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Program-induced mood
Opportunity to process the placement
Placement modality
Priming of brand appearance in the program
/ Degree of link between brand and character/story

2 2 D.L.R.Van der Waldt, V.Nunes and J.Stroebel 2008

2 3 d'Atous and Seguin 1999
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based) (Individual Difference Factors)

(Effect from Placement)
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Execution Factors(Stimuli-based)
Program type/program induced mood
Execution flexibility
Opportunity to process
the placement
Placement modality
Priming of brand
appearance
Type and amount of brand information
presented
Strength of link between
brand/product and story
character, editorial
content/story,vehicle

and medium

2009/06/01

Execution Factors(Stimuli

(Prodessing Type/Contest/setting)

Individual Difference Factors
Familiarity/ethicality
strength of link between
brand/product and individual
Judgement of placement
fit,appropriateness, relatedness
strength of link between individual and
story
character, editorial content
/story, vehicle, and medium
Skepticism toward
advertising
Attitude toward placement in general
Program involvement
/program connectedness
/Motivation to process brand

information

Prodessing
Type/Contest/setting
Less conscious,
Moderately conscious,
Highly conscious
(implicit v. explicit
memory implications

for recall and choice)

Effect from Placement
Brand typicality
/incidence
Placement recognition
Brand salience
Placement recall
Brand portrayal rating
Identification with story
character, traits
Identification with
brand/imitation
Brand attitude
Purchase intention
Brand choice

Brand usage behavior
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Proposition

Description

Proposition

la

Interaction:

Under negative program-induced moods, congruent placements produce better
cognitive outcomes than incongruent placements.

Under positive program-induced moods, incongruent placements produce better

cognitive outcomes than congruent placements.

Proposition

1b

Interaction:

Under negative program-induced moods, placements produce better cognitive
outcomes than ads.

Under positive program-induced moods, ads produce better cognitive outcomes

than placements.

Proposition

1c

Positive (negative) emotion-laden programs produce positive (negative) mood

spillover effects that increase (decrease) affective outcomes, that is, attitudes.

Proposition

1d

Mood-thematic congruent (incongruent) placements are more (less) likely to
facilitate program-induced mood spillover effects for affective outcomes, that is,

attitudes.

Proposition

le

Interaction:

Placements (ads) are more (less) likely to facilitate program-induces mood
spillover effects on affective outcomes, that is, attitudes. Under negative
program-induced moods, placements are more likely to decrease attitudes than
ads. Under positive program-induced moods, placements are more likely to

increase attitudes than ads.

Proposition

As the execution flexibility associated with a product placement increases, its

impact increases with regard to all message outcomes.

Proposition

3a

As a placement’s prominence increases, viewers can better differentiate the brand

from other program stimuli, thereby increasing cognitive outcomes, that is, recall.

Proposition

3b

As a placement’s exposure duration increases, viewers can better process the
brand’s appearance or audio mention, thereby increasing cognitive outcomes, that

is, recall.

Proposition

4a

Dual-mode placements generate better cognitive outcomes (i.e., recall) than

single-mode placements.

Proposition

4b

With respect to cognitive outcomes (i.e., recall), dual-mode placements generate a

stronger impact than verbal-only placements, which, in turn, produce a stronger
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impact than visual-only placements.

Proposition 5a Primed placements produce better cognitive outcomes (i.e., recall) than nonprime
placements.

Proposition 5b Unprimed or media-primed placements produce better affective outcomes than
ad-primed placements.

Proposition 6a Increasing brand information in a placement is likely to increase cognitive
outcomes (i.e., recall).

Proposition 6b Increasing brand information in placements is likely to decrease both affective
and conative outcomes.

Proposition 6c¢ Placements are more similar to transformational ads than to informational ads.

Proposition 6d Placements are more similar to drama ads (which are processed empathetically)
than to argument ads (which are processed evaluatively).

Proposition 7a | The stronger the association between the placed brand and a story character, the
higher the elaboration of the placed brand, which thereby increases cognitive
outcomes.

Proposition 7b | The stronger the positive (negative) association between the placed brand and a
story character / editorial content / vehicle / medium, the higher (lower) the impact
on affective outcomes.

Proposition 8a Unfamiliar brands are more likely to increase cognitive outcomes (i.e., recall) than
familiar brands.

Proposition 8b | Audiences are less (more) likely to use unfamiliar (familiar) brands for inferences
about characters / story that increase affective / conative outcomes.

Proposition 9a In general, incongruent placements produce higher cognitive outcomes (i.e., recall)
than congruent placements.

Proposition 9b In general, congruent placements vyield higher affective outcomes than
incongruent placements.

Proposition 10 | The higher the skepticism toward advertising, the lower the impact of placements
on affective outcomes.

Proposition 1l1a | Ads (placements) have low (high) levels of both disguise and obtrusiveness; ads
(placements) identify (do not identify) brand sponsors; both ads and placements
are paid for: Assuming identical message content, an ad may produce lower
affective outcomes than a placement.

Proposition 11b | The higher the attitude toward placements, the higher the affective outcomes
toward the placed brand.

Proposition 11c | Consumers in all cultures / countries find placements for ethically charged

products less acceptable than those for ethically neutral products.
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Proposition 11d | American consumers are more accepting of placements than their counterparts in
other countries.

Proposition 12a | As aviewer's program involvement increases (decreases), cognitive outcomes such
as recall of (a) brands in ads decreases (increases) and of (b) brands in placements
increases (decreases).

Proposition 12b | The higher the connectedness to a program, the higher the message outcomes for
placements embedded in the program.

Proposition 13 Motivation to process brands for self-presentational purposes influences cognitive
outcomes (i.e., attention and processing) for brand placements.

Proposition 14a | Unconscious processing of placements (e.g., visual-only or screen placements that
appear in the background) relates to implicit memory, and enhances affective and
conative outcomes more than cognitive outcomes.

Proposition 14b | Conscious processing of placements (e.g., high level of plot centrality for the placed
brand) relates to explicit memory, and enhances cognitive outcomes (e.g., recall)
more than affective or conative outcomes.

2 9 Roozen 2008 CM

Roozen CM
CM
Roozen
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