
	  

 

 

 

 

PRODUCT APPEARANCES  

IN NBC’S THE OFFICE  

COMPARED TO MULTIPLE CHARACTER VARIABLES 

 

by 

AMANDA JOHNSON 

 

YORGO PASADEOS, COMMITTEE CHAIR 
LANCE KINNEY 

JENNIFER GREER 
 

 

A THESIS 

 

 

Submitted in partial fulfillment of the requirements 
for the degree of Master of Arts 

in the department of Advertising and Public Relations 
in the Graduate School of 

The University of Alabama 
 

 

TUSCALOOSA, ALABAMA 

 

2011



	  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
Copyright Amanda Suzanne Johnson 2011 

ALL RIGHTS RESERVED



	  

ii	  

 

 

 

 

ABSTRACT 

This study examined the relationship between product appearances and character 

variables through content analysis.  The Elaboration Likelihood Model was used as a foundation 

for this study.  The ELM indicates that character credibility, liking and consensus are the three 

primary heuristics for reaching a subject through the peripheral route and product appearances 

were considered peripheral forms of advertising by nature.  Product variables were compared to 

multiple character variables.  Character variables included gender, role (major or minor), 

credibility, likeability, and consensus.  Character credibility and likeability were determined by a 

survey of bloggers who assigned the characters a static credibility/likeability score. 

The data collected by this content analysis indicated that characters with high likeability 

scores were linked to more product appearances than characters with low likeability scores and 

characters that were typical consumers were also linked to more products than  non-typical 

consumers.  However, there was no relationship found between character credibility and the 

quantity or cost of product appearances. 
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Chapter 1 

INTRODUCTION 

A viewer turns on his television to watch reruns of NBC’s hit sitcom The Office and finds 

that his favorite character, Jim, owes Pam a Coke due to a jinx situation.  Because the vending 

machine is out of Coke, Jim is bound by the rules of jinx and is unable to talk for the rest of the 

episode.  Those who missed the beginning of the show might become curious about Jim’s lack of 

speech and inquire until they discover that Coke—a commercial product—is responsible for the 

important undercurrent of the episode.  In this situation, the Coca-Cola brand is not merely 

evident in one scene; instead, the presence of the product is felt and valued throughout the entire 

episode.  Storylines within The Office are commonly based entirely on commercial products.  

The genius, however, lies in the environment.  Product appearances are unobtrusive when so 

naturally situated within an office setting, complete with branded office supplies and a fully 

stocked break room.  An advertising lover finds it hard to ignore such a harmonious relationship 

between products and entertainment.  Therefore, the focus of this thesis concerns product 

appearances in television, specifically NBC’s prime-time sitcom, The Office.   

Through content analysis, this research examines the relationship of various aspects of 

products and various aspects of the character that is most directly associated with the product.  

More specifically, it is necessary to analyze the relationship between character traits (including 

credibility, likeability, and gender) and product traits (including quantity, cost, and presence).  

This research will benefit the field of advertising as it will help advertisers understand the 
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existing trends in product appearances.  While numerous studies have been based on product 

appearances, to my knowledge there are no current studies that analyze products so thoroughly 

and compare the traits of products and characters in a storied television setting.  This study is a 

necessary and enlightening contribution to the advertising industry’s current body of knowledge 

because it will not only provide information regarding existing trends in product appearances, 

but it will also encourage future studies.  This study will reveal the areas of product placement 

research that require further examination in order to build a more complete body of knowledge 

surrounding the subject. 
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Chapter 2 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

For the purpose of this study, literature from the areas of mass communication, 

communication studies, and psychology were reviewed.  This literature is a review of how 

product appearances have been defined and examined in recent history.  The literature focuses on 

product appearances in television, but does not disregard appearances in movies as an important 

aspect of product placement history.  First, the general history of product placement is discussed.  

Then, the research focuses more specifically on product appearances in the television setting.  

Finally, the research reveals the relative communication theories as a basis for the current study’s 

research questions. 

Theoretical Framework 

When incorporating a product in a television show, the goal of advertising is typically to 

persuade the viewer to change his attitude or take action (O’Keefe, 1990, p. 258).  The placement 

could be an attempt to convince the consumer that he would be more fun if he used the product 

or that he simply wants to purchase the product when he might not have previously considered 

purchase behavior.  According to the Elaboration Likelihood Model (ELM), there are two routes 

to causing an attitude change.  The central route to attitude change is utilized when a viewer’s 

“motivation and ability to scrutinize issue-relevant arguments are relatively high” (Petty & 

Cacioppo, 1986, p. 131).  On the other hand, the peripheral route occurs when a viewer’s 
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“motivation and/or ability are relatively low” (Petty & Cacioppo, 1986, p. 131).  Programs with 

storylines and scripted scenes embed brands into episodes so that viewers are unaware of the 

placement (Ferraro & Avery, 2000, p. 11).  Because brand appearances within scripted television 

shows are often stealthy in nature and because those exposed to the appearances are distracted by 

the surrounding television show, those affected by product placement are most likely to be 

reached indirectly through the peripheral route.  Unlike game shows in which models draw 

attention to products while a voice in the background lists the product’s qualities, storied 

television includes products in a more subtle way.  For this reason, product appearances within 

scripted television reach the viewer through the indirect, peripheral route.  In a study by Cristel 

Russell, significant evidence revealed that subtle brand appearances—those reaching viewers 

through the peripheral route—yielded positive attitudinal effects, as opposed to obvious and 

often obtrusive appearances (2002, p. 314).  When using the peripheral route, the indirect ways 

to change attitude are called heuristics.  The three major heuristics include credibility, liking, and 

consensus.  According to the ELM, the credibility and liking heuristics theorize that people tend 

to believe those who they think have credibility and those who they like, respectively (Severin & 

Tankard, 2000, p. 177).  Viewers process product appearances peripherally through the 

consensus heuristic when the character associated with the product is a typical consumer.  When 

there is consensus, the product/character relationship is accepted by the viewer as normative, and 

therefore the relationship does not cause the viewer to process the appearance through the central 

route.  

This research acknowledges that not all product appearances reach the viewer through the 

peripheral route.  There are occasions within storied television in which the characters openly 

discuss the merits of a product.  Under these circumstances, a viewer would be likely to process 
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the information through the central route.  However, this research maintains that the majority of 

product appearances within a television sitcom setting are naturally embedded into the program 

and would be processed through the peripheral route through heuristics. 

Since storied television viewers are affected by product appearances through the 

peripheral route and because the three major heuristics to the peripheral route are credibility, 

liking and consensus, it would be valuable information to the advertising industry to develop a 

method of accounting for the heuristics as represented by a character and to compare these 

variables to the characteristics of the product he is advertising.  This research sought to discover 

if more credible/likable characters and those with consensus were associated with both a higher 

quantity of products and products that are of higher cost to the consumer.  The analysis of the 

relationships between character traits and product traits provided enlightening information and 

further enhanced the current body of knowledge surrounding product appearances. 

Defining Product Placement 

The area of product placement is a relatively new field of study in the advertising 

industry.  The past two decades have seen product appearances examined for the first time.  

Product placement—though it has been called many names—has been continuously redefined, 

and is often sculpted into the matter that best serves the current study.  In 1991, Friedman named 

what is currently accepted as product placement “word of author advertising.”  He further made a 

distinction between those placements that are paid for and those that are not by calling them 

either “sponsored word-of-author advertising” or “unsponsored word-of-author advertising” 

(Friedman, 1991, p. 26).  Then in 1994, Balasubramanian redefined the concept.  He considered 

product placement to be “a paid product message aimed at influencing movie (or television) 
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audiences via the planned and unobtrusive entry of a branded product into a movie (or television 

program)” (p. 31).  His definition included a specific purpose that the placement must fulfill 

(“aimed at influencing audiences”) and it further specified that the presence of the product must 

be both “planned and unobtrusive” (Balasubramanian, 1994, p. 31).   

Baker and Crawford in 1995 were less specific and defined the practice 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).  Though the purpose and presence of the brand 

placement are less restrictive in their definition, Baker and Crawford were specific in terms of 

compensation.  They considered placements to only fall into the category if they were placed “in 

return for some sort of payment from the advertiser” (Baker & Crawford, 1995, p. 2).  Karrh 

agreed with Baker and Crawford about compensation in exchange for placement.  In 1998, Karrh 

defined product placement as “the paid inclusion of branded products or brand identifiers, 

through audio and/or visual means, within mass media programming” (p. 33).  In addition to the 

compensation stipulation, Karrh added additional specifications to the definition of product 

placement, including the manner in which the placement is presented and the outlet within which 

it is presented. 

In more recent studies, the researcher has begun to think about product placement from a 

viewer’s perspective.  Avery and Ferraro reconsidered the terminology and thought in terms of 

brand appearance, instead of product placement.  They defined a brand appearance as “a 

continuous segment of programming in which a brand was referred to either verbally, visually, or 

both” (2000, p. 227).  Smit, Reijmersdal, and Neijens agreed with this definition in their study of 

product placement in Dutch television.  When coding product placements, they considered “all 

brands appearing in television programs as brand placement, regardless of whether their 
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appearance is commercially inspired or not” (Smit, Reijmersdal & Neijens, 2009, p. 768).  Ta 

and Frosch explained the reasoning behind disregarding compensation when considering product 

placements.  In their study, they concluded that  

It is impossible to state confidently during the time of the broadcast which of the 
product inclusions were deliberate commercial placements, if any at all.  This 
attempt illustrates the difficulty in defining a brand placement because the 
strength of it as a marketing vehicle is in its stealth.  A good placement is one that 
is not obvious to the viewer and, as a result, makes it difficult to define and 
follow.  (Ta & Frosch, 2008, p. 100) 

 

Because the distinction between paid for and unpaid for placement is invisible to the program’s 

audience, it is irrelevant to the study.  To an uninformed viewer, a brand appearance and product 

placement are impossible to differentiate between and have the same potential for influence.   

For this reason, this study does not take compensation into account when recording and 

analyzing product appearances. 

The Growth and Success of Product Placement 

 Product placement has grown into a successful and booming business in recent years.  

The advertising strategy of placing products was introduced as a solution to commercial clutter 

and new technologies, including TiVo and digital video recorders, which gave the audience the 

ability to skip commercials (Johannes, 2005, p. 8).  Because of its success, some companies have 

abandoned more traditional forms of advertising, claiming that placements are the best way to 

get a message across (Edwards, 2005, p. 12).  Though television sponsorship can account for as 

much as 25% of the total cost of production, product placement is not always about making a 

profit (d’Astous, 1999, p. 896).  A contributing factor to the success of product placement is its 

effect of encouraging verisimilitude.  Television shows and movies are accepted as more 
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authentic when the characters are seen drinking Pepsi, as opposed to a silver can labeled soda.  

According to Sheehan, audience members would immediately recognize an unbranded can and 

reject the authenticity of the program (2004, p. 71).  Another reason product placements are 

successful in television is the artful evolution of placement.  Integrated products are no longer 

considered distractions from content; instead they are becoming central to the programs in which 

they appear (Stanley, 2010, p. 13).  Agents in charge of placements read scripts and locate scenes 

in which their product can be mentioned or displayed the most realistically and subtly (Ferraro & 

Avery, 2000, p. 1).  Additionally and more obviously, products receive an indirect endorsement 

from the characters with which they are paired.  An advertising agency reported that product 

placement is “as powerful as a celebrity endorsement but more subtle... it’s conceivable that 

viewers will acknowledge and buy products used by idols on the big screen” (J. Walter 

Thompson USA, 1989, p. 2).  For instance, the film Top Gun has caused a life-long connection 

between Tom Cruise and Ray-Ban sunglasses (Sheehan, 2004, p. 72).  The potential for this type 

of endorsement, which would be desired by any product advertiser, is a substantial contribution 

to the success of the industry.  

 Another way to explain the success of product placement is its potential to influence.  A 

placed product has the potential to connect identity characteristics currently held to identity 

characteristics that are desired and brought to life by a media character through the use of a 

brand (Karrh, 1998, p. 45).  For example, a viewer might think that a particular character is 

stylish.  Though the viewer is unable to become the character, he might think that owning a 

particular item of clothing that the character owns would allow him to take on a part of the 

character’s stylish persona.  This relationship between viewer and character is powerful and can 

lead to changes in attitude and purchase behaviors.  According to Karrh, audiences develop 
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strong attachments to television programs and characters.  These attachments can cause 

placements to have strong meaning and can extend the effects of placements beyond 

memorability (Karrh, 1998, p. 45). 

 As product placement has developed into a flourishing industry, it has found its most 

successful outlet in television.  In 1993, Fawcett noticed that free ad plugs (or unpaid 

placements) were beginning to appear more frequently on television.  There is an explanation for 

why television product placements are often more desirable and successful than placements in 

movies.  Sheehan describes that television placements are safer than placements in film due to 

the known ratings and popularity of television programming.  For television placements, viewers 

had a negative opinion of an integrated product only 2% of the time (Stanley, 2010, p. 14).  

Sheehan further explains that an audience’s reaction is undetermined until after a film has been 

released and that negative attitudes about a film can translate to a placed product and damage the 

brand’s image.  (2004, p. 74).  Advertisers placing products within television and movies want 

the product portrayed in a positive manner as any negativity associated with their product could 

drastically damage the brand image.  For this reason, products are often safely placed in accepted 

and long-running television programs, where ratings are positive and accessible.  However, 

distinctions exist between character popularity within a single successful television program.  Do 

advertisers consider not only the show, but also the character who represents the product?  This 

study aims at exposing potential trends in the relationship between product appearances and the 

associated character. 
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Previous Research 

There have been few content analyses of product appearances in television.  To my 

current knowledge, only 6 studies on the aforementioned topic exist.  Five of the studies 

researched product appearances within United States television programming, and one study 

analyzed product appearances in Dutch television programming.  The first study, conducted by 

Scott Hume, analyzed an entire 24-hour broadcast day of each of the Big 3 television networks: 

NBC, CBS, and ABC (Hume, 1990, p. 6).  The study focused on coding “any mention of or 

appearance by a commercial product or company... as long as it was not judged to be a paid 

placement” (Hume, 1990, p. 6).  After coding all of the visual or mentioned plugs, the study 

found 818 total plugs in the 3 days of programming.  News programs were recorded as having 

the most plugs and accounted for 44% of the total amount of plugs.  The study further discovered 

that there was not a large disparity between networks: coders recorded 297 plugs for NBC, 270 

for CBS, and 251 for ABC.  The study concluded by stating “product names confront us 

everywhere on TV, in programming perhaps more than through commercials” (Hume, 1990, p. 

6). 

In the second study, Fawcett also monitored networks for a 24-hour period, but recorded 

ad plugs in four networks (ABC, NBC, CBS, Fox) instead of its predecessor’s three.  The study’s 

intent was to compare placement in 1993 to the earlier Hume study.  The study found that the 

three networks (excluding Fox) had increased ad plugs 10.5% since the previous study, from 818 

plugs in 1990 to 904 plugs in 1993.  Like the earlier study, Fawcett found that most plugs occur 

during evening news.  This study differed from Hume’s in that it included additional variables, 

including the type of plug (brand name shown, brand name spoken, etc.), level of clarity of the 

plug, and categorized the plug into one of 16 product groups: autos, food, beverages, health and 
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beauty aids, music, sports, restaurants, businesses (banks, hospitals, stores, etc.), universities, 

apparel, appliances, print media, movies and plays, games and toys, cigarettes, and 

miscellaneous (Fawcett, 1993, p. 21). 

Avery and Ferraro also conducted a content analysis on product placement in television.  

They documented brand appearances by coding 112 hours of prime time programming on 4 

major networks: ABC, CBS, FOX, and NBC.  Coders focused on the prominence of the brand 

appearance and coded based on whether or not an appearance was obvious or subtle.  The study 

found 2,945 brand appearances in the allotted amount of time and found that 39.9% of brand 

appearances occurred in “shows with scripted characters and story lines, programs suitable for 

more subtle placement” (Avery & Ferraro, 2000, p. 234).  Situational comedies contained 20% 

of all brand appearances and had an average of 9.5 brands per 30 minutes of programming.  The 

study also focused on the type of appearance (visual, verbal, or both) and character involvement.  

Researchers found that 43% of appearances were visual, 39% verbal, and 19% were both visual 

and verbal.  Furthermore, 98% of the visual appearances were coded as essential to the scene, 

while only 56% of verbal appearances fell into the same category.  The study, which sought to 

determine whether brands appear in television for verisimilitude or advertising, concluded, “a 

substantial number of brands appearing in television programs under study had content indicative 

of persuasion” (Avery & Ferraro, 2000, p. 240). 

La Ferle and Edwards conducted a content analysis in 2006 to compare placement 

techniques in both storied programming and nonstoried programming with the purpose of 

determining how brands appear on television.  The study coded 2,327 brand appearances in 102 

programs during 7 days of prime-time television.  The study concluded that television 

placements are prevalent, are rarely both visually and verbally represented, and most brands seen 
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on television were for consumer products instead of service placements.  Furthermore, research 

showed storied programming to have the fewest and least prominent placements, while news and 

game shows displayed brands more prominently and offered the greatest exposure for products 

(La Ferle & Edwards, 2006, p. 65-8). 

The fifth content analysis of product placement in television was conducted in 2008 by 

Ta and Frosch and focused on pharmaceutical product placement.  Coders examined a sample of 

medically themed television shows on three different networks (including Grey’s Anatomy-ABC, 

House-FOX, and ER-NBC) over the course of one month. The study found an average of six 

verbal mentions of a medicine per episode.  While coding instances of pharmaceutical 

placements, researchers found that a particular medicine, Lupron, was mentioned on four 

occasions in an episode of House and was used to treat an illness that was not an FDA-approved 

indication for this medicine.  Further research discovered that a newer version of the drug was 

currently undergoing clinical trials for this usage.  With the public relations officials on both the 

sides declining to comment, researchers found cause for concern.  The study concluded by noting 

that FDA guidelines do not specifically address drug inclusions in television and called for a 

change in policy as there was potential for abuse (Ta & Frosch, 2008, p. 100). 

The most recent study devoted to product placement in television was conducted in 2009 

by Smit, Reijmersdal, and Neijens and focused on Dutch television.  The study coded 19,152 

minutes of television programming and found that 15% of these minutes were commercials, .1% 

was sponsorship announcements, and 11% were programs with at least one brand placement.  

Research discovered that visual presentation was most common and that only 18% of placements 

were audio only.  Commercial channels were found to display brands more prominently than 

public channels.  The study also took a practitioner’s perspective on product placement 
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restrictions and found that the perceived influence of advertising restrictions is not always 

negative (Smit, Reijmersdal, & Neijens, 2009, p. 779).  Though earlier content analyses have 

contributed to constructing the body of knowledge regarding product appearances, they have not 

considered appearances in television on a product-character level.  This research will document 

this relationship and open the doors to future studies, providing advertisers with a better 

understanding of existing trends in product appearances. 

Source Credibility 

Inspired by ELM theory, source credibility is the model that considers whether the 

credibility of a source encourages attitude change.  Judging by trends in advertising campaigns, 

many believe that the source can affect the success of the message (Severin & Tankard, 2000, p. 

156).  There have been two essential studies on the subject of source credibility, the first is the 

Hovland and Weiss study of the effectiveness of source credibility.  In their study, Hovland and 

Weiss designed an experiment to test the source credibility variable by manipulating the 

credibility of the source presenting a message.  One group received a message from a high-

credibility source, while the other received a message from a low-credibility source.  The results 

of the initial aftertest revealed that the higher-credibility source was more likely to change the 

participant’s opinion on an issue than the lower-credibility source (Hovland & Weiss, 1951, p. 

642). 

The Whitehead study considered the results from the earlier Hovland and Weiss study, 

but sought to define the dominant factors that determine credibility.  In order to clarify these 

factors, Whitehead had subjects listen to two tape-recorded introductions.  He then had the 

subjects rate the speakers on multiple scales, ultimately finding that trustworthiness, 
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professionalism or competence, dynamism, and objectivity are the four dominant factors of 

credibility (Whitehead, 1968, p. 60-61).  Whitehead’s dominant factors that define credibility 

have eliminated confusion and presumptions in credibility research.  This study utilized these 

factors in the formulation of an operational definition for credibility, which ensured that the term 

was defined consistently and accurately. 

From the results of the aforementioned studies, questions about product appearances in 

terms of credibility surface.  For instance, is a product selectively positioned with a character 

because he is considered to be more credible?  Will characters with higher perceived credibility 

be matched with more products and more expensive products?  Likewise, will characters with 

lower perceived credibility be matched with less products and less expensive products?  This 

study aimed at exposing current trends in product appearances that suggest the influence of 

source credibility. 

Purpose of the Research 

To date, previous content analyses have aided the advertising industry in better 

understanding trends in product appearances.  Earlier studies have provided advertisers with 

information regarding product categories, quantities by network and time, and the types of shows 

most likely to include products.  Though this information is important in preliminary studies, it is 

obvious to contemporary advertisers that game shows showcase more brands more prominently, 

while storied programming is subtler with its appearances.  Even though products are more 

obvious in game shows, many advertisers are interested in the less obvious endorsement that a 

character in a noncommercial program can provide.  According to research by d’Astous, mini-

series dramas attract larger audiences for television sponsoring and are preferred by agencies for 
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this reason (1999, p. 903).  Additionally, research has discovered that placements are more 

effective when viewers are unaware of their influence (Law & Braun, 2000, p. 1071).  Gupta and 

Lord note that the unexpected nature of subtle placements explains their potential to reach 

audiences when they are the most attentive and undistracted, which enhances the processing of 

the messages (1998, p. 50).  Because of the added potential for success, subtle placements, or 

those occurring in storied programming, should be focused on specifically and more intently.  

Products associated with higher credibility/likeability characters and those with consensus are 

more valuable to the advertiser, because these appearances reach attentive and undistracted 

viewers.  Though previous studies provide useful groundwork, none of them have looked closely 

at subtle placements and have considered the product-character relationship.   

The only way to obtain information about the product-character relationship is by an 

intimate study of a successful television program, the public’s perceptions of the characters, and 

the products that appear in the program.  NBC’s The Office is not only a perfect situation for 

product appearances; it is a program that has been embraced by its viewers who have developed 

a sense of loyalty to the series.  According to Diener—who conducted research on soap-opera 

placements—product placements may be more effective in persuading when viewers are highly 

interested, watch the show with great frequency and continuity, and identify with the characters 

(1993, p. 253).  Because viewers of The Office are often loyal consumers of the series, this type 

of programming should be of particular interest to advertisers as it gives placements greater 

potential to lead to attitude change and purchase behavior.  Ferraro and Avery note that future 

product placement research should focus on “pairings between brands, programs and characters 

portraying those brands” (2000, p. 14).  As requested by previous researchers, this study seeks to 
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provide the industry with a better understanding of brand-character relationships and encourage 

additional research on the significance of character endorsements in television. 
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Chapter 3 

RESEARCH QUESTIONS 

 The purpose of this study is to examine the relationships between product and character 

variables within storied programming.  Therefore, the following research questions were 

developed: 

RQ1: Are expensive products more likely to appear for longer periods of time?  

 Perhaps the cost of a product appearance is related to the amount of time that a product 

appears on screen.  Perhaps expensive products are explained in greater detail and require more 

screen time than less expensive products. 

RQ2: Are expensive products more likely to be to be both seen and heard? 

 Perhaps the cost of a product appearance is related to the method in which the product 

appears.  Dual-modality processing enhances a subject’s recall of a message, which may become 

more valuable to advertisers as the cost of a product increases (Balasubramanian, 1994, p. 40). 

RQ3: Are more products associated with male or female characters? 

A study conducted by Klaus and Bailey found that female endorsers are evaluated more 

favorably than male endorsers; the study also found that the attitude toward an advertisement 

featuring a female celebrity was more favorable than the attitude toward an advertisement 
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featuring a male celebrity (2008, p. 58).  Perhaps the quantity of product appearances differs 

when examining the gender of the character associated with the placements. 

RQ4: Are expensive products associated with male or female characters? 

 According to the differences found in perceptions of male and female endorsers, perhaps 

the cost of a product is also related to the gender of the character associated with the product.  

Perhaps expensive products are associated with characters of a particular gender. 

RQ5: Are more products associated with major or minor characters? 

 Perhaps the quantity of product appearances is related to the role of the associated 

character.  Major characters have more time on screen and are more popular than minor 

characters.  Examining this relationship could provide a hint as to what considerations currently 

exist in the product placement industry. 

RQ6: Are expensive products associated with major or minor characters? 

 Because of the differences that exist between major and minor characters, distinctions 

could become apparent when examining the cost of a product in relation to the role of the 

associated character.  Perhaps expensive products are paired with major characters because of 

their increased popularity or screen time. 

RQ7: Are more products associated with higher or lower credibility characters? 

Looking at the credibility of the associated character might provide a hint as to whether 

more product appearances are associated with a character based on the viewers’ perceptions of 

the character.  Perhaps more products are associated with more credible characters for a potential 

positive endorsement of the product. 
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RQ8: Are expensive products associated with higher or lower credibility characters? 

Perhaps expensive products are associated with more credible characters because this is 

considered a beneficial association for the product and the increased value of the product makes 

this association more desirable. 

RQ9: Are more products associated with more or less likeable characters? 

 Looking at the likeability of the associated character might provide a hint as to whether 

more product appearances are associated with a character based on the viewers’ perceptions of 

the character.  Perhaps more products are associated with more likeable characters for a potential 

positive reflection onto the product. 

RQ10: Are expensive products associated with more or less likeable characters? 

Perhaps expensive products are associated with more likeable characters because this is 

considered a positive association for the product and the increased value of the product makes 

this association more desirable. 

RQ11: Are more products associated with typical consumers? 

 Perhaps the quantity of product appearances is related to whether or not the associated 

character is a typical consumer of the product.  Typical consumers are more naturally paired with 

products, which could lead to a relationship based on verisimilitude within the television series 

instead of an intentional desire to pair a product with a typical consumer in order to enhance the 

strength of the message. 

RQ12: Are more expensive products associated with typical consumers? 
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 Perhaps the cost of a product is related to whether or not the associated character is a 

typical consumer.  Examining the relationship between cost and typical consumer could indicate 

that expensive products are placed with typical consumers to encourage verisimilitude or to 

strengthen the message.  Alternately, if the study found expensive products to be associated with 

atypical consumers, this could reveal an attempt to draw attention to the product because of the 

abnormal association. 

RQ13: Have product appearances increased over the course of the series? 

 Perhaps there is a relationship between the quantity of product appearances per season as 

the television show became more popular and favorable to the public. 



	  

21	  

 

 

Chapter 4 

METHOD 

To answer the aforementioned research questions, a content analysis of NBC’s The Office 

was conducted, recording information about product appearances and the associated character.  

The data for this analysis came from 63 episodes of The Office.  This sample of episodes 

accounts for every other episode aired in Seasons 1-6 (even-numbered episodes).  Hour-long 

episodes were coded as part 1 and part 2 to ensure consistency.  Only television episodes were 

coded, no webisodes, deleted scenes, or internet extras were considered.  Each episode was 

assigned a number in order to ease reference when analyzing the data.  (See Appendix A for a 

Master List of Episodes.) 

Coding Sheet 

Coders completed a coding sheet for every product appearance.  Nine variables were 

considered for each instance of a brand appearance.  (See Appendix B for Coding Sheet.)  The 

unit of analysis was clearly defined and restricted based on the purpose of the study.  Product 

appearances were only considered if they were touched, used, or mentioned in dialogue.  

Because of this restriction, the study found less product appearances than earlier studies found.  

However, this restriction ensured that every product appearance was associated with a character, 

and the product/character relationship is the basis of this study. 
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Episode Number 

The first item on the coding sheet is the episode number.  The coder listed the number 

that had been previously assigned to the episode.  Making a note of this number eased coding, as 

coders were not required to research the season in which the episode occurred or the title of the 

episode.  Instead, the episode number provided all of the necessary information.   

Product 

Product is an open category for the coder to describe the product in detail.  Coders wrote 

a few words that describe the product appearance, for example: Barbie Doll.  Coders were asked 

to be specific and include any details that could ease in accurately pricing the unit. 

Brand 

In this section of the coding sheet, coders were given an open category to record the 

brand of the product.  For example, the brand for the aforementioned product (Barbie Doll) is 

Mattel.   

Presence 

Next, coders filled in the blank with the number that best represented the presence of the 

product appearance.  Coders selected Seen Only if the product was visible on the television 

screen only and Heard Only if the product was only mentioned in dialogue.  Coders selected 

Both Seen and Heard if the product was both visible and mentioned. 
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Time (in seconds) 

For the time variable, coders counted the number of seconds that a product appeared 

within the particular scene and recorded this duration.  If the product was mentioned only once, 

coders were instructed to record the time as 1 second.  However, if the product was discussed 

continuously within a single scene, coders were instructed to count the entire time that the 

product was discussed. 

Product Cost 

Unless the cost was listed within the scene, coders researched the price of the product 

after all of the coding was complete.  After all data was collected and the prices were recorded, 

coders determined adequate pricing categories for the products and sorted appearances based on 

these categories.  Categories were divided into the 5 following cost categories: < $10, $10.01-

$20, $20.01-$100, $100.01-$1K, > $1K.   

Product Category 

Product categories were determined with Fawcett’s study of product placement in mind, 

however additional categories were added to better represent the current study (1993).  The 

following categories were chosen for the study: Automotive, Food, Beverage, Health/Beauty, Eat 

Out, Business/Office, Other Institution, Music, Apparel, Appliances, Media, Entertainment, 

Electronics, Travel, Games/Toy, Tobacco, Alcohol, Financial, and Miscellaneous.  Any products 

that did not clearly fit into the first 18 categories were grouped in the Miscellaneous category. 
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Character 

Next, the coder listed the character that was most closely associated with the product.  

(See Appendix C for Master List of Characters.)  The most closely associated character was 

defined as the character that mentions, owns, or touches the product.  If more than one character 

was closely associated with the product appearance, coders selected Multiple.  If the character 

associated with the product did not appear within the list of character options, coders selected 

Unlisted.   

Typical Consumer 

The final item on the coding sheet is Typical Consumer.  The Typical Consumer variable 

is an indirect measure, accounting for whether or not the associated character is a normative 

consumer of the product.  Pam (an artist on the show) is a typical consumer of art pencils, while 

Dwight (a male character) is not a typical consumer of lipstick.  Coders filled in the blank with 

the number representing yes, no, or unclear based on the character of The Office that was 

associated with the product.  The divided section at the bottom of the coding sheet was to be 

completed after coding.  

Coder Training and Reliability 

 Two students were chosen to code the placements to determine inter-coder reliability for 

this study.  One was a graduate student in Advertising and Public Relations at the time and was 

chosen because of her familiarity with the field.  The other is a loyal viewer of The Office and 

was chosen because of his familiarity with the television series.  To begin coder training, the 

researcher selected six odd-numbered episodes of The Office (episodes 7, 9, 11, 13, 15, and 17).  

A pre-screening of these episodes was performed and indicated that they contained adequate 



	  

25	  

product appearances for the pilot study.  Odd-numbered episodes were selected because even-

numbered episodes were to be analyzed for the study; the results from the coder training were 

not included in the actual study.  Before coding, the researcher compiled a detailed coding book 

(Appendix D) and gave it to each of the coders.  The researcher met with each coder to explain 

the coding book and answer the coders’ questions.  The researcher reviewed product appearance 

scenarios with the coders and reviewed the process of filling out the coding sheet based on the 

operational definitions supplied in the coding book.   

After the intensive training, a six-episode pilot study was conducted by the researcher and 

the coders.  If this study is to be objective, the procedures must be valid and inter-coder 

reliability is crucial.  For inter-coder reliability, the researcher required a minimum of 80% 

agreement.  In order to determine reliability, the researcher first analyzed the body of product 

appearances discovered by each coder.  For total products, each pair of coders had to agree at 

least 80% of the time.  Coders A and B agreed 85.19% of the time, coding 46 of 54 products.  

Coders A and C agreed 81.48% of the time, coding 44 of 54 products.  Coders B and C agreed 

80.39% of the time, coding 41 of 51 products.  These percentages proved that the term “product 

appearance” is clearly defined in the coding book and there was not significant discrepancy when 

determining whether or not an appearance should be coded.  After product appearance was 

proven to be clearly defined, the researcher focused on the “presence,” “time,” “product 

category,” “character,” and “typical consumer” variables on the coding sheet.  The “episode 

number” variable was not factored into the reliability percentage because this variable is not 

open to interpretation.  For the coding sheet variables, Coders A and B had 87.83% agreement 

(202/230), Coders A and C had 90.91% agreement (200/220), and Coders B and C had 88.78% 
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agreement (182/205).  The inter-coder reliability for the study exceeded the required percentage 

and the coding could begin. 

Credibility Measures 

To analyze data on character credibility, a credibility score was assigned to each 

character.  The scores range from 0-3, 0 being the least credible and 3 being the most credible.  

This score represents the average of scores assigned to the characters by viewers of The Office.  

Because this research was concerned with the public’s perception of the characters, a survey of 

viewers’ perceptions provided the data for the study (Appendix E).  In order to obtain this data, 

surveys were posted on popular blogs about The Office requesting the opinions of the 

viewership.  The surveys asked participants to “rank the following characters based on his/her 

credibility over the course of the first six seasons of The Office.”  This instruction asked 

participants to score the character’s credibility on average and reflected a static credibility score 

that could be applied to every episode of The Office in which the character appears.  In order to 

avoid confusion, the survey opened by stating: “A credible character can be thought of as 

trustworthy, professional, dynamic, and open-minded.”  This operational definition of credibility 

was based on the results of the Whitehead study of the four dominant factors that determine 

credibility, which indicates that a credible source is trustworthy, professional, dynamic, and 

impartial (Whitehead, 1968, p. 60-61).  The survey then listed the 23 pre-determined characters 

of The Office and asked those taking the questionnaire to rank each of the characters’ credibility 

on a forced-choice Likert scale.  By using a forced choice scale, each participant was forced to 

avoid neutrality.  Those taking the survey were given the following options: very credible, 

credible, slightly credible, and not credible.  The credibility surveys were divided into 2 parts to 

shorten the length of the survey and encourage participation.  A total of 61 participants 



	  

27	  

completed Credibility Survey 1 and 59 participants completed Credibility Survey 2.  Scores were 

divided between three categories of credibility.  Low credibility characters are those with scores 

of less than 1.00, mid-range credibility characters are those with scores between 1.00 and 1.99, 

and high credibility characters have scores above 1.99.  The survey was constructed on 

zoomerang.com, a free online survey resource.  A link to the survey was posted on popular blogs 

and responses were collected as they were submitted. 

Likeability Measures 

Each character was also assigned a likeability score.  This information was obtained in 

the same manner as the credibility score, by a survey of the public’s perceptions of each 

character’s likeability (Appendix F).  As with credibility, the survey stated that participants 

should consider the character’s likability across the course of all six seasons.  The likeability 

survey included a definition of likeability: “A likeable character can be thought of as agreeable 

and easy to like.”  The survey then listed the characters and asked participants to select a 

response based on a forced-choice Likert scale.  Participants selected the degree of likeability 

that most closely described each character: very likeable, likeable, slightly likeable, and not 

likeable.  Likeability surveys were divided into 2 parts (Likeability Survey 1, Likeability Survey 

2).  A total of 63 participants completed the first survey and 58 participants completed the 

second survey.  The average of these scores revealed a likeability score for each character.  The 

scores ranged from 0-3, with 0 representing the least likeable characters, and 3 representing the 

most likeable characters.  Characters were placed in one of three likeability categories.  

Likeability categories represented the same scores as the credibility categories: low likeability 

included scores 0-.99, mid-range likeability included scores 1.00-1.99, and high likeability 

included scores above 1.99.



	  

28	  

 

 

Chapter 5 

RESULTS 

Data Analysis 

Over the course of this content analysis, 63 episodes of NBC’s The Office were coded 

and 254 product appearances were found. (See Appendix G for a List of Coded Products.)  This 

body accounts for half of the episodes (those with even numbers) that aired in the first 6 seasons 

of the television show.  Thirteen research questions were developed and a coding sheet was 

created that would address each question.  The data were entered into SPSS to run various tests 

in an attempt to find significant results and an answer to each of the research questions.  Any 

relationships whose chi-square analysis was not significant at rp = ≤. 05 were considered 

supportive of null hypotheses and the relationships found from those data sets were determined 

to be random.  Such results did not justify further considerations.  Though a few of the data sets 

did not reveal significant information, relationships were found amongst the data and these 

results are examined more intensely in the paragraphs to follow. 

Results 

 Detailed and specific findings from this content analysis are revealed in the following 

sections.  Each section focuses on a specific research question. 
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Research Question 1: Are expensive products more likely to appear for longer periods of time? 

 The first research question focuses on the relationship between product cost and the 

length of time of each product appearance.  To answer this research question, the researcher ran 

correlations between the time variable and cost variable.  The correlation coefficient was not 

significant (r = .068), suggesting that any relationships between those variables is based on 

chance.  There was no correlation found between product cost and the length of appearance, 

which led to the conclusion that the answer to RQ1 is “no.” 

 

Research Question 2: Are expensive products more likely to be both seen and heard? 

 This research question addresses the relationship between the cost of a product and the 

method of each appearance.  In order to answer this question, the products were separated into 5 

categories based on the cost of the product.  The categories were determined as follows: less than 

$10, $10.01-$20, $20.01-$100, $100.01-$1000, and more than $1000.  After establishing these 

categories, the researcher ran a cross-tabulation of the presence variable (seen, heard, or seen & 

heard) and the cost category variable.  The Chi-Square test determined that the association was 

significant (x2 = 21.5, df = 8, p = .006).  Table 1 shows that higher percentages of the products in 

the three more expensive categories were seen and heard than in the two less expensive 

categories.  In fact, products in the two less expensive categories were barely seen and mostly 

heard.  The cross-tabulation led to the conclusion of RQ2; “yes, expensive products are more 

likely to be both seen and heard than less costly products.”  Additionally, more expensive 

products are more likely to be seen only than less expensive products. 
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Table 1 

Cross-tabulation of Presence and Cost Category Variables  

 < $10 $10.01-$20 $20.01-$100 $100.01-$1K > $1K 

Type n=83  n=83 n=41 n=31 n=18 

Seen 6.0% 2.4% 12.2% 12.9% 11.1% 

Heard 79.5 94.0% 65.8% 64.5% 66.7% 

Seen & 
Heard 

14.5 3.6% 22.0% 22.6% 22.2% 

Totals 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

 

 

Research Question 3: Are more products associated with male or female characters? 

 RQ 3 focuses on the relationship between the quantity of product appearances and the 

gender of the character most closely associated with those appearances.  In order to answer this 

question, the researcher tested the frequency of product appearances by the gender of the 

character.  Fourteen characters with roles in The Office over the six seasons under study were 

found to have been associated with a placed product.  Of those 14 characters, 60.9% were male 

and 39.1% were female.  Thus, the expected distribution of gender-specific appearances was 

60.9% male and 39.1% female.    The results revealed that 76.8% of product appearances were 

paired with male characters, while female characters are paired with only 23.2% of product 

appearances.  The data are shown in Table 2.  Male characters accounted for significantly more 

product appearances than female characters (x2 = 24.9, df = 1, p < .01), concluding that the 

answer to RQ3 is “male characters.” 
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Table 2 

Frequency of Product Appearances with Male and Female Characters  

Appearances (Observed)   (Expected)  

 n %  n % 

Male 182 76.8%  144.5 60.9% 

Female 55 23.2%  92.5 39.1% 

Totals 237 100.0%  237 100.0% 

 

 

 

Research Question 4: Are expensive products associated with male or female characters? 

 The fourth research question focuses on the relationship between the cost of the product 

and the gender of the character associated with the product appearance.  In order to test this 

research question, the researcher ran two tests: a t-test comparing mean product cost of products 

associated with male and female characters; and a cross-tabulation of character gender and the 

cost variable recoded into five discrete categories (See Table 1).  The results for each of these 

tests were statistically insignificant.  Therefore, the response to RQ4 is “neither.”  There are no 

significant relationships between gender and product cost. 

 

Research Question 5: Are more products associated with major or minor characters? 

 RQ 5 questions if there is a relationship between the quantity of product appearances and 

the character role (major or minor).  In order to answer this question, the researcher tested the 
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frequency of product appearances by the role of the character.  Of all characters, 73.9% were 

major characters and 26.1% were minor characters.  Thus, the expected distribution of role-

specific appearances was 73.9% major characters and 26.1% minor characters.    The results 

revealed that 92.8% of product appearances were paired with major characters, while minor 

characters were paired with only 7.2% of product appearances.  The data are shown in Table 3. 

Major characters accounted for significantly more of the product appearances than minor 

characters (x2 = 44.2, df = 1, p < .01), concluding that the answer to RQ3 is “major characters.” 

Table 3 

Frequency of Product Appearances with Major and Minor Characters  

Appearances (Observed)   (Expected)  

 n %  n % 

Major 220 92.8%  175 73.9% 

Minor 17 7.2%  62 26.1% 

Totals 237 100.0%  237 100.0% 

 

 

 

Research Question 6: Are expensive products associated with major or minor characters? 

 The sixth research question considers the relationship between the cost of a product and 

the character role (major or minor).  In order to arrive at an answer to this research question, the 

researcher ran a t-test of the mean product costs for major and minor characters.  The results 

were found to be significant and revealed that the average cost of a product for major characters 

was $1,039, while the average cost of a product for minor characters was $4,260 (see Table 4).  
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Although these results were significant according to the coefficient, there were 220 products 

associated with major characters and only 17 products associated with minor characters. 

Table 4 

T-test of Average Product Cost with Major and Minor Characters 

 n Cost (mean) t = -2.3 df = 235 p = .024 

Major 220 $1039.20    

Minor 17 $4259.62    

 

A cross-tabulation also attempted to answer RQ6.  The character role (major or minor) 

was examined in relationship to the cost category of the products.  This analysis revealed that the 

minor characters accounted for a significantly higher percentage of products that fell into the 

$20.01-$100 and > $1000 categories (x2 = 14.7, df = 4, p < .01; See Table 5). Therefore, because 

of the small size of data for minor characters, the study can hesitantly conclude that “expensive 

products were more frequently associated with minor characters.” 

Table 5 

Cross-tabulation of Character Role and Cost Category Variables  

 < $10 $10.01-$20 $20.01-$100 $100.01-$1K > $1K 

Type n=83 n=83 n=41 n=31 n=18 

Major 93.2% 98.7% 80.5% 96.7% 87.5% 

Minor 6.8% 1.3% 19.5% 3.3% 12.5% 

Totals 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 
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Research Question 7: Are more products associated with higher or lower credibility characters? 

 RQ7 focuses on the relationship between the quantity of product appearances and 

character credibility.  To answer this question, the researcher tested the frequency of product 

appearances by the credibility of the character.  The expected distribution of product appearances 

by credibility scores were as follows: characters with credibility scores of less than 1.0 were 

expected to account for 20% of the product appearances, characters with credibility scores 

between 1.0 and 1.99 were expected to account for 45% of product appearances, and characters 

with credibility scores of 2.0 or higher were expected to account for 35% of product appearances 

(See Table 6).  Observed relative appearances were 9.7% for characters with credibility scores of 

less than 1.0, 71.3% for characters with credibility scores between 1.0 and 1.99, and 19% for 

characters with credibility scores of 2.0 or more.  The two distributions were significantly 

different (x2 = 66.5, df = 2, p < .001), therefore, the answer to Research Question 7 is “no; 

instead, more products are placed with mid-range credibility characters.” 

Table 6 

Frequency of Product Appearances with Character Credibility Scores  

Appearances (Observed)  (Expected)   

Credibility n % n %  

< 1.00 23 9.7% 47.4 20%  

1.00-1.99 169 71.3% 106.6 45%  

> 1.99 45 19% 83 35%  

Totals 237 100.0% 237 100.0%  
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Research Question 8: Are expensive products associated with more or less credible characters? 

 This research question considers the relationship between the product cost and the 

credibility of the characters.  Data analysis determined that the Pearson Correlation coefficient 

between product cost and character credibility was not significant.  Therefore, research 

concluded that “there is no relationship between product cost and character credibility.” 

 

Research Question 9: Are more products associated with more or less likeable characters? 

 RQ7 focuses on the relationship between the quantity of product appearances and 

character likeability.  In order to answer this question, the researcher tested the frequency of 

product appearances by the likeability of the character.  Results indicated that characters with 

likeability scores of less than 1.0 were expected to account for 15% of the product appearances, 

characters with likeability scores between 1.0 and 1.99 were expected to account for 55% of 

product appearances, and characters with likeability scores of 2.0 or higher were expected to 

account for 30% of product appearances (See Table 7).  Observed relative appearances were 

5.1% for characters with likeability scores of less than 1.0, 29.9% for characters with likeability 

scores between 1.0 and 1.99, and 65% for characters with likeability scores of 2.0 or more.  The 

two distributions were significantly different (x2 = 139.9, df = 2, p < .01), therefore, research 

concludes that “more products are placed with more likeable characters.” 
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Table 7 

Frequency of Product Appearances with Character Likeability Scores 

Appearances (Observed)  (Expected)   

Likeability n % n %  

< 1.00 12 5.1% 35.6 15%  

1.00-1.99 71 29.9% 130.4 55%  

> 1.99 154 65% 71.1 30%  

Totals 237 100.0% 237.1 100.0%  

 

 

Research Question 10: Are expensive products associated with more or less likeable characters? 

 This research question considers the relationship between the product cost and the 

likeability of the characters.  Data analysis determined that the Pearson Correlation coefficient 

between product cost and character likeability was not significant.  Therefore, research 

concluded that “there is no relationship between product cost and character likeability.” 

 

Research Question 11: Are more products associated with typical consumers? 

The eleventh research question focuses on the relationship between the quantity of 

product appearances and the consensus of the associated character.  The typical consumer 

variable was determined by the coder as an indirect measure of consensus.  A typical consumer 

is a character that is considered a normative consumer of the product.  To answer the research 

question, the researcher ran a frequency test (against a uniform distribution) to determine how 

many product appearances were associated with a character that was considered a typical 
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consumer.  The distributions were significantly different (x2 = 145.13, df = 1, p < .001), with 

typical consumers accounting for a majority of the product appearances (Table 8).  Data supports 

the following conclusion to RQ11: “yes.” 

Table 8 

Frequency of Product Appearances with Typical Consumer 

Appearances (Observed)  (Expected)   

Typ. Consumer n % n %  

Yes 223 87.8% 127 50%  

No 31 12.2% 127 50%  

Totals 254 100.0% 254 100.0%  

 

 

Research Question 12: Are more expensive products associated with typical consumers? 

 RQ12 considers the relationship between product cost and the consensus of the associated 

character.  In order to answer this research question, the researcher ran a t-test of the mean 

product costs and the consensus variable.  The results of the t-test were found to be not 

significant (p = .087) because of the small sample of data collected on non-typical consumers.  

Though insignificant, the average cost of products associated with non-typical consumers was 

$2,830, while the average cost of products associated with typical consumers was $1,451.  The 

difference in these averages leads the researcher to believe that additional data on non-typical 

consumers could result in a significant finding. 
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A cross-tabulation was also performed in an attempt to answer RQ12.  The character 

consensus (yes or no) was examined in relationship to the cost category of the products.  This 

analysis revealed no consistent trend in the relationship between character consensus and product 

cost (x2 = 11.0, df = 4, p = .026; See Table 9).  Therefore, because the results are inconsistent and 

do not reveal a trend in either the high or low cost categories, the study concludes that “there is 

no evident relationship between product cost and character consensus.” 

Table 9 

Cross-tabulation of Typical Consumer and Cost Category Variables  

 < $10 $10.01-$20 $20.01-$100 $100.01-$1K > $1K 

Typ. Consumer n=81 n=83 n=41 n=31 n=18 

Yes 91.4% 83.1% 87.8% 100.0% 72.2% 

No 8.6% 16.9% 12.2% 0.0% 27.8% 

Totals 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

 

 

Research Question 13: Have product appearances increased over the course of the series? 

 Research Question 13 is a longitudinal question addressing product appearances over the 

course of the six complete seasons of The Office.  In order to answer this research question, the 

researcher ran a frequency test by episode (against a uniform distribution) to determine how 

many product appearances occurred per episode in each season.  Data revealed no existing trend 

in the quantity of product appearances per season over time (x2 = 26.57, df = 5, p < .001).  While 

season 2 had significantly more placements than was expected based on the number of episodes 
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per season, these results did not follow a trend over the progression of the series (See Table 10).  

Data from this content analysis concludes, “no significant trend was found in the data.” 

Table 10 

Frequency of Product Appearances by Season  

 Appearances  Placements 
per episode 

   

Season (Observed) (Expected) (Observed) (Expected)   

1 13 12.5 2.17 2.08   

2 70 45.5 3.18 2.07   

3 55 49.4 2.20 1.98   

4 42 39.3 2.21 2.07   

5 32 57.8 1.14 2.06   

6 44 51.3 1.69 1.97   
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Chapter 6 

DISCUSSION 

This research was conducted to investigate the relationships between product appearances 

and character variables.  The goal of the research was to determine if a relationship did exist 

between product appearances and the perceived credibility or likeability of the characters that 

were most closely associated with these products.  In order to discover such relationships, this 

research focused on a particular television show, The Office, for an extended period of time.  

This research determined the perceived credibility or likeability based on loyal viewers’ 

perceptions of the characters and compared these scores with product variables: cost, frequency, 

and presence. 

As reported in the theory section of this research, the ELM states that there are two routes 

toward causing a change in attitude.  The peripheral route is the one in which the affected is 

unaware of the influence.  By nature, product appearances within a television sitcom are 

generally undetected and therefore reach viewers through the peripheral route.  There are three 

major ways to achieve an indirect change in attitude: credibility, liking, and consensus.  This 

study sought to discover if any relationship exists between the credibility, liking, and consensus 

of the characters and the product appearances. 

In this particular framework of study, the characters’ credibility factor was not at all 

related to the frequency of placements or cost of placements.  However, this research did find 
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that characters with mid-range credibility scores accounted for a higher percentage of product 

appearances than was expected.  When considering the characters’ likeability scores, this 

research found that more products appeared with higher likeability characters than was expected.  

One cause for this relationship could be that advertisers chose to associate products with likeable 

characters because people tend to believe those who they like (Severin & Tankard, 2000, p. 177).  

Because people tend to believe likeable characters, viewers are more likely to believe that a 

likeable character drinking Pepsi is natural.  Additionally, advertisers could be using likeability 

as a technique to reach consumers through the peripheral route.  Because the characters are more 

likeable and the viewer is not actively evaluating the character negatively, the viewer will likely 

experience the product appearance through the peripheral route and could experience an indirect 

attitude change.  Though this study cannot prove that those placing the products took character 

likeability into consideration, this research did find that more products were associated with 

characters whose likeability score was greater than 1.99. 

The study also found that more products were associated with characters that were typical 

consumers of the product than characters that were not typical consumers.  One cause for these 

results could be that situating a product with a normative consumer encourages verisimilitude.  

Another factor contributing to these results could be that advertisers are seeking consensus in 

order to relay enhanced messages to the viewer.  Consensus is a technique for influencing 

attitude change through the peripheral route.  If the viewer does not interpret the product-

character association as odd, the viewer is likely to process the product appearance through the 

peripheral route.  Because the viewer is unaware of the product appearance’s influence, he is 

undistracted and will better process the messages from the product appearance.  Though this 

study cannot state confidently the aforementioned are the cause of the results, the data does 
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maintain that a higher frequency of products was associated with characters that were typical 

consumers.  Although a majority of the product appearances were found to be represented by 

typical consumers, 12.2% of product appearances were matched with non-typical consumers.  

This percentage is substantial considering the circumstances in which a product would appear 

with a non-typical consumer.  This high percentage could be attributed to the comedic nature of 

the television show, which often evokes abnormality in order to create humorous situations.  

These findings might not be consistent if considering other genres of television programming. 

This research also found a relationship between product cost and the method of 

appearance (seen only, heard only, both seen and heard).  Data revealed that more expensive 

products were more likely to be “both seen and heard” within the appearance.  This conclusion 

suggests that as the value of the product increases, the presence of the appearance becomes more 

apparent.  This relationship could be caused by an advertiser’s desire to represent products of 

greater cost less discretely.  Advertisers might want to ensure that the viewer notices the product, 

and therefore make sure that it is both seen and heard.  Dual-modality processing is known to 

enhance recall of a message and advertisers may be taking this into account when placing 

products of greater cost than other products (Balasubramanian, 1994, p. 40). 

The study found that male characters were related to a higher quantity of products than 

was expected from the calculated ratio of male to female characters.  With additional research, 

these findings could reveal an intentional gender bias in product appearances.  Additional 

research might also support these findings by the confirmation that male characters representing 

products have a higher chance of encouraging purchase behavior.  Data analysis revealed that 

male characters had a significantly higher average likeability score (1.95) than female characters 

(1.77).  Therefore, advertisers placing products within storied television could select male 
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characters to represent their product because male characters are more likeable than female 

characters and any negativity associated with the product could be detrimental to the brand 

image (Sheehan, 2004, p. 74).  Additionally, the male persona is more capable of relating to both 

males and females than the female persona.  When endorsing a product, females have a natural 

tendency to alienate the male audience.  This study can only suggest these factors as possible 

causation for finding that male characters were associated with more products than female 

characters. 

When examining the relationships between products and character roles (major or minor), 

this study found that more products were associated with major characters than minor characters.  

This relationship could be caused by an advertiser’s desire to have a recognizable character 

endorse the product.  Relationships between products and characters that have a significant 

amount of airtime could be valuable to an advertiser.  This powerful association can translate 

into relationships between the viewer and the character and can lead to changes in attitude and 

purchase behavior (Karrh, 1998, p. 45).  While this relationship was expected because of the 

extended amount of airtime and recognition of major characters amongst viewers, the 

relationship between product cost and character role was unexpected.  This research found that 

minor characters were associated with more expensive products in relative comparison to major 

characters.  These results are contrary to what would be expected of product appearances.  

Additional research could provide reason for these conclusions, while this content analysis can 

only suggest that these findings are not normative nor can they be generalized to represent trends 

of product placement with minor characters. 
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Limitations 

As one of the first studies to look so intently at the relationship between product 

appearances and characters, this leads to future research projects in the field of product 

placement.  Firstly, since this study was a content analysis, it was difficult to have a strong base 

in theory and limited analytical tests could be run.  This study lacks the ability to generalize 

about the effects of product appearances on knowledge, inferences, memory and attitude-based 

effects, and purchase intentions.  Any reference in this study to possible effects is speculative.  

There was no research conducted that would lead to the conclusion that products associated with 

more likeable/credible characters or typical consumers are more successful.  Experimental 

research in this field would be extremely beneficial to the field of advertising.  By looking in 

depth at the characters within a television show, uncovering the product appearances and testing 

the effects of the appearances, researchers would be able to confidently state whether or not 

thoughtful consideration should be given to the character with which an advertiser places his 

product.   

Because commercial arrangements between the prop master and product placement 

agencies are not public information, this research recorded all product appearances regardless of 

compensation.  The inability to decipher between placements and appearances is a limitation of 

the study and a more valid study would be able to distinguish between paid and non-paid brand 

appearances.  Furthermore, this research only considered one specific television program within 

one particular genre of television programming.  While this is a restrictive decision, focusing on 

one particular television show was necessary in order to study character associations thoroughly.  

Future research might consider looking into multiple programs within multiple genres with the 

same intensity.  Such studies could lead to a better foundation on the topic.  Examining genres 
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other than comedy/sitcoms could yield different results from the data obtained in this content 

analysis and this new data could be an enlightening addition to the data already studied. 

For the purpose of the study, the researcher grouped the characters into major and minor 

role categories.  There were 17 characters in the Major Character category and 6 characters in the 

Minor Character category.  This division was based on the amount of screen time typical for 

each character and the length of time that each character had existed within the television series.  

After conducting the study, the researcher noticed that these categories became a limitation since 

they may have been too simply defined.  Within each broad category, a few characters were 

responsible for driving the results because they accounted for the majority of screen time and 

product appearances.  Future studies should consider dividing the characters into more specific 

categories. 

This study surveyed viewers of The Office to uncover their perceptions of the characters’ 

credibility and likeability.  The survey asked that viewers consider the characters over the course 

of all 6 season of the television series.  However, this study recognizes that characters naturally 

change as a television series progresses over time.  It is a limitation of this study that each 

character’s credibility/likeability score could not have been acquired at the time of each product 

appearance.  Matching the character’s perceived credibility/likeability at the point in time of the 

product appearance would lend more accurate data.  
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APPENDIX A 

 
Master List of Episodes (Even Numbers Coded) 
 
 

List of Episodes by Date Aired 

I. 1.1  (001) “Pilot”      03.24.05   (March 24, 2005) 
1.2   (002) “Diversity Day”    03.29.05 
1.3   (003) “Health Care”    04.05.05 
1.4   (004) “The Alliance”    04.12.05 
1.5   (005) “Basketball”    04.19.05 
1.6   (006) “Hot Girl”    04.26.05 

 
II. 2.1  (007) “The Dundies”    09.20.05  

2.2   (008) “Sexual Harassment”   09.27.05 
2.3   (009) “Office Olympics”   10.04.05 
2.4   (010) “The Fire”    10.11.05 
2.5   (011) “Halloween”    10.18.05 
2.6   (012) “The Fight”    11.01.05 
2.7   (013) “The Client”    11.08.05 
2.8   (014) “Performance Review”   11.15.05 
2.9   (015) “E-mail Surveillance”   11.22.05 
2.10 (016) “Christmas Party”   12.06.05 
2.11 (017) “Booze Cruise”    01.05.06 
2.12 (018) “The Injury”    01.12.06 
2.13 (019) “The Secret”    01.19.06 
2.14 (020) “The Carpet”    01.26.06 
2.15 (021) “Boys and Girls”   02.02.06 
2.16 (022) “Valentine’s Day”   02.09.06 
2.17 (023) “Dwight’s Speech”   03.02.06 
2.18 (024) “Take Your Daughter to Work Day” 03.16.06 
2.19 (025) “Michael’s Birthday”   03.30.06 
2.20 (026) “Drug Testing”    04.27.06 
2.21 (027) “Conflict Resolution”   05.04.06 
2.22 (028) “Casino Night”    05.11.06 

 
III. 3.1  (029) “Gay Witch Hunt”   09.21.06 

3.2   (030) “The Convention”   09.28.06 
3.3   (031) “The Coup”    10.05.06 
3.4   (032) “Grief Counseling”   10.12.06 
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3.5   (033) “Initiation”    10.19.06 
3.6   (034) “Diwali”    11.02.06 
3.7   (035) “Branch Closing”   11.09.06 
3.8   (036) “The Merger”    11.16.06  
3.9   (037) “The Convict”    11.30.06 
3.10 (038) “A Benihana Christmas,” Part 1  12.14.06 
3.11 (039) “A Benihana Christmas,” Part 2 12.14.06 
3.12 (040) “Back From Vacation”   01.04.07 
3.13 (041) “Traveling Salesmen”   01.11.07 
3.14 (042) “The Return”    01.18.07 
3.15 (043) “Ben Franklin”    02.01.07 
3.16 (044) “Phyllis’s Wedding”   02.08.07 
3.17 (045) “Business School”   02.15.07 
3.18 (046) “Cocktails”    02.22.07 
3.19 (047) “The Negotiation”   04.05.07 
3.20 (048) “Safety Training”   04.12.07 
3.21 (049) “Product Recall”   04.26.07 
3.22 (050) “Women’s Appreciation”  05.03.07 
3.23 (051) “Beach Games”    05.10.07 
3.24 (052) “The Job,” Part 1   05.17.07 
3.25 (053) “The Job,” Part 2   05.17.07 

 
IV. 4.1  (054) “Fun Run,” Part 1   09.27.07 

4.2   (055) “Fun Run,” Part 2   09.27.07 
4.3   (056) “Dunder Mifflin Infinity,” Part 1 10.04.07 
4.4   (057) “Dunder Mifflin Infinity,” Part 2 10.04.07 
4.5   (058) “Launch Party,” Part 1   10.11.07  
4.6   (059) “Launch Party,” Part 2   10.11.07 
4.7   (060) “Money,” Part 1    10.18.07 
4.8   (061) “Money,” Part 2    10.18.07 
4.9   (062) “Local Ad”    10.25.07 
4.10 (063) “Branch Wars”    11.01.07 
4.11 (064) “Survivor Man”    11.08.07 
4.12 (065) “The Deposition”   11.15.07 
4.13 (066) “Dinner Party”    04.10.08 
4.14 (067) “Chair Model”    04.17.08 
4.15 (068) “Night Out”    04.24.08 
4.16 (069) “Did I Stutter?”    05.01.08 
4.17 (070) “Job Fair”    05.08.08 
4.18 (071) “Goodbye, Toby,” Part 1  05.15.08 
4.19 (072) “Goodbye, Toby,” Part 2 

 
V. 5.1  (073) “Weight Loss,” Part 1   09.25.08 

5.2   (074) “Weight Loss,” Part 2   09.25.08 
5.3   (075) “Business Ethics”   10.09.08 
5.4   (076) “Baby Shower”    10.16.08 
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5.5   (077) “Crime Aid”    10.23.08  
5.6   (078) “Employee Transfer”   10.30.08  
5.7   (079) “Customer Survey”   11.06.08  
5.8   (080) “Business Trip”    11.13.08 
5.9   (081) “Frame Toby”    11.20.08 
5.10 (082) “The Surplus”    12.04.08 
5.11 (083) “Moroccan Christmas”   12.11.08 
5.12 (084) “The Duel”    01.15.09 
5.13 (085) “Prince Family Paper”   01.22.09 
5.14 (086) “Stress Relief,” Part 1   02.01.09 
5.15 (087) “Stress Relief,” Part 2   02.01.09 
5.16 (088) “Lecture Circuit: Part 1”  02.05.09 
5.17 (089) “Lecture Circuit: Part 2”  02.12.09 
5.18 (090) “Blood Drive”    03.05.09 
5.19 (091) “Golden Ticket”   03.12.09 
5.20 (092) “New Boss”    03.19.09 
5.21 (093) “Two Weeks”    03.26.09 
5.22 (094) “Dream Team”    04.09.09 
5.23 (095) “Michael Scott Paper Company” 04.09.09 
5.24 (096) “Heavy Competition”   04.16.09 
5.25 (097) “Broke”     04.23.09 
5.26 (098) “Casual Friday”    04.30.09 
5.27 (099) “Café Disco”    05.07.09 
5.28 (100) “Company Picnic”   05.14.09 

 

VI.       6.1  (101) “Gossip     09.17.09 
6.2  (102) “The Meeting”    09.24.09 
6.3  (103) “The Promotion”   10.01.09 
6.4  (104) “Niagara,” Part 1   10.08.09 
6.5  (105) “Niagara,” Part 2   10.08.09 
6.6  (106) “Mafia”     10.15.09 
6.7  (107) “The Lover”    10.22.09 
6.8  (108) “Koi Pond”    10.29.09 
6.9  (109) “Double Date”    11.05.09 
6.10 (110) “Murder”    11.12.09 
6.11 (111) “Shareholder Meeting”   11.19.09 
6.12 (112) “Scott’s Tots”    12.03.09 
6.13 (113) “Secret Santa”    12.10.09 
6.14 (114) “The Banker”    01.21.10 
6.15 (115) “Sabre”     02.04.10 
6.16 (116) “Manager and Salesman”  02.11.10 
6.17 (117) “The Delivery,” Part 1   03.04.10 
6.18 (118) “The Delivery,” Part 2   03.04.10 
6.19 (119) “St. Patrick’s Day”   03.11.10 
6.20 (120) “New Leads”    03.18.10 
6.21 (121) “Happy Hour”    03.25.10 
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6.22 (122) “Secretary’s Day”   04.22.10 
6.23 (123) “Body Language”   04.29.10 
6.24 (124) “The Cover-Up”   05.0610 
6.25 (125) “The Chump”    05.13.10 
6.26 (126) “Whistleblower”   05.20.10 
 
   

(Source) http://www.nbc.com/The_Office/recaps/#cat=6&mea=6013&ima=76034 
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APPENDIX B 

Coding Sheet (for each discrete appearance) 

_________ Episode number 

_________ Product _____________________________________________________________ 

_________ Brand _______________________________________________________________ 

_________ Presence:       1: Seen       2: Heard       3: Seen & Heard 

_________ Time (in seconds) ___________________ 

_________ Product cost (approximate $ estimated from product & brand) 

_________ Product category 1: Automotive  8: Music  15: Games/toy  
    2: Food  9: Apparel  16: Tobacco 
    3: Beverage  10: Appliances 17: Alcohol 
    4: Health/beauty 11: Media  18: Financial 
    5: Eat out  12: Entertainment 19: Miscellaneous 
    6: Business/Office 13: Electronics 
    7: Other institution 14: Travel 
 

_________ Character  1: Michael Scott 10: Meredith Palmer 19: Karen Filippelli 
    2: Dwight Schrute 11: Kelly Kapoor 20: Roy Anderson 
    3: Jim Halpert  12: Erin Hannon 21: David Wallace 
    4: Pam Beesly  13: Angela Martin 22: Holly Flax 
    5: Ryan Howard 14: Toby Flenderson 23: Gabe Lewis 
    6: Andy Bernard 15: Oscar Martinez 24: Multiple 
    7: Stanley Hudson 16: Darryl Philbin 25: Unlisted 
    8: Kevin Malone 17: Phyllis Lapin 
    9: Creed Bratton 18: Jan Levinson 
 

_________ Typical consumer?  1: Yes  2: No  3: Unclear 

 

Post-coding Variables 

_________ Gender        1: Male        2: Female  

_________ Role         1: Major        2: Minor  
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_________ Likeability  1: Not       2: Slightly       3: Likeable       4: Very 

_________ Credibility  1: Not       2: Slightly       3: Credible       4: Very 
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APPENDIX C 

 
Master List of Characters 
Listed as [Name (Gender M-F, Credibility Score, Likeability Score), Actor Name] 

Major Characters 

Michael Scott (M, C=1.15, L=2.06), Steve Carell 

Dwight Schrute (M, C=1.36, L=1.46), Rainn Wilson 

Jim Halpert (M, C=2.38, L=2.67), John Krasinski 

Pam Beesly-Halpert (F, C=2.48, 2.56), Jenna Fischer 

Ryan Howard (M, C=0.69, L=0.98), B. J. Novak 

Andy Bernard (M, C=1.82, L=1.98), Ed Helms 

Stanley Hudson (M, C=1.64, L=1.33), Leslie David Baker 

Kevin Malone (M, C=1.21, L=2.05), Brian Baumgartner 

Creed Bratton (M, C=0.15, L=1.65), Creed Bratton 

Meredith Palmer (F, C=0.67, L=1.10), Kate Flannery 

Kelly Kapoor (F, C=0.93, L=1.33), Mindy Kaling 

Erin Hannon (F, C=1.66, L=2), Ellie Kemper 

Angela Martin (F, C=1.38, L=1.02), Angela Kinsey 

Toby Flenderson (M, C=2, L=1.64), Paul Lieberstein 

Oscar Martinez (M, C=2.26, L=1.74), Oscar Nunez 

Darryl Philbin (M, C=2.33, L=2.28), Craig Robinson 

Phyllis Lapin-Vance (F, C=1.74, L=1.59), Phyllis Smith 

 

Minor Characters 

Jan Levinson (F, C=1, L=1), Melora Hardin 
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Karen Filippelli (F, C=2.02, L=1.82), Rashida Jones 

Roy Anderson (M, C=0.93, L=0.65), David Denman 

David Wallace (M, C=1.72, L=1.56), Andy Buckley 

Holly Flax (F, C=2.09, L=2.18), Amy Ryan 

Gabe Lewis (M, C=1.71, L=0.86), Zach Woods 

 

Summary 

Total Characters: 23 

Major Characters: 17 (73.9%) 
Minor Characters: 6 (26.1%) 
 
Male Characters: 14 (60.9%) 
Female Characters: 9 (39.1%) 
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APPENDIX D 

 
Coding Book 

 
 

CODING BOOK 
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Detailed Coding Sheet Instructions 
 
1. Unit of Analysis 

• UNIT 
1. Product must be touched, used or mentioned in dialogue.   
2. Attention must be drawn to the item or brand.   
3. Plays on words do not count.  If a character says “Frisky Business” it should not 

be considered a reference to Risky Business. 
4. The character cannot simply wear an item; instead he has to draw attention to it.  

Only code a watch if they zoom in on it obviously and deliberately and the logo is 
evident or if the character touches it and the logo is evident.  Even if a character 
touches the copier, do not include the item unless the brand or logo is clearly 
evident and distinguishable.   

5. If a coffee cup appears to be Starbucks, do not code it unless the Starbucks logo is 
clearly visible.  If a character touches a jar of Skittles, only code them as Skittles 
if there is a reference to the brand or if the logo is clearly distinguishable. 

6. If a character has a Dr. Pepper on his desk, do not code it unless the character 
interacts with the soda.  There should be an intentional and obvious connection.   

7. Only consider specific brands.  Do not code “tea.”  Do code “Milo’s tea.” 
8. Only consider items that a consumer could purchase or places that a consumer 

could visit.  Colleges and Universities count because consumers pay money for 
apparel, sporting events, and tuition to attend.  Government agencies, like the 
FBI, do not count.   

9. Songs count when they are being sung, not when they are played in the 
background.  The owner of the song is the character that is singing it.  As 
mentioned before, plays on words do not count.  Therefore, if a character is 
singing a song and replacing the original lyrics with new lyrics, this does not 
count as a reference to the song. 

10. Direct movie references count.  However, references to characters within a movie 
do not count as references to the movie.  Only record a reference to a movie when 
a title is mentioned or clearly visible. 

11. When the characters visit a restaurant, count this only once.  The time within the 
restaurant should be considered one complete scene.  Visible signs and logos 
within the restaurant add to the total time because the characters are actively using 
the restaurant.  If they are sitting inside the restaurant and a logo or sign is clearly 
visible, add seconds for every time the logo is visible.  Additionally, add time for 
every occasion that the restaurant is discussed or mentioned verbally.  If the 
characters spend half of the episode inside the restaurant and then discuss the 
restaurant when they get back to work, count the new reference to the restaurant 
on a new coding sheet.  This should be considered a change in the scene. 

12. References to fictional restaurants, bars, songs, etc. do not count.  If you are 
unsure if an appearance is fictional, record it.  After all coding has been 
completed and coders are researching the cost variable, this appearance will be 
assessed as fictional or factual and will be discarded if the reference is fictional. 

13. Do not consider the musical-backed montage intro for each episode. 
14. Do not code deleted scenes. 
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• REPETITION 

1. Code a new instance for every scene change.  If Pam is drinking Coke early in the 
episode and then again in another scene, code Coke again. 

2. Code Hewlett Packard or any other brand every time you see a character using his 
computer and the logo is clearly evident.  Likewise, code Cisco phones every time 
a character uses the phone and the logo is clearly evident.  Code the GE 
refrigerator every time a character touches the refrigerator and the logo is clearly 
visible on the television screen.  Do not code Hewlett Packard simply because the 
coder is aware of the HP brand, only code if an unaware viewer would recognize 
the placement. 
 

• PRESENCE 
1. If the coder does not see the logo the first time because the camera was moving, it 

does not count.  The logo should be clearly evident.   
2. The size of the logo is dependent on its time on-screen.  The logo should be large 

and obvious if the camera only stops on it for a moment.  However, if the camera 
is fixated on an object, the logo could be smaller.   

3. The logo should be obvious to the coder and the coder should consider that the 
object should be obvious to an untrained viewer.  The coder should imagine that 
he is not searching for the item, but that the item stands out on the screen or in the 
dialogue.   

4. Blurry, and thus indistinguishable, logos do not count.  Brands seen in a sweep of 
a scene do not count.  The product has to be clear and obvious, apparent and 
intentional. 

2. Episode Number 

Fill in the blank with the episode number as found in the Master List of Coded Episodes 
(Appendix A).  The episode number is the number in parentheses.  For example: (007). 

3. Product 

Fill in the blank with a description of the product.  Be specific.  Examples: Ken doll, blue 
pen, red car. 

4. Brand 

Fill in the blank with the brand of the product in the blank labeled “brand.”  Be specific.  
Examples: Mattel, Hewlett Packard, Chrysler. 

 

5. Presence 

Fill in the blank with the number that best represents the presence of the brand 
appearance.  Select Seen Only if the brand is visible on the television screen only.  Select 
Heard Only if the brand is mentioned verbally in the episode only.  Select Seen & Heard 
if the brand is both visible on the television screen and mentioned verbally in the episode. 
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6. Time (in seconds) 

Fill in the blank with the number of seconds that the product is visible or discussed within 
this particular scene. 

• If the product/brand is only mentioned once, count it for 1 second.   
• If the characters discuss the product continuously, count the entire time that the 

product is discussed.   
• If the product is shown multiple times within a scene, count only while the logo is 

visible.  If the product is mentioned multiple times within a scene, count only while 
the characters are discussing the product/brand.   

• If the characters sit in a restaurant or car for a long period of time, count only the time 
that the logo is clearly visible or the time that the characters are discussing the 
product/brand. 

7. Product cost (approximate $ estimated from product & brand) 

Do not fill in this category until all data has been collected.  After all instances of product 
placement have been recorded, coders will then make cost estimates and group products 
into categories based on distinctions that become apparent when reviewing the products.  
After the lines separating cost are drawn, coders will then refer back to the coding sheets 
and assign a product cost category to each instance of product placement. 

8. Product category 

Fill in the blank with the number that represents the category that most closely describes 
the product.  If none of these categories describe the product, mark the box labeled 
Miscellaneous. 

1. Automotive: Pinto, Ford, Chevy 
2. Food: potato chips, Rice Crispy treats, candy bars. 
3. Beverage: Dr. Pepper, Minute Maid 
4. Health/Beauty: make-up, hair products, Sally Beauty Supply 
5. Eat out: restaurants, Applebees 
6. Business/Office: stores, office-related products, FedEx Kinkos, paper 
7. Other institution: universities, colleges, non-profit organizations, YMCA 
8. Music: songs, concerts, CDs, other music-related products, I Will Survive 
9. Apparel: clothing, shoes, hats, Nike, Prada 
10. Appliances: refrigerators, microwaves, GE 
11. Media: newspapers, news programs, non-entertainment magazines, NY Times, 

Wall Street Journal 
12. Entertainment: movies, television shows, entertainment magazines, Risky 

Business, M*A*S*H, Cosmopolitan 
13. Electronics: televisions, computers, radios, Sony 
14. Travel: airlines, cruise ships, resorts, travel agencies, hotels, LaQuinta 
15. Games/toy: board games, computer games, athletic equipment, Monopoly 
16. Tobacco: tobacco-related appearances, Marlboro 
17. Alcohol: beer, whisky, Jack Daniels 
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18. Financial: banks, other financial institutions, Wells Fargo 
19. Miscellaneous: anything that does not fit into one of the aforementioned 

categories 
7. Character 

Fill in the blank with the number that represents the character that is most closely 
associated with the product.  This character could be identified as the owner or could be 
the character that is most often touching or mentioning the product.  Refer to the Master 
List of Characters in the back of the coding book if unsure of a character’s name. 

• If two or more characters mention, touch, or use an item and there is no clear owner 
of the item, code the character as “Multiple.”   

• For instance, Michael Scott is talking about a character in a movie, but does not 
mention the movie.  Then Karen asks, “Like in Harry Potter?”  To which Michael 
Scott answers, “No, not like in Harry Potter.”  In this occasion there is no clear owner 
of the Harry Potter reference.  Michael brought it up, but Karen said the actual title.  
Attribute the reference to the character “Multiple.” 

• If two characters are discussing Michael Scott’s car and it is clear that they are talking 
about his car, code the car for Michael Scott.  If a character is talking about how Pam 
loves Frito Lay potato chips, code the product for Pam.  Remember it is not 
necessarily the person saying it, but the character associated is the one who is 
connected to the item. 

8. Typical Consumer 

Fill in the blank with the number that best represents your answer to the question: Is this 
character a typical consumer of the product?  Example: Pam purchasing art pencils?  1. 
YES.  Dwight purchasing lipstick?  2. NO. 

 

Do not code the remaining variables: Gender, Role, Liability, and Credibility.  This information 
will be recognized automatically based on the character. 
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Master List of Coded Episodes 

 
 

List of Episodes by Date Aired 

VI. 1.1  (001) “Pilot”      03.24.05   (March 24, 2005) 
6.2   (002) “Diversity Day”    03.29.05 
6.3   (003) “Health Care”    04.05.05 
6.4   (004) “The Alliance”    04.12.05 
6.5   (005) “Basketball”    04.19.05 
6.6   (006) “Hot Girl”    04.26.05 
 

VII. 2.1  (007) “The Dundies”    09.20.05  
7.2   (008) “Sexual Harassment”   09.27.05 
7.3   (009) “Office Olympics”   10.04.05 
7.4   (010) “The Fire”    10.11.05 
7.5   (011) “Halloween”    10.18.05 
7.6   (012) “The Fight”    11.01.05 
7.7   (013) “The Client”    11.08.05 
7.8   (014) “Performance Review”   11.15.05 
7.9   (015) “E-mail Surveillance”   11.22.05 
7.10 (016) “Christmas Party”   12.06.05 
7.11 (017) “Booze Cruise”    01.05.06 
7.12 (018) “The Injury”    01.12.06 
7.13 (019) “The Secret”    01.19.06 
7.14 (020) “The Carpet”    01.26.06 
7.15 (021) “Boys and Girls”   02.02.06 
7.16 (022) “Valentine’s Day”   02.09.06 
7.17 (023) “Dwight’s Speech”   03.02.06 
7.18 (024) “Take Your Daughter to Work Day” 03.16.06 
7.19 (025) “Michael’s Birthday”   03.30.06 
7.20 (026) “Drug Testing”    04.27.06 
7.21 (027) “Conflict Resolution”   05.04.06 
7.22 (028) “Casino Night”    05.11.06 
 

VIII. 3.1  (029) “Gay Witch Hunt”   09.21.06 
8.2   (030) “The Convention”   09.28.06 
8.3   (031) “The Coup”    10.05.06 
8.4   (032) “Grief Counseling”   10.12.06 
8.5   (033) “Initiation”    10.19.06 
8.6   (034) “Diwali”    11.02.06 
8.7   (035) “Branch Closing”   11.09.06 
8.8   (036) “The Merger”    11.16.06  
8.9   (037) “The Convict”    11.30.06 
8.10 (038) “A Benihana Christmas,” Part 1  12.14.06 
8.11 (039) “A Benihana Christmas,” Part 2 12.14.06 
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8.12 (040) “Back From Vacation”   01.04.07 
8.13 (041) “Traveling Salesmen”   01.11.07 
8.14 (042) “The Return”    01.18.07 
8.15 (043) “Ben Franklin”    02.01.07 
8.16 (044) “Phyllis’s Wedding”   02.08.07 
8.17 (045) “Business School”   02.15.07 
8.18 (046) “Cocktails”    02.22.07 
8.19 (047) “The Negotiation”   04.05.07 
8.20 (048) “Safety Training”   04.12.07 
8.21 (049) “Product Recall”   04.26.07 
8.22 (050) “Women’s Appreciation”  05.03.07 
8.23 (051) “Beach Games”    05.10.07 
8.24 (052) “The Job,” Part 1   05.17.07 
8.25 (053) “The Job,” Part 2   05.17.07 
 

IX. 4.1  (054) “Fun Run,” Part 1   09.27.07 
9.2   (055) “Fun Run,” Part 2   09.27.07 
9.3   (056) “Dunder Mifflin Infinity,” Part 1 10.04.07 
9.4   (057) “Dunder Mifflin Infinity,” Part 2 10.04.07 
9.5   (058) “Launch Party,” Part 1   10.11.07  
9.6   (059) “Launch Party,” Part 2   10.11.07 
9.7   (060) “Money,” Part 1    10.18.07 
9.8   (061) “Money,” Part 2    10.18.07 
9.9   (062) “Local Ad”    10.25.07 
9.10 (063) “Branch Wars”    11.01.07 
9.11 (064) “Survivor Man”    11.08.07 
9.12 (065) “The Deposition”   11.15.07 
9.13 (066) “Dinner Party”    04.10.08 
9.14 (067) “Chair Model”    04.17.08 
9.15 (068) “Night Out”    04.24.08 
9.16 (069) “Did I Stutter?”    05.01.08 
9.17 (070) “Job Fair”    05.08.08 
9.18 (071) “Goodbye, Toby,” Part 1  05.15.08 
9.19 (072) “Goodbye, Toby,” Part 2 
 

X. 5.1  (073) “Weight Loss,” Part 1   09.25.08 
10.2 (074) “Weight Loss,” Part 2   09.25.08 
10.3 (075) “Business Ethics”   10.09.08 
10.4 (076) “Baby Shower”    10.16.08 
10.5 (077) “Crime Aid”    10.23.08  
10.6 (078) “Employee Transfer”   10.30.08  
10.7 (079) “Customer Survey”   11.06.08  
10.8 (080) “Business Trip”    11.13.08 
10.9 (081) “Frame Toby”    11.20.08 
10.10 (082) “The Surplus”    12.04.08 
10.11 (083) “Moroccan Christmas”   12.11.08 
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10.12 (084) “The Duel”    01.15.09 
10.13 (085) “Prince Family Paper”   01.22.09 
10.14 (086) “Stress Relief,” Part 1   02.01.09 
10.15 (087) “Stress Relief,” Part 2   02.01.09 
10.16 (088) “Lecture Circuit: Part 1”  02.05.09 
10.17 (089) “Lecture Circuit: Part 2”  02.12.09 
10.18 (090) “Blood Drive”    03.05.09 
10.19 (091) “Golden Ticket”   03.12.09 
10.20 (092) “New Boss”    03.19.09 
10.21 (093) “Two Weeks”    03.26.09 
10.22 (094) “Dream Team”    04.09.09 
10.23 (095) “Michael Scott Paper Company” 04.09.09 
10.24 (096) “Heavy Competition”   04.16.09 
10.25 (097) “Broke”     04.23.09 
10.26 (098) “Casual Friday”    04.30.09 
10.27 (099) “Café Disco”    05.07.09 
10.28 (100) “Company Picnic”   05.14.09 
 

VI.  6.1 (101) “Gossip     09.17.09 
6.2 (102) “The Meeting”    09.24.09 
6.3  (103) “The Promotion”   10.01.09 
6.4  (104) “Niagara,” Part 1   10.08.09 
6.5 (105) “Niagara,” Part 2   10.08.09 
6.6 (106) “Mafia”     10.15.09 
6.7 (107) “The Lover”    10.22.09 
6.8 (108) “Koi Pond”    10.29.09 
6.9 (109) “Double Date”    11.05.09 
6.10 (110) “Murder”    11.12.09 
6.11 (111) “Shareholder Meeting”   11.19.09 
6.12 (112) “Scott’s Tots”    12.03.09 
6.13 (113) “Secret Santa”    12.10.09 
6.14 (114) “The Banker”    01.21.10 
6.15 (115) “Sabre”     02.04.10 
6.16 (116) “Manager and Salesman”  02.11.10 
6.17 (117) “The Delivery,” Part 1   03.04.10 
6.18 (118) “The Delivery,” Part 2   03.04.10 
6.19 (119) “St. Patrick’s Day”   03.11.10 
6.20 (120) “New Leads”    03.18.10 
6.21 (121) “Happy Hour”    03.25.10 
6.22 (122) “Secretary’s Day”   04.22.10 
6.23 (123) “Body Language”   04.29.10 
6.24 (124) “The Cover-Up”   05.0610 
6.25 (125) “The Chump”    05.13.10 
6.26 (126) “Whistleblower”   05.20.10 
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Master List of Characters 
 
Listed as [NAME (GENDER M-F)], [ACTOR PLAYING THE CHARACTER] 

Major Characters 

1. Michael Scott (M), Steve Carell 

2. Dwight Schrute (M), Rainn Wilson 

3. Jim Halpert (M), John Krasinski 

4. Pam Beesly-Halpert (F), Jenna Fischer 

5. Ryan Howard (M), B. J. Novak 
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6. Andy Bernard (M), Ed Helms 

7. Stanley Hudson (M), Leslie David Baker 

8. Kevin Malone (M), Brian Baumgartner 

9. Creed Bratton (M), Creed Bratton 

10. Meredith Palmer (F), Kate Flannery 
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11. Kelly Kapoor (F), Mindy Kaling 

12. Erin Hannon (F), Ellie Kemper 

13. Angela Martin (F), Angela Kinsey 

14. Toby Flenderson (M), Paul Lieberstein 

15. Oscar Martinez (M), Oscar Nunez 
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16. Darryl Philbin (M), Craig Robinson 

17. Phyllis Lapin-Vance (F), Phyllis Smith 

 

Minor Characters 

18. Jan Levinson (F), Melora Hardin 

19. Karen Filippelli (F), Rashida Jones 

20. Roy Anderson (M), David Denman 
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21. David Wallace (M), Andy Buckley 

22. Holly Flax (F), Amy Ryan 

23. Gabe Lewis (M), Zach Woods 
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APPENDIX E 
 
Credibility Survey (zoomerang.com) 
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APPENDIX F 
 
Likeability Survey (zoomerang.com) 
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APPENDIX G 

List of Coded Products 

 
1. Automotive (N = 15)   
Toyota Corolla car $15,000.00 
Corvett car $50,000.00 
Chrysler Sebring car $20,000.00 
Chrysler Sebring car $20,000.00 
Dodge Ram truck $21,000.00 
Trans Am car $3,000.00 
X-Terra sport utility vehicle $24,000.00 
DeLorean car $26,000.00 
Corvette car (1967) $60,000.00 
Porsche car $50,000.00 
Chrysler car $20,000.00 
Toyota Prius car $23,000.00 
Smart Car $17,690.00 
Lincoln town car $3,000.00 
Cadillac car $39,000.00 
  
2. Food (N = 21)   
Country Crock margarine $3.00 
Jolly Ranchers candy $4.00 
Miracle Whip mayonaise $4.00 
Hers chips $2.00 
Hers chips $2.00 
Altoid breath mint $2.00 
Bagel Bites snack food $2.00 
Splenda sugar substitute $3.00 
Snickers candybar $1.00 
Nutri-Sweet artificial sweetener $2.00 
Pizza Rolls snack food $4.00 
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Hot Tamales candy $1.65 
Mounds candybar $0.75 
Splenda sugar substitute $2.00 
Mr. Peanut nuts $3.50 
Cheese Balls snack food $10.00 
Cheese Balls snack food $10.00 
Jello snack food $1.00 
Jello snack food $1.00 
Cap'n Crunch cereal $4.63 
M & Ms candy $1.00 
  
3. Beverage (N = 5)   
Coca Cola soft drink $1.50 
Coca Cola soft drink $1.50 
Koolaid drink mix $1.00 
Hawaiian Punch fruit drink $0.25 
Ocean Spray fruit drink $1.00 
  
4. Health/Beauty (N = 7)   
Dior cologne $60.00 
Night Sweat imitation cologne $10.00 
Rogaine hair regrowth treatment $30.00 
Asprin pain reliever $6.00 
Asprin pain reliever $6.00 
Hair for Men hair product $300.00 
Viagra medication $111.00 
  
5. Eat Out (N = 25)   
Outback steak house $22.00 
Baskin Robbins ice cream $5.00 
Starbucks coffee shop $2.00 
Chilis restaurant $12.00 
Chuck E Cheese restaurant $17.00 
Sbarro pizza parlor $8.00 
Bubba Gump Shrimp restaurant $20.00 
Red Lobster restaurant $17.00 
Jitters coffee shop $2.00 
Brunetti's pizza parlor $8.00 
Hooters restaurant $9.00 
Hooters restaurant $9.00 
Chilis restaurant $12.00 
Hooters restaurant $9.00 
Hooters restaurant $9.00 
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Benihanas restaurant $30.00 
Anna Maria's restaurant $35.00 
The Spotted Pig restaurant $24.00 
Alfredo's Pizza restaurant $8.00 
International House of Pancakes restaurant $9.00 
TCBY yogurt $4.00 
Taco Bell fast food restaurant $6.00 
Mrs. Field's Cookies  $4.00 
P. F. Changs restaurant $20.00 
Dunkin Dognuts bakery $5.00 
  
6. Business/Office (N = 7)   
Mailboxes Etc. store $7.00 
Staples office supply store $78.94 
Hewlett Packard printer $80.00 
Staples office supply store $78.94 
Sharpie permanent marker $1.00 
H & R Block tax associates $30.00 
Sharpie permanent marker $1.00 
  
7. Other Institution (N = 0)   
  
8. Music (N = 9)   
Green Sleeves song $1.29 
Teach Your Children Well song $1.29 
Closer I Am to Find song $1.29 
Zombie song $1.29 
Roxanne song $1.29 
Every Little Thing She Does Is Magic song $1.29 
Son of a Preacher Man song $1.29 
Life Is a Highway song $1.29 
Staying Alive song $1.29 
  
9. Apparel (N = 11)   
Nike tennis shoes $80.00 
Men's Warehouse clothing store $200.00 
Gap Kids clothing store $20.00 
Victoria's Secret lingerie store $30.00 
Armani clothing store $1,500.00 
T. J. Maxx tie $4.00 
Burlington Coat Factory apparel store $100.00 
Burlington Coat Factory apparel store $100.00 
Crocks rubber shoes $30.00 
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Calvin Klein clothing $40.00 
Tankard watches $500.00 
  
10. Appliances (N = 3)   
Starbucks coffee maker $200.00 
George Forman grill $25.00 
George Forman grill $25.00 
  
11. Media (N = 1)   
Wall Street Journal online article $1.99 
  
12. Entertainment (N = 91)   
Small Business Man magazine $5.00 
USA Today magazine $5.00 
American Way magazine $5.00 
Gentlemen's Quarterly magazine $5.00 
Divine Secrets of the YaYa Sisterhood movie $20.00 
A Purpose Driven Life book $6.00 
The DaVinci Code book $4.00 
Physician's Desk Reference book $20.00 
Harry Potter and the Scorcerer's Stone book $13.00 
Harry Potter and the Prisoner of Esciban book $13.00 
Legends of the Fall movie $20.00 
My Big Fat Greek Wedding movie $20.00 
Legally Blonde movie $20.00 
Bridges of Madison County movie $20.00 
Ghost movie $20.00 
Fargo movie $20.00 
Edward Scissor Hands movie $20.00 
Dazed and Confused movie $20.00 
Breakfast Club movie $20.00 
The Princess Bride movie $20.00 
The Crow movie $20.00 
Legally Blonde movie $20.00 
Catch 22 book $12.00 
Armageddon movie $20.00 
Catch 22 book $12.00 
Raging Bull movie $20.00 
Karate Kid movie $20.00 
Playboy magazine $5.00 
Forrest Gump movie $20.00 
Philadelphia movie $20.00 
Big movie $20.00 
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Born on the Fourth of July movie $20.00 
Self magazine $5.00 
Fiddler on the Roof play $50.00 
Raw movie $20.00 
Daddy Daycare movie $20.00 
From the Mixed Up Files of Mrs. Baisley A. Wiler 
book $6.00 
For the Boys movie $20.00 
Weekend at Bernie's movie $20.00 
The Village movie $20.00 
Unbreakable movie $20.00 
The Sixth Sense movie $20.00 
Signs movie $20.00 
Along Came Polly movie $20.00 
Night at the Roxburry movie $20.00 
Maxim magazine $5.00 
Wedding Crashers movie $20.00 
Grizzly Man movie $20.00 
Webster's Dictionary book $7.00 
The Princess Bride movie $20.00 
Love Actually movie $20.00 
Uptown Girls movie $20.00 
Netflix movie subscription $12.00 
Braveheart movie $20.00 
Alien movie $20.00 
Spamalot Broadway play $50.00 
Big movie $20.00 
Where's Waldo book $7.00 
Green Egg's and Ham book $5.00 
The Devil Wears Prada movie $20.00 
Netflix movie subscription $12.00 
Million Dollar Baby movie $20.00 
Harry Potter book $13.00 
Die Hard movie $20.00 
Die Hard 4 movie $20.00 
The Terminator movie $20.00 
The Terminator movie $20.00 
Stomp percussion entertainment $70.00 
Wicked Broadway play $50.00 
Back to the Future movie $20.00 
The Lion King movie $20.00 
Ace Ventura movie $20.00 
Benjamin Button movie $20.00 
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The Devil Wears Prada movie $20.00 
Sophie's Choice movie $20.00 
Back to the Future movie $20.00 
Jaws movie $20.00 
Bruno movie $20.00 
Toy Story movie $20.00 
Harry Potter book $13.00 
Weekend at Bernie's movie $20.00 
Best American Mystery Stories book $4.00 
Saw movie $20.00 
Men in Black movie $20.00 
Lethal Weapon movie $20.00 
Casablanca movie $20.00 
Precious movie $20.00 
Push book $6.00 
Precious movie $20.00 
Push book $6.00 
Blockbuster movie rental $3.00 
  
13. Electronics (N = 33)   
Microsoft software $120.00 
Apple iPod $170.00 
Prism Eurosport MP3 player $50.00 
Apple iPod $170.00 
Apple computer $1,500.00 
Verizon phone service provider $70.00 
Microsoft Office software $120.00 
Blackberry smart phone $150.00 
Blackberry smart phone $150.00 
X Box gaming system $300.00 
Blackberry smart phone $150.00 
Blackberry smart phone $150.00 
Microsoft Powerpoint software $80.00 
Microsoft Powerpoint software $80.00 
Simple Life computer game $35.00 
TiVo digital video recorder $100.00 
Adobe Photoshop software $500.00 
Adobe Dreamweaver software $350.00 
Corel Painter software $268.00 
Adobe Illustrator software $465.00 
Adobe After Effects software $765.00 
Adobe Flash software $300.00 
Adobe Creative Suite $731.00 
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Microsoft Powerpoint software $80.00 
Apple iPod $170.00 
Apple computer $1,500.00 
Blackberry smart phone $150.00 
Blackberry smart phone $150.00 
Hewlett Packard lithium battery $40.00 
Apple iPod $170.00 
Apple iPod $170.00 
Apple iPod $170.00 
Quick Time software $0.00 
  
14. Travel (N = 11)   
The Radison hotel $90.00 
Super 8 hotel $90.00 
Motel 6 motel $60.00 
Best Western hotel $90.00 
Holiday Inn hotel $90.00 
Hyatt hotel $90.00 
Sandals resort $1,000.00 
Magic Kingdom theme park $50.00 
Sandals resort $1,000.00 
Days Inn hotel $90.00 
Sandals resort $1,000.00 
  
15. Games/Toy (N = 9)   
Nerf Ball $8.00 
American Girl doll store $28.00 
Scrabble board game $15.00 
Trouble board game $15.00 
Risk board game $25.00 
Battleship board game $20.00 
Operation board game $15.00 
Toss Across board game $14.00 
Barbie doll $17.00 
  
16. Tobacco (N = 1)   
Camel cigarettes $3.00 
  
17. Alcohol (N = 2)   
St. Pauli Girl beer $1.19 
Cognac brandy $30.00 
  
18. Financial (N = 0)   
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19. Miscellaneous (N = 3)   
Fancy Feast cat food $1.00 
Duck Tape duct tape $6.25 
Orbit stroller $735.00 

 

 


