree (1) to strongly agree (7).

Method. The PII and the specific questions related
to involvement were administered over three products
to 28 clerical and 29 administrative staff members (7
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males and 50 females) at a major university. Subjects
were personally contacted at work by the researcher and
asked if they would participate. Those who agreed were
given a questionnaire and asked to complete it at their
office desk. The researcher then returned in about an
bour to collect the questionnaires from the subjects.
Seven additional subjects agreed to fill out the ques-
tionnaire but never completed it. The median age range
of the subjects was 35-44 years and the median edu-
cation level was some college. The products selected for
evaluation were instant coffee, laundry detergent, and
color television.? These were chosen to represent a range
of products thought to be used by the subjects.

Subjects were classified into three groups to compare
the responses between subjects who had low involve-
ment with the product category and those who had high
involvement with the product category. This classifi-
cation scheme is the same as that found in the second
content validity section and further explained in Ap-
pendix B. The particular question of interest was: “Did
subjects having low PII scores for the product category
respond to the five statements differently than did those
having high PII scores for the product category?”’
Planned comparisons, by simple t-tests, were carried
out between the low and high PIH scores for each state-
ment and product category. Before comparing the dif-
ferences between the low and high group in their re-
sponses to the statements within each product category,
aone-way MANOVA was computed over the five state-
ments for each product category to determine if the
overall pattern of responses across the five propositions
was significant.

In addition, the Pearson correlations between the
scale score (range = 120) and the responses to the state-
ments (range = 7) were computed. The cell means, cor-
relations, and results of t-tests between the low and high
cells are presented and summarized in Table 2.

Results. The Cronbach alpha, the mean, and the
standard deviation of the PII scores for the three product
categories were as follows:

Cronbach alpha Mean (5)
Instant coffee .97 66 (40)
Color television 99 97 (30)
Laundry detergent 97 103 (23)

These scores provide two unexpected results: first, a rel-
atively high PII score for laundry detergent (103), and
second, a relatively low PI score for color television
(97). These results should be interpreted in the context
of the sample population used in this study: this rela-
tively homogeneous group of middle-aged females may
have viewed laundry detergent as more involving than

3PII scales for the product category of red wine and two purchase
situations for red wine were also included for other purposes.
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TABLE 2

RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN CONSTRUCT VALIDITY STATEMENTS AND LOW, MEDIUM, OR HIGH Pil SCORES:
MEANS, STANDARD DEVIATIONS, AND CORRELATIONS

instant coffee Laundry detergent Coilor television
Construct validity Low Medium  High Low Medium  High Low Medium  High
statement*® 32) (12) {12) r° 4) (28) (25) r 9) (26) (12) r
1. 1 would be interested in 3.28 4.42 425 30° 1.25° 4.04 448 37° 356 4.00 423 .14
reading infdrmation (2.0) 2.3) (2.3) (.5) 1.7) (2.4) 2.1) (1.9) 2.1)
about how the product is
made.
2. | would be interested in 3.00° 4.75 492 47¢ 275! 4.46 500 .33° 456 4.65 536 .27°
reading the Consumer (1.8) 2.3) (2.3) (2.9) (2.0) 2.1) (1.9) {1.9) 2.1)
Reports article about this
product.
3. I have compared product  2.59° 3.42 525 52° 175 4.36 480 .42 3.11° 3.85 459 .23¢
characteristics among (1.8) (2.1) (2.0) (1.5) (1.8) (2.4) 1.9 (1.9) (2.3
brands.
4. | think there are a great 3.94° 467 6.33 .63° 2.25° 4.00 5.20 .42° 411° 4.85 573 .33°
deal of diflerences (1.6) (1.1) (.8) (1.0) (1.7 (2.1) (1.2) 1.5) .7
among brands.
5. | have a most-preferred 2.88° 4.83 6.17 .68° 2.50° 4.68 544  42° 256° 477 555 .50°
brand of this product. (1.9) (1.8) (1.7 (3.0) (1.6) (1.9) (1.4) 1.7) (1.9)

'ﬂ\emrucdvddtymmmmemadmasevm—po‘mscde:(1)stronyydisagreoto(7)strongtyagme.

br=F
*p < 0.01.
9p < 0.05
* Low scores significantly different than high scores p < 0.01.
'Lowseuesdwiﬁmnﬁydiﬂermtﬂmnhmswssp<0.os.

[ » Pii score and response to construct validity question

NOTE: Numbers in parentheses in Table heading are numbers of subjects in each group. Numbers in parentheses in Table body are standard deviations.

color television because it may be their responsibility
to do the family laundry. If this is true, they would
value the product’s benefits and they would be likely
to be interested in the quality of the product because
they need the product to perform their household duties.
Televisions, however, may not fall under their respon-
sibility for maintenance or interest them as much. Elec-
tronics, solid state, or color tuning may not be relevant
to them. And if a television does not affect them per-
sonally, housewives might have relatively low involve-
ment with this product.

The results of the MANOVA for all five statements
were significant for the three products (instant coffee
F(10, 98) = 6.56, p < 0.001; laundry detergent F(10, 100)
= 2.34, p < 0.05; and color television F(10, 100) = 2.00,
p < 0.05). This indicated that there were significant dif-
ferences due to the PII scores on the responses to all five
behavioral statements pertaining to involvement. These
overall significant results allow the interpretation of each
proposition separately.

Search for product information. High involvement
consumers should be more interested in acquiring in-
formation about the product than low involvement
consumers. For example, Engel and Blackwell (1982)
defined  involvement as the activation of extended
problem solving behavior, and Bettman (1979) cited

level of involvement as a mediating variable in infor-
mation search. Thus, high scale scorers should indicate
more interest in product information than low scorers.
Subjects were given two statements pertaining to in-
formation search over the three product categories. The
first statement was “I would be interested in reading
information about how the product is made (instant
coffee and laundry detergent) or works (color televi-
sion).” The second statement was ““I would be interested
in reading the Consumer Reports article about ”

The results of the analyses of the information search
questions are generally in agreement with the theory of
involvement. High scorers tended to be more interested
in information pertaining to the product than low scor-
ers. All correlation coefficients were significantly dif-
ferent from zero, with the exception of the product cat-
egory of televisions. Perhaps the change in the wording
of the question led to the weak results for that product
category. Perhaps interest in how televisions work can
indicate interest in technology or interest in quality of
performance other than interest in the product per se.

Alternative evaluation. One of the characteristics of
high involvement is the evaluation of competing alter-
natives. Since the highly involved consumer searches
for relevant information, the available alternatives are
thought to be consciously compared before a selection
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is made. To tap this dimension, subjects were asked the
extent to which they agreed with the statement “I have
compared product characteristics among brands of
. For all products, the high scorers had signif-
icantly greater agreement with the statement than low
scorers.

Perception of brand differences. The next proposi-
tion tested was that high involvement scorers would
perceive greater differences among brands in the prod-
uct class than low involvement scorers. This proposition
stems from writings of Robertson (1976), who suggests
that high involvement implies that beliefs about product
attributes are strongly held, whereas low involvement
individuals do not hold strong beliefs about product
attributes. Thus, the strength of the belief system to the
attributes emphasizes the perception of differences
among brands on the attributes where beliefs are
strongly held. Subjects were asked to respond to the
statement “I think there are a great deal of differences
among brands of .” High scorers always per-
ceived greater differences (p < 0.01) among brands than
low scorers in the product class.

Brand preferences. People highly involved in a
product class were hypothesized to have a most pre-
ferred brand in the product category. The preference
of a particular brand stems from the perception of dif-
ferences among brands. Since high involvement implies
perceiving greater differences about product attributes,
then the consumer should have a greater preference
based on that product differentiation. Again, over all
three products, high scorers showed a significantly (p
< 0.01) greater agreement with the statement “I have
a most preferred brand of ** than low scorers.

In conclusion, the various measures of construct va-
lidity used the correlation of two paper and pencil tests
on the same subjects as evidence that the proposed scale
does tap the construct of involvement, as applied to
product categories. Although no one result is an excel-
lent test of the scale, each finding adds to the weight of
evidence that the scale is an acceptable measure of in-
volvement, as applied to product categories.

FACTOR ANALYSES OF THE PlI

An investigation of the dimensionality of the twenty-
item scale was carried out for each product category
used in the scale development. The items were factor
analyzed using varimax rotation with squared multiple
correlations in the diagonal for factor extraction. The
general pattern of results showed one main factor and
(usually) one minor or residual factor for every product
category. The major factor accounted for a range of
common variance from 65 percent for jeans to 100 per-
cet for instant coffee. Over all products, all items loaded
positively on the first factor, which indicates that the
asumption of a simple linear combination of the scale
items was not violated.
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SENSITIVITY TO SITUATIONAL
DIFFERENCES

The second content validity, the criterion validity,
and the construct validity sections have demonstrated
that the level of involvement with product categories
varies greatly over individuals. For any product cate-
gory, there seems to be individuals who have low in-
volvement with the product and individuals who have
high involvement with the product. Additionally, the
average level of involvement varies across the different
products. For example, students rated bubble bath 69
on the PII and rated automobiles 122 on the PII. This
demonstrates that different products are perceived dif-
ferently by the same people. The scale is also proposed
to be sensitive to different situations, a third factor that
causes involvement, given the same people and the same
products.

Previous studies by Clarke and Belk (1978) and Belk
(1981) demonstrated that some purchase situations can
be more involving than others. They found that the
purchase of some previously uninvolving products for
gifts can raise the level of involvement in the purchase
decision. To investigate the possibility of rating pur-
chase situations on the scale, the PII was administered
over two purchase situations for wine to 41 members
of the clerical and administrative staff used in the pre-
vious construct validity study.® Each subject rated two
purchase situations: (1) the purchase of a bottle of wine
for everyday consumption, and (2) the purchase of a
bottle of wine for a special dinner party. The scale items
were internally reliable for these purchase decisions.
Cronbach alphas were 0.98 and 0.97 respectively, and
the item-to-total correlations were generally above 0.50.

For this data collection, these situations were coun-
terbalanced across subjects. The mean scale score for
the everyday consumption was 78 (s = 34), and for the
special dinner party was 106 (s = 24). A related mea-
sures t-test was significant at #40) = 5.42, p < 0.001;
therefore, the two purchase situations were rated dif-
ferently on the PII. The analysis for differences between
the two purchase situations was also carried out as a
between-subjects design. Twenty-two subjects first rated
the everyday consumption (X = 76) and 19 subjects
first rated the special dinner party (X = 98). The be-
tween-subjects t-test for the first rating was also signif-
icant at #(39) = 2.34, p < 0.05. These results show that
the PII is sensitive to different situations, if people and
product remain constant. The PII may hold promise as
a measure of involvement with purchase decisions, per-
haps even applicable as a manipulation check for ex-
periments that deal with manipulation of the situation
as manipulation of involvement level (e.g., Park and
Young 1983; Peity and Cacioppo 1979, 1981; Petty,
Cacioppo, and Goldman 1981).

*The other 16 subjects did not receive these scales as part of their
questionnaire.
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MEASURING INVOLVEMENT

SUMMARY

The purpose of the study was to develop a scale to
measure the construct of involvement. Hence, a se-
mantic differential scale was developed to capture the
concept of involvement for products. This Personal In-
volvement Inventory was developed over four data sets
of 268 undergraduate psychology students; two data sets
with 49 MBA students; and two data sets with 57 clerical
and administrative staff members. The scale was dem-
onstrated to have content validity by expert judges at
two phases of the scale development: first, for the se-
lection of items, and second, through classification of
open-ended responses from subjects. The reliability or
stability of the scale over time was checked over two
subject populations for an average test-retest correlation
of 0.90. The criterion-related validity of the scale was
checked by demonstrating agreement with the order of
various products as found in previous studies. The con-
struct validity—the test of the scale to theoretical prop-
ositions-—was then carried out. The scale was admin-
istered to clerical and administrative staff and covered
three different product categories and several statements
of behavior proposed to be representative of involve-
ment. Over all three product categories there was a pos-
itive relationship between the scale scores and the sub-
jects’ responses to the statements of theoretical prop-
ositions pertaining to involvement.

Limitations

Missing from this scale development are tests of con-
vergent and discriminant validity. The tests of conver-
gent validity with another measure of involvement were
not carried out because at the time of this scale devel-
opment no other general involvement measure in the
literature had been tested for reliability and validity.®
Tests of discriminant validity to the concept of expertise
or knowledge structure were carried out and are re-
ported in Zaichkowsky (1985). PII scores were found
to be unfelated to expertise but related to product use.
Further tests of discriminant and convergent validity
need to be carried out with respect to other constructs.
In particular, the relationship of PII scores to attitudes
should be further examined, since several items on the
scale appear to be similar to a measure of attitudes.

Although the usefulness of the PII was demonstrated
for products, the initial aim was to select items so that
the same scale might also be applied to advertisements
or purchase decisions. Some data were collected over
different purchase decisions and showed that the PII
was internally reliable for different purchase situations
for the same product. Additionally, the purchase situ-
ations differed in their involvement scores, as would be
expected; the special dinner party scored higher on the

5There is currently some research translating this scale to French
for possible validation to an independently developed Likert scale.
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PII than the everyday purchase situation. Further, some
preliminary research indicates that the PII is an inter-
nally reliable measure when applied to advertisements.
However, more research needs to be carried out to verify
the stability and construct validity of the PII to adver-
tisements and purchase decisions.

The PII should have several benefits to the study of
consumer behavior. It offers the potential of a valid
instrument to replace the ad hoc and untested ap-
proaches that have previously been used in the field.
Since involvement is proposed to be a variable in the
decision process, the PII offers researchers a quickly
administered tool, generalizable across product cate-
gories, that can be used as a covariate to other research
questions. The ultimate test of the scale is whether or
not the instrument can be used in empirical studies to
test various aspects of involvement. I am conducting
such research, and as others use the instrument and
generalizable norms develop, its true validity will be
determined.

APPENDIX A
Personal Involvement Inventory

The following Personal Involvement Inventory is designed
to measure a person’s involvement with products. To change
the instructions to measure involvement with advertisements
or purchase decisions, the words in the parentheses should
be changed accordingly. To measure involvement with ad-
vertisements, the words *“‘various products they regularly pur-
chase or have purchased in the past” would be changed to
“the advertisements you have just seen (read).” To measure
involvement with purchase decisions, the words ‘“‘various
purchase decisions people make’ would be substituted.

The name of the object to be judged should be inserted at
the top of the scale page. Examples for three applications of
the different contexts of the object are: (1) if the product was
the object, then *“‘red wine”” would be judged; (2) if an ad was
the object, then “the ad for Gallo wine” would be judged;
and (3) if the purchase decision was the object, then the “pur-
chase of a bottle of wine for a special dinner party” would be
judged. The reader is reminded that the construct validity of
the scale has only been supported for products.

Instruction Page
Instructions

The purpose of this study is to measure a person’s involve-
ment or interest in (various products they regularly purchase
or have purchased in the past). To take this measure, we need
you to judge various (products) against a series of descriptive
scales according to how YOU perceive the product you will
be shown. Here is how you are to use these scales:

If you feel that the (product) that appears at the top of the
page is very closely related to one end of the scale, you should
place your check mark as follows:
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If you feel that the (product) is quite closely related to one or
the other end of the scale (but not extremely), you should
place your check mark as follows:

Appealing T X Unappealing

Appealing __:_ :_ :_: :x:__ Unappealing
If you feel that the (product) seems only slightly related (but
not really neutral) to one end of the scale, you should place

your check mark as follows:

Uninterested _ :__: x:_ :_ :_:__ Interested
or
Uninterested _ :__:_ :_ : x:_ :__Interested
Important

1. Be sure that you check every scale for every (product); do
not omit any.
2. Never put more than one check mark on a single scale.

Make each item a separate and independent judgment. Work
at fairly high speed through this questionnaire. Do not worry
or puzzle over individual items. It is your first impressions,
the immediate feelings about the items, that we want. On the
other hand, please do not be careless, because we want your
true impressions.

Any Questions?

Scale Page
(insert name of object to be judged)
important __ :_ :_:_ :_ 1 :__ unimportant*
ofnoconcern __ :_ :_:_ :_1_ :__ of concern to me
irrelevant _ @ _ :_ :_ i :__ relevant
meansalottome _ :_ :_ :_:_ :_ :__ means nothing to me*
useless _ :__:_:_ i _ 1t useful
valuable _ :_ : @ :_ : 1 worthless*
trivial __:_ :_ :_ i . fundamental
beneficial __:__ :_:_: i not beneficial*
matterstome __:_ > :_ doesn’t matter*
uninterested __: _ :_ 1 _ :_ :_ 1 __ interested
significant __ :_ :_ @ 1t insignificant*
vital __:_ o o i it superfluous™
boring _ :_ @ _:_ :_ :_ t__ interesting
unexciting _ :_ :_ 11 exciting
appealing __ :_ :_:_:_:_:__ unappealing*
mundane _ :_ :_ :_ :_:_ :_ fascinating
essential _ :_ @ :_ i :__:_ nonessential*
undesirable _: __: :_:_:_ i desirable
wanted __:_ 1 i i i unwanted*
not needed needed

* Indicates item is reverse scored.

1tems on the left are scored (1) low involvement to (7) high involvement on the right.

Totaling the 20 1tems gives a score from a low of 20 to a high of 140.
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FIGURE
OVERALL DISTRIBUTION OF Pil SCORES"
FREQUENCY

30,

25P

21 80 96 139

Theoretical |Median
m mean High mvolvement
~28% g 90 [RE
Sample mean
{8=32) SCORES

N = 751,
%0 indicates end-pont users 26 at low of 20; 12 at high of 140.
NOTE: Skewness = —0.626.

APPENDIX B

Distribution of Scores Over All Products

To decide where cut off points for low and high in-
volvement were on the scale, an overall distribution
was tabulated and is presented in the Figure. This over-
all distribution is based on data collected from 751 sub-
jects over 13 product categories shown in Table 3.
However, some of the subjects filled out the PII for more
than one product, and thus are counted more than once.
The overall PII mean for these products is 89.55,
whereas the true theoretical mean is 80. This deviation
from the theoretical mean is most likely due to the
product-dependent nature of the distribution. No at-
tempt was made to consciously select products that were
thought a priori to be more or less involving to the sub-
jects. It seems that the scale was developed, perhaps,
over products that were somehow more involving. Ad-
dition of other products, such as nails or canned peas,
that might not be involving to the subjects might push
the mean toward the theoretical mean of 80.

Deleted from the pictured distribution are the two
end points 20 and 140 (these values are computed into
the mean scores). Twenty-six points were deleted at the
low end of 20, and 12 points were deleted from the high
point of 140. These scores indicate that the rater only
used the endpoints of one and seven to rate the product
in question.

The distribution derived from the data was used to
classify scorers into either low, medium, or high in-
volvement when comparison among groups of individ-
uals was of interest. Low scorers were defined as those
scoring in the first quartile of the distribution; they had
scores ranging from 20 to 69. Medium scorers were de-
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TABLE 3
PRODUCTS USED FOR SCALE DISTRIBUTION

Mean PlI
Product score (s) Sample (N)

instant coffee 66 (40) 57°
Bubble bath 69 (38) 45°
Breakfast cereal 69 (29) 43¢
Mouthwash 74 (28) 68°
Red wine 82 (31) 45°¢
Red wine 84 (31) 57°
Facial tissyes 87 (26) 47°
Headache remedy 91 (25) 68°
35mm camera 96 (26) 45°¢
Color TV 97 (30) 570
Jeans 99 1) 47°
Laundry detergent 103 (23) 57*
Calculator 112 (16) 68°
Automobile 122 (19) 47°

* Clerical arid administrative staff.

® Undergraduate psychology students.

©MBA students.
NOTE: Theoretical mean = 80. Actual mean based on above products = 90 (s = 32).

fined as those scoring in the middle 50 percent of the
distribution; they had scores ranging from 70 to 110.
High scorers were defined as those scoring in the top
quartile of the distribution; they had scores ranging from
111 to 140. The distribution was also used for the de-
velopmeént of a two-group classification when neces-
sary—i.¢., those relatively high scores and those rela-
tively low scores. The scale mean (89.55) was used as
the break point for this grouping. By using this overall
distribution as a guide to classification, some compar-
ison is possible between low and high scoring subjects
on the PIL

[Received March 1984. Revised June 1985.]
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