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In these studies, fluency-based perceptual processing was found to nonanalytically influenced participants’ brand choice ratings after

viewing brands during a product placement. Despite manipulating engagement and the activation of persuasion knowledge, which

altered the deliberate assessment of the brand, brand choice ratings were guided by the nonanalytic influence of memory.
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ExTENDED ABSTRACT
Despite the enthusiastic use of product placements, research-

ers have not determined whether or not this form of advertising pro-
duces profitable outcomes for featured brands. In a comprehensive 
review, Balasubramanian, Karrh, and Patwardhan (2006) proposed 
that outcomes of product placements fall into three broad categories: 
cognitive, affective and conative/choice effects. Although cognitive 
outcomes, or memory effects, such as product recognition and re-
call, have received the most attention from consumer researchers, 
research that has examined the relationship between the different 
effects, have revealed an inconsistent association. Most consistent, 
however, appears to be a negative association between memory ef-
fects and evaluation and choice measures (Cowley and Barron 2008; 
Law and Braun 2000; Matthes, Schemer, and Wirth 2007). To ac-
commodate the complex associations that have been found in previ-
ous studies, the current framework emphasizes how the interaction 
between memory processes and task features give rise to measurable 
outcomes of product placement.

In past frameworks, memory has been treated as being used more 
analytically to guide brand preferences. Mainly, if viewers remem-
ber a brand being featured during a product placement event, this is 
thought to instigate a negative response toward the brand through the 
activation of persuasion knowledge (Campbell and Kirmani 2000; 
Friestad and Wright 1994). Contrasting this analytic use of memory, 
we examine how nonanalytic influences, meaning processes that are 
irrelevant to the current task (Jacoby and Brooks 1984), contribute to 
consequences observed for brands that are featured during a product 
placement event. As has been emphasized in other studies (Whit-
tlesea and Price 2001), the nonanalytic influence on subjective judg-
ments is expected to arise out of perceptual fluency that occurs for 
brands that are presented during a product placement event. 

Methodology
Participants were presented with a narrative, which was an 

adapted excerpt from a novel (Footner 1940). Embedded within the 
narrative were 20 different brands that varied across a number of dif-
ferent product categories (e.g., bottled water, electronics, clothing). 
Each of the brands were presented either once or five times within 
the narrative. Four versions of the passage was created so that, one 
of two brands from a certain product category appeared during the 
narrative.

Participants then completed a filler task before completing a 
recognition task and then a brand choice task. In both the recogni-
tion and brand choice task, participants were presented brands that 
appeared in the narrative and new brands and were asked to judged 
their recognition for those items (1 = low and 4 = high on both famil-
iarity and recollection following Higham and Vokey 2004) and their 
likelihood to select a brand for a close friend (1= Definitely would not 
select  to 9 = Definitely would select).

Summary of Main Findings
Study 1

Participants’ performance on the recognition task indicated that 
they were better able at recognizing brands that were presented five 
times in the narrative, compared to brands that were presented once 
in the narrative. Despite the fact that participants were better able to 
remember brands that were presented five times, participants report-

ed higher choice ratings for brands that were presented once (5.70 vs. 
6.20), F(1, 90) = 11.83, MSE = 0.96, p = .001, and five times (5.70 vs. 
6.31), F(1, 90) = 14.16, MSE = 1.18, p < .001, compared to brands 
that were not presented in the narrative.

Studies 2 and 2a
A possible alternative explanation for the findings observed 

in study 1 is that participants experienced narrative transportation 
(Green and Brock 2000), or were highly engaged with the narrative, 
which lead to a positive response to featured brands (Escalas 2004, 
2007). If this were the case, then disrupting the extent to which par-
ticipants were engaged with the narrative (by presenting the narrative 
in a random order to some participants) should result in a more nega-
tive response to the featured brands. Although participants reported 
being more engaged in the sequential narrative, compared to the ran-
domly presented narrative, (3.23 vs. 2.71), t(80) = 3.51, p = .001, 
choice ratings were only influenced by the prior presentation of the 
brand, F(2, 160) = 7.75, MSE = 0.59, p = .001. Overall, participants 
reported higher brand choice ratings for brands that were presented 
once, compared to brands that were new (6.30 vs. 5.84), F(1, 81) = 
17.28, MSE = 0.50, p < .001, and to brands that were presented five 
times (6.30 vs. 5.99), F(1, 81) = 6.06, MSE = 0.67, p = .016. How-
ever, this effect only occurred when the brand’s prior presentation in 
the narrative was not made salient (study 2a).

Study 3
If the presentation of a brand within a narrative activates per-

suasion knowledge and that information is used analytically when 
completing the choice task, then altering the activation of persua-
sion knowledge (by presenting brands blatantly or subtly) should 
moderate influence of a brand’s prior presentation on choice ratings. 
Although the blatant presentation of the brand resulted in higher per-
suasion knowledge ratings, compared to when the brand was subtly 
presented for brands that were presented five times, (5.68 vs. 4.62), 
t(121) = -3.02, p = .003, and once, (4.20 vs. 3.29), t(121) = -2.67, p 
= .009, analyzing the choice ratings indicated only a main effect of 
brand presentation number, F(2, 238) = 3.92, MSE = 0.72, p = .02. 
Overall, participants reported significantly higher choice ratings for 
brands that were presented five times in the narrative, compared to 
brands that were new (6.11 vs. 5.81), F(1, 122) = 6.03, MSE = 0.91, 
p = .015, and compared to brands that were presented once during 
the narrative (6.11 vs. 5.92), F(1, 122) = 4.23, MSE = 0.52, p = .042.

Concluding Comments
Together, these studies provide evidence in support of the non-

analytic influence of memory. Since choice ratings were not influ-
enced by the level of engagement nor the activation of persuasion 
knowledge, the nonanalytic influence of memory, and not a more 
deliberate influence of memory, appeared to influence choice ratings. 
More broadly, these findings suggest that product placements do re-
sult in positive outcomes for featured brand, based on the nonana-
lytic influence of memory.

REFERENCES
Balasubramanian, Siva K., James A. Karrh, and Hermant 

Patwardhan (2006), “Audience Response to Product 
Placements: An Integrative Framework and Future Research 
Agenda,” Journal of Advertising, 35 (Fall), 115-41.



548 / The Nonanalytic Influence of Memory on Product Placement Consequences

Bargh, John (2002), “Losing Consciousness: Automatic Influences 
on Consumer Judgment, Behavior, and Motivation,” Journal 
of Consumer Research, 29 (September), 280-85.

Bornstein, Robert F. (1989), “Exposure and Affect: Overview 
and Meta-Analysis of Research, 1968-1987,” Psychological 
Bulletin, 106 (September), 265-89.

Bornstein, Robert F. and Paul R. D’Agostino (1992), “Stimulus 
Recognition and the Mere Exposure Effect,” Journal of 
Personality and Social Psychology, 63 (4), 545-52.

Campbell, Margaret C. and Amna Kirmani (2000), “Consumers’ 
Use of Persuasion Knowledge: The Effects of Accessibility 
and Cognitive Capacity on Perceptions of an Influence Agent, 
Journal of Consumer Research, 27 (June), 69-83.

Cowley, Elizabeth and Chris Barron (2008), “When Product 
Placement Goes Wrong: The Effects of Program Liking and 
Placement Prominence,” Journal of Advertising, 37 (March), 
89-98.

Escalas, Jennifer E. (2004), “Imagine Yourself in the Product: 
Mental Simulation, Narrative Transportation, and Persuasion,” 
Journal of Advertising, 33 (Summer), 37-48.

--- (2007), “Self-Referencing and Persuasion: Narrative 
Transportation Versus Analytical Elaboration,” Journal of 
Consumer Research, 33 (March), 421-29.

Friese, Malte, Michaela Wänke, and Henning Plessner (2006), 
“Implicit Consumer Preferences and their Influence on 
Product Choice,” Psychology and Marketing, 23 (9), 727-40.

Friestad, Marian and Peter Wright (1994), “The Persuasion 
Knowledge Model: How People Cope with Persuasion 
Attempts,” Journal of Consumer Research, 21 (June), 1-31.

Footner, Hulbert (1940), Sinfully Rich, New York, NY and London, 
UK: Harper.

Green, Melanie C. and Timothy C. Brock (2000), “The Role of 
Transportation in the Persuasiveness of Public Narratives,” 
Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 79 (5), 701-21.

Higham, Philip A. and John R. Vokey (2004), “Illusory 
Recollection and Dual Process Models of Recognition 
Memory,” Quarterly Journal of Experimental Psychology, 
57A (May), 714-744.

Hunt, R. Reed (1995), “The Subtlety of Distinctiveness: What von 
Restorff Really Did,” Psychonomic Bulletin & Review, 2 (1), 
105-12.

Jacoby, Larry L. and Lee R. Brooks (1984), “Nonanalytic 
Cognition: Memory, Perception, and Concept Learning,” in 
The Psychology of Learning and Motivation, ed. Gordon H. 
Bower, New York, NY: Academic Press, 1-47.

Jacoby, Larry L., Colleen M. Kelley, Judith Brown, and Jennifer 
Jasechko (1989), “Becoming Famous Overnight: Limits on the 
Ability to Avoid Unconscious Influences of the Past,” Journal 
of Personality and Social Psychology, 56 (3), 326-38.

Law Sharmistha and Kathryn Braun (2000), “I’ll Have what She 
is Having: Gauging the Impact of Product Placement on 
Viewers, Psychology & Marketing, 17 (12), 1059-75.

Lee, Angela Y.  and Aparna A. Labroo (2004), “The Effect of 
Conceptual and Perceptual Fluency on Brand Evaluation,” 
Journal of Marketing Research, 41 (May), 151-65.

Lessiter, Jane, Jonathan Freeman, Edmund Keogh, and Jules D. 
Davidoff (2001), “A Cross-Media Presence Questionnaire: 
The ITC Sense of Presence Inventory,” Presence: 
Teleoperators and Virtual Environments, 10 (3), 282-97.

Matthes, Jörg, Christian Schemer and Werner Wirth (2007), “More 
than Meets the Eye: Investigating the Hidden Impact of Brand 
Placements in Television Magazines,” International Journal of 
Advertising, 26 (4), 477-503.

PQ Media (2005), “Product Placement Spending in Media 2005,” 
Retrieved April 25, 2008, from http://www.pqmedia.com/
product-placement-spending-in-media.html.

PQ Media (2010), “Global Branded Entertainment Marketing 
Forecast 2010-2014,” Retrieved June 28, 2010, from http://
www.pqmedia.com/brandedentertainmentforecast2010.html.

Russell, Cristel A. (2002), “Investigating the Effectiveness of 
Product Placements in Television Shows: The Role of 
Modality and Plot Connection Congruence on Brand Memory 
and Attitude,” Journal of Consumer Research, 29 (December), 
306-18.

Schmidt, Stephen R. (1991), “Can we Have a Distinctive Theory of 
Memory? Memory & Cognition, 19 (6), 523-42.

Schwarz, Norbert, Herbert Bless, Fritz Strack, Gisela Klumpp, 
Helga Rittenauer-Schatka, and Annette Simons (1991), “Ease 
of Retrieval as Information: Another Look at the Availability 
Heuristic,” Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 61 
(2), 195-202.

van Reijmersdal, Eva A., Peter C. Neijens, and Edith G. Smit 
(2007), “Effects of Television Brand Placement on Brand 
Image,” Psychology and Marketing, 24 (5), 403-20.

von Restorff, Hedwig (1933), Über die Wirkung von 
Bereichsbildungen im Spurenfeld [On the Effect of Spheres 
Formations in the Trace Field]. Psychologische Forschung, 18, 
299-342.

Whittlesea, Bruce W. A. (1997), “Production, Evaluation, and 
Preservation of Experiences: Constructive Processing in 
Remembering and Performance Tasks,” in Psychology of 
Learning and Motivation, Vol. 37, ed. Douglas L. Medlin, 
New York, NY: Academic Press, 211-64.

Whittlesea, Bruce W. A. and Jason P. Leboe (2000), “The 
Heuristic Basis of Remembering and Classification: Fluency, 
Generation, and Resemblance,” Journal of Experimental 
Psychology: General, 129 (1), 84-106.

Whittlesea, Bruce W. A. and John R. Price (2001), “Implicit/
Explicit Memory Versus Analytic/Nonanalytic Processing: 
Rethinking the Mere Exposure Effect,” Memory and 
Cognition, 29 (2), 234-46.

Winkielman, Piotr and John T. Cacioppo (2001), “Mind at Ease 
Puts a Smile on the Face: Psychophysiological Evidence that 
Processing Facilitation Increases positive affect. Journal of 
Personality and Social Psychology, 81 (6), 989-1000.

Winkielman, Piotr and Norbert Schwarz (2001), “How Pleasant 
was Your Childhood? Beliefs About Memory Shape Inferences 
from Experienced Difficulty of Recall,” Psychological 
Science, 12 (2), 176-79.

Yang, Moonhee and David R. Roskos-Ewoldsen (2007), “The 
Effectiveness of Brand Placements in the Movies: Levels of 
Placements, Explicit and Implicit Memory, and Brand-Choice 
Behavior,” Journal of Communication, 57 (3), 469-89.

Zajonc, Robert B. (1968), “Attitudinal Effects of Mere Exposure,” 
Journal of Personality and Social Psychology Monographs, 9 
(2, Pt 2), 1-27.


