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Modern advertising landscape is becoming more complex than ever. High level of 

media segmentation, growing ad clutter, adoption of ad skipping devices and rising costs 

negatively affect the efficiency of traditional advertising methods. As such, contemporary 

marketers are in search of more cost-effective channels for their promotions. Inclusion of 

brands in the content of mass media programing, a practice known as a brand placement, 

is becoming a popular promotional format. Prior research has shown that use of brand 

placements not only enable to showcase how brands are being used in their natural settings, 

but also help to heighten brand memory of target consumers, elevate their positive brand 

attitudes and even influence their behavior.  

This dissertation is aimed to build on a growing stream of research in the marketing 

literature on brand placements by investigating the effects of brand placement repetition 

on cognitive, affective and conative outcomes. Although the abundant research on this 

topic exists for the traditional advertising formats, very limited scholarship investigates 

effects of repetition in the context of brands embedded in music videos. 

Based on the comprehensive review of the literature on brand placement 

effectiveness, a group of hypotheses and research questions were tested using an 
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experimental approach. Four hundred eighty-two participants were randomly assigned to 

one of the four treatment groups or the control group and were asked to watch a block of 

music videos containing different levels of brand placement repetitions. After watching 

music videos, participants completed the questionnaire designed to measure memory, 

affective and conative outcomes. 

Findings indicate that at the low levels (below 4-5 exposures) repetition of a brand 

placement has a positive effect on brand memory, brand attitudes and intentions to buy the 

brand or to recommend it to others. However, further increase of repetitions had 

detrimental effects on brand attitudes and purchase intentions, but not on the memory 

measures. The implications of these findings are discussed and possible extensions of the 

present study are proposed. 
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION 

Since the introduction of the first TV commercial in 1941, television has become one of 

the main advertising mediums. According to data provided by Statista1, television advertising 

accounted for 41.2 percent of global advertising spend in 2016 (0.8 percent down from 2015). 

Recently, some academicians and marketing professionals started questioning the effectiveness 

of traditional advertising, and the future of the 30-second commercial became a subject of debate 

(Lynch, 2015; Poggi, 2014; van Reijmersdal, Smit, & Neijens, 2010). One of the main factors 

negatively affecting the popularity of TV commercials is their increasing cost relative to the 

goals of capturing attention or being memorable (Shimp and Andrews, 2013). For example, a 30-

second ad during the Super Bowl costs around $1 million in 1985, more than $2.2 million in 

1999 and approximately $4.5 million in 2015 (Langager, 2015).  

The growing ad clutter is another issue negatively affecting the effectiveness of 

traditional advertising (Williams et. al, 2011, Panda, 2003). Most television stations broadcast 

about sixteen minutes of non-programming material every hour during prime-time and more than 

20 minutes during daytime (Green 2006). According to Biderman (2010), an average NFL game 

includes 20 commercial breaks featuring more than 100 ads. The more ads that consumers view, 

the less attention they are paying to a single ad, consequently making it less effective. 

 Another threat for TV commercials is TiVo, DVRs and other ad skipping devices 

(Fransen et al., 2015; Ghosh & Stoc, 2010; Balasubramanian et al., 2006; Ferguson and Perse, 

2004; O’Neill, & Barrett, 2004). After their introduction in 1999, many advertisers predicted the 

early death of TV advertising. According to a survey conducted by the Association of National 

                                                 
1 https://www.statista.com/statistics/268975/worldwide-advertising-expenditure-since-2008/ 

 

https://www.statista.com/statistics/268975/worldwide-advertising-expenditure-since-2008/
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Advertisers in 2010, about 62% of advertisers expressed lack of confidence in television 

advertising and stated that they intended to decrease their television advertising budgets. This 

skepticism is still prevalent despite the findings from Bronnenberg et al. (2010) that DVR’s has a 

negligible effect on the sales of the advertised products, and should not be considered a threat to 

TV commercials.  

Finally, some video streaming services that work on a subscription basis, such as Netflix, 

do not have commercial breaks during their shows. According to Neff (2014), Netflix does not 

affect TV viewing habits of US consumers and should not be considered as a threat for TV 

commercials. However, this is still a lost opportunity for advertisers, as an estimated 34% of US 

households subscribe to Netflix and an average subscriber watches 7.1 TV shows and 3.8 movies 

weekly. As a result of the diminishing value of traditional advertising channels, marketers are 

looking for more efficient and less expensive advertising techniques that will allow them to catch 

the attention of consumers. Many advertising professionals mention unconventional promotional 

tactics, such as brand placements, as a possible solution to this issue (Smit et al., 2009; Russell et 

al., 2006; Al-Kadi, 2013; Kimmel, 2005; Johannes, 2006; Karrh, McKee, & Pardun, 2003). 

According to research done by the Association of National Advertisers (2010), advertisers are 

keen to try new advertising formats and about 80% of surveyed practitioners are enthusiastic 

about brand placements. 

What is a Brand Placement? 

Although the brand placement practice is not a new one, there are several different terms 

that are interchangeably used to describe it. Many researchers and practitioners use alternative 

terms: “product integration” (Lowrey, Shrum, & McCarty, 2004), “branded entertainment” 

(Lehu, 2007), “embedded marketing” (Swift, 2001), “sponsored word-of-author advertising” 
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(Friedman, 1991), “paid integration” (Ramaswamy, 2015), “in-film advertising” (Kandhadai & 

Saxena, 2014), “advertainment” (Russell, 2007). So far, the most popular term used both in 

academic research and trade publications is “product placement” (Lehu & Bressoud, 2009, 

Russel & Stern, 2006; d’Astous & Seguin, 1999), however, it does not cover the whole spectrum 

of placements. First, the name “product placement” is not appropriate in situations when the 

product itself is not physically shown and only a brand name is verbally mentioned (audio 

placements). Second, the term “product placement” doesn’t comprise the placements of service 

brands and organizations, which account for more than 20 percent of all placements being placed 

on prime-time TV programs (LaFerle & Edwards, 2006).  Third, most of the contemporary brand 

placement deals are designed to promote specific brands, rather than to encourage consumption 

of the specific product category. Although in some cases placement of a brand might affect the 

whole industry, as it happened when the placement of Norwegian Jewel Cruise Ship in one of the 

episodes of Amazon’s Transparent boosted interest towards the entire cruise industry (Barr, 

2016), the promotion of a brand and not a product type is more imperative for marketers. As 

such, in this manuscript I will refer to the practice as brand placement.  

Despite the growing popularity of brand placement there is not one commonly accepted 

definition for it. Up to date there are more than 20 definitions of this practice that are 

interchangeably used by scholars (Chan, 2012; Williams et.al, 2011; Kandhadai & Saxena, 

2014). One of the first definitions of brand placement was offered by Steortz (1987), who states 

that brand placement is “the inclusion of a brand name, product package, signage or other 

trademark merchandise with a motion picture, television show, or music video” (p.22), however 

it neglects the existence of audio brand placements.  
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Balasubramanian (1991), categorizes this practice as hybrid communication (combining 

the elements of advertising and public relations) and latter defines it as “a paid product message 

aimed at influencing movie (or television) audiences via the planned and unobtrusive entry of a 

branded product into a movie (or television program)” (Balasubramanian (1994, p. 31). Two 

more recent definitions that echoed his definition are offered by Cowley and Barron (2008) 

characterizing brand placements as “a combination of advertising and publicity designed to 

influence the audience by unobtrusively inserting branded products in entertainment programs” 

(p. 89) and Soba and Aydin (2013) defining them as “the purposeful incorporation of a brand 

into audio-visual, visual and or audio entertainment vehicles with the main objective of 

advertising a product or a service or generating publicity cost effectively without the audience or 

viewer being aware of the persuasive intent” (p. 2). All these definitions stress the 

unobtrusiveness and hybrid nature of brand placements; however, they omit the fact that not all 

the placements are subtle or unnoticeable. Some of the modern placements can be considered as 

very blatant, as Snapple’s placement in 30 Rock or the recent placement of Pepsi in Empire 

(Ramaswamy, 2015; Schiller, 2007). 

Baker and Crawford (1996) define placement as “the inclusion of commercial products or 

services in any form in television or film productions in return for some sort of payment from the 

advertiser” (p.2). Gupta and Gould (1997) characterize brand placements as a “practice that 

involves incorporating brands in movies in return for money or for some promotional or other 

consideration” (p. 37). d’Astous & Seguin define this practice as “the inclusion of a product, a 

brand name or the name of a firm in a movie or in a television program for promotional 

purposes” (p.31). Similarly, Lehu and Bressound (2009) defined brand placement as “the 

presence in a movie of a brand name or a product easily identified as belonging to a given brand” 
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(p.8). However, all these definitions are limited to placements in movies and TV programs and 

disregard placements in other entertainment vehicles, such as novels, games, music videos, social 

media, etc.   

In his review of brand placement practice Karrh (1998) claims that brand placements 

should be paid and defines brand placements as “the paid inclusion of branded products or brand 

identifiers, through audio and/or visual means, with mass media programming” (p. 33). This is 

one of the most cited definitions so far, however, it omits the fact that not all placement deals 

involve direct payment. La Ferle and Edwards (2006) expanded Karrh’s definition by adding 

placements of service providers and define the practice as “the intentional inclusion of brands 

through audio and/or visual means, within entertainment, educational, or informational content”. 

The recent definitions: “the purposeful incorporation of commercial content into 

noncommercial settings” (Ginosar and Levi-Faur, 2010, p. 467) and “the insertion of a 

recognizable branded product into the content or a background of a range of media formats” 

(Eagle & Dahl, 2015, p. 1), are rather broad and have not become popular either. 

As we can see from the analysis provided above, the definition of brand placements has 

experienced many alterations in last three decades, and most of the suggested definitions were 

being criticized by other scholars (Kandhadai & Saxena, 2014). For the purpose of this 

dissertation, I want to suggest a new, more comprehensive definition, which takes into 

consideration all the previous critics and highlights only those aspects of brand placements that 

are acceptable to most previous researchers:   

Brand placement is a purposeful inclusion of a brand identifier through audio 

and/or visual means into noncommercial settings, for monetary or other 
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compensation, with the objective to influence consumer behavior and/or result in 

opinion changes. 

First, this definition stresses that inclusion of brand identifier (e.g., brand name, logo, 

signage) should be intentional; this is important, because some brands appear on a TV screen 

accidentally or because producers use real footage, which is common in reality shows or special 

event programming (van Reijmersdal, Neijens & Smit, 2009; La Ferle & Edwards, 2006). 

Second, it recognizes that brand placements might appear in different modalities: visual, audio 

and audio-visual (Gupta & Lord, 1998). Third, the brand (or brand identifier) should be inserted 

into a setting, the main objective of which is noncommercial. This includes placements in the the 

whole spectrum of entertainment, informational and educational channels, such as movies, TV 

programs, online games, music videos, novels, blogs, Broadway shows and social media. Fourth, 

it is important to note that not all brand placements deals involve direct payment, some include 

barter exchanges or agreements for joint promotions. Finally, as mentioned above, brand 

placements are hybrid messages that combine the advantages of advertising and publicity 

messages (Balasubramanian, 1994) with the main purpose to influence consumer behavior or 

result in opinion change. 

Although more than a half of the academic scholarship on brand placement has been 

produced during last 10-15 years (van Reijmersdal et al., 2009), the practice is as old as the 

movie industry itself. In order to understand the reasons behind growing popularity of brand 

placement deals it is worth taking a short excursion in to the history of brand placements. 
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Historical Perspective on Brand Placements 

SILENT MOVIE ERA 

One of the first known brand placement agreements is dated back to 1896, when the 

French filmmakers Lumiere Brothers signed an agreement with Francois-Henri Lavanchy-

Clarke, the distributor of Lever Brothers soap in Europe, for including Sunlight Soap in the 

movie Washing Day in Switzerland (Mannoni, 2000). This short film features boxes of Sunlight 

soap placed next to women doing laundry. In return for this placement, Lavanchy-Clarke agreed 

to help the Lumiere Brothers with shooting several films in Switzerland. 

 Among the early movie producers Thomas Edison was one of the first who saw the 

benefits of cooperation with product manufacturers and turned brand placements deals into a 

common attribute of his movie production business. Some of Edison’s early films feature brand 

names so prominently that can be regarded as advertising films. For example, “Dewar’s- it’s 

Scotch” featured four Scotsmen dancing in front of the “Dewar’s Scotch Whiskey” banner and 

“Admiral Cigarettes” showed four men having a conversation in front of a billboard of Admiral 

Cigarettes (Gurevitch, 2009). Despite the success of these “early commercials”, the later films of 

Edison include more subtle placements. Usually these were placements of railroads or other 

clients of Edison’s businesses. For, example, his movie studio signed a deal with one of the US 

rail lines, a client of Edison’s railroad equipment selling unit, to promote a purchase of railroad 

tickets in the films in exchange for subsidizing the transportation of movie crew.   

Most of the brand placement deals of the silent movie era did not involve any monetary 

incentives and usually were done using personal connections without involvement of 

intermediaries (Newell, Salmon, Chang, 2006). Movie producers exploit such deals mainly as a 

method for reducing production costs. One of the most typical examples of brand placements 
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from the silent movie era is the placement of logos of Red Crown Gasoline and Zeroline Oils & 

Greases in the short film Garage (1919), directed by comedy actor Fatty Arbuckle. The story of 

this comedy is taking place in the garage and signs with the logos of both brands can be seen 

hanging on its walls. One of the trade publications of that time, Harrison’s Reports, criticized 

producers of the movie by labeling their actions as harmful to movie theatres. Despite such 

denunciation, brand placements soon became a common attribute of movies produced for both 

mainstream market and more artistically sophisticated audiences. For instance, William Wellman 

used a Hershey’s chocolate bar in his movie Wings (1927), which later received one of the most 

prestigious movie awards, the Academy Award for the best picture. 

RISE OF TIE-UPS 

Although the rationale behind the early brand placement deals was to offset production 

expenditures, with the growth of movie industry in the mid-1920s, the cooperation between 

movie studios and product manufacturers took a new turn. Joint promotions agreements, also 

known as tie-ups, tie-ins or exploitations came to replace old brand placement deals. In exchange 

for featuring a branded product in a movie and off-screen endorsement by an actor, the 

manufacturer usually agrees to promote the movie in its ads and PR campaigns (Mortimer, 2002; 

Eckert, 1978).  

These new types of deals offer mutual benefits for the manufacturers and studios and 

became very popular by 1930. One of the most cited examples of tie-ups of that time is the 

agreement between Metro-Goldwyn-Mayer(MGM) and Coca-Cola. In exchange for inclusion of 

its soft drink in MGM’s hit Dinner at Eight, Coca-Cola promoted the movie at thousands of its 

stores and billboards of the movie’s cast drinking Coca-Cola were carried by the company’s 

delivery trucks (Powell, 2013).  
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In the early 1930s studios were receiving so many offers for tie-ups and off-screen 

endorsements by their stars, that they started opening special departments to deal with all these 

requests. Major studios usually turn down many offers, signing deals only with national 

manufacturers (Seagrave, 2004). For example, Warner Bros. Inc. signed an exclusive deal with 

Buick for using their cars in the movies, in return Buick agreed to promote these movies in its 

ads. As Charles Einfeld, the director of advertising and publicity at Warner Bros., clarified: 

“Our idea is to prepare with an advertiser a scheme that works just as much to his 

advantage as it does to ours. Our company has prepared a special department of 

such tie-ups. It has pursued a definite policy of working with important nationally 

advertised products. We have religiously avoided the mass of small advertisers 

who for years have capitalized on the endorsements of movie stars with ultimate 

injury to both stars and the motion picture industry” (Belton, 1996, p.112.) 

Financial support from brand placement deals, become even more important for movie 

studios during the years of the Great Depression, when the economic downturn negatively 

affected the overall business environment. Sales of movie tickets decreased by more than 30 

percent (Valentine, 1996) and many movie theatres had to declare bankruptcy. Those theatres 

that stayed in business were in desperate need for alternative sources of income. At the same 

time, manufacturers and distributors of many brands were suffering from the declining profits as 

well. So less costly promotional tactics, such as brand placements, seemed a great opportunity 

both for movie studios and brand owners.  

In the 1930s, suffering from the sunken economy, the diamond cartel De Beers sent free 

diamonds samples to studio executives, producers and directors asking to feature diamonds in the 

scenes illustrating their seductive effect on women (Epstein, 2011). The diamond cartel even 
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made a deal with Paramount Pictures to change the title of their 1940 movies from Diamonds 

Are Dangerous to Adventure in Diamonds (Seagrave, 2004). That was not the only time when a 

company negotiated with movie producers to change the title of the movie to better stress the 

placements of their product. About a decade later Britain’s Tea Bureau made a deal with 

filmmakers for featuring tea scenes in more than 80 movies, a deal that reportedly resulted in 17 

million pounds increase in US tea consumption (Segrave, 2004).  

Emergence of tie-ups in 1920s and their proliferation in 1930s can be considered as the 

first steps of development of brand placement industry, however, it is important to note that most 

of such deals were done mainly for the purpose of conducting joint promotions and didn’t 

involve any financial incentives. Although manufacturers actively pursue tie-ups, they rarely 

report any direct effects of placements on sales of the brands. Very few examples that illustrate 

the potential effects of placing a product in the movie can be attributed to the industry as a whole 

rather than to a specific brand. For example, nationwide sales of men’s undershirts experienced a 

dramatic decrease (as high as 75%) and remained low for couple years, after Clark Gable 

removed his shirt in MGM’s 1934s hit It Happened One Night (Keegan, 2008).  

DEVELOPMENT OF THE SUPPORTING INDUSTRY 

In the second half of 1900s, after initial commercial success, the number of brand 

placements continued to grow and this practice was expanded beyond movie industry into radio 

and TV programming. At first radio and TV networks were against of brand placements in their 

programs, as the benefits that placement deals might offer, such us free publicity and reduction 

of production costs, were less valuable to them. Moreover, the amount of commercial time on 

broadcast networks was limited, and networks were afraid that using brand placements would 

reduce the time available for paid advertising. However, despite the networks attempts to limit 
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presence of brand in the programs, manufacturers still find ways for putting their brands on the 

TV screen, usually by bribing writers who willingly accept several hundred dollars for including 

a certain brand in the program script (Newell, Salmon, & Chang, 2006).   

Expansion of brand placement practice within the motion picture industry in 1950s 

resulted in the appearance of independent brand placement agencies. Through their relationship 

with movie producers these agencies got access to the scripts of programs well in advance and 

would contact manufacturers and service providers to find the best brand placement deals for 

studios (O’Reilly, 2015). 

According to Herbert Wallersein (vice-president of Fox), development of brand 

placement industry in 1960s can be attributed to two factors. First, the fall of the studio system in 

Hollywood gave more freedom to small studios and independent film makers, which were more 

open to brand placement deals for covering their production expenses. Second, more and more 

movies were being shot on location, a practice that dramatically increased the production 

expenditures and made deals with construction companies even more valuable (Seagrave, 2004).  

Later the industry grew even more and by 1970s some companies, such as Associated 

Film Promotions, were offering to their clients warehouses full of branded products that could be 

used as props. However, despite the routinization of brand placements in Hollywood and the 

development of the supporting industry, this “tie-in” advertising did not capture the special 

attention of marketers and academics until 1982. 

BRAND PLACEMENTS IN THE SPOTLIGHT 

In 1982, a small boy used peanut butter candies to bait an alien into his room, and not 

only put Reese’s Pieces on the map of confectionary products, but also defined the future of the 

brand placement industry. This famous scene from Steven Spielberg’s E.T. The Extra-
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Terrestrial, was a result of 1-million-dollar agreement between Hershey’s Inc. and Universal 

Pictures for featuring Reese’s Pieces in the movie and for the rights to use the characters of the 

movie in Hershey’s ads, and is often cited as the most successful brand placement deal ever 

(Glass, 2007; Allan, 2010, Segrave, 2004). Although different sources report different effects of 

this placement, Van Biema (1982) claims that sales were tripled within two weeks of film’s 

release, Reed (1989) indicate only 66 percent increase (within three months), and Smith (2007) 

claims 85 percent increase, all authors agree that the sales of “Reese’s Pieces” brand skyrocketed 

because of this collaboration.  

It’s worth mentioning that before signing the deal with Hershey, producers of the movie 

offered this placement opportunity to Mars, Inc. with the intention to use their M&Ms candy, 

however, the producers of M&Ms turned down this offer (Newell, Salmon, & Chang, 2006). 

Several years later M&Ms rejected another great opportunity, placing their candies in Seinfeld’s 

sitcom, a deal that helped Junior Mints to achieve great exposure (Luling, 2016). 

Another significant brand placement deal was signed in 1983, when in an attempt to 

revitalize consumers’ interest to Wayfarer sunglasses, Ray Ban signed an agreement with Geffen 

Pictures for including their sunglasses in Risky Business. This strategy paid off greatly. Within a 

year after release of the movie the sales of Wayfarer’s increased about 20 times (Conradt, 2011). 

Inspired by such success, Ray Ban signed a five-year deal worth $250,000 deal for featuring 

their sunglasses in 60 movies. 

The tremendous success of the placements of Reese’s Pieces and Ray Ban brands in the 

early 1980s served as a turning point for the brand placement industry and brand placements 

became regarded as an emerging brand marketing technique and were widely adopted by 

marketers. Since then leading characters of Hollywood blockbusters are seen drinking Heineken 
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beer (like Daniel Craig in Casino Royal), driving Camaros (like Shia LaBeouf in Transformers) 

and playing PS3 (like Kevin Spacey in House of Cards).  

MODERN TIMES 

The contemporary brand placement industry is booming. The US brand placement market 

is expanding at a double-digit rate and almost quadrupled over the last decade passing the $6 

billion threshold (PQ Media, 2006; PQ Media, 2015). Inspired by the success of earlier 

placement deals, marketers allocate bigger portions of their promotional budgets to this medium. 

Most of the major movie studios have in-house brand placement departments (Popeo & Price, 

2004).  

The value of product placement agreements has also grown and producers of Hollywood 

blockbusters cover significant portions of their astronomical production budgets trough brand 

placements. For example, Heineken paid a record high $45 million to replace agent 007’s 

traditional cocktail with their beer in one of the recent episodes of Bondiana “Skyfall” (Nader, 

2012). In fact, this deal covered about 30 % of the film’s $150 million budget. In 2011, 

documentarist Morgan Spurlock shot a film titled The Best Movie Ever Sold and covered the 

entire production budget (around $1.5 million) completely through brand placements deals 

(Hampp, 2011).  

With the increasing product placement budgets, we also see brands playing more central 

roles in movies and TV shows. In 2010, Modern Family made Apple’s iPad the “hero” of its 

“Connection Lost” episode, three days before tablet’s actual release to the market (Chiang, 

2010). Wilson’s volleyball became a “partner” of Tom Hanks in Castaway and secured over 10 

minutes of exposure for the brand (Maynard & Scala, 2006). BMW’s placement of Mini Coopers 

in 2003s The Italian Job resulted in one of the most famous car chase episodes in the movies. As 
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one of the critics mentioned “The real star of The Italian Job is not a person but a car” 

(Kolowich, 2015).  BMW reportedly provided 30 cars for the movie, and enjoyed 22 percent 

increase in sales of Mini Coopers over the previous year.  

Brand placement, clearly utilized in movies, is now taking over the small screen, and not 

just TV. By way of examples, we see the winning team from Survivor is rewarded with swigs of 

Mountain Dew in TV programming. We see Netflix's House of Cards littered with cameos from 

BlackBerry, Dell, Samsung, and Coca-Cola, in streaming content. Nowadays, brand placements 

can be in popular music (Burkhalter & Thornton, 2014; Delattre and Colovic, 2009), music 

videos (Plambeck, 2010), video games (Glass, 2007; Lee & Faber, 2007), YouTube videos 

(O’Leary, 2014) and even in novels (Brennan, 2008). Recently, writer Hillary Carlip received 

about $1.3 million for mentioning the artificial sweetener Sweet” N Lowes in her new book 

(Alter, 2014). 

Soon after the first successful brand placement deals, this promotional tactic attracted the 

attention of academic researchers as well. Since early1990s more than two hundred papers on 

this topic were published in peer-reviewed advertising and marketing journals. Findings of this 

vast body of research have helped validate some of the tactics utilized by practitioners and 

criticize others. As Michael Nyman, partner at Bragman, Nyman and Cafarelli Public Relations, 

mentioned: 

“In the old days, you’d have agencies and representatives who would go to the 

movie industry, to the prop masters and wardrobers on the sets and work 



15 

 

something out. Now, it’s a lot more organized and scientific than it used to be. It’s 

a very focused business.”2 

While in the past, brand placement agreements were signed during the production stage 

of the programs, presently, some big corporations prefer signing bulk deals well in advance. For 

instance, MillerCoors recently signed a deal with FX Networks and Turner Broadcasting in order 

to exclusively feature its beer brands (e.g., Blue Moon, Coors Light, Miller Lite) in such shows 

as “The Bridge”, “Americans” and “Rizzoli & Isles" (Poggi & Schultz, 2014). L’Oreal Paris 

signed a similar deal with the Weinstein Company for inclusion of its products into Weinstein’s 

movies (Epstein, 2006).   

 Over the last 120 years, brand placements developed into a mature, multi-billion-dollar 

industry with its own rules and distinct players. Most of the major consumer brands realized the 

big potential of brand placements and made them part of their integrated marketing 

communication campaigns. By featuring real brands in their movies producers both increase the 

realism of the story and partially cover production costs. In exchange for a promotional support 

manufacturers get a channel to reach the target audience with a branded message that is difficult 

to avoid. As we have seen above, the reward of successful brand placements might be great, 

however as all other promotional mechanisms this tactic has its shortcomings as well. Next 

section provides an analysis of the benefits and drawbacks of brand placements for brand owners 

and movie studios. 

                                                 
2 http://variety.com/1997/film/news/product-placement-now-a-fine-science-1116675446/ 

 

http://variety.com/1997/film/news/product-placement-now-a-fine-science-1116675446/
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Brand Placements: Pros and Cons  

 ADVANTAGES OF BRAND PLACEMENTS  

The utilization of brand placements as promotional tools can benefit marketers in several 

ways. First, brand placements are recognized by viewers only after they appear on the screen. 

Van Reijmersdal (2011) suggests that the principal difference between a brand placement and a 

commercial is that the former is an integral/inseparable part of the editorial content, while the 

latter is a separate unit within the commercial break. Thus, viewers don’t have an option to avoid 

them by turning the channel or leaving the room, as they usually do during commercial breaks 

(Thorson and Zhao, 1997; Danaher 1995).   

Second, according to Cowley and Barron (2008), persuasion through brand placements 

“occur under consumers’ radar” (p. 90), as such messages communicated through brand 

placements penetrate through the protective shield of the viewers. Chan, Petrovici and Lowe 

(2016), describe brand placements as a “soft-sell” technique, whose unobtrusive nature makes it 

more persuasive than more conventional advertising methods.  

Third, brand placements are usually cheaper than the production and airing of television 

commercials. For example, air time for an average 30-second commercial costs from $50,000-

$400,000, while paid product placements costs only a fraction of this sum (d’Astous and 

Chartier, 2000). Moreover, according to Karrh, McKee, and McKee (2003), a significantly 

portion of brand placement deals are still done on barter bases (see also Jones, 2015 and Chang 

et al., 2009) and in some cases are not compensated at all; for instance, Robert Zemekis claims 

that he didn’t receive any compensation for including FedEx products in his movie Castaway. 

 Fourth, the inclusion of a brand in a popular movie or television program might benefit 

from the existing positive attitudes viewers have towards the show or a character of the show 
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(van Reijmersdal et al., 2010; d’Astous and Chartier, 2000). After seeing their beloved actor or 

actress using a certain brand on a screen fans might perceive this as a direct endorsement from 

the celebrity (DeLorme & Reid, 1999). For example, when James Dean, icon of many teens in 

1955, combed his hair with an Ace Comb in Rebels Without a Cause, sales of the brand 

skyrocketed, as most of the young boys of that time were trying to mimic him. In the same vein, 

obsession of Carrie Bradshaw (a character of Sex and the City portrayed by Sarah Jessica Parker) 

with Manolo Blahnik’s shoes helped the designer to become one of the iconic figures of fashion 

footwear business (Berman, 2010).  

Fifth, viewers have more positive attitudes toward brand placement practice than toward 

more traditional advertising means. This is important, because prior research showed that 

attitudes toward advertising might affect attitudes toward specific ad, which in turn would affect 

the attitudes towards the brand featured in the ad (MacKenzie & Lutz, 1989). Recent studies 

confirm that viewers’ attitudes toward the practice of brand placement are more positive than 

those toward TV commercials (Davtyan & Cunningham, 2017). These findings are in line with 

earlier studies that suggest that people have positive attitudes toward brand placements, if these 

placements don’t contain ethically charged products such as guns, alcohol or tobacco (Gupta, 

Balasubramanian & Klassen, 2000; Nebenzahl & Secunda, 1993).  

Sixth, brand placements in movies and television programs might get the advantage of 

longevity over television commercials, because they often experience a second life either on 

DVDs or in the form of reruns (Karrh 1998). Thus, a brand placement in a successful movie will 

continue paying dividends in “free” exposures for many years. Every time we turn on TV to 

watch the adventures of Marty McFly in Back to the Future, Pepsi and Nike earn their “few 

cents”. 
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Seventh, marketers can modify brand placements to better fit their promotional needs in 

specific markets. For example, Taco Bell was replaced with Pizza Hut for the European version 

of Demolition Man, as the former brand was not well-known for the European viewers (Segrave, 

2004). Such alteration didn’t create any conflict of interest, because both food chains belonged to 

PepsiCo at the time of the movie’s release.  

Finally, the development of digital technologies in 2000s gave a birth to a new type of 

brand placements: digital placements. Using modern technologies movie producers are able to 

add brands into movie scenes even during post-production stage (Bulkey, 2016; Millar, 2013). 

Per Mark Popkiewicz, CEO of the digital placement company MirriAd, “The technology is 

capable of placing or replacing moving objects and even replacing products being handled by 

actors like mobile phones". Digital brand placements, called by some marketers as “placements 

on steroids”, give producers and marketers more flexibility by allowing them to consider several 

different options before selection of the final scene for the placement (Bulkey, 2016). In 2008 

MirriAd signed a deal with Vevo, a major music video hosting service, to place commercial 

messages into music videos.  

Given all the advantages that brand placements can offer, it is not a surprise that number 

of brand placements continues to increase (Williams et al., 2011), however, there are also some 

caveats that marketers and studious need to take into consideration when engaging in such 

agreements. 

DISADVANTAGES OF BRAND PLACEMENTS 

Despite their increasing popularity, brand placements have several limitations as well.  

According to Karrh (2003), when placing their brands in movies marketers pass control over the 

brand to movie producers and this might put them in a vulnerable situation, because when placed 
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wrong, brand placements can backfire. Such a situation happened when the producers of Natural 

Born Killers placed Coca Cola in a scene full of blood and violence. Another worthy example is 

the placement of Reebok in Jerry Maguire. Through the movie, Rod Tidwell, a football player 

portrayed by Cuba Gooding Jr., was complaining about Reebok ignoring him and not offering an 

endorsement deal. The initial version of the movie should have ended with an inspiring Reebok 

commercial featuring Tidwell. However, this scene was cut from the final version of the movie, 

resulting in an overall negative image for the athletic products manufacturer. This was a big 

surprise for the executives of Rebook, as the company made about $1.5 million investment (in 

merchandise and promotions) in support of the movie (Elliot, 1997).  Later, Reebok filed a multi-

million-dollar lawsuit against Tristar Pictures for violation of terms of the brand placement deal 

and forced the studio to use the original ending for the movie’s premiere on TV (Orwall, 1996; 

Fleeman, 1997). 

Another disadvantage of brand placements acknowledged by many researchers is the 

absence of universal measurements of their effectiveness and difficulty of development 

meaningful pricing mechanisms (Lehu, 2007; Yang & Roskos‐Ewoldsen, 2007; 

Balasubramanian et al., 2006), unlike traditional forms of advertising (e.g., 30-second 

commercials). There are several platforms, designed by Nielsen, iTVX, comScore and others, 

created to measure the effectiveness of brand placements, however, none of them has been 

widely adopted. The pricing of most brand placement deals is being determined using anecdotes 

or past experience. 

The effectiveness of a single brand placement is also dependent on number of other 

brands placed within the same media piece. When used excessively brand placements might 

negatively affect viewing experience (Cowley & Barron, 2008) and result in negative attitudes 
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towards the film and placed brands. For example, some of the viewers of recent Jurassic World 

complained that “it had more brand placements than actual dinosaurs” (Sauer, 2015). With 

increasing popularity of brand placements, the overall number of placements per minute of 

programming has been increased as well. The analysis of recent blockbusters conducted by 

Brandchannel.com indicates that there are 71 brand placements in Transformers: Dark Side of 

the Moon, 65 in Entourage and more than 60 in Iron Man 2 (Chahal, 2015). La Ferle and 

Edwards (2006) report that there is at least one placement in every three minutes of 

programming within the major US networks (e.g., CBS, ABC, NBC). In their research, Song, 

Meyer and Ha (2015) illustrate an inverted U-curve relationship between number of brand 

placements and movie revenues, which means that after the number of brand placements within a 

given move passes a certain threshold, every next placement negatively affect the performance of 

the movie.  

Brand placement deals might be risky not only for advertisers, but also cause serious 

losses for studios. Directors sometimes need to go the extra mile to satisfy the conditions of the 

placement agreements. For example, while filming Natural Born Killers, Oliver Stone had to 

make many extra shoots just to show the name of sponsor boots, this process significantly 

delayed production and resulted in losses of several hundred thousand dollars (Epstein, 2006). 

Finally, brand owners should be aware that obtrusive and blatant brand placements can 

seriously backfire, especially, when they have little connection with a story line (Cowley and 

Baron, 2008). One of the worst examples of brand placements is considered to be the minute-

long plug of Subway sandwiches in the police drama Hawaii 5-0. The actors had to detour from 

the main storyline in order to discuss the fillings and health benefits of Subway’s footlongs. This 

episode generated a huge backlash from angry viewers (Hale, 2012). 
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Summary 

This chapter provides an overview of the emergence of brand placements as an effective 

marketing communication tool. This brief examination of brand placement history, illustrated the 

evaluation of this promotional tactic over the last 120 years and revealed main milestones that 

contributed to its development. Discussion of the advantages and shortcomings of brand 

placements revealed the rationales behind their wide-spread use today. The next chapter reviews 

the literature on various factors affecting the effectiveness of brand placements and discusses 

several theories that can help to understand how brand placements work. 
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CHAPTER 2- A REVIEW OF FACTORS AFFECTING REACTIONS TO 

BRAND PLACEMENTS 

Brand placement is an effective tool of marketing communication, widely utilized by 

modern marketers. Depending on its specific execution, as well as, certain brand and context 

factors, brand placement can affect cognition, opinions and behavior of certain consumer 

segments. The first section of this chapter discusses the existing classifications of brand 

placements. The next sections provide a comprehensive review of the existing literature on the 

factors that influence the effectiveness of brand placements and the measures that are used to 

assess the effectiveness of those placements. Based on this analysis a comprehensive framework 

for brand placement effects is proposed. 

Classification of Brand Placements 

Brand placement is a complex, multifaceted construct. It can be categorized based on the 

brand’s visibility or centrality to the plot or based on the context of brand reference (e.g., 

positive vs negative) or in other various ways (see Table 2.1). As the scholarship on brand 

placements is rapidly evolving, researchers unravel new dimensions of brand placements and 

come up with new classifications.  
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Table 2.1. Classifications of brand placements 

Article Classification 

Oliver (1986) • On-set vs creative 

Shapiro (1993) • Visibility 

• Spoken reference 

• Products in use 

Russell (1998) • Visual 

• Auditory 

• Plot Connection 

Gupta and Lord (1998) • Modality 

• Prominence 

d’Astous and Seguin (1999) • Implicit  

• Integrated explicit 

• Non-integrated explicit 

Yang and Roskos-Ewoldsen (2007) • Background 

• Used by the character 

• Role of the product in the storyline 
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Table 2.1: continued 

McCarty and Lowrey (2012) • Brand placement 

• Product immersion 

Redondo (2012) • Positive vs Negative placements 

Kamleitner and Khair Jyote (2013) • Level of integration in the plot 

For example, Russell (1998) offers a three-dimensional framework that classifies brand 

placements based on visual dimension, verbal dimension and the degree of brand connection 

with a plot. She further categorizes visual placements in one of the two groups: creative 

placements (e.g. the brand is embedded into the film in means of outdoor billboards) or on-set or 

screen placements (e.g. food brands placed in kitchen scenes). Based on this framework, the 

brands that can be seen on the billboards when contestants of Hell’s Kitchen visit Las Vegas are 

examples of creative placements, while the bottle of Heinz ketchup placed on the kitchen table in 

Two and a Half Men show represents screen placements. In its turn screen placements have 

several degrees depending on the frequency of brand appearances, type of the scene, visibility of 

the brand, etc. 
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Figure 2.1. A three-dimensional construct of brand placements (Russell, 1998) 

 

According to Russell (1998), completely auditory placements refer to instances when 

brand name is mentioned in a dialogue, but brand identifiers are not shown on the screen. Similar 

to visual placements, audio placements have several levels as well depending on the frequency of 

brand mentions, tone of the voice, place of the brand in a dialogue, etc. The following dialogue 

from The Big Bang Theory is a vivid example of verbal brand placement:  

Howard: Maybe that's an idea, guidance systems for drunk people. 

Raj: They have that. It's called Uber. 

 Plot connection refers to situations when brand becomes an important part of a plot. For 

example, Chevy’s Camaro became a central character (Bumblebee) in Transformers and the 

Wilson volleyball (named Wilson) was a “partner” of Tom Hanks in Cast Away. Dimensions of 

plot connection consist of different combinations of audio and visual placements. At the low 
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levels of plot connection, the brand is only briefly mentioned and visible on the screen for a short 

time. At the high levels of plot connection, the brand becomes highly identifiable with a 

character. For example, we expect whoever plays James Bond to wear suits from Tom Ford, 

watches from Omega, and, of course, to drive an Aston Martin (Cassidy, 2015). 

The model proposed by Gupta and Lord (1998) classifies brand placements based on two 

dimensions: the mode of the presentation and visual prominence of the brand. Guptan and Lord 

identify three distinct presentation modes: visual only that involves showing any brand identifier 

without mentioning the brand, audio only that involves only mentioning the brand name 

verbally, and combined audio-visual that involves accompanying the visual presentation of a 

brand identifier with verbal reference to the brand. Based on the level of their prominence brand 

placements are categorized as prominent or subtle. Gupta and Lord define prominent brand 

placements as placements “in which the (product or other brand identifier) is made highly visible 

by virtue of size and/or position on the screen or its centrality to the action in the scene” and 

subtle placements as placements “in which the brand is not shown prominently (i.e., small in 

size, a background prop outside of the main field of visual focus, lost in an array of multiple 

products or objects, low time of exposure)” (p. 49). 

Yang and Roskos-Ewoldsen (2007) classify brand placements based on (1) whether they 

are shown in the background, but are not used by one of the characters, (2) used by a character 

but is not central to the story and (3) whether a brand plays a role in the story (e.g., brand helped 

to solve a problem). For example, in several episodes of famous The Big Bang Theory, the boxes 

of Shuhua milk can be seen on a table, however, the characters of the show never drink that milk 

or refer to the brand in their dialogues. This is an example of a background placement. Several 

other episodes of the same show contain scenes where characters play games on their Dell 
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Alienware Notebooks. Although these fragments demonstrate character-brand interaction, the 

brand is not central for the story. Finally, in the episode where Sheldon, who is obsessed with 

cleanliness, uses Purell hand sanitizer to disinfect himself after touching a snake, illustrates how 

a brand can play an important role in the storyline.    

McCarty and Lowrey (2012) distinguish between brand placement and product 

immersion as two extremes of the brand integration continuum. In case of brand placement, a 

brand is briefly mentioned or appeared on a screen for a very short period. In contrast to this, 

product immersion assumes that the brand becomes an essential part of the movie plot, as Kodak 

in “The Wheel” episode of Mad Men (Turak, 2010). In a similar vein, Kamleitner and Khair 

Jyote (2013) suggest a classification of brand placements based on the level of integration into 

the plot. 

Overall, this section provided an overview of the existing classifications of brand 

placements. Over the last 20 years, academicians came up with various classification methods, 

nevertheless, they haven’t developed a universal way to classify them. Based on the provided 

analysis, it is evident that most researchers classify brand placements based on the execution 

factors (e.g., prominence, modality, level of plot connection), however, there are several other 

factors that affect the effectiveness of brand placements, such as brand factors (hedonic vs 

utilitarian brand), context factors (media type, program type and tone) and audience related 

factors (demographics, attitude toward brand placements). The next section will provide a brief 

review of those factors. 



28 

 

Factors Affecting the Effectiveness of Brand Placements 

EXECUTION FACTORS 

One factor that is used more often by researchers to classify brand placements is the 

visual prominence of the brand. Depending on the desired outcome of the promotion campaign, 

marketers might make brands (or their identifiers) highly visible (prominent) or less visible 

(subtle). For example, Volvo changed its logo on their XC60 model to increase recognizably of 

the brand (Vella, 2008). On the other hand, some advertisers recommend decreasing the size of 

the brand, when the commercial nature of the message should be concealed. The overall 

conclusion of advertising research on brand prominence is that high prominence leads to 

increased processing and positively affects memory for brands. In fact, the eye-tracking 

experiment conducted by Wedel and Pieters (2000) confirms this inference.  

In the existing literature, brand prominence is defined and operationalized in various 

ways. Most of the time researchers use their gut feeling to judge whether given placement is 

prominent or not. Han, Nunes and Dreze (2010), define brand prominence as “the extent to 

which a product has visible markings that help ensure observers recognize the brand” (p. 15). In 

case of brand placements, scholars assess the level of prominence based on the space of the 

screen and position occupied by the brand (Gupta and Lord, 1998), the duration of a placement 

(d’Astous and Chartier, 2000) or presence of other brands in the same scene (Lehu, 2007). 

Cowley (2012) defines brand placement prominence as “the degree to which a placement moves 

out of the “ground” and into the “figure” of the viewing experience” (p. 44). Homer (2009) 

combines the concept of brand’s prominence with the modality of the placement and claims that 

only audiovisual placements should be categorized as prominent and visual placements should be 

classified as subtle. 

http://bear.warrington.ufl.edu/centers/MKS/articles/799516.pdf
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In terms of modality, researchers usually differentiate between audio, visual and 

audiovisual brand placements (Gupta and Lord, 1998; Brennan, Dubas & Babin, 1999; Law & 

Braun, 2000). The role of modality of brand placements is usually explained through Paivio’s 

(1990) dual coding theory (Gupta & Lord, 1998; Bressoud, Lehu, & Russell, 2010). Per this 

theory, memory and cognition of humans consist from two distinct subsystems, one for 

processing pictorial codes (imagery system) and the other for processing audio codes (verbal 

system). Each of these systems can function independently, however, when activated together 

they can enhance the memory more than when activated autonomously. Thus, it is believed that 

audiovisual placements should be better recalled than visual only or audio only placements 

(Karrh, McKee, & Pardun, 2003). Bressound, Lehu and Russell (2010) confirm this assertion for 

the brands placed in movies (see also Babin & Carder, 1996), while Law and Braun did the same 

for the brands placements in TV programs. 

Similar to brand prominence, connection of a brand with a plot is also conceptualized in 

various ways. For example, Fontaine (2002) judges plot connection based on the role that 

brand/product plays in “the intrigue” of the story and the importance of the product/brand for the 

character development; d’Astous and Chartier (2000) categorize it based on the connection of the 

brand to the context of the movie. According to Russell (2002) high plot connection requires 

strong association between the brand and the character identified with the brand. The higher is a 

connection between the plot and the placement, the stronger is the positive affect on brand 

attitudes (Russell, 2002). In contrast to this, according to Verhellen and Dens (2015), there is no 

significant effect of plot connection on brand attitudes, if the focal brands are popular. 

Kamleitner and Khair Jyote (2013) state that there is a common misunderstanding among 

researchers, who interchangeably use terms plot connection and brand integration. Plot 
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connection indicates “how much the story does for the placement” (see Russell, 2002), while the 

plot integration specifies “how much a placement does for the story” (see d’Astous and Chartier, 

2000). Kamleitner and Khair Jyote (2013) claim that placements that are high in plot connection 

are well recalled but disliked, while the opposite pattern is found for placements with high plot 

integration. Moreover, exposure of multitasking consumers to well-integrated brand placements 

causes assimilation between the focal brand and competing brand (not shown), while exposure to 

intrusive brand placements result in contrasting effect (Youn, Choi, & Song, 2011) 

Another execution factor that is shown to influence effectiveness of brand placements is 

the viewers’ attitudes toward the movie character/actor associated with the brand. According to 

d’Astous and Chartier (2000), brand placements are better remembered if they are featured in 

scenes with leading actors.  Furthermore, Dekker and Van Reijmersdal (2013) demonstrate that 

an appearance of a celebrity actor in the brand placement scene has a positive effect on brand 

evaluations. On the other hand, Kumar and Balabanis (2015) claim that likability of the character 

is more important than the celebrity status of the actor, as the star status of the actor might shift 

the attention of viewers from brands to the star. 

Overall, it can be concluded that brand prominence, modality of the brand placement, 

level of integration if the brand into editorial content and viewers’ evaluations of the 

character/actor related to brand have strong effects on the effectiveness of brand placements and 

play important role in assessment of their value. For example, a placement where the product 

name is both mentioned and shown cost more than one in which the product logo is simply 

visible in the background of a scene (Gupta & Lord, 1998). The next section provides an 

overview of brand related factors affecting brand placements. 
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BRAND FACTORS 

Existing brand placements studies mostly surveyed the placements of well-known brands. 

According to Brenan and Babin (2004), producers are more likely to use familiar brands in the 

movies because familiar brands help in the development of characters or scene set up. 

Additionally, familiar and mature brands have bigger promotional budgets and thus can afford 

making deals with movie producers. However, while many advertised products are familiar to 

consumers, there are also others that are less known or unknown for the audience. For example, 

Apple’s iPad3 was featured in “Modern Family” show before its official release (Stampler, 

2012). On a similar vein, Nissan made a deal with Sony and Electronic Arts for placing its new 

GT-R sport car in their computer games (Mohr, et al., 2009). Moreover, nowadays we can 

observe reverse brand placements, which happens when companies launch real versions of the 

fictitious brands that are featured in popular media. For example, NBC network signed an 

agreement with Staples for producing Dunder Miffin office paper, which is a fictitious brand 

from the popular “The Office” series.   

It has been suggested that advertising for familiar brands may not work in the same way 

as advertising for unfamiliar brands (Machleit, Allen, and Madden 1993). Alba and Hitchkinston 

(1987) define brand familiarity as “the number of product related experiences that have been 

accumulated by the consumer” (p.12). Campbell and Keller (2003) posit that consumers tend to 

have a variety of different associations for familiar brands based on their past experience with 

the brand. According to Negunadi (1990), familiar brands tend to elicit stronger associations 

with the corresponding product categories and thus are more memorable. When exposed to 

advertisements for familiar brands, people are more likely to follow less extensive confirmation-

                                                 
3 Although Apple was well-known consumer brand at that time, iPad was completely new for the consumers. 
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based processing as they store the information about brand attributes under the brand's existing 

node (Keller 1991; MacKenzie and Spreng 1992). As a result, people are more likely to confirm 

the existing attitudes. So, a single exposure to a familiar brand should not result in significant 

change of attitudes or behavioral intent (Alba and Hutchinson 1987; Hutchinson and Zenor 

1986).  

On the other hand, for less familiar or unfamiliar brands consumers don’t have as many 

associations. According to Sujan (1985), when exposed to a novel stimulus, people attempt to 

learn and evaluate received information. Thus, when consumers are exposed to advertisements of 

unfamiliar brands, they are more likely to be eager to learn about the featured brand and form 

impressions (Hilton and Darley 1991). Specifically, in the case of subtle placements of unknown 

brands there is a big chance that viewers will not pay attention to the brands at all. In contrast to 

this, well-known brands can be easily recognized even when they displayed in the background of 

a scene.  For example, for well-known brands such as Coca Cola, showing the bottle might be 

enough for viewers to recognize the brand, while for unknown brands a more prominent 

exposure might be needed for the viewers to detect the brand. Up to date, brand placement 

research very briefly has touched upon this topic.  

McCarty (2004) proposes that the type of product category also might affect the 

effectiveness of brand placements. The study conducted by La Ferle and Edwards (2006), 

examined product categories appearing in the prime-time programming. According to their 

analysis, about 33 percent of brand placements are for media and entertainment related brands, 

about 9 percent for service companies (e.g., insurance, telecommunications) and 8.5 percent for 

organizations (e.g. universities). In a similar vein, Devlin and Combs (2011) found that 

automobiles, beverages, and food are the product categories most frequently appearing in movies 
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(with frequencies of 19.5 percent,13 percent and 10 percent respectively). In another study, 

Gupta and Gould (2007) showed that price of the placed brands affects effectiveness of 

placements. Specifically, undergraduate students paid more attention to expensive/luxury brands.  

Although these studies provide some understanding about product types appearing on the screen, 

very limited scholarship explore product category factors that affect effectiveness of brand 

placements (Karrh, Frith & Callison, 2001). For example, there is no research that compares the 

placements for product categories based on their hedonic and utilitarian properties. 

Past researchers have analyzed consumer goods in terms of their hedonic and utilitarian 

characteristics, and report their overall effect on product choice (Dhar & Wertrnbroch, 2000). 

According to Khan et al. (2004), hedonic goods are multisensory and are purchased for fun, 

pleasure, and excitement. Examples of hedonic products include luxuries, music, sports cars, 

flowers and chocolate.  On the other hand, the purchase of utilitarian products is usually 

motivated by their functional characteristics. Microwaves, detergents, minivans, home security 

systems, or personal computers can be classified as utilitarian products (Dhar and Wertenbroch 

2000; Hirschman and Holbrook 1982; Strahilevitz and Myers 1998). Prior studies comparing 

hedonic and utilitarian products suggest that choice processes for and people’s attitudes to 

hedonic and utilitarian items are different (O’Curry and Strahilevitz, 2001; Jones, Reynolds, & 

Arnold, 2006). People often buy hedonic products to express themselves and they might be 

perceived as a part of the extended self (Belk, 1988).  In contrast to this, utilitarian products 

don’t tell much about their consumers. McCarty (2004) hypothesizes that in case of placement of 

hedonic goods a strong connection with a plot might be required in order to transfer the attitudes 

from program to the placed brand. On the other hand, in case of placement of utilitarian products 
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high level of plot connection might not be equally beneficial. All these propositions are subject 

for future research.  

CONTEXT FACTORS 

Abundant research has demonstrated that context factors influence viewers’ responses to 

marketing communication (Norris & Colman 1994; Bushman 2005). There has been extensive 

research conducted to investigate the context factors of television commercials: some researchers 

examine the effects of program type (Goldberg and Gorn 1987; Murry, Lastovicka and Singh 

1992), others focus on the circumstances of viewing (Morley 2005) or on the emotions generated 

by programs (Olney, Holbrook and Batra 1991). Several studies report that when planning brand 

placement deals advertising and PR professionals consider “theme of the movie” as one of the 

main factors (Pardun & McKee, 1996; Pardun & McKee, 2000). Nevertheless, the research on 

the contextual effects of brand placements is limited (van Reijmersdal et al. 2010; Jin and 

Villefas, 2007).  

Uses and Gratifications theory posits that people obtain gratifications from media use 

(McQuail, 2010). For example, consumers might view television in order to satisfy certain needs, 

such as to obtain information, escape from personal difficulties or for entertainment purposes 

(Schewebach 1994). According to van Reijmersdal et al. (2010) different genres fulfil certain 

gratifications more than the others. For example, programs with high information value fulfill 

informational gratification, while drama series fulfill social or identity gratifications. As such, a 

viewer watching a news program, in order to fulfill informational gratifications, will pay more 

attention to the content of the program (Hawkins et al., 2001).  

According to La Ferle and Edwards (2006), brand placements can be found in programs 

of different genres. Specifically, situation comedies, dramas and game shows are among the most 
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popular types of television programs containing brand placements (they contain 22.9%, 16.8% 

and 14.4% of all placements respectively). Placements in different types of programs differ both 

in terms of their prominence and modality. For example, placements in game shows and sporting 

events had high levels of prominence and exposure, but lacked any significance to the content. In 

contrast to this, in sitcoms and dramas, the actual product was displayed less than half the time 

(48.5%), and the brand was prominent only 53% of the time. However, it is not clear whether 

these differences in execution are dictated by program type or not.  

Meyer, Song and Ha (2016) claim that viewers are more open for the brand placements in 

mainstream movies than in independent films, as they consider independent films as art pieces 

and perceive embedded brands as irritating and interrupting the movie watching experience (see 

also De Lorme & Reid, 1999). 

Past research showed that the mood induced by the program will influence the viewer’s 

evaluation of ads during the commercial break. Goldberg and Gorn (1987) show that when 

people watch happy programs they experience positive emotions, which in the turn positively 

affect the evaluations of commercials during commercial break.  Similarly, Jin and Villegas 

(2007) showed that brand placements in humorous scenes might result in result in favorable 

attitude towards the brand and purchase intention, especially if the viewer has negative prior 

evaluations of the product. On the other hand, Hong et al. (2008) show that brand placements in 

a negative context stimulate higher involvement and eventually achieve higher brand salience 

than placements in positive context and suggest that placement of brands in programs that elicit 

fear, tension or risk might be more effective than those in positive programs. Furthermore, 

according to Park and Berger (2010) brand recognition is higher when brands are placed in 

dramas (compared with placements in action and comedy programs); however, D’Astous and 
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Seguin (1999) showed that viewers have more negative reactions towards brand placements in 

dramas.  

Overall, these mixed findings don’t provide any conclusive answer about the possible 

effects of program genre on the effectiveness of brand placements. Moreover, most of the 

existing studies have been conducted for brand placements in movies and TV programs. Thus, 

further research should explore brand placements in other media (e.g., in novels, music, or music 

videos). 

AUDIENCE FACTORS  

Together with brand, context and execution factors, certain consumer characteristics also 

affect viewers’ perception, evaluation and processing of brand placements.  Past research 

demonstrated that consumers actively interpret brand they encounter in media programming and 

their evaluation of the practice is a significant determinant of brand placement effectiveness (De 

Lorme & Reed, 1999; van Reijmersdal, Nejens, & Smit, 2009). 

Advertising researchers have investigated consumer attitudes toward advertising practice 

for many decades (Dutta-Bergman, 2006; O’Donohoe, 1995; Mackenzie & Lutz, 1989; Bauer & 

Greyser, 1968), as it has been documented that attitude towards advertising mediate the effects of 

individual advertisements (Lutz, MacKenzie, &Belch, 1983; Lutz, 1985). Several researchers 

expect similar relationship between attitudes towards brand placement practice and attitudes 

toward brand placements (van Reijmersdal, Nejens, & Smit, 2009). Furthermore, Gould, Gupta 

and Grabner-Krauter (2000) find positive influence of attitudes toward brand placement practice 

on purchase behavior, suggesting that consumer’s evaluation of brand placement practice is a 

significant predictor of the effectiveness of individual brand placements.  
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Earlier studies on attitudes toward brand placements suggest that people have positive 

attitudes toward the practice in general, however, they disapprove placements that contain 

ethically charged products such as guns, alcohol or tobacco (Gupta, Balasubramanian & Klassen, 

2000; Gupta & Gould, 1997; Nebenzahl & Secunda, 1993). Several researchers claim that people 

have positive attitudes toward brand placements, as they think that brand placements add realism 

and credibility to movie scenes and help in character development (Russell, 2002).  Later studies 

confirm these results for B2B placements (Lord & Gupta, 2010). Recent study conducted by 

Davtyan and Cunningham (2017), compared consumers attitude toward TV commercials and 

brand placements. Their results suggest that contemporary consumers have higher positive 

attitudes toward brand placement than toward TV commercials. Although these studies show an 

overall positive perception of brand placements among consumers, there are several factors (e.g., 

culture, demographics) that significantly affect these evaluations.  

Up to date, numerous cross-cultural studies compared consumers’ perceptions of brand 

placement practice across different countries. Results of these studies confirm that culture is an 

important factor affecting acceptability of brand placements. Specifically, is has been shown that 

U.S. consumers are more tolerant toward brand placements than their French, Austrian, Spanish, 

Singaporean and Chinese counterparts (Gould, Gupta, & Grabner-Krauter, 2000; Hudson, Wang, 

& Gil, 2011; McKechnie & Zhou, 2003; Karrh, Frith & Callison, 2001).  

Several studies examined brand placement perceptions of different consumer groups and 

reported no significant effects of age and gender on attitudes toward brand placements (van 

Reijmersdal, Nejens, & Smit, 2009). For example, Nelson and McLeod (2005) show that gender 

and age of adolescence doesn’t affect liking of product placements. Gupta and Gould (1997) 

surveyed 1012 students on their attitudes toward brand placements found that although males are 
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more accepting of placements of ethically charged products than females, there is no difference 

between genders on their attitudes toward other products. The survey conducted by Schmoll, 

Hafer, Hilt, and Reilly (2006) studied attitudes of Baby Boomers toward the brand placement 

practice. Results of this study revealed that these consumers (regardless of their gender), don’t 

mind seeing branded products in movies. Moreover, heavy media consumers have more positive 

attitudes toward brand placements that light consumers. Results of another survey conducted by 

Ong (2004), confirm no difference between males and females in terms of their attitudes toward 

brand placements. However, the attitudes of older respondents (over 35-year-old) are more 

negative than that of respondents from 18 to 35 age group. Gregorio and Sung (2010) confirm 

that older people (over 55) evaluate less favorably the practice of brand placements than younger 

consumer groups. In contrast to other studies, Gregorio and Sung found that females have more 

positive attitudes toward brand placements than males, however, males are more influenced by 

brand placements. Furthermore, they report that educated and more affluent consumers are less 

susceptible to the influence of brand placement. 

In summary, the existing research showed that culture significantly affects consumers’ 

attitudes toward brand placement practice, which in turn positively affects effectiveness of brand 

placements. In addition, the existing findings on the effects of age and gender on evaluations of 

brand placements are inconclusive.  

Measures of Brand Placement Effectiveness 

According to Jobber (2007), one of the main goals of product or service advertising is to 

stimulate sales of the product thus the main criteria for evaluating the effectiveness of any 

advertising campaign should be whether it influenced consumers to buy the advertised brand or 

not. Keller (1993) proposes that brand awareness and brand image are two main components of 
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the brand knowledge that affect customer’s selection of the brand. Keller argues that brand 

awareness comprises brand recall and brand recognition, and he defines brand image as 

consumers’ perceptions of the brand by means of brand associations.  Thus, when studying the 

effectiveness of brand placements, it is important to examine its effects on both brand awareness 

and brand image. According to Keller (1993), high awareness and strong image of a brand 

should lead to its selection by consumers.  

In their seminal article, Balasubramanian et al. (2006) classify the effects of brands 

placements into three distinct categories: cognitive (e.g., recall, recognition), affective (e.g., 

brand attitude, identification with story) and conative (e.g., purchase intention, brand choice). In 

the following section I will present the existing body of research on those measures of brand 

placement effectiveness and point out some other measures that are worth taking into 

consideration while examining this promotional tool. 

COGNITIVE MEASURES OF BRAND PLACEMENTS  

In regards to measuring the effectiveness of brand placements, academic researchers 

often cite three memory-based measures: aided recall, unaided recall and recognition (Lehu & 

Bressoud, 2009). Unaided or spontaneous recall, refers to the process by which a viewer is able 

to correctly name the brand shown in the video episode without external clues or aids; aided or 

prompted recall, refers to the process by which a viewer is able to correctly name the brand, after 

s/he was prompted with the corresponding product categories, and recognition, refers to the 

process by which a viewer is able to select a certain brand from a list of other brands and indicate 

having seen it during the video episode (Davtyan, Stewart & Cunningham, 2016; Lehu & 

Bressoud, 2009).  
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One of the first academic studies of brand placements effects on memory was conducted 

by Steortz (1987), who measured recall for 30 brands placed in 6 movies (by collecting data 

through telephone and theatre exit surveys). She found that on average, one day after the actual 

exposure, viewers recall 38 percent of the brands placed in movies. Zimmer and Delorme (1997) 

report similar results. In their experiment viewers recalled about 33 percent of brands and 

recognized 55% of brands. In both cases memory effects were positively affected by the 

prominence of the brands. Baker and Crawford (1996) measured aided and unaided recall of 

Scottish students after they watched Wayne’s World and found that brand placements result in 

high levels of both aided and unaided recall. In the same vein, results of the experiment 

conducted by Vollmers and Mizersky (1994) suggest about 93 percent recognition rate for the 

brands placed in movies (see Olsen & Samuelsen, 2012).   

Another group of studies investigates the role of prominence and modality on memory 

outcomes of brand placements (Gupta & Lord, 1998: D’Astous & Chartier, 2000; Law & Braun, 

2000; Brennan & Babin, 2004). Specifically, Gupta and Lord (1998) found that prominent brand 

placements have higher recall than subtle placements. Additionally, they found that audio brand 

placements (verbal mentions of the brand) elicit higher recall than subtle visual placements. 

Similar results on the relationship of prominence and memory effects were obtained by Law and 

Braun (2000), who investigated memory of students concerning six brands appearing in two 

episodes of Seinfeld. Although Gupta and Lord (1998) don’t find any improvements in memory 

when an audio reference is being added to a visual placement, Law and Baun (2000) indicate 

elevated recognition. In order to shed light on this discrepancy, Brennan and Babin (2004), 

conducted an experiment by controlling for the effects of exposure time, false recall and brand 

familiarity. Their results supported the findings of Law and Braun (2000). Furthermore, results 
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suggest that recognition for prominently placed familiar brands is higher than that for 

prominently placed unfamiliar brands (see also Rohit, 2015). 

D’Astous and Chartier (2000), interviewed a group of 103 undergraduate students, who 

had been previously (a week before) exposed to 18 brand placement episodes from 11 movies, to 

test the factors that affect recall of the brands. Results indicate that both recall and recognition 

are higher when the main character of the movie is presented in the brand placement scene. The 

brand prominence, however, is reported as having a positive effect on recognition, but not on 

recall. Furthermore, the level of integration of the brand is found to have negative effects both on 

recall and recognition (better integration lead to lower memory), this finding is in line with the 

results of Brennan, Dubas and Babin (1999). Later studies on memory effects confirm that 

prominently placed brands elicit higher recall and recognition that subtle placements (Verhellen, 

Dens & Pelsmacker, 2013; Dens, Pelsmacker, Wouters & Purnawirawan, 2012; Lehu and 

Bresoud, 2009; Cowley and Baron, 2008; van der Waldt, Preez & Williams, 2008).  

Park and Berger (2010), by using a sample of 137 undergraduate students, examine the 

influence of movie genre on recognition of the embedded brands. Results suggest that brand 

recognition is higher after respondents watch dramas, as opposed to action and comedy movies. 

According to van Reijmersdal et al., (2010), the informational value of a program has positive 

effects on the recognition of brand placements. Other studies indicate that memory effects are 

enhanced when the respondents like the film/program or the director (van Reijmersdal et al., 

2010; Cowley & Barron, 2008), the movie star (Scott & Craig-Lees, 2010) or in case of 

incongruence between placement modality and plot connection (Russell, 2002). 

Several studies investigate memory effects of brand placements in media types other than 

TV and movies. Nelson (2002) examines recall of brands placed in racing video games. Based 



42 

 

on the information collected from 20 gamers, he claims that, on average, participants were able 

to recall about 13% (5 out of 36 brands) of the brands immediately after the game and less than 2 

brands after five-month delay. Van Reijmersdal (2011) claims that about 49 percent of the 

participants recalled the brand placed in a radio program. Experiments conducted by Brennan 

(2008) reveal that undergraduate students, on average, recall more that 30 percent of brands 

placed in a novel.  

In one of the most recent studies, Davtyan, Stewart and Cunningham (2016), examines 

the comparative effectiveness of the brand placements in TV programming relative to traditional 

advertising and the possible synergy effects on consumers’ recall and recognition when using a 

brand placement together with a 30-second TV spots during the commercial break. Results 

reveal that a brand placement can be equally as effective as a 30-second commercial in eliciting 

brand recognition. Although participants’ unaided recall is higher when they see a 30-second 

commercial then when they watch a prominent brand placement, a combination of brand 

placement with a 30-second commercial can elicit unaided recall similar to that of two 30-second 

commercials. 

Overall, it can be concluded that exposure to brand placements can help to boost recall 

(both aided and unaided) and recognition of the brands. Some factors affecting memory are 

prominence, modality, genre, plot connection and likeability of the movie/program or the main 

character associated with the brand. Memory-based measures, however, are not detecting the 

subtle or implicit effects of brand placements (Law and Braun-Latour, 2004).  

AFFECTIVE MEASURES OF BRAND PLACEMENTS 

Most of the early studies in the area of brand placements has been primarily focused on 

memory-based effects such as recall and recognition (Brennan & Babin, 2004; Bressoud, Lehu, & 
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Russell, 2010; Gupta & Lord, 1998). A possible explanation for such attention is the fact that most 

industry practitioners use these measures when evaluating the effectiveness of brand placements 

(Karrh et al., 2003). However, memory-based measures don’t account for the complete spectrum of 

brand placements effects (van Reijmersdal, Neijens, & Smit, 2009; Balasubramanian, Karrh, & 

Patwadhan, 2006). Bhatnagar et al. (2004) calls for more research on non-memory based effects, 

such as brand attitudes, as the results of the existing studies are mixed. 

Several early studies (Karrh, 1994; Babin and Carder, 1996) questioned the effectiveness 

of brand placements on brand attitudes. Specifically, Babin and Carder (1996) find no significant 

change in respondents’ attitude after watching a movie episode containing a brand placement. 

Some researchers even claim that the main outcome of brand placement should be an increase of 

brand awareness and not a change of brand attitude (Sawyer, 2006). However, more recent 

studies demonstrate that under certain conditions (e.g., high connection between the plot and the 

brand) brand placements might be able to affect brand attitudes (Davtyan & Cunningham, 2017; 

Russell, 2002; Matthes, Schemer & Wirth, 2007; Dens et al., 2012).  

Summarizing the research on the effects of placement prominence on attitudes toward the 

brand van Reijmersdal (2009) concludes that while prominence is good for memory it is 

detrimental for brand attitudes. According to Cowley and Baron (2008), prominent brand 

placements interrupt viewing experience of the audience and activate persuasion knowledge, thus 

negatively affecting brand. These results are supported also by van Reijmersdal et al. (2010), 

who found a negative relationship between the length of brand placements and attitudes toward 

the brand (lengthy placements lead to negative attitude). Chan, Lowe and Dan (2016), argue that 

prominent placements result in more extensive processing of the placement, thus negatively 

affect brand attitudes. Some academicians justify these findings, stressing that brand placements 
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should not be used as a standalone tactics, as they are not intended to change brand attitudes after 

one exposure, rather they should be utilized as an integral part of IMC campaigns (McDonnell 

and Drennan, 2010). In contrast, several other studies show the opposite.  

Pantoja, Rossi and Borges (2016), demonstrate that under moderate cognitive load 

viewers like intrusive placements. In a similar vein, Yoon, Choi and Song (2011) report that 

cognitive load moderates the effects of prominent brand placements. Specifically, multitasking 

consumers have more positive attitudes toward intrusive placed brands than consumers engaged 

in a single task. Verhellen, Eelen, Dens and De Pelsmacker (2015), reveal that good fit between 

brand placements and TV programs generate higher positive attitudes, as this type of placements 

do not interrupt overall viewing experience. Familiarity with the brand is another factor 

moderating the effect of placement prominence on attitudes toward the brand (Verhellen & Dens, 

2015); when brand familiarity is high, prominence of the placement doesn’t affect brand 

attitudes, however, when familiarity is low, both prominent and subtle placements result in 

higher attitude.  

Davtyan and Cunningham (2017) conducted an experiment to investigate the 

effectiveness (in terms of creating positive brand attitude) of the prominent brand placements of 

food and beverage products in television sitcoms and compare it with the effectiveness of 30-

second commercials. Their findings illustrate that brand placements might help to increase 

favorable attitudes toward the brand. Specifically, they suggest that under certain conditions 

(high prominence and integration into the plot) brand placements might be more effective than 

30-second commercials for people with low attitudes toward traditional advertising (e.g., 

Millennials) and as effective as 30-second commercials for people with high attitudes toward 

advertising. 
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Other factors that are shown to positively affect brand attitudes are attractiveness of the 

actor (Yang & Roskos-Ewoldsen, 2007), viewer’s attachment with the character (Russell & 

Stern, 2006) and attitudes toward the movie (Balasubramanian, Patwardhan, Pillai & Coker, 

2014; van Reijmersdal et al., 2010) or the placement episode (Kowalczyk & Royne, 2012). 

These findings are in compliance with the spill-over hypothesis (see van Reijmersdal et al., 

2010), which assumes that context attitudes might spill-over to the embedded objects (e.g. 

brands). In the same vein, Kamleitner and Jyote (2013) show that demonstration of product 

usage improves brand attitudes, because physical interaction between a character and a brand 

facilitates the meaning transfer from the former to the latter.  

In summary, findings about the effects of brand placements on attitudes toward the brand 

are mixed (Kamleitner & Jyote, 2013; Bhantnagar, Aksoy & Malkoc, 2003) and most of the 

studies use self-reported measures of attitudes, which ignore possible implicit effects of brand 

placements (Wennekers, Vandeberg, Zoon, & van Reijmersdal, 2016). 

CONATIVE MEASURES OF BRAND PLACEMENTS 

As we have seen above, brand placements can be effectively utilized for building brand 

awareness and shaping brand attitudes. Although trade publications often cite increase in sales as 

one of the main outcomes of brand placements deals, only few studies investigate effects of 

brand placements on purchase behaviors or brand choice (Jin & Villegas, 2007; Matthes, 

Schemer & Wirth, 2007; Balasubramanian et al 2006; Morton and Friedman, 2002). In one of the 

first available studies, Baker and Crawford (1996) reported a positive shift in the purchase 

intentions for the brands placed in movies. In a cross-cultural study, Gould, Gupta, and Grabner-

Krauter (2000), show that American consumers are more likely to purchase brands featured in 
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movies than their Australian and French counterparts. Furthermore, brand placements have 

higher influence on the purchase intentions of males than that of females.   

Another factor that influences moviegoers to purchase brands they have seen on the 

screen is their attitude toward brand placement practices (Morton & Frieman, 2002). The authors 

surveyed the group of 132 undergraduates concerning their beliefs about brand placement 

practice, movie going experience and purchasing behavior during the previous month. Results 

suggest that the higher the attitude toward the practice the stronger is the influence of placements 

on the purchase behavior. Moreover, it was shown that positive portrayal of brands facilitates 

purchasing behavior, while negative representation reduces it. These results are in line with the 

findings of Redondo (2012), who claim that negative prominent information about the brand 

might discourage the viewers from buying it. 

Several studies were conducted to explore the effects of brand placements on brand 

choice. Law and Braun (2000) investigated the role of modality on brand choice. Participants, 

who had been exposed to brand placement episodes, were asked to select products (from a list) 

for their friend who moved into a new apartment. Results suggest that although visual 

placements are less effective than audio-visual placements in terms of eliciting recall, they are 

more effective for influencing the brand choice.  

Auty and Lewis (2004), conducted their experiment using children as subjects. Two 

groups of kids were exposed to two short movie episodes one of which contained the placement 

of Pepsi Cola, while the other did not.  After watching the movie, the children were invited to 

select a soft drink. Results of the experiment reveal that children from the experimental group 

showed higher predisposition to select the focal brand of soft drink, compared to kids who did 

not view the brand in the film.  
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In another study, Yang & Roskos-Ewoldsen (2007) asked 373 students to watch short 

movie episodes containing brand placement scenes. After, students completed “word-fragment 

completion test” and were asked to select a product as a reward for their participation in the 

project. Results confirm the influence of brand placements on the brand choice behavior, as 

participants who saw the focal brand in the movie were more likely to choose it compared to 

those in the control group.  

 Several other studies report no effects of brand placements on buying behavior. 

Tiwsakul, Hackley and Szimigin (2005) used in-depth interviews and questioners to examine the 

possible influence of embedded brands on the shopping behavior of young British consumers. 

Most of the respondents disagreed with the following statements: “I buy brands I see actors and 

actresses using in television programs” and “I buy brands that sponsor television programs I 

watch”. The authors argue that because of their “soft” nature of brand placements might not 

directly affect purchase behavior. Furthermore, Chaney, Lin and Chaney (2004), examine the 

effects of billboards placed within an online game and report no significant effect on purchase 

intentions of gamers.   

Davtyan and Cunningham (2017) criticize the existing brand studies for using, short 

episodes, subtle placements, or placements that were not well integrated into the plot or lacked 

association with a main character. Using a nationally representative sample of 497 subjects they 

examine the effectiveness of placing food and beverage brands in the context of situational 

comedies and identify boundary conditions under which brand placements positively affect 

purchase intentions of viewers. Specifically, in order to be effective, the placement should be 

prominent and highly integrated into the script. 
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To sum up, under certain conditions, brand placements might have positive effect both on 

purchase intentions and brand choice. When signing brand placement deals marketers should 

take into consideration that visual placements that are prominent and well-integrated into the plot 

are effective in facilitating brand consumption.  

  BRAND PLACEMENTS AND WORD OF MOUTH (WOM) COMMUNICATION 

Interpersonal communications or WOM is one of the most important channels of 

marketing communication (Allsop, Bassett, & Hoskins, 2007). Numerous studies have shown 

that WOM can be beneficial for marketers by influencing consumers’ evaluation and selection of 

brands (Keller, 2007; Godes & Mayzlin, 2004; Herr, Kardes, & Kim, 1991; Arndt 1967). Rogers 

(2010) claims that WOM is effective in facilitating the diffusion of new products, moreover, 

customers acquired through WOM communication generate more value for the firm, than those 

acquired through traditional marketing channels (Villanueva, Yoo, & Hanssens, 2008). WOM is 

not only a highly credible source of information but also is one of the measures of advertising’s 

effectiveness (Plummer, 2007). Hogan, Lemon and Libai (2004), demonstrate that WOM often 

complements and extends the effects of advertising. For example, commercials during the Super 

Bowl originate WOM discussions that lead to intensive postgame coverage for them and 

partially justify their sky-high costs (Nail, 2007). 

Similar to traditional advertising, brand placements might have WOM effects as well. 

McCarty (2004) suggests that brand placements can elicit long-term effects beyond awareness 

and attitude change, such as WOM. Based on the utility-based model proposed by Anderson 

(1998), there is a U-shaped relationship between customer’s experience and WOM behavior 

(very dissatisfied and very satisfied customers are more likely to engage in WOM). In regards to 

brand placements, this might mean that highly provocative (low congruence between brand and 
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scene) placements, might influence viewers to discuss them with the peers or share the 

information about the brand in social networks. For example, in one of the episodes of House of 

Cards, Sony placed its gaming console in the hands of senator Frank Anderwood (the character 

played by Kevin Spacey). This generated a huge buzz both in the popular press (AdAge, Forbes, 

Los Angeles Times, etc.) and on the internet. Below are some excerpts of people’s reactions to 

this placement (retrieved from popular forums): 

It519 (gamefaqs.com) - “Anyone see the Vita plug in House of Cards episode 4?  Spacey is 

pretty funny playing video games”. 

Mushir (giantbomb.com) - “Oh Kevin Spacey, what are you doing? You used to be good in the 

90s!” 

Maiden1993 (gamefaqs.com) - “More like "shameless advertisement". 

ShogunRok (pushsquare.com)- “Is this a PS Vita? Why yes, yes, it is. That was cringe worthy.” 

Soapy 86 (giantbomb.com)- “I don't see what's so terrible about it. The show is great, the Vita 

product placement isn't in your face, and they even justified it in a previous episode by 

establishing that the dude likes video games”. 

JaredA (giantbomb.com) - “I just started watching this show last night and it has had product 

placement all over the place (not that that is a bad thing). So far it has been pretty tasteful and 

this PS Vita thing stands out the most. It kinda fits with the character”. 

Phatty (gamechup.com)- “Never thought I'd ever see Kevin Spacey playing Killzone. Funny how 

we know it's product placement too...yet we still get the urge to buy what they're placing. Clever 

advertisement”. 
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Surprisingly, up to date there is only one study that measured the WOM effects of brand 

placements. Song, Meyer and Ha (2015), analyzed the relationship between brand placements 

and WOM (measured by consumer ratings on imdb.com) for 122 movies produced between 2000 

and 2007. The findings demonstrate a positive effect of brand placements on the valence and 

volume of online consumer ratings. Additionally, they indicate that high WOM positively 

influence the box office performance of the movies. 

Overall, despite the evidence from trade publications and social networks that brand 

placements might result in WOM (both positive and negative), academic scholarship on this 

topic is very scant. Thus, when measuring the effectiveness of brand placements researchers 

should go beyond the traditional measures of brand placement effectiveness (e.g., purchase 

intentions and choice) and focus also on WOM outcomes.  

ECONOMIC OUTCOMES OF BRAND PLACEMENTS 

Past research suggest that advertising expenditures affect firms’ stock prices (Srinivasan 

& Hanssens, 2009; Joshi & Hanssens, 2009; Chauvin & Hirschey, 1993). Srinivastava, Shervany 

and Fahey (1998) view advertising as an investment into intangible assets that help to reduce the 

vulnerability and volatility of future cash flows. Grullon, Kanatas, and Weston (2004) posit that 

advertising help to increase the market visibility of the company and attract more investors (see 

also Chemmanur & Yan, 2009). According to McAlister, Srinivasan, and Kim (2007) 

investments in advertising activities help to lower company’s systematic risk. However, most of 

this research was focused on the aggregate advertising expenditures and effects of single 

advertising campaigns (even big ones) are understudied. In one of the few available studies, 

Fehle et al. (2005) showed that companies that air their commercials during Super Bowl 
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experience an average abnormal return of 45 basis points after the event. So, it is logical to 

assume that brand placements in top TV programs or movies might have a similar effect. 

According to the price pressure hypothesis suggested by Barber and Oden (2008), public 

attention alone can influence stock trading and prices. Grullon et al. (2004) suggest that 

increased visibility for firm can draw investor attention and motivate them to become 

shareholders of the firm. Finally, according to the efficient market hypothesis (Fama 1970), the 

stock price of a company reflects all available information about future cash flows. As such, if 

brand placements positively affect purchase intentions and increase revenues for the brand, one 

might expect that after the broadcast of the program/movie (containing the placement of certain 

brand) the market should, accordingly, adjust the price of the company’s stock. In fact, research 

done by Wiles and Danielova (2009) confirms this hypothesis. They examined 126 brand 

placements in 26 top grossing films of 2002 and reported mean CAR4 (cumulative abnormal 

return) of 0.89 percent. In another event study, Karniouchina, Uslay and Erenburg (2011) 

examined the worth of brand placements in movies over 40-year period (between 1978 and 

2007) and found a mean CAR of 0.75 percent associated with the release of movies. In more 

recent study, Begy and Talwar (2015), found a mean CAR of 0.79 percent for a sample of 264 

brands placed in prime-time programing. It is worth mentioning that brand placements in the 

season premiere episodes of TV shows produces the most value for the company.   

Up to date, these three studies embody all the available research examining the economic 

worth of brand placements. Some academicians attribute such “indifference” of scholars to this 

important topic to the difficulties associated with separating the effects of brand placements from 

the effects of other parallel promotions and the “lagged effects of product placement on firms’ 

                                                 
4 Sum of the differences between the expected return on a stock and the actual return.  



52 

 

cash flows” (Karniouchina, Uslay, & Erenburg, 2011, p. 30). Nevertheless, given the repeated 

calls from business executives to increase the accountability of marketing expenditures (e.g., by 

quantifying the returns of marketing programs), studying the economic impact of brand 

placements is highly imperative (Mizik & Jacobson, 2008; Stewart, 2008). 

Summary: The Comprehensive Framework 

The literature reviewed in the previous sections suggests that there is some discrepancy 

between the findings of prior studies on brand placements. According to Craig-Lees et al. (2008), 

mixed results of existing studies negatively affect adoption of brand placement by practitioners. 

Several authors call for additional research for the purpose of identifying execution factors (e.g. 

number of exposures) and context factors that affect the effectiveness of placements (McCarty, 

2004; Balasubramanian et al. 2006).  

Based on the review of existing literature on brand placements, this dissertation proposes 

categorization of factors affecting the effectiveness of placements into four distinctive groups:  

Execution factors- prominence, modality, connection with a plot, association with a 

star/character, character-brand interaction, repetition. 

Brand factors- brand familiarity, level of hedonic and utilitarian orientation 

Context factors- program type, program tone, medium 

Audience factors- attitude toward brand placement practice, involvement in the program, 

culture 

The comprehensive framework depicted in Figure 2.2 serves as a guideline for the study 

laying in the base of this dissertation. However, before proceeding to the description of the main 

experiment, it is worth discussing the theoretical underpinnings of brand placement. 
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Figure 2.2 - Proposed Framework for Studying Effectiveness of Brand Placements 
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CHAPTER 3: THEORIES BEHIND BRAND PLACEMENTS 

There is no specific theory that fully explains how consumers process brand placements. 

Brand placement researchers often refer to theories from other domains (e.g., psychology, 

communication, education) while trying to explain brand placement effects. This following 

chapter discuss five theories that are often used, in addition to traditional learning theories 

(Solomon, 2014), to explain the psychology behind brand placements. Although these theories 

are not directly involved in the formation of the hypotheses for this dissertation, their revision 

helps to shed light on relationships between the concepts illustrated in Figure 2.2.   

Persuasion Knowledge Model  

The Persuasion Knowledge Model (PKM) is developed to explain how the knowledge of a 

persuasion attempt shapes consumer’s reaction to this attempt (Friestad & Wright, 1994). PKM 

assumes that over time consumers develop knowledge about persuasion techniques of marketers 

and later use this knowledge when they deal with marketers. There are many different channels 

from which people can learn about persuasion. For examples, they learn from their own 

experiences, from family and friends, from media. PKM posits that consumers (targets) play 

active roles in the interaction with marketers (agents) and both parties want to achieve their own 

goals as a result of this interaction. and target. With respect to a persuasion episode (e.g., brand 

placement) each party has three types of knowledge: persuasion knowledge, topic knowledge 

and target knowledge. From the target’s perspective, persuasion knowledge consists of the 

beliefs about agent’s motives and strategies, agent knowledge consists of target’s beliefs about 

agent’s traits and abilities, and topic knowledge consists of their beliefs about a certain topic 

(e.g., beliefs about certain brand).  
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Persuasion episode occurs in the interaction between agent’s persuasion attempt and target’s 

persuasion coping behavior (see Figure 3.1). When consumers face some actions from other 

parties, they utilize their existing knowledge to judge the motives behind this action. Campbell 

and Kirmani (2000) propose that inference of persuasion motives requires cognitive effort. Thus, 

consumers are more likely to make such inferences when accessibility of motives is high and 

they have enough cognitive capacity. However, when the accessibility of agent’s motives is low 

or consumers don’t have enough cognitive capacity (e.g., under conditions of divided attention) 

they don’t cope with the persuasion attempts.  

Figure 3.1 Persuasion Knowledge Model (Friestad & Wright, 1994) 

 

Van Reijmersdal (2011) suggests that one of the distinctive characteristics of brand 

placements is that they are integral/inseparable part of the editorial content. This gives a certain 

advantage to brand placements over traditional advertising means (e.g., commercials), as the 

commercial intent of brand placements is less obvious and thus the accessibility of advertiser’s 
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motives is low. As such, based on the propositions of PKM, viewers are less possible to activate 

their persuasion knowledge and adjust their behavior when being exposed to brand placements.  

Furthermore, based on the Limited Capacity Model (Lang, 2000), during a sensory rich 

situation such as watching a movie or TV show, consumers cannot fully attend to every stimulus 

or object they encounter. As such, consumers might focus on a particular stimulus or object for a 

period of time, while simultaneously ignoring other stimuli they feel are irrelevant (Moran & 

Desimone, 1985). This phenomenon occurs on a daily basis during most situations, thus selective 

attention becomes important for efficiently selecting what stimuli will attract attention as events 

occur. While watching a TV program viewers allocate more cognitive resources to process 

information about attributes of the show (e.g., action, actors, set) that are relevant to their 

watching goals than to secondary attributes (e.g., brand placements) and as a result viewers don’t 

activate their persuasion knowledge. 

However, the situation might change when the brand is displayed in a highly prominent way 

or when the commercial nature of the placement is disclosed (Boerman, van Reijmersdal, & 

Neijens, 2012). Under such conditions, the persuasive intent of the brand placement will become 

obvious and viewers might activate their defending mechanisms (e.g., disregard the placement).  

These is in line with propositions of van Reijmersdal (2009), who states that prominent brand 

placements positively affect memory measures, but are harmful for brand attitudes. 

In a similar vein, according to reactance theory (Brehm & Brehm, 2013), viewers produce 

counterarguments to resist the persuasion intent if they recognize it as manipulation attempt. For 

example, Gibson, Redker and Zimmerman (2014), conducted an experiment where they primed 

participants on the persuasive intent of brand placements by asking their feelings about a 
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prominent placement of Coca-Cola in American Idol. Their results reveal that primed 

participants have lower explicit attitudes toward the brand than unprimed participants. 

Meaning Transfer Model 

McCracken (1986) developed the Meaning Transfer Model to explain how cultural meaning 

transfers within societies. Based on this framework, cultural meaning constantly moves in the 

social world following the same path. This transfer process starts at the “culturally constituted 

world”, from which the meaning moves to consumer products and from them to the individual 

consumers (see Figure 3.2).  

Figure 3.2 Movement Transfer Model (McCracken, 1986) 

 

In order for meaning to transfer from the social world to a certain consumer good, it might be 

separated from the former and through special instruments transferred to the latter. McCraken 

(1986) identifies advertising and fashion system as two instruments responsible for this task. 

Specifically, through creative execution, advertisers combine products with the “representation” 
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of the “culturally constituted world” together in such a way that suggests similarity between 

these two for the consumers. Thus, certain properties of the “culturally constituted world” 

transfer to the consumer products and by doing this, advertising help consumer goods to get new 

meanings. The later phase of meaning transfer from goods to consumer is usually done by 

consumer himself/herself through exchange rituals, such as gift exchange, grooming, 

personalization. The Meaning Transfer Model is widely used in the research of celebrity 

endorsements and might be useful for brand placement researchers as well. 

In the context of brand placements, the Meaning Transfer Model helps to explain how positive 

affect associated with a character or an actor (e.g., likeability) transferred to the brand. 

Consumers associate celebrity actors and movie characters with particular meanings, based on 

their public activities and movie plots respectively. When advertisers give content producers 

(e.g., movie or program directors) branded products for integrating them into a media piece, they 

specify the qualities of the product/brand that they want to communicate to viewers. Based on 

those qualities, directors pair these brands with the actors/characters who already have the 

meaning sought by advertisers. According to the classical conditioning theory, as a result of such 

pairing, the meaning attributed to the actor will transfers from him/her to the brand/product (see 

Till, Stanley, & Priluck, 2008). Brand placement can be considered effective if the consumer of 

the brand/product appropriates the meaning that has been transferred to the brand/product. This 

process is depicted on Figure 3.3. 
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Figure 3.3 Meaning Movement and Brand Placement Process (adapted from McCracken (1989)  

 

The effectiveness of meaning transfer is increased when the image of the brand is in good fit 

with the image of the movies character/actor associated with it, as it results in higher perceived 

believability (Kahle & Homer, 1985). Incongruence between the movie character/actor and the 

brand might result in loss of the meaning. Recently, Sony offered $5 million to producers of 

Spectre for pairing James Bond with their latest smartphone. However, both Sam Mendes 

(director) and Daniel Craig (actor of James Bond) turned down this deal because of 

inconsistency between James Bond character and Sony smartphones. “James Bond only uses the 

best” commented one of the executives of Columbia Pictures justifying their decision 

(Weinberger, 2015). 

Landscape Model of Comprehension 

The Landscape Model of Comprehension (Van den Broek, Young, Tzeng, & Linderholm, 

1999) was developed to explain the processes involved in reading comprehension. When an 

individual reads a text, s/he activates some concepts available in these texts and create relations 

among these concepts. However, at a given time, the reader can pay attention only to a subset of 

all available concepts, as his/her attentional resources are limited. The Landscape Model 

suggests four potential sources that determine the patterns of concept activation: the current text 

(1), immediately preceding reading cycle (2), earlier reading cycles (3), and background 
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knowledge (4). As the reader passes through new reading cycles some of new concepts are 

activated, while old concepts are either retained or removed from the focus of attention. As such 

activation “peaks” and “valleys” for each concept form a “landscape of activations” (see Figure 

3.4). 

Figure 3.4. Landscape Model of Comprehension (Van den Broek, Young, Tzeng, & Linderholm, 

1999) 

 

The Landscape Model has several conceptual assumptions. The concepts can be activated at 

different degrees and activation of any concept reduces the attention capacity available for the 

others. Second, readers may import concepts from background knowledge, if these concepts are 

relevant to the concepts (cohort activation) in current reading cycle or to allow comprehension of 

current reading cycle (coherence-based retrieval). Although the Landscape Model was originally 

created for studying reading comprehension, it can be successfully applied to explain how 

viewers process the information they receive from movies or TV programs (Yang, Roskos-

Ewoldsen, & Roskos-Ewoldsen, 2007). 
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When consumers use different media products (e.g., watch a movie, listen music) they pursue 

various goals (e.g., entertainment, education), however, first of all they try to understand what 

they are watching, reading or listening to. For example, when watching a movie or a TV show, 

individuals create their representation of what is happening on the screen. This representation 

can be created using the knowledge acquired while watching this specific movie/program, as 

well as based on the existing knowledge about certain actors or movie genres relevant to current 

episode. Based on the propositions of Landscape Model, it can be argued that information that is 

explicit or central to the current scene will be activated at the highest level, concepts that are 

required to maintain the coherence of the story will receive the next-highest level of activation 

and concepts that are not central to the scene or aren’t required for the coherence of the story will 

get the smallest level of activation. 

In case of brand placements, this helps to explain how the level of brand prominence and 

connection to the plot affect memory of brand placements. If placement prominence is high or 

the brand plays an important role in the storyline, exposure to the brand will activate attention at 

a high level. On the other hand, exposure to a subtle brand placement that is not imperative for 

the story development will activate only marginal attention. 

Elaboration Likelihood Model and Low Involvement Learning 

Prior research in consumer behavior suggests that depending on the media context people 

might elaborate information differently (Chaiken and Stangor, 1987). According to Woodside 

and Singer (1994) context can affect viewers’ evaluations of advertised products and brands. 

Ability and motivation of consumers to process the promotional message might lead to favorable 

attitude and behavior changes (Haberland and Dacin, 1992). Thus, to understand how brand 
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placements work it is essential to understand how people process the information provided 

through this medium.  

The Elaboration Likelihood Model (ELM) offered by Petty and Cacioppo (1986) is one of 

the main theories used to understand consumers’ processing of persuasive messages. The ELM 

posits that when being exposed to a persuasive appeal, individuals process information through 

one of the two distinct routes, central or peripheral. The central route of processing is used when 

the consumer has a high level of involvement with the product or message. In such situations, 

individuals pay more attention to the provided information and assess it based on the existing 

knowledge. According to Arens (2006), in order to be effective (while being processed through 

the central route) the message should contain persuasive arguments and if these arguments are 

strong the individual’s beliefs and attitudes toward the advertised brand will be changed 

favorably (O’Keefe, 2013). Under the peripheral route, individuals have low motivation and/or 

ability to process incoming messages and thus they allocate limited cognitive efforts to such 

messages. Kim and Benbasat (2003) claim that in such situations people tend to evaluate the 

message based on the existing heuristic shortcuts, without diligent consideration of the 

arguments.  

Daugherty (2005) suggests that as brand placements are usually secondary to the main 

content of the movie/show they are being processed through the peripheral route. As such, when 

being exposed to brand placements, viewers are more likely to pay attention to available 

heuristic cues rather than engage in critical elaboration of presented information. Past research 

identifies several heuristic shortcuts that consumers often use when forming attitudes under 

peripheral route. For example, such factors as the country of origin, availability of the object, 

likeability of the associated character might influence attitude toward the placed brand. For 
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example, viewers might form positive attitudes toward a certain alcohol drink, just because it is a 

beverage of choice of a popular movie character. Moreover, according to Petty & Cacioppo 

(1984) one of such heuristic cues is the credibility of the message source. Van Reijmersdal 

(2011) showed that consumers perceive brand placements to be more credible than traditional 

advertising formats (e.g., commercials), thus under low involvement conditions they can be more 

effective in changing brand attitudes than television commercials.  

Narrative Transportation Theory 

Stories are one of the main means of human communication (). Narratives are being used not 

only to communicate information but also to persuade people (Cho, Shen, & Wilson, 2014).  It 

has been shown that narratives can be successfully utilized in overcoming people’s resistance to 

change their strong held attitudes (Dal Cin, Zanna, & Fong, 2004; Petty & Krosnick, 1995). 

Narratives overcome resistance by reducing counterarguing and increasing identification with 

characters in the story. The level of individual’s involvement with the narrative significantly 

affects the persuasiveness of the narrative. Green and Brock (2000) claim that under certain 

conditions (e.g., high enjoyment) readers might lose connection with a real word and immersed 

into the fictitious world of the narrative. Green and Brock named such immersion 

“transportation” and defined it as “a convergent process, where all mental systems and 

capabilities become focused on events in the narrative” (p.701). Based on a series experiments 

they showed that more transported participants identified fewer false arguments in the narratives 

than did less transported participants. Transportation is a self-reported measure and is usually 

assessed with a 20-item scale measuring respondent’s engagement (cognitive and emotional) and 

mental imagery related to different attributes of the narratives (e.g., characters).  
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It has been documented that narrative transportation can happen across media, so consumers 

can be transported not only into written narratives but also in narratives communicated through 

videos or speech (Carpenter & Green, 2012). For example, an interesting and well produced 

movie can cause the viewer to dedicate most of the available mental efforts to processing the 

actions happening on the screen and ignore what is happening in the actual physical 

environment. Under such conditions viewers might change their attitudes and intentions to match 

those inferred by the story (Green, 2008). For example, movie smoking might enhance tobacco 

consumption of the audience. Similarly, a narrative film can help health communicators to 

change health related behaviors of the patients who identify themselves with the story characters 

(Murphy, Frank, Moran, & Patnoe-Woodley, 2011). 

The narrative transportation theory is well adopted by advertisers and lays in the bases of 

many commercials (Brechman & Purvis, 2015). For example, advertisers are trying to transport 

consumers into the imaginative worlds by convincing viewers to imagine the usage of the 

promoted products or creating mini-films for the brands (Chen, 2015). The theory of narrative 

transportation is well suited to explain processed behind such nonintrusive persuasive methods as 

brand placements. Unlike analytical processing that leads to attitude change through” logical 

evaluation of arguments” (see the central route of ELM), transportation leads to persuasion 

through “reduced negative responding, realism of experience and strong affective responses” 

(Green & Brock, 2000, p. 702). Under such conditions the positive feelings associated with a 

narrative or some of its characters can be transferred to the embedded brand connecting it with 

the self-concept of consumers (Escalas, 2004).  
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Summary 

This chapter provided an overview of theoretical frameworks that can be used to explain how 

brand placements work. First, the Persuasion Knowledge Model explains how prominence of 

brand placements affect their effectiveness. The Meaning Transfer Model and the Narrative 

Transportation Theory clarify how positive affect spills over from movie characters to the brands 

associated with them. Third, the Landscape Model of Comprehension elucidates how the level of 

brand’s connection to the plot impact memory of brand placements. Finally, the Elaboration 

Likelihood Model is used to demonstrate how consumers process brand placements. Building on 

this analysis, the next chapter will discuss the rationales and methodology of the conducted 

experiment. 
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CHAPTER 4: OVERVIEW OF THE STUDY 

The effects of advertising repetition on consumers is one of the central issues of 

advertising research. Besides the obvious theoretical interest to this question, finding the optimal 

number of exposures needed to achieve certain consumer responses have important practical 

implications. On a daily basis, advertisers make numerous decisions (e.g., media selection, 

scheduling of ads) based on the anticipated return of their advertising investments (Mitchell & 

Olsen, 1977), which by large depends on the effects of ad repetition. Although the vast research 

on this topic exist for the traditional advertising formats (e.g., TV commercials, print ads), very 

limited scholarship investigates effects of brand placement repetition. The present study is 

designed to test whether repeated exposure to a brand placement in music videos can result in 

positive effects on consumers and investigate the effective frequency needed to achieve the 

optimal advertising impact. 

The research encompasses the examination of factors (e.g., brand familiarity) that affect 

the effectiveness of repeated exposure to brand placements. In contrast to prior research that is 

mostly focused on one or two measures of brand placement effectiveness, the present study 

investigates all known measures of brand placement effectiveness (e.g. recall, recognition, 

attitude towards the brand, purchase intention) and even explore some new outcomes of brand 

placements, such as WOM intentions. 

This chapter starts by reviewing music videos as a context for embedding brands for 

promotional purposes, followed by the overview of the proposed hypotheses and research 

questions. The chapter concludes by discussing the methodology of the study and review of the 

research instruments.  
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Brand Placements in Music Videos  

The effects of music on listeners’ mood, preference and behavior have been at the focus 

of marketing researchers for many decades (Oakes, 2007; Bruner, 1990; Gorn, 1982). It has been 

shown that background music in TV commercials might influence the selection of the advertised 

product (Gorn,1982; Gorn, Goldberg, & Basu, 1989) or might positively affect the attitudes 

towards the brand (Park & Young, 1986). Several studies demonstrated that music videos can 

induce similar effects on attitudes and behaviors of the viewers. For example, Schemer et. al. 

(2008) posit that integration of a brand into a music video of a positively evaluated artist might 

heighten evaluations of the brand, as excitement associated with a music video might transfer to 

the objects presented in the video. According to Avery and Ferraro (2000), music videos create 

strong symbolic environments and insertion of brands in such settings have a great potential to 

influence viewers. For example, if an artist performing in a video wears a specific brand of 

closing or drinks a specific brand of beverage, viewers of the video might copy such behavior in 

real life. As such, one might conclude that creative inclusion of brands in music videos might be 

a viable alternative to traditional advertising methods such as TV commercials.  

According to Jones (2015), brand placements in music videos produce one of the highest 

return on investments in the entertainment marketing industry. For example, based on the 

estimations of Repucom5, the placement of Beats headphones in the “Adventure of a Lifetime” 

(video clip of British rock band Coldplay) generated about 16 million exposures during the first 

two weeks of the launch of the video on YouTube and is estimated to generate more than two 

million dollars for the company over the next several years.  

                                                 
5 Repucom America LLC is a sports marketing research company, which has been recently purchased by Nielsen. 
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The number of views of popular music videos usually reach several hundreds of million 

and in some cases even billions. Although there appears to be a huge potential for placing brands 

in music videos, very few studies examined the effectiveness of brand placements in this 

medium (Krishen and Sirgy, 2016; Schemer, Matthes, Wirth, and Textor, 2008). Most of the 

brand placement studies are devoted to placements in movies and TV programs. A possible 

explanation for such attention might be the fact that in the late 1990s and early 2000s budgets 

allocated to production of music videos experienced a significant cut and interest towards music 

videos temporarily decreased (Edmond 2014). However, with the emergence of online video 

sharing platforms (e.g., YouTube, Vevo), music videos got a second life. According to Edmond 

(2014), advances in digital technologies allowed music bands to produce their own videos and 

distribute them outside of traditional networks at a lower cost. Distribution of music videos 

through online channels makes it easier for viewers to access the content and share it with their 

peers. Such benefits are specifically important for the younger consumer groups. Greater access 

to music videos results in higher levels of views, thereby baking them a viable vehicle for 

exposing viewers to brand placements. 

Given these advantages, it is not surprising that many contemporary marketers consider 

brand placements in music videos as a viable alternative for their promotional mix. In fact, about 

half of the modern rap music videos contain some brand references (Martin & McCracken, 

2001). According to PQ Media (2015), placement of brands in music videos experienced a 

double-digit growth for the last several years and is turning into a multimillion industry. Overall, 

music videos are a promising medium for placing consumer brands and will be used in this 

dissertation as a setting for studying the repetition effects of brand placements.  
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 Repetition of Brand Placements 

The question of what is the number of optimal exposures to a stimulus needed for the 

effective persuasion has been the focus of marketing researchers for several decades (Krugman, 

1965; Mitchell and Olson, 1977; Cacioppo and Petty, 1979; Alpert, Golden and Hoyer, 1983; 

Nordhielm, 2002). The issue of repetition is even more imperative nowadays, as modern 

advertisers have to increase the frequency of their messages in order to compensate for the 

negative effects of decreasing ratings across all media and to achieve the desired level of 

exposure (Homer, 2009).  

Although, several authors call for research on the effects of repeated exposures to brand 

placements, surprisingly very limited scholarship exists on this issue (Balasubramanian, et. al, 

2006). In one of the few academic studies, Homer (2009) examined the effects of brand 

placement repetition within the same program. Results indicate that when the number of 

exposures to subtle brand placements increase from low (one exposure) to moderate level (three 

exposures) brand attitudes remain the same. In contrast to this, she also found that repeated 

exposures (three exposures) to prominent brand placements within the same program negatively 

affects brand attitudes. In another study, Matthes et al. (2012) did not find any negative effects of 

repetition of prominent brand placements on brand liking, even after 30 exposures. Up to date, 

these are the only studies conducted on this important topic and both examined the repetition of 

brand placements within one video episode.  

However, the effects of exposure to brand placements across several video episodes 

might be different from the effects of exposure to the same number of placements within a single 

video clip (Unnava & Burnkrant, 1991). Specifically, Unnava and Burnkrant (1991) claim that 

exposure to different ads for the same brand significantly increases the effectiveness of 
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advertising when compared to subjects’ exposure to the same version of the ad. The present 

study aims to investigate the effects of repeated exposure to the same brand in different music 

videos and to identify the optimal number of exposures needed to maximize consumer response 

(e.g., brand recall or purchase intentions). 

There is agreement among the findings of the prior research on the effects of stimulus 

repetition on memory. Burke and Srull (1988) show that in case of absence of ads for competing 

brands, ad repetition positively affects recall. Zielske (1959) claims that concentrated repetition 

of a stimulus heightened recall, while spaced exposure led to only moderate increase in recall, 

but this effect lasted longer. In the same vein, Yaveroglu and Donthu (2008) demonstrate that 

repetition of banner ads in varying online environments leads to higher brand recall. According 

to Schmidt and Eisend (2015), the effects of repetition on recall can be explained by the 

stimulus-reaction theory (Blythe, 2013). After exposure to a new stimulus, individuals create 

associations and link this new information with the information that already exists in their 

memory. Repetition of the stimulus increases the number of the existing associations and as a 

result respondents retrieve information easier, which results in higher recall (Fuentes et al. 1994). 

Furthermore, several studies found that when subjects are being exposed to repetitive 

advertisements, they better recall information as repetition increases the redundancy of the 

information, which in turn positively affects learning (Pechmann & Stewart, 1988; Rethans, 

Swasy, & Marks, 1986). Overall, it can be concluded that repetition of a stimulus heightens 

brand memory. This dissertation hypothesizes that this effect will hold for brand placements as 

well. Thus, the following hypotheses are offered: 

H1: As number of exposures to brand placement in music videos increases, the level of 

unaided brand recall increases accordingly.  
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H2: As number of exposures to brand placement in music videos increases, the level of 

aided brand recall increases accordingly. 

H3: As number of exposures to brand placement in music videos increases, the level of 

brand recognition increases accordingly. 

According to Stang (1975), consumers process ads for the unknown brands until they have 

learned everything about the brand, after which wearout (avoidance of the familiar stimuli) 

occurs. As consumers who are familiar with an advertised brand already have some brand related 

knowledge the repetition of a brand placement might result in early wearout.  On the other hand, 

viewers who do not have any prior brand knowledge might be more inclined to learn more about 

it and werout might be delayed (Stang, 1975, p. 11). Considering these arguments, it is 

hypothesized that: 

H4a: The effect of brand placement repetition on unaided recall is moderated by the 

individual’s familiarity with a brand.  

H4b: The effect of brand placement repetition on aided recall is moderated by the 

individual’s familiarity with a brand. 

H4c:  The effect of brand placement repetition on recognition is moderated by the 

individual’s familiarity with a brand. 

Changes in brand attitudes is another major indicator used to assess the effectiveness of 

advertising campaigns. Up to date, there are two dominant approaches to study the effects of ad 

repetition on affective outcomes (e.g., brand attitude). The first approach is based on the 

modified two-factor theory offered by Cacioppo and Petty (1979), which states that in case of 

exposure to a stimulus two opposing psychological processes are being activated: positive 
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habituation and tedium. The affective response toward a stimulus depends on the number of 

positive and negative thoughts that are generated as a result of this exposure. Initial repetitions 

increase positive habituation, as they create more positive thoughts, and as a consequence the 

affective response is more positive. However, with further repetition, subjects might feel irritated 

and bored and tedium will dominate. Starting at this point, every subsequent exposure to the 

stimulus has a negative effect on the affective response. So, the relationship between affective 

response and number of exposures follows an inverted U-shape curve.  

The second framework rests on the Perceptual Fluency Model (Bornstein and 

D’Agostino, 1994) which claims that prior exposure to a stimulus increases the perceptual 

fluency by which subjects process consecutive exposures to the same stimulus. As a result, 

subjects might misattribute the increased fluency of information processing to the stimulus and 

the positive affective response will increase with number of exposures. Several researchers 

argue, however, that the perceptual fluency model is more appropriate for studying repeated 

exposure to short and not persuasive stimuli (Nordheilm, 2002). 

According to Nordhielm (2002), the perceptual fluency model works when stimuli are 

processed perceptually (i.e. subjects encode surface features of the stimulus) and the modified 

two-factor theory operates when stimuli are processed conceptually (i.e. subjects evaluate 

semantic content of the stimulus). Following this line of reasoning, it can be suggested that when 

exposed to brand placements the persuasive intent of which is not obvious, subjects might act in 

line with the predictions of perceptual fluency model. However, it is also possible possible that 

repeated exposures to brand placements during a short period of time might cannibalize the 

“subtleness” of persuasive intent. According to the Persuasion Knowledge Model (Friestad 

&Wright, 1994), when audiences are aware of the persuasive intent of messages they activate 
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defensive mechanisms and process these messages more critically compared to situations when 

the persuasive intent is not obvious. Under such conditions, the two-factor theory might become 

more applicable. Overall, analyses of the existing literature provide equal support to both 

highlighted frameworks, thus the following competing hypotheses are suggested:  

H5a: First several exposures to brand placements in music videos will increase the attitude 

toward the brand; however, after certain number of exposures, repeated exposure will 

negatively affect brand attitudes.  

H5b: Repeated exposure to brand placements in music videos will increase the attitudes 

toward the brand over time.  

Scholarship that addresses the effects of ad repetition on consumer behavior (e.g., 

purchase intentions or WOM) is very limited and the existing results are controversial. Findings 

of the experiments conducted by Belch (1982) and by Mitchell and Olson (1977) suggest that 

purchase intentions are not affected by the level of advertising exposure. In contrast, Sawyer 

(1973) claim that repetition of supportive ads is more likely to affect the purchase intention of 

current users of the brand than those of nonusers. Furthermore, Ray and Sawyer (1971), argue 

that repetition of soft-sell ads increases purchase intentions, but repetition of hard-sell ads 

doesn’t. As brand placements in music videos can be regarded as soft-sell ads (Hitchon, Duckler 

and Thorson, 1994), it is logical to suggest that repeated exposure to brand placements might 

positively affect purchase intentions. On the other hand, since excessive repetition of an ad might 

be perceived by consumers as a signal of inferior quality of the advertised product (Kirmani, 

1997) the following hypotheses are offered: 
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H6: First several exposures to brand placements in music videos will increase purchase 

intention of the brand; however, after certain number of exposures, repeated exposures 

will negatively affect purchase intentions.  

H7: First several exposures to brand placements in music videos will increase WOM 

intention of the viewers; however, after certain number of exposures, repeated exposure 

will negatively affect predisposition of subjects to engage in WOM.  

While, some of the hypotheses offered assume that the effectiveness of brand placements 

increases with the number of exposures, it is logical to assume that such an increase cannot 

continue indefinitely and at a certain point the effects of repetition would plateau. Different 

researchers report that different numbers of the exposures are needed to maximize brand recall or 

brand attitudes. For example, according to Lee and Brieley (2005), the recall of brand related 

information increase until the fifth or sixth exposures and then remains constant. Furthermore, 

Krugman (1972) claim that three exposures to a stimulus are enough to result in recall, while 

McDonald (1971) reports that two exposures might be sufficient to achieve a peak in response. 

In contrast to this, some studies found that both recall and attitudes can be positively affected 

even after ten exposures (Zielske, 1959, Nodhielm 2002). In his review, Tellis (2004) separates 

the existing research into two competing schools of thought. The first group consists of the 

minimalists, who believe that one to three exposers are enough and the second group represents 

the repetitionists, who argue that more repetition is needed. While the latest meta-analysis 

conducted by Schmidt and Eisend (2015) found support for the existence of the second group, 

there is not enough information to make predictions of the effect of a specific number of 

exposures of brand placements, thus the following research questions are suggested:  
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RQ1: What is the optimal number of exposures to a brand placement is required to 

reach the highest level of unaided brand recall?  

RQ2: What is the optimal number of exposures to a brand placement is required to 

reach the highest level of aided brand recall?  

RQ3: What is the optimal number of exposures to a brand placement is required to reach 

the highest level of brand recognition?  

RQ4: What is the optimal number of exposures to brand placements required to reach 

the highest level of attitudes toward the brand?  

RQ5: What is the optimal number of exposures to brands placements is required to reach 

the highest level of purchase intention for the brand? 

RQ6: What is the optimal number of exposures to brand placements is required to reach 

the highest level of viewers’ WOM? 

Methodology 

The proposed hypotheses and research questions were tested using an experimental 

approach. The following sections provide a comprehensive review of the sample used in the 

study, and of the procedures, stimuli and measures used in the experiment.  

 SAMPLE AND PROCEDURE 

Five hundred seventy six6 subjects were recruited from various undergraduate classes at a 

major southwestern university and were asked to participate in the study. The study subjects 

were given access to a Qualtrics questionnaire hyperlink.  

                                                 
6 After elimination of those who were familiar with the selected stimuli (music videos), four hundred eighty four 

respondents remained. 
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Sixty-one percent of the respondents were female and about 96 percent of the participants 

were between 18-24 age range. Participants self-reported as Caucasian (57.5%), Hispanic (19%), 

Asian (18%), African American (3.3 %) and other (2.2%). About 3 percent of the participants 

stated that they watched music videos every day, around 14 percent of the sample watched music 

videos several times per week, about 15 percent at least once a week, about 21 percent several 

times per month and about 31 percent once a month. More detailed description of the sample is 

provided in Table 4.1. 

Table 4.1. Demographic Profile of the Sample 

 Percentage    Percentage 

Gender   Ethnicity   

Female 68.4  White/Caucasian  54.8 

Male 31.6  African 

American 

 3.5 

Age    Hispanic  19.2 

Under 18 0  Asian  19.2 

18-24 95.9  Other  2.3 

25-34 3.5  Frequency of 

music video 

consumption 
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Table 4.1: continued 

35 and 

over 

0.6  Several times 

per week 

 29.5 

Income   Several times 

per month 

 51.7 

Under 

$25,000 

37.2  Never  18.8 

$25,000-

$49,999 

5.6  Marital Status   

$50,000-

$74,999 

9.5  Single  97.3 

$75,000-

$99,999 

6.8  Married  2.7 

$100,000-

$149,999 

17.1     

Over 

$150,000 

23.8     

The selection of the convenience sample of undergraduate students for this research is 

justified by three main factors. First, according to Peterson and Merunka (2014), it is appropriate 
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to use college students as research subjects if “they represent a population of interest” (p.1036). 

In fact, based on the findings of the 2015 Music Fan report produced by Vevo7, Millennials are 

the main audience of music videos. Moreover, music videos are the third most popular video 

content watched by Millennials online, which is important because these consumer group prefers 

streaming over traditional platforms, such as television (Statista, 2015). Second, college students 

represent a homogenous group, specifically in terms of age and education. This homogeneity 

decreases variability in measurements, thus increases the overall validity of the research (Lynch, 

1982). Finally, many researchers claim that Millennials are going to become the largest and the 

most influential consumer group in U.S. history (Fromm and Garton, 2013). Thus, studying their 

response to nontraditional advertising forms, such as brand placements, might provide interesting 

insights into the behavior of consumers in the future. 

At the beginning of the study, participants were asked to sign an informed consent form 

which explained their rights and responsibilities as research participants and provided the contact 

information for the principal investigator of the study. In order to control for demand biases, the 

respondents were told that they were participating in a study to evaluate the quality of music 

videos (Schemer, Matthes, Wirth, & Textor, 2008). After signing the informed consent form, the 

subjects in the study were randomly assigned to one of the four treatment groups (see Table 4.2) 

or to a control group and were asked to watch a total of eight music videos (8 x 4 min). 

Depending on their assigned group, subjects were exposed to different number of placements of 

the brand tested in this research. There were no significant differences (p > .05) between groups 

in terms of five demographic variables (gender, age, ethnicity, income and education). After 

watching the music videos the respondents were asked to complete a questionnaire designed to 

                                                 
7 Vevo is a multinational video hosting service. 
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measure their recall and recognition and the affective and conative effects of the brand 

placements. Table 4.2 illustrates the random assignment of the subjects in the study to the five 

different groups of the experiment. 

Table 4.2.  Treatment Groups 

Group N Placement Repetition 

Control Group (n= 102) No exposure 

Group 1 (n= 96) One exposure 

Group 2 (n= 94) Three exposures 

Group 3 (n= 96) Five exposures 

Group 4 (n= 96) Seven exposures 

 STIMULI DEVELOPMENT 

When creating the stimuli, recommendations from prior studies were taken into 

consideration. A list of the most visible brand placements in top music videos of 2014 was 

created based on information provided by Concave Brand Tracking8, a company that tracks the 

appearance of brands in various forms of entertainment (e.g., movies, TV programs, music 

videos). The product categories of selected brands vary from fashion clothing (e.g., Versace, 

Chanel) and sports apparel (Adidas, Air Jordan, Nike) to cars (e.g., Chevrolet, Cadillac, Rolls-

Royce) and electronics (e.g., Beats, Apple, Samsung). Based on the recommendations made by 

                                                 
8 http://concavebt.com/20-most-visible-brands-2014-music-videos/ 

 

http://concavebt.com/20-most-visible-brands-2014-music-videos/
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Alpert, Golden, and Hoyer (1983), only brands that might reasonably be purchased by students 

were selected for the further consideration, thus most of the automobiles and expensive fashion 

brands were excluded from the list. Additionally, following the arguments of Krishen and Sirgy 

(2016), in order to avoid an artificial gender effect, brands that were not gender neutral were 

excluded as well. Specifically, as most of the existing placements of sport clothing brands were 

targeting male consumers, they were excluded from the final consideration. These eliminations 

narrow the original list of products to brands of electronic products, that are both gender neutral 

and within the budget constraints of undergraduate students. In 2014, the most visible brand of 

electronic products that appeared in music videos was Beats, which was present in 38 music 

videos and had high logo visibility (Concave Brand Tracking, 2015). As such, Beats was 

selected as the focal brand for the present research. 

From the list of 38 music videos that contain placements of Beats only those who 

appeared in the Top 100 list of Billboard were selected for the creation of the stimuli. Such 

selection was done to assure that the chosen videos were comparable in quality. Additionally, the 

videos that had a nonstandard length and were either too short (below 3 minutes) or too long 

(above 5 and half minutes) were excluded as inappropriate. The remaining videos were pretested 

to a subsample (n=20) of respondents selected from the original sample to ensure similar 

likeability of the videos, as well as comparable prominence of the Beats’ placements. Based on 

those results, seven videos were selected for the creation of the final stimuli (see Table 4.3.). On 

average, the length of each brand placement was around 2-3 seconds. 
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Table 4.3. Videos selected for the final stimuli. 

 

Artist(s) 

 

Title 

 

Likeability, M(SD), 

Max =7 

 

Prominence, M(SD), 

Max=5 

Ciara Dance Like We are 

Making Love 

3.99 (1.08) 3.95 (0.96) 

Jidenna ft. 

Kendrick Lamar 

Classic Man 3.95 (1.20) 3.81 (0.74) 

Prince Royce 

 

Back it Up 3.74 (1.46) 3.92 (1.04) 

Ed Sheran 

 

Don’t 3.64 (1.65) 3.87 (0.69) 

Pia Mia ft. Chris 

Brown 

Do it Again 3.57 (1.31) 3.79 (0.94) 

Dej Loaf ft. Big 

Sean 

Buck Up 3.74(1.64) 3.85 (0.87) 

Dierks Bentley 

 

Drunk on a Plane 4.1 (1.39) 3.70 (1.02) 
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The stimulus created for each treatment group contained eight music videos: X number of 

videos containing placements of Beats brand (X= number of needed repetitions) and 8-X number 

of filling videos. For example, subjects in Group 3 subjects watched 8 videos; in 5 of those 

videos the focal brand was placed, while the remaining 3 videos were filling videos. The quality 

of both videos containing the focal brand placement and filling videos was comparable, since 

filling videos were selected from the same list of top 100 Billboard clips. However, the filling 

videos did not contain placement of the focal brand. Participants assigned to the control group 

watched a block of eight filling videos. In order to avoid order biases, the sequence of the videos 

in the block was randomized. Each group watched an average of 32 minutes of videos, which 

included the test and filling videos. This is close to an average length of a TV sitcom episode 

(consisting of 22-25 minutes of story and about 6-8 minutes of commercial breaks), which 

suggests that the selected overall length of videos is justified. 

Finally, in order to avoid possible noise effects which might be caused by prior exposure 

to the selected music videos, all respondents who were familiar with the selected music videos 

were eliminated from the study.  

MEASURES 

This section presents the description of the various measures used in the conducted study. 

All the scales used have been adopted from studies published in recognized marketing journals. 

All scales have a Cronbach coefficient alpha over 0.70, indicating the internal consistency of the 

scales (see Table 4.3). 

For purposes of the measurements used in the study, the following definitions were used: 
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Unaided recall was defined as whether a participant was able to correctly name the brand 

shown during the program or commercial break without any external clues or aids. Specifically, 

the question asked “Please indicate all brands that you recall having seen while watching the 

music videos.” Unaided recall was subsequently recoded for the target brand only (e.g., Beats) 

using a dichotomous item (unaided recall=1, no unaided recall= 0).  

Aided recall was defined as whether a participant was able to correctly name the brand 

after s/he was prompted with the corresponding product category. Specifically, the question 

asked “Please indicate all headphone brand(s) that you recall having seen while watching music 

videos”. Aided recall was subsequently recoded using a dichotomous item (aided recall=1, no 

aided recall= 0). In order to eliminate false recall, collected scores were adjusted according to the 

procedure suggested by Brennan and Babin (2004). 

Recognition was defined if a participant was able to select a certain brand from a list of 

other brands and indicated having seen it during the program or commercial break. In particular, 

the question asked was: “Thinking about the music videos that you just watched, please indicate 

if you remember seeing any of the following brands.” It was recoded then with a dichotomous 

item (recognition = 1, no recognition = 0). In order to eliminate false recognition, collected 

scores were adjusted according to the procedure suggested by Brennan and Babin (2004). 

Attitude toward the brand was conceptualized as consumers’ overall evaluation of a 

brand and was measured using the modified Maheswaran and Sternthal (1990) brand attitude 

measure. A six-item, seven-point semantic differential scale was used to measure a consumer’s 

attitude toward the brand. Sample items include “good-bad”, “a product I will try- a product I 

will not try” and “as good as competing brands- not as good as competing brands.”  
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Purchase intention was defined as the inclination of a consumer to buy a product of the 

particular brand. It was measured using Baker and Churchill (1977) purchase intention measure. 

Three 7-point Likert-type items anchored by 7 (yes, definitely) to 1 (no, definitely no), were used 

to measure the intention of the respondent to purchase a brand. Measures included items such as” 

I would buy the product if I happened to see it in a store”, “I would actively seek out the product 

in store in order to buy it” and “Would you actively seek out Beats headphones in store in order 

to buy it.”  

WOM intention was defined as the extent to which a consumer speaks well about the 

advertised product and expresses willingness to recommend it to others. It was measured using a 

modified Price and Arnould (1999) WOM intentions measure. Six 7-point Likert-type items 

anchored by 7 (yes, definitely) to 1 (no, definitely no), were used to measure the intention to 

recommend the Beats brand. Measures included items such as” I would recommend Beats 

headphones to others”, “I would say positive things about Beats headphones to other people” and 

“I would write about Beats on my social networking sites”.  

Similar to definition offered by Alba and Hitchkinston (1987), brand familiarity in this 

study was defined as the number of the brand related experiences that consumer have 

accumulated. Brand familiarity was measured using the Zhou, Yang, and Hui (2010) brand 

familiarity scale. A three-item, five-point semantic differential scale was used to assess the 

familiarity of respondents with the focal brand. Example items include “this brand is very 

unfamiliar to me - this brand is very familiar to me”, “I’m not at all knowledgeable about this 

brand - I’m very knowledgeable about this brand”, etc. 

Prominence of brand placements was conceptualized as the level of attention respondents 

pay to the brand placements and was measured by using a modified scale suggested by Bruner 
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and Kumar (2000). The 3 Likert-type items ranged from a score 1 (not at all) to 5 (very much). 

The items include “How much attention did you pay to the Beats placement?”, “How much did 

you concentrate on Beats placement?” and “How much did you notice the Beats placement?”.  

To test the likeability of the videos, a modified version of the attitude toward the ad scale 

used by Sorescu and Gelb (2000) was used. A four-item, seven-point semantic differential scale 

was used to measure the affective component of a persons’ attitude about a particular music 

video. Items include “good-bad”, “likeable- unlikeable”, “enjoyable-not enjoyable” and 

“entertaining- not entertaining”.  
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Table 4.4. Means, Standard Deviations and Reliabilities of Scale Items 

 N of Scale 

Items 

Scale Mean 

/Number of 

Scale Points 

Standard 

Deviation 

Alpha 

Attitude toward 

the brand  

6 4.91/7.00 0.82 0.93 

Purchase 

intention 

3 4.00/7.00 1.06 0.86 

WOM intention 6 3.65/6.00 0.74 0.94 

Brand 

Familiarity  

3 3.54/5.00 0.64 0.86 

Prominence 3 3.84/5.00 0.87 0.81 

Likeability 4 3.81/7.00 0.70 0.88 

Summary 

The current chapter presented the formation of the hypotheses and research questions 

used for the research project that serves as a foundation for this dissertation. Specifically, six 

hypotheses and five research questions were suggested, based on the analysis of the existing 

literature on the repetition effects of advertising. The chapter also provided the reasoning behind 

selection of the sample of participants and music videos for the stimuli creation, as well as, 

description and operationalization of the dependent and independent variables. The repetition of 

brand placements and brand familiarity were the independent variables, while unaided recall, 
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aided recall, recognition, attitude toward the brand, purchase intention and WOM intention were 

selected as dependent measures. The following chapter discusses the analysis of data and results 

of hypotheses testing. 
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CHAPTER 5: DATA ANALYSIS AND RESULTS 

Chapter 5 provides overview of the statistical tests and presents the results of the data 

analysis. Given the dichotomous nature of the dependent variable, logistic regression analysis 

was conducted to address hypotheses H1, H2 and H3 and spotlight analyses to test the moderation 

hypotheses (H4a, H4b, and H4c). Multiple regressions analysis was conducted to test the effects of 

repetition on brand attitudes, purchase intentions and WOM intentions. The analyses were 

conducted using the SPSS 20.0 statistical software package.   

 Analysis of Memory Effects 

H1, H2 and H3 proposed that as number of exposures to brand placement increases, the 

level of unaided recall and aided recall, and recognition would increase accordingly. A logistic 

regression analysis was conducted to predict memory using repetition as a predictor and brand 

familiarity as a moderator. The logistic regression analysis included the simple effect and 

interaction effect hypotheses. The interaction hypotheses were tested by including the dependent 

variable, the moderator variable and the interaction (Barron & Kenny, 1986). To avoid 

potentially high multicollinearity with the interaction term, the variables were centered and an 

interaction term between the repetition and the attitude toward brand was created. 
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Table 5.1. Logistic Regression Results 

 Unaided Recall  Aided Recall Recognition 

Repetition (A) 0.18 (0.05) 1 0.34 (0.09)  0.41 (0.11)  

Brand Familiarity (B) 0.25 (0.12) 0.71 (0.17) 0.63 (0.19) 

C= A*B 0.12 (0.05)  0.32 (0.08) 0.22 (0.08) 

Wald A/B/C 14.48*/2.68/4.62* 14.03*/16.05*/15.01* 14.32*/11.47*/6.18* 

Exp (B)- A/B/C 1.21/1.28/1.12 1.41/2.02/1.37 1.51/1.87/1.25 

Nagellkerke R2 0.13 0.27 0.20 

Chi Square 38.01* 66.48* 41.89* 

*p < 0.05, 1. Values in parentheses represent the standard errors 

 

Examination of Wald statistics indicated that repetition significantly contributed to the 

prediction of all three memory measures. These results are presented in Table 5.1. Specifically, 

the examination of the Exp (B) value for unaided recall indicates that when repetition is raised by 

one unit the odds ratio is 1.21 times as large and therefore respondents, who have a brand 

familiarity equal to the sample mean, are 1.21 times more likely to recall the brand name without 

any hint (unaided recall). Similarly, when repetition is raised by one unit respondents, who have 

a brand familiarity equal to the sample mean, are 1.41 times more likely to correctly recall the 

brand name with the given product category (aided recall) and 1.51 times more likely to 

recognize the brand. As such, H1, H2 and H3 were supported by the data. Results also revealed a 

significant interaction effect between repetition and brand familiarity for all three memory 
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categories (supporting H4a, H4b and H4c) encouraging further examination of these findings to test 

the direction of the effects (see Table 5.1.).  

In order to explore the nature of the interaction effects, the spotlight analyses were 

conducted following the recommendations of Spiller, Fitzsimons, Lynch, and McClelland 

(2013). All spotlight analyses were conducted using PROCESS macro for SPSS developed by 

Hayes (2013). Results of the analyses are provided in Tables 5.2, 5.3 and 5.4. These results show 

that the effects of repetition on unaided recall, aided recall and recognition are higher for 

individuals who indicated moderate to high (equal or above the mean) levels of brand familiarity.  

Table 5.2. Partial Results of the Spotlight Analyses for Unaided Recall 

Brand 

Familiarity 

Effect SE Z P 

Mean – 1SD 0.08 0.07 1.13 >0.05 

 Mean 0.19 0.05 3.81 <0.05 

Mean +1SD 0.30 0.07 4.15 <0.05 
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Table 5.3.  Partial Results for the Spotlight Analyses for Aided Recall 

Brand 

Familiarity 

Effect SE Z P 

Mean – 1SD 0.08 0.07 1.18 >0.05 

Mean 0.37 0.09 4.03 <0.05 

Mean +1SD 0.66 0.15 4.33 <0.05 

 

Table 5.4 Partial Results of the Spotlight Analyses for Recognition 

Brand 

Familiarity 

Effect SE Z P 

Mean – 1SD 0.20 0.08 2.39 >0.05 

Mean 0.41 0.11 3.78 <0.05 

Mean +1SD 0.62 0.17 3.61 <0.05 

Results of the analyses suggest linear effects of repetition on both recall and recognition. 

Such results are in line with findings of Schmidt and Eisend (2015), and do not allow to test 

RQ1-RQ3. However, a visual analysis of the repetition effects on memory (see Figures 5.1, 5.2 

and 5.3) and the pairwise comparison of the results (see Table 5.5) suggests the possibility of a 

logarithmic relationship between repetition and learning/memory at the higher levels of 

repetition (i.e., above 5). In fact, the analysis of the provided plots implies that the influence of 
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repetition on memory decreases at the high levels of repetition. Specifically, for unaided recall 

we see a significant drop in the effectiveness of repetition after 5 exposures. For aided recall and 

recognition, the ceiling effect may be achieved after 3 repetitions, as around 90 percent of the 

respondents recognized the focal brand or recalled it after the appropriate hint. 

Figure 5.1. Effects of Brand Placement Repetition on Unaided Recall 

 

Figure 5.2 Effects of Brand Placement Repetition on Aided Recall 
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Figure 5.3 Effects of Brand Placement Repetition on Recognition 
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Table 5.5 Comparison of Memory Measures for Different Exposures 

 Unaided 

Recall 

Chi-

Square 

 

Aided 

Recall 

Chi-

Square 

 

Recognition 
Chi-

Square 

 

1 repetition vs 

3 repetitions 

24.0 % 

38.3% 

4.56* 71.9% 

83.0% 

3.34*** 79.2% 

88.3 % 

2.90*** 

1 repetition vs  

5 repetitions 

24.0% 

50.0% 

13.96* 71.9% 

86.5% 

6.18* 79.2% 

89.6% 

3.95* 

1 repetition vs  

7 repetitions 

24.0% 

56.2% 

20.83** 71.9% 

89.6% 

9.67** 79.2% 

91.7 % 

6.02* 

3 repetition vs  

5 repetitions 

38.3%  

50.0 % 

2.63 83.0% 

86.5% 

0.45 88.3% 

89.6% 

0.01 

3 repetition vs  

7 repetitions 

38.3% 

56.2% 

6.14* 83.0% 

89.6% 

1.75 88.3% 

91.7% 

0.59 

5 repetitions vs  

7 repetitions 

50.0 % 

56.2 % 

 

0.75 86.5 % 

89.6% 

0.44 89.6% 

91.7 % 

2.45 

*p < 0.05, **p<0.01, ***p<0.1 

Analysis of Affective and Conative Measures 

H2a suggests that while initial exposures positively affect brand attitudes; higher levels of 

exposure have a negative effect. To test these nonlinear effects, a hierarchical regression analysis 
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was conducted to test the two models. The first model includes a linear term for the relationship 

between the exposure level and the dependent variables. In the second model, a quadratic term 

for the dependent variables was added. Table 5.6 illustrates the results of the hierarchical 

regression analysis. 

In the first step, only the repetition variable was included (Model 1). Results confirm that 

brand placement repetition accounts for a significant amount of variance in brand attitudes (R2 = 

0.01, F (1, 482) = 4.90, p < 0.05), purchase intentions (R2 = 0.015, F (1,482) = 7.28, p < 0.05) 

and WOM intentions (R2 = 0.015, F (1,154) = 5.92, p < 0.05). Next, the quadratic term was 

added to the regression model (Model 2). The results show that the quadratic term of repetition 

accounted for a significant proportion of the variance in brand attitudes (ΔF (1, 481) = 4.72, p < 

0.05, b = -0.025, t (481) = - 2.17, p <0.05) and purchase intentions (ΔF (1, 481) = 4.45, p < 0.05, 

b = -0.028, t (481) = - 2.10, p <0.05), but not in WOM intentions. These results suggest that the 

effect of brand placement repetition on brand attitudes and purchase intensions follows the shape 

of an inverted U curve. In contrast, repetition has a linear effect on WOM intentions. Table 5.7 

summarizes the descriptive statistics for different repetition conditions.   

In order to address RQ4 and RQ5 and determine the optimal number of exposures needed 

to achieve maximum levels of brand attitudes and purchase intentions, the first derivatives of the 

corresponding equations were set to zero. The computations suggest that the maximum value for 

brand attitudes and purchase intentions can be achieved after 4 to 5 exposures. Given the linear 

relationship between brand placement repetition and WOM intentions, it is not possible to assess 

the maximum of WOM intentions and as such RQ6 cannot be addressed statistically or visually 

in this research.  
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Table 5.6. Results of the Hierarchical Multiple Regression 

 Brand Attitude Purchase Intentions WOM Intentions 

 Model 1 Model 2 Model 1 Model 2 Model 1 Model 2 

Repetition 0.05* 0.22* 0.07* 0.26* 0.08* -0.06 

Repetition2  -0.03*  -0.03*  0.02 

F 4.90 4.83 7.28 5.89 5.92 3.39 

*p < 0.05 

 

Table 5.7. Brand Attitude, Purchase Intentions and WOM Intentions for Experimental and 

Control Groups 

 

 Brand Attitude Purchase Intentions WOM Intentions 

Control Group (0 

exposures) 

4.61 (1.29)1 3.69 (1.51) 3. 34 (1.45) 

1 Exposure 4.76 (1.31) 3.89 (1.58) 3.47 (1.33) 

3 Exposures 5.13 (1.10) 4.15 (1.34) 3.46 (1.32) 

5 Exposures 5.01 (1.17) 4.35 (1.32) 3.66 (1.36) 

7 exposures 4.95 (1.34) 4.11 (1.49) 3.92 (1.59) 

1.Values in parentheses represent the standard errors 
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Summary 

Table 5.8. Tested Hypothesis, Research Questions and Results  

Hypotheses Results 

H1: As number of exposures to brand placement in music 

videos increases, the level of unaided brand recall increases 

accordingly. 

Supported 

H2: As number of exposures to brand placement in music 

videos increases, the level of aided brand recall increases 

accordingly. 

Supported 

H3: As number of exposures to brand placement in music videos increases, the level of 

brand recognition increases accordingly. 

Supported 

H4a: The effect of brand placement repetition on unaided recall 

is moderated by the individual’s familiarity with a brand. 

Supported 

H4b: The effect of brand placement repetition on aided recall is 

moderated by the individual’s familiarity with a brand. 

Supported 

H4c: The effect of brand placement repetition on recognition is 

moderated by the individual’s familiarity with a brand. 

Supported 
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Table 5.8: continued 

H5a: First several exposures to brand placements in music 

videos will increase the attitude toward the brand; however, 

after certain number of exposures, repeated exposures will 

negatively affect brand attitudes.  

Supported 

H5b: Repeated exposure to brand placements in music videos 

will increase the attitudes toward the brand over time.  

Rejected 

H6: First several exposures to brand placements in music videos 

will increase the purchase intention of the brand; however, after 

certain number of exposures, repeated exposure will negatively 

affect purchase intentions.  

Supported 

H7: First several exposures to brand placements in music videos 

will increase WOM intention of the viewers; however, after 

certain number of exposures, repeated exposure will negatively 

affect predisposition of subjects to engage in WOM. 

Rejected 

RQ1: What is the optimal number of exposures to a brand 

placement is required to reach the highest level of unaided 

brand recall?  

Around 5 

exposures 
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Table 5.8: continued 

RQ2: What is the optimal number of exposures to a brand 

placement is required to reach the highest level of aided brand 

recall?  

Around 3 

exposures 

RQ3: What is the optimal number of exposures to a brand 

placement is required to reach the highest level of brand 

recognition?  

Around 3 

exposures 

RQ4: What is the optimal number of exposures to brands is 

required to reach the highest level of attitude toward brand?  

Between 4 and 5 

exposures 

RQ5: What is the optimal number of exposures to brands is 

required to reach the highest level of purchase intention? 

Between 4 and 5 

exposures 

RQ6: What is the optimal number of exposures to brands is 

required to reach the highest level of WOM? 

Not possible to 

investigate 

statistically 

 

This chapter discussed the statistical methods used for the data analyses and presented the 

findings of the study. Overall, ten hypotheses were tested, eight of which were supported by 

data. Table 5.8 illustrates the results of the tests. Additionally, the results allowed to partially 

address five research questions. Hypotheses H1, H2 and H3 were supported, confirming that 

repetition has a positive influence on unaided recall, aided recall and repetition. Data also 

supported H4a, H4b and H4c, thus it can be concluded that brand familiarity moderates the 
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relationship between the repetition of brand placements and memory effects. Moreover, inverted 

U-shape relationship was found between repetition and brand attitudes and repetition and 

purchase intention, which supports H5a and H6. Such relationship indicates that at low levels (up 

to 4-5 exposures) repetition has positive effects on brand attitudes and purchase intentions, 

however, at higher levels of repetition those effects are negative. 

The next chapter will provide discussion of these findings and their possible implications. 

This will be followed by an overview of the limitations of the study and suggestions for further 

research. 
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CHAPTER 6: DISCUSSION, CONTRIBUTIONS, LIMITATIONS & FUTURE 

RESEARCH 

The focus of this dissertation was to investigate the effects of repetition on the 

effectiveness of brand placements in music videos. Previous chapters provided a comprehensive 

review of the literature on brand placement effectiveness, discussed the rationales behind 

proposed hypotheses and methods applied for data analyses. This chapter concludes the 

dissertation by discussing the findings of the experiment, the overall contributions of the study 

along with limitations and recommendations for future research. 

Discussion  

Result of the analysis reveal linear relationships between repetition of brand placement 

and brand memory measures. These results are in line with the findings of Schmidt and Eisend 

(2015), who conducted a meta-analysis of effective frequency in advertising. As such, although 

brand placements are often positioned as alternative advertising tools, the effects of prominent 

brand placement repetition follow the same path as those of traditional advertising methods. The 

obtained linear relationship between repetition and memory measures didn’t allow to statistically 

identify effective frequencies for memory measures (RQ1, RQ2 and RQ3). However, visual 

examination of the corresponding plots revealed that the effective frequency for aided recall and 

recognition might be achieved after 3 exposures, and about 5 exposures might be needed for 

unaided recall. 

According to Tellis (1997), effective frequency of advertising depends on three factors- 

brand familiarity, message complexity and message novelty. The current study examined the role 

of brand familiarity on memory of brand placements, while controlling for message complexity 

(selecting brand placements with comparable prominence) and message novelty (by excluding 
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respondents who had already seen selected music videos before). The results support H4a, H4b 

and H4c and confirm that brand familiarity significantly moderates the relationship between 

repetition of exposures and memory for brand placements. Specifically, data suggest that 

repetition of brand placements is more effective for respondents who are familiar with the brand 

(moderate to high levels of familiarity) than for respondents with low brand familiarity. Such 

results suggest that while 3 to 5 exposures might be enough to elicit recall or recognition for a 

familiar brand, considerably more exposures are needed for unknown brands. The described 

moderation effects can be explained based on the reasoning that because consumers selectively 

elaborate ad information (Kent & Allen, 1994), they might pay more attention to the placement 

of the familiar brand (Heffler & Keller, 2003). These findings are consistent with the conclusions 

of Tellis (1988), who showed that for loyal consumers of a brand, response to advertising 

repetition occurs at lower levels of repetition compared to that of non-users of the brand.  

Furthermore, as stated in H5a and H6, and supported by data, the effects of repetition on 

brand attitudes and purchase intentions follow shape of an inverted U-curve. Based on the 

analysis, RQ4 and RQ5 was addressed and it was shown that for both brand attitudes and 

purchase intentions maximums can be achieved at 4-5 exposures. After that point, further 

increase in repetition negatively affects brand attitudes and purchase intentions. Such findings 

support propositions of the two-factor theory (Cacioppo & Petty, 1979), and one might conclude 

that in case of up to 5 exposures to prominent brand placements positive habituation occurs. 

Hypothesis 7 was not supported in this study, indicating that relationship between repetition and 

WOM intentions follows a linear path. As such, the increase of exposure frequency positively 

affects intentions of viewers to discuss the brand. This is in line with the findings of Song, Meyer 

and Ha (2015), who showed that brand placements in movies have a positive effect on 
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consumers’ subsequent recommendations of the movies. One of the possible explanations for 

such relationship is that wearout effect for WOM occurs at the higher levels of repetition.  

Overall, this research showed that in the initial stages of repetition (up to 3-5 exposures), 

every consecutive exposure enhances cognitive, affective and conative measures of brand 

placements. However, excessive repetition after the certain threshold (estimated in this research 

as 5 exposures), might negatively affect brand attitudes and purchase intentions. In such cases, 

although consumers will remember the brand, the associations might not be positive. 

Contributions & Managerial Implications 

The current research contributes to advertising literature in several ways. First, reported 

findings contribute to the long-lasting debate between two camps of marketing academicians, the 

minimalists and the repetitionists. Findings indicate that for some measures (e.g., aided recall, 

recognition) three exposures might be enough to achieve a ceiling effect, thus supporting the 

arguments of the minimalists. On the other hand, for other group of measures (e.g., unaided 

recall, WOM) intentions repetition of brand placements produces positive results even after three 

exposures, thus supporting the arguments of the repetitionists. 

Second, unlike past studies that either examine memory effects or affect, this study 

measured all conventional effects of brand placements within one study. Moreover, for the first 

time in brand placement scholarship, WOM intentions were used to measure the effects of brand 

placement repetition on the willingness of consumers to speak about the advertised product. As 

shown above, repetitive exposure to brand placements can facilitate consumers’ conversations 

about advertised brands. 
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Third, one of the purposes of this dissertation was to explore the answers to a question 

that has particular interest for advertising practitioners: “How much advertising is enough?”. 

Given the high costs of media buys, intensive competition and abundance of different media 

options, finding the effective frequency needed to achieve maximum ad response is important for 

designing efficient promotional campaigns. Some researchers even compare this search for the 

effective frequency to the search for the “Holy Grail” (Tellis, 1997). Findings indicate that the 

number of optimal exposures depends on the objectives of the promotional campaign. For 

example, if the objective is to increase unaided recall, which is important when consumers make 

buying decisions away from the point of purchase, or when brand elements are not physically 

present (e.g. online purchases), high levels (above 5 exposures) of repetition are needed. 

However, if the objective is to increase brand recognition, three exposures should be sufficient. 

Brand recognition is imperative in case of fast moving consumer goods (FMCG), because 

purchase decisions for such products are usually made at stores where the brand name, logo, 

packaging and other physical features of the products are physically present.  

Finally, this is one of the first attempts to examine effects of brand placements in the 

context of music videos (see also Burkhalter & Thornton, 2014; Schemer, Matthes, Wirth, & 

Textor, 2008). Experiencing a second life, after some downturn in 1990s, music videos are 

becoming an important medium for brand placements (Burkhalter & Thornton, 2014; Plambeck, 

2010). Trade magazines are full of stories that illustrate huge paybacks of successful brand 

placements in music videos. For example, after Busta Rhymes released his hit “Pass the 

Courvoisier Part II “, the sales of the cognac reportedly jumped up to 20 percent (Gloor, 2014). 

Fast-food giant McDonald’s even hired a marketing company to arrange mentions of Big Mac in 

hip-hop songs (Graser, 2005). The findings of this study illustrate that when executed correctly, 
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brand placements in music videos can heighten consumer’ brand memory, elevate positive brand 

attitudes and increase purchase intentions and WOM intentions. As such, manufacturers that are 

not including brand placements in their promotional mix, should pay a closer look to this 

promising channel. Specifically, by using brand placements in music videos advertisers can 

successfully reach young consumers who are less susceptible to traditional advertising 

techniques (McCarty Group, 2014). 

Limitations & Future Research 

In this section I discuss some limitations of this study and suggests avenues for future 

research.  First, the effects of brand placements were measured through explicit tests that refer to 

the placement event. Specifically, memory effects were measured by directly asking participants 

to recall the brand that they have seen in the videos or to select the brand from the existing list 

and brand attitudes were assessed based on self-reported measures. Although such methods are 

more common in brand placement research (Auty & Lewis, 2004), some academicians criticize 

the use of such explicit methods claiming that they can be “uninformative and may even 

misrepresent the influence of the placement” (Law & Braun, 2000, p. 5). As a more valid 

alternative these researchers suggest using implicit tests during which consumers are not 

instructed to remember events, but rather to perform certain activities. For example, participants 

might be instructed to perform a word-fragment completion test, where they need to make a 

complete word from a given fragment (Yang, Roskos-Ewoldsen, Dinu, & Arpan, 2006). In this 

case, improvement in the participant’s performance is attributed to a memory effect. Another 

popular method, the Implicit Association Test (IAT), is used to measure implicit attitudes 

(Greenwald, Poehlman, Uhlmann, & Banaji, 2009; Greenwald, Debbie, McGhee and Schwartz, 

1998). The IAT is based on a double discrimination task in which participants are instructed to 
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identify stimulus items and categorize them into certain categories. Law and Braun (2000), used 

both implicit and explicit tests to investigate the role of modality in the effectiveness of brand 

placements and showed that explicit measures might not be correlated to implicit measure. Thus, 

in order to reveal the full effects of brand placements, it is imperative to complement explicit 

tests with implicit tasks.  

Second, as the sample of the current study is comprised entirely from students, this 

considerably limits the external validity of the study and generalizability of the obtained results 

(Blair & Zinkan, 2006). Burnett and Dunne (1986) use the following quote of Dill (1964) to 

describe the use of student convenience samples in academic research - “What college 

sophomores do, alas, may not be much more relevant than the behavior of monkeys for 

predicting how executives, nurses, or research scientists will perform.” (p.229). Although the use 

of the student sample is justified for the current research, because Millennials are the main 

consumers of music videos, this is still a limitation and inhibits the generalization of the findings 

to other populations. Specifically, one might hypothesize that the extent of positive attitude spill-

over from a hip-hop artist to the brand embedded in the music video might be different for Baby 

Boomer than for Gen Y consumers. Replication of this study for other populations might be a 

worthy addition to brand placement research. 

Third, although results of the current study suggest that high levels of repetition might 

negatively affect brand attitudes and purchase intentions, this research does not measure the 

actual characteristics of brand placements (e.g., obtrusiveness) or viewers (e.g., mood) that might 

be responsible for such effect. There might be other factors, that are not a subject of this 

research, that account for these differences. Thus, further research should address this important 

issue. 
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Fourth, the present study examines the repetition effects of placing one brand (Beats) into a 

specific medium (music videos). Thus, one should not consciously attribute these results to other 

product categories or media. Further research is needed that will replicate this study using 

various product categories (e.g., cars, alcohol, clothing) or other mediums (e.g., movies, TV 

shows). Specifically, it will be valuable to test the effects of brand placement repetition in 

consecutive episodes of TV shows. Binge watching of TV shows is becoming a common 

phenomenon, as modern content producers like Netflix and Amazon release several episodes of 

their shows at the same time. For example, when Netflix released the first season of Orange is 

the New Black in 2013, many subscribers watched the entire season of thirteen episodes in a 

couple of days (Matrix, 2014). As such it might be valuable to test the effects of brand placement 

repetition under conditions when viewers watch hours of programing back-to-back. 

Fifth, this study tested only the repetition of prominent brand placements. However, as the 

review of past literature shows that at the moderate levels of repetition, subtle placements might 

outperform prominent placements (Homer, 2006). It might also happen that in case of the 

repetitive exposure to subtle placements positive habituation will last longer and people will 

become irritated by brand placements considerably later. As such, for subtle brand placements, 

not only the effective frequencies might be considerably higher, but also the maximum point for 

the attitudes or purchase intentions might be higher (than that for the prominent placements). A 

further research contrasting the repetition of prominent and subtle brands at the high levels of 

repetition might shed light on this issue.   

Finally, this study, as most of the past studies, was focused on the short-term effects of brand 

placements by taking the measurements immediately or shortly after the exposure to a brand 

placement scene, thus neglecting the possible long-term effects of brand placements (see 
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McCarty, 2004). It is unlikely that people will shop for advertised products immediately after 

watching a show on television or a music video on YouTube. As Singh, Rothschild, and 

Churchill (1988) stated recall and recognition tend to decrease over the time, so in order to 

enhance our understanding of the findings in this study, research should further examine memory 

across multiple time points (e.g., hours, days, weeks). 

Conclusion 

Given the changing consumption habits, sophistication of consumers, introduction of new 

technologies and emergence of video streaming services, traditional advertising means such as 

television commercials, are becoming more expensive and less effective. Numerous successful 

industry case studies suggest that brand placements could be effectively utilized as a supplement 

or substitute to those conventional methods. However, despite proliferation of brand placements 

in different media, little is known about the effects of their repeated exposure on consumers.  

This dissertation explored the effects of brand placement repetition in music videos on 

consumers’ memory (unaided recall, aided recall and recognition), affective (brand attitude) and 

behavioral (purchase intentions and WOM intentions) measures. The results showed that 

repetition has differential effects on memory, affective and behavioral variables. Specifically, 

while the relationship between repetition and memory follows a linear course, there is a 

curvilinear (inverted U-shape) relationship between repetition and brand attitudes, as well as 

purchase intentions. Moreover, it was shown that brand familiarity moderates the effects of 

repetition on the memory. 

Overall, the dissertation contributes both to brand placement literature and scholarship on 

advertising repetition. Results of this study can serve as guidance for marketing and advertising 

practitioners on optimal ways to integrate their brands into contents of mass media programming. 
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APPENDIX A: SAMPLE OF INFORMED CONSENT FORM  

 

Dear Respondent: You are being asked to participate in a research study to measure your 

feedback on a several music videos.  Please read the information below carefully. Your 

participation is voluntary and you can exit the survey at any time by exiting from your web 

browser. If you consent to participate in this research, click the NEXT button. You must be over 

the age of 18 years old to participate in the study. 

What is the purpose of this study? 

The purpose of this study is to understand your attitudes toward music videos.  

What will happen if you participate in this research study? 

If you agree to participate in this study, you will be asked to fill out an online survey after 

watching eight music videos. We will also ask you some demographic information, so please 

responded as accurately as possible. The whole process will take about 40 minutes.  

What are the possible discomforts and risks? 

Your participation in this study will not pose any discomforts or risks beyond those encountered 

in daily life. 

Will the researchers benefit from your participation in this study? 

The researchers will not receive any monetary benefits from your participation. The main benefit 

will be the potential of publishing and presenting study results for research purposes. 

Contact Information: If you have any questions about the study, you can contact the 

investigator, Davit Davtyan at ddavtyan@utexas.edu; 4.326 Belo Center for New Media. 

If you have any questions or concerns about your role and rights as a research participant, would 

like to obtain information or offer input, or would like to register a complaint about this research 

study, you may contact, anonymously if you wish, the Office of Research Support at (512) 471-

8871, FAX (512) 471-8873, or e-mail orsc@uts.cc.utexas.edu, or regular mail at: Office of 

Research Support; P.O. Box 7426; Austin, TX 78713. 
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APPENDIX B: COPY OF THE MAIN QUESTIONNAIRE  

 

1.  Do you recall having seen any brand placements in the music videos you just watched? 

o Yes 

o No 

o Don't know/Not sure 

 

 

2. Please indicate all brands that you recall having seen while watching the music videos. 

 

 

 

3.  Please indicate all headphone brand(s) that you recall having seen while watching music 

videos. 

 

 

 

4. Thinking about the music videos that you just watched, please indicate if you remember 

seeing any of the following brands.   

 

4.1. 

 
Yes, the brand was 

shown in the videos 

No, the brand was 

not shown in the 

videos 

Don't know/I am not 

sure 

Monster       

 

4.2. 

 
Yes, the brand was 

shown in the videos 

No, the brand was 

not shown in the 

videos 

Don't know/I am not 

sure 

Maui Jim       

 

4.3. 

 
Yes, the brand was 

shown in  the videos 

No, the brand was 

not shown in the 

videos 

Don't know/I am not 

sure 

Beats       
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4.4. 

 
Yes, the brand was 

shown in the videos 

No, the brand was 

not shown in the 

videos 

Don't know/I am not 

sure 

Sennheiser       

 

4.5. 

 
Yes, the brand was 

shown in the videos 

No, the brand was 

not shown in the 

videos 

Don't know/I am not 

sure 

Ray Ban       

 

4.6. 

 
Yes, the brand was 

shown in the videos 

No, the brand was 

not shown in the 

videos 

Don't know/I am not 

sure 

Sony       

 

4.7. 

 
Yes, the brand was 

shown in the videos 

No, the brand was 

not shown in the 

videos 

Don't know/I am not 

sure 

Oakley       

 

 

5. Please indicate your level of familiarity with Beats headphones by checking the appropriate 

category for each question. 

Overall, how familiar are you with Beats headphones? 

Not at all 

familiar 

1 2 3 4 5 Very 

familiar 

How familiar are you with the types of retail stores that carry Beats products? 

Not at all 

familiar 

1 2 3 4 5 Very 

familiar 

How familiar are you with the type of advertising that Beats currently uses? 

Not at all 

familiar 

1 2 3 4 5 Very 

familiar 

How familiar are with Beats brand in general? 

Not at all 

familiar 

1 2 3 4 5 Very 

familiar 
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6. In this section, please check the box that best describes your attitude towards Beats brand in 

general. 

Bad 

 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Good 

Inferior 

 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Superior 

Not as 

good as 

competing 

brands 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 As good 

as 

competing 

brands 

A product 

I will not 

try 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 A product 

I will try 

Not a 

good 

value 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 A good 

value 

Not useful 

 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Useful 
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7.  Please check the box that best indicates how descriptive the statement is of you for each of the 

following three statements. 

 

Would you like to try Beats headphones? 

No, 

Would 

not 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Yes, 

would 

 

Would you buy Beats headphones if you happened to see it in a store? 

No, 

Would 

not 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Yes, 

would 

 

Would you actively seek out Beats headphones in store in order to buy it? 

No, 

Would 

not 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Yes, 

would 

 

8. Please indicate your level of agreement with each of the following statements related to 

recommending Beats headphones to others. 

 

I would recommend these headphones to someone who seeks my advice. 

Strongly 

Disagree 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly 

Agree 

 

 

I would say positive things about these headphones to other people. 

Strongly 

Disagree 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly 

Agree 

 

I would recommend these headphones to others. 

Strongly 

Disagree 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly 

Agree 

 

I would try to spread the word about these headphones. 

Strongly 

Disagree 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly 

Agree 
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I would write about Beats on my social networking sites. 

Strongly 

Disagree 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly 

Agree 

         

I would pass information about Beats to my friends through my social networking sites. 

Strongly 

Disagree 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strongly 

Agree 

 

 

9. In this section, please check the box that best describes your attitude towards practice of 

placing brands in the music videos (brand placement) in general. 

 

bad 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 good 

unappealing 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 appealing 

negative 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 positive 

 

10. In this section, please check the box that best describes your attitude towards advertising 

practice in general. 

 

bad 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 good 

unappealing 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 appealing 

negative 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 positive 

 

11.  How often do you watch music videos? 

o Everyday 

o Several times per week 

o Once a week 

o Several times per month 

o Once a month 

o Never 

 

12. What is your gender? 

o Female 

o Male 
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13. How old are you? 

o Under 18 

o 18 - 24 

o 25 - 34 

o 35 - 54 

o 55 - 64 

o 65 and over 

 

14. What is your most recent annual household income before taxes.  (Include total income of all 

adults living in your household.) 

o Under $25,000 

o $25,000 - $49,999 

o $50,000 - $74,999 

o $75,000 - $99,999 

o $100,000 -$149,999 

o $150,000 and over 

 

15. Please indicate your marital status. 

o Single 

o Married 

o Divorced/Separated 

16. How would you classify yourself? 

o Asian 

o African American 

o Hispanic 

o Native American 

o Pacific Islander 

o White/Caucasian 

o Other ____________________ 
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