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An experiment reveals that the relationship between celebrity attitude and attitude
toward brands paired with the celebrity’s voice is moderated by identification of
the celebrity but only when attitude is measured explicitly. Using explicit measures,
celebrity attitude was positively (negatively) related to brand attitude change when
the evaluator could not (could) identify the celebrity. This finding is attributed to
“resetting,” a correction of the perceived influence from irrelevant cues. On implicit
measures, a positive relationship between celebrity and brand attitude was ob-
served regardless of celebrity identification. The disassociation between the explicit
and implicit results suggests that resetting requires explicit evaluation.

dvertisers frequently use cel ebrities as spokespeople

to increase consumer attention, build brand affinity,
and provide credibility in specific consumer segments
(Hovland and Weiss 1951; Kamins 1990). A more subtle
advertising strategy is the inclusion of celebrity voices
in advertising without explicit identification of the ce-
lebrity. Since consumers often fail to recognize the pres-
ence of a celebrity in voice-overs, the voice-overs have
the potential to influence consumer attitude without the
consumer’s conscious awareness, a process of implicit
cognition.

Implicit cognition involves human learning and attitude
formation in the absence of overt processing and, in some
cases, conscious awareness (Alba and Hutchinson 2000;
Bargh and Chartrand 1999; Greenwald and Banaji 1995;
Janiszewski 1988, 1993; Janiszewski and Meyvis 2001,
Shapiro 1999). In the case of consumer response to ce-
lebrity voice-overs, implicit cognition research suggests
that voice-overs may implicitly influence brand response
simply by pairing the celebrity with the brand. This close
pairing may cause the consumer’s attitude toward a ce-
lebrity (the contextual stimulus) to generalize to the brand
paired with the celebrity’s voice (the target stimulus),
provided that a prior attitude toward the celebrity exists
(Forgas 1995). However, following the Set/Reset Model
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of context effects, this positive relationship (assimilation)
may become negative (contrast) if the consumer recog-
nizes the celebrity, considers the celebrity to be an ir-
relevant cue, and therefore partials out the perceived in-
fluence of the celebrity (Martin, Seta, and Crelia 1990;
Meyers-Levy and Sternthal 1993).

The objectives of this project are thusto experimentally
test both whether celebrity voice-overs prompt assimi-
lation and/or contrast effects and whether celebrity rec-
ognition moderates response and also to discern the un-
derlying processes. To assess process, we have utilized
both explicit and implicit measures (the Implicit Asso-
ciation Test). The use of both types of measuresis hel pful
as they are differentially sensitive to attempts to partial
out or adjust evaluation.

CONCEPTUAL DEVELOPMENT

The vast majority of research on celebrity influence
has studied the effects of explicit endorsements. These
endorsements involve public statements of support by the
celebrity and tend to improve brand evaluation to the
extent that the celebrity istrustworthy and credible (Atkin
and Block 1983; Freiden 1984; Kamins 1990). Explicit
endorsements can also influence evaluation when they are
processed heuristically, provided that the celebrity is at-
tractive or appealing (Heath, McCarthy, and Mothers-
baugh 1994). Dual process models of persuasion are able
to explain both the systematic and heuristic effects of
explicit endorsements by arguing that the type of influ-
ence is dependent upon depth of processing (Heuristic-
Systematic Model [HSM], Chaiken 1987; Elaboration
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Likelihood Model [ELM], Petty and Cacioppo 1981). Al-
though these models help explain when consumers will
process explicit endorsements systematically or heuris-
tically, they do not address the potential effects of ce-
lebrity voice-overs that are not consciously processed by
evaluators.

Unlike explicit celebrity endorsements, celebrity voice-
overs do not visually feature the celebrity, nor do they ac-
knowledge the celebrity’s presence. As aresult, consumers
are often unaware that a celebrity provided the voice-over.
In this situation, the voice-over may influence brand attitude
without the consumer’s awareness by prompting affect in-
fusion. Affect infusion occurs when a contextual stimulus
triggers affect that generalizes to other associated stimuli.
The ability of activated affect to “interact and inform cog-
nition and judgments’ has been repeatedly observed within
psychology and generally occurs when individuals are less
motivated or less able to critically evaluate (Forgas 1995;
Martin, Harlow, and Strack 1992; Schwarz and Clore 1983).
For example, exposure to an affect-arousing film can influ-
ence judgments of unrelated stimuli such as political can-
didates or topica issues (Forgas and Moylan 1987). As-
suming an individual associates affect with agiven celebrity,
it is then possible that the activation of that affect could
inform other judgments. However, for this affect infusion
to occur with unidentified celebrity voice-overs, one must
accept that exposure to a celebrity’s voice can activate as-
sociated affect independent of voice recognition. Recent re-
search on implicit cognition suggests that such unconscious
concept activation is fairly common (Bargh 1989; Green-
wald and Bangji 1995).

In general, voice-over-based affect infusion should produce
an assimilation response (a positive relationship between ce-
lebrity attitude and brand attitude), but a contrast response (a
negative relationship between celebrity attitude and brand at-
titude) is also possible under certain processing conditions.
Assimilation/contrast responses are moderated by many fac-
tors, including the extremity of the context, the ambiguity of
the target, the context-target similarity, the strength of the
evaluator’s prior beliefs, the evaluator’ s resource availability,
and epistemologica goals (Aronson and Carlsmith 1962;
Mussweiler 2003). Within consumer domains, contrast effects
between contextua stimuli and target stimuli are more com-
mon when consumers have increased cognitive resources
(Broach, Page, and Wilson 1995; Meyers-Levy and Sterntha
1993; Meyers-Levy and Tybout 1997).

One prominent model of contexts effects, the Set/Reset
Model, argues that increased processing capacity heightens
ability to evaluate the appropriateness of contextual infor-
mation (Martin 1986). Martin argued that when individuals
take impression formation serioudly, they assess not only their
immediate reaction to a stimulus but also thefactorsthat shape
that immediate reaction. If the individual identifies a contex-
tual cue as a factor in their reaction and believes that the
contextual cue is inappropriately biasing their genuine reac-
tion, a motivated individual will reset their judgment away
from the influence of the cue (Martin 1986). During resetting,
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the evaluator partials out affect they believe is attributable to
the context. In many cases, an evaluator may unintentionally
overcorrect for the influence of the contextual stimuli and
thereby create a contrast response. For example, if an eval-
uator believes that pleasant weather (a contextua cue) is bi-
asing their evaluation of a new acquaintance, they may es-
timate how much positive affect is prompted by the weather
and adjust their evaluation of the acquaintance accordingly.
If the evaluator overestimates the degree to which positive
affect is due solely to the weather, the net effect of resetting
is a less positive evaluation of the acquaintance than is ob-
jectively warranted. Similarly, an overestimation of the neg-
ative affect produced by a contextual cue can prompt amore
positive evaluation than warranted. This resetting process is
dependent on both recognition of the contextual cue and a
belief that the cue is an inappropriate influence. Such rec-
ognition-based moderation of implicit cognition has been doc-
umented in response to both primes (Bornstein and
D’Agostino 1994; Klinger and Greenwald 1995; Lombardi,
Higgins, and Bargh 1987) and affect manipulations (Schwarz
and Clore 1983).

Following the Set/Reset Model, celebrity voice-overs
should generaly prompt an assimilation response but may
prompt a contrast response if the celebrity is identified and
the evaluator believes the celebrity is biasing their genuine
reaction. It should be noted that this correction is much more
likely with a voice-over than with an explicit endorsement.
Although explicit endorsements vary in their persuasiveness,
they clearly provide information that can influence a brand
judgment and should therefore generally be considered rel-
evant to the evaluation. In contrast, the identity of a voice-
over provider delivers no direct information about the brand
and is therefore more likely to be deemed irrelevant by a
motivated evaluator. A caveat to thisreaction is that the pair-
ing of voice-over and brand should not possess any partic-
ularly strong match or any egregious mismatch. If a strong
celebrity/brand match or mismatch exists, then a recognized
celebrity may be considered relevant to the evaluation and
processed in the same manner as an explicit endorsement.

H1: Participant ability to identify the celebrity provid-
ing a voice-over will moderate the relationship
between celebrity attitude and attitude toward the
brand paired with the celebrity voice-over, pro-
vided that neither a strong match nor mismatch
exists between the celebrity and brand.

To assess the nature of any assimilation or contrast re-
sponse, both explicit and implicit attitude measures are uti-
lized in this project. The implicit measures were collected
using the Implicit Association Test (IAT), a computer-based
categorization task that measures the strength of association
between concepts in memory (Greenwald, McGhee, and
Schwartz 1998). Due to its use of a series of latency-based
measurements, the AT ishighly resistant to attemptsto adjust
or correct response (the basis of resetting) while still being
sensitive to changes in association between concepts (such as
those produced by assimilation). Asaresult, the hypothesized
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resetting process should influence explicit brand evaluation
(hypothesis 1) but not implicit brand evaluation (hypothesis
2).

H2: On implicit measures, a positive relationship be-
tween celebrity attitude and brand attitude should
be observed regardless of celebrity voice-over
recognition.

EXPERIMENT 1
Method

Participants. Two hundred and thirty-two undergrad-
uate students participated as part of aclass requirement. One
hundred and eighteen participants were female (51%), and
114 were male (49%). The average age of the participants
was 21.

Advertisement Stimuli. Six 30 sec. voice-over adver-
tisements that never aired in the participants home region
were used as stimuli (four experimental ads, two filler). The
celebrities providing the voice-overs were never visually
presented or explicitly acknowledged in the ads. The ad-
vertisements were presented in one of two counterbalanced
orders, with filler ads in the first and last positions. To avoid
unintended explicit inferences common to traditional en-
dorsements, the adverti sements featured cel ebritieswho pos-
sessed neither a strong match nor a strong mismatch with
the product category (Kamins 1990). Theresulting celebrity/
brand pairs were Sprint/David Duchovny, Volvo/Donald
Sutherland, Lipton/David Hyde Pierce, and Qwest/Willem
Dafoe. A pretest confirmed that al four of these celebrity
pairs were viewed neutrally and that none contained a note-
worthy match or mismatch.

Procedure and Measures. The study was conducted
in three phases. During phase 1, participants completed a
questionnaire that assessed celebrity familiarity, celebrity
liking, and brand attitude. Reactions to numerous nonex-
perimental celebrities and brands were also assessed. One
week later, participants completed a series of celebrity IATs
(phase 2) as part of an experiment that was ostensibly un-
related to the phase 1 questionnaire.

The celebrity 1ATs measured the ease or difficulty with
which aparticipant associates acel ebrity (thetarget-concept)
with pleasant and unpleasant terms (the attribute dimension).
In these |ATs, participants categorized names as either “Ce-
lebrity” or “Non-celebrity” (the target-concept discrimina-
tion task) and a number of concepts as “Pleasant” or “Un-
pleasant” (the attribute dimension discrimination task) as
quickly as possible. The key dependent measure in the AT
is the speed with which the participant can categorize a
concept when it shares a response key with pleasant terms
compared to when it shares a response key with unpleasant
terms. As an illustration, during one celebrity 1AT, the “ Ce-
lebrity” stimuli included the name “David Duchovny” and
the “Non-celebrity” stimuli included four noncel€ebrity
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names. The pleasant (unpleasant) termsincluded lucky, gift,
peace, miracle, sunny, and pleasure (evil, grief, poison,
bomb, hurt, and violence). To the extent that a celebrity is
associated with pleasant attributes, the mean latency of re-
sponse should be faster (slower) when the target shares a
response key with pleasant (unpleasant) terms. As the
strength of association between the celebrity and pleasant-
nessincreases, the latency difference between the two paired
categorization tasks (or IAT effect) should also increase
(Greenwald et al. 1998).

The third phase was conducted 3 wk. after phase 2 and
was ostensibly unrelated to earlier phases. In this phase,
participants watched a series of television advertisements
on a computer while wearing headsets for sound. After
watching the advertisements, participants completed four
brand | ATs that assessed strength of association between the
advertised brands and pleasant and unpleasant attributes.
After completing the brand 1ATS, participants completed a
guestionnaire that contained the following measures: abrand
attitude scale (six items), an open-ended written-protocol
measure, a celebrity identification cued-recall task that as-
sessed identification confidence, and a measure of celebrity-
brand fit.

Results

Two separate regressions were conducted. The first re-
gressed participants explicit celebrity attitude on change in
explicit brand attitude. The second regressed participants
implicit celebrity attitude on their post ad exposure implicit
brand attitude. Celebrity identification (0/1), the partici-
pant’s familiarity with the celebrity, the perceived “fit” be-
tween the celebrity and brand, and brand dummy variables
were aso included in the regressions.

Up to four observationswere provided by each participant
(onefor each of thefour celebrity/brand pairs). Observations
were dropped from the analysis if the participant reported
no familiarity with the celebrity. Of the resulting 610 ob-
servations, the celebrity was correctly identified in 176
(29%). This raw measure of identification was improved by
removing observations in which the participants randomly
guessed the celebrity’s identity (e.g., the celebrity was cor-
rectly identified, but the participant expressed absolutely no
confidence/*a total guess’) and by removing observations
in which the participant was confused about the identity of
the celebrity (e.g., an incorrect identification was made with
avery high level of confidence). A total of 42 guesses and
38 confusions were identified. After removing guesses and
confusions, the final observation count was 530 (134 correct
identifications and 396 nonidentifications).

Findings on Explicit Measures.  Ashypothesized, cor-
rect identification of the celebrity moderated the relationship
between explicitly measured celebrity attitude and the
change in explicitly measured brand attitude (coefficient =
—0.327,t = —3.29, p < .01). Neither the degree of celebrity
familiarity nor perceived celebrity/brand fit was significantly
related to brand attitude change (FAM coefficient =
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TABLE 1

OLS ESTIMATION RESULTS FOR THE EFFECT OF
EXPLICIT CELEBRITY ATTITUDE AND CELEBRITY
IDENTIFICATION ON EXPLICIT BRAND ATTITUDE CHANGE

Standard p-
Variable Coefficient error t-ratio  value
Celebrity attitude .180 .051 3.53 .01
Celebrity identification 1.435 470 3.05 .01
Identification x attitude -.327 .099 -3.29 .01
Celebrity familiarity —.038 .034 -1.14 .26
Celebrity/brand fit .005 .026 .19 .85
Brand dummy 1 —.153 .133 -1.15 25
Brand dummy 2 —.055 .133 —.41 68
Brand dummy 3 —.094 126 —-.74 .46
Gender —.007 .087 .08 .94
Intercept —.420 .249 —1.68 10

NoTe.—Number of observations = 530. R*> = .03, F = 1.97 (p<.05).

—0.038, t = —1.14, p>.20; FIT coefficient = 0.005,
t = 0.19, p>.20). The regression results and independent
variable correlations are provided in tables 1 and 2.

To test whether the component assimilation and contrast
effects in the interaction were significant, two additional
regressions were conducted, one for correct identifications
and one for nonidentifications. When participants failed to
identify the celebrity, a significant positive relationship (an
assimilation response) was found between celebrity attitude
and brand attitude change (coefficient = 0.192, t = 3.52,
p < .001). When participants were able to identify the ce-
lebrity, a significant negative relationship (a contrast re-
sponse) was found between celebrity attitude and brand at-
titude change (coefficient = —0.199,t = —2.44, p< .01).

To provide insight into the observed assimilation and con-
trast responses, we analyzed the mean brand attitude change
of participants with initially positive or negative celebrity
attitude. To do this, a quartile split was performed on ce-
Iebrity liking to create four conditions—positive or negative
celebrity attitude crossed with correct or nonidentification.
When participants were unable to identify the celebrity and
had an initially positive (negative) celebrity attitude, their
brand attitude improved (dropped) by an average of 0.21
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(0.20) after ad exposure. Although these means do not in-
clude many observations and miss a great deal of the var-
iation in the celebrity liking measure, a planned contrast
nonetheless revealed that the difference between them is
significant (F(1,201) = 8.77, p< .01). In addition, both at-
titude change scores were significantly different from 0
(M =021, t(127) = 2.20, p< .05; M = —0.20, t(75) =
—1.94, p < .05).

When able to identify the celebrity, participants with ini-
tially positive (negative) celebrity attitude demonstrated a
decrease (increase) in brand attitude of 0.01 (0.44) after ad
exposure. A planned contrast revealed that the difference
between these means is significant (F(1,60) = 3.83, p<
.05). However, while the brand attitude change of partici-
pants who recognized the celebrity and had a negative ce-
lebrity attitude was significantly different from 0 (M =
0.44, t(17) = 3.95, p< .01), the brand attitude change of
participants with a positive celebrity attitude was not
(M = —0.01, t(44) = —0.07, p> .20). It should be noted
that the lack of a significant change in brand attitude among
participants who recognized aliked celebrity does not mean
that contrast has not occurred. Contrast is demonstrated by
the observed negative relationship between cel ebrity attitude
and brand attitude change in the regression. What the min-
imal brand attitude change does signify is that these partic-
ipants did not overcorrect their attitude. Although resetting
may have eliminated the otherwise positive influence of the
celebrity, it did not cause them to significantly dip below
their baseline brand evaluation.

Findings on Implicit Measures.  Prior to analyzing the
IAT results, the raw response latencies were log transformed
and recoded to provide stability of variance for analyses
(Greenwald et a. 1998). As hypothesized, an overal pos-
itive relationship between implicit celebrity attitude and im-
plicit brand attitude was observed (coefficient = 0.263,
t = 6.00, p < .00), and identification did not moderate this
relationship (coefficient = 0.028, t = 0.30, p > .20). This
assimilation response was significant for instances of celeb-
rity identification (coefficient = 0.238, t = 3.07, p< .01)
and nonidentification (coefficient = 0.267, t = 5.83, p<
.01). Neither celebrity familiarity nor celebrity/brand fit was

TABLE 2

CORRELATION TABLE OF INDEPENDENT VARIABLES IN EXPLICIT MEASURE REGRESSION

Standard
Variable Mean deviation ATT ID FAM FIT DUM1 DUM2 DUM3
Celebrity attitude (ATT) 4.37 1.08
Celebrity identification (ID) .25 .37 14
Celebrity familiarity (FAM) 3.05 1.56 Al 22%
Celebrity/brand fit (FIT) 3.24 1.71 .05 24%+ .04
Brand dummy 1 (DUM1) .24 43 A1x 15% -.01 .06
Brand dummy 2 (DUM2) .23 42 —.21* —.15% —.19* —.12* —.31*
Brand dummy 3 (DUM3) .30 .46 23%+ —.04 .32% —-.06 —.37* —.36**
Gender (GEN) .49 .50 -.01 A7 .06 .04 -.02 .02 -.03

*p< .01
*p < .001.
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TABLE 3

OLS ESTIMATION RESULTS FOR THE EFFECT OF IMPLICIT
CELEBRITY ATTITUDE AND CELEBRITY IDENTIFICATION
ON IMPLICIT BRAND ATTITUDE

Standard p-
Variable Coefficient error t-ratio  value
Celebrity attitude .263 .044 6.00 .01
Celebrity identification .002 .017 .13 .90
Identification x attitude —.028 .094 -.30 77
Celebrity familiarity .002 .005 A7 .64
Celebrity/brand fit .003 .004 .67 51
Brand dummy 1 —.045 .019 —-2.34 02
Brand dummy 2 -.027 .019 —-1.41 16
Brand dummy 3 —.048 .018 —2.63 .01
Gender .020 .013 1.60 A1
Intercept —.084 .031 —2.61 .01

NoTe.—Number of observations = 530. R? = .11, F=6.81 (p<

.0001).

significantly related to implicit brand attitude (FAM coef-
ficient = 0.002,t = 0.47, p > .20; FIT coefficient = 0.002,
t = 0.67, p>.20). The regression results and independent
variable correlations are provided in tables 3 and 4.

Written Protocol Results.  To test for the influence of
specific cognitionsin the resetting process, participantscom-
pleted written protocols that asked: “Why did you evaluate
Brand X asyou did?’ Two coders, blind to the experimental
hypotheses, assessed whether the voice-over was mentioned
and, if so, whether it was a positive, neutral, or negative
influence on brand evaluation. The coders demonstrated
100% agreement on the first item and 88% agreement on
the second item. Disagreementswere resolved by discussion.
The coding results revealed that very few participants (18
of 530 or 3%) mentioned the voice-over as an input in their
evaluation. Eleven of these comments were neutral (65%),
four were positive (24%), and three were negative (18%).
Most participants did not notice the celebrity voice-overs,
and it appears that most of the participants who did notice
them deemed them to be irrelevant to their evaluations.

439

DISCUSSION

Celebrity identification moderated the relationship be-
tween celebrity attitude and brand attitude change, but it did
so only when attitude was measured explicitly. Participants
who did (did not) recognize the celebrity demonstrated a
contrast (an assimilation) response in which their celebrity
attitude negatively (positively) predicted brand attitude
change. The assimilation response is noteworthy as it sug-
gests that advertising elements can influence brand attitude
independent of any conscious awareness. On the other hand,
the contrast response suggests that such influence may be
“reset” to the extent that consumers recognize the potential
influence and deem it irrelevant. When participants identi-
fied a disliked celebrity, exposure to an ad featuring the
celebrity’s voice prompted an improvement in brand atti-
tude, likely an overcorrection for the influence of the ce-
[ebrity. However, when participants identified a liked celeb-
rity, no change in brand attitude was observed. Although
resetting likely eliminated the otherwise positive influence
of the celebrity in this condition, it did not cause an absolute
drop in brand attitude. From a practical standpoint, the find-
ings suggest that unrecognized celebrity voice-overs posi-
tively influence brand attitude to the extent that the cel ebrity
is liked. In addition, although the relationship between ce-
lebrity attitude and brand attitude change was negative when
the celebrity was recognized, the influence of ad exposure
gtill ranged from neutral to positive.

At first glance, the null effect of aliked and recognized
celebrity on brand attitude change may seem contrary to
past research on celebrity influence (Kamins and Gupta
1994; Kelman 1961). However, two important differences
between this research and past celebrity research should be
noted. First, the current project assesses the effect of voice-
overs as opposed to explicit endorsements. Compared to
endorsements, voice-overs provide less brand information
and are more likely to be deemed irrelevant. Second,
whereas past research on endorsement has typically manip-
ulated variables related to credibility, the current research
used celebrity-brand pairs possessing neither a significant
match nor mismatch. This further reduces the information

TABLE 4

CORRELATION TABLE OF INDEPENDENT VARIABES IN IMPLICIT MEASURE REGRESSION

Standard
Variable Mean deviation ATT ID FAM FIT DUM1 DUM2 DUM3
Celebrity attitude (ATT) -.09 .16
Celebrity identification (ID) .25 .37 -.01
Celebrity familiarity (FAM) 3.05 1.56 .03 22%%
Celebrity/brand fit (FIT) 3.24 1.71 .07 24%+ .04
Brand dummy 1 (DUM1) .24 43 .06 .15% -.01 .06
Brand dummy 2 (DUM2) .23 42 —. 14 —.15* —.19% —.12* —.31%
Brand dummy 3 (DUM3) .30 .46 —.06 -.04 .32% —.06 —.37* —.36**
Gender (GEN) .49 .50 .07 A7 .06 .04 -.02 .02 —.03
*p<.01.

*p < .001.
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conveyed by the voice-over and decreases its relevancy to
brand evaluation.

On the implicit measures, a positive relationship between
celebrity attitude and brand attitude was observed regardless
of whether the celebrity was recognized. The disassociation
between the explicit and implicit results suggests that the
resetting process may reguire explicit evaluation. This dis-
sociation also supports the notion that implicit and explicit
measures assess related but distinct constructs in memory
(Cunningham, Preacher, and Banagji 2001; Greenwald and
Farnham 2000) and that information processing may be both
controlled and automatic (Banagji 2001). In thisinstance, the
data suggest a two-step cognitive process, where knowledge
structures are activated implicitly and then modified (reset)
following explicit evaluation.

However, two measurement limitations temper the im-
plicit/explicit comparisons. First, due to logistical con-
straints, the implicit brand measures could only be collected
post—ad exposure while a pre—post design was possible for
the explicit measure. Although it is unlikely that the strong
assimilation response observed on the implicit measures
would have changed with a difference measure, that pos-
sibility cannot be definitively ruled out. Second, the study
is technically a quasi-experiment since celebrity identifi-
cation is measured, and it is therefore possible that partic-
ipants who could and could not identify a celebrity differ
in important ways beyond momentary recognition (Stouffer
1950). However, this concern is mitigated by the fact that
most of the participants were able to recognize some, but
not al, of the celebrities.

In summary, the results of this research are highly con-
sistent with past assimilation/contrast research that has gen-
erally observed assimilation at lower levels of processing
and contrast at higher levels processing (Martin et al. 1990).
Moving beyond this basic finding, future research should
assess what aspects of celebrity voice-overs prompt attitude
activation. For example, the experiment did not measure the
quality of the celebrity’s voice separately from overall at-
titude toward the celebrity. It is possible that voice quality
activates affect independent of affect specificto the celebrity.
As a result, voice quality could be contributing to the ob-
served assimilation response, especially to the extent that
voice quality and celebrity affect are highly correlated. How-
ever, celebrity identification should not moderate the influ-
ence of voice quality since voice quality can be processed
explicitly regardless of celebrity recognition. Consequently,
the potential influence of voice quality should not contribute
to the contrast response observed when the celebrity isiden-
tified. Finaly, more research is needed into the processes
that differentially influence explicit and implicit measures.
As the results of this project attest, explicit measures alone
may only tell half of the story.

[Dawn lacobucci served as editor and Wayne Hoyer
served as associate editor for this article]
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